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INTRODUCTION

English words with the suYx -ic are usually stressed on the syllable
immediately preceding the element -ic: rhýthmic, magnétic, supersónic,
and so on. And yet some, such as Árabic, Cátholic, and rhétoric, are not.
These exceptions to the general rule tend to be nouns rather than
adjectives, or at least words that are sometimes nouns. (Notice, inci-
dentally, that in many varieties of English arithmétic is the adjective
corresponding to the noun arı́thmetic.) Why does English have a general
rule about the stress of words with -ic, why does this rule have excep-
tions, and why do the exceptions tend to be nouns? Were these words
always stressed as in modern English, or have they somehow come to be
stressed in this way?
These questions about stress in English will not be answered in this

book. They are, however, very similar to some questions about ancient
Greek to which I shall attempt to come within reach of an answer. This
book is intended for readers with an interest in such questions, and in
ancient Greek.
The aims of this book are quite modest. Readers should not look here

for a mighty reference work or compendium of information on ancient
Greek accents; for that one should go to Chandler’s unsurpassed A
Practical Introduction to Greek Accentuation (2nd edn., 1881; reprinted
1983). This is also not a handbook for those wishing to teach themselves
where to accent ancient Greek words; for this purpose one might use
Vendryes’s Traité d’accentuation grecque (1904; reprinted 1945 with
updated bibliography); Bally’s Manuel d’accentuation grecque (1945;
reprinted 1997); or my A New Short Guide to the Accentuation of
Ancient Greek (2003). Nor do I oVer a grand new theoretical account
of the ancient Greek accent system; for some recent theoretical treat-
ments, the reader might go to the articles by Steriade (1988), Halle
(1997), Sauzet (1989), Golston (1990), and Noyer (1997). Rather, this
book is an attempt to answer some quite speciWc questions, of the kind
hinted at above, about the history of ancient Greek accentuation. On the
way we shall delve into some general characteristics of the ancient
Greek accent system, and of certain sorts of language change, but the
point of all this will be to answer some questions about ancient Greek.
The answers suggested have some repercussions for the understanding
of phonological and morphological change, and particularly for the
ways in which the frequency with which a word is used may encourage
or inhibit certain types of change. In so far as the suggestions made



here relate to the early history of the accentuation of an Indo-European
language, they also have some implications for the reconstruction of
accentuation in Proto-Indo-European. But these wider suggestions will
need to be tested further by those working on other languages.

If we were trying to answer the questions about English with which
I began, an instructive Wrst step would be to look at dictionaries, gram-
mars, and descriptions of English from past years and centuries in order
to Wnd out as much as possible about the history of the pronunciation,
and especially the stress, of words with -ic. In many cases we can have a
fairly clear idea about when, by whom, and with what intention, a
dictionary or grammar of English, or a description of English pronun-
ciation, was produced; we understand something about what it means
for, say, Robert Nares (Elements of Orthoepy, 1784) to have described a
word in the late eighteenth century as stressed on a certain syllable, and
for the second edition of the OED to describe the same word in the
twentieth century as stressed on a diVerent syllable.
For ancient Greek the situation is diVerent. It is not immediately

obvious how we can know anything at all about ancient Greek accen-
tuation. Sophocles and Plato, it is frequently pointed out, did not write
accents; when were accents Wrst written, by whom, and with what
purpose, and what does it mean if a Sophoclean word is accented in a
certain way in a medieval manuscript? Secondly, even once we have
direct evidence for the accentuation of an ancient Greek word, how can
we hope to discover anything about the history (in fact the prehistory)
of this word’s accentuation, or about lines of development along which
the accent system as a whole arrived at the state in which it is Wrst
directly attested?
Since any discussion of the prehistory of ancient Greek accentuation

presupposes that something can be known about ancient Greek accen-
tuation, and that some deductions may be made indirectly about stages
of its history that are not known directly, this book begins with an
introductory part whose purpose is to address these questions. It is
divided into four chapters. The Wrst outlines the sources of evidence
for ancient Greek accentuation, and the second describes some of the
characteristics of ancient Greek accentuation as we know it on the basis
of this evidence. The third chapter discusses some deductions that may
be made about the prehistory of the accentuation system, and how they
may be made. The fourth chapter consists of a brief history of scholar-
ship bearing on ancient Greek accentuation; it introduces the diVerent
sorts of scholarship (on Greek, on other Indo-European languages, and
on accentuation systems in the world’s languages more generally) that
have contributed something to our knowledge of the subject and that
contribute to the discussions in the second part of this book.

2 Introduction



In order to make this book as self-standing as possible, I have said
some things in the introductory part that are also said in my A New
Short Guide to the Accentuation of Ancient Greek (2003); I hope that
readers of both books, or those who simply know something about the
subject already, will not mind skipping things they already know. On
the other hand, having put what I think are the basic facts about ancient
Greek accentuation into A New Short Guide I have not found it neces-
sary to make the introductory part of this book a general introduction
to the subject, and have referred the reader to A New Short Guide in
places where a matter is discussed at greater length there than it needs to
be here.
The second and longer part of this book is devoted more directly to

questions of the sort that I began by promising to discuss. These
questions relate to the prehistory of the patterns of accentuation found
in nouns and adjectives with the thematic, or second-declension,
suYxes -æ�-; -��-; -��-; -º�-, and -��-. For words with each suYx some
accentual rules of thumb may be stated. For example, words formed
with the suYx -æ�- are most often accented on the -æ�- (as ºØªıæ��
‘shrill’). But, as in the case of English words with -ic, this generalization
has some exceptions (such as ¼æªıæ�� ‘silver’). Such exceptions tend to
be nouns, but by no means all nouns with -æ�- are exceptions (compare
Iªæ�� ‘Weld’), and there are some exceptional adjectives (such as �ÆFæ��
‘small’). Why should there be a general rule for the accentuation of
words with -æ�-, why does it have exceptions, and why do the exceptions
tend to be nouns? Can the particular sorts of nouns that tend to be
exceptions reveal anything about the prehistory of the accentuation of
words with -æ�-?
This second part is divided into nine chapters (numbered 5 to 13).

Chapter 5 serves as an introduction to Part II as a whole and places the
sorts of questions to be investigated in the context of some general
characteristics of the ancient Greek accentuation system and in the
context of previous scholarship on these questions. The following four
chapters (6 to 9) are devoted to studies of the accentuation of nouns and
adjectives with the suYxes -æ�-; -��-; -��-, and -º�-. Chapter 10 pre-
sents some preliminary conclusions about the prehistoric development
of accentuation patterns for words with -æ�-; -��-; -��-, and -º�-. Chap-
ter 11 discusses words with the suYx -��-, words which present at Wrst
sight rather diVerent problems from those with -æ�-; -��-; -��-, and
-º�-, but which have, I suggest, responded over time to the same sorts of
pressures, mutatis mutandis, as those with -æ�-, and -��-, -��-, and -º�-.
In general the conclusions oVered in Chapters 10 and 11 apply to nouns
with apparently anomalous accentuation rather than to adjectives; the
discussion of interestingly accented adjectives is postponed until Chap-
ter 12, which focuses especially on the groups of adjectives with the
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complex or disyllabic suYxes -Ø��-; -ı��-; -Ø��-, and -ı��-; this chapter
touches on the reconstruction of accentuation patterns for Proto-Indo-
European more directly than the rest of the book. The last chapter gives
a brief summary of results and suggests some wider implications; for
those who like to read books backwards I have tried to make it intelli-
gible by itself.
The words forming the basis for the studies of Part II are listed in a

series of Wve appendices, the Wrst four subdivided into a section for
adjectives and a section for nouns; Appendix 5 contains only nouns.
The words in each appendix or section of an appendix follow the order
of a reverse index. For each of the suYxes we are concerned with, the
words considered consist of those listed in Buck and Petersen’s reverse
index (1945) (with the occasional addition of a word I have come across
although it is omitted by Buck and Petersen) that can be analysed in
historical terms as having been formed with the suYx in question, with
the following exceptions:

(a) Compounds and words that are most probably compounds. ‘Com-
pounds’ are taken to include preWxed words and derivatives of
compounds or preWxed words.

(b) Words attested only on inscriptions and/or papyri, except in cases
where I have been able to verify that such a word is marked with an
accent on at least one papyrus where it appears. In such cases, a
reference to the papyrus is given under the entry for the relevantword.

(c) Words Wrst attested in an author later than the second century ad.
Words are included if they are attested for a pre-second-century ad
author in a quotation by a later author, but not if the only source for
the word is Hesychius. Hesychius’ lexicon survives in only one
manuscript, whose accentuation is highly idiosyncratic (see Latte
1953–66: i. pp. viii, xxvii).

(d) Adjectives attested only in the comparative or superlative. The
accentuation of the positive form of an adjective cannot be deter-
mined from the comparative or superlative. In such cases, LSJ have
assigned accents according to general rules; they have done so
admirably but these words obviously do not provide appropriate
data for our investigations.

(e) Words existing only as conjectures or doubtful readings.

( f ) An important exclusion is that of words that etymologically do not
seem to have contained the suYx in question, or whose historical
segmentation is obscure. Thus �ØÆæ�� ‘fat’ (historical segmentation
�ØÆæ-�-�, not ��ØÆ-æ�-�; compare�EÆæ ‘grease’) is not included.Aword
such as ªº���æ�� ‘sticky; importunate’ is not included because its
etymology and therefore its historical segmentation is unclear.
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(g) For -æ�-, words with -�æ�- and -Łæ�- are not considered, since these
suYxes are diVerent from -æ�- in origin, semantics, and accentuation.
Words with composite suYxes of type vowel þ -æ�- (e.g. -	æ�-; -ıæ�-)
have been included, however, since in origin they included a suYx -æ�-.

(h) For -��-, words formed with the suYx -�ÆÆ��-, which was borrowed
from Latin (as in NA��� ‘drink prepared from honey, wine, and violets’),
are not included. Nor are words with superlative or ordinal suYxes in
-��- (e.g. o�Æ��� ‘uppermost’, ���Ææ��� ‘fourth’).

(i) For -º�-, words with -Łº�-, -�º�-, and Latin -Ø�º�- are excluded.

At the end of each appendix or section of an appendix I have given a few
examples of excluded words, with a brief indication of the reason for
their exclusion. For example, at the end of section 1.1 listing adjectives
with the suYx -æ�-, ‘ÆN��ı��	æ�� (only attested in the comparative)’. No
attempt is made to list exclusions exhaustively but only to illustrate the
principles on which words have been excluded, and in particular to
mention any words whose exclusion I thought might occasion surprise.
Where there is a large number of words of very similar formation and

uniform accentuation (e.g. nouns with -���- accented on the Wnal syl-
lable), the lists of words given in the appendices have been abbreviated.
In such cases, a few of the words (including all Homeric words) have
been listed and the number of further words counted is indicated at the
point in the sequence of words where abbreviation begins.
The entry for each word is provided with a brief note on its etymology

and, where I have used evidence other than that of printed texts, the
evidence for its accentuation. A note on the accentuation of the word is
also provided if I foundmore information in printed sources than simply
a particular accent. The end of each entry records in abbreviated form
and for ease of reference information about the word that is crucial for
the discussions to which the relevant appendix relates (for example,
F ¼ ‘Wnally accented’; R ¼ ‘recessive’). Each section of an appendix
beginswith a key to the abbreviations used in that section. The following
typical entry (p. 319) may serve to illustrate the general principles (on
which see further p. 316 and the opening of each section of an appendix):

kipaq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘oily, shiny with oil’. Hom. (Il. 2. 44þ)þ. Et: º��Æ (adv.)
‘richly(?)’, ºØ�Æ��ø ‘oil, anoint’. Accent: Arc. 80. 14. F.

Etymological information is given because my conclusions are in part
historical and consequently need to be based both on the attested
history and on the prehistory of the words studied. The etymological
notes are, however, intended only to justify my inclusion of a particular
word in a list of words formed, historically speaking, with a certain
suYx. A related word cited (such as º��Æ or ºØ�Æ��ø in the example
above) is not necessarily the actual base for the derivation of our word
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but merely a word formed on the same root and lacking our suYx.
Related words are cited where possible from ancient Greek itself.
Where ancient Greek oVered no clearly related words or where forms
from other languages could add some elucidation, such forms have been
adduced as in the following example (p. 330):

paFqor; om ‘little, small’. Hom. (Il. 2. 675þ)þ. Et.: Root of Lat. pau-cus
‘few, little’, Goth. faw-ai ‘few’: see Chantraine (1968–80: 865); Risch
(1974: 70). R.

Here I have preferred, where possible, to cite a form from a language of
which I have at least some knowledge (while keeping in mind, I hope,
proverbs about a little knowledge) than to cite one from a language of
which, regrettably, I have none. This preference explains why I do not
cite forms from, for example, Old Irish, Albanian, Armenian, or Old
Church Slavonic more often than absolutely necessary.
The etymologies givendonotpretend to anyoriginality.Theyare based

mainly on Frisk’s Griechisches etymologisches Wörterbuch (1960–72),
a work that has always been consulted even where it is not explicitly
cited.1 Other authorities who have been followed are adduced where
appropriate, if they do notmerely agree with Frisk. I have not attempted
to trace every etymology back to its source. Where a general reference
work such as Frisk’s (1960–72) is mentioned, earlier bibliography may
be found there. It should be stressed that the focus of this book is not on
etymologies. Etymology is employed merely as a tool to arrive at lists of
words containing what was at least historically a given suYx, and a
conservative line has been taken here. Words whose historical segmen-
tation is uncertain have been excluded from the data on which conclu-
sions (and statistical arguments) have been based, although some of these
words have been mentioned in the text where appropriate.
Evidence for accentuation is cited in the appendices according to the

following criteria. Where the accent of a word is discussed in ancient

1 As a main guide, I have preferred Frisk’s etymological dictionary to Chantraine’s

(1968–80) because of Chantraine’s greater tendency to reconstruct heteroclitic athem-

atic forms (especially r/n-stems) for which there is no evidence other than various

formations (thematic or athematic, nominal or verbal) with suYxes containing diVerent

consonants, a procedure that Chantraine owed to Benveniste (see Benveniste 1935,
passim). While I do not wish to deny that thematization was available in the Indo-

European parent language and may even have been the ultimate origin of certain

thematic suYxes such as -ro- and -no-, it is now generally accepted that Benveniste

went too far in postulating athematic pre-forms to account for words that are more easily

regarded as derived directly by means of a thematic suYx such as -ro- or -no- (see e.g.

Wachter 1997, esp. 5–6). The parent language, at least at its directly reconstructable

stage, had various thematic suYxes including -ro- and -no-, and these are often found

added directly to roots that are also found with a series of other primary suYxes, but not

with the suYxes in paradigmatic alternation.
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grammatical sources, one or more references to grammarians are given
and generally no other evidence is mentioned. Some words are dis-
cussed by grammarian after grammarian, and at Wrst glance it might
look as if we can be especially certain of their accentuation, more so than
for a word that is cited by only one ancient grammatical source. How-
ever, diVerent grammarians who mention the accent of the same word
cannot generally be counted with any certainty as independent wit-
nesses, since grammarians copy earlier grammarians on a grand scale.
I do not, therefore, necessarily mention every grammatical source for a
given accent unless there is a particular reason to do so, e.g. grammar-
ians disagree with one another or there are problems of text or inter-
pretation. Given the prominence the ancient tradition accorded to
Herodian’s —�æd ŒÆŁ�ºØŒB� �æ��fiø�Æ�,2 I have always cited the two
surviving summaries of this work where possible, generally mention-
ing other sources only where these summaries give us nothing or where
other sources disagree or add something of interest. Although I do not
cite the fragmentary works of Herodian from Lentz’s edition (or rather
reconstruction) of 1867–70,3 preferring to go back to more primary
sources, I have consulted Lentz’s work constantly and followed up
relevant references as well as making use of my own reading of relevant
grammarians and scholia.
Where there is no evidence from ancient grammarians, I have had to

rely much more on secondary sources, particularly printed editions and
any relevant remarks made by editors in their textual apparatus. I would
have liked to go back to early accented manuscripts and, where possible,
to accented papyri, but a systematic study of these sources at present
would have taken me too far aWeld. I have, however, looked at some
published editions of papyri and facsimile editions of manuscripts, and
satisWed myself that these sources would have made very little diVer-
ence to the data on which the present work is based. Data from papyri
and facsimile editions of manuscripts are occasionally mentioned in the
appendices, where I have come across some relevant information, but I
have not studied these sources in a systematic way. Modern editions,
with their critical apparatus, are cited wherever I have gained from
them some suggestion that the manuscript evidence for the accentu-
ation of a word is not consistent.

Certain English words that are useful for discussions of Greek accen-
tuation, such as ‘accent’ and ‘noun’, have become embarrassingly
ambiguous, and it is worth clarifying the senses in which I shall use
them.

2 See p. 22. 3 See pp. 22–3 with n. 19.
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Traditionally, ‘accent’ referred to any kind of phonetic prominence
making a syllable stand out from those around it, and was also used
more narrowly as a synonym for ‘word accent’, a phonetic prominence
attaching to one syllable in a word. Two types of accent were distin-
guished, some languages having ‘pitch accent’ and others ‘stress accent’,
also called simply ‘stress’. The ancient Greek accent was regarded as a
pitch accent, and so one might refer to it with the term ‘accent’ (a cover
term for ‘pitch accent’ and ‘stress accent’) but not with ‘stress’ (which
only meant ‘stress accent’).
More recently, the distinction between ‘pitch accent’ and ‘stress

accent’ has been debated (see pp. 55–7), and some linguists no longer
distinguish between ‘pitch’ and ‘stress’ accent in the traditional way but
redeploy the terms ‘stress’ and ‘accent’ for other purposes. Abercrombie
(1991) and Halle (1997), for example, use the term ‘accent’ to denote an
abstract feature attached to some syllable or syllables in the mental
representation of a particular word. ‘Accent’ may or may not translate
into phonetic prominence, depending on the operation of phonological
rules that translate the mental representation into the form of the word
actually uttered (the ‘surface form’; see p. 113). A ‘stressed’ element, on
the other hand, is ‘one that is phonetically more prominent than other
elements in the word’ (Halle 1997: 278 n. 1). ‘Stress’, then, is a phon-
etic feature whereas ‘accent’ is an abstract or underlying feature. As a
result, Halle uses the term ‘stress’ of ancient Greek as long as he is
talking about actual phonetic prominence: ‘Greek places stress on one
of the last three syllables of the word’ (Halle 1997: 304), etc. The fact
that traditionally ancient Greek is not described as a ‘stress accent’
language is irrelevant for this use of the term ‘stress’.
Unfortunately, this is not the only way in which the terms ‘stress’ and

‘accent’ have been used to distinguish between abstract feature and
phonetic prominence. Bolinger (1958) uses ‘stress’ for an abstract lexical
feature and ‘accent’ for prominence actually perceived in an utterance.4

It is unfortunate that the terms ‘stress’ and ‘accent’ have acquired such
a variety ofmutually contradictory uses, and it is tempting to avoid these
words altogether. But they are diYcult to avoid without inventing new
and unfamiliar terms, a procedure that can equally lead to confusion.
I therefore retain the terms ‘stress’ and ‘accent’ and use them in their
traditional senses. ‘Stress’ is used only in relation to languages tradition-
ally described as ‘stress accent’ languages; the term does not occur often
in this book, since the language under investigation is traditionally
described as a ‘pitch accent’ language. I use the term ‘accent’ in relation

4 For the diVerent senses of the word ‘accent’, see also Ladd (1996: 286 nn. 2, 3, 4). For
an older list, see A. Schmitt (1924: 1–3).
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to any language that typically marks one syllable per word as more
prominent than the others (e.g. English, ancient Greek).
When it is necessary to distinguish between actual phonetic promin-

ence and an abstract feature of the mental representation that may or
may not be realized as phonetic prominence, I refer to the former as
‘surface accent’ and the latter as ‘inherent accent’ or ‘underlying ac-
cent’. What constitutes an ‘accent’, in our sense of the word, will be
discussed in some more detail in Chapter 2.
The term ‘pitch accent’ is also sometimes given a diVerent sense

from its traditional one. Bolinger (1958) Wrst used it to describe a
pitch change associated with the phonetic prominence of a syllable,
whether or not the language involved was traditionally termed a ‘pitch
accent language’. As Ladd (1996: 46) says, this sense of the term is ‘now
in general use’ (among linguists working on intonation). The term
‘pitch accent’ does not occur often in this book, but where it occurs
it has its traditional sense (the implications of which are discussed
on pp. 55–7).
The word ‘noun’ is used in the meaning ‘substantive’ (a use that has

become widespread in modern work), not in its more traditional use as a
cover term for both substantives and adjectives. The word ‘nominal’ (in
phrases such as ‘nominal accentuation’, ‘nominal form’) is used in the
sense ‘pertaining to nouns and adjectives’, as in current Indo-European
studies (cf. the title of Lubotsky’s (1988) book The System of Nominal
Accentuation in Sanskrit and Proto-Indo-European, a book treating of
the accentuation of nouns and adjectives). The Latin term nomen agentis
is used to denote a nominal form (whether adjective or noun) derived
from a verb and referring to an agent. Nomen actionis is used similarly
for a nominal form derived from a verb and denoting an action. I use the
term ‘suYx’ to mean any signiWcant element of a word occurring after
the root (or the last root element, in the case of a compound); an
inXectional ending is thus a type of suYx.
A further terminological (and linguistic) peculiarity should be men-

tioned in connection with suYxes. On p. 64 I speak of the accusative
plural ending -�ı� of ºØªıæ��� ‘shrill’ (acc. pl. m.) and the genitive plural
ending -ø� of ºØªıæH� (gen. pl. m./f./n.), noting that the ending -�ı�
takes an acute accent if it is accented at all, while -ø� takes a circumXex if
accented at all. But on pp. 117, 149 I treat ºØªıæ�� ‘shrill’, with its
various forms for diVerent cases, numbers, and genders, as if it con-
tained a suYx -æ�- alternating with -æ�ı; -æø-, and so on, and have
occasion to note that the derivational suYx -æ�- is often accented
where it is the last derivational suYx in a word. Thus, ºØªıæ��� has the
accent on the derivational suYx, here in its form -æ�ı-. In the form
ºØªıæ��� the syllable on which the accent falls is thus related to the fact
that -æ�ı- is a form of the derivational suYx -æ�-, while the type of
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accent (acute rather than circumXex) is accounted for by the presence of
the accusative plural ending -�ı�.
There would appear to be a contradiction here: do the vowels -�-

(nom. sg. m.), -�ı- (acc. pl. m.), -ø- (gen. pl. m./f./n.) etc. belong to the
various forms of the suYx ‘-æ�-’ or to the inXectional endings? In
reality, no clear dividing line can be drawn in synchronic terms between
a second-declension derivational suYx such as -æ�- and the following
case/number/gender ending. The -�ı- of ºØªıæ��� is both part of the
accusative plural masculine marker -�ı� and part of a form of the suYx
-æ�-. The Wnal -� does not by itself give as much information about
the case, number, and gender of the form as it does in combination
with preceding -�ı-, since ºØªıæ�� (nom. sg. m.), ºØªıæ�E� (dat. pl. m./n.),
ºØªıæA� (gen. sg. f.), ºØªıæ$· � (acc. pl. f.), and ºØªıæÆE� (dat. pl. f.) would
also have an ‘ending’ -� if the preceding vowel were taken to belong to
the derivational suYx. On the other hand, a stem that genuinely ended
in -æ would require a diVerent set of case endings. Thus, the accusative
plural of �Æ��æ ‘father’ (stem �Æ�	æ alternating with �Æ��æ- and �Æ�æ-) is
�Æ��æÆ�, with ending -Æ�.
Notice that the point being made here is a synchronic one, not a

historical one. Historically, the derivational suYx of ºØªıæ�� was origin-
ally *-ro-, and ºØªıæ�� is formed from the stem liguro- and the nomina-
tive singular masculine ending -s, while the accusative plural masculine
ºØªıæ��� comes from *liguróns, that is to say the stem liguro- and an
accusative plural marker *-ns. This accusative plural marker *-ns is also
responsible (in a postconsonantal form *-n

˚
s) for the -Æ� of �Æ��æÆ�,

which goes back to *patérn
˚
s. Synchronically, there are various possible

analyses, but my preference is to regard the vowels in the Wnal syllables
of second- and Wrst-declension words, e.g. the -�ı- of ºØªıæ���, as
belonging synchronically both to the derivational suYx (or simply to
the stem, in the case of a second- or Wrst-declension word with syn-
chronically unanalysable stem) and to the ending.
The term ‘Indo-European’ (abbreviated IE) is used both as an adjec-

tive applying to the languages regarded as sharing the language family
that includes ancient Greek, and as a noun denoting the parent language
of this family. The term is thus used where one might also use ‘Proto-
Indo-European’. The word ‘Greek’ is used as a synonym for ‘ancient
Greek’, as in much work dealing primarily with ancient Greek. Where
the modern descendant is referred to, the term ‘modern Greek’ is
employed. ‘Homer’ is used as a conventional label for the authors of
the Iliad andOdyssey, and to refer to those works themselves, but for no
other works. The Homeric Hymns, for example, are not intended when
I say ‘Homer’. The terms used to refer to the diVerent possible posi-
tions for the Greek word accent are explained on pp. 62–9, when the
necessary background on Greek accentuation has been given.
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I have attempted not to encumber this book more than necessary with
items from the increasingly vast technical terminology that theoretical
linguistics has grown. Some concepts of linguistic description will,
however, prove useful along with the terms that refer to them. Those
that are most likely to be unfamiliar are explained when they are Wrst
introduced, but for ease of reference these, as well as some more wide-
spread terms that are not explained in the text, are included in a glossary
of technical terms (pp. 412–16).
I have generally followed LSJ when glossing single Greek words; all

translations of actual Greek sentences are mine. I make occasional use of
the gender-neutral pronouns ‘he’ and ‘his’; I belong to those whose
linguistic prejudices are oVended by any of the other possibilities.
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1 EVIDENCE FOR THE GREEK ACCENT

1.1 Introduction

When we read any classical1 or pre-classical Greek author in a modern
printed text, we read a text with accents marked using the acute ( · ),
circumXex (

7
), and grave ( ‘ ) signs. But classical and pre-classical

authors did not write accent marks, which almost certainly had not
been invented in their day (cf. pp. 19, 21). An obvious question to ask
is therefore how, and indeed whether, we can have accurate information
about the accentuation of Greek at a period when signs for accents had
not been invented. Before this question can be answered in full, a
prerequisite is to consider the origins and basis, even if post-classical,
of the accent marks we read in our texts, and to investigate the other
sources of evidence for the accentuation of Greek at any period in
antiquity. If, as we shall see is the case, all direct sources of evidence
are post-classical, it may nevertheless be possible to make some deduc-
tions about the accentuation of earlier periods, but we must begin with
the actual sources. The purpose of the present chapter, therefore, will
be to survey the various types of evidence available and to explicate
their basis. Although in evaluating these sources we shall have occasion
to touch on matters relating to early periods of Greek, the question of
deductions that can be made about the classical and pre-classical
periods will be taken up in full in Chapter 3.
We have two main sources for the accentuation of ancient Greek: the

statements of grammarians and the accents written in medieval manu-
scripts. Additional evidence comes from the accents found sporadically
in some papyri, and from the surviving fragments of ancient Greek
music. The following discussion will touch on all of these sources, but
will treat the grammarians in considerably more detail than the others.
Apart from ancient Greek music, which for the most part merely helps
to conWrm what we know from other evidence (but see p. 48 with n. 87,
p. 59), all of our sources are ultimately dependent on the activities of
ancient grammarians. It is therefore particularly important to confront
questions such as who these grammarians were, what they knew about
accents, and how they knew it. In order to set the grammarians in the
wider context of the learned world they inhabited, we shall begin in
the next section with a discussion of the kinds of interest in accents

1 5th- or 4th-cent. bc.



attested by certain texts that precede, or stand outside, the grammatical
tradition as such.
The discussion of the evidence for the ancient Greek accent is fol-

lowed by a brief summary of the deductions that can be made from
medieval accent-based poetry and rhythmic prose about the accentu-
ation of Greek in the earlyMiddle Ages. This evidence is fundamentally
independent of, and can serve as a check on, our sources for the accen-
tuation of Greek in antiquity.

1.2 Accents without accent marks

Although classical and pre-classical authors did not write accent marks,
they occasionally mention accents. Socrates in Plato’s Cratylus men-
tions changes of accent, along with the addition or loss of letters, as a
type of change that a word or phrase may undergo. Thus, the phrase ˜Ød
��º�� becomes a name (˜{· �Øº��) by the loss of an iota and a change of
accent (Cra. 399b). Although the change of accent did not manifest
itself in writing (Plato would have written ˜Ød ��º�� as ˜����¸ˇ� and
˜{· �Øº�� as ˜���¸ˇ�), Plato makes no distinction here between changes
that aVect only the spoken word and those that concern also the written
word. Some passages of Aristotle, however, provide indications of an
awareness that the presence of accents (and breathings2) in speech but
not in writing constituted a signiWcant discrepancy between the written
and the spoken language. These passages suggest that sophists exploited
the lack of accents (and breathings) in written Greek to create problems
or paradoxes dependent on the ambiguity of particular words or phrases
as written without accents.3 Did Homer make Nestor at Il. 23. 328
describe the wooden post that provided a turning point for the chariot
race as not rotting in the rain, �e �b� �P ŒÆ�Æ��Ł��ÆØ Z��æfiø, or as partly
rotting in the rain, �e �b� �y ŒÆ�Æ��Ł��ÆØ Z��æfiø?4 Did Zeus say to

2 In Aristotle’s time the sound h- was not normally indicated in Attic writing; see

W. S. Allen (1987: 52–3).
3 On Aristotle’s treatment of such problems, see Edlow (1977: 26–8).
4 Aristotle, SE 166b3–6, Po. 1461a21–3. (There are in fact two ways of construing the

version with �y, both implying that the post was only partly rotting: see Wackernagel

1893: 9.) A speciWc sophist, Hippias of Thasos, is named in the Poetics as having solved

this and the following problem. The medieval commentators on Aristotle (see CAG: ii.

iii. 33. 6–34. 2, xxiii. iv. 8. 20–32), as well as several modern commentators (see Bywater

1909: 337–8; Lucas 1972: 243–4), take Hippias’ interpretation to be that involving the

negative �P. As Wackernagel (1893: 8–12) argues, however, the interpretation with �P is
by far the more natural and it is highly unlikely that the line was universally interpreted

with �y until Hippias by a stroke of genius saw that �P was required. Hippias could have

been refuting speciWc sophists who interpreted ˇ� as �y, rather than a communis opinio,

but in that case Aristotle’s wording would be very odd: he suggests that Hippias

uncovered the correct accentuation, not that he merely disagreed with those who
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Agamemnon’s dream ����� � �ƒ �s��� Iæ��ŁÆØ ‘We grant him the
fulWlment of his desire’, or Ø���� � �ƒ �s��� Iæ��ŁÆØ ‘Grant him
the fulWlment of his desire’?5 Such Homeric phrases should not have
been thought ambiguous at a time when the Homeric poems existed
exclusively in the context of an oral tradition, nor at a time when their
transmission was essentially oral even if they also existed in writing.
The perception of such ambiguity in the fourth century bc is connected
to the rising importance of writing in the transmission of works of
literature, including the Homeric poems (see Blanck 1992: 113–18).
The wider signiWcance of a growing consciousness of the written word
at this period is a point to which we shall return below.
At SE 177b35–178a3, Aristotle illustrates the sort of logical paradox

that, although rare, could be produced in writing as a result of the lack
of written accents:

�Ææa b �c� �æ��fiø�Æ� º�ª�Ø �b� �PŒ �N���; �h�� �H� ª�ªæÆ����ø� �h�� �H�
º�ª����ø�; �ºc� �Y �Ø��� Oº�ª�Ø ª���Ø��
 ¼�; �x�� �y��� › º�ª��� ‘‘pæ� ª
 K��d �e �y
ŒÆ�Æº��Ø� �NŒ�Æ;’’ ‘‘�Æ�.’’ ‘‘�PŒ�F� �e � �P ŒÆ�Æº��Ø�
 ��F ‘ŒÆ�Æº��Ø�
 I���Æ�Ø�;’’
‘‘�Æ�.’’ ‘‘��	�Æ� 
 �r�ÆØ �e �y ŒÆ�Æº��Ø� �NŒ�Æ��  �NŒ�Æ ¼æÆ I���Æ�Ø�.’’ ‰� c
ºı����; Bº��� �P ªaæ �e ÆP�e �	�Æ���Ø O����æ�� �e b �Ææ���æ�� Þ	Ł��.
And there are no arguments, either written or spoken, dependent on prosody,

apart from some few, such as the following: ‘Is where you lodge (�y ŒÆ�Æº��Ø�) a
house?’ ‘Yes.’ ‘And ‘‘you don’t lodge (�P ŒÆ�Æº��Ø�)’’ is a negation of ‘‘you

lodge’’? ‘Yes.’ ‘And you said that where you lodge (�y ŒÆ�Æº��Ø�) is a house.

So a house is a negation.’ The solution is obvious. For it [sc. the word �P=�y]
does not mean the same thing when spoken on a higher pitch as it does when

spoken on a lower pitch.

proposed an alternative to what was generally assumed. It is much more likely that

Hippias proposed the interpretation with �y rather than with �P in response to a per-

ceived problem, presumably that oak- and pine-wood are not immune (though both are

resistant) to rot. (The properties of pine in particular are discussed by the medieval

commentators (cited above), who, however, assume that pine rots only when exposed to

salt water, not when exposed to rain water, and hence that the correct reading is with �P.)
In addition, the passage in the SE states that those who ‘solve’ the problem pronounce

the ˇ� ‘on a higher pitch’ (O����æ��). It is likely that �y was pronounced on a higher pitch

than �P and therefore that Hippias’ ‘solution’ to the problem involved taking the in-

tended word to be �y.
5 SE 166b6–8, Po. 1461a21–3. The direct textual tradition does not include the words

in question for Zeus’ speech at Il. 2. 8–15, but clearly Hippias and Aristotle knew a text

that contained the words at Il. 2. 15; West prints the words in that line (with the

accentuation �����, indicative). ˜�˜ˇ!¯˝ was normally interpreted as the indicative,

�����, but oVence was taken on account of the fact that ����� � �ƒ �s��� Iæ��ŁÆØwould
be a lie in the mouth of Zeus. The solution involving the inWnitive (used imperativally)

would make Zeus merely order the dream to tell a lie. See CAG: ii. iii. 34. 2–35. 8, xxiii.
iv. 8. 32–4; Lucas (1972: 242–3).
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Aristotle (SE 166b1–3) emphasizes the importance of writing for con-
undrums and paradoxes of this type:6

�Ææa b �c� �æ��fiø�Æ� K� �b� ��E� ¼��ı ªæÆ�B� ØÆº�Œ�ØŒ�E� �P Þfi �Ø�� ��ØB�ÆØ º�ª��; K�
b ��E� ª�ªæÆ�����Ø� ŒÆd ��Ø��Æ�Ø �Aºº��.

In unwritten discussions it is not easy to produce an argument that depends on

prosody, but in written discussions and [written?] poetic works it is easier.

Words and phrases that were ambiguous in writing because of the
absence of accents from written Greek were, of course, unambiguous
when spoken. It followed that if an incorrect accent was pronounced an
unintended meaning could result. The experience of speaking modern
languages suggests, however, that in some cultural circumstances the
use of a potentially misleading pronunciation is less likely to result in
genuine misunderstanding, since context tends to clarify what is in-
tended, than in ridicule. Genuine misunderstanding, where it occurs,
arises from the hearer’s ability to make reasonable sense of the utterance
on the assumption that the words have been pronounced correctly; he
fails to resort to the possibility that a mispronunciation has occurred.
Ridicule, on the other hand, depends on the cultural importance at-
tached to correct pronunciation. A Wfth-century incident provides our
Wrst example of ridicule as a reaction to an incorrectly accented Greek
word, and possibly a sign that correct accentuation in Greek speech was
becoming a mark of social standing. The actor Hegelochus pronounced
Euripides’ line KŒ Œı���ø� ªaæ ÆsŁØ� Æs ªÆº��
 ›æH (‘For after the waves
I see a calm again’; Or. 279) as KŒ Œı���ø� ªaæ ÆsŁØ� Æs ªÆºB� ›æH (‘For
after the waves I see a weasel again’). The blunder was exploited by
several comic poets7 and, presumably, enjoyed by their audiences.
The classical period thus shows signs of a self-conscious awareness

both of the importance of correct accentuation in speech and of the
signiWcant absence of accents in writing. The interest in writing that is
displayed is connected to a rise in the importance of the written word as
a means of distributing information and disseminating and preserving
literary compositions. A somewhat paradoxical consequence of the
interest in writing displayed by an increasingly literate culture was the

6 At SE 169a27–9 Aristotle appears to allow that one may make the mistake of

thinking that a change in pitch makes no diVerence to the meaning of a spoken word

(since for the most part Greek words are indeed not distinguished by accent); cf. Edlow

(1977: 27 n. 54). This passage does not, of course, invalidate his emphasis in other

passages on the discrepancy between speech and writing with respect to accents. When

listening to speech, it could happen that one failed to take proper notice of the accentu-

ation, but for the reader of the written word the accentuation was not even potentially

usable.
7 See Aristophanes, Ra. 303–4 with Sch. Eur. Or. 279; Sch. vet. Ar. Ra. 303a, b, d;

Sch. rec. Ar. Ra. 303c, f; Tz. Ar. Ra. 303a.

18 1 Evidence for the Greek Accent



discussion, and in particular the discussion in writing, of questions
relating particularly to speech, such as accentuation. Written discus-
sions of accent are diYcult without a system for writing the accents and
a set of terms for referring to them, and it is possible that Aristotle and
the sophists employed some lectional signs to indicate accentuation in
written discussion of such questions (so Laum 1928: 105–8). Whether
or not they did, however, the signiWcance of the accents was precisely
that, except possibly in such special contexts, signs for accents were not
employed in writing.
We shall consider in the next section the development of a grammat-

ical tradition relating to accents, with a system of three signs for accents
and an adequate terminology, but for most purposes Greek continued to
be written without accent marks until the Middle Ages. Outside the
grammatical tradition in a fairly narrow sense, we continue to Wnd
comments on accents that recognize the same discrepancy between
speech and writing as we have encountered for the classical period. In
the second century ad Galen (18(2). 517. 15–519. 3), in his commen-
tary on Hippocrates’De fracturis, observes that the correct accentuation
of Hippocrates’ word ªÆF���=ªÆı��� ‘crooked’ is unclear, since the word
is not current among speakers of the Koine (�P ª�æ K��Ø� K� �Ł�Ø �fiH �H�
� ¯ºº��ø�  �ø��). After summarizing the arguments in favour of each
accentuation, Galen advises the reader that if one is speaking to some-
body who says ªÆF��� one should follow suit, and conversely one should
say ªÆı��� in conversation with somebody who does likewise:

›����æø� �s� �Ø� Ł�º�Ø �Ł�ªª��ŁÆØ �ıª�#æ�Ø: Œi� ���� ��Ø ŒÆd �c� O��EÆ� ���Ø� �N����Ø
ªÆı���------K�d ��F�� ªaæ ����� K��Øæ�Ł	� Þ�����ø� �H� I�ÆªØ�ø�Œ���ø� �e
�Ø�º���------¼� �
 �Y�fi 	 �Ø� I�ØH� �æ���æØ��A�,8 ‰� i� KŒ�E��� KŁ�º��fi 	 ŒÆd �f �Ł�ªª�ı,
ŒÆd ��ºØ� i� %��æfiø �ı����fi 	� O�ı����E� KŁ�º���Ø; ŒÆd ÆP�e� �o�ø� �æA��� ŒÆ�Æ�æ��H�
ŒÆd ���ø� ŒÆd O�����ø�;‰� �h�� �æe� �Øº�����Æ� �ı���º����ø�; ��º� ª� �Aºº�� �h��
�æe� ª�ø���æ�Æ� j IæØŁ�	�ØŒc� j ��ı�ØŒc� j I��æ����ØŒ��; u��� �N �	���Æ ����	
���ÆØ �æe� �e %Æı�B� ��º�� �B� �H� K�Ø�æ���ø� ����ø� O�����ø� �ÆŒæ�º�ª�Æ�; �P
����� �P �æc �æ�����ŁÆØ �e K�Ø���ı�Æ �H� I�æH�; Iººa ŒÆd ŒÆ�Æª�ºA� ‰�
��ºØ��Æ. (Galen 18(2). 518. 9–519. 3)

However somebody wants to pronounce the word, defer to him. And if some-

body should speak to you as you pronounce the acute accent, ªÆı��� (for this is
the only pronunciation I’ve experienced people leaning towards as they read

the book), thinking it right to give it a circumXex on the penultimate, pro-

nounce the word as he wants it, and then again if you come across somebody

who wants to pronounce it ªÆı���, do likewise, making light of accents and

words, since they don’t contribute to philosophy, still less to geometry,

8 Kühn’s text reads ›����æø� �s� �Ø� Ł�º�Ø �Ł�ªª��ŁÆØ �ıª�øæ�E Œi� ���� ��Ø ŒÆd �c� O��EÆ�
���Ø� �N����Ø ªÆı���. K�d ��F�� ªaæ ����� K��Øæ�Ł	� Þ�����ø� �H� I�ÆªØ�ø�Œ���ø� �e
�Ø�º���; ¼� �
 �Y�fi 	 �Ø� I�ØH� �æ���æØ��fi A�, . . . I alter �ıª�øæ�E to �ıª�#æ�Ø and change the

punctuation in order to give the sense as seen by Kühn in his Latin translation.
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arithmetic, music, or astronomy. Seeing that no science requires for its goal the

long discussions of these wretched words, one must not only not accept

people’s concern with such things, but even ridicule it as much as one can.

Galen’s discussion belongs to a world in which one read Hippocrates
(and Galen) in texts without accent marks, yet needed to accent each
spoken word when reading a text aloud (the usual ancient method of
reading) or discussing it with others. Galen’s professed contempt for
long discussions of such questions as the correct accent of ªÆF���=ªÆı���
gives an insight into a society in which questions of accentuation Wgured
among the linguistic discussions and arguments taking place in edu-
cated circles. For Galen and his audience they are, however, questions
that very much concern speech: the accent of ªÆF���=ªÆı��� was uncer-
tain because Galen and his contemporaries knew the word through
writing and not through speech, yet needed to be able to pronounce it
(�Ł�ªª��ŁÆØ).
The rhetor Hermogenes, Galen’s contemporary, discusses, like

Aristotle, the ambiguity that can arise from the absence of accents in
written Greek. The example he gives involves the ambiguity that
existed in writing between 	���ØÆ ‘public property’ (nom./acc. pl. n.)
and 	�����ÆÆ ‘public property’ (nom. sg. f.):

KŒ �b� �æ��fiø�Æ�; �x�� %�Æ�æÆ �æı��Æ �N ��æ��	; 	���ØÆ ���ø; ���#æÆ�Æ� �Ø� ��æ�F�Æ;
ŒÆd m �b� �a �æı��Æ �	�d� �r�ÆØ 	���ØÆ; �æ��Ææ��ı���ø� I�ÆªØ�#�Œ�ı�Æ �e� �����;
�Q b �P �a �æı��Æ Iºº
 ÆP�c� 	����Æ� �r�ÆØ; �Ææ��ı���ø� I�ÆªØ�#�Œ������
(Hermogenes, Stat. 2. 111–15)

An example (of ambiguity) arising from prosody is the following: ‘If a cour-

tesan should steal gold pieces, they/she shall be public property’. Now suppose

a courtesan has been caught stealing. She says that the gold pieces are to be

public property, reading the law aloud with the word 	���ØÆ accented on the

antepenultimate syllable, whereas others, reading out the word with the accent

on the penultimate syllable, say that she herself is to be public property, not the

gold pieces.9

Accentuation was thus a component of the spoken language that
attracted interest during the classical period, when the system of three
signs for marking accents had not been invented, and during the sub-
sequent centuries when the system, although invented, was not used for
ordinary purposes. The absence of accents from writing lent a special
importance to the accentuation of speech. The correct accent of

9 It is of interest that Hermogenes makes no mention of the length of the Wnal Æ of the
word under discussion, since 	���ØÆ and 	����$ were distinguished not only by the

position of the accent but also by the length of the Wnal vowel. Since, however, distinc-

tions of vowel length were being lost around Hermogenes’ time (see Threatte 1980:
385–7), it is quite possible that the only salient diVerence in speech between 	���ØÆ and
	����$ was by this time the accent.
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ªÆF���=ªÆı��� was a subject for pedantic discussion precisely because a
deWnite answer had not been handed down through written texts.
Logical paradoxes could be produced in writing by playing on ambigu-
ities that did not exist in speech, and the necessity to add accents when
converting the ‘letter’ of the law into speech occasionally provided
scope for controversy.
It is against this background of interest in correct accentuation on the

one hand and the absence of accents from the increasingly important
written word on the other that we need to see the development of a
grammatical tradition relating to accents, one concerned particularly
with the establishment of the correct text, pronunciation, and interpret-
ation of ancient works of literature. It is to this tradition that we now
turn.

1.3 Grammarians

The value that Hellenistic culture placed on written texts of literary
works resulted in the foundation of several libraries, and importantly of
the most extensive among them at Alexandria.10 The grammatical
tradition relating to accentuation originated among the group of
scholars working in Hellenistic Alexandria. Aristophanes of Byzantium,
librarian at Alexandria in the early second century bc,11 is credited with
the invention of written marks for accents, breathings, and vocalic
lengths in a passage appearing in two manuscripts12 of ‘Arcadius’ (on
whom see below):

�ƒ �æ���Ø ŒÆd �ƒ ����Ø ŒÆd �a �����Æ�Æ 
̀ æØ�������ı� KŒ�ı�#�Æ���� ª�ª��� �æ�� ��
ØÆ���ºc� �B� I��Ø��º�ı º���ø�; ŒÆd �æe� �e ��º�� �B� �ø�B� �ı����	� ŒÆd �c�
±æ����Æ�; ‰� Ka� K�fi ��Ø��� �Ł�ªª�����Ø. (Arc. 211. 8–12)

The (marks for) quantities and pitches and breathings, which Aristophanes

created, were devised for the purpose of disambiguating an ambiguous reading

and for the singing of the whole voice and the melody, as if we were to sing

along to our speaking.

Although it is impossible to prove that Aristophanes did invent the
system of three accent marks, there is no good evidence that they existed
before his time (see Laum 1928: 103–14): the preceding centuries have
left us not a single document containing an accent mark, and no remark
that presupposes the system of three signs. If Aristotle and his contem-
poraries used some lectional signs to indicate accents (see p. 19), they
are very unlikely to be the three signs that appear later, for the terms

10 On the beginnings of Greek book collection, and on the Hellenistic libraries, see

Blanck (1992: 133–52).
11 The exact dates are uncertain; see PfeiVer (1968: 171–2).
12 Parisinus 2102 and 2603; see Lameere (1960: 90–2 n. 3).
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Plato and Aristotle use do not correspond in any clear way to the three
signs (see Laum 1928: 108). Conversely, the three signs for accents
certainly existed very soon after Aristophanes of Byzantium, for it is
during the course of the second century bc that the Wrst surviving
papyri with accent marks were produced.13

We have very few fragments of Aristophanes of Byzantium relating to
accentuation (see Slater 1986: 210). Considerably more survives of the
pronouncements on accentuation of Aristophanes’ successor as librar-
ian at Alexandria, Aristarchus of Samothrace, who died c.144 bc.14

Within a few generations, suYciently many grammarians were inter-
ested in accentuation for us to have evidence of disagreements among
them. For example, a scholion in the Iliad manuscript Venetus
Marcianus 822 (‘A’)15 (quoted further on) tells us that Tyrannio (Wrst
century bc) took a diVerent view from that of Aristarchus on the
accentuation of the participle �������Æ=�������Æ ‘killing’.16

1.3.1 Herodian

An important development took place in the second century ad. The
highly distinguished grammarian Herodian, who was born at Alexan-
dria but came to Rome and became a Roman citizen (adopting Aelius as
a Roman nomen), wrote various works on accentuation and related
matters, including a very large work called —�æd ŒÆŁ�ºØŒB� �æ��fiø�Æ�
‘On prosody in general’.17 This work dealt with breathings and vocalic
quantities as well as accentuation. It was extremely inXuential, to the
extent that all later grammarians who treated of accentuation depended
on Herodian, whether directly or indirectly (so Vendryes 1904: 11).
The work does not survive as such, but there are two short treatises

based on it as well as numerous quotations in scholia and later gram-
marians. The Wrst of these treatises is an epitome of Herodian’s work
ascribed in some manuscripts to Theodosius of Alexandria, in others to
Arcadius.18 We shall refer to the work as Arcadius’ (Arc.), as is often

13 One of our earliest surviving papyri with accent marks is P. Oxy. xv. 1790, a
fragment of a poem by Ibycus copied in the 2nd cent. bc (see Turner 1987: 48–9;
Probert 2003: 11–12).

14 See Lehrs (1882: 247–300); Ribbach (1883: 16–34).
15 Formerly Venetus Marcianus 454 (see Erbse 1969–88: i. p. xiii).
16 Sch. Il. 16. 827 (A)¼Tyrannio fr. 42 Haas. For the fragments of Tyrannio on

accentuation, with discussion, see Haas (1977, esp. 99–167, 169–72). He is often in

disagreement with other grammarians.
17 On the original length of the —�æd ŒÆŁ�ºØŒB� �æ��fiø�Æ�, see EgenolV (1887: 5 with

n. 1).
18 On the authorship of this epitome see Nauck (1848: 12 n. 2); Lentz (1867–70: i.

pp. cxxx–cxxxv);EgenolV (1887:6);Galland (1882:12–16);Cohn (1895:1154–6).For the
suggestion that the author is Aristodemus, see Galland (1882: 14, 16); Kaster (1988: 385).
OnArcadius, see Kaster (1988: 244); onTheodosius of Alexandria, Kaster (1988: 366–7).
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done in modern works, but there is no certainty as to the real author or
authors.
The second short treatise on accentuation, even more compact than

Arcadius’ but also based on Herodian, is the ���ØŒa �ÆæÆªª�º�Æ�Æ
‘Precepts on accents’ attributed either to Iohannes Alexandrinus or to
Iohannes Philoponus; these were clearly the same person and we shall
call him Iohannes Philoponus (although we shall use the standard
abbreviation Io. Al.).
Lentz (1867–70) aimed to reconstruct the works of Herodian from

the surviving fragments, but his edition contains much that cannot be
ascribed to Herodian with any conWdence as well as failing to take
account of some of the sources for fragments of Herodian that were in
principle available to him.19 We also now have some new fragments
from books Wve to seven of a more complete edition of the —�æd
ŒÆŁ�ºØŒB� �æ��fiø�Æ� surviving in a partly legible condition on a manu-
script that was later reused for a Christian text. These fragments were
published by Hunger (1967). In addition, P. Ant. ii. 67, part of a leaf
from a fourth-century ad parchment codex, preserves a fuller summary
than Arcadius’ of part of book Wve of the —�æd ŒÆŁ�ºØŒB� �æ��fiø�Æ�.20

Herodian relied very heavily on earlier grammarians trained in the
Alexandrian tradition. Most of the information we have on his sources
comes from the Herodianic scholia to Homer, especially those trans-
mitted in the Iliad manuscript Venetus Marcianus 822 (‘A’).21 The
grammarian most frequently cited in these scholia is Aristarchus.22 A
host of other grammarians appear also, most of them pupils, or pupils of
pupils (etc.), of Aristarchus. Direct pupils adduced include Dionysius
Thrax, Demetrius Ixion, and Apollodorus. The grammarians who are
most often adduced, other than Aristarchus himself, lived somewhat
nearer to Herodian’s own time: Tyrannio (early Wrst century bc), Try-
pho (late Wrst century bc), Ptolemy of Ascalon (early Wrst century ad),
and Pamphilus (second half of the Wrst century ad).
On disputed questions of Homeric accentuation Herodian’s practice

in the vast majority of cases is to agree with Aristarchus against other
grammarians, often defending Aristarchus’ practice with arguments
that are clearly his own rather than Aristarchus’.23 On occasion,

19 See EgenolV (1900; 1902; 1903); Dyck (1993); Nifadopoulos (2001: 9–11).
20 See P. Ant.: ii, pp. 50–1 (editio princeps, with commentary by Barns); Wouters

(1975–6; 1979: 216–24); Kaster (1983: 157 with n. 22); Dyck (1993: 779–80).
21 On the identiWcation of scholia deriving from Herodian, see Lehrs (1882: 30);

Laum (1928: 65–98); Dyck (1993: 783–6).
22 The Homeric scholia are not the only sources for fragments of Aristarchus. Frag-

ments preserved in the Byzantine etymologica are now accessible in Schironi’s edition

with commentary (2004).
23 Numerous examples are mentioned by Ribbach (1883: 16–34), along with some

disagreements and ambiguous cases.
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Herodian even sacriWces consistency of argumentation in order to de-
fend apparently inconsistent practices of Aristarchus’.24

The closing words of the scholion Sch. Il. 4. 235a1 (A) rather strik-
ingly express respect for Aristarchus’ opinion as a working principle.
After a discussion of the correct accentuation and interpretation of
ł�ı���Ø at Il. 4. 235 (ł�ı���Ø, i.e. dat. pl. of ł�ı��, or ł�����Ø, i.e.
dat. pl. of ł�F��), in which Aristarchus’ opinion (ł�ı���Ø) is found to
have less to recommend it than that of the later25 grammarian Hermap-
pias (ł�����Ø), there follows the comment:

ŒÆd �Aºº�� �h�iØ�����26 
̀ æØ���æ�fiø j �fiH � ¯æ�Æ���fi Æ; �N ŒÆd �Œ�E Iº	Ł���Ø�.

And it is better to believe Aristarchus than Hermappias, even if the latter

appears to be right.

Although the main part of the scholion in question derives from Her-
odian, this closing remark, which almost reads as a parody of Hero-
dian’s scholarship, probably does not (see Erbse 1960: 121). It conveys,
however, the impression that a medieval commentator gained, under-
standably enough, from the works of Herodian.
Herodian did not, however, follow Aristarchus entirely slavishly, and

there are occasions on which he advocates a diVerent practice from
Aristarchus’.27 It is clear, however, that thanks to the respect in which
Herodian held Aristarchus, the system he was instrumental in passing
down to us was founded on Aristarchus’ practice.
Herodian’s precepts on accentuation were by no means conWned to

the accentuation of Homer. For example, the summaries and extant
fragments of the—�æd ŒÆŁ�ºØŒB� �æ��fiø�Æ� contain numerous statements
on how Attic speakers, �ƒ 
̀ ��ØŒ�� or �ƒ 
̀ Ł	�ÆE�Ø, accented a particular
word for which their accentuation diVered from that of the Koine.28

Herodian is also credited with the composition of a work on Attic
prosody.29 He must, therefore, have had access to speciWc information
on the accentuation of Attic. The summaries never mention a source of
such information, but the fragments published by Hunger adduce two
relevant grammarians. A grammarian called Philemon is cited for in-
formation on the Attic accentuation of ��æ���fiø�� ‘peristyle’, �æ���fiH��
‘portico’, and �ÆF��� ‘furnace’ (Hrd. frr. 52, 53 Hunger). Hunger
(1967: 13) takes this grammarian to be the glossographer of that name

24 See the examples discussed by Erbse (1960: 349–52).
25 A date later than (or at least contemporary with) Aristarchus is implied by the

scholion in question (cf. Gudeman 1912b).
26 Erbse’s �h�i����� is a typographical error.
27 See the example discussed by Lehrs (1837: 80–6); Vendryes (1904: 247–8); West

(1998–2000: i. pp. xix–xx).
28 See e.g. Arc. 73. 4–5 on Koine �Æı��� vs. Attic �ÆF��� ‘furnace’.
29 See EM 804. 20; Sch. Ar. Eq. 487a; Velsen (1853: 10).
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who lived in Attica around the turn of the third and second centuries bc
and wrote a work called —�æd 
̀ ��ØŒH� O�����ø� j ªºø��H� (or 
̀ ��ØŒa
O���Æ�Æ, 
̀ ��ØŒÆd º���Ø�, or 
̀ ��ØŒÆd �ø�Æ�).30 Book 1 of Trypho’s —�æd

̀ ��ØŒB� �æ��fiø�Æ� is cited for the Attic accentuation of �ÆF��� ‘furnace’
(Hrd. fr. 53 Hunger).31

The other grammarians cited in Hunger’s fragments conWrm the
impression given by the Homeric scholia that Herodian’s sources were
largely grammarians trained in theAlexandrian tradition. A lost work by
the Alexandrian Didymus (Wrst century bc), �ƒ ��	���{�ÆØ, perhaps a
collection of model funeral speeches, is cited, though we do not know for
what (Hrd. fr. 54 Hunger, with Hunger 1967: 14). Epaphroditus (Wrst
century ad) is cited for the word �Æ��ŒØ� ‘seldom’ (Hrd. fr. 55Hunger).
Epaphroditus was born at Chaeronea and after being taken into slavery
came to the house of the Alexandrian grammarian Archias, who edu-
cated him. He subsequently changed hands and after then being set free
came to Rome, where he taught until his death (Cohn 1905: 2711).
Grammarians called Heracleon and Aristophanes are cited for the
word Ł�æ�Æı��æ�� ‘portable brazier’ (Hrd. fr. 56 Hunger). Hunger
(1967: 14) regards theAristophanes in question as probablyAristophanes
of Byzantium (third to second century bc), the Alexandrian who, we
are told, invented signs for Greek accents (see above). The name Her-
acleon is likely to refer to an Egyptian grammarian, probably of the Wrst
century bc, who came to Rome (Berndt 1914). He is mentioned also in
the Herodianic scholia (e.g. Sch. Il. 5. 638c (A)) and is likely to have
been trained at Alexandria (Berndt 1914: 5).32 We can thus see, despite
the bias towards Homerica in our surviving sources, that Herodian
drew on the same Alexandrian tradition for his treatment of Greek
accentuation in general as for his discussions of Homeric accentuation
in particular.

1.3.2 Basis of the grammatical tradition (i): words belonging
to Hellenistic Koine

Since, as we have seen, the grammatical tradition relating to Greek
accentuation had its roots in Hellenistic Alexandria, we need to consider
what knowledge the Alexandrian grammarians of this period had
regarding the accentuation of ancient Greek, and how they arrived at
this knowledge.

30 On this Philemon see Wendel (1938).
31 For the other surviving fragments of Trypho’s —�æd 
̀ ��ØŒB� �æ��fiø�Æ�, see Velsen

(1853: 10–22). For further discussion of Herodian’s knowledge of Attic accentuation,

see Probert (2004).
32 It is just possible that the Heracleon referred to in Hunger’s fragment is a glossog-

rapher from Ephesus also likely to have lived in or near the 1st cent. bc (Gudeman

1912a; cf. Hunger 1967: 14). Very little is known for certain about this grammarian.
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The Alexandrians spoke a form of Greek, namely educated Hellen-
istic Koine. Many words of classical and pre-classical Greek were still
part of the language in their time; for the position of the accent they
could look to their own usage.33 For this large number of words, the
accent prescribed by the Alexandrians was almost always that of their
own Koine (cf. Wackernagel 1893: 37–8; 1914b: 121–7).
It is a common misconception that the system of ancient Greek

accentuation handed down to us was simply invented by Hellenistic
grammarians. The Koine spoken by the grammarians was, however, a
real language, not an invented one. Its system of accentuation was
therefore also that of a real language and ought at the very least to be
worth investigating, like the accentuation of any other real language, for
what it can contribute to our knowledge about accentuation in the
world’s languages.
Further indications that the accentuation of ancient Greek as we have

it represents that of a genuine language come from comparison of
ancient Greek accentuation with that of some other Indo-European
languages, especially Vedic Sanskrit. For example, the movement of
the accent between the root and the ending in the paradigm of the Greek
word for ‘foot’ is almost exactly matched in the Vedic cognate; thus e.g.
Gk ��Æ (acc. sg.), ���� (gen. sg.); Vedic pá̄dam (acc. sg.), padáh

˙
(gen.

sg.). In the cardinal number series, the accentuation of the numbers
from Wve to ten is exactly paralleled by that of the Vedic cognates: �����,
&�, %���, OŒ�#, ðK�Þ��Æ, �ŒÆ; Vedic páñca, s

˙
ás
˙
-, saptá, as

˙
t
˙
á-, náva, dáśa.

Such correspondences, not only in the accentuation of individual
lexical items but also in the accentual diVerences between the various
members of a system (forms in a paradigm, or successive members of
the numeral series), are too striking to be attributable to chance. They
demonstrate that for many words the position of the Greek accent has
remained the same from late Indo-European until the Hellenistic
period. We shall have occasion to return to these considerations as
evidence for the archaic character of some aspects of ancient Greek
accentuation (p. 83); what concerns us for the present is that such
evidence for continuity would not be found if the Hellenistic system
were a pure invention.
Looking forward in time, the position of the ancient Greek accent is

largely the same as that of modern Greek, although the nature of the
accent has changed (see p. 50). For example, ancient Greek ŒÆŁÆæ��
‘pure’ and ��æ�Ææ�� ‘non-Greek’ are accented on the same syllable as
their modern descendants ŒÆŁÆæ�� [kATA’r`s] ‘clean’ and ��æ�Ææ��

33 It is worth comparing Galen’s remark, quoted above (p. 19), that the accent of

ªÆF���=ªÆı��� was uncertain in his time because the word was not in current usage.
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[’vArvAr`s] ‘barbarous’.34 This continuity with the modern language
again conWrms the linguistic reality of the Hellenistic accent system.35

We may summarize as follows the arguments for regarding the Alex-
andrian system of accentuation as linguistically real. Firstly, if the
grammarians had simply invented the system, it is hard to imagine
how or why they would have done so. Secondly, it is unlikely that
they not only invented an accent system but then had so great an
inXuence on the pronunciation of Greek that to this day modern
Greek is pronounced with accents placed as they prescribed. Thirdly,
and most importantly, it is not only unlikely but actually impossible
that the Alexandrians invented ex nihilo an accent system that just
happened to display very striking correspondences with that of Vedic
Sanskrit, a language of which they were ignorant.

1.3.3 Basis of the grammatical tradition (ii): words that did
not survive into Hellenistic Koine

So far, we have seen that the Alexandrian accentuation system is fun-
damentally that of a genuine language, namely the Greek spoken in
Hellenistic Alexandria. However, the grammarians tell us not only
about the accentuation of words that survived into the spoken language
of their own times, but also about words known to them only from
earlier literature, and words from dialects other than the Koine. We
need to consider the basis for this information.

34 Some changes in the position of the accent have occurred and continue to occur. In

particular, because the ancient distinction between long and short vowels has been lost,

some old long vowels have begun to be treated in the same way as old short vowels. Thus

in ancient Greek no word with the gen. sg. ending -�ı had the accent further from the end

than the penultimate syllable, since a heavy Wnal syllable prevented the accent falling on

the antepenultimate (see p. 60). To a large extent, the gen. sg. ending -�ı retains in

modern Greek the property that it does not allow the accent to fall on the antepenulti-

mate, even though the length of the vowel, which provided the condition for this

limitation in ancient Greek, has been lost. There is, however, variation on this point in

the modern spoken language. Warburton (1970: 111) reports that, for example, ��F
��ŒÆº�ı exists alongside ��F Æ�Œ�º�ı ‘of the teacher’. For detailed (although now a

century old) accounts of the changes in position of the accent that have occurred between

the Hellenistic period and modern times, see Hatzidakis (1892: 418–40; 1905–7: ii. 23,
82–175).

35 The modern language has certainly been heavily inXuenced by the ancient literary

language (provided with accents according to the Hellenistic system), and we shall see

further on (p. 51) that some post-Hellenistic developments in accentuation were re-

versed or at least checked in the subsequent history of the language. The sheer amount of

correspondence between the position of the accent in modern Greek words and that in

their ancient counterparts, however, makes it necessary to assume that the modern

accentuation system is fundamentally an organic development from the ancient, not

simply the result of whole-scale borrowing from the literary language with the gram-

marians’ accents.
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In some cases, the grammarians had clearly worked out a general rule
for the accentuation of words belonging to a particular morphological
category. The accentuation of some categories of ancient Greek word is
so predictable that the risk of using this method would have been
minimal. Finite verb forms, for example, with very few exceptions
have ‘recessive’ accentuation, i.e. an accent as far from the end of the
word as is normally possible in Greek (see pp. 60–2), and thus it is most
likely that a Wnite verb form not previously encountered should also be
recessive. The rules for accenting participles and inWnitives were also
very rigid and admitted very few exceptions. The disagreement be-
tween Aristarchus and Tyrannio over the accentuation of the participle
�������Æ=�������Æ, reported by the following Homeric scholion, is
based on a disagreement as to whether the word is a present or an aorist
participle: Aristarchus seems to have assumed, perhaps without really
considering the question, that �������Æ was the accusative of a present
participle and should therefore be accented like other present parti-
ciples with the same termination, e.g. �������Æ ‘cutting’. Tyrannio later
produced an argument for regarding the participle as an aorist, of the
‘second’ (or ‘strong’) aorist type:36

f‰� ��º�Æ�g �������Æ� ‰� �������Æ: �o�ø� ŒÆd 'æ���Ææ���: › b �ıæÆ���ø�
�Ææ�����Ø ‰� ºÆ����Æ; ����æ�� I�æØ���� KŒ��������: �o�ø� b ŒÆd �c� �PŁ�EÆ�
O����Ø, ‘‘ŒBæ ¼���� ��Ł�	ŒÆ, ��æ����� ��æ ŒÆ�Æ����#�’’, ��F 'æØ���æ��ı
�Ææ�������: ŒÆ� ��Ø �Œ�E › �ıæÆ���ø� º�ªfiø (ªØ�E �æB�ŁÆØ� �N ªaæ ����ø �����Ø�
�����Ø �P º�ª����; (���ÆŒ�ØŒe� b ����ø, ‘‘����fi 	�’’, ‘‘����fi 	’’ ŒÆd ‘‘�����
ªaæ 
 ˇŁæı��BÆ’’, ŒÆd ���Ø ����æ�� I�æØ���� ‰� ‘‘�ºÆ��’’, º��ø º��fi 	�, ‘‘º��fi 	’’,
Bº�� ‹�Ø O���º���� ŒÆd �c� �����c� O����Ø�: › �����Ø 'æ���Ææ��� ŒÆd �fiH �ÆæÆŒ�BæØ
�B� �ø�B� K����Ł	 ŒÆd �o�ø� K��æı���� K��d ªaæ Æƒ �N� �ø� º�ª�ı�ÆØ �����Æ�; ���ı�ÆØ
�æe ��F ��� ����ø��� ŒÆ�
 K�Ø�º�Œ��; X��Ø K�Ææ������ j ��æØ���H���; �P����� b
T�������; u���æ ���Ø  ����ø� Œ���ø� ����ø�; K�Œ��Æ)� ŒÆd �c� ����ø� �Ææ���Ø�;
�P�d O����Ø�: �N � �Ø� º�ª�Ø ‘‘Øa �� ªaæ �P ��æØ��fi A;’’, ØÆ�Ł����ÆØ KŒ �B� Œº���ø�� �P
ªaæ �����F��Æ Kæ�F��� j ����H��Æ ‰� ���F��Æ . . . (Sch. Il. 16. 827
(A) ¼ Tyrannio fr. 42 Haas)

�������Æ� [accented] like �������Æ. This is what Aristarchus says too. But Tyr-

annio gives the word an acute on the penultimate syllable, like ºÆ����Æ, taking it
to be a second aorist. And similarly he gives the nominative an acute on the Wnal

syllable (as in ‘‘ŒBæ ¼���� ��Ł�	ŒÆ; ��æ����� ��æ ŒÆ�Æ����#�’’), while Aristarchus
makes it ����ø�. And Tyrannio seems to me to have a sound argument. For

seeing that we don’t say ����ø; �����Ø�; �����Ø, but the subjunctive is ����ø;
����fi 	�; ����fi 	, and [there is] ‘‘����� ªaæ 
 ˇŁæı��BÆ’’, and the word is a second

aorist like �ºÆ��; º��ø; º��fi 	�; º��fi 	, it is clear that we should also give the

participle an acute on the Wnal syllable. But Aristarchus also paid attention to

36 For a diVerent view of this passage, however, see Wackernagel (1914b: 106), with
discussion by Haas (1977: 151–2).
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the word’s shape and this is why he accented it non-Wnally. For since the

participles that end in -�ø� and have a consonant before the �, making a cluster,

are either accented non-Wnally or have a circumXex on the Wnal syllable, as in

����ø�; Œ���ø�; ����ø�, but never an acute on the Wnal syllable, he thought Wt to

accent ����ø� non-Wnally as well, not to give it a Wnal-syllable acute. And if

somebody should say, ‘But why does he not give the word a circumXex on the

Wnal syllable?’ he will be instructed with reference to the word’s declension. For

we do not say �����F��Æ or ����H��Æ like ���F��Æ.

Most instances of unfamiliar verbal forms will not have presented the
same diYculty as �������Æ: there is usually no doubt about which part of
a verb is involved, and only in a few cases (chieXy involving participles,
inWnitives, and to some extent imperatives) could uncertainty here
aVect the accentuation given to the word.
For nouns and adjectives the position was rather diVerent. The

empirical rules one can extrapolate are less rigid and have more excep-
tions. Nevertheless, some broad generalizations are possible based on
the termination of a word (e.g. whether it ended in -���) and whether it
was a noun (and if so whether a common noun or proper name) or
adjective. The grammarians seem to have collected lists of words with
the same termination and then produced rules for accenting them.
Apparent exceptions were accounted for where possible by formulating
the rule so that it did not apply to the exceptions; where this was not
possible, exceptions simply had to be listed. The following rule from
Arcadius’ epitome of Herodian’s —�æd ŒÆŁ�ºØŒB� �æ��fiø�Æ� will serve to
illustrate the general method:

�a �N� !ˇ� �����Æ �æe ��F ! �e ˆ O�����ÆØ �æ��	ª�æØŒa Z��Æ� �ıª��� �æÆª���
�Ø�Æª��� IºÆºÆª��� (ºÆª��� Øøª���: ���	���ø�ÆØ �e Zª��� ð ���Ø�Þ �Ææı�������;
ŒÆd �e � +�ª��� �P �æ��	ª�æØŒ��. (Arc. 65. 17–21)

Words ending in -��� that have ª before the � have an acute on the Wnal syllable

if they are common nouns: �ıª��� [‘pricking’] �æÆª��� [‘fence’] �Ø�Æª��� [‘shak-
ing’] IºÆºÆª��� [‘loud noise’] (ºÆª��� [‘barking’] Øøª��� [‘pursuit’]. Exceptions
are Zª��� (‘array’), which is accented non-Wnally, and � +�ª���, which is not a

common noun.

Proper names such as �P�ª��� do not count as exceptions to this rule,
since it is only stated to apply to common nouns. The common noun
Zª���, on the other hand, is an exception that simply has to be listed. If a
grammarian came across a common noun in -ª��� that did not belong to
the spoken language of his day, it would be impossible for him to know
for certain whether the word was accented on the Wnal syllable like
�ıª��� (‘pricking’) or recessive like Zª��� (‘array’), but a rule such as
Herodian’s could tell him that accentuation on the Wnal syllable was the
better guess, since this was the accentuation of the majority of common
nouns in -ª���, even if not of all of them.
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1.3.4 Basis of the grammatical tradition (iii): words for
which Hellenistic Koine had a variant form

So far we have discussed words that were still part of the living language
used by the grammarians, and words that were no longer part of that
living language. However, there are also words that one might place in a
category between these two, namely those for which recognizably the
same word existed in speech at the time of the grammarians, but in a
somewhat diVerent form. For example, the word �æØ���� ‘threefold’
found in Attic authors bears a clear formal similarity to the Koine
word �æØ���� with the same meaning.
The Hellenistic grammarians developed a theory of ��Ł	, or ‘changes’,

that could account for diVerences between archaic and contemporary
forms of a word, or between variants appearing in diVerent dialects.37

These ��Ł	 were also called upon to explain the supposed developments
from one word (or phrase) to another in ancient etymologies. They
include the addition or removal of a letter or syllable;38 the shortening
or lengthening of a vowel;39 the contraction of two vowels into one or
splitting of one vowel into two.40

It is sometimes stated that the ancient science of etymology was
almost completely unconstrained.41 However, there were in fact some

37 I use the word ‘change’ here to cover on the one hand the diachronic changes that

aVect words during the course of their history (e.g. OE ān lost its n before a consonant)

and on the other the ‘changes’ eVected by synchronic rules of the language such as, in

English, ‘a changes to an before a vowel’. To posit changes of the latter type requires a

particular, rule-based, view of the synchronic organization of language, current both in

the Graeco-Roman grammatical tradition and again in much modern theoretical linguis-

tics. It has often been said that the ‘changes’ that words undergo in ancient etymologies

are to be understood in a synchronic, not a diachronic, sense (see e.g. Lallot 1991: 143;
Matthews 1994: 25; Nifadopoulos 2001: 108). The distinction between synchrony and

diachrony was not, however, made at all explicitly in ancient grammar, and despite the

real achievements of the ancient grammarians at synchronic linguistic analysis I do not

believe that an ancient grammarian who was asked whether his ‘changes’ were meant in a

synchronic or a diachronic sense would have understood such a question. For this reason,

I prefer to speak vaguely of ‘changes’ when discussing ancient grammatical theory. I owe

several of my opinions on this subject to discussions with Richard Ashby and to some

unpublished work of his on ancient grammarians’ attitudes to diVerent varieties ofGreek.
38 For example, K- is removed from KŁ�ºø to give Ł�ºø: Apollonius Dyscolus, Pron. 58.

28, Adv. 147. 14, 158. 16.
39 Doric ��ı�H and ÆP�H are said to be created from ��ı��Ł�� and ÆP��Ł�� by removal of

the Wnal syllable and then lengthening of the -�- to -ø-: Apollonius Dyscolus, Adv. 190.
17–20, 207. 27–208. 2.

40 e.g. c Æs�� contracts to 	F��: Trypho in Apollonius Dyscolus, Conj. 228. 18
(¼ Trypho fr. 46 Velsen); the Wnal vowel of �P���H� is divided into two to give

�P����ø�: Apollonius Dyscolus, Adv. 170. 20. On the various types of ��Ł	, with par-

ticular reference to their classiWcation by Herodian, see Nifadopoulos (2001: 128–73).
41 Cf. Lallot (1991: 138), on Alexandrian etymology: ‘liberté phonétique pratiquement

illimitée, contrôle sémantique peu exigeant, recevabilité de l’étymologie plurielle.’
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principles constraining the operation of ��Ł	, and therefore constrain-
ing possible etymologies (see Wackernagel 1876). The principle that
will concern us here may be stated as follows (cf. Wackernagel 1876:
15–16): the operation of a ��Ł�� on a word leaves the accentuation of the
word unchanged, unless this would cause violation of a general accen-
tual law (e.g. the law of limitation: see p. 60), or a speciWc law applying
to the particular class of word involved. The principle is never stated at
the level of generality we have given it (though cf. Et. Gud. 238. 37–41,
quoted below), but it seems to have lain behind more restricted state-
ments such as the following:

KŒ�E�� �� �Æ����Æ��� K��Ø�; ‰� �a I�ÆØæ�Ł���Æ �ı��#��ı j ŒÆd �æ��ºÆ����Æ
����ø��� ����ı �c I��ØŒ�Ø����ı ›������ K��Ø�: �h�� �s� › � q Kª�����; �h�� ŒÆ�a
�æ��Ł��Ø� ��F � › q �; ŒÆŁe › �b� ��æØ��A�ÆØ; › b O�����ÆØ. (Apollonius Dysco-

lus, Conj. 256. 29–257. 1)

And the following is most clear: that words that have lost a consonant or

acquired a consonant have the same accentuation, unless a general rule opposes

this. Therefore � did not become q, nor did q become � by the addition of the

. For the one has a circumXex, the other an acute.

Apollonius Dyscolus here uses our principle to attack a proposed
etymology, one linking the particles q and �. A discussion of the
word MŁ�E�� ‘trusty’ in the Etymologicum Gudianum42 strongly implies
that etymologies are generally better if they do not involve a change of
accent than if they do. Two alternative etymologies are discussed, one
starting from Ł�E�� ‘divine’, and the other deriving MŁ�E�� from �Ł��
‘custom, habit’ via the hypothetical adjective �Ł�Ø��. The former
etymology is said to be ‘more according to rule’ because it does not
involve a change in accent, and because it involves fewer changes:

I�Æº�ª#��æ�� � K��Ø� KŒ ��F Ł�E�� ÆP�e ŒÆ����)�Ø�; X��æ KŒ ��F �Ł��: KŒ ªaæ ��F Ł�E��
ŒÆd › ½sic� ÆP�c ���Ø� �#)��ÆØ; ŒÆd Oº�ªÆ ��Ł	 ���ÆØ: KŒ b ��F �Ł��; ŒÆd Iºº��æØe�
½sic� › �����; ŒÆd ��ººa �a ��Ł	 ���ÆØ. (Et. Gud. 238. 37–41)

But it’s more according to rule to derive it from Ł�E�� than from �Ł��. For in the

derivation from Ł�E�� the same accent is kept and only a few changes are given;

but in the derivation from �Ł�� the accent is diVerent and many changes are

given.43

42 Cf. EM 422. 21–6; Orion 68. 18–20. Lentz (1867–70: ii. 171) takes the doctrine to
derive from Herodian.

43 The same principle is implicit e.g. in the discussion of ���� ‘foot’ at EM 686. 4–20,
where the development of ���� from hypothetical ��æ�� ‘one who crosses’ via hypothet-

ical ���� is assumed to be possible only because ��æ�� is accented on the Wnal syllable,

causing the accent of ���� to be on the last mora. (An alternative derivation from ��æ��
‘place crossed’ is considered possible, but syncope of the accented vowel of ��æ�� is a

crucial step: ��æ�� ! �æ�� ! ��� ! ����.)
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We may note that the grammarians’ principle is entirely in keeping
with modern observations: in general, a phonological or morphological
change operating in a language does not allow a diVerent accent to be
randomly assigned to the result.44 To take a trivial example, ancient
Greek word-Wnal -n has in most contexts been lost in standard modern
Greek (see Horrocks 1997: 206), but the accentuation of the relevant
words remains systematically unaltered by the change. On the other
hand, many ancient Greek words that ended in -�$ have undergone a
systematic change to standard modern Greek -Ø

Ð
�: the -Ø- has become

consonantal and the accent has shifted systematically onto the Wnal
syllable.45 That is to say, modern expectations, like ancient ones, are
that an alteration in the position of the accent may indeed arise when a
word changes in some other respect, but if so the alteration in accent
follows a predictable pattern: phonological and morphological changes
do not simply open a door to haphazard changes in accentuation.
As well as being invoked to support or discredit an argument for the

development of one form from another, our principle could also be
applied in cases where the development of one form from another
seemed perfectly obvious, but where the position of the accent was
known for only one word of the pair, the one belonging to Hellenistic
Koine. This idea is hinted at in the following passage and may well be
the source of Herodian’s information on the accent of ŒØ���� ‘ivy’ and
�æØ���� ‘threefold’, Attic forms corresponding to the Koine forms ŒØ����
and �æØ����:

�a KØ� Ø�º�F� �� �Ææ����ÆØ; �øæd� �H� '��ØŒH�� Œ����� Þ����� Œ�����: �a b '��ØŒa
›������E ��E� Œ�Ø��E�; K� z� ª�ª���� ŒØ���� ‹�Ø ŒØ����; �æØ���� ‹�Ø �æØ����. (Arc. 92.
4–7)

Words [ending in -���] that have double -��- have a non-Wnal accent, apart from
those that belong [speciWcally] to Attic. So Œ����� Þ����� Œ�����. But those

belonging to Attic have the same accent as those Koine words from which

they come: ŒØ���� like ŒØ����, �æØ���� like �æØ����.

At this point, however, we must recognize a problem. We cannot be
sure that Herodian did not have other sources of information for the
accentuation of ŒØ���� and �æØ���� than the application of the principle
under discussion. The local Attic dialect persisted for a time in Attica
after the Attic-based Koine had come (gradually) to be the oYcial
language of most of the Greek-speaking world (see Horrocks 1997:
35–6, 42), and it is likely that the Hellenistic grammarians Philemon
and Trypho, who were sources for Herodian’s information on Attic

44 This is true both for a diachronic change and for the change eVected by a syn-

chronic rule; cf. n. 37 above.
45 For a detailed discussion of this change and possible ancient precursors, see Schel-

ler (1951).
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accentuation (see pp. 24–5), had access to speakers of local Attic.46 On
the other hand, one possible source of information on the accentuation
of a word that had a variant in Hellenistic Koine was the accentuation of
the variant. This possibility must be borne in mind when we consider
how the grammarians arrived at an accent in diYcult cases.
To summarize the argument so far, the grammarians from whom our

tradition of ancient Greek accentuation derives were sometimes dealing
with words familiar to them from their own speech, sometimes with
unfamiliar words. In the case of the familiar words, they had only to use
their own knowledge of their native language to know where to write the
accent. In the case of unfamiliar words, the situation was diVerent, but
not hopeless. Many words belonged to morphological categories whose
accentuation was predictable to a greater or lesser degree. Others had a
variant form in the language spoken by the grammarians, whose accen-
tuation could be used to determine the accentuation of the unfamiliar
word. It also does not stretch the imagination to suppose that the
Alexandrian grammarians had Wrst-hand information about the pro-
nunciation of some contemporary dialects other than their own. On the
other hand, it has been envisaged that they had a further source for the
accentuation of words known from literature, or at least from some
poetic literary genres, and we now turn to this question.

1.3.5 Basis of the grammatical tradition (iv): was the
accentuation of archaic words known from a
continuous oral tradition?

It has been argued that the Alexandrian grammarians derived at least
some of their information on the accentuation of archaic words occur-
ring in poetry from a living tradition of pronouncing the poetry in
question. The argument in favour of this view is that there are words
that were no longer part of the living language in the Hellenistic period
and for which the accentuation given by the grammarians does not seem
to be the one we would expect them to have deduced from the accen-
tuation of Koine words. In addition, there were words that did exist in
Hellenistic Koine and for which the grammarians tell us that the Koine
had one accentuation whereas Homer had another. West (1981: 114)
states the argument most explicitly as follows:

The Alexandrian scholars and the grammatical tradition that derived from

them attached importance to the study of Homeric accentuation, and record a

number of particular accentuations that cannot have been established either

from the living Greek language or from theory and analogy, but must have been

preserved by a continuous tradition of oral performance from early times: . . .

46 Philemon in particular is known to have lived in Attica; cf. Probert (2004: 289–90).
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This view goes back to Lehrs, was taken up by Steinthal, and has been
vigorously defended by Wackernagel and more recently by West and
Nagy.47

West (1981: 114 with n. 13) makes two observations showing that in
the Hellenistic period there was a living performance tradition for
Homer and other poetry. Firstly, he notes that there are inscriptions
bearing witness to competitive performance of Homer in the Hellenistic
period and later.48 Secondly, he observes that the scholia to Euripides’
Orestes include a number of comments, perhaps by the Alexandrian
scholar Callistratus, on the practice of contemporary actors.49 The
scholia to the Orestes thus show not only that there were performances
of Wfth-century bc dramatic works in the Hellenistic period but also
that Alexandrian scholars attended them and regarded them as at least
relevant for their own work. Performances of Homer, then, existed in
the Hellenistic period, and there was at least the potential for scholars to
relate what they had heard at performances to their own work of
establishing an authentic text and explaining obscurities. However,
Lehrs’s claim is not only that there were live performances of Homer
and that the grammarians drew on these for information as regards
Homeric accentuation, but also that these performances preserved
archaisms of accentuation that reached back further than one could
have reached by any other means, archaisms for which the living lan-
guage provided no support and for which the only support was there-
fore a continuous oral tradition.
Wilamowitz (1916: 9) dismissed Lehrs’s claim as entirely fantastic.

However, performance traditions maintained by guilds or closed soci-
eties sometimes preserve traditional pronunciations and performance
techniques over long periods of time. In India, the tradition of Vedic
recitation perhaps aVords our closest indication of the possibilities for
preserving an archaic accentuation system. The Vedic hymns were
composed and transmitted orally during a period when the Sanskrit
language was undergoing many changes. In the form in which they
come down to us, they preserve archaisms of language and, importantly,
of accentuation that had been lost from the language by the time they

47 Lehrs (1833: 269–71; 1837: 175); Steinthal (1863: 459–60); Wackernagel (1893:
33–8; 1943: 181–2; 1914b: 97–121); West (1981; 1986, esp. 45–6); Nagy (1970: 120–2;
1996: 125–32). See also Scheller (1951: 9–10).

48 e.g. SIG3 711 L 31, 958. 35–6, 959. 9; IG vii. 1773. 17–18, 1776. 15–16. None of

these inscriptions speciWcally mentions Homer, but all mention rhapsodes or rhapsodic

performance. Since rhapsodes were particularly performers of Homer—although not to

the exclusion of other poets (see West 1970c)—it is more than likely that at least some of

the rhapsodic performances referred to in these inscriptions involved recitation of

Homer.
49 Sch. Eur. Or. 57, 268, 643.

34 1 Evidence for the Greek Accent



were eventually committed to writing.50 Themetres of the Vedic hymns
do not depend on accentuation any more than does the metre of Homer,
and therefore the transmission of accents is not supported by the metre,
yet an archaic accentuation was preserved within an oral tradition.
Ancient Indian sources preserve some hints as to the means by which
knowledge of the hymns’ archaic pronunciation was reinforced over the
centuries. In particular, hand movements are prescribed for use in
the recitation of Vedic hymns; they correlate with various features
of the sound of the words being recited, including accents (see
W. S. Allen 1953: 91).51

We do not knowwhat, if any, devices were used in Greece to reinforce
traditional knowledge about the accentuation of Homer. We do know,
however, that there existed in Greece a guild of some sort, the Home-
ridae, devoted to the recitation of Homer and regarded as authorities on
Homeric matters.52 They are Wrst mentioned by the sixth-century bc
author Acusilaus of Argos,53 and their existence continues to be implied
by references in authors of the Wfth and fourth centuries.54 Later
references to the Homeridae do not imply with any certainty that they
are still in existence, but they may well have survived into the Hellen-
istic period, during and after which various other guilds or schools
devoted to poetic recitation or other sorts of performance are attested.55

In addition, it is likely that the Homeridae were a source for the extant
‘Lives of Homer’, which are Hellenistic or Roman in date.56

The Homeridae, or similar groups, oVer a possible context for the
preservation of recondite knowledge, not necessarily all genuinely very
ancient but quite possibly containing some gems of real antiquity.
More cannot be said, but if there is even one possible context for the

50 The earliest written Indic documents to survive, the edicts of Aśoka, date to the 3rd
cent. bc. Opinions diVer as to how long before this date Indic writing existed, but it is

almost certain that writing was not used in the transmission of the Vedas until a late stage

in the Vedic tradition; see Max Müller (1860: 497–524); Wackernagel (1896b: pp. lvi–
lix); Macdonell (1910: 3). For a detailed and up-to-date treatment of the whole question

of writing in ancient India see Falk (1993).
51 Staal (1983: i. 174, ii. 359–75) reports that the Nambudiri brahmins of south-west

India, who claim to have preserved a continuous oral tradition of Vedic recitation from

Vedic times until the present, use head and hand movements in the teaching of Vedic

accents.
52 On the Homeridae, see T. W. Allen (1924: 42–50). On the name ‘Homeridae’ (and

on ‘Homer’), see West (1997: 622–3).
53 See T. W. Allen (1924: 42 with n. 2).
54 See Pindar, N. 2. 1; Plato, Ion 530d, Phdr. 252b, R. 599e; Isocrates 10. 65.
55 See T. W. Allen (1924: 48–9); Pasquali (1913: 89–91). Latacz (1998a) simply

asserts the existence of Homeridae in the Hellenistic period; slightly more cautiously

Schmid and Stählin (1929: 87 n. 6). These assertions are based ultimately on rather

tentative arguments of Pasquali (1913: 88–92).
56 See West (1970b); Latacz (1998b: 686–7, with further bibliography).
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preservation of some genuine knowledge of Homeric accentuation then
Lehrs’s hypothesis cannot be dismissed on a priori grounds; one must
look at the concrete evidence on the question.
The argument for the existence of archaisms preserved by an oral

tradition rests on there being traditional accentuations that cannot be
explained in any other way. There is no direct evidence for the theory:
the grammarians do not refer to the practice of rhapsodes or other
performers in order to support the accents they prescribe. Even if
they did, we would not know the basis for the performers’ practice.
In order to be certain that a given accent cannot have been derived

‘either from the living Greek language or from theory and analogy’, we
need to be fully conWdent of knowing what forms did and did not belong
to the living language and of understanding the theories of the gram-
marians and the analogical processes by which either a Homeric rhap-
sode or a grammarian might assign an accent. We cannot, of course,
now be fully conWdent on any of these matters, but I hope that the
preceding sections have given at least some insight into the theories and
practice of the grammarians, and this insight should be of help to us in
the following discussion.
Lehrs’s theory is strictly non-falsiWable: it is admitted that not all

accentuations assigned by the grammarians are archaisms preserved by
a living tradition, and the theory cannot, therefore, be disproved by the
Wnding of counter-examples—of words whose accentuation can be
shown not to be archaic.57 The nature of the theory requires that it
not be invoked to explain a given instance until all other plausible lines
of explanation have been investigated and found to lead nowhere—not
because the theory is inherently implausible but because the only evi-
dence for it is the failure of all other lines of explanation in certain cases.
We shall not examine in detail here all the data that have been

adduced in support of Lehrs’s theory, but shall look at two small groups
of words taken from these data. The following discussion is intended to
illustrate both the attractions of the theory and its potential pitfalls.

1.3.5.1 Iº�øæ� ‘escape’, Kº�øæ� ‘hope’, and ŁÆº�øæ� ‘warming’

Wackernagel (1943: 181–2) argues that the Wnal-syllable accentuation
prescribed by the grammarians for these three Homeric words is archaic
and could only be known to the grammarians from a continuous trad-
ition. The argument runs as follows. The words in question originally
had the suYx -øº� present in e.g. �P�øº� ‘prayer’, but the -l- of the

57 Wackernagel allowed that the oral tradition included modernizations as well as

archaisms in the Weld of accentuation, no less—but in his view also no more—than in

other areas of language (1893: 35; 1914b: 121–7). He also allowed that the most

inXuential grammarians, Aristarchus and Herodian, did not always follow the oral

tradition but sometimes introduced ‘errors’ through theories of their own (1893: 36–7).
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suYx underwent dissimilation to -r- following a root containing -l- (see
Chantraine 1933: 243; Schwyzer 1953: 258).58 The word �º	Ł#æ$
‘fullness’, which survived into the Koine (with expected Attic $ rather
than Ionic 	), received an accent on the penultimate syllable. Wack-
ernagel suggests that this accent was assigned by analogy with rhyming
words such as O�#æ$ ‘autumn’, where the sequence -øæ$- has a diVerent
source (see Frisk 1960–72: ii. 408). According to Wackernagel, it is not
clear how the grammarians could have known the accentuation of the
Homeric words Iº�øæ� ‘escape’, Kº�øæ� ‘hope’, and ŁÆº�øæ� ‘warming’,
and we might expect the words to have been assigned a penultimate-
syllable accent like that of �º	Ł#æ$ ‘fullness’. He suggests that the
explanation for the otherwise puzzling Wnal-syllable accentuation of
Iº�øæ�; Kº�øæ�, and ŁÆº�øæ� is that the grammarians were served by
an oral tradition that had preserved these archaic accentuations.
Wackernagel Wnds conWrmation of this hypothesis in the fact that the

word Iº�øæ�, which survives into Ionic prose writers such as Herodotus
and the Hippocratic corpus and then appears in the prose of Attic and
the Koine from Aristotle onward, appears in the manuscripts of the
Attic or Koine prose authors in two forms, the Wnally accented form
Iº�øæ� and a form Iº�#æÆ with Attic vocalism and accentuation on the
penultimate syllable.59 He regards the form Iº�øæ� as due to Homeric
and possibly Herodotean inXuence and Iº�#æ$ as the genuine Koine
form.
Wackernagel’s argument requires the assumption that the grammar-

ians could not have regarded the forms in -øæ� ðIº�øæ�; Kº�øæ�, and
ŁÆº�øæ�Þ as comparable to words in -øº� such as �P�øº� ‘prayer’. But
this assumption is false, as is demonstrated by the following exegetical
scholion to Homer:

�P�øºB�� u���æ �Ææa �a �Æ��ø �Æı�øº� ŒÆd �º�ø Kº�øæ�; �o�ø �Ææa �a �h�ø
�P�øº� . . . (Sch. Il. 1. 65c (b(BC)T))

�P�øºB�: Just as from �Æ��ø [‘I shall stop’] there is �Æı�øº� [‘rest’] and from

�º�ø [‘I cause to hope’] there is Kº�øæ� [‘hope’], so from �h�ø [hypothetical

active to middle �h���ÆØ ‘I pray’] there is �P�øº� [‘prayer’] . . .

Given that at least one grammarian did see a connection between one
of our three words in -øæ� and similar words in -øº�, the Wnal-syllable

58 Chantraine (1933: 243; 1968–80: 58 s.v. Iº���ÆØ) allows that one cannot exclude

the possibility of an original suYx with -r-. This seems the less likely hypothesis (as

indeed Chantraine implies) since it would not explain the appearance of -l- in all the roots

that take -øæ	. Schwyzer (1953: 258) and Leumann (1953: 223 n. 2) note further

examples of possible dissimilation of l to r (and vice versa) fromGreek of various periods.
59 The practice of printed editions, and in particular the textual variants Louis records

for Aristotle, HA 488b10–11, 613b11; PA 679b28, suggest that penultimate-syllable

accentuation was indeed reserved for the form with Attic -$ but that Iº�øæ$· is also found.
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accent assigned to the -øæ� forms could be an inference on the basis of
that of the -øº� forms (some of which survived into the Koine). Wack-
ernagel (1943: 181) makes eVectively the same inference when he claims
that the Wnal-syllable accentuation of -øæ� is original. The ancient
grammarians had the insight necessary to anticipate him here and we
cannot assume that they did not do so.
Moreover, the assumption that our three words in -øæ� were no

longer part of the living language in the Koine period may not be
accurate. By Wackernagel’s admission, some form of the word Iº�øæ�
survived into post-classical prose. Given that the word seems to have
come into Attic and the Koine from Ionic (Wackernagel 1943: 182), it
is not inconceivable that the Ionic form Iº�øæ� remained in use in the
Koine alongside an Atticized version Iº�#æ$, the latter being accented
on the penultimate syllable under the inXuence of �º	Ł#æ$ and other
rhyming words.
Arcadius’ epitome of Herodian explicitly prescribes accentuation on

the Wnal syllable for the forms with Attic vocalism ŁÆº�øæ$· and Kº�øæ$·

(the quality of the Wnal vowel being guaranteed by the context):

�a �N� PA ±�ºA ����ª��B �æØ��ººÆ�Æ �ÆæÆº	ª����Æ �fiH , I�e ����Ø �ÆŒæA� j
�æÆ���Æ� Iæ�����Æ �Ææ����ÆØ� �Æº#æÆ �º	Ł#æÆ º	Ł#æÆ: �N b I�e Ł���Ø �ÆŒæA�;
O�����ÆØ� ŁÆº�øæ� Kº�øæ�. (Arc. 116. 1–4)

Non-compound words of one gender having three syllables and ending in -æÆ,
with -ø- in the penultimate syllable, and beginning with a syllable that is long

by nature [i.e. containing a long vowel] or short [i.e. an open syllable containing

a short vowel], have a non-Wnal accent: �Æº#æ$ �º	Ł#æ$ º	Ł#æ$. But if they
begin with a syllable long by position [i.e. (here) a closed syllable containing a

short vowel], they have an acute on the Wnal syllable: ŁÆº�øæ� Kº�øæ�.

Whatever this statement is based on, it is unlikely to be exclusively
knowledge of Homeric accentuation, for then we would expect the Ionic
forms ŁÆº�øæ� and Kº�øæ�. It is at least possible that an Attic form
ŁÆº�øæ$· survived into post-classical Greek.
We may conclude, then, that the grammarians could well have ar-

rived at the accentuation of Iº�øæ�, Kº�øæ�, and ŁÆº�øæ� either from the
living language or on the basis of similar forms; similar forms included
for them words in -øº�. We cannot rule out the possibility that their
knowledge came exclusively from a continuous oral tradition of pro-
nouncing Homer, but it is diYcult to use these forms as evidence for
such a hypothesis.

1.3.5.2 	œ���� and I�æ����

Lehrs (1882: 257–8) observes that Homer has six nouns in -��	�:
�Øº��	� ‘friendship’, ����	� ‘youth’, ŒÆŒ��	� ‘badness’, N��	� ‘desire’,
	œ���� ‘battle-strife’, and I�æ���� ‘manliness’ (the last with a variant
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reading ±æ���� ‘vigour’). A Homeric scholion deriving from Herodian
informs us that the Wnal-syllable accentuation of 	œ���� is due to
Aristarchus:

< 	œ��B�Ø� > �o�ø� › 
̀ æ���Ææ��� �æ���æØ��fi A 	œ��B�Ø; ‰� I�e O�ı����ı
�PŁ��Æ� . . . (Sch. Il. 3. 20 (Aint))

˜	œ��B�Ø: Aristarchus gives the word a circumXex on the penultimate syllable

like this: 	œ��B�Ø, as coming from a nominative with an acute on the Wnal

syllable.

We have no surviving ancient statements regarding the accentuation
of I�æ���� or ±æ����, other than a textually uncertain passage of
Arcadius merely listing ±æ���� (with �Æ�ı��� and �æÆı���) as an ex-
ception to the rule that polysyllabic feminine nouns in -�	� have a non-
Wnal accent (Arc. 30. 3), and similar inclusion of I�æ���� in a list of
Wnally accented words in the Etymologicum Magnum (103. 3) and by
Choeroboscus (Th. 1. 326. 11). It is likely, however, that the Wnal-
syllable accent of I�æ����=±æ����, like that of 	œ����, was prescribed
by Aristarchus (cf. Lehrs 1882: 258).
Words in -��	� became very productive from the Wfth century bc,

when the rise of abstract philosophical argument created a vast demand
for abstract nouns. These -��	� words of the classical period all had a
penultimate acute in the nominative, except, we are told, that the
Athenians said Œ�ı����� ‘lightness’ instead of the Koine form Œ�ı���	�
(see Arc. 30. 4). So why, asks Lehrs, did Aristarchus assign Wnal-
syllable accentuation to 	œ���� and I�æ���� (or ±æ����)? Lehrs’s an-
swer is that this was an ancient accent that had been handed down in a
continuous tradition of pronouncing Homer.
Given the paucity of discussion of I�æ���� or ±æ���� in the ancient

sources, in what follows we shall consider ancient discussions only of
	œ����. We shall, however, return further on to some modern observa-
tions on the word I�æ����=±æ���� and its accent.
Although we know that Aristarchus prescribed Wnal-syllable accen-

tuation for 	œ����, we have no information as to how he arrived at this
accent. Ancient sources suggest, however, that Herodian discussed the
word’s accentuation at some length. The Homeric scholiast quoted
above continues as follows:

. . . �e b Œ���ºÆØ�� KŒ���Æ�ÆØ K� �fi B 
�ºØÆŒfi B �æ��fiø�fi Æ. (Sch. Il. 3. 20 (Aint))

The main argument has been laid out in the 
�ºØÆŒc �æ��fiø�Æ.

The reference to a Œ���ºÆØ��, a main argument or summary, suggests
that Herodian treated the accentuation of 	œ���� in some detail, not just
in a passing reference. A similar impression is given by Eustathius, who
refers to a discussion of Herodian’s K� �fiH —�æd �Æ�ı�B��� ŒÆd 	œ��B��� ‘in
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theOn �Æ�ı��� and 	œ����’, or ‘In Herodian’s discussion of �Æ�ı��� and
	œ����’:

�	���ø�ÆØ b ‹�Ø �Ø�a �H� �ÆºÆØH� I��Øªæ��ø� �æ��)	�Æ �æ��Ææ��ı���ø� �ªæÆłÆ�;
�x� ŒÆd � æ̇øØÆ�e� �ı�	ª�æ�E K� �fiH —�æd �Æ�ı�B��� ŒÆd 	œ��B��� �N�#�; ‰�  ˜øæd�
ŒÆd `N�ºd� Ø�º�Œ��� �P����� ŒÆ�a ª��ØŒc� ��æØ�����ººÆ��� �e q�Æ ���Æ�ØŁ�Æ�Ø� �N�
¼º�Æ; �N �c �Ææ���Ø��� - ¯ºº	� -¯ººÆ�; �æ��)	� �æ��)Æ�� ��Ø��� b ŒÆd ºØ��� �PŒ i�
Kæ�F�Ø Øa ��F ¼º�Æ; K��d O�ı����E�ÆØ� K�d �����Ø �����ıºº��ø� ���Æ�ØŁ�Æ�Ø �e ����
ŒÆd ���; ��a� º�ª����� ŒÆd ���: ���	���ø�ÆØ, �	��, �e K�Ł�� O�ı������� ŒÆd Øa ��F $
º�ª������ �Ææa —Ø��æfiø K� —ıŁØ���ŒÆØ�. (Eust. 287. 18–24)

Note that some of the ancient copies have written �æ��)	�Æ with an acute on the

antepenultimate syllable. And Herodian agrees with them, saying in the ‘On

�Æ�ı��� and 	œ����’ that the Doric and Aeolic dialects never change eta to alpha

in words whose genitive has a syllable more than the nominative, unless those

words have a non-Wnal accent. - ¯ºº	� becomes - ¯ºº$�; �æ��)	� becomes �æ��)$�.
But they wouldn’t say ��Ø��� and ºØ���with an alpha, since those words have an

acute on the Wnal syllable. In monosyllables, however, they domake the change,

as in ���� and ���, which they pronounce ��$· � and �$· �. The word K�Ł$· �, he
says, is an exception, having an acute on the Wnal syllable and being spoken with

alpha in Pindar’s Pythians.

If we can assume (as seems likely) that the discussion of the accentu-
ation of 	œ���� to which the scholiast alludes is the same as that which
Eustathius mentions, we would have in Eustathius a reference to a
discussion occurring in the —�æd 
�ºØÆŒB� �æ��fiø�Æ�. To warrant being
referred to simply as ‘Herodian’s discussion of �Æ�ı��� and 	œ����’, with
no mention of the title of the larger work intended, the discussion was
probably relatively extensive.60 The impression given by Eustathius
here thus agrees with the reference to a Œ���ºÆØ�� quoted above.
If we are right in equating the discussion of Herodian’s to which the

scholion on Iliad 3. 20 refers and that which Eustathius mentions,

60 The formula ‘K� �fiH —�æ� (þgenitive)’ is most often used to refer to the title of a work.

However, there are also instances where it is clearly used to indicate a chapter or section of

a larger work. For the instance in question it is worth comparing the formula used twice in

the Homeric scholia to refer to a single entry (i.e. the entry on a single line or few

consecutive lines of Homer) in a series of Homeric epimerismi: . . . �o�ø� � ˙æøØÆ�e� K�

¯�Ø��æØ��fiH �fiH ‘‘�P <�ı���; ------------=> �PŒ Zª��	; �P �æÆ�Ø� ��Ø’’ (Sch. Il. 19. 267a (T)) ‘So

says Herodian in the epimerismus on the lines �P �ı���; . . . �PŒ Zª��	; �P �æÆ�Ø� ��Ø
 ; likewise
K� b K�Ø��æØ��fiH ��F; �B�Ø� ¼�Ø� Ł��;—	��º��	� ÆP��� �	�Ø º�º��ŁÆØ; �Ææa �e �����ŁÆØ �e ºH���
(Sch. Od. 4. 797 (HPQ)) ‘But in the epimerismus on the line �B�Ø� ¼�Ø� Ł�$· , . . . he [perh.
Didymus; on the text see Dindorf ad loc.] says that she is called Penelope because of the

fact that she works at (�����ŁÆØ) the robe’. What is of interest is that these scholia do not

refer merely to Herodian or Didymus ‘in the epimerismi’ but pinpoint the speciWc entry in

question. Eustathius’ mention ofHerodian K� �fiH—�æd �Æ�ı�B��� ŒÆd 	œ��B��� is clearly not
a reference to an epimerismus, but it may well refer to a fairly long discussion of a speciWc

rule arising in the —�æd 
 �ºØÆŒB� �æ��fiø�Æ�. On these examples, and another from the

scholia to Aristophanes, see Lentz (1867–70: i. pp. xix–xx).
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the discussion reported by Eustathius concerning the pronunciation of
various words with eta or alpha in Doric and Aeolic must in some way be
relevant to the accentuation of 	œ���� (and of �Æ�ı���, another word of
surprising accentuation towhichwe shall return).The obvious suggestion
is that, having established the law reported by Eustathius, Herodian used
it to deduce the accent of 	œ��	� from the Doric and Aeolic pronunciation
of the word. Now we know that the Aeolic and Doric pronunciation
should in fact have been 	œ��$�,61 and therefore Herodian’s rule ought
to prescribe the accentuation *	œ��	�. A further passage in which
Eustathius appears to refer to the same discussion of Herodian’s seems
to conWrm thatHerodian argued for an accent on the penultimate syllable:

IººÆ��F b › ÆP�e� ŒÆ����)ø� �ØŁÆ�H� �e� ����� �B� �Æ�ı�B��� ŒÆd �B� 	œ��B���
º�ª�Ø; ‹�Ø �a �N� ��� º�ª���Æ ���a �ÆŒæA�;  ��ŒÆ O������ÆØ; �c� �ÆæÆº�ª�ı�Æ� ���Ø
KŒ��Ø�����	�� Œ�	���� ł	���� ªºø���� ÆN#�� M#�: Øe ŒÆd  &ø� �Ææı���	Ł�E�Æ
�ı�����Øº� �c� �ÆæÆº�ª�ı�Æ�: �hŒ�ı�62 ŒÆd  �Æ���	�; �	��; ŒÆd  	œ��	�,63 �N
T�������; �æÆ�ı�ÆæÆº	Œ��E� �r��� ¼�. (Eust. 26. 40–6)

And elsewhere the same scholar [sc. Herodian], persuasively formulating a rule

for the accentuation of �Æ�ı�	� and 	œ��	�, says that words ending in -� after a
long vowel have the vowel of the penultimate syllable long when they have an

acute on the Wnal syllable: Œ�	�{· �, ł	�{· �, ªºø�{· �, ÆN#�, M#�. That is also why

&ø�, which has a non-Wnal accent, has the vowel of the penultimate short.

Therefore, he says, �Æ���	� and 	œ��	� also could not have had a short vowel

in the penultimate syllable if they had an acute on the Wnal syllable.

However, there is a consensus of opinion that Eustathius has misun-
derstood Herodian in these passages, perhaps as a result of the form in
which Herodian’s doctrine came down to him.64 There are two main
reasons for this view. Firstly, the word �Æ�ı���, which Eustathius tells
us Herodian discussed alongside 	œ����, is given an accent on the Wnal
syllable, not on the penultimate, by Arcadius (30. 2–3). Secondly,
Stephanus of Byzantium tells us that Herodian gave �æ�Ø)�� an acute
on the Wnal syllable, contrary to Eustathius’ implication in the Wrst of
the two passages quoted above.65

61 The source of the Attic eta in the suYx -�	�- was an IE *-ā- (cf. Lat. cī̇uitās ‘state’)

and therefore remained as ā in Doric and Aeolic.
62 Van der Valk’s �PŒ�F� here is a misprint; cf. Stallbaum’s text, with correct �hŒ�ı�.
63 Van der Valk prints �Æ�ı��� and 	œ���� here (and likewise Stallbaum �Æ�ı��� and

	œ��c�), but the argument demands that Eustathius supposes the correct forms to be

�Æ���	� and 	œ��	�.
64 Lentz (1867–70: i. 83, ii. 356–7); Erbse on Sch. Il. 2. 561; Van der Valk on Eust.

287. 20–4.
65 To be more precise, Steph. Byz. (49. 19) suggests that Herodian accented �æ�Ø)�� in

the same way when it was the name of the city as when it was the name of its founder. He

does not explicitly state the accent, but Meineke prints the word with an acute on the

Wnal syllable.
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It is possible that Herodian changed his mind on the accentuation of
�Æ�ı��� (and perhaps 	œ���� as well) or that there is something amiss in
the tradition.However thismay be, we can accept as a fact thatHerodian
wrote at some length about the accentuation of �Æ�ı��� and 	œ����. His
doing so implies either that the accentuation of these wordswas disputed
in his time, or that he started a dispute by challenging received opinion.
One further argument for the accentuation of 	œ���� on the penulti-

mate syllable is implied in another passage of Eustathius, this time
without a source being mentioned. This is the same argument as
Lehrs (1882: 257–8) assumes to be the obvious way to arrive at an
accent for 	œ����, i.e. to follow the pattern of other -��	� words such as
�Øº��	��
��æd b ��F ����ı �B� 	œ��B���; u���æ ŒÆd �B� �Æ�ı�B��� ŒÆd �B� �æÆı�B��� ŒÆd �H�
›���ø� �æ���æØ��ø���ø�; I��Øº�ª�E�ÆØ: �ƒ �b� ªaæ �ı�	ª�æ�F�Ø� O��ø� ����F�ŁÆØ
�a� ÆP�H� �PŁ��Æ�: 	œ���� ª�æ; �Æ��; ŒÆd �Æ�ı��� ŒÆd �æÆı���: �º���ı� b
I��Øº�ª�ı�Ø ª���ÆØ���æ�� �Ææı����F���� ŒÆd ÆP�a ŒÆ�a �e �Øº��	� �Øº��	���;
ŒÆŒ��	� ŒÆŒ��	���. (Eust. 669. 47–50)

About the accent of 	œ��B��� (gen. sg.), and about that of �Æ�ı�B��� (gen. sg.),
�æÆı�B��� (gen. sg.), and similar words with a circumXex on the penultimate,

there is a dispute. For some people argue that their nominatives should be given

an acute on the Wnal syllable. For, they say, it should be 	œ����, �Æ�ı���, and
�æÆı���. But more people dispute this, giving these words too a non-Wnal

accent (which is better) like �Øº��	� �Øº��	���, ŒÆŒ��	� ŒÆŒ��	���.

To summarize our Wndings from the surviving grammatical litera-
ture, the accentuation Aristarchus gave to the word 	œ���� struck later
grammarians as very strange. The only actual arguments, as opposed to
simple statements, that come down to us on the accent of the word
favour accentuation on the penultimate syllable.66 Nevertheless, it was
Wnal-syllable accentuation that became the standard manuscript accen-
tuation for this word. The reason was perhaps that Herodian had
adopted Wnal-syllable accentuation in the —�æd ŒÆŁ�ºØŒB� �æ��fiø�Æ�,
but again we have no trace of any arguments he used for doing so, and
it is possible that he decided simply to respect Aristarchus’ opinion.
It remains to wonder whether 	œ���� could have remained part of the

living language spoken by the grammarians. This seems unlikely, since
forms of the word occur only in poetry, apart from occurrences in
grammarians and commentators, and almost exclusively in hexameter
poetry where strong Homeric reminiscence is plausible.67

66 Further sources stating that 	œ���� (along with �Æ�ı���, �æÆı���, and I�æ����) is
accented on the Wnal syllable are EM 103. 1–3 and Choer. Th. 1. 326. 8–11. Import-

antly, they do not argue for Wnal-syllable accentuation, merely state that these four words

are exceptions to the general rule.
67 I rely here on an electronic search of the Thesaurus Linguae Graecae corpus.
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It thus remains mysterious why Aristarchus accented 	œ���� as he
did unless he had access to a traditional accentuation. In the case of this
word, therefore, Lehrs’s hypothesis stands up to scrutiny better than it
does for Iº�øæ� ‘escape’, Kº�øæ� ‘hope’, and ŁÆº�øæ� ‘warming’.
We have thus far left the word I�æ���� (or ±æ����) out of consider-

ation, since ancient statements of the reasons for a particular accentu-
ation are lacking (see p. 39). The word has, however, attracted the
interest of modern Homeric scholarship because, if I�æ���� is the
correct reading, its occurrences in the Iliad are metrically anomalous:

n� ������ ª��ø�Æ; ºØ��F�
 I�æ��B�Æ ŒÆd l�	�. (Il. 16. 857 ¼ Il. 22. 363)

Lamenting its fate, leaving behind its manhood and youth.

—Æ�æ�Œº�ı ��Ł�ø� I�æ��B�� �� ŒÆd ����� M.. (Il. 24. 6)

Longing for the manhood and brave spirit of Patroclus.

In both lines, a word with a light rather than heavy Wrst syllable is
required in the position of I�æ��B�Æ. The variant ±æ��B�Æ is probably
an ancient attempt to solve this problem, rather than the original read-
ing.68 Mühlestein (1958a: 224 n. 20; 1958b: 365), foreshadowed by
Wackernagel (1909: 58 n. 1) and followed by Wathelet (1966: 170–1),
suggested that the metrical anomaly of I�æ��B�Æ was due to its devel-
opment from earlier *anr

˚
tāta, a suggestion implying, if correct, that the

word had been taken into epic poetry at a time when Greek still had a
vocalic *r

˚
. The suggestion that vocalic *r

˚
was still present at an early

stage of the epic tradition has been widely accepted, and is able to
account also for some further metrically anomalous Homeric phrases.69

If I�æ���� indeed derives from early *anr
˚
tās, this word was not origin-

ally a noun in -���ÆÆ� (becoming Attic-Ionic -��	�) but only in -��ÆÆ�.
The accentuation of Homeric I�æ��B�Æ has also been found explic-

able on the basis of an earlier form *anr
˚
tāta. Wackernagel (1909)

noticed instances in which the accent of Vedic Sanskrit fell on a nor-
mally unaccented suYx in preference to falling on a preceding u, i, r

˚
, or

-an- (from *n
˚
). For example, purutáma- ‘very much’ is found where the

normal rules of Sanskrit accentuation would lead one to expect *pur-
útama-. 70 Wackernagel suggested that the transmitted accentuation of
Homeric �æÆı��� ‘slowness’, �Æ�ı��� ‘swiftness’, and I�æ���� ‘manli-
ness’ provide evidence that the phenomenon is not an innovation of

68 So Tichy (1981: 41–52). For diVering views see Latacz (1965), with a history of

the question; Beekes (1971: 353–5).
69 Mühlestein (1958a: 226, Nachtrag; 1958b: 364–5); Wathelet (1966); Ruijgh

(1985: 162–3); Janko (1994: 11). For contrary views see again Latacz (1965) and Beekes

(1971: 353–5), but also Tichy (1981).
70 The word purú- ‘much’, from whose stem the superlative purutáma- is derived, is

accented on the Wnal syllable. The superlative suYx -tama- ordinarily leaves the accent

of the base word unchanged; see Debrunner (1954: 608–9), with further details.
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Sanskrit but derives from the Indo-European parent language. In
�æÆı��� and �Æ�ı��� the accent falls on the Wnal syllable instead of the
preceding -ı-, while I�æ���� is accented on the Wnal syllable instead
of on what was, ex hypothesi, originally *-r

˚
- in the preceding syllable

(cf. Mühlestein 1958b: 365 n. 11.).
Wackernagel’s hypothesis concerning the accentuation of I�æ���� is

open to the objection, as he recognizes, that 	œ���� is also transmitted
with Wnal-syllable accentuation, as is Œ�ı����� for Attic, but neither of
these words fulWls the conditions for the rule he proposes. His answers
to these objections are rather weak,71 yet it remains possible that his rule
is responsible for the accentuation of �æÆı���, �Æ�ı���, and I�æ����,
even if it is not clear why 	œ���� and Attic Œ�ı����� follow suit. It is
striking that �æÆı��� and �Æ�ı���, the only nouns in -ı�	� (gen. -ı�	���)
occurring in Homer, are accented on the Wnal syllable whereas the
regular pattern for -ı�	� words that are Wrst attested only later is
accentuation on the -ı-.72 If accentuation on the Wnal syllable was
regular at an early stage of Greek for nouns in -ı�	� but the pattern
was later replaced by the penultimate accentuation regular for the much
larger class of nouns in -��	�, it is possible that the early accentuation
was preserved by some sort of performance tradition in the two Hom-
eric nouns �æÆı��� and �Æ�ı��� (and in the noun �æ�ÆÆ�ı��� occurring in
Attic drama: see n. 72).
In conclusion, Lehrs’s hypothesis has sometimes been invoked to

explain surprising accents that are perhaps explicable in other ways
(e.g. Iº�øæ�; Kº�øæ�, and ŁÆº�øæ�, discussed above), but in certain
cases, such as that of 	œ���� and of I�æ����, the hypothesis remains
the most convincing available. Moreover, the accent of I�æ���� is
suspected of being genuinely ancient on the basis of philological argu-
ments to which the ancient grammarians did not have access. No
argument that the grammarians could have used for accenting the
Wnal syllable of I�æ���� can be reconstructed today, and yet the results

71 He suggested (1909: 58–9) that *	œ��$· �might be a replacement for earlier *�œ��$�
following the introduction of the law of limitation (on which see p. 60). But there is no

evidence either that the word was originally accented on the Wrst syllable or that a change

of the type *�œ��$� > *	œ��$· � (rather than *�œ��$�> *	œ��$�) was ever occasioned by

the law of limitation. He regarded Œ�ı����� as modelled on *�Ææı���, but there is no

evidence for a *�Ææı��� accented on the Wnal syllable.
72 The only exception, apart from the precariously attested �Ø�ı�$· � (only at Greek

Anthology 7. 490. 3, although the Wrst hand in Palatinus 23 writes �Ø���Æ���) is �æ$�ı���
‘roughness’, Wrst attested at Aeschylus, Pr. 80 and accented on the Wnal syllable in Attic

but on the penultimate in the Koine (Arc. 30. 4). There are altogether 27 words in -ı�	�
listed by Buck and Petersen (1945: 468), not counting one attested only on inscriptions.

All except those already mentioned are transmitted with the accent on the penultimate,

and most appear later than Aeschylus (or the author of the Prometheus Bound).
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of philological investigation suggest that the grammarians may very
well have been right.

1.3.6 Grammarians: summary

We may now summarize what has been said about the grammarians’
work on Greek accentuation. The grammatical tradition of prescribing
accents for classical and pre-classical Greek began in the Hellenistic
period. Most of what we are told relates to the accentuation of Hellen-
istic Greek, even if comparison with the accentuation of some other
Indo-European languages, especially Vedic Sanskrit, suggests a high
level of continuity between the Hellenistic system of accentuation and
that of earlier stages of Greek (see p. 26).73 However, when prescribing
accents for the Greek of earlier authors the grammarians were faced,
like Galen’s readers of Hippocrates (see pp. 19–20), with words that
had gone out of use. The grammarians had a number of ways of dealing
with such words. They not only knew the accentuation of individual
words in their language but also had some instincts and some rules for
which kind of accent a word with particular characteristics should have,
and could make use of these notions in assigning accents to obsolete
words. They had also noticed that some words existed in slightly
diVerent forms in diVerent dialects, and that in such cases the accent
fell on the same syllable in the diVerent forms, unless there was a
general principle to prevent it. This observation could also be applied
to the task of assigning accents to words of earlier authors, who often
used a diVerent form of a word from Attic and the Koine, whether a
more archaic form or one taken from a non-Attic dialect. In some cases,
Wnally, the grammarians may well have had access to a tradition of
pronunciation that preserved some genuine archaisms. Although this
is a point that would be diYcult to establish for certain, it is not
implausible a priori and remains the most persuasive explanation avail-
able for certain data.

1.4 Papyri

Accent marks are written in some Greek papyri of literary authors,
especially in poetic texts, from the second century bc onwards.74

Accented papyri mostly do not carry accents on every word but spor-
adically; the frequency with which accent marks are used varies widely

73 On this question of continuity, see further Ch. 3.
74 See Laum (1928); Moore-Blunt (1978); Mazzucchi (1979); Biondi (1983); Turner

(1987); ‘Doric’ accents: Nöthiger (1971: 83–6); ‘Lesbian’ accents: Hamm (1958: 42–4);
‘Boeotian’ accents: Wilamowitz (1907: 42–4); E. Hermann (1918); Bonfante (1934);
Levin (1989). Accent marks are hardly used at all in documentary papyri (see Turner

1987: 11).
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with the papyrus. Where there are few accent marks, in particular, one
can sometimes see that the words marked with accents are those for
which the accent can help to resolve a potential ambiguity. In other
cases it is not clear why a particular word has been marked with an
accent.75 In some accented papyri, the accents are not by the Wrst hand
(cf. Turner 1987: 11); this means that even if a papyrus can be dated,
the date when the accents were added is not automatically given.
The accent marks in papyri look similar to those of manuscripts and

printed books. As in manuscripts and printed books, there are three
accentual marks in use: acute ( · ), circumXex (

7
), and grave ( ‘ ). Various

diVerent systems of marking accents are found in papyri, and not all
accented papyri employ one system with consistency.76 For example, all
syllables preceding the accented syllable may be marked with a grave,
the accented syllable and any following syllables being left unmarked
(�bŒæ�� ¼ ��Œæ��),77 or the accented syllable may be marked with an
acute or circumXex while all preceding syllables are marked with a
grave (�dºc�d����Æ��� ¼ �Øº	�Ø����Æ���),78 or the accented syllable
may be marked with an acute or circumXex while only the immediately
preceding syllable is marked with a grave (ı��b��ø� ¼ ı�����ø�).79

In general, where accents are marked in papyri the position or im-
plied position of the main accent agrees with the position prescribed by
the grammarians and found in Byzantine manuscripts.80 Occasional
divergences are to be regarded as errors (Turner 1987: 11). There are
also papyri of dialect texts marked with ‘dialect’ accents that broadly
match what the grammarians tell us about the accentuation of the
relevant dialects (cf. p. 70).
Although the papyri do not provide enough evidence on their own for

every detail of the accentual system, they help to conWrm that the
system of accent placement found in manuscripts and discussed by
ancient grammarians is at least as old as the second century bc.
In order to illustrate this point, I have collected examples of non-

compound second-declension nominal forms with nominatives ending
in -æ�� or -æ�� (not necessarily with the -æ�- being a suYx) from a
selection of accented Homeric papyri.81 Of the 174 non-compound

75 For recent suggestions about further functions of accent marks in papyri, see Nagy

(2000); Nodar (forthcoming).
76 For a description of the various systems, see Moore-Blunt (1978).
77 Il. 5. 298 on P. Oxy. ii. 223, col. 12 (3rd cent. ad).
78 Pindar, Pae. 1. 8 S–M on P. Oxy. v. 841, col. 1 (2nd cent. ad): Moore-Blunt (1978:

145).
79 P. Oxy. xxx. 2508. 11 (1st cent. ad; Archilochus?): Moore-Blunt (1978: 145).
80 In some papyri confusion between acute and circumXex is relatively common. For

some examples from biblical papyri, see Biondi (1983, esp. 39–40).
81 The collections of papyri examined were the issues of the following that had

appeared before August 1996: P. Ant.; P. Oxy.; P. Ryl.
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words ending in -æ�� or -æ�� attested in Homer, 4782 were found written
with accents in the selection of papyri examined (several of them more
than once). The total number of tokens of these words found with
accents was 131. Of these 131 tokens of 47 words, there is only one
example of an accent ‘incorrectly’ placed. This is ���ºØ�Łæ�� for
���º��Łæ��.83 It is unlikely that ���ºØ�Łæ�� corresponds to any linguistic
reality; the accent as written on the papyrus violates the law of limita-
tion, which is otherwise rigorously observed in papyri as elsewhere.84

An area where the papyri may provide valuable evidence concerns
caseswhere grammarians debated the accentuation of aword in a literary
text. For example, the word I����º�� is used twice in the Odyssey and
twice in the Homeric Hymns85 as an adjective meaning ‘rich in aspho-
dels’. More commonly, but always after Homer, the word is a noun
meaning ‘asphodel’ and is accented I����º��. According to the gram-
marian Herennius Philo of the Wrst to second centuries ad, followed by
Herodian, the word is accented I����º�� in its Homeric use as an
adjective.86 Trypho, on the other hand, appears already to have been
familiar with this view but to have thought that the word should be
I����º�� in both uses (Eust. 1698. 29 ¼ Trypho fr. 14 Velsen). In the
light of this debate, it is of interest to Wnd that on P. Ryl. i. 53, fol. 92r

(third or fourth century ad) the accentuation taught by Herodian is
ignored and the adjective at Od. 24. 13 written Æ����º��. A thorough
examination of similar instances may shed light on the degree of import-
ance attributed to Herodian’s views at diVerent points in the transmis-
sion of the Homeric poems, and on the history behind his inXuence on
the accentuation of medieval manuscripts and ultimately on our modern
texts. Such a study has yet to be undertaken, but aspects of the inter-
action between the grammatical tradition and the writing of accents and
other diacritics in papyri are now studied by Nodar (forthcoming).

1.5 Fragments of ancient Greek music

The general validity of the accentual system we have receives some
conWrmation from fragments of ancient Greek musical notation, pre-
served mostly on inscriptions or papyrus. Some of the fragments are

82 Not counting separately �ØæH�, an orthographic variant of ƒæH�.
83 Il. 9. 668 on P. Ant. iii. 160 (late 3rd or 4th cent. ad).
84 The form ���ºØ�Łæ�� may well be simply an error due to the inXuence of ��ºØ�.

Alternatively, Anna Morpurgo Davies suggests to me that ���ºØ�Łæ�� may reXect a

trisyllabic pronunciation ���º
Ð
Ø�Łæ��.

85 Od. 11. 539, 24. 13; Homeric Hymns 4. 221, 344; always in the phrase I����º��
º�Ø�H�Æ ‘meadow rich in asphodels’.

86 For Herennius Philo’s view see Eust. 906. 58, 1698. 28; Ammonius 81; for

Herodian’s agreement, Arc. 62. 3–4.
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transmitted with words for singing, and of these some show a tendency
for the melody not to conXict with the relative pitches of vowels as
determined by the accentuation. West sets out the principles as follows:

1. The accented syllable is given a note at least as high as any other in the same

word. Often, especially in polysyllabic words, it is set at the summit of a rising

and falling Wgure.

2. A syllable bearing a circumXex accent (which represents a high pitch fol-

lowed by a fall, and can only occur on a long vowel or diphthong) is often set on

two notes of which the Wrst is the higher.

3. When the accent falls on the Wnal syllable of a word, and is not circumXex,

and not succeeded by a grammatical pause, then the melody does not fall again

until after the next accent. (West 1992: 199)87

Greek music did not always respect the pitch accents. The accent was
largely respected in non-strophic compositions, but in strophic composi-
tions respect for the accent would have required the words of the antis-
trophe to be chosen so as to correspond in accentuation to those of the
strophe.We have no evidence that such an accentually determined choice
of words was ever made (Pöhlmann 1960: 23; West 1992: 198–9).88

The earliest surviving fragment in which the word accents are
respected dates from the third century bc (Pöhlmann 1960: 23). So
although the fragments of Greek music provide some evidence that the
system of Greek accentuation we have corresponds to what was spoken
in the Hellenistic period, they provide no conclusive evidence for Greek
spoken before the third century bc. Evidence that at least some features
of the Greek accentual system were extremely old comes from the
philological arguments to be mentioned in Chapter 3.

1.6 The manuscript tradition

Accents were rarely written on uncial manuscripts, but with the change
to minuscule writing in the ninth century ad came a change to the
consistent writing of accents on every accented word.89 The question

87 Tendency 3 was Wrst noticed by Wackernagel (1896a). On the importance of this

tendency for the phonetic interpretation of the grave accent in Wnal ‘accented’ syllables,

see also Ehrlich (1912: 252). Tendencies 1 and 2 go back to Crusius (1894a: 173; 1894b:
113–14).

88 Contrary view argued by Wahlström (1970), but his methodology is open to the

objection that apparent accentual responsion in poetry (signiWcantly greater than that

found in prose) can result from the fact that sequences of words with similar distribu-

tions of word boundaries and heavy syllables are more likely to have similarly placed

accents than sequences of words with no such constraints on the location of word

boundaries or heavy syllables.
89 For details of the accentual conventions found in Byzantine manuscripts see Reil

(1910).
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of the basis for the scribes’ placement of accents on ancient texts clearly
arises, and a priori it might appear likely that scribes would have
assigned accents in accordance with their own, medieval, pronunci-
ation. There is, however, ample evidence that the accentuation of an-
cient texts at this period was guided by the precepts of earlier
grammatical texts.
Some manuscripts have marginal notes, or scholia, referring to the

statements of grammarians on accentuation. The scholia to the tenth-
century Iliad manuscript Venetus Marcianus 822 (‘A’), which are out-
standingly rich in information on accentuation, include a particularly
instructive note at the end of each book listing various sources used.
The exact wording varies from book to book; the version at the end of
the second book reads:

�Ææ�Œ�Ø�ÆØ �a 
̀ æØ�����Œ�ı �	��EÆ ŒÆd �a ˜Ø���ı —�æd �B� 
̀ æØ��Ææ����ı
Ø�æŁ#��ø�; �Ø�a b ŒÆd KŒ �B� 
�ºØÆŒB� �æ��fiø�Æ� � ˙æøØÆ��F ŒÆd KŒ ��F ˝ØŒ���æ��
—�æd ��Øª�B�. (Sch. Il. 2 subscriptio (A))

There is laid out [here] Aristonicus’ ‘Signs’ and Didymus’ treatise ‘On Aris-

tarchus’ editing’, and also some excerpts fromHerodian’s ‘Iliadic Prosody’ and

from Nicanor’s work ‘On the ��Øª��’.90

The scholia deriving from the work of the authors here mentioned are
likely to have been composed in something like the form in which we
have them in the ninth century ad, in the early days of minuscule
writing (see Erbse 1969–88: i. pp. xi–xiii; ii. 547). The scholiasts’
attention to older grammarians’ precepts on accentuation is clearly
connected with the new need to write accents consistently. Other evi-
dence that the ninth and tenth centuries were characterized by particu-
larly strong interest in older grammatical works on accentuation
includes the relationships between the surviving manuscripts for the
treatiseDe vocabulis quae diversum signiWcatum exhibent secundum diVer-
entiam accentus91 by the sixth-century grammarian and philosopher
Iohannes Philoponus. These suggest that the book was avidly copied
in the tenth century (Daly 1983: pp. xiii–xxiii, esp. xxiii); in Daly’s view
the work was used as a schoolbook at that time (1983: p. x).
Later on in the minuscule period scribes did not have the same need

for access to grammatical treatises on the accentuation of ancient Greek,
since all that was required once the practice of writing accents consist-
ently was well established was for the scribe to copy the accents from the

90 The ��Øª�� was a lectional sign.
91 The Greek title assigned to the work in manuscripts varies according to the

manuscript, and this is one of the criteria that Daly (1983: pp. xv–xxiii) uses to distin-

guish between Wve diVerent recensions. I give the title in the Latin form that constitutes

the title of Daly’s edition.
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manuscript in front of him. Nevertheless, accents so written still had the
grammarians as their ultimate, even if not their immediate, source.
It would be absurdly optimistic to suppose that the placement of

accents in ancient texts at this period was never inXuenced in doubtful
cases by the accentuation of the contemporary Greek language, and
some medieval manuscripts are certainly more faithful than others to
ancient precepts. However, the evidence that the scribes of good manu-
scripts relied on the precepts of older grammarians in preference to the
contemporary language is corroborated by the fact that the accentuation
applied to ancient texts diVered in signiWcant respects from that attested
by the stress-based poetry and rhythmic prose of the period (see below).
Moreover, the accents written in good manuscripts of ancient texts
agree almost entirely with the precepts of Hellenistic and post-Hellen-
istic grammarians where these survive to be checked against the practice
of the manuscripts. Since the surviving grammatical precepts represent
only a small proportion of those available at the beginning of the
minuscule period, we may extrapolate from the agreement of medieval
texts with the surviving grammatical literature that the medieval prac-
tice of accenting ancient texts agreed with ancient doctrine to an even
greater degree than we can now verify. None of these conclusions
exclude the inXuence of the contemporary Greek language in cases
where a word survived into the relevant period and ancient doctrine
relating to its accentuation was unavailable.

1.7 Early medieval Greek accentuation

The metres of ancient Greek poetry are based on a rhythmic organiza-
tion of the heavy and light syllables in a word. The position of the word
accent plays no role in ancient metres, and therefore the poetry that
comes down to us from antiquity provides no supporting evidence for
the position of the word accent. During the course of the early centuries
ad, however, the Greek accent changed from a ‘pitch accent’ to a ‘stress
accent’ (see pp. 55–7), and with this change came a new type of poetic
metre whose basis was the pattern of stressed and unstressed syllables.
The beginnings of stress-based metre may be seen in two hymns of the
fourth-century adChristian writerGregory of Nazianzus.92 In the sixth
century ad the surviving kontakia, or sermons in verse, of Romanos
provide a substantial body of composition in highly developed stress-
based metres.93

At the same time as stress-based poetry developed, some prose
writers began to adopt certain rules governing the placement of word

92 See Meyer (1885: 313–15, 400–9).
93 See Maas and Trypanis (1963: 511–38).
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accents towards the ends of clauses. In some prose texts such rules were
observed with a very high level of consistency.94

Since accent marks were virtually not written on uncial manuscripts,
poetry such as that of Romanos, and prose such as that of his contempor-
ary Choricius of Gaza,95 was originally written without accent marks.
Later, minuscule manuscripts of early medieval authors are marked
with accents in accordance with theHellenistic system for writing accents
on ancient texts. We therefore have no direct access to the state of the
accentuation system in the early Middle Ages. Since modern Greek has
largely kept unchanged the positions of the accents on words that were
alreadypart of the language in theHellenistic period, onemight expect the
positions of the word accents in the early Middle Ages to be likewise not
far removed from those of the Hellenistic period. The stress-based verse
and rhythmic prose of the period conWrms this expectation, but also
demonstrates that in some words the position of the accent has shifted.
Inmany cases, the disagreements with theHellenistic accent system show
developments that continue, at least to some extent, into modern Greek.
We alsoWnd some innovations in accentuation that seem later to have been
dropped again in favour of the ancient accentuation, or that persist into
the modern language alongside, rather than instead of, the ancient forms.
Romanos’ placement of genitive plurals of masculine Wrst-declension
nouns demonstrates that he accented these on the penultimate syllable,
by contrast with their ancient accentuation on the Wnal syllable: �NŒ��ø�
([------[), ł����ø� (------[), ı����ø� ([------[), ��æÆ�Ø#�ø� ([ [ ------[)
(Maas and Trypanis 1963: 514). Hatzidakis (1892: 420; 1905–7: ii. 88)
reported at the turn of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries that the
modern Greek accentuation for genitive plurals of this type, when they
were in use,96 was frequently on the penultimate syllable, although some
were accented on the Wnal syllable and some varied between accentuation
on the Wnal and on the penultimate syllable. Panagiotis Filos tells me that
for the last word just mentioned the only pronunciation now familiar to
him is ��æÆ�Øø�#�, with stress on the Wnal syllable, and that ł�ı�#� (for
Romanos’ ł����ø�, ancient ł�ı��H�) is in occasional use, again with Wnal-
syllable stress.97 Again, Romanos uses the genitive ����Æ��ı, accenting it
on the antepenultimate syllable (Maas and Trypanis 1963: 515); Hatzi-
dakis (1905–7: ii. 89) mentioned ����Æ��ı as peculiar to the modern
dialect of Thrace, the more widespread modern form of his day being
�Æ�����ı. Panagiotis Filos tells me that today variation between ����Æ��ı
and �Æ�����ı exists everywhere in standardmodernGreek, �Æ�����ı still

94 See Meyer (1891); Maas (1902; 1962: 16–17); Klock (1987: 219–97).
95 See Maas (1930).
96 The genitive plural was (and is) itself passing out of use in modern Greek (Hatzi-

dakis 1892: 420–1).
97 The genitives plural �NŒ��ø�=�NŒ��#� and ı����ø�=ı�Æ��#� are now obsolete.
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being the more usual form. The inXuence of the ancient literary language
on the development of modern Greek means that many archaic forms,
including old accentuations, could fall out of common use at one period
without being entirely lost from the language; lingering on as learned or
theoretically correct forms, they could be recalled into active use by the
archaizing tendencies of a subsequent era.98 The stress-based poetry and
rhythmic prose of early medieval Greek thus not only provides evidence
for the dating of certain accentual changes attested by modern Greek but
also gives some insight into the overall, and not entirely linear, character
of the post-Hellenistic development of the accent system.99

The early medieval system of accentuation is both diVerent from the
Hellenistic system and a linguistically plausible continuation of it. Since
the stress-based poetry and rhythmic prose of the period are fundamen-
tally independent of our sources of evidence for the Hellenistic system,
they help to conWrm that the Hellenistic system as we have it indeed
represents the accentuation of an earlier stage of the language.

1.8 Conclusions

We have seen that our knowledge of ancient Greek accentuation rests on
a grammatical tradition whose roots lie in Hellenistic Alexandria and
whose general reliability, at least for the Hellenistic period, is supported
from a number of diVerent angles. The accents prescribed by the
Hellenistic grammarians and written in some literary papyri agree
with those presupposed by the melodies of musical compositions sur-
viving from the same period. Comparison with the accentual systems of
some other ancient Indo-European languages, particularly Vedic San-
skrit, and with that of modern Greek, reveals correspondences that
demonstrate a high level of linguistic reality in the Hellenistic system.
In addition, the correspondences with other ancient Indo-European
languages hint at considerable continuity with the past, something
that should encourage us to consider in more detail exactly which
aspects of our Hellenistic system were inherited from Indo-European
and whether any chronological deductions regarding speciWc Greek
innovations can be made. These questions will be approached in
Chapter 3, after we have Wrst outlined some important aspects of the
Hellenistic system handed down to us by virtue of the sources just
considered.

98 For the tension between innovation and archaizing that has characterized the

history of Greek far more strongly than that of most languages, see Horrocks (1997),
passim.

99 For accentual deductions from rhythmic prose, see Maas (1930); Klock (1987:
298–300). For deductions from accent-based poetry, see Krumbacher (1901: 710–12);
Maas (1903: 318–20; 1924: 10–11); Maas and Trypanis (1963: 513–16).
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2 SOME BACKGROUND ON GREEK

ACCENTUATION

2.1 Introduction

This chapter surveys some of the salient characteristics of the Greek
accent system that emerge from the ancient evidence considered in
Chapter 1, putting together that evidence with some insights from
modern investigations into the nature of accent in many of the world’s
languages. The following account is deliberately selective, concentrat-
ing on very general qualities of the system in order to provide a context
for the more speciWc data to be examined in Part II. Since it is surpris-
ingly diYcult to pin down what is actually meant by ‘accent’ (even once
the terminological issues discussed on pp. 7–9 are set aside), we shall
begin with an attempt at a deWnition.

2.2 DeWnition of accent

Intuitively, an accent is a means of marking one syllable in a linguistic
unit as phonetically more prominent than the others. The linguistic unit
that will be of interest to us is the word,1 and we shall use ‘accent’ to
mean ‘word accent’.2

1 The notion of word accent presents a risk of circularity, since the word (or ‘phono-

logical word’), in the sense we require, is sometimes deWned with recourse to the notion

of accent. As far as ancient Greek is concerned, however, the phonological word can in

most cases be regarded as coinciding with the syntactic word. Greek syntactic words have

relatively free mobility within the phrase, as contrasted with the Wxed order and lack of

separability obtaining between the elements of a word’s internal structure. Some short

words, especially words with grammatical function rather than lexical meaning (e.g.

prepositions, discourse particles), are not full phonological words but proclitics or

enclitics: see pp. 69–70.
2 In some languages, a word may have subordinate or secondary accents as well as its

main or primary accent (cf. English màthemátical). For ancient Greek, the only instances

where we know that a word had more than one accent involve a full word followed, under

certain conditions, by an enclitic (see p. 70); in these cases we do not know whether the

accent induced by the enclitic was equal in prominence to the word’s original accent, or

less prominent, or more prominent. For modern Greek, Arvaniti (1992) Wnds no evi-

dence that a word can carry more than one accent except that a word accented on the

antepenultimate syllable and followed by an enclitic acquires a second accent on its Wnal

syllable. In this case, the word’s original accent is reduced in prominence compared to

the accent induced by the enclitic. Given the diVerences between the nature of the

ancient Greek accent and that of modern Greek, however, no Wrm conclusions can be



For many languages, including English, and probably for ancient
Greek as well, it is more correct to say that the accented syllable is
phonetically the most prominent when the word is pronounced in
isolation, since in connected speech this prominence may not always
be observable.3

In most languages with a word accent, sentence intonation patterns
interact with the word accent in connected speech, and the word accent
may sometimes seem not to be phonetically realized. In English, for
example, the word buValoes is stressed on the Wrst syllable when pro-
nounced alone, but the following piece of conversation may be uttered
quite naturally with all syllables of the word buValoes being equally
unemphatic: ‘I’ve already asked Miri.’ ‘Then ask the other buValoes.’
By contrast, the word other is likely to be pronounced with a distinct
emphasis on its Wrst syllable. The same syllable is phonetically the most
prominent when the word other is pronounced in isolation. It is the
‘accented’ syllable.
The word accent, then, is not necessarily realized phonetically in

every utterance of a given word. However, a native speaker (and an
accomplished non-native speaker) knows where the accented syllable of
any word falls and can produce the required accent where appropriate.
Following this line of thought, we may deWne word accent as an abstract
property belonging to one syllable of every word and making the syl-
lable a potential bearer of the phonetic prominence we associate with
accentuation. Appropriate circumstances are required for this phonetic
prominence to be realized. The notion that an abstract accentual feature
or potential prominence needs to be distinguished from actual phonetic
prominence is taken even further in studies on Greek accentuation
taking a generative approach. We shall discuss some generative ideas
in Chapter 4 (pp. 112–23).
We do not have detailed information on ancient Greek sentence

intonation and how it interacted with accentuation.4 However, it is at
least clear that in connected speech there was some interaction between
the word accents of adjacent words. We shall see later on that certain
types of word were probably pronounced either without phonetic

drawn here for ancient Greek on the basis of its modern descendant. Since we are

interested in the main or primary word accent of ancient Greek, and we leave aside the

question of secondary accents, ‘accent’ in this book may always be taken as strictly

synonymous with ‘main word accent’.
3 Cf. Ladefoged (2001: 91), speaking primarily of English: ‘The form in which a word

is pronounced when it is considered in isolation is called its citation form. At least one
syllable is fully stressed and has no reduction of the vowel quality. But in connected

speech, many changes may take place.’
4 For an attempt to put together as much information as possible, mainly on the basis

of the musical fragments, see Devine and Stephens (1994: 376–497).
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prominence on the accented syllable or with reduced phonetic promin-
ence in most contexts within the sentence (p. 59).
I shall often speak as if accent can simply be equated with phonetic

prominence on a particular syllable of a given word. It should be
remembered that this manner of speaking is only a convenient short-
hand and that accent is to be understood as an abstract property of that
syllable—part of the speaker’s knowledge about the word—, making it
always a potential bearer but only sometimes an actual bearer of phon-
etic prominence.

2.3 Phonetic nature of the Greek accent

The main phonetic characteristic of the accent noticed by our ancient
Greek sources was high pitch; ancient Greek has correspondingly been
described as a ‘pitch accent language’. The essential diVerence between
what has long been called a ‘pitch accent language’ (e.g. Japanese,
ancient Greek) and a so-called ‘stress accent language’ (e.g. English,
modern Greek) has been much debated. Traditionally, it had been
assumed that there was some phonetic basis for the distinction (e.g.
Grammont 1960: 115–17, 125–9). However, the diYculty of deWning
the phonetic substance of this diVerence led to suggestions that the
diVerence lay not in the phonetic character of the contrast between
accented and unaccented syllables but somewhere else. For A. Schmitt
(1924, esp. 55–81), for example, the crucial factor was not the phonetic
means of distinguishing accented from unaccented syllables but the
degree of contrast made between an accented and an unaccented syl-
lable.5 For Jakobson (1931: 166–71), followed by Szemerényi (1996:
73), the essential diVerence is that in a ‘stress accent’ language the unit
that bears the accent is the whole syllable whereas in a ‘pitch accent’
language it is a sub-part of the syllable, the ‘mora’.6

It follows from Jakobson’s deWnition that if a ‘pitch accent’ language
has syllables containing two morae it may be possible for these to be
accented in more than one way—either on the Wrst mora or on the
second. Such a contrast should be impossible in a ‘stress accent’ lan-
guage. There are indeed languages—including ancient Greek, as we
shall see—in which syllables containing two morae can be accented in

5 Coetsem’s recent study of lexical accent typology (1996) returns to a variant of this

view which, however, also allows for a phonetic distinction between ‘pitch’ and ‘stress’

accent. For Coetsem, both types of accent employ pitch as a means of achieving phonetic

prominence, but a ‘pitch accent’ uses pitch alone and therefore makes only the minimal

possible contrast between accented and unaccented syllables, whereas a ‘stress accent’

employs auxiliary material other than pitch to maximize the contrast (1996: 34–43).
6 We shall deWne ‘mora’ more precisely in § 2.4 (with n. 13) below.
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more than one way. This phenomenon appears to be found only in
languages traditionally described as ‘pitch accent’ languages.
This empirical support for Jakobson’s view does not, however, dem-

onstrate that the diVerence in accent-bearing unit (syllable versus mora)
is necessarily the only or even the essential diVerence between a pitch
and a stress accent. Recently, some phoneticians have returned to the
view that there is a phonetic basis for the distinction, namely that in a
pitch accent language a change in pitch is the only phonetic correlate of
accent, whereas in a stress language the word accent manifests itself
phonetically by a pitch change in combination with other factors (see
Beckman 1986; Devine and Stephens 1994: 199, 211).7 This notion is
founded on Beckman’s (1986) work on the diVerence between the
accents of Japanese and English.
If such a view is accepted, it is probably necessary to recognize at least

a third type of accent, that which Devine and Stephens (1994: 206) call
‘pitch diVerentiated stress’; in the languages involved (e.g. Swedish,
Lithuanian) the accent of every word has one of two or more contrasting
pitch contours, but additionally involves other phonetic elements such
as intensity and duration.
Ladd (1996: 156) argues that two independent typological param-

eters have to be taken into consideration: whether a language has stress
or non-stress (i.e. ‘pitch’) accent, and whether or not it has lexically
speciWed pitch features. In a language with stress accent, accents are
realized by a combination of phonetic characteristics such as intensity,
duration, and often a change in pitch. In a language with non-stress
accent, accents are realized by a pitch change alone. If a language has
lexically speciWed pitch features, the actual pitch contour of a word is
determined at least in part by the particular word or meaningful part of
a word (such as a root, preWx, or suYx) involved.
On Ladd’s classiWcation English has a stress accent, since pitch

change is only one of the phonetic correlates of accent. There are no
lexically speciWed pitch features in English, because although the pos-
ition of the word accent is characteristic of a particular word and is often
associated with a change in pitch, the actual pitch contour involved is
determined entirely by additional information being conveyed, not by
the word in question. For example, the word horsesmay be spoken with
a particular (high–low) pitch pattern by a child pointing out of a train
window at some horses, and with a diVerent (low–high) pattern by one
pointing questioningly at some animals that look, from a distance, as if
they might be horses. Japanese, by contrast, has a non-stress accent and
also lexical pitch features, because the pitch contour of a word is
determined at least in part by the particular word involved, not purely

7 On Coetsem’s variant of this view, see n. 5 above.
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by other factors.8 Swedish has lexical pitch, like Japanese, but a stress
accent.9 Finally, Ladd’s classiWcation includes a fourth type of lan-
guage, of which he identiWes Bengali as an example. Such a language
has a non-stress accent, like Japanese, but no lexically speciWed pitch
features, because the word accent is realized phonetically by a change in
pitch without the type of pitch change being determined by the par-
ticular word involved.10

For ancient Greek, it is fairly clear that at least certain aspects of the
pitch contour associated with a word, such as the location of the highest
pitch, were Wxed characteristics of the word in question, so that on Ladd’s
classiWcation Greek would belong to those languages with lexically spe-
ciWed pitch. In other words, Greek would have either a Japanese type of
accent (with pitch alone as the phonetic correlate of the accent) or a
Swedish type (also traditionally referred to as a ‘pitch accent’) in which
the pitch contour was at least partly Wxed for a particular word but other
factors were also involved in the phonetic realization of accent. I feel that
there is not suYcient evidence to decide between these possibilities.11The
evidence from ancient grammarians shows that native speakers regarded
pitch as the salient feature of the accent of their language, but this judge-
ment would be typical for a Swedish as well as a Japanese type accent—
hence the traditional designation ‘pitch accent’ for both types of accent.

2.4 Domain of the Greek accent

The ancient Greek accent must fall on a vowel or diphthong.12 Long
vowels and most diphthongs, if accented, may have the high pitch either
near the beginning of the long vowel or diphthong or near the end. No

8 For further details, see Pierrehumbert and Beckman (1988).
9 The point being made here about Swedish is not exactly the same as that made by

Devine and Stephens (1994: 206) when they classify Swedish as a language with ‘pitch

diVerentiated stress’. For a language to have lexically speciWed pitch features on Ladd’s

classiWcation, it is not necessary that there should be contrasting types of accent involving

diVerent sorts of pitch change (as there are in Swedish) but only that certain aspects of

the pitch contour of a particular word are Wxed features of that word, not dependent on

the intonational context.
10 For further details on the ways in which pitch contours are determined by inton-

ational context in Bengali, seeHayes andLahiri (1991). Notice that if a language has non-

stress accent and no lexically speciWed pitch features, the only evidence for the existence of

‘accent’ at all is that a particular position in the word serves as a point to which certain

intonational events are tied. Hayes and Lahiri (1991: 56–7) justify the assumption of

accent (always on the word-initial syllable) in Bengali on this basis, but also suggest that

there is sometimes audible stress on the accented syllable, especially in emphatic speech.
11 Devine and Stephens (1994, esp. 214) argue for a Japanese-type pitch accent. The

argument depends on their view that Greek had a rhythmic organization of syllables

independent of the pitch accent; cf. (with some reservations) Probert (2001: 88).
12 But see Probert (2003: 148–50), with bibliography.
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such contrast is possible for an accented short vowel. (Certain word-
Wnal diphthongs are treated for the purposes of accentuation as if they
were short vowels; on these see p. 61.) A syllable whose nucleus is a
short vowel thus contains one accentable unit or timing-slot; one whose
nucleus is a long vowel or diphthong (other than one of the exceptional
diphthongs just referred to) contains two. These accentable units are
traditionally known as morae, and we shall use this term.13 In some
studies of Greek accentuation, long vowels are represented as sequences
of two vowels; using this notation, we may show the diVerent kinds of
accent possible on short and long vowels thus:14

accent on short vowel: agathós (nom. sg.m.) ‘good’
accent on Wrst mora of long vowel: agathóon (gen. pl.)
accent on second mora of long vowel: agatheé (nom. sg. f.)

2.5 The use of the three accent marks

Three signs for accents are employed in our texts of ancient Greek:
acute (�), circumXex (

7
), and grave (�). The acute over a short vowel

marks the word accent on that short vowel. The acute over a long vowel
or (in general) a diphthong indicates a word accent on the second mora
of that long vowel or diphthong:

agathós ¼ IªÆŁ��
agatheé ¼ IªÆŁ�

The circumXex may only be written over a long vowel or diphthong,
and indicates that the word accent falls on the Wrst mora:

agathóon ¼ IªÆŁH�

In the earliest accented papyri, the grave accent could be written on any
unaccented vowel. In the system of writing accents that had become
regular by the Byzantine period, however, the grave is never used when
a word is written by itself. Rather, a word that has a Wnal acute
when written in isolation is written with a Wnal grave before another
non-enclitic word (on enclitics see pp. 69–70) in the same sentence, as
long as punctuation does not intervene.15 Thus, the genitive singular

13 In phonological work within metrical and autosegmental theory, the term ‘mora’ is

used for any element, whether vocalic or consonantal, that contributes to syllable weight,

and the term ‘Tone Bearing Unit’ would be used where ‘mora’ is used in this book.
14 I use this notation here for expository convenience only, not to imply a particular

phonological analysis.
15 The interrogative pronoun ��� ‘who?’ and its neuter form �� ‘what?’ are not aVected

by this rule.
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˜Ø�� ‘of Zeus’ has an acute on the Wnal syllable when written in isolation
or before punctuation or an enclitic; in the expression ˜Øe� ıƒ�� ‘son of
Zeus’, however, the Wnal syllable of ˜Ø�� is written with a grave.
Opinions diVer on the phonetic signiWcance, if any, of this use of the
grave. Laum (1920; 1928) argued that it was a purely graphic con-
vention of c.400 ad except (a) in monosyllables, and (b) in disyllabic
prepositions followed immediately by an accented syllable, but objec-
tions were noticed almost immediately.16 There are several indications
that the grave which ‘replaces’ a Wnal acute had a diVerent accentual
status from other accented syllables at least as early as the Alexandrian
period. It has been suggested (e.g. Grammont 1948: 390) that this
grave represents the neutralization of the Wnal acute before another
non-enclitic word, i.e. that a syllable with the grave accent is equivalent
to an unaccented syllable. However, evidence from the fragments
of ancient Greek music (tendency 3 on p. 48) suggests that the grave
was not simply the equivalent of an unaccented syllable. It is likely
that the grave which replaces the acute on a Wnal syllable indicates that
the syllable is to be pronounced on a pitch higher than that of the
preceding unaccented syllables but lower than that of other accented
syllables.17

2.6 ‘Fixed’ versus ‘free’ accent

Languages in which words are characterized by one main accent can be
broadly divided into ‘Wxed accent’ and ‘free accent’ languages. In ‘Wxed
accent’ languages, the position of the word accent is predictable on
purely phonological criteria. In French, for example, native words are
accented on the Wnal syllable except in contexts where there is a pro-
nounced Wnal schwa.18 In classical Latin the accent rule is more com-
plicated, but it also refers only to the phonological shape of the word:

16 See Giessler (1923);Wackernagel (1926: 53–4, 59); Debrunner (1929); E. Hermann

(1930);Moore-Blunt (1978);Mazzucchi (1979). An historical explanation of the phenom-

enon (which would, if correct, imply that the grave accent represented a linguistically real

modiWcation of the high pitch) is given byMeillet (1905–6: 245–9).
17 For a range of variations on this view, see e.g. Debrunner (1929: 54–5); Sturtevant

(1940: 100–1); W. S. Allen (1973: 245–8); Devine and Stephens (1994: 180–3).
18 In connected speech an accent is retracted from a Wnal onto a non-Wnal syllable if an

accented monosyllable follows in the same phrase, and in certain other contexts (see Dell

1984: 106–7). Such phenomena of ‘stress clash avoidance’ exist in other languages too,

including English (cf. thirtéen versus thı́rteen mén), and depend only on the accentual

relations between adjacent words in a phrase, not on any further characteristics of the

particular words involved. (In lexical phonology terms, they are postlexical rather than

lexical phenomena.) For discussion of French accentuation and the ways in which it is

manifested in its interaction with intonation, see Dell (1984).
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the accent falls on the penultimate syllable if that syllable is heavy,
otherwise on the antepenultimate.19

In ‘free accent’ languages, e.g. Lithuanian, each word again has one
main accent, but the position of the accent is not predictable from the
phonological shape of the word. For some words, the position just has to
be learned: it is an idiosyncratic property of the word. For other words,
it can be predicted given some morphological information.
Greek is fundamentally a free accent language.20 However, unlike the

Lithuanian accent, whose placement is subject to no phonological re-
strictions, the Greek accent is only ‘free within limits’ (Szemerényi
1996: 74): its position is not predictable from the phonological shape
of the word, yet there are certain phonologically deWned positions where
the accent may fall and others where it may not.

2.7 Limitations on the position of the Greek accent

The main set of restrictions limits how far from the end of the word the
Greek accent may fall. These are known collectively as the ‘law of
limitation’ and may be given informally as follows:

(a) An acute accent may not fall further from the end of the word
than the antepenultimate syllable (º�ª������ is possible but
*º�ª������ is not).

(b) A circumXex may not fall further from the end of a word than the
penultimate syllable (�ø�BæÆ is possible but *�H�	æÆ is not).

(c) If the Wnal syllable contains a long vowel or is closed by a con-
sonant cluster, no accent may fall further from the end of the word
than the penultimate syllable (º�ª�����ı and �����ºı� are possible
but *º�ª�����ı and *�����ºı� are not).21

(d) If the Wnal syllable contains a long vowel, a circumXex may fall
only on the Wnal syllable (ºØªıæ�F and I�Łæ#��ı are possible but
*I�ŁæH��ı is not).

19 Monosyllabic and disyllabic words are simply accented on the Wrst syllable (except

for some that are unaccented). A handful of exceptions to the Latin accent rule arose

historically when the Wnal syllable was lost and the syllable that had been the penulti-

mate, and had carried the accent, became Wnal but did not lose its accent, e.g. ill{�c
‘there’ < *ill{�ce (see Niedermann 1953: 14).

20 On the Wxed accentuation of the Lesbian and possibly Thessalian dialects, see §§

2.11.2 and 2.11.4 below.
21 The application of this restriction to words ending in consonant clusters was

noticed in the 19th cent. by Göttling (1835: 27) andMisteli (1868: 107) and highlighted

in the 20th by Steriade (1988: 273–5).
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There is a further restriction that applies to most of the dialects for
which we have accentual information,22 known as the ‘�ø�BæÆ’ rule (also
the ‘w�Æ rule’ or ‘Wnal trochee rule’23):

(e) An accent on a long vowel in a penultimate syllable must be a
circumXex if the vowel of the Wnal syllable is short (�ø�BæÆ is
possible but *�ø��æÆ is not).

2.8 Final diphthongs

All diphthongs in Greek are long in duration. In general, they are also
treated as long vowels, just as one might expect, for the purposes of the
accentual rules. Word-Wnal -ÆØ and -�Ø, however, are treated by the rules
of accentuation as if they were short when they occur in indicatives,
subjunctives, imperatives, inWnitives, or nominatives plural: ���º��ÆØ,
���º���ÆØ, ���ºø�ÆØ, ���ºø��ÆØ, �Æ��ı�ÆØ (aorist imperative middle),
�ÆØ�F�ÆØ (aorist inWnitive), ¼�Łæø��Ø, �æ���)ÆØ, �rŒ�Ø (nominative plural).
In the third person singular of the optative, however, Wnal -ÆØ and

-�Ø count as long: �ÆØ���ÆØ (optative), �ÆØ���Ø. Final -ÆØ and -�Ø likewise
count as long in locative adverbs, e.g. �YŒ�Ø ‘at home’, !�ªÆæ�E ‘at
Megara’, and in certain interjections, e.g. ÆNÆE ‘alas’.24

Notice that although some instances of word-Wnal -ÆØ and -�Ø count as
‘short’ for the purposes of the accentual rules, they make a syllable
heavy (and hence they make it ‘scan long’ in poetry25) just like other
diphthongs.

22 The rule does not apply in Doric: see § 2.11.1 below.
23 The term ‘Wnal trochee rule’, although often used, is not really appropriate. A

trochee is a rhythmic sequence consisting of a heavy syllable followed by a light syllable,

whereas the �ø�BæÆ rule applies to a word whose penultimate syllable contains a long

vowel and whose Wnal syllable contains a short vowel; for the �ø�BæÆ rule to apply it is

neither suYcient nor necessary that the word end in a trochaic sequence (cf. the trochaic

word ��Œ�Æ ‘night’ (acc. sg.), to which the rule does not apply, and the non-trochaic word

ŒºE�Æ� ‘ladder’, to which the rule does apply).
24 The diVerent eVects on accentuation of Wnal -�Ø and -ÆØ in diVerent contexts have

sometimes been taken as evidence that Greek had syllables with contrastive ‘intonations’

even when those syllables were unaccented, as is often assumed for proto-Balto-

Slavonic: see Brugmann (1897: 961). Whatever the origins of the phenomenon, how-

ever, its only physical or surface manifestation in the historical period appears to have

consisted of the diVering eVects on accentuation.
25 Instances of ‘epic correption’ apart (see Chantraine 1986–8: i. 88–90). Epic correp-

tion is particularly common where a Wnal diphthong (other than a ‘long diphthong’ $
Ø
,fi 	,

or fiø) is involved, but aVects Wnal -�Ø and -ÆØ that count ‘long for accentuation’ as well as

those that count ‘short for accentuation’.
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2.9 Possible positions for the Greek accent

We have seen that a Greek word has at most three syllables (the last
three) on which the accent may fall, and that there are, aside from the
grave, two types of written accent, acute and circumXex. The circumXex
can never fall on the antepenultimate syllable, but all other potential
combinations of accent type and accented syllable occur. Thus, we have
the following Wve possibilities:

acute on Wnal syllable: ºØªıæ�� (oxytone)
circumXex on Wnal syllable: ºØªıæ�F (perispomenon)
acute on penultimate syllable: �Æ��æÆ, º�ª�����ı (paroxytone)
circumXex on penultimate syllable: �ø�BæÆ (properispomenon)
acute on antepenultimate syllable: º�ª������, ¼�Łæø��� (proparoxy-
tone)

The words given in parentheses are the traditional terms (originating
with the ancient grammarians) for words with the given accent type on
the given syllable. Thus, a word with an acute on the Wnal syllable is said
to be oxytone, one with a circumXex on the Wnal syllable perispomenon,
and so on.
This traditional classiWcation of words according to the type of written

accent and the syllable from the end of the word where it occurs is not,
however, the most useful for our purposes. It will be important to
distinguish words in which the accent falls as far from the end of the
word as the law of limitation allows from words in which the accent falls
nearer to the end. Of the examples given above, º�ª�����ı, º�ª������, and
¼�Łæø��� have the accent as far from the end of the word as possible,
given the law of limitation; the other words do not. Notice in particular
that �Æ��æÆ does not have an accent as far as possible from the end of the
wordwhereas º�ª�����ı does. The traditional classiWcation thus does not
make clear the division between words with an accent maximally far
from the end andwords with the accent in some other position.Words in
which the accent falls as far from the end of the word as permitted by the
law of limitation (º�ª�����ı, º�ª������, ¼�Łæø���) are called ‘recessive’;
others (ºØªıæ��, ºØªıæ�F, �Æ��æÆ, �ø�BæÆ) may be called ‘non-recessive’.
As shown in Table 2(a), for any given shape of word there are at most

three possible positions for the accent. For each shape of word, it is
possible—by deWnition—for the accent to fall in the recessive accent
position, as near to the beginning of the word as the law of limitation
allows. Words displaying this accentual position have been given the
number 3 in the right-hand column of the table. In addition, it is
possible for the accent to fall on the Wnal syllable of the word (1, 1a,
or 1b). For words with a Wnal long vowel, the Wnal syllable contains two
accentable morae and the accent must fall either on the second (acute;
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Table 2(a). Possible positions for the Greek accent

Vowels of last

three syllables

Word-Wnal

consonant

cluster

Possibilities

Short–short–shorta No 1. ºØªıæ�� ‘shrill’

2. �Æ��æÆ ‘father’ (acc. sg.)

3. ¼ºŒØ��� ‘mighty’

Short–short–short Yes 1. ��Œæ��Æ���� ‘corpse-bearing’

3. �����ºı� ‘bubble’

Short–short–long Yes/No 1a. ºØªıæ��� ‘shrill’ (acc. pl. m.)

1b. ºØªıæH� ‘shrill’ (gen. pl.)

3. IºŒ���ı� ‘mighty’ (acc. pl. m./f.)

Short–long–short No 1. N��^æ�� ‘strong’

2. ��BæÆ ‘giver’ (acc. sg.)

3. ¼�Łæø��� ‘man’

Short–long–short Yes 1. �Æ�ÆØ�� ‘Oh!’

3. ��ºı�EÆ� ‘with many springs’

Short–long–long Yes/No 1a. N��^æ��� ‘strong’ (acc. pl. m.)

1b. N��^æH� ‘strong’ (gen. pl.)

3. I�Łæ#��ı� ‘men’ (acc. pl.)

Long–short–short No 1. ł^�ØŒ�� ‘spiritual’

2. ��ØŒ�º�� ‘many-coloured’

3. Æ�Æº�� ‘cleverly made’

Long–short–short Yes 1. ÆP���� ‘with the very teeth’

3. �ÆØ��æØł ‘gymnastics teacher’

Long–short–long Yes/No 1a. ł^�ØŒ��� ‘spiritual’ (acc. pl. m.)

1b. ł^�ØŒH� ‘spiritual’ (gen. pl.)

3. ÆØ�º�ı� ‘cleverly made’

(acc. pl. m.)

Long–long–short No 1. Œø�fiø�� ‘comic singer’

2. ªı�ÆØŒ�E�� ‘feminine’

3. �Yøº�� ‘phantom’

Long–long–short Yes 1. (�Pæ��) ‘sideways’b

3. �{ŒæÆFºÆ� ‘with small furrows’

Long–long–long Yes/No 1a. Œø�fiø��� ‘comic singers’ (acc. pl.)

1b. Œø�fiøH� ‘comic singers’ (gen. pl.)

3. �N#ºø� ‘phantoms’ (gen. pl.)

a Final diphthongs counting as ‘long’ for accentuation (see § 2.8) are to be understood as

included under ‘long vowel’, and those counting as ‘short’ as included under ‘short vowel’.
b There are no good examples of trisyllabic or longerwordswith antepenultimate long vowel,

penultimate long vowel, Wnal short vowel, Wnal consonant cluster, and accent on the Wnal

syllable, but this absence is accidental. There are altogether fewwords ending in consonant

clusters, and of these only a small proportion have the accent on the Wnal syllable.
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1a) or the Wrst (circumXex; 1b). However, for words in which the Wnal
syllable consists of an inXectional suYx the choice between acute and
circumXex on a Wnal long vowel is determined by the identity of the
suYx. Some inXectional suYxes with a long vowel take an acute if they
are accented while others take a circumXex. The words ºØªıæ���,
N��^æ���, ł^�ØŒ���, and Œø�fiø��� in table 2(a) have the accusative plural
ending -�ı�, which takes an acute if it is accented, while ºØªıæH�,
N��^æH�, ł^�ØŒH�, and Œø�fiøH� have the genitive plural ending -ø�,
which takes a circumXex if accented.26

The choice between acute and circumXex on a Wnal syllable contain-
ing a long vowel is made independently of the factors determining
whether the Wnal syllable actually carries the accent. Thus, although
the accusative plural ending -�ı� demands an acute rather than a cir-
cumXex if it is accented at all, the presence of -�ı� does not guarantee
that the Wnal syllable will be accented. The word I�Łæ#��ı�, for ex-
ample, has -�ı� but the accent does not fall on the Wnal syllable. The
same independence between the type of accent on a Wnal syllable and the
presence or absence of an accent on the Wnal syllable in the Wrst place
obtains for words whose Wnal syllable does not consist of an inXectional
suYx. Thus, the root -ø�- ‘eye’ always takes the acute if it appears in an
accented Wnal syllable (as in ���#ł ‘one-eyed’), but a Wnal syllable
containing -ø�- need not be accented (cf. ˚�Œºøł ‘Cyclops’). Con-
versely, the presence of the derivational suYx -�ı- (as in ƒ����� ‘horse-
man’) implies an accent on the syllable -�ı-, but the mora on which the
accent falls is determined by the case of the noun: nominatives in -�ı�
have an acute accent (ƒ����� ‘horseman’) but vocatives in -�ı- have a
circumXex (ƒ���F).
We shall treat accent types 1, 1a, and 1b as variants of a single type,

‘Wnal accentuation’. If a Wnally accented word has a short vowel in its
Wnal syllable, it will have accent type 1. If the Wnal syllable has a long
vowel, it will have accent type 1a if that syllable takes an acute and
accent type 1b if it takes a circumXex. Since we shall be concerned with
the principles determining accent placement on a particular syllable
rather than those determining whether an accented Wnal syllable has
an acute or a circumXex, these three possibilities may conveniently be
treated as variants of a single accent type.
For some word shapes, there is an accentable position between the

position for a recessive accent and that for Wnal accentuation. Words
with the accent in this position have been given the number 2 in the

26 An ending that normally takes an acute if accented will, however, take a circumXex

(on the surface) if it conceals a sequence of two vowels that have contracted and the

uncontracted form has the accent on the Wrst of the vowels in the sequence. Thus, Attic

Iæªıæ�F�< Iæªıæ��ı�, acc. pl. m. of Iæªıæ�F� ‘made of silver’.
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table. We shall call this type of accent (as in ��ØŒ�º��) ‘intermediate
accentuation’.
In general, inXected words have the same accent type throughout the

paradigm, but there are some important exceptions. Certain third-
declension nouns have an accent falling on the stem in some forms of
the paradigm and on the ending in others (‘mobile accentuation’). Thus,
�Æ��æÆ ‘father’ (acc. sg.) has an accent on the stem (intermediate accen-
tuation), but the genitive singular �Æ�æ�� has an accent on the ending
(Wnal accentuation). This type is essentially an archaic survival, but
remained productive within a restricted set of third-declension nouns,
those with monosyllabic stems (e.g. ���� ‘foot’, acc. sg. ��Æ, gen. sg.
����).
For word-forms ending in a syllable with a long vowel or closed by a

consonant cluster there is no position between the one for Wnal accen-
tuation and that for recessive accentuation, and so intermediate accen-
tuation cannot be realized in a way that distinguishes it from the other
accent types. The accent that appears is, as we have deWned it, a
recessive accent, but there is no meaningful distinction between reces-
sive and intermediate: the contrast between recessive and intermediate
accentuation is neutralized. Thus, the nominative singular ��ØŒ�º�� has
intermediate accentuation but in the accusative plural ��ØŒ�º�ı� no
contrast between intermediate and recessive accentuation is possible.
We may call the accent recessive, but it could just as well be called
intermediate.27

For disyllabic words, no distinction between intermediate and reces-
sive accentuation is possible. We deWne a disyllable with accent on the
Wrst syllable (e.g. �ŒÆ ‘ten’, ��F�Æ ‘muse’) as recessive and one with the
accent on the Wnal syllable as Wnally accented (e.g. ����� ‘wise’, gen. pl.
���H�).
Accented monosyllables containing a long vowel or diphthong28 are

rather special since phonologically they allow a contrast between acute
and circumXex accents, as is usual for Wnal syllables, but an accent
falling on the Wrst mora (a circumXex) is at the same time one falling
as far from the end of the word as phonologically possible. In these cases

27 Some didactic works draw a fundamental distinction between paradigms with

‘persistent’ accentuation and those with ‘recessive’ accentuation. In this tradition, a

word whose paradigm has ‘persistent’ accentuation is accented in every form as near as

possible to the position of the accent in the dictionary form. A paradigm with ‘recessive’

accentuation has the accent of every form as far from the end of the word as the law of

limitation allows, regardless of the position of the accent in the dictionary form. This

distinction between ‘recessive’ and ‘persistent’ paradigms will not be directly helpful to

us; I mention it only to draw attention to the fact that the distinctions being made here

are somewhat diVerent.
28 Apart from those diphthongs that count ‘short’ for accentuation (see § 2.8 above), as

in ���, �Æ� ‘your’ (nom. pl. m. and f.).
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we deWne an accent on the Wrst mora (˘�F) as a recessive accent,
an accent on the second mora (˘���) as a Wnal accent. Again, however,
there is no meaningful contrast between recessive and intermediate
accentuation.
Nouns of the Wrst declension are all29 Wnally accented in the genitive

plural, regardlessof the accentplacement in the rest of theparadigm.Thus
thenominative singular��ıº� ‘council’ corresponds asonemight expect to
the genitive plural ��ıºH�, but more surprisingly the nominative singular
)#�	 ‘belt’ also corresponds to the genitive plural )ø�H�. The same is not,
however, true for the feminines of adjectives following the second andWrst
declensions (‘�- and $-=	- stem adjectives’). In these adjectives, the
genitive plural feminine has Wnal accentuation if the other forms in
the paradigm are Wnally accented, and recessive accentuation otherwise
(thus nom. sg. m. ºØªıæ�� ‘shrill’ beside gen. pl. f. ºØªıæH�; nom. sg. m.
��ØŒ�º�� ‘many-coloured’besidegen.pl. f.��ØŒ�ºø�; nom. sg.m. ��ºØ��� ‘of
wood’ beside gen. pl. f. �ıº��ø�, etc.).
In the nominative plural, Wrst-declension nouns with nominative

singular in -$ or -	 (‘$- or 	-stem nouns’) can only have either Wnal
accentuation (if the nom. sg. is Wnally accented) or intermediate accen-
tuation (if the nom. sg. is recessive). Thus nominative singular Iª�æ$·

‘assembly’ corresponds to nominative plural Iª�æÆ� whereas nominative
singular  ��æ$ ‘day’ corresponds to nominative plural  ��æÆØ.30 The
same is again not true for �- and $-=	-stem adjectives, where the
nominative plural feminine is recessive if the nominative singular mas-
culine and nominative plural masculine are recessive, intermediate if
the nominative singular masculine and nominative plural masculine are
intermediate, Wnally accented if the nominative singular masculine and
nominative plural masculine are Wnally accented: nominative plural
feminine ¼�ØÆØ ‘worthy’ like masculine singular ¼�Ø�� and plural ¼�Ø�Ø
(contrast I��ÆØ, nom. pl. of the noun I��$ ‘value’); nominative plural
feminine ��ØŒ�ºÆØ ‘many-coloured’ like masculine singular ��ØŒ�º�� and

29 The genitives plural of I��	 (small fry of various Wsh), �æ���	� ‘lender’, �º���	�
‘wild boar’, and K�	��ÆØ ‘Etesian winds’ are exceptional: I��ø�; �æ���ø�; �º���ø�; K�	��ø�
(Arc. 154. 24–155. 1). The words �º���	� and K�	��ÆØ are properly adjectives that are also
used substantivally; the accentuation of their genitives plural is that to be expected in

adjectives.
30 Several sources deriving from Herodian report that speakers of Attic, and more

speciWcally of ‘later’ Attic, accent the nominatives plural of certain $- or 	-stem nouns,

such as l��æÆØ ‘days’, recessively: see Arc. 153. 2–4; Sch. Il. 2. 339b (A); Sch. Il. 5. 54
(A). (On the signiWcance of references to ‘later Attic’ in Herodian see Probert 2004.)
These Attic variants suggest some tension between two diVerent ways in which the

accent of the nom. pl. could be modelled on that of the other forms in the paradigm:

either the accent falls on the same syllable as in the other forms (hence  ��æÆØ) or the

nom. pl. follows the other forms in being accented as near to the beginning of the word as

the law of limitation allows (hence l��æÆØ); cf. n. 27 above.
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plural ��ØŒ�º�Ø; nominative plural feminine ºØªıæÆ� ‘shrill’ like masculine
singular ºØªıæ�� and plural ºØªıæ��.
The inXectional paradigm plays an important role in determining the

accentual placement of the forms of which it is composed. Thus, the fact
that there are only two possible types of accentuation in the nominative
plural of $- and 	-stem nouns, although phonologically speaking three
would be possible, is clearly connected to the fact that there are only two
possibilities for all the other forms in the paradigm of $- and 	-stem
nouns. The existence of three accentual possibilities for the nominative
plural of $- and 	-stem feminines of adjectives is related to the presence
of other forms in the paradigm for which there are three possibilities.
These include the nominatives plural masculine and neuter, which may
have been particularly crucial in determining the accent of the nomina-
tive plural feminine.
Opinions diVer as to the degree to which relationships between the

forms in an inXectional paradigm can be signiWcant in synchronic terms,
but it would not matter much for the present discussion if these accen-
tual relationships between forms in a paradigm were of purely historical
signiWcance. If so, we should not say in synchronic terms that speakers
make reference to their knowledge of the accent of one form in the
paradigm in order to arrive at the accent of another, but that, for
example, the $- or 	-stem genitive plural ending -ø�, when attached to
nouns, is treated as demanding to be accented, and this demand (or
‘accentual feature’) overrides any accentual feature attaching to the
stem that may give non-Wnal accentuation to other forms sharing this
stem (i.e. other forms in the inXectional paradigm). Again, we may
characterize all non-Wnally accented $- or 	-stem nouns as having
stems that are marked for intermediate accentuation, with only the
nominative plural able to realize intermediate accentuation in a way
that distinguishes it from recessive accentuation. Alternatively, one
could regard non-Wnally accented $-=	-stem nouns as having stems
marked for recessive accentuation, with the nominative plural ending
-ÆØ, when attached to nouns, having a feature requiring that intermediate
accentuation override the recessive accent of the stem.
However this may be, and leaving aside the third-declension para-

digms with mobile accentuation, for every inXectional class there are
either two or three possible accent paradigms (sets of accentual posi-
tions for each inXectional form).31 There are three possibilities if some

31 Some additional possibilities arise from the fact that certain vocatives singular have

recessive accents that are not predictable from the type of paradigm or from the accent of

any other paradigmatic form. Thus, the voc. sg. ¼�º�� ‘brother’ has a recessive accent in
Attic (Trypho cited by Ammonius 405 ¼ Trypho fr. 15 Velsen), whereas the nom. sg.

I�º��� is Wnally accented; similarly the recessive accent of the voc. sg. ����æ ‘father’ is

not predictable from any other aspect of the paradigm. Cases such as this are essentially

2 Some Background on Greek Accentuation 67



form in the paradigm admits of all three theoretically possible accent
positions (Wnal, intermediate, and recessive) and two if no paradigmatic
form admits of more than two possibilities.
The inXectional classes with three possible accent paradigms include

the �-stem nouns and the �- and $-=	-stem adjectives. For these we may
speak of a ‘Wnally accented paradigm’ when the forms admitting of three
possibilities have Wnal accentuation, an ‘intermediate paradigm’ when
those forms have intermediate accentuation, and a ‘recessive paradigm’
when those forms are recessive. Thus, since the nominative singular
masculine of an �- and $-=	-stem adjective is a form admitting of three
possibilities, we may speak of an ‘intermediate paradigm’ in the case of
��ØŒ�º�� ‘colourful’. Not all paradigmatic forms have distinctive inter-
mediate accentuation, but the accentuation of every form in the para-
digm can be predicted from the fact that the nominative singular
masculine, or any other form admitting of three possibilities, has inter-
mediate accentuation. The possibilities for o-stem nouns are illustrated
in Table 2(b).
As has already been hinted, the accent paradigm of a word can be

regarded as a feature of its stem. The accent of all inXectional forms
built on the stem follows from the interaction between this feature and
independent accentual features of the endings involved (e.g. the over-
riding Wnal accentuation of the gen. pl. ending -ø� in $-=	-stem nouns,
or the choice of acute rather than circumXex in the acc. pl. ending -�ı�).
Highly irregular paradigms apart, it is thus suYcient to state an

accentual feature for the whole paradigm, or for the stem on which its
forms are built, and for this purpose at most three accentual possibilities
(recessive, intermediate, and Wnal) need to be distinguished.32 One
cannot always simply equate the accent type of the nominative singular
of a noun, or the nominative singular masculine of an adjective, with the
accent type of the whole paradigm, but to do so does not cause any
diYculty in the case of �-stem nouns or �- and $-=	-stem adjectives.
Since the case studies presented here concern precisely words of these
declensional classes, I shall treat the accent of the nominative singular
or nominative singular masculine as representing the accent pattern of
the whole paradigm. This convention will be a useful one as it is
standard practice to refer to nouns by citing the nominative singular,
and to adjectives by citing the nominative singular masculine, but it

archaic survivals (although this does not rule out occasional new creations; cf. Postgate

(1924: 30), who assumes that the Attic recessive accent of ¼�º�� is an innovation vis à vis

the I�º�� that Trypho implies for the Koine), and they are clearly irregular in syn-

chronic terms (cf. Ch. 5 n. 29).
32 So also Bally (1945: 30–1). Bally’s term acrotonique or accent 1 corresponds to my

‘Wnally accented’, his mésotonique or accent 2 to my ‘intermediate’, and his anaclitique or

accent 3 to my ‘recessive’.
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must be remembered that we are using the nominative singular or
nominative singular masculine form only as a convenient shorthand
for referring to an accentual feature attaching to the stem in question.33

2.10 Unaccented words

Some ancient Greek words, called proclitics and enclitics, had no word
accent of their own,34 although they acquired an accent in some contexts
within the sentence.35 Proclitics are small, unemphatic words closely
joined in pronunciation to the following word, rather as English a or an

33 Further on we shall discuss a reWnement of the idea that stems have an accentual

feature: that some stems are ‘unmarked’ for accentuation or, in other terms, contain no

underlyingly accented morphemes (pp. 116–23, 128–44).
34 Some are, however, written in isolation with an accent (see Probert 2003: 134,

142–3).
35 Both proclitics and enclitics receive an accent if followed by an enclitic. A disyllabic

enclitic also receives an accent if it follows a word with a penultimate acute. Those

proclitics that are written in isolation with an accent (e.g. ��æ�) are also written with an

accent within the sentence, but in most contexts this written accent is merely conven-

tional (see Probert 2003: 133–42).

Table2(b). O-stemnouns: final, intermediate, and recessive accentuation

Singular Dual Plural

i. Œø�fiø�� ‘comic singer’: Wnally accented paradigm
Nom. Œø�fiø�� Œø�fiø# Œø�fiø��
Voc. Œø�fiø� Œø�fiø# Œø�fiø��
Acc. Œø�fiø�� Œø�fiø# Œø�fiø���
Gen. Œø�fiø�F Œø�fiø�E� Œø�fiøH�
Dat. Œø�fiøfiH Œø�fiø�E� Œø�fiø�E�

ii. �ÆæŁ���� ‘girl’: intermediate paradigm
Nom. �ÆæŁ���� �ÆæŁ��ø �ÆæŁ���Ø
Voc. �ÆæŁ��� �ÆæŁ��ø �ÆæŁ���Ø
Acc. �ÆæŁ���� �ÆæŁ��ø �ÆæŁ���ı�
Gen. �ÆæŁ���ı �ÆæŁ���Ø� �ÆæŁ��ø�
Dat. �ÆæŁ��fiø �ÆæŁ���Ø� �ÆæŁ���Ø�

iii. ¼�Łæø��� ‘man’: recessive paradigm
Nom. ¼�Łæø��� I�Łæ#�ø ¼�Łæø��Ø
Voc. ¼�Łæø�� I�Łæ#�ø ¼�Łæø��Ø
Acc. ¼�Łæø��� I�Łæ#�ø I�Łæ#��ı�
Gen. I�Łæ#��ı I�Łæ#��Ø� I�Łæ#�ø�
Dat. I�Łæ#�fiø I�Łæ#��Ø� I�Łæ#��Ø�
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normally has no accent of its own but belongs closely with the following
accented word (a banána, an ápple). Enclitics are small, unemphatic
words closely joined in pronunciation not to the following but to the
preceding word.
Under some circumstances an enclitic aVected the accentuation of the

word it followed.Words that have a Wnal acute when written in isolation
but are normally written with a Wnal grave within the sentence (see
p. 58) keep their Wnal acute if the following word is an enclitic. Thus,
˘��� ‘Zeus’ keeps its Wnal acute accent when followed by the enclitic ��
‘and’: ˘��� ��.
For some combinations of accented word and following enclitic, the

enclitic causes the preceding word to acquire a second accent on its Wnal
syllable. Thus, a word accented on the antepenultimate syllable ac-
quires a further acute accent on its Wnal syllable before an enclitic:

 `æŒ���ºÆ�� �� ‘and Arcesilaus’. The same is true for a word with a
circumXex on its penultimate syllable, as long as its Wnal syllable does
not end in a consonant cluster: �r��� �Ø�Ø ‘I said to somebody . . . ’.36

2.11 The accentuation of dialects other than the Koine

Most of the accentual information at our disposal relates to the accen-
tuation of the Hellenistic Koine based on Attic and spoken by the
Alexandrian grammarians. However, the ancient grammarians mention
accentual peculiarities of various other dialects, in particular ‘Doric’
and ‘Aeolic’ (by which Lesbian in particular is probably meant); in
addition some papyrus texts of poetry written in literary Doric or
literary Lesbian are marked with dialect accents in accordance with
the precepts of the grammarians. Accentuations peculiar to Attic (as
distinct from the Attic-based Koine), and more rarely to Ionic or
Boeotian, also appear in the grammatical tradition. Some further infor-
mation on Boeotian accentuation can be deduced, though with consid-
erable diYculties and uncertainty, from a papyrus containing fragments
of two poems by the Boeotian poetess Corinna. Information on the
accentuation of other dialects than those just mentioned does not appear
in the ancient sources, but in modern times Chadwick (1992) has drawn
some conclusions about Thessalian accentuation from other Thessalian

36 A full treatment of proclitics and enclitics lies outside the scope of this book. For an

introduction to the rules for the accentuation of word groups involving proclitics or

enclitics, with further bibliography, see Probert (2003: 133–57). Devine and Stephens

(1994: 353–75) have discussed the phonetic characteristics of such word groups with

particular attention to the evidence of the musical fragments. W. S. Allen (1973: 240–4,
248–51), Steriade (1988: 283–301), Sauzet (1989: 97–100), and Golston (1990) have
discussed the theoretical problems raised by the various rules governing the accentuation

of groups involving enclitics.
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linguistic characteristics. A further type of heterogeneity that does
appear in our ancient evidence concerns the special accentuation of
certain words in Homer, diVerently from the accentuation of the same
or similarly formed words in the Koine (see pp. 80–1).
It is not clear how the Alexandrian grammarians knew about the

accentuation of dialects other than their own. In principle it is possible
either that their information came from dialect speakers of their day or
that it derived from an oral tradition of performing or reading aloud the
poetry of authors such as Sappho or Alcman. For the special accentu-
ation of Homer the Wrst possibility does not, of course, arise.
The various indications that the accentuation ofGreekwas not uniform

over all times and places conform, of course, to what one might have
expected on general typological grounds: complex accentual systems
(such as, for example, that of English) tend to undergo change over time
and to be subject to dialectal variation. However, the existence of chrono-
logical and dialect diVerences in our accentual information raises a ques-
tion. How much of our information on accentuation that does not
explicitly relate to dialects other than Hellenistic Koine can we take to
be therefore representative of the accentuation of the Koine? To what
extent, or with what restrictions, can we assume that, barring certain
special pieces of information on the accentuation of other varieties, our
sources present us with a chronologically and dialectally fairly consistent
accentual system? In the following sectionsweWrst survey themost salient
information available for the accentuation of Doric, ‘Aeolic’, Boeotian,
andThessalian, and then return to the question of the extent and consist-
ency of our evidence for the accentuation of Hellenistic Koine.

2.11.1 Doric accentuation

The most important pieces of information we have on Doric accentu-
ation are the following.37

(a) Some Doric words with a long accented vowel in the penultimate
syllable and a short vowel in the Wnal syllable had an acute, not a
circumXex, on the penultimate, e.g. �Æ��� ‘children’ (not �ÆE��),
ÆYª�� ‘goats’ (not Ærª��), �#��� ‘men’ (not �H���). In other words, the
�ø�BæÆ rule did not apply in Doric.38

37 For statements of grammarians relating to the accentuation of Doric, see Ahrens

(1839–43: ii. 26–35); for papyri with Doric accents, Nöthiger (1971: 83–6).
38 It is not entirely clear whether an accent on a penultimate syllable was always an

acute in Doric (as apparently suggested by Choer. Th. 1. 386. 11–15; cf. Choer. Th. 2.
158. 35–159. 2, with Hilgard’s addition of ��ºº�ŒØ�), or whether some words with a long

accented vowel in the penultimate syllable and a short vowel in the Wnal syllable had a

circumXex (as suggested by the occurrence of forms such as �Aæ�� on papyri with ‘Doric’

accents); cf. Probert (2003: 160–1).

2 Some Background on Greek Accentuation 71



(b) Doric nominative plural forms in -�Ø and -ÆØ, including participles in
-����Ø and -���ÆØ, had the accent on the penultimate syllable where the
Koine had a recessive accent: �Øº�����Ø for �Øº�����Ø. It is likely that
Doric speakers thought of Wnal -�Ø and -ÆØ as counting ‘long’ for accen-
tuation in nominative plural forms (cf. p. 61).

(c) Third plural past indicative forms ending in -Æ� or -�� had an acute
on the penultimate syllable: K#ŒÆ� ‘they gave’ (classical Attic ���Æ�),
Kº�ª�� ‘they said’ (Attic �º�ª��).39

2.11.2 ‘Aeolic’ accentuation

Grammatical sources inform us that all words in ‘Aeolic’, except for
prepositions and conjunctions, were recessive. Papyri of Lesbian
authors with ‘Aeolic’ accents apply a general rule of recessive accentu-
ation but treat proclitic and enclitic words in the same way as in the
Koine.40

The consistent recessive accentuation of ‘Aeolic’ is an innovation in
that dialect, and it would be of interest for the general history of Greek
accentuation (and Greek dialectology) to know when ‘Aeolic’ began to
diverge in this way from the other dialects. Evidence on this question is
limited, but Wackernagel (1914b) argues that some instances of ‘Aeolic’
recessive accentuation are preserved for certain Aeolic words in the
transmission of the Homeric text (cf. pp. 80–1). If so, the Aeolic
recessive accent rule would reach back to a fairly early stage in the
Homeric tradition. Some independent evidence for an early dating of
Aeolic recessive accentuation is produced by West (1970a: 195), who
argues on the basis of systematic exceptions to the recessive accent rule
in papyri with ‘Aeolic’ accents that the rule had ceased to apply to new
word-forms before certain linguistic developments took place. These
include the formation of the third person plural imperative ending
-����� (regularly accented -����� in papyri) and the Wxation of �P��Æ

39 These 3rd person pl. past indicative endings derive from prehistoric *-ant and

*-ont, so that possibly the Doric accentuation of these forms is a relic from the time when

they ended in a consonant cluster (cf. part (c) of the law of limitation as stated on p. 60).
So Ahrens (1839–43: ii. 28–9); Misteli (1868: 111–12). But cf. Lucidi (1966: 80).

40 For the statements of grammarians relating to the accentuation of ‘Aeolic’, see

Ahrens (1839–43: i. 10–19); Meister (1882–9: i. 31–8). For papyri with Aeolic accents,

see Hamm (1958: 42–4). For the treatment of proclitic and enclitic words see, for

example, the beginning of P. Oxy. x. 1234 fr. 3 line 12 (¼ Alcaeus fr. 73. 12 V.),

ÆdŒ�Ø�Ø# ¼ ÆN ŒÆ� �Ø�. The lack of accent on the proclitic ÆN is marked, as often, with a

grave accent, while the accent on ŒÆ� induced by the following enclitic �Ø� is marked with

the acute. Cf. the beginning of P. Oxy. x. 1233 fr. 8 line 10 (¼ Alcaeus fr. 39a. 10 V.),

]#�aæÆ��ØæÆ�Ø�# ¼ ]� �Ææa ��EæÆ� ˜���. Here the grave accent on the Wrst syllable of �Ææ�
serves as a reminder not to apply the Aeolic recessive accent rule to this proclitic word.

However, not all words that were enclitic in the Koine were enclitic in Lesbian: see

Ahrens (1839–43: i. 17–18); Hamm (1958: 44); Probert (2003: 159).
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‘never’, �	��Æ ‘never’, �	Œ��Ø ‘no longer’, and �	��Æ ‘nobody’ (acc.) as
single words. Since these developments appear to have preceded the
time of Sappho and Alcaeus, the lifetime of these poets (seventh to sixth
centuries bc) gives West a terminus ante quem for the ‘Aeolic’ recessive
accent rule.

2.11.3 Boeotian accentuation

Boeotian is a dialect of the Aeolic group, closely related to Lesbian and
Thessalian. Grammarians tell us little about its accentuation, but occa-
sional comments on the accentuation of particular words suggest that
Boeotian accentuation is not substantially diVerent from that of the
Koine, and in particular that it does not share the Lesbian generaliza-
tion of recessive accentuation.41

Evidence for some signiWcant deviation from the accentuation of the
Koine comes, however, from the partially accented ‘Berlin papyrus’ of
Corinna (for which see Wilamowitz 1907). On the whole, the accents
are those one would expect to Wnd in an Attic or Koine text, but there
are some discrepancies whose interpretation has been disputed. For
example, �ø·. �	 ‘muses’ (nom. pl. at i. 19 ¼ Corinna fr. 1(a) col. i, line
19 Page) is the equivalent of Attic ��F�ÆØ, the diphthong -ÆØ having
become in Boeotian a long vowel written with -	. The acute on �ø·. �	 is
capable of at least three (not mutually exclusive) interpretations. It
could be that the Boeotian nominative plural ending -	 counted as
‘long’ for accentuation, unlike its Attic equivalent -ÆØ; it could be that
the �ø�BæÆ rule did not apply in Boeotian; or it could be that a scribe
wrote an acute under the inXuence of his knowledge of the Koine, where
a Wnal -	 never counted ‘short’ for accentuation.42

2.11.4 Thessalian accentuation

Our knowledge of the Thessalian accent is based almost exclusively on
indirect evidence from inscriptions. These reveal that in Thessalian,
uniquely among Greek dialects, many vowels were lost or changed
quality. These developments in Thessalian are typical of languages
with a stress accent and have led to speculation that Thessalian, unlike
the other Greek dialects, had indeed given up the pitch accent found in
the other dialects and replaced it with a stress accent.

41 See Ahrens (1839–43: i. 166–8); Meister (1882–9: i. 213–14with 214 n. 1). One of

the clearest statements is that at Arc. 106. 10–12: ŒÆd �ƒ ´�Øø��d �e ˙ �H� �N� ˙� �N� ¯�
�æ������� O����ı�Ø� ÆP��� �Pª����� I��d �Pª����; Iª����� I��d Iª���� ‘and the Boeotians,

turning the 	 of the words in -	� into �Ø, give them a Wnal acute: �Pª����� for �Pª����,
Iª����� for Iª����
 .

42 For further information and discussion see Wilamowitz (1907: 42–4); E. Hermann

(1918); Bonfante (1934); Levin (1989).
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Chadwick (1992) argues speciWcally that the Thessalian stress accent
normally fell on the initial syllable, since Thessalian vowel change and
loss is not normally found in initial syllables, and there are one or two
examples where the vowel of an initial syllable, far from being lost, has
been lengthened. He suggests that unstressed syllables underwent pro-
cesses of vowel change or loss while vowel lengthening took place in
initial syllables under the inXuence of the accent.
If Chadwick’s conclusions are correct, of the ancient Greek dialects

for which we have evidence on accentuation Thessalian is the only one
to have abandoned the law of limitation. Lesbian and Boeotian, the two
dialects most closely related to Thessalian, both retained the law of
limitation; this innovation would therefore be one characterizing Thes-
salian alone.

2.12 Extent and consistency of our information on the
accentuation of Hellenistic Koine

I have asserted (p. 70) that most of our information on ancient Greek
accentuation relates particularly to the Hellenistic Koine spoken by the
Alexandrian grammarians. In the present section, we shall delve into
the reasons for regarding this conclusion as essentially correct, and the
limits within which it can be maintained.
The grammarians whose statements on accentuation survive give the

impression that they consider themselves to be describing, for the most
part, not the accentuation of a particular variety of Greek but something
they regard as simply the normal or standard accentuation of Greek—
Greek accentuation par excellence. Some varieties of Greek diverge from
this ‘normal’ standard in the accentuation of particular words or classes
of words; ‘Aeolic’ is exceptional (among the dialects with whose accen-
tuation the grammarians concern themselves) in the extent of its devi-
ation from the ‘normal’. In other words, the grammarians and the
accented texts furnish us, in eVect, with a list of Greek dictionary
entries and their accents, plus a set of ‘normal’ rules for accenting
inXected forms and connected speech. Occasionally, we are told that a
particular variety of Greek deviated from the ‘normal’ either in the
accentuation of certain words or in the application of certain rules. We
are, I think, intended to infer that ‘normal’ accentuation generally
applied wherever no deviation from the ‘normal’ is expressly signalled.
Some grammatical passages will serve to illustrate the grammarians’

concept of the ‘normal’, and of deviation from the ‘normal’. The fol-
lowing remark from Arcadius on the Attic accentuation of
���	æ��=���	æ�� ‘base’ and of ���Ł	æ��=���Ł	æ�� ‘wretched’ is typical
of comments on the accentuation of a word in a particular dialect, here
Attic:
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�a �����Ø Øa ��F ˙+ˇ� (�bæ �� �ıººÆ�a� K�ØŁ��ØŒa �����Æ ŒÆ�
 N�Æ� Ł	ºıŒa
O�����ÆØ� ºÆ�	æ�� I�Ææ�	æ�� �ı�	æ�� OºØ�Ł	æ��: N����� �; ‹�Ø �e ���	æ�� ŒÆd
���Ł	æ�� ½I�d� �ƒ 
 `��ØŒ�d I��d ��F O����Ø� �æ��Ææ�����ı�Ø�; ‹�Æ� �e� K�������43 ŒÆd
K�����Ł�� �	�Æ��fi 	. (Arc. 81. 15–20)

But adjectives in -	æ�� with more than two syllables and having a separate

feminine form have a Wnal acute: ºÆ�	æ�� I�Ææ�	æ�� �ı�	æ�� OºØ�Ł	æ��. But one
must know that the Attic speakers [always] give ���	æ�� and ���Ł	æ�� an

antepenultimate acute instead of a Wnal acute when these words refer to a

‘laborious’ and ‘toilsome’ person.

We are given here a general rule for a class of adjectives, followed by the
statement that two words, when they have certain meanings, are excep-
tions to the rule in Attic. We are left to infer that the words are
exceptions speciWcally in Attic—that ‘normally’ they follow the rule.
We are also left to infer that other words covered by the rule are
accented on the Wnal syllable in Attic, just as ‘normally’. No word for
‘normally’ appears in the context, but we need to understand some
standard of normality against which the Attic peculiarities are seen as
deviations.
Arcadius on �øæ��=�Hæ�� is marginally more explicit:

�a �����Ø K�ØŁ��ØŒa O�����ÆØ� �ºøæ�� �ºøæ�� ð› (��º�ıŒ��Þ )øæ�� ð› �ØŒæ�� [?]44)

�øæ�� ŒÆd �Hæ�� I��ØŒH�. (Arc. 79. 10–12)

But the adjectives [in -æ��, with two syllables and -ø- in the penultimate

syllable] have a Wnal acute: �ºøæ��, �ºøæ�� (‘whitish’), )øæ�� (‘small’ [?]),

�øæ��, and in Attic �Hæ��.

We are again presented with a rule to which Attic has an exception. This
time, however, the ‘normal’ accentuation of the word �øæ��=�Hæ��
‘stupid’ is explicitly given as well as the Attic variant. Again, however,
we are left to infer that other words follow the general rule in Attic just
as ‘normally’, and again we need to assume a standard of normality
beside which the Attic accentuation of �Hæ�� is seen as exceptional.

43 The MSS of Arcadius as reported by Schmidt read K������� (‘persisting’) here.

Chandler (1862: 120) and Lentz (1867–70: i. 197. 20) correct to K�������, aptly com-

paring the parallel passages at Eust. 341. 14 and Ammonius 405 (cf. also Ammonius

326). Donald Russell draws my attention also to Philo Judaeus, De posteritate Caini

94–5: �a ŒÆ�Æ�	æa ŒÆd K�����Æ; –��æ 
 `��ØŒ�d �c� �æ#�	� O�ı����F���� �ıººÆ�c� ŒÆº�F�Ø
���	æÆ ‘wearisome and toilsome things, which Attic speakers call ���	æÆ, giving the word
an acute on the Wrst syllable’.

44 �ØŒæ�� ‘small’ is a curious gloss for a word that otherwise means ‘unmixed’. Just

conceivably it is correct, perhaps because a quantity of drink occupies less space when

unmixed than the same quantity diluted, or because undiluted wine might be consumed

in small quantities. Richard Hewitt tells me there is no evidence for shot glasses and the

like in classical antiquity, but points out that in a number of languages diminutives and

words for ‘small’ appear in expressions for strong drink without particularly implying

small quantity.

2 Some Background on Greek Accentuation 75



Some passages provide a more deWnite indication of the point of
reference, the ‘standard of normality’, whose implicit existence we
have been noticing:

�e b º��� ŒÆd Y� �Ææ
  �E� �b� �Ææ�����ÆØ; �Ææa b '��ØŒ�E� O������ÆØ. (Arc. 170.
16–17)

º��� and Y� are accented non-Wnally with us but have a Wnal acute among Attic

speakers.

Here the Attic accentuation is presented as contrasting with the practice
‘with us’. ‘With us’ in this context can only mean in the Koine used by
Herodian or by his sources.45

The Koine or ‘our’ language thus Wgures from time to time as a
variety of Greek with which others are contrasted when a word has
diVerent accentuations in diVerent varieties. At other times, an accen-
tual deviation in a certain dialect is noted with no explicit contrast with
the Koine but an implicit contrast with some point of reference. Where
the Koine (or ‘our’ language) is explicitly mentioned in the context of a
particular accentuation there is virtually always an explicit contrast with
some other variety that deviates from the practice of the Koine. In other
words, almost no passages note a Koine accentuation as if it were an
oddity as compared with some other, implicit, standard of normality.46

This situation suggests that the grammarians’ point of reference is the
Koine itself. Nevertheless, our sources present the accentuation they
describe not as that of a particular variety of Greek but simply as Greek
accentuation. The priority given to the Koine becomes clear only when
a particular deviation from Koine practice is noted for some other
dialect.

45 It is tempting to compare passages such as Arc. 106. 16–17, where one form is said

to be used ‘generally’, Œ�Ø�H�, whereas another form belongs to a particular dialect: �a �N�
¯�� Œ�Ø�H� �b� O�����ÆØ� �Æ�Øº��� —	º��� �ı���� ÆN�ºØŒH� b �Ææ����ÆØ� 
¢æ�ı� ‘Words in

-�ı� generally have a Wnal acute: �Æ�Øº���;—	º���; �ı���. But in Aeolic they are recessive:

@æ�ı�.’ However, since the word Œ�Ø�H� as used by Herodian does not mean ‘in the Koine’

but ‘generally’ or ‘in most Greek dialects’ (see Consani 1991: 27–30, largely anticipated

by Stephan 1889: 105–26), such passages cannot be adduced as examples of explicit

reference to the Koine. Rather, they belong in the same category as passages that assume

fairly implicitly a standard of normality against which the accentuations of certain

dialects are regarded as deviations. Since, as argued below, the standard of normality

for accentuation is the Koine, I believe that where Œ�Ø�H� appears in a discussion of

accentuation the word so labelled is the Koine form. But the reason for thinking so is not

that Œ�Ø�H� means ‘in the Koine’, which for Herodian it does not.
46 I say ‘almost’ because at Arc. 93. 7 and 208. 16–19 the �ı��Ł�ØÆ (Koine) is men-

tioned as the variety that apparently diverges from what is ‘normal’. These passages are

highly unusual compared to the number of times that Attic or another non-Koine dialect

is treated as divergent, and I suspect either some distortion of Herodian’s original

statement or some corruption of the text; note that in the Wrst passage mentioned the

following sentence contains manifest signs of corruption (see Schmidt ad loc.).
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The grammarians’ perspective on Greek accentuation may be illumin-
ated through the following analogy. DiVerent dialects of English tend not
to diVer vastly from one another in the rules governing the placement of
word accents, or in the accentuation of individual words. Nevertheless,
there are some divergences. It would be possible to produce an account of
English accentuation that sought to give the most widely applicable rules
of accentuation and, for each individual word, the most widely used
accent. Deviations occurring in particular varieties of English would on
occasion be highlighted. An account of English accentuation constructed
on such a principle would describe no dialect in particular but would
collect the most widely used rules and individual word accents. In using
such a description to stress correctly a word in a particular dialect, one
would have to assume that ‘normal’ stress applied unless a relevant
exception had been noted for that dialect. In practice, however, accounts
of English accentuation (or English pronunciation in general) are not
constructed on a principle of giving priority to the most widely used
rules and word accents. Rather, an account that seeks to provide informa-
tion aboutmore than one variety of English is likely to give priority to one
particular variety—typically one that the author regards as standard or
correct—noting the usages of other dialects only when they disagree with
this variety. Palmer, Martin, and Blandford’s Dictionary of English Pro-
nunciation with American Variants (1926) is constructed on such a prin-
ciple. The pages are divided into three columns, the Wrst giving words in
their orthographic forms, the second giving in phonetic transcription the
pronunciations typical of speakers of Received Pronunciation, and the
third giving pronunciations widely used in educated American English.
The third column is left empty wherever the Received Pronunciation
form is typical of educated American as well as British speakers. Received
Pronunciation thus provides a sort of standard against which American
forms that diVer from those of Received Pronunciation are regarded as
‘variants’; the authors also suggest that one day a new edition or similar
dictionary might include a further column for Scottish variants (Palmer,
Martin, and Blandford 1926: p. xiii). There was no inherent linguistic
(rather than cultural) reason why Received Pronunciation was chosen as
the standard of normality. As the authors noted (p. xiv), ‘From the point
of view of certainAmericans, the proceduremight be reversed, as ‘‘Take a
typical Briton; hear himpronounce eachword, andwhenever his pronun-
ciation makes you laugh, write down his pronunciation in the column
reserved for Briticisms.’’’47

47 The authors take pains to explain that their procedure was not in fact based on the

pronunciation of a single speaker of each dialect (see Palmer, Martin, and Blandford

1926: pp. xiii–xx). For our purposes, however, the particular procedure used to arrive at

‘Received Pronunciation’ and ‘American’ forms is of little relevance.
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An analogy should not be pressed too far, but the statements of
ancient grammarians on accentuation suggest that the Koine occupied
for them a position not altogether dissimilar to that which Received
Pronunciation held for the authors of the Dictionary of English Pronun-
ciation with American Variants. It is perhaps surprising that the Greek
grammarians’ point of reference was provided by the Koine rather than
by Attic. In other words, despite the prestige attached to classical Attic
in some circles during the Roman period, the surviving discussions of
accentuation do not attach particular value or importance to Attic.
Indeed, from time to time an Attic variant is noted with a value judge-
ment to suggest that it appeared to the grammarians not quite right:

�a �N� ´ˇ� Œ�æØÆ j �æ��	ª�æØŒa (�bæ �� �ıººÆ�a� �æ��Ææ������ÆØ� ¼æÆ��� Œ��Æ���
YÆ���� Œ�æÆ��� ��æÆ��� I���ºÆ���; ‹��æ �ƒ '��ØŒ�d �ÆæÆº�ªø� O����ı�Ø. (Arc. 51.
1–4)

Proper and common nouns in -��� with more than two syllables have an ante-

penultimate acute: ¼æÆ���, Œ��Æ���, YÆ����, Œ�æÆ���, ��æÆ���. And I���ºÆ���, to
which speakers of Attic irregularly give a Wnal acute.

�	æ�� fŁ��Æ�g� ‰� �æ	��e� ŒÆ�
 O��EÆ� ���Ø� �Ææa �fiH ��Ø	�fi B: �Ææa b ��E� '��ØŒ�E�
�Bæ�� ‰� ºBæ��: (ªØ����æÆ b  �Ææa �fiH ��Ø	�fi B I��ª�ø�Ø�; K��d �a �N� �� º�ª���Æ
Ø��ººÆ�Æ; �N ���Ø �c� �æ#�	� �ıººÆ�c� ���ı�Æ� �e ��� ŒÆd �e �		; O������ÆØ; �x��
‘‘�	��’’; �	º��. �o�ø� ŒÆd �	æ��. (Sch. Il. 2. 599b (A))

�	æ�� fŁ��Æ�g: accented like �æ	����, with a Wnal acute, in the poet [Homer]. But

among the speakers of Attic it is �Bæ��, like ºBæ��. But the poet’s reading is

sounder, since disyllables ending in -��, if they have � and 	 in the Wrst syllable,

have a Wnal acute, like �	��, �	º��. So too �	æ��.

�a b Øa ��F ˇ�ˇ� O���Æ�Æ (�bæ �� �ıººÆ�a� –�Æ��Æ �æ���æØ��A�ÆØ� �x��;
�Æ���E��; Iºº�E��; %��æ�E��� �ƒ b ���Æª������æ�Ø �H� '��ØŒH� �e ª�º�E�� ŒÆd ›��E��
�æ��Ææ�����ı�Ø�� �PŒ �s. (EM 224. 40–4)

Words in -�Ø�� of more than two syllables all have a penultimate circumXex. For

example, �Æ���E��, Iºº�E��, %��æ�E��. But the later speakers of Attic give ª�º�E��
and ›��E�� an antepenultimate acute. That is not good.48

The general impression we gain, then, from the extant statements of
ancient grammarians on accentuation is that the accentuation of the
Koine was regarded as ‘normal’. However, the character of speciWc
deviations from ‘normal’ accentuation that the grammarians note for
Attic, Ionic, Doric, and (occasionally) Boeotian suggest that these dia-
lects for the most part shared the accentual system of the Koine. ‘Aeolic’
is the only dialect about which the grammatical tradition records a

48 Further examples at Choer. Th. 1. 167. 31–168. 4 and Io. Al. 15. 35–16. 3. In
the latter passage �Pb Z��ø�, printed by Dindorf and taken over by Lentz (1867–70:
i. 423. 9), needs to be corrected to �P ����ø�; for another example of the same corrup-

tion, see Sch. Il. 15. 607a (A) with Erbse’s apparatus.
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fundamental diVerence in the accentual rules aVecting the position of
the accent in a large number of words (see p. 72). Doric lacked the
�ø�BæÆ rule (see p. 71), but this idiosyncrasy did not aVect the syllable
on which the accent fell. Cases where we are told that the accent fell on a
diVerent syllable in Doric from the syllable on which it fell in the Koine
are largely conWned to those listed under (b) and (c) in section 2.11.1
above. In addition, the grammarians note occasional Doric idiosyncra-
sies in the accentuation of individual words or small classes of words.49

It follows from these conclusions that the accents of ancient Greek
words that are handed down to us without speciWc information as to
dialect should normally be assumed to relate in the Wrst instance to the
accentuation of Hellenistic Koine. With less certainty in individual
cases because there may always be gaps in our information, but again
as a general principle, we should assume that the Attic, Ionic, and Doric
known to the grammatical tradition accented a word on the same syl-
lable as did the Koine unless we have speciWc information to the con-
trary.
At this point, however, we must recall that some of the ancient Greek

words transmitted with an accent were not in use in the Koine. Many of
our texts of classical and pre-classical authors, transmitted with accent
marks, are composed in a literary Ionic and contain words that existed
in Ionic but not in Attic or the Koine. Similarly, Doric elements,
including some speciWcally Doric word-forms, appear for example in
Pindar and in the lyric parts of tragedy. The Homeric poems, again,
come down to us in a language containing words that are speciWcally
Ionic as well as others that are speciWcally Aeolic, and yet others whose
provenance is unclear. In none of these cases do we have texts for which
a clear attempt to mark dialect accents has been made; there is nothing
analogous to the papyri with ‘dialect’ accents whose existence we noted
for certain Doric and ‘Aeolic’ authors (p. 70). The grammatical trad-
ition on the accentuation of, for example, Herodotus, Pindar, or Homer,
is not kept discrete from the tradition on the accentuation of texts in
Attic or Koine. Occasionally, a divergence from the accentuation of the
Koine is noted, but in the main these authors are treated as employing
the ‘normal’ accentuation of ancient Greek. In very many cases, we do
not know whether a word unlikely to have been in use in Hellenistic
Koine was accented by extrapolation from the patterns of accentuation
found in the Koine or whether there was some knowledge of the pro-
nunciation of the word by speakers of the relevant dialect, or again
whether there was appeal to a tradition of performing or reading aloud
the text in question (cf. Wackernagel 1893: 38).

49 See, for example, Apollonius Dyscolus, Adv. 169. 22–4.
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What is important in this context is that in most cases the general
level of dialectal consistency in the ancient Greek accentuation trans-
mitted to us is not aVected very greatly by the question as to how non-
Koine words derive their traditional accent. If an accent is assigned by
extrapolation from the accentuation of Hellenistic Koine, it obviously
has some validity as evidence for the accentual system of the Koine, just
as the way a speaker of English instinctively pronounces a word he has
never heard before can provide some evidence for his own system of
accentual rules. On the other hand, if a word is accented on the basis of
some genuine knowledge about the contemporary accentuation of the
dialect in question, then in most cases the evidence for a high level of
accentual uniformity across dialects means that again we have an accent
assigned by a system of rules very similar to those of the Koine.
There are two possible sorts of exception to this general, and rough,

principle of consistency in our accentual information. Both relate to the
possibility that some Homeric words are accented on the basis of an oral
tradition that may preserve some elements of high antiquity. As we have
seen (pp. 33–45), words to which this possibility may apply have been
identiWed by the irregularity of their accentuation from the point of
view of the Koine. Thus, 	œ���� and I�æ���� are candidates for accen-
tuation on the basis of ancient tradition precisely because their accen-
tuation does not conform to that of -��	� words in the Koine (i.e.
accentuation -��	�). If the conclusion that some Homeric words derive
their accents from such a tradition is correct, then clearly that tradition
may preserve some accentuations that pre-date certain of the accentual
regularities of the Hellenistic Koine. Indeed, it is only in such cases that
we have any hope of surmising that an accent has been assigned on the
basis of ancient tradition. The number of words to which this consid-
eration is likely to apply is by any account very small, but it introduces
the possibility of some chronological inconsistency into our data for the
‘normal’ (as opposed to speciWcally ‘dialect’) accentuation of ancient
Greek.
The second type of inconsistency that may exist in the accentual

tradition of Homer is dialectal rather than chronological. Because the
dialectally heterogeneous Homeric vocabulary clearly includes an Ae-
olic component, if any of the Aeolic words in Homer are transmitted
with ‘Aeolic’ recessive accentuation, our evidence for Homeric accen-
tuation would be dialectally as well as chronologically heterogeneous.
Since ‘Aeolic’ accentuation, with its consistent assignment of recessive
accents, is fundamentally diVerent from that of the Koine, the presence
of ‘Aeolic’ accents in Homer would aVect the level of dialectal consist-
ency rather more than would the presence of speciWcally Ionic accents
for Ionic words. In many cases, the accent transmitted for an Aeolic
word in Homer is quite clearly not an ‘Aeolic’ accent, because it is not
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recessive. For example, Homeric Ł�$· ‘goddess’ (e.g. Il. 1. 1) is a form of
Aeolic origin corresponding to Ionic and Attic Ł��� (f.); Ł�$· reappears,
alongside Ł��� (f.), in the Koine. The transmitted accent is that of the
Koine equivalent Ł��� or Ł�$· , not the accent that would follow the
‘Aeolic’ rule. Another example is Homeric Iæª����� ‘white’ (e.g. Il. 6.
424), a word transmitted in an Aeolic form (with -����� rather than
-�Ø���) apart from its accent, which again follows the usual rules for
adjectives in -��� obtaining in the Koine (cf. Ch. 8).50 In some cases,
however, Wackernagel (1914b) has argued that a recessive accent trans-
mitted for an Aeolic word in Homer preserves the word’s original
Aeolic accentuation. For example, the third-declension genitive singu-
lar ıx�� and dative singular ıxœ of ıƒ�� ‘son’ are transmitted with recessive
accentuation in violation of the general rule that third-declension nouns
with monosyllabic stems have mobile accentuation (cf. p. 65). As
Wackernagel (1914b: 101) suggests, the recessive accentuation trans-
mitted for these forms may be a relic of their Aeolic origins.51 Again the
instances to which this possibility may apply are certainly rare, but they
would introduce some further heterogeneity in the accentuation of our
Homeric words.

50 For these and other examples, see Wackernagel (1914b: 99–100).
51 Instances such as this, where the grammarians were (as far as we know) unaware of

a form’s Aeolic provenance, need to be distinguished from cases where the grammatical

tradition assigned a recessive accent to a word because the word was known, or at least

thought, to be of Aeolic origin (see Wackernagel 1914b: 98–9). It is very likely that in

some cases the grammarians’ view that Aeolic words should have an Aeolic accent

inXuenced the traditional accentuation of a word. The extent to which this happened

should, however, not be exaggerated. In most of the cases where the Aeolic provenance

of a Homeric word is mentioned in the grammatical tradition to justify its recessive

accentuation, the Aeolic provenance is adduced as if in support of a traditional accentu-

ation rather than as an a priori argument for a recessive accent. See for example the

Herodianic scholion Sch. Il. 10. 67b (A), which begins by stating that the inWnitive

Kªæ�ª�æŁÆØ ‘to stay awake’ is accented recessively but then observes that this accentuation

cannot be justiWed by any rules. The scholiast (or rather Herodian, in the Wrst person)

continues to say that the only justiWcation for recessive accentuation he can see is that

inWnitives ending in -ŁÆØ and with -�æ- preceding are found in no other dialect than

Aeolic. The recessive accent of the word is here taken as given and the Aeolic appearance

of the word adduced merely to explain why the accent is recessive, not to establish the

recessive accent in the Wrst place. Wackernagel (1914b: 98–9) argues that Kªæ�ª�æŁÆØmay

well not be a genuine Aeolic form in origin, in which case, according toWackernagel, the

recessive accent prescribed by Herodian would be based on a false notion of the word’s

Aeolic provenance. Whatever the origins of the form, however, the wording of the

scholion strongly suggests that the recessive accent pre-dates Herodian. Further support

for the thesis that the grammatical tradition does not on the whole use the Aeolic

provenance of a word in order to establish (as opposed to explain) its accentuation

comes from instances in which it is noted that an Aeolic form ought to be accented

recessively but traditionally is not: see, for example, Sch. Od. 12. 313 (H).
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To sum up, the information we have on the accentuation of ancient
Greek, where it is not speciWcally related to the accentuation of a dialect
other than the Koine, mostly applies to the accentuation of the Koine or
is extrapolated from the accentuation of the Koine. Our evidence sug-
gests that the Attic, Ionic, Doric, and Boeotian dialects in most cases
accented words on the same syllable as the Koine. In cases, therefore,
where words speciWc to those dialects are accented on the basis of some
genuine knowledge of pronunciation of the relevant dialects rather than
on the basis of the Koine, the general accentual uniformity of our
information is unlikely to be aVected very much by the presence of
words of various dialects. The only serious inconsistencies in our evi-
dence are likely to relate to the accentuation of Homer, where a small
number of words may be transmitted with exceptionally archaic accents
or with Aeolic recessive accents.
Some diVerences between the accentual systems of the various var-

ieties of Greek are, as we have seen, noted by our sources. There will
certainly be gaps in our knowledge of these diVerences, but the evidence
for a high level of accentual uniformity between the dialects obliges us
to assume, as a working principle, that there was uniformity except in
the speciWc cases where we know that there was not: in other words, that
the accentual information at our disposal is representative of a relatively
coherent linguistic system except where grammarians inform us about
relevant diVerences between varieties and except where, with some
caution, we suspect chronological or dialectal inconsistencies in the
traditional accentuation of Homer.
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3 CONTINUITY AND CHANGE IN GREEK

ACCENTUATION

It is remarkable that we accent Homer and Hesiod, Lascaris and

Gaza in substantially the same way; which is tacitly to assume that

no material change in pronunciation took place for the space of

more than two thousand years. If true, this is an interesting fact.

Chandler (1881), p. v

3.1 Introduction

Our evidence for ancient Greek accentuation is tantalizingly achrono-
logical. As we have seen, the grammatical tradition relating to the
ancient Greek accent has its roots in Hellenistic Alexandria, with occa-
sional elements of possibly much higher antiquity. The tradition is
essentially Wxed by the second century ad. Several centuries separate
Aristophanes of Byzantium from Herodian, yet we have little guidance
as to changes in accentuation that may have occurred over that period.
Furthermore, as Scheller (1951: 8) has well observed, the whole period
preceding Aristophanes of Byzantium is for Greek accentuation a
period of prehistory: for no time during this period do we have direct
access to the state of the accent system. It is therefore essential to
consider whether we are in a position to treat ancient Greek accentu-
ation from a diachronic perspective at all.
In what follows I hope to show that despite the lack of direct evidence

for Greek accentuation in our period of ‘prehistory’, certain deductions
may be made; these point to continuity in certain areas and change in
others.We shall begin by surveying the evidence for continuity between
the accentuation systems of certain periods and those of others, and
then consider the indications of some salient diachronic changes.

3.2 Continuity

Correspondences between the position of the accent in ‘ancient Greek’,
as we know it from our Hellenistic and post-Hellenistic sources, and
that in other Indo-European languages, especially Vedic Sanskrit, show
beyond reasonable doubt that some features of our ancient Greek accent
system are extremely old. We have already observed (p. 26), for ex-
ample, the parallel movement of the accent between root and ending
in the paradigm of the Greek word for ‘foot’ and in its Vedic cognate,



and the parallel accentuation of the numbers from Wve to ten in Greek
and Vedic. As noted already (p. 26), the incidence and often systematic
character of such correspondences demonstrate that for many words the
position of the Greek accent has remained the same from late Indo-
European until the Hellenistic period. It should follow a fortiori that
these words were accented on the same syllable at intervening periods
such as the time of Homer or that of Sophocles, or at least that they were
so accented at intervening periods in Attic, the dialect that was primar-
ily ancestral to the Koine. Since, moreover, the occasional grammar-
ians’ comments we have on Ionic accentuation suggest that in most
respects Attic and Ionic had not diverged in their accentuation by the
Hellenistic period, we may assume that during the archaic and classical
periods many words were already accented both in Ionic and in Attic in
the same way as they would later be accented in the Koine.
Further evidence for continuity between the accentuation of archaic

and classical Greek and that of the Hellenistic period comes from the
information we have on the accentuation of dialects other than Attic and
the Koine (see § 2.11 above). We have observed that it is not clear what
the basis for this information is, whether grammarians’ Wrst-hand
acquaintance with dialect speakers in the Hellenistic period or some
sort of tradition regarding the pronunciation of literary dialects. Even
without knowing the source or antiquity of this information, however,
we may at least tentatively draw some conclusions from the similarities
between the accentuation systems of diVerent dialects at some point in
the historical period.
Most saliently, the law of limitation is common to all Greek dialect

groups for which we have evidence on accentuation: Attic-Ionic, Doric,
and Aeolic.1 The law of limitation is a Greek innovation: it does not go
back to Indo-European. The fact that it is common to the three major
dialect groups for which we have accentual information suggests, how-
ever, that it is a very early innovation, dating back to a period at which
the major dialect groups were not yet diVerentiated.2 We may again
argue a fortiori that the law of limitation applied both to classical Attic
and to the language of Homer.
The argument just presented is open to the objection that the law of

limitation could conceivably have originated in one dialect and then

1 If Chadwick (1992) is right to argue that Thessalian had an accent that normally fell

on the initial syllable, this Thessalian initial accent was a Thessalian innovation that at

least some closely related Aeolic dialects did not share (see p. 74). Chadwick (1992: 2–3)
wonders whether the grammarians’ references to ‘Aeolic’ �Ææı���	�Ø� must refer to a

recessive accent still subject to the law of limitation, but I am convinced that this

traditional interpretation of the grammarians is indeed correct for Lesbian.
2 So also Meier-Brügger (1992: 286).
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spread to the others, and this could have happened at any date.3 How-
ever, there is another argument for the antiquity of the law of limitation,
due to Wackernagel (1893: 31–3), to which this possibility does not
apply. Wackernagel’s argument concerns the few exceptions to the law
of limitation, mostly words that have undergone quantitative metath-
esis, a sound change in which the quantities of a long vowel followed
immediately by a short vowel were reversed in Attic and Ionic. These
include, for example, i-stem genitives singular such as ��º�ø� ‘city’ (gen.
sg.) < ��º	��.4 The older form ��º	�� conforms to the law of limitation,
but the younger form ��º�ø� does not. Had the law of limitation arisen at
a time when quantitative metathesis had already operated, the form
��º�ø� would have been remade to *��º�ø�. Since this did not happen,
we can conclude that the law of limitation was historically prior to the
operation of Attic-Ionic quantitative metathesis.5

The fact that quantitative metathesis is common to both Attic and
Ionic also suggests that it occurred before those two closely related
dialects separated from each other, but again we must reckon with the
possibility of inXuence from one dialect to the other after they separ-
ated. As Wackernagel (1893: 32–3) notes, however, there are instances

3 Salmons (1992: 25–73) suggests that accentual systems are particularly likely to be

aVected by at least certain types of language contact.
4 The same accentual anomaly applies to certain words that have not undergone

quantitative metathesis but have been inXuenced by words that have, e.g. i-stem gen.

pl. forms such as ��º�ø�, which always had a long vowel in the Wnal syllable but have

followed the accentuation of the gen. sg.
5 The account given here is based on the traditional view of quantitative metathesis as

involving an exchange of vowel quantities. It is, however, striking that forms such as

��º�ø� were not reaccented after quantitative metathesis, given the strictness with which

the law of limitation continued to apply elsewhere and which would lead one to suppose

that the law remained part of the synchronic grammar of the language. A possible way

out of this diYculty would be to accept Méndez Dosuna’s (1993) arguments—antici-

pated in part by others (see Méndez Dosuna 1993: 99)—for regarding the result of

quantitative metathesis as involving a glide followed by a long vowel (i.e. ��º�ø� would
be a disyllabic form, ��º�

Ð
ø�). In this case, forms such as ��º�ø� would not argue for the

antiquity of the law of limitation. But forms such as �Æ�Øº�ø� ‘king’ (gen. sg.)< �Æ�ØºB��,
in which the -�- resulting from quantitative metathesis carries the accent, make it

diYcult to accept the view that this -�- was an unaccentable glide. Méndez Dosuna

(1993: 124 n. 64) suggests that the accent of �Æ�Øº�ø� is due to analogy on the nominative

�Æ�Øº��� (in his view standing for -éu
Ð
s) or to a secondary change of �

Ð
ø to �ø with a shift of

accent, but neither of these suggestions is really satisfactory. As regards analogy on the

nominative, such an analogy would have to be purely graphic unless a secondary change

of �
Ð
ø to �ø is also envisaged; furthermore, the -��� of �Æ�Øº��� does not stand for -éu

Ð
s (cf.

the contrast ˘��� ¼ zdeús versus ˘�F ¼ zdéu). The notion of a secondary change of �
Ð
ø to

�ø with a shift of accent (which could be motivated by the other forms in the paradigm

with accent on the third syllable from the beginning) is superWcially attractive, but makes

it diYcult to see why a form such as ��º�ø� should not also have undergone the same

change �
Ð
ø to �ø and then also received a regular accent, in this case one conforming to the

law of limitation.
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of (metrically guaranteed) �ø < *	� in the Homeric poems, beside
instances of retained 	�, and therefore Attic-Ionic quantitative metath-
esis operated before the Homeric poems reached something like the
form in which we have them. This point clinches the argument that
quantitative metathesis, and therefore the law of limitation, operated at
a pre-classical period.
We may now summarize the arguments for regarding the Hellenistic

system of Greek accentuation as being broadly the same as that of Attic
and Ionic Greek in the Homeric and classical periods. Firstly, corres-
pondences with Vedic Sanskrit suggest that in many words the accent
has remained in the same position since late Indo-European. Secondly,
the most important innovation of Greek, namely the law of limitation,
goes back to pre-classical and almost certainly to pre-dialectal times.
Looking forward in time, we have noted that where an ancient Greek

word has survived into modern Greek, the position of the accent has
largely remained unchanged (p. 26). Because of the inXuence of the
ancient language on the modern, we cannot in all cases assume that the
accent has simply remained unchanged during the intermediate periods
(cf. p. 51). However, our evidence for medieval Greek accentuation
suggests that divergences from the Hellenistic system were not very
great; in most cases the changes that have occurred foreshadow the
developments reXected in the modern language.
Not all features of modern Greek accentuation go back to the Hel-

lenistic system (cf. Ch. 1 n. 34, p. 32 with n. 45, p. 51), and we cannot
expect that all features of the Hellenistic system go back to Indo-
European, or even to Homeric times. The next section surveys some
of the most far-reaching changes that occurred in the prehistory of the
Greek accentuation system within Greek itself.

3.3 Greek innovations

It is clear that the Indo-European parent language, of which Greek is a
descendant, had a free accent (see pp. 59–60; for some of the evidence
for the IE accent see p. 26), and that in many respects this Indo-
European system is directly continued by Greek. We have already
considered the most important accentual innovation of Greek, the law
of limitation. Another is the recessive accentuation of the Wnite verb:
with a few exceptions,6 Greek Wnite verb forms are accented as far from
the end of the word as the law of limitation allows. Some further

6 See Probert (2003: 42–8). Vowel contraction usually operates synchronically after

accent assignment, so ‘contracted verbs’ may have a non-recessive accent on the surface,

as in ��ØØ�H ( ��ØØ��ø ‘I honour’. On the interaction between vowel contraction and

accentuation, see Noyer (1997).
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innovations commonly assumed for Greek involve a shift of accent from
one syllable to another in words of a certain shape; we shall survey the
most important of these accent shifts after Wrst discussing the recessive
accentuation of Wnite verbs.

3.3.1 The recessive accentuation of Wnite verb forms

As noted above, the law of limitation arose at a pre-classical and almost
certainly pre-dialectal period of Greek. The recessive accentuation of
Wnite verb forms is also common to all dialects for which we have
evidence,7 and therefore again likely to be of pre-dialectal date.
Finite verb forms in Vedic Sanskrit are enclitic in certain syntactic

positions. The possibility that this is an inherited peculiarity also char-
acterizing an early period of Greek suggested to Wackernagel (1877) an
elegant account of the origin of recessive accentuation in Greek Wnite
verb forms, along the following lines. Once Greek had acquired the law
of limitation, a sequence of unaccented syllables at the end of a word
became phonologically impossible if it exceeded a certain length.8 En-
clitic words exceeding the crucial length were therefore no longer
possible. With the exception of the present indicative forms of �N��
‘be’ and �	�� ‘say’, which were short enough to remain enclitic,9 enclitic
Wnite verb forms acquired a recessive accent as a substitute for enclisis.
As Wackernagel put it, ‘es sucht die sprache möglichst viel sylben tief
zu betonen, wo sie nicht alle tief betonen kann’ (1877: 458–9). Reces-
sive accentuation subsequently spread to the majority of Wnite verb
forms in all syntactic positions, whether they were originally enclitic
or not.
If Wackernagel’s account, which has been widely accepted, is indeed

correct, the recessive accentuation of Wnite verb forms was an innov-
ation of Greek that was closely connected to the introduction of the law
of limitation and occurred either at the same time or shortly afterwards
as a strategy for repairing enclitic forms that had become phonologically
aberrant.

3.3.2 Accent shifts

Several sound changes postulated for Greek involve a shifting of the
accent under certain conditions. Wheeler’s law, Vendryes’s law, and
Bartoli’s law describe accent shifts that command wide (though not
universal) acceptance today.

7 On Doric past indicative forms ending in -Æ� or -�� (e.g. Kº�ª�� ‘they said’), see p. 72
with n. 39.

8 Two or three morae, depending on the shape of the word.
9 The 2nd person sg. forms �r ‘you are’ and �fi �� ‘you say’ are, however, accented. For

explanations of these forms, see Wackernagel (1877: 460–6).
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Wheeler’s law describes an early and probably pan-Greek change
shifting an accent from a Wnal syllable to the penultimate syllable in
words ending in a sequence heavy syllable–light syllable–light syllable
(*��ØŒØº�� > ��ØŒ�º��).10

Vendryes’s law describes an essentially Attic change that may have
occurred as late as the fourth century bc; this change shifted the accent
from the penultimate syllable to a light antepenultimate in words
that originally had a circumXex on the penultimate (*KªHª� > �ªøª�,
KæB��� > Attic �æ	���).11

The law named after Bartoli describes the retraction of the accent
from a long vowel in a Wnal syllable onto a light penultimate syllable in
words of more than two syllables (*������� > �����	�).12 The period
and dialect or dialects at which this change operated are disputed.
Bartoli (1930: 34) regarded the change as pan-dialectal but belonging
to a historical rather than prehistoric period. He thought the change had
aVected the Semitic loan words �Æ���Œ	 ‘triangular musical instrument
with four strings’ and �Æº���	 ‘resinous gum of a Syrian umbelliferous
plant’, and regarded contact between Greeks and Semitic peoples as
belonging to the historical period.13 However, we know little about the
time or circumstances in which these words might have been borrowed,
and recessive accentuation is in any case very common in loan words
(Sommerstein 1973: 133). For Kiparsky (1967: 81), Bartoli’s law and
Vendryes’s law together describe a single change in which the accent
was retracted from an accented long vowel onto a preceding light
syllable when some syllable preceded the light syllable and/or some
syllable followed the one with the long vowel. It would follow that if
Vendryes’s law describes an essentially Attic change then so should
Bartoli’s law.14

10 Wheeler (1885: 60–104); Collinge (1985: 221–3), with bibliography; Devine and

Stephens (1994: 103–4).
11 Vendryes (1904: 262–3, summary treatment; 1905–6b, full exposition); W. S.

Allen (1973: 239); Collinge (1985: 199–202); Devine and Stephens (1994: 102); Pro-
bert (2004: 283–90, discussing the extent to which accentuations due to Vendryes’s law

found their way into the Koine as well as Attic).
12 This would be a special case of a sound change already postulated by Hirt (1895:

32).
13 For �Æ���Œ	 cf. (according to Bartoli 1930: 26; Braun 1982: 26) Biblical Aramaic

šabbek
¯
ā’, but see West (1992: 75); for �Æº���	, cf. Hebrew h

˙
elbenāh (see Bartoli 1930:

26; Braun 1982: 26).
14 As independent evidence for this conclusion, Kiparsky cites the Attic recessive

accentuation of compounds of ���� ‘year’, such as Ø��	� ‘lasting two years’, as contrasted

with the Wnal accentuation of the same words in the Koine (Ø����). The correct inter-

pretation of the dialectal diVerence here is complicated by the possibility that the

diVerence in accentuation is connected to a diVerence in declension; see Choer.

Th. 1. 167. 31–168. 3 and cf. Chandler (1881: 199), with further references.
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All these accent shifts are subject to numerous exceptions: many
words appear to fulWl the conditions for a shift of accent without the
accent shift having occurred. For this reason, the basis for the claim that
these changes have occurred at all requires investigation and the exist-
ence of exceptions needs to be explained. I shall not in fact present the
arguments for and against all of these changes here, or investigate all
their exceptions, but shall discuss in general terms the ways in which
exceptions to an accent shift or other sound change may arise and then
look in more detail at Wheeler’s law in particular. Wheeler’s law will
play a role in some of the discussions in Part II, and we should therefore
examine the evidence for such a change and the limits within which it
has aVected the Hellenistic accentual system. For further discussion of
the other changes just mentioned, the reader is referred in the Wrst
instance to the introductions and further bibliography provided by
Collinge (1985).15

3.3.2.1 Exceptions to accent shifts

One might attempt to account for the exceptions to the Greek accentual
sound changes by saying that they occur in words formed at a period
when the relevant sound change had ceased to operate. However, a
diYculty emerges: there are words that have undergone a certain
change and yet are known to be of more recent formation than some
of the exceptions. For example, the word ���Ł�æ�� ‘father-in-law’, which
is inherited,16 ought to have undergone the change described by
Wheeler’s law. The word �ÆØ�Œ����� ‘child-murdering’ looks as if it
does show the eVect of the change, but belongs to a purely Greek, and
probably post-Mycenaean, type of compound formed by means of the
linking vowel -�-. Thus �ÆØ�Œ����� is a younger word than the inherited
���Ł�æ��,17 and yet ���Ł�æ�� does not obey Wheeler’s law whereas
�ÆØ�Œ����� apparently does.
We need to take into account not only the operation of sound laws but

also analogical processes that might restore forms destroyed by a sound
change that has ceased to operate. It is also necessary to consider the
possibility that a change has been morphologized—that it has continued

15 On questions of chronology see also Meier-Brügger (1992), who assembles evi-

dence for the relative chronology of the law of limitation, Wheeler’s law, the �ø�BæÆ rule,
the Aeolic generalization of recessive accentuation, and Vendryes’s law.

16 ���Ł�æ�� is cognate with Lithuanian beñdras ‘companion’, although Greek substi-

tuted -�æ�- for *-æ�-. We cannot know how early Greek made this substitution, but a

terminus ante quem is given by the attestation of metrically guaranteed ���Ł�æ�� in Homer

(e.g. Od. 8. 582).
17 �ÆØ�Œ����� is Wrst attested in Sophocles (Ant. 1305) and may well be an innovation

of 5th-cent. bc Attic tragedy.
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to operate within a restricted morphological class after having ceased to
operate across the whole lexicon.
Diachronic sound changes often give rise to synchronic phonological

regularities or, in the terms of generative grammar which we shall use
here (but which are introduced in more detail on pp. 112–13), syn-
chronic phonological rules. For example, High German underwent a
historical process in which stop consonants were devoiced in word-Wnal
position. Synchronically, this has produced a rule that devoices stops
that are basically (or ‘underlyingly’) voiced when they appear in word-
Wnal position. Thus, the Wnal consonant of Bund [bUnt] ‘confederation’
is underlyingly voiced, as shown by its appearance in non-Wnal position
in Bundesrepublik ‘federal republic’ [bUnd-], but it undergoes a syn-
chronic rule of word-Wnal devoicing.
Synchronic phonological rules do not always mirror exactly the dia-

chronic changes that produced them. For example, the environment of
a phonological rule may be extended or restricted by analogical changes
operating after the original sound change has ceased to be operative. We
should therefore keep in mind a clear distinction between diachronic
changes and the synchronic rules that result from them.
We shall refer to synchronic phonological rules as major rules if they

apply without exception to every sequence of sounds fulWlling a given set
of phonologically deWned conditions. Besides major rules, there are syn-
chronic rules that do not apply in this exceptionless fashion. They often
apply only to certain morphological classes, and they often have idiosyn-
cratic lexical exceptions even in the classes where they do apply. We shall
refer to these as minor rules.18 Morphologization can then be seen as the
historical process through which a major rule becomes a minor rule.
Sometimes, the conditions under which a minor rule applies are

extended over the course of time; this is known as rule simpliWcation.
A consequence of rule simpliWcation is that sometimes a major rule
gives rise to more than one minor rule with diVerent morphological
conditions, and not all of these minor rules have undergone rule sim-
pliWcation to the same degree, if at all. In fact, there is no reason why a
set of minor rules should be related to each other in synchronic terms
even if, diachronically, they had their origin in a single major rule.
Failure to recognize this point has caused a certain amount of confusion
in discussions of the Greek accent shifts.

18 For ‘minor rules’, see Sommerstein (1977: 158). More recent generative phono-

logical models operate with diVerent concepts and formulations; readers trained in lexical

phonology will see that major rules are approximately the post-lexical rules of lexical

phonology, while minor rules are approximately the lexical rules. Nothing I say hangs on

the diVerence between earlier and later models, but here a formulation in terms of major

and minor rules is advantageous as it allows us to sidestep issues that are not immediately

relevant, such as the number of cyclic phonological levels to be assumed for Greek.
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In considering the major accentual rules (resulting from diachronic
phonological changes) that have been postulated for some stage of
Greek, one might consider how the forms that at the time of our
evidence appear to ‘obey’ each rule derive their accentuation. There
are three possibilities.

(a) A word is accented in accordance with a major rule because the
rule is still in operation.

(b) A word was accented according to the major rule when it was in
operation. The major rule was then lost, but analogy did not
restore the original form.19

(c) The major rule has been lost but a minor rule aVecting the
relevant class of word has remained. That is, the rule has con-
tinued to operate, subject to morphological conditioning.

3.3.2.2 Wheeler’s law

Wheeler (1885: 60–104) argued that an originally Wnally accented
word ending with a sequence heavy syllable–light syllable–light syllable
( __[[) retracted its accent from theWnal to the penultimate syllable.20He
found evidence for this accent shift in various categories of Greek word,
among them adjectives in -º��;21 perfect participles in -�����; compounds
of type �ø���æ�� ‘light-bearing’; and datives plural of type �Æ�æ��Ø.22

For each of these categories there is some evidence for original Wnal

19 This tends to be the case when there is no model on which analogy could readily

have operated.
20 Wheeler’s law thus refers to syllable weight, not vowel length. Cf. E. Hermann

(1923: 12–13); Collinge (1985: 221).
21 Wheeler claimed that his dactylic retraction law applied to adjectives in -æ�� as well

as -º��, but in fact none of his examples of dactylic words with intermediate accentuation

are adjectives in -æ��, apart from the (impossible) reconstructions *�ÆÆ=�æ�� and *ª�ÆÆ=�æ��
that he suggested as pre-forms for ÆEæ�� ‘capable of burning’ (the accentuation of this

word is in fact uncertain: see Arc. 79. 15–16 and Theognost. 70. 20–1, especially the

former with Schmidt ad loc.) and ªÆFæ�� ‘exulting in’ (Wheeler 1885: 65). Wheeler’s

treatment of -æ�� and -º�� together reXects the view that -æ�- and -º�- were historically

the same suYx. This view is due to what we today recognize as the merger of IE *r and *l

in Sanskrit, and is now outdated.
22 Wheeler (1885: 14, 98) also regarded other intermediately accented polysyllabic

oblique cases of consonant stems, e.g. I���æ�� ‘star’ (gen. sg.), as deriving their accentu-

ation from his dactylic retraction law working together with analogical pressure from the

nom. and acc. forms. Some at least of these words are likely, however, to have had the

accent on the stem-Wnal syllable from the beginning. Thus the -�- of I���æ�� ought to
have been lost in IE if the accent was on the ending, as in �Æ�æ�� beside �Æ��æÆ. By
contrast, the -æÆ- of the dat. pl. forms �Æ�æ��Ø and �	�æ��Ø goes back to a vocalic liquid *r

˚
,

which should not have carried the accent in IE, at least at a stage when accent was

correlated with the presence of a full vowel. For this reason, presumably, datives plural

of type �Æ�æ��Ø have been taken far more seriously than other oblique cases of consonant

stems as evidence for Wheeler’s law.
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accentuation. We shall consider here the adjectives in -º��, the perfect
participles in -�����, and the compounds of type �ø���æ�� ‘light-bearing’.
Vedic Sanskrit suggests that adjectives in -º�� were originally accented

on the Wnal syllable. In Greek, Wheeler (1885: 61–6) argues that those
with a dactylic termination, and only those, have a penultimate acute: e.g.
��ØŒ�º�� ‘colourful’ (penultimate acute) but �ŁÆ�Æº�� ‘near the ground’
(Wnal acute). To anticipate the conclusions of Chapter 9, which will be
presented in detail there, it is probable that intermediate accentuation had
become the normal accentuation for words with the synchronic suYxes
-Øº�- and -ıº�- and was not in general a possible accentuation for other
words in -º�-.23 While Wheeler’s law is likely to be responsible for the
situation in historical terms, there is probably no need to postulate any
synchronic remnant ofWheeler’s law for words in -Øº�- and -ıº�-. Rather,
the basic (or ‘underlying’) forms of the derivational suYxes themselves
have changed, so that these are now accented on the penultimate syllable.
In Vedic Sanskrit, perfect participles in -āna-, corresponding to

Greek -����-, have a Wnal accent: so Skt jagmāná- ‘having gone’.24

Greek perfect participles in -����- are most often dactylic in termination
and always have intermediate accentuation. Some Greek words that
originated as participles in -����- but became separated from the
Wnite verb have Wnal accentuation: �fiø)������, 
ˇæ�������, ��	�Æ�����,
��Ø�Æ�����, �Æ�����, ��Æ���� ‘reservoir’, and �ƒÆ���� ‘meadow’
(Wheeler 1885: 67). These are not perfect but present or aorist parti-
ciples in origin, a fact that M. BloomWeld (1897: 56) emphasized in
objection to Wheeler. However, they at least show that Greek once had
Wnally accented participles in -����-, like Vedic (which certainly had
speciWcally perfect participles of this form).
One might imagine the following sequence of events leading to the

elimination of Wnal accentuation in Greek participles in -����- (other
than the isolated forms mentioned above).

(a) All participles in -����- have a Wnal accent.
(b) Wheeler’s law operates: participles in -����- with dactylic ending

retract the accent onto the penultimate syllable.
(c) (not necessarily prior to d.) Present and aorist participles in

-����-, which normally have a tribrachic ending ([ [ [) in

23 The word ÆN�º�� ‘quick-moving, nimble’ is of unclear etymology (cf. Ch. 9 n. 12)
but has the accentuation predicted byWheeler’s law for a word of dactylic termination in

-º�-. Since this is the only intermediately accented word that terminates in -º�� but not in
-Øº�� or -ıº��, however, it is hardly suYcient to support a synchronic rule changing Wnal

to intermediate accentuation in -º�� words of dactylic termination; such a rule would in

any case have several exceptions (see p. 216).
24 Klingenschmitt (1975: 161–3) reconstructs the proto-form of this suYx as

*-mH1no- and on this basis is able to account for the variety of diVerent forms found in

the daughter languages; cf. also Beekes (1995: 107–8).
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Greek (since -����- is generally preceded by the thematic vowel
-�- or by -Æ-), are remade with recessive accentuation, by analogy
with other verbal forms. Perfect participles are not aVected by
this change, perhaps because they were felt at an early stage to be
outside the verbal system.25

(d) Perfect participles in -����- with tribrachic ending ([ [ [) retract
the accent onto the penultimate syllable by analogy with those
with dactylic ending.

Stage (d) is necessary because although most Greek perfect parti-
ciples in -����- end in a dactylic sequence, even those that do not accent
the penultimate syllable. Thus, º�ºı����� ‘having been released’ ([ [ [)
is accented in the same way as º�º�Ø������ ‘having been left’ ( __ [[).
Let us now consider the various postulated stages of development

from the perspective of the way in which a rule arising from Wheeler’s
law aVects the accentuation of perfect participles in -�����. The change
described by Wheeler’s law Wrst of all ceased to operate in exceptionless
fashion but left a minor rule applying to perfect participles in -�����
ending in a dactylic sequence. Secondly, we have an instance of rule
simpliWcation: the environment of this minor rule was extended to all
perfect participles in -�����, whether they ended in a dactylic sequence
or not. At that point, however, the synchronic evidence for an under-
lying Wnally accented perfect participle formant -����- was lost and the
minor rule was thus lost altogether, the perfect participle formant -����-
being reinterpreted as having underlying penultimate accentuation.
Vedic Sanskrit normally has Wnal accentuation in the type of com-

pound exempliWed by Greek �ø���æ�� ‘light-bearing’; compare Vedic
pus
˙
t
˙
im
˙
-bhará- ‘bringing prosperity’. This category of compound is

characterized by a second member that functions as a verbal adjective
with active meaning. In Greek, the accent is on the penultimate syllable
when that syllable is light, as in IŒæ���º�� ‘skirmisher’. When the
penultimate syllable is heavy, the accent is on the Wnal syllable, as in
Vedic: so ƒ��Æªøª�� ‘horse-leading’.
Kuryłowicz (1958: 147–8) argues that Wheeler’s law is not respon-

sible for penultimate accentuation in this type of compound. His ob-
jection rests on the fact that the penultimate accentuation of the -��º��
type is not sensitive to the weight of the antepenultimate syllable. He
further argues that for the majority of examples this antepenultimate
consisted simply of the linking vowel -�- that serves to connect the two

25 Cf. Mycenaean qe-qi-no-me-no, used as an adjective qualifying chairs and tables.

Tucker (1981: 18) suggests that perfect middle participles could have been created while

no Wnite verbal forms yet existed, beside adjectives in -��- with privative I-, on the

pattern illustrated by ‹�Æ IŒ��	�Æ ŒÆd Œ�ŒØ�	���Æ ‘all things at rest and in motion’ (Plato,

Sph. 249d).
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parts of many Greek compounds, in other words a light syllable. Of the
73 possible second elements of such compounds he collects, only 32
begin with a long vowel in the antepenultimate syllable (type -	ª�æ��) or
a consonant cluster that could cause a closed antepenultimate (type
-��æ����). Furthermore, 14 of these involve clusters of stop followed
by liquid, which do not always make a preceding syllable heavy in
Greek. On the strength of these statistics, Kuryłowicz Wnds unlikely
Wheeler’s (1885: 89) explanation of the type IŒæ���º�� ‘skirmisher’ as
due to analogy on the type K�����º�� ‘throwing words around’. But
Kuryłowicz does not take account of Wheeler’s argument that at an
early period of Greek a much larger proportion of compounds had a
heavy antepenultimate than was the case later (Wheeler 1885: 90–1).
Old compounds with heavy antepenultimate tended to be replaced
during the history of Greek by the ‘canonical’ type with linking
vowel: with original s-stems as Wrst member, ��ı�����æ�� ‘bearing
arms’ (Aeschylus, Ch. 627) was replaced by ��ı����æ�� (Euripides,
Rh. 3); �ÆŒ����æ�� ‘shield-bearing’ (Sophocles, Ajax 19) is glossed by
the Suda (� 37) with ›�º���æ�� (and with I��Ø	��æ��). With an original
ā-stem as Wrst member, Wheeler contrasts KºÆ�	��º�� ‘shooting deer’
(Il. 18. 319) with KºÆ��Œ����� ‘deer-killing’ (Euripides, IT 1113).
It is likely, then, that at an early stage relatively many compounds of

the type in question had a heavy antepenultimate syllable. All those
that, in addition, ended in two light syllables (and therefore in a dactylic
sequence) underwent the change described by Wheeler’s law. The
resulting intermediate accentuation was then generalized to all com-
pounds of our type with active meaning that ended in two light
syllables: an example of rule simpliWcation.

As a synchronic rule, Wheeler’s law had certainly been lost by the Wfth
century bc, when the Wnally accented adjectival suYx -ØŒ�- began to be
highly productive: the accent shift left no trace in words formed with
this suYx. Since some of these are old (5, of which 3 end in a dactylic
sequence, are attested in Homer;26 no certain Mycenaean example27)
and therefore presumably obeyed Wheeler’s law when it was in force,
we may say that in these the underlying Wnal accent surfaced again after
the loss of the rule (see Sommerstein 1977: 217). In diachronic terms,
�æøœŒ�� ‘Trojan’ (dactylic) was remade by analogy with words of type
Oæ�Æ�ØŒ�� ‘orphaned’ (not dactylic).
Evidence that Wheeler’s law had once applied to -ØŒ�� words may

come from  º�Œ�� ‘as great as’, �	º�Œ�� ‘so great’, �	º�Œ�� ‘how great’,

26 The fem. �ÆæŁ��ØŒ� ‘maiden’, Oæ�Æ�ØŒ�� ‘orphaned’, 
 `�ÆØœŒ�� ‘Achaean’ (dactylic),
—�ºÆ�ªØŒ�� ‘Pelasgian’ (dactylic), �æøœŒ�� ‘Trojan’ (dactylic). Cf. Buck and Petersen

(1945: 636).
27 For possible examples see Chantraine (1966, esp. 179).
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and ›�	º�Œ�� ‘how great’, old pronominal adjectives that may originally
have contained the adjectival suYx -ØŒ�- (though this point is dis-
puted28) but were no longer synchronically derived from a stem ( º-,
�	º-, etc.) plus -ØŒ�- because the stems had become opaque. In this case
the underlying representations have changed (see Sommerstein 1977:
238–40):

Stage I (Wheeler’s law in force):
underlying form  º þ ØŒ��
Wheeler’s law #
surface form  º�Œ��

Stage II (Wheeler’s law in force):
underlying form  º�Œ��
(no rules applicable)
surface form  º�Œ��

Stage III (Wheeler’s law lost):
underlying form  º�Œ��
(no rules applicable)
surface form  º�Œ��

All indications suggest that the change described by Wheeler’s law
applied in Greek at a very early period and also ceased very early to
apply as such. Later instances of ‘Wheeler’s law’ accentuation arose
only in certain productive categories such as the perfect participles in
-�����, but in some of these categories the retraction was no longer
conWned to the original environment for Wheeler’s law.
We know of no dialectal divergences relating toWheeler’s law.29 This

suggests that the sound change belongs to a pan-Greek stage. By con-
trast with Vendryes’s law, the grammarians preserve no traces of a
situation before Wheeler’s law.30 The change described by Wheeler’s

28 See Chantraine (1968–80: 410 s.v.  º�Œ��), with bibliography.
29 Wheeler’s law is of course irrelevant for Lesbian, but this is because of the Lesbian

recessive accent and tells us nothing about Wheeler’s law itself. Bubenı́k’s (1983: 140–1)
treatment of Wheeler’s law as existing only in Attic is unfounded; he appears to be

confused by the irrelevance of the law for Lesbian. Meier-Brügger (1992: 286) correctly
states that Wheeler’s law is pan-Greek.

30 For another argument for an early date for Wheeler’s law (stop plus liquid se-

quences tend to be treated as heterosyllabic), see Ruipérez (1972: 149); cf. Hermann

(1923: 12–13). Miller (1976: 15–16) argues that Wheeler’s law had its origins in a more

restricted accent shift of late IE. Kiparsky (1973: 814) had formulated a synchronic rule

for Sanskrit shifting an accent from an underlyingly accented case-ending onto a pre-

ceding (underlying) syllabic r
˚
, n
˚
, m
˚
, i, or u (cf. Kuryłowicz 1958: 17–21; 1968: 30–1);

according to his analysis it is by virtue of this rule that Skt pitŕ
˚
s
˙
u ‘fathers’ (loc. pl.),

corresponding to Greek �Æ�æ��Ø, is also accented on the penultimate syllable. Miller takes

Kiparsky’s Sanskrit rule to have applied already in IE, arguing that sequences aVected

by this rule almost always became dactylic in Greek after the development of vocalic r
˚
to
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law should be regarded as early both because of its probably pan-
dialectal character and, perhaps more importantly, because by the
time of our evidence for accentuation there is nothing resembling a
synchronic Wheeler’s law as such, only some minor rules and other
traces left behind by a historical Wheeler’s law.

ra (see alsoMeier-Brügger 1992: 288) and that Greek then generalized the accent shift to

all originally Wnally accented words with dactylic ending. For the standard view, on

which Greek and Sanskrit have innovated independently, see Wackernagel (1914a: 27).
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4 A BRIEF HISTORY OF SCHOLARSHIP

ON THE GREEK ACCENT

4.1 Introduction

For many branches of classical linguistics, serious scholarship began in
the nineteenth century.Modern work before about 1800 is rarely of more
than historical interest; any ancient wisdom that comes down to usmay be
enjoyed for its quaintness, but one would not dream of taking it seriously.
Such an attitude is a convenient excuse for not reading anything that

precedes the nineteenth century, and for steering well clear of the an-
cient sources with all their diYculties. However, there is at best a risk of
replicating discoveries that were made several centuries ago, and at
worst a danger of not replicating these discoveries, in other words of
losing knowledge. For some areas of enquiry, moreover, we absolutely
owe to our remote precursors the fact that we can now know anything at
all; we cannot aVord to neglect what they have to say.The study ofGreek
accentuation is an excellent case in point. For this subject it would also
be particularly untrue to say that serious scholarship began in the nine-
teenth century. A virtually continuous tradition of enquiry runs from
antiquity to the present day, and our current state of knowledge genu-
inely owes something to every age since the Hellenistic period. At the
same time, the nineteenth and the twentieth centuries have seen some
major turning points whose importance it would be wrong to deny.
A full history of scholarship on the ancient Greek accent would

require a book in itself, one that ought perhaps to be written. Such a
history cannot be attempted here, but the following survey is intended
as an overview of the main developments in the Weld.

4.2 From antiquity to the Renaissance

We discussed in Chapter 1 the role of the ancient grammarians in
providing us with evidence for the ancient Greek accent. Ancient gram-
marians not only provided data but also made the Wrst generalizations
about those data. On p. 29we saw a typical rule from Arcadius’ epitome
of Herodian’s —�æd ŒÆŁ�ºØŒB� �æ��fiø�Æ��
�a �N� !ˇ� �����Æ �æe ��F ! �e ˆ O�����ÆØ �æ��	ª�æØŒa Z��Æ� �ıª��� �æÆª���
�Ø�Æª��� IºÆºÆª��� (ºÆª��� Øøª���: ���	���ø�ÆØ �e Zª��� ð ���Ø�Þ �Ææı�������;
ŒÆd �e � +�ª��� �P �æ��	ª�æØŒ��. (Arc. 65. 17–21)

Words ending in -��� that have ª before the � have an acute on the Wnal syllable

if they are common nouns: �ıª��� [‘pricking’] �æÆª��� [‘fence’] �Ø�Æª���



[‘shaking’] IºÆºÆª��� [‘loud noise’] (ºÆª��� [‘barking’] Øøª��� [‘pursuit’].

Exceptions are Zª��� (‘array’), which is accented non-Wnally, and � +�ª���,
which is not a common noun.

A generalization of the sort made here is far more valuable than a
simple list of words with their accents could have been. Lists are rarely
complete, but Herodian’s rule tells us that common nouns ending in
-ª���, except for Zª��� ‘furrow’, are Wnally accented even if not expli-
citly listed.We cannot know that Herodian did not overlook a word here
or there, or that Arcadius did not omit pertinent information from
Herodian. As suggested earlier, however, we do know that in assuming
Wnal accentuation for a word such as Iª��� ‘fracture’ or IæÆª��� ‘clash-
ing’ we are more likely to be right than wrong. Herodian’s rule would
not have been formulated as it was if it were not generally true that
common nouns in -ª��� have Wnal accents.
In giving accent rules, Arcadius and other ancient sources heavily

emphasize the terminations of words. The ancient grammarians clearly
regarded the end of a word as the most important factor determining its
accentuation. The signiWcance of material coming at the end of the word
is a valuable insight that has become a guiding principle of modern
theoretical work (see pp. 117–19, 145–8).
Our main—and very great—debt to the period between antiquity and

the Renaissance is for the preservation of Hellenistic doctrine on Greek
accentuation. We have seen that the works of the most ancient and
therefore most Wrst-hand authorities do not survive as such (p. 22).
The Hellenistic wisdom handed down to us is due Wrst to Herodian’s
synthesis (see pp. 22–5) and then to generations of scholars and copyists
who read earlier scholars, excerpted them, and incorporated earlier
doctrines into their own treatises or into marginal notes in manuscripts.
Sources as late as the Iliad scholia preserved in amanuscript of the tenth
century ad (Venetus Marcianus 822), or the Homeric commentary by
the twelfth-century bishop Eustathius, frequently preserve ancient
statements that would otherwise have been lost. The work of the Alex-
andrians would be entirely irrecoverable if it were not for the grammar-
ians, commentators, and copyists whose work preserved at least some of
the scholarly output of antiquity.

4.3 From Erasmus to 1800

At the end of the Wfteenth century, the pronunciation of ancient Greek
in western Europe was roughly that of the contemporary modern
Greek language.1 This meant that certain consonants were pronounced

1 Erasmus (1973 [1528]) alludes on occasion to variation depending on the native

language of the speaker, but national diVerences in the pronunciation of ancient Greek
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‘incorrectly’, as were many of the vowels. The consonant written with
the letter �, for example, was pronounced [f] instead of [ph]; the vowel
written with 	 was pronounced [i] instead of [":]. The ancient vowel
length distinctions were also not observed in pronunciation. The lan-
guage was pronounced with a ‘stress accent’ which had the eVect that
accented syllables tended to last longer than unaccented ones. Vowel
length thus correlated with the accent (as in modern Greek) instead of
being a distinctive characteristic of certain vowels, independent of the
accent.
Evidence was available to suggest that there were diVerences between

the ancient and modern pronunciations. Towards the end of the
Wfteenth century and the beginning of the sixteenth, several scholars
began to take notice of this evidence and a movement to reform the
modern pronunciation of ancient Greek was set afoot (see e.g. W. S.
Allen 1987: 140–6, 149–54).2 As far as the accent was concerned, a
particular problem presented itself. The Renaissance pronunciation of
classical Greek, in which vowel length correlated with the accent, made
nonsense of ancient poetic metres. It was also incompatible with state-
ments of ancient authors that presupposed certain vowels to be inher-
ently long and others inherently short, regardless of whether they were
accented or not. As a result of the new interest in reconstructing the
original pronunciation of ancient Greek, a number of diVerent solutions
to this problem of the accent were put forward.
The Dutch humanist Erasmus composed a treatise on the correct

pronunciation of Latin and Greek in the form of a dialogue between a
bear and a lion (1973 [1528]). During the course of the dialogue, the
bear gives an account of opinions heard at a grammarians’ colloquium.
These opinions, which clearly correspond to Erasmus’ own, include
arguments to the eVect that neither the Greek nor the Latin accent
should cause lengthening of the vowel on which it falls. Contemporary
pronunciation is criticized for lengthening the accented vowel of a word
such as I����ı ‘bear up’ and I����ı ‘abstain’, which should be short, and
for pronouncing a word like !���º$�� as if the unaccented penultimate
vowel were short. The bear draws parallels between accentuation and
music, in which a low note may be held for a long time, a high one for
only a short time (Erasmus 1973 [1528]: LB 941). The special musical
nature of ancient Greek accentuation is not made entirely explicit, but

appear to have been considerably less pronounced than they are today and did not

particularly concern the accent. Hennin (1684: 21–2) describes the pronunciation of

ancient Greek at the time of Erasmus, with national variations.
2 Many of the texts from this period relating to the debate over the correct pronun-

ciation of Latin and Greek have been collected by Haverkamp (1736; 1740).
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the parallels with music suggest that Erasmus thought of the ancient
Greek accent as involving primarily a change in pitch.
Although Erasmus’ views were well supported by ancient evidence,

the idea that accent and vocalic quantity could be independent of one
another was clearly counter-intuitive to many of his successors. Some
150 years later, the pronunciation of ancient Greek had been reformed
in most of Europe following the precepts of Erasmus and other reform-
ers (see Hennin 1684: 22). The pronunciation of the accent had, how-
ever, remained unchanged. In 1673 there appeared an anonymous
treatise entitled De poematum cantu et viribus rythmi. The author was
soon identiWed as the Dutch scholar Isaac Voss (see Hennin 1684:
p. vii). Where Erasmus had taken the incompatibility between the
contemporary pronunciation of Greek accents and the meaningful ren-
dering of ancient poetic metres as evidence that the accent did not
originally lengthen vowels, Voss took the same problem as a reason
for denying that the Greek accent originally fell on those syllables that
had come to be marked with an accent.
Voss (1673: 18) knew that the invention of signs for accents was

attributed to Aristophanes of Byzantium and that a succession of gram-
marians had subsequently occupied themselves with the study of the
accents. He did not deny that the accent marks were indeed invented at
the time of Aristophanes of Byzantium, but argued that they were not
originally used for the purpose for which they later came to be
employed. In Voss’s time, which preceded the discovery of accented
papyri, no very early accented texts were known; Voss (1673: 19)
stated that no accent marks are found until about a thousand or nine
hundred years before his time. He regarded this lack of accented texts as
evidence that accent marks were originally used only for instructing the
young on metre, and were placed on metrically strong syllables. He
contrasted the contemporary placement of accent marks on three lines
of Homer (Od. 3. 1–3) with the placement he took to be original (Voss
1673: 19).

Accent placement contemporary to Voss:


˙�ºØ�� 
 I��æ�ı�� ºØ�g� ��æØŒÆºº�Æ º���	�

 ˇıæÆ�e� K� ��º��ÆºŒ��; ¥�
 IŁÆ����Ø�Ø �Æ���fi 	
˚Æd Ł�	��E�Ø �æ���E�Ø� K�d )��øæ�� ¼æ�ıæÆ��

‘Ancient’ accent placement according to Voss:


˙%ºØe� 
 I��æ�F�� ºØ�g� ��æØŒ�ºº�I º���	�
3 ˇıæÆ��� K� ��ºı��ºŒ�� ƒ�
 IŁÆ�Æ��E�Ø �ÆK��fi 	
˚Æd Ł�	��E�Ø �æ���E�Ø� K�d )�ØHæ�� Iæ�FæÆ��

Voss’s rejection of the antiquity of the Greek accent marks in their
later positions was taken up and argued at greater length by another
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Dutchman, Heinrich Christian von Hennin (1684). Hennin’s own
theory that Greek was to be accented according to the same accent
system as Latin is famously responsible for the widespread oral mis-
accentuation of ancient Greek in Britain and the Netherlands, and in
their former colonies,3 to this day.
Until about 1800, discussions of the Greek accent continued to be

dominated by the questions of the original pronunciation of the accent
and the antiquity of the accent marks. Those who accepted the antiquity
of the accent marks in their traditional use continued to have diYculty
with the notion that an accent could fail to lengthen its vowel and
therefore to destroy poetic metre. There followed further suggestions,
such as that of William Primatt (1764) that the Greeks used one pro-
nunciation for verse (observing vowel quantities, ignoring accents) and
another for prose (observing accents, ignoring quantities); the Irish
scholar Arthur Browne (1800: 5) referred to this idea as ‘the common
dictum which is so often heard from the sons of Oxford and
Cambridge’.
Browne himself added a new dimension to the question of the

authenticity and pronunciation of Greek accents. Four hundred years
previously, ancient Greek was pronounced in the same way as the
contemporary modern Greek language. The reform movement had
begun as a reaction to conXicts between this pronunciation and ancient
evidence, and it was obvious that if the reformers were right then the
pronunciation had changed between antiquity and their own times. By
1800, however, ancient Greek was in most countries no longer pro-
nounced in the same way as contemporary modern Greek and the
pronunciation of modern Greek, with its stress accent, appears in
some quarters to have been forgotten. The modern Greek pronunci-
ation of the accent was therefore ready to be rediscovered. Browne
(1800: 8) comments on the lack of attention hitherto paid to the ques-
tion of modern Greek pronunciation in the debate over the ancient
Greek accent:

IT occurred to me, however, that it was very surprising that no author on the

subject seemed to have taken the pains to enquire what was the pronunciation

of the modern Greeks, or their mode of using the accents: is it that no inference

can be drawn from their usage, as to that of the ancients? this is easily said, but

it has not been said by any of these writers.

Browne’s account of his discovery of the pronunciation of the modern
Greek accent illustrates the great rarity of opportunities to meet and

3 In the USAHennin’s system survived for some decades after the RevolutionaryWar

but was then abandoned under German inXuence in classical studies (see W. S. Allen

1987: 152).
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interview speakers of modernGreek in the Ireland of the late eighteenth
century; we gain some impression of the factors that had long allowed
the pronunciation of modern Greek to escape notice:

IMPRESSED with these sentiments [sc. that the Greeks are now the same

people as they were in antiquity] I felt myself interested, when I heard that a

Grecian ship, whose seizure has since been the occasion of a remarkable suit in

the Court of Admiralty, and of the consequent detention of the seamen for a

considerable time, had been driven by stress of weather into the port of Dingle

in this kingdom. This ship, called La Madona del Caso San Speridione,

Captain Demetrio Antonio Polo, belonged to Patrass, a town situated not far

from the ancient Corinth. The business of their suit brought the captain and

several of the crew to Dublin, and was the occasion of their remaining in this

metropolis for a considerable time. I took the opportunity of frequently con-

versing with them, and though their want of erudition and information might

seem an argument against drawing any inference from their practice, to me it

appeared the contrary, because it gave me the unprejudiced and unpremedi-

tated modes of pronunciation of persons who could not understand or know the

reasons of my enquiries, or purport of my observations. The result was, to my

great surprise, that the practice of the modern Greeks is diVerent from any of

the theories contained in the books I have mentioned: it is true they have not

two pronunciations for prose and for verse, and in both they read by accent, and

so far conWrm the theory of the learned bishop [Samuel Horsley (1796)], the
latest writer I have mentioned; But they make accent the cause of quantity; they

make it govern and control quantity; they make the syllable long on which the

acute accent falls, and they allow the acute accent to change the real quantity: in

these latter respects therefore they agree with Mr. Primatt, but they desert him

when he therefore concludes that poetry is not to be read by accent—they

always reading poetry as well as prose by accent. (Browne 1800: 9–10)4

Discussions of the authenticity and pronunciation of the ancient
Greek accents did not stop after 1800. Indeed, new books and pamph-
lets considering the same questions on the basis of the same facts
continued to appear (cf. e.g. Pennington 1844: 78–309; Blackie
1852). Meanwhile, however, some new discoveries had started to accu-
mulate, and these eventually helped to resolve the questions that had
been raised in the Renaissance and debated ever since. These included
the ‘discovery’ of Sanskrit by scholars in theWest and the beginnings of
comparative Indo-European philology; Wndings of ancient Greek pa-
pyri with accent marks; and the discovery of fragments of ancient Greek
music. In addition, two new and important collections of data on Greek
accentuation facilitated the synthesis of what was known about the
Greek accent with the new discoveries in other areas. We shall therefore

4 Compare the situation reported by Blackie half a century later (1852: 50): ‘That the

living Greeks give a distinct prominence to these very syllables, any man may learn by

seeking them out in Manchester or London, in both which places they have a chapel.’
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leave here the dispute over the antiquity and original pronunciation of
the ancient Greek accents and consider what else of relevance was
happening in the nineteenth century.

4.4 Data gatherers of the 1800s: Göttling and Chandler

The nineteenth century saw two important compendia of data on an-
cient Greek accentuation, Karl Göttling’s Allgemeine Lehre vom Accent
der griechischen Sprache (1835) and Henry Chandler’s A Practical
Introduction to Greek Accentuation (Wrst edition 1862, second edition
1881). The aim of both scholars is primarily descriptive: to provide a
synthesis of what we know from the statements of ancient grammarians
and the practice of medieval manuscripts.
A fundamentally descriptive purpose does not necessarily exclude any

attempt to Wnd a general principle behind Greek accentuation, and
indeed Göttling suggests such a principle. For Göttling the accent was
placed on the syllable carrying themost important semantic information
(theHauptbegriVsylbe), or as close to that syllable as allowedby the law of
limitation (Göttling 1835, esp. 14). Chandler, on the other hand, derides
Göttling’s principle and explicitly excludes matters of theory and prin-
ciple from his own work (Chandler 1881: pp. ix–x). The second edition
(1881) of Chandler’s work remains the standard collection of data.
Each of the authors of the compendia just mentioned also produced a

modest handbook distilling the most essential data on Greek accentu-
ation into a relatively small quantity of text.5 These works were fol-
lowed by others including those of Vendryes (1904), Postgate (1924),
and Bally (1945); to these I have added another inspired by Postgate’s
book (Probert 2003). Like ancient epitomators, these authors aim to
make the mass of information available more easily accessible to a
student of the language by selecting the most important facts and
arranging them in an attractive way. From Vendryes on these authors
are also less Wercely empirical than Chandler; we may look to these
works for some explanations as well as facts.

4.5 Comparative treatments of the Greek accent

Following the introduction of Sanskrit to western scholars and the
beginnings of Indo-European comparative philology, knowledge about
the accentuation of Vedic Sanskrit became available to western scholars

5 Göttling’s larger work (1835) grew out of the smaller one (3rd edn. 1825), which
was suYciently unique and useful at its time to be translated into English (1831).
Chandler’s smaller book (1867) is an abridgement of the Wrst edition of his larger one

(1862).
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in the mid-nineteenth century.6 The acquisition of this knowledge led
to an interest in the comparative reconstruction of the Proto-Indo-
European accentual system on the basis of Greek and Vedic.7 After
some suggestions, especially in a book review by Benfey (1846), com-
parative work on the accentuation of Indo-European languages began
with Benloew’s De l’accentuation dans les langues indo-européennes tant
anciennes que modernes (1847).
Further Indo-European languages whose accent systems could be

compared with those of Greek and Vedic were soon added. Balto-
Slavonic languages were used as early as Bopp (1854a: 79–91) and
were increasingly exploited as more work on Balto-Slavonic accentu-
ation became available.8 Germanic was brought into comparative stud-
ies of accentuation by Verner’s (1877) discovery of the Germanic
sound change now known as Verner’s law. This discovery explained a
series of exceptions to Grimm’s law (which describes a series of sound
changes aVecting early Germanic consonants) as conditioned by the
position of the Indo-European accent. It therefore became possible to
use Germanic as a source of indirect evidence for the position of the
Indo-European accent, although the accent of the Germanic languages
themselves had been Wxed on the initial syllable of the word since the
beginning of the historical period.
The search for a general principle for the accentuation of Indo-

European is prominent in early comparative work. Benloew (1847:
45–50), anticipated in passing by Benfey (1846: 842), argued that
the earliest principle of accentuation in Indo-European languages
was that the accent fell on the modifying element of the word that had
been added last—the so-called dernier déterminant. For example, he
considered Greek augmented forms such as �º�ª� ‘he said’, with the
accent on the augment, to be built up of root, inXectional ending,
and augment; these elements he regarded as having been added one
by one, with the augment attached last. The augment therefore consti-
tuted the dernier déterminant and hence carried the accent (Benloew
1847: 45).

6 The Wrst descriptive account of the Sanskrit accent in the West was made by

Böhtlingk (1848), who based his observations on the statements of Sanskrit grammar-

ians. As more accented texts became available, these provided a further source of

information (see e.g. Whitney 1856).
7 A summary of the main developments in this area as far as 1985, with a somewhat

diVerent emphasis from mine, is provided by Szemerényi (1985: 15–18).
8 For an early comparative treatment of accentuation in Balto-Slavonic languages, see

Fortunatov (1880). Hirt in 1895 includes a detailed treatment of the accentuation of

Balto-Slavonic (pp. 54–98), as well as a discussion of the question of IE contour accents,

a question for which the Balto-Slavonic evidence is crucial (pp. 99–167).
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Later in the attested stages of the daughter languages, according to
Benloew, the principle of the dernier déterminant came into competition
with a ‘logical’ principle, under which the part of the word containing
the most important notion was accented. For example, the accentuation
of most verbal forms in Sanskrit and Greek is explained on the logical
principle: the accent is on the root syllable, which expresses the main
idea, rather than on any part added after the root (Benloew 1847: 47).
Maurice BloomWeld (1883: 35) rejected the principle of the dernier

déterminant and implied that enthusiasm for the theory of word-
construction Benloew assumed was no longer as strong as it had been:

That is, according to the theory of word-construction which ruled in Benloew’s

day without opposition, and which is accepted to-day also to a very consider-

able extent, a word is made up of root, suYx, personal inXexion, case-ending,

augment, reduplication and so forth, and whichever one of these various

elements in the word had been joined to the word last, that was entitled to

this higher musical pitch. (M. BloomWeld 1883: 34).

Interestingly, now that generative grammar has returned to a model
where words are assembled a piece at a time,9 the principle of the dernier
déterminant has found an adherent in Hock (1993: 187–8 and n.10).
The theory is, however, modiWed considerably by the introduction of
‘dominant’ and ‘recessive’ morphemes, and owes much to recent gen-
erative work (see pp. 112–23).
Bopp (1854a, esp. 16–23; 1854b) also argued for a general principle,

but a diVerent one from Benloew’s; his central thesis was that originally
the closer to the beginning of the word the accent was, the greater the
expressive force it gave to the word.10 Over time, the expressive force of
a word might be ‘weakened’, and the accent would move nearer to the
end. In cognate words where the Sanskrit accent is nearer to the end
than the Greek, Bopp generally considered Sanskrit to have undergone
‘weakening’. The Greek law of limitation, which restricts the distance
the Greek accent can fall from the end of the word, was on the other
hand considered a ‘weakening’ of Greek.
Wheeler (1885) attempted to account in a more principled manner

for the divergences between Greek and Sanskrit nominal accentuation.
Unlike Bopp, Wheeler regarded Greek as the main innovator. His main
thesis was that the Greek recessive accent originated as a secondary

9 There is a diVerence between the conception of the piecing together of words in

current lexical phonology and that of the 19th-cent. comparativists. For the latter, the

process was a historical one: the most basic word form, the root, was envisaged as having

existed as an independent word at some remote period in the past. With time the root was

gradually extended by the addition of further elements. In lexical phonology, the process

is a strictly synchronic one: speakers are regarded as assembling the words they use out of

an inventory of basic components.
10 Some objections in Schweizer (1855, esp. 299–301).
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accent falling always on the third mora from the end of the word, or the
fourth in the case of a penultimate syllable containing a long vowel or
diphthong and a Wnal syllable containing a short vowel,11 as in ¼�Łæø���
‘man’. In Greek, this secondary accent regularly took over the function
of primary accent under certain conditions, particularly when it fell
nearer to the end of the word than the original primary accent. Under
other conditions, the original primary and secondary accents came into
competition and one or the other won out for each individual word
(Wheeler 1885: 9–13).
Wheeler’s theory of the recessive accent was taken up by Brugmann

in the section on accentuation in the Wrst edition of his Grundriss der
vergleichenden Grammatik der indogermanischen Sprachen (Brugmann
1886: 543–6). By contrast, M. BloomWeld in 1888 criticized Wheeler’s
theory in detail and proposed his own theory of the accentuation of
recessive nominal forms.12 Beginning with Wackernagel’s (1877) ex-
planation of the recessive accent of Greek Wnite verbs (see p. 87),
BloomWeld envisaged the recessive accent as spreading from the Wnite
verbs to nominal forms by analogical processes.
In the second edition of the Grundriss, Brugmann (1897: 962) was

more cautious in his characterization of the recessive accent. He no
longer cited Wheeler, and it appears that Wheeler’s theory was discre-
dited following BloomWeld’s criticism (1888). However, even in the
second edition it was essentially Wheeler’s hypothesis that Brugmann
upheld, and he implied some annoyance with new proposals whose
novelty he saw as merely terminological.
The search for a uniWed principle of accentuation for early Indo-

European has not been given up, but there is still little agreement. The
apparent unpredictability of nominal accentuation in those Indo-
European languages with inherited free accentuation has received
particular attention. Kuryłowicz (1958: 35–69; 1968: 38–56) started
from a situation where all Indo-European nominal paradigms displayed
movement of the accent between the stem and the ending, along the
lines of the accent movement in the paradigm of Greek ���� ‘foot’ (nom.
sg., accent on stem), ��Æ (acc. sg., accent on stem), ���� (gen. sg.,
accent on ending), etc. He then proposed a series of analogical changes
that operated within Indo-European at a time when the position of the
accent in most paradigms became Wxed; further analogical changes were
proposed for the individual daughter languages. (For more details, see
pp. 151–3.)

11 Or one of the word-Wnal diphthongs that counted as ‘short’ for the purposes of

accentuation; see p. 61.
12 He had already suggested the outlines of this theory in 1883 (M. BloomWeld 1883:

30, 50, 56, 62).
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More recently, a number of scholars (notably Schindler, Eichner, and
Rix) have suggested that Indo-European had several diVerent ‘accent
paradigms’—types of mobile or static accentuation within the para-
digm—, and have sought to give these a precise deWnition. Concentrat-
ing on words with three basic elements, called ‘root’, ‘suYx’, and
‘ending’ (e.g. �Æ-��æ-Æ ‘father’, acc. sg.), they have suggested Wve basic
accent patterns for nominal paradigms: an ‘acrodynamic’ type with Wxed
root accent; a ‘mesodynamic’ type with Wxed accent on the suYx; a
‘proterodynamic’ type in which the accent moved between root and
suYx; a ‘hysterodynamic’ type in which the accent moved between
suYx and ending; and an ‘amphidynamic’ type in which the accent
moved between root and ending, passing over the suYx. Greek �Æ��æ
‘father’, for example, would continue a hysterodynamic pattern of
accent movement, since the accent moves between the ‘suYx’
-�	æ-=-��æ- and the ending; cf. the acc. sg. �Æ��æÆ, gen. sg. �Æ�æ��.
Although occasional paradigms have continued the posited accent
patterns into attested daughter languages, accent paradigms are on
the whole reconstructed using indirect evidence (e.g. from ablaut).
The theory essentially relates to an earlier stage of reconstructed
Indo-European than that directly inherited by the daughter languages
such as Greek, and we therefore do not dwell on it here. The reader is
referred to Rix (1992: 121–4) for a more detailed exposition, and to
Szemerényi (1996: 161–2) for a brief history of scholarship in this area,
with further bibliography; the evidence is now collected and discussed
in detail by Kim (2002: 19–46).
A diVerent approach to early Indo-European accentuation has been

suggested by Dybo, Nikolayev, and Starostin (1978) and taken further
by Kortlandt (1986) and Lubotsky (1988). These scholars argue that at
an extremely early stage Indo-European had been a tonal language, in
which each syllable had its own distinctive tone. When an accent system
developed, accentual placement initially depended on the ‘tonal’ prop-
erties of the morphemes making up a word. For Lubotsky, the diVerent
tonal properties were conditioned by the various consonants in the
morpheme. For example, he relates the diVerence in accentuation be-
tween Vedic ká̄ma- m. ‘desire’ (initial accent) and sādá- m. ‘sitting,
riding’ (Wnal accent) to the fact that the Wrst word has a voiceless
stop in the root whereas the second has a plain voiced stop13 (1988:
97).14 Salmons (1992: 140–2) assembles typological claims about early

13 As Lubotsky explains (1988: 21), he is sympathetic to the glottalic theory of the IE

consonant system but retains the traditional terminology for the sake of clarity. Under

the most widespread version of the glottalic theory, the plain voiced stops of the

traditional system are taken to have been phonetically ejectives. Salmons (1993) exten-
sively reviews earlier literature on the subject.

14 For somediscussion and criticism see the reviews byHart (1990) and Jamison (1991).
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Indo-European that could be taken as supporting evidence for a tonal
system, and shows how the change from such a system to the accent
systems attested in the daughter languages would Wt into a typology of
accentual change. He does not, however, fully commit himself to a tonal
hypothesis.
Hirt’s Der indogermanische Akzent: Ein Handbuch (1895) provided a

synthesis of the comparative work of the preceding half century. This
work was superseded in 1929 by volume Wve (on accentuation) of his
Indogermanische Grammatik. The most up-to-date and systematic treat-
ments of Indo-European accentuation from a historical perspective are
still Kuryłowicz’s L’Accentuation des langues indo-européennes (second
edition, 1958) and his volume Akzent � Ablaut in the Indogermanische
Grammatik series edited by himself (1968).15

4.6 Treatments of historical problems within Greek

The early comparative work led scholars to tackle the Greek accent
itself from a historical point of view. It became possible to focus on the
respects in which Greek had innovated and to seek historical explan-
ations. The chief of these Greek innovations were the recessive accen-
tuation of Wnite verb forms and the law of limitation. Wackernagel’s
(1877) discussion of the recessive accent of the Wnite verb has already
been mentioned (p. 87).
Before the law of limitation can be explained, it needs to be formu-

lated in a way that is accurate and at the same time linguistically
realistic. There has been a long series of attempts to do this, and the
issue continues to occupy scholars. Gottfried Hermann (1801: 63–4)
attempted to formulate the law with reference only to the mora: the
accent could not be further from the end of the word than the third-to-
last mora. As he recognized, however, this formulation of the law fails
for words with a long vowel in the penultimate syllable and a short
vowel in the ultimate, e.g. ¼�Łæø��� ‘man’.16

Benloew (1847: 73) regarded the limitation of the accent as governed
by two factors: theweight of the Wnal syllable and the number of syllables

15 Some points of methodology and detail have been criticized in subsequent work,

especially where Kuryłowicz’s analogical mechanisms are concerned. For Greek, see e.g.

Kiparsky (1973: 800–2).
16 G. Hermann (1801: 64) and Göttling (1835: 27–8) suggested that in such words

the penultimate syllable is shortened somewhat. They appealed to Homeric subjunctives

such as Y���� ‘wemay go’ and �Y��� ‘you (pl.) may see’, taking these to be shortened forms

of Yø��� and �Y	��. This view was rejected by Benloew (1847: 75), who pointed out that

there are Sanskrit parallels for forms with short modal vowel expressing potentiality.

There is now no doubt that the Homeric forms do indeed continue IE short-vowel

athematic subjunctives.
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following the high pitch. That is to say, the accent could not fall further
than the third syllable from the end of the word, or more than one
syllable from a Wnal heavy syllable. This formulation had the merit of
stating the facts accurately, and enabled the main diYculties posed by
the law of limitation to be seen clearly.Why does the law appear to count
both the number of syllables after the accent and the weight of the Wnal
syllable? More seriously, why is it only the Wnal syllable whose weight is
taken into account? Can the law be formulated in such a way that it
emerges naturally from some simple and plausible principle?
Misteli (1868: 92–3) proposed an inXuential theory accounting for

the limitation of the accent with reference to a ‘middle pitch’ intermedi-
ate between the high pitch of an accented mora and the low pitch of an
unaccented one. This middle pitch was held to come after a high pitch,
before the voice comes back to the low pitch. Thus every acute accent
represented the Wrst element in a sequence high pitch–middle pitch–low
pitch. Representing the three pitch levels by h, m, and l (for ‘high’,
‘middle’, and ‘low’) above the relevant syllable (not Misteli’s own
notation) gives e.g.

h m l h m l
é le gon ¼ �º�ª�� ‘they said’; án thrō pos ¼ ¼�Łæø��� ‘man’

The essence of Misteli’s theory was that there must not be any of the
word left after the low pitch has been reached. In order to make the
theory explain the non-occurrence of words such as *��æ������ ‘being
carried’, Misteli argued that the high pitch could occupy only one mora:

h h m l
* *phé ro me nos ¼ ** ��æ������ ‘being carried’

is impossible.
To explain the legitimacy of ¼�Łæø��� ‘man’, however, Misteli argued

that where the two morae following the high pitch belonged to the same
syllable the middle pitch could easily occupy both of these morae as the
voice sank from the high pitch back to the low pitch:

h m m l
án thro o pos ¼ ¼�Łæø��� ‘man’

Misteli’s theory also requires that the low pitch at the end of the word
cannot occupy more than one mora. This restriction is needed to ac-
count for the position of the recessive accent in a word shaped like
ºÆ����ø ‘I take’, i.e.

h m l
lam bá no o ¼ ºÆ����ø ‘I take’
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rather than

h m l l
**lám ba no o ¼ **º���Æ�ø.

Hadley (1869–70) adopted Misteli’s theory with slight modiWcations
and formulated it as follows: ‘the early Greeks changed the older accent
of words so as to secure this cadence, ‘‘high tone, middle tone, short low
tone,’’ wherever it could be secured without throwing back the
accent’ (p. 12).
Maurice BloomWeld (1883: 44–56) attacked the ‘Misteli–Hadley

theory’, as he called it, and it was thereafter discredited. This was
largely because Hadley attempted to extend the theory to account also
for the Latin accent, making use of a postulated period of Graeco-Italic
or Graeco-Latin unity after the fragmentation of the Indo-European
parent language.17 There were serious objections, including evidence
that the rule determining the position of the classical Latin accent
(describable, like the Greek law of limitation, as a ‘Dreisilbengesetz’)
arose within Latin, and by the time BloomWeld wrote the idea of a
Graeco-Italic period had been given up (M. BloomWeld 1883: 49).
However, the extension of the theory to the Latin accent was not part
of Misteli’s original argument. The only other serious objection Bloom-
Weld (1883: 48 n. 1) raised was the failure of Misteli’s hypothesis to
account for the �ø�BæÆ rule (on which see p. 61). However, there is no
particular reason to assume that the �ø�BæÆ rule results from the same
principle as the law of limitation proper, especially as the law of limita-
tion probably belonged to all Greek dialects, at least at an early stage,18

whereas the �ø�BæÆ rule was not shared by Doric and may well have
been an innovation of Attic-Ionic (so implicitly Vendryes 1904: 57–8).
W. S. Allen, foreshadowed by Jakobson (1971a [1937]: 263), has

essentially reinvented the Misteli–Hadley theory independently.19 He
argues for a unit he calls the ‘contonation’, consisting of a high pitch on
the accented mora and a falling glide on the following mora, if part of
the same syllable, or otherwise on the subsequent syllable (1966: 10).20

He then formulates the law of limitation as follows: ‘Not more than one
mora may follow the contonation’ (p. 13).

17 For this Graeco-Latin hypothesis see Curtius (1859), attacked by Lottner (1860),
with a counterattack by Curtius (1860).

18 On Chadwick’s (1992) hypothesis concerning Thessalian accentuation, see p. 74.
19 Jakobson (1971a [1937]: 263) formulates the law of limitation as follows: ‘the

vocalic morae between the accented vocalic mora and the Wnal one cannot belong to diVerent
syllables. In other words, the span between the accented and the Wnal mora cannot exceed

one syllable.’ W. S. Allen introduced the notion of the ‘contonation’ as a signiWcant unit.
20 Kiparsky (1967: 75–6) also reaches the conclusion that the high pitch is followed by

a downward contour.
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An alternative approach to the law of limitation has been to deny that
a penultimate syllable with a long vowel genuinely contained two morae
for the purposes of accentuation. If the penultimate syllable only ever
contains one mora for accentual purposes, the law of limitation may be
stated simply as a constraint preventing the accent from falling further
from the end of the word than the third-to-last mora. This idea is to be
found in the work of several scholars of the early twentieth century:
Vendryes (1904: 55–6), Gauthiot (1913: 215), and, in essence, Meillet
(1916: 169–70).21 It was criticized by E. Hermann (1923: 88) and
Jakobson (1971a [1937]: 263) and then fell out of fashion for some
decades. It has since been revived by Kuryłowicz (1958: 107; 1968: 84)
and adopted also by Garde (1968: 145). This view is defended with the
observation that the contrast between acute and circumXex accents is
phonetically predictable on penultimate syllables with long vowels—it
depends on the length of the vowel in the Wnal syllable, at least in
Attic.22

There are some serious problems with the above-mentioned idea.
Penultimate syllables with long vowels clearly contain two morae for
purposes other than accentuation; for example, the long vowel causes
such a syllable to count as heavy in poetry. The advantages of a neat
formulation of the law of limitation in terms of three morae need
therefore to be set against the disadvantages of a messy treatment of
the penultimate syllable. The above-mentioned observation that acute
and circumXex accentuation do not contrast distinctively on penulti-
mate syllables depends, if it is to help explain the law of limitation in
historical terms, on the �ø�BæÆ rule being a common Greek phenom-
enon at least as old as the law of limitation. Kuryłowicz (1958: 110;
1968: 84 n. 3) assumes without question that Doric has innovated in
eliminating the �ø�BæÆ rule, but this is a moot point. In the light of these
diYculties it is unsurprising that, by contrast with W. S. Allen’s for-
mulation of the law of limitation in terms of a ‘contonation’, the theory
that the penultimate syllable can contain only one mora has recently
found little favour.
Although W. S. Allen’s ‘contonation’ theory has indeed been

inXuential, the law of limitation continues to occupy scholars (cf. also

21 This view is diVerent from that of G. Hermann (1801: 64) that a ‘long’ vowel in the

penultimate syllable of a word accented on the antepenultimate was physically shorter

than an ordinary long vowel (see n. 16 above). Vendryes (1904: 55), for example, states

quite clearly that a penultimate long vowel is just as long in actual duration as a Wnal long

vowel.
22 Note, however, that when a word ends in one of the diphthongs -ÆØ or -�Ø and is

accented on a long vowel in the penultimate syllable, the type of accent depends on

whether the Wnal diphthong counts ‘long’ or ‘short’ for accentuation (see p. 61), not on its

actual duration.
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Mouraviev 1972), and there have also been occasional attempts at amore
narrowly historical account in terms of successive stages (see Lucidi
1966, with earlier bibliography). Most recently, the tools of generative
phonology have been brought to bear on the synchronic side of the
matter; we shall turn to some generative treatments presently.
In addition to the law of limitation and the recessive accentuation of

the Wnite verb, further accentual innovations were also proposed for
Greek: Wheeler’s law, Vendryes’s law, and Bartoli’s law have been
discussed in Chapter 3.

4.7 Generative treatments of Greek accentuation

Linguistic research of the past century has been characterized by a
strong interest in the synchronic analysis of language, and in the mod-
elling of human linguistic processing. A number of fundamentally
diVerent types of model have emerged; one of the most prominent,
known as generative grammar, relies heavily on the notion that speakers
make use of a system of rules in which the signiWcant synchronic
regularities of a language are encoded.
A simple example will serve to illustrate this concept of synchronic

rules. Speakers of English clearly know, in some sense, that most nouns
form their plurals in [z] (as in dogs), in [s] (as in cats), or in [Iz] (as in
ashes), and furthermore that the form [z] occurs only after a voiced
sound that is not a sibilant, [s] only after a voiceless sound that is not
a sibilant, and [Iz] only after a sibilant.23 In a generative model, this

23 The fact that speakers are able to extend such a pattern to words they have never

heard before is easily demonstrated by what has come to be known as the ‘wug-test’ (see

Pinker 1999: 14–15 and index s.v. ‘wug-test’). A speaker of English is presented with an

invented word, such as wug, and asked to provide the plural. Most speakers will produce

the plural [wVgz] in accordance with our pattern. There is, however, much debate as to

how exactly speakers produce such forms, whether by the application of a rule or by

mental analogy with stored forms (see e.g. Nakisa, Plunkett, and Hahn 2000). Evidence
in favour of the use of actual rules would appear to come from the fact that in language

acquisition children typically pass through a stage in which incorrect but regular forms

such as ‘foots’ are produced; these suggest that a rule for the formation of regular plurals

has been acquired and is being used inappropriately because an exception has yet to be

learned. However, recent models of analogy-based morphological processing are able to

reproduce these eVects without recourse to rules (see e.g. Marchman, Plunkett, and

Goodman 1997). The use of rules in actual linguistic processing thus remains open to

debate. If, therefore, a rule-based model appears to provide useful insights e.g. in

historical work, it is worthwhile to consider whether the usefulness of such a model

actually furnishes some evidence in favour of rule-based processing or whether the same

insights could have been derived from an analogy-based model. I shall not attempt to

make such a judgement about the insights of the rule-based analyses of Greek accentu-

ation described here but shall, however, return brieXy to this question in relation to some

of my own results at the end of Ch. 13.
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regularity would be expressed by means of a rule deriving all of these
forms from a single basic or ‘underlying’ form. There would be room
for debate as to the appropriate basic form for the plural marker and as
to the exact rule, but if the basic form of the plural marker were taken to
be [z], a rule might state that [z] becomes [Iz] after a sibilant and is
devoiced to [s] after a voiceless consonant that is not a sibilant.24

Furthermore, our rule might be reWned slightly with the observation
that it consists in fact of two parts, the second of which becomes simpler
if the two parts are stated as separate rules that must apply in the
following order:

(i) [z] becomes [Iz] after a sibilant
(ii) [z] becomes [s] after a voiceless consonant

Rule (ii) may be stated in the form given rather than in the more
cumbersome form ‘[z] becomes [s] after a voiceless consonant that is
not a sibilant’ because if the plural marker (underlying [z]) were
being added to a stem ending in a voiceless sibilant, such as ash ([aS ]),
rule (i) would apply Wrst to produce ashes [aSIz]. Rule (ii) would then no
longer be applicable, because in the form produced by rule (i) the
consonant [z] does not follow a voiceless consonant but the vowel [I].
Any generative model of phonology thus includes, Wrstly, a store of

basic or underlying forms, called a lexicon.25 As its name suggests, the
lexicon consists essentially of words and information about words. As
our discussion of English plural marking implies, however, it is not
necessarily whole words that belong in the lexicon; signiWcant compon-
ents of words, or morphemes, such as the plural marker may also be
stored as separate items. Secondly, a generative model assumes a set of
ordered phonological rules that produce the forms of words (and
phrases, etc.) actually uttered, the surface forms, from sequences of
underlying forms. The process by which a surface form is so produced,
or derived, is called a derivation. Details, such as the principles on which
rules are ordered, diVer from one generative model to another. But let
us return to accents.
Systems of accentuation lend themselves rather well to description in

terms of rules, and have in fact been so described long before the advent

24 It is not my purpose here to produce a full account of English plural-marking,

which would also have to take into account matters such as the voicing of the sibilant at

the end of the stem house in the plural houses.
25 The exact conception of the lexicon diVers from one generative model to another; in

lexical phonology the lexicon is not only a repository of memorized elements but also a

processing unit where morphological and phonological rules interact to produce fully

formed words. But it remains true that all generative phonological models involve the

storage of basic items in the lexicon.
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of formal generative phonology. Generative phonology has now given
renewed impetus to the synchronic description of accent systems, in-
cluding those of Indo-European and its daughter languages, and has
also motivated attempts to describe changes in accentuation systems in
terms of changes to systems of synchronic rules.
Kiparsky (1967) Wrst applied the concepts of generative phonology to

Greek accentuation, aiming to show that certain apparent irregularities
were in fact describable in terms of the quite regular application of an
appropriate series of ordered rules. The irregularities in question in-
volve the declension and accentuation of certain third-declension nouns
whose accent moves between the stem and the ending, as in ���� ‘foot’,
acc. sg. ��Æ, gen. sg. ����, etc. In general, nouns exhibiting this kind
of accent movement have the accent on the last or only syllable of the
stem in the nominative, vocative, and accusative forms, and on the
ending in the genitive and dative forms; such nouns seem at Wrst sight
to form a lexically deWned class describable as subject to rules whose
eVect is to accent the stem-Wnal syllable in the nominatives, vocatives,
and accusatives and the ending in the genitives and datives. But some
nouns with mobile accentuation do not quite conform to the usual
pattern. For example, the word for ‘daughter’, Łıª��	æ, has the accent
of the nominative singular not on the stem-Wnal syllable (-�	æ) but on
the syllable that precedes; the accent of the genitive/dative dual
ŁıªÆ��æ�Ø� and that of the genitive plural ŁıªÆ��æø� fall not on the
ending but again on the preceding syllable. To bring these apparent
exceptions into the main class of nouns with mobile accentuation
Kiparsky posits a synchronic equivalent of Bartoli’s law (cf. p. 88)
shifting the accent from a long vowel in a Wnal syllable onto a short
vowel in the preceding syllable in words of more than two syllables:

underlying form: /thugatēr/ /thugateroin/ /thugaterōn/
‘normal’ rules for mobile
accentuation: /thugaté̄r / /thugateroı̂n / /thugaterôn/

‘Bartoli’s law’: /thugátēr/ /thugatéroin/ /thugatérōn/
surface form: /thugátēr/ /thugatéroin/ /thugatérōn/

Furthermore, the apparently irregular root accentuation of the genitive-
dative dual þ��Ø� and genitive plural þ�ø� of �s� ‘ear’ are described as
derived synchronically from underlying forms /owat-oin/, /owat-ōn/ by
the ordered application of several rules: Wrst the ‘normal’ rules for mobile
accentuation, then ‘Bartoli’s law’, and then a rule contracting underlying
/owa/ to /ō/:

underlying form: /owatoin/ /owatōn/
‘normal’ rules for mobile
accentuation: /owatoı̂n/ /owatôn/
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‘Bartoli’s law’: /owátoin/ /owátōn/
contraction: /ó̄toin/ /ó̄tōn/
surface form: /ó̄toin/ /ó̄tōn/26

The publication of Chomsky and Halle’s (1968) book on English
phonology, with an emphasis on English stress patterns, inspired gen-
erative treatments of the phonology of many languages. Sommerstein
(1973) tackled the phonology of Greek, including accentuation, mod-
elling his work on that of Chomsky and Halle. Another attempt to
describe the placement of the Greek accent following the same model
was made by Voyles (1974).
All these generative treatments emphasize not the positions of accents

on individual words but the existence of a system of rules for accent
placement. In a long article including a generative account of Greek,
Sanskrit, and Balto-Slavonic accentuation and a reconstruction of an
Indo-European system of accentual rules, Kiparsky (1973: 844) calls
for the extension of this interest in rules to the historical reconstruction
of the accentuation systems of unattested languages:

If the accent patterns of Greek, Sanskrit, and Lithuanian indeed result from the

sorts of very general and abstract rules set forth above, then we may understand

the failure of the ‘comparative method’ to lead to a satisfactory explanation of

the history of IE accentuation. The comparative method depends on establish-

ing regular correspondences between surface entities, in forms where analogical

changes have not operated. But in the material at hand there really are no

regular correspondences, in the usual sense, and no analogical changes to

speak of. An acute accent is in no way comparable to, say a p. An IE surface

accent, unlike a phoneme, is derived by a rule—which, because of its abstract

nature, may produce a very diVerent accent pattern in another input conWgura-

tion. The way tomake sense of the facts is to study the development of the rules.

From the beginning, these rule-based accounts allowed for interaction
between morphology and accentuation.27 For example, the rules
Kiparsky (1967) postulates for the accentuation of words with paradig-
matic accent movement make reference to the distinction between the
stem of a word and its ending. In the later article Kiparsky (1973) both
recognizes that traditional analyses of Greek accentuation involved
reference to morphological information and appeals to cross-linguistic
comparisons to widen the range of possible ways in which accentuation
may be morphologically determined:

26 I give here only a subset of Kiparsky’s ordered rules, with some simpliWcations and

not in Kiparsky’s own formulation.
27 More generally, some interaction between phonological and morphological pro-

cesses was recognized in early generative models of grammar, and such interaction has

become much more explicitly recognized in more recent models such as lexical phon-

ology.
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Underlying the traditional analysis is the unstated assumption thatmorphological

accent rules, such as those involved in the Greek declensions, are rules which put

accents on particular morphemes in particular morphological contexts. The

assumption is that theywill all take the form of the rules implicit in the discussion

so far, e.g. ‘in weak cases, the Wrst mora of the ending is accented’. But we know

that, althoughmany accent rules are indeed of this type, not all are. For example,

many languages have inherently pre-accented or inherently post-accented mor-

phemes—i.e. morphemes which put the accent on whatever syllable (or mora)

immediately precedes or follows them, regardless of what morpheme it may

belong to. Such a morpheme is the suYx -tā in Sanskrit, forming abstract

nouns, which is always pre-accented, e.g. púrus
˙
a- m. ‘man’, purus

˙
átā f. ‘man-

hood’. The detailed analysis of Japanese accentuation by McCawley [(1968:
130–83)] contains a number of similar examples. (Kiparsky 1973: 802)

Kiparsky (1973: 802) makes use of this insight in his analysis of
Greek. Words are divided into two main accentual classes, ‘basically
accented’ and ‘basically unaccented’. The ‘basically accented’ words
have a characteristic accent that remains on the same mora throughout
the paradigm (as far as permitted by the law of limitation). The ‘basic-
ally unaccented’ words are those in which the accent moves within the
paradigm, either between stem and endings as in some athematic stems
such as ���� ‘foot’, accusative singular ��Æ but genitive singular ����,
or between the second and Wrst mora of the stem-Wnal vowel, as in
accusative singular �ıª�� ‘Xight’ but genitive singular �ıªB�. Kiparsky
(1973: 802) accounts for the position of the accent of the ‘basically
unaccented’ words by means of the following rules:

(9) a. Strong cases [i.e. nominatives and accusatives] have presuYxal accent.

b. Weak cases [i.e. genitives and datives] have post-stem accent.28

[The -	- of �ıª�; �ıªB�, etc. is regarded as a ‘theme vowel’ belonging neither to

the stem nor to the inXectional suYx.]

Notice that in his discussion of possible types of morphological
accent rules Kiparsky referred to many languages having ‘inherently
pre-accented or inherently post-accented morphemes’, as if the prop-
erty of putting an accent on a certain syllable was a characteristic of the
morpheme itself. The view that accentual properties reside in
morphemes was already being adopted in work on Balto-Slavonic
accentuation;29 a synthesis of this work as far as 1976 was provided by
Garde (1976), and Kiparsky and Halle took up the conception in full in
a paper published the following year (1977). They postulated a number
of abstract characteristics for the accentual systems of Slavonic, Vedic,

28 Kiparsky’s (1973) analyses of the accentuation systems of Skt, Balto-Slavonic, and

IE are on similar lines.
29 See also e.g. McCawley’s (1968: 130–83) treatment of Japanese accentuation.
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Lithuanian, classical Greek, and Proto-Indo-European, including the
following (p. 209):

There are three basic classes of morphemes:

unaccented morphemes

accented morphemes, which have an accent on one vowel in their underlying

representation

preaccenting morphemes, which induce an accent on the immediately pre-

ceding vowel . . .

For Kiparsky and Halle every accented or preaccenting morpheme
contributes an accent to the underlying form of a word. On the surface,
however, a wordmust normally have one and only one accent. The rules
of the grammar thus need to derive a surface form fulWlling this re-
quirement from an underlying form that may contain one accent, more
than one, or none. Kiparsky andHalle postulate the ‘Basic Accentuation
Principle’ to take care of this requirement (p. 209):

If a word has more than one accented vowel, the Wrst of these gets the word

accent. If a word has no accented vowel, the Wrst vowel gets the word accent.

According to Kiparsky and Halle, morphemes may have one further
eVect: under certain circumstances, a morpheme (whether or not it is
underlyingly accented) may cause ‘deaccentuation’ of all preceding
morphemes in the word, so that the surface accent of the word is derived
as if all the preceding morphemes were underlyingly unaccented:

a given morpheme may trigger the rule of Deaccentuation . . . which deaccents

the entire preceding string. Whether or not a morpheme triggers Deaccentua-

tion is in part speciWed in its lexical entry, and in part predictable morpholo-

gically. (Kiparsky and Halle 1977: 210)

Although in the Wrst sentence of the paper classical Greek is named as
one of the languages whose accentual system shares the characteristics
postulated, Kiparsky and Halle do not elaborate further on Greek here.
In a later article Halle and Kiparsky (1981: 161–80) expand on their
system further; Greek is again mentioned from time to time, but actual
examples are drawn exclusively from Balto-Slavonic languages and
Sanskrit.
Steriade (1988: 276–80) made an important modiWcation to the Basic

Accentuation Principle of Kiparsky and Halle, in so far as it was to
apply to Greek. In Steriade’s analysis, if the underlying form of a word
has more than one inherent accent, it is the inherent accent nearest to
the end of the word, not the one nearest to the beginning, that surfaces.
Her evidence consists of words in which a derivational suYx that
induces Wnal accentuation has been added to a Wnally accented base,
e.g. ºØªıæ�� ‘sharp’, derivative of ºØª�� ‘shrill’. In all Steriade’s examples
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the derivative has an accent on the last derivational suYx, not on the
preceding syllable. Although some Greek evidence appears to support
the view that the Wrst inherent accent in a word surfaces (as long as it
does not violate the law of limitation), Steriade argues that this evidence
is better interpreted in another way. This evidence comprises the third-
declension nominal forms with mobile accent, e.g. ���� ‘foot’, acc. sg.
��Æ, gen. sg. ����, which contrast with paradigms such as that of ��ºÆ�
‘guard’, acc. sg. ��ºÆŒÆ, gen. sg. ��ºÆŒ��, with accent on the stem
throughout. Within a model on which the Wrst inherent accent surfaces,
the stem ��- would be taken as inherently unaccented, the stem ��ºÆŒ-
and the genitive singular ending -�� as inherently accented. The inher-
ent accent of -�� would only surface when this ending appears after an
unaccented stem, as in ����; in ��ºÆŒ�� the inherent accent of the
genitive singular ending -�� would be overridden by that of the preced-
ing stem ��ºÆŒ-. In ��ºÆŒÆ the stem is inherently accented but the
ending is not, while in ��Æ both stem and ending are inherently
unaccented; in the latter case a recessive accent would be assigned by
default, just as in Kiparsky and Halle’s model for Indo-European an
accent on the initial syllable of a word is assigned by default to a word
with no inherent accents (Kiparsky and Halle 1977: 209, quoted
above). However, the kind of paradigmatic accentual mobility found
in the word for ‘foot’ is restricted, with very few exceptions, to athem-
atic nominal forms with monosyllabic stems, to which it applies almost
consistently. Steriade therefore argues that it is better interpreted as a
rule that applies to a small class of words only, not as the basic accen-
tuation principle for Greek. Steriade (1988: 280) does, however, accept
the view of Kiparsky and Halle that the Wrst inherent accent in a word
surfaced in Indo-European.
Steriade (1988: 280–1) also noted that some Greek suYxes cause

‘deaccentuation’: they cause lexical accents on all preceding morphemes
in a word to be cancelled. The evidence comes fromwords whose suYxes
cause them to be recessive regardless of the accentuation of the baseword;
an example is the suYx -Ø% that derives feminine nouns. These feminine
words are recessive even where the base word is not, including where
the accent of the base word could potentially have surfaced in the deriva-
tive without violating the law of limitation. Thus �Æ��º�ØÆ ‘queen’ is
derived from �Æ�Øº��� ‘king’, Iº�Ł�ØÆ ‘truth’ is derived from Iº	Ł��
‘true’, and I����ØÆ ‘impiety’ is derived from I����� ‘impious’.
In Steriade’s analysis, then, the inherent accent nearest to the end of the

word surfaces in Greek if there is more than one inherent accent. How-
ever, if all inherent accents precede the part of the word where the law of
limitation allows a surface accent to fall, then a recessive accent appears on
the surface. If there is no inherent accent in a word, it is also a recessive
accent that surfaces. And Wnally, if there is an inherent accent in a position
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where it could potentially surface (i.e.where itwould not violate the law of
limitation) but it has been cancelled by a deaccenting element nearer to the
end of the word, it is again a recessive accent that surfaces. These par-
ticulars are accepted by Halle in subsequent work (1997: 303–5) as well
as, in essence, by Sauzet (1989) and Golston (1990).
Another major contribution of Steriade’s (1988) has been to initiate a

debate over how the accentuation rules for Greek should be implemen-
ted in a ‘metrical’ model of phonology. In a metrical model (for which
see Hayes 1995), accentual phenomena are described as resulting from
an abstract and hierarchical structure of prominence relations between
deWnite constituents in a word—morae, syllables, certain groups of
syllables, etc. This structure is dependent on an analysis of the word
into groups of syllables called feet; the idea that syllables may be so
grouped is based on languages such as English, in which a long word
tends to have not only the main word accent but also one or more
secondary accents. Many long words of English, such as extraterritorial,
contain a secondary stress on every other syllable, counting from the
main word accent backwards towards the beginning of the word: èxtra-
tèrritórial (� ¼ secondary accent;� ¼ main word accent); further ex-
amples include pàleòntológical, ùngrammàticálity, pronùnciátion,
coùnterı̀ndicátion. The occurrence of these secondary accents gives
rhythm to the whole word, rather as a regular ‘beat’ gives rhythm to
music. In a metrical model the syllables of these words are envisaged as
falling into rhythmic groups or feet as follows:

(extra)(terri)(tori)<al>
(pale)(onto)(logi)<cal>
(ungra)(mmati)(cali)<ty>
pro(nunci)(ation)
(counte)(rindi)(cation)

(In some English words, the Wnal syllable falls outside the structure of
alternating stresses. Syllables enclosed within triangular brackets, as
<al>, are ‘extrametrical’, or ignored by the principles of syllabic
grouping. The Wrst syllable of pronunciation, which I leave
unbracketed, fails to fall into a two-syllable foot not because it is
ignored when it could be included but because it is left by itself
after as many two-syllable feet as possible have been constructed
from the end of the word towards the beginning.)

Within each foot, the Wrst syllable is the rhythmically most prominent
or ‘head’ syllable, rather as the Wrst beat in a bar of music is the most
salient. Within the whole word, the most prominent foot is the last; the
head syllable of the last foot carries the main word stress in these
English words. The principles of English rhythm and stress assignment
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are complex, whatever the model used to describe them. Some words,
such as chàracterı́stically or ı̀ntergaláctic, have two unstressed syllables
between the syllable with secondary stress and the one with primary
stress; but it is not our purpose here to delve too deeply into these
matters. What is important is that a metrical model takes as fundamen-
tal not the location of stresses per se but the groupings of various
elements and the prominence relations between them.
Metrical models involving the grouping of syllables into feet assume

that foot-construction rules vary from language to language. In some
languages, feet are constructed, as in English, starting at the end (or
almost at the end) of the word; other languages start at the beginning.
Again depending on the language, either the Wrst syllable in a foot (as in
English) or the last will count as its head, or rhythmically most prom-
inent part. For most languages, feet are taken to contain at most two
syllables, but the foot-construction rules may or may not take account
of syllable weight. For example, some languages do not allow a heavy
syllable to fall in the weak part of a two-syllable foot, preferring to
construct a one-syllable foot consisting of the heavy syllable alone.30

For ancient Greek, there is no very direct evidence that speech was
characterized by rhythmic groupings of syllables as it is in English,31

but it is possible that syllables were so grouped even in the absence of
surviving direct evidence. Metrical analyses of Greek accentuation,
beginning with Steriade’s (1988), seek to discover a rhythmic organ-
ization of syllables or morae from which hitherto descriptively awkward
facts such as the law of limitation might follow with immediate clarity,
and whose justiWcation would be precisely the light shed on such ac-
centual phenomena.
Steriade (1988: 276) proposes that in Greek words to which recessive

accentuation is to be assigned an absolutely word-Wnal consonant is
extrametrical, i.e. ignored by the foot-construction rules, as is a Wnal
syllable that is light once any absolutely word-Wnal consonant has been
discounted. When these extrametrical constituents have been excluded,
two-syllable feet are constructed from the end of the word towards the
beginning, with no further account taken of syllable weight. In each foot
the syllable nearest to the beginning of the word is the head; at the level
of the word the last foot is the head. These rules allow the syllable that
is, ex hypothesi, the rhythmically most prominent in the word, the Wrst
syllable of the last foot, to coincide with the correct position for a

30 Although foot-construction rules are language-speciWc, they seem to operate within

a Wnite and rather small set of options; see Hayes (1995, esp. 62–85).
31 For an attempt to assemble such evidence, see Devine and Stephens (1994:

99–156); cf. Ch. 2 n. 11.
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recessive accent. Steriade’s analysis of the structure of a recessive word
may be illustrated as follows:

(e.phe.)(ró.mee.)<n> ¼ K��æ��	�
(e.phe.)(ró.me.)<tha> ¼ K��æ���ŁÆ
(án.throo.)<po.><s> ¼ ¼�Łæø���

(Long vowels are shown as sequences of two short vowels. Syllable
divisions are indicated using dots. ( ) ¼ foot boundaries. <> ¼
boundaries of extrametrical constituents.)

Not all words are recessive, however. Final light syllables, for ex-
ample, may be accented, as in ºØªıæ�� ‘light’. Steriade assumes that such
a syllable has an accent present in the underlying form of the morpho-
logical element to which it belongs. An underlying accent (a) prevents
its syllable from being extrametrical, and (b) forces its syllable to be
placed in a strong position in foot-construction: (li.)(gú.)(ró.)<s> rather
than **(li.gú.)<ró.><s> or **(li.)(gú.ró.)<s>.
The foot structure Steriade proposes for Greek, which was taken up by

Halle (1997: 303–8), gives correct results on the surface but involves an
appeal to extrametricality that is problematic in various respects (see the
critiquebySauzet1989:89–90). Inparticular, foot-construction seems to
be sometimes sensitive to syllable weight but not accentuation, and some-
times to accentuation but not syllable weight. Thus, a Wnal light syllable is
extrametrical unless it has an underlying accent, but a Wnal heavy syllable
is never extrametrical, even when it has no underlying accent.32

An alternative foot structure, not dependent on the position of the
accent, is proposed by Sauzet (1989). Feet contain no more than two
syllables and their assignment proceeds from the end of the word to the

32 For Halle (1997: 303–5), extrametricality is expressed in terms of edge-marking

parameters. In particular, a right parenthesis is inserted before a Wnal light syllable, and a

left parenthesis before an inherently accented element. Thus underlying (ma.thee.)si.s (cf.

surface ��Ł	�Ø�) ‘learning’ would have a Wnal light syllable that is not inherently accented,

whereas underlying (bra.)(dú.s (cf. surface �æÆ��) ‘slow’ would have a Wnal syllable that is

inherently accented. This formulation has the advantage that the special characteristic of

Wnal light syllables—being preceded by a right parenthesis—is constant. However, it still

leaves the diYculty that in some cases the foot structure determines accentuation

whereas in others it is the accentuation that determines the foot structure. For Halle,

this is not a problem because an ‘accented’ element—one that is specially marked (in

some way) in the underlying representation—is carefully distinguished from a ‘stressed’

element—one that is phonetically prominent in the surface representation (see e.g. Halle

1997: 278 n. 1). Thus for Halle ‘accent’ may inXuence foot structure but ‘stress’ may not.

However, although this formulation avoids circularity it leaves the problem that the

syllables counting as heavy for the scansion of Greek poetry should probably be the same

as those that must be placed in a strong position in foot-construction. Since the scansion

of Greek poetry is independent of the pitch accent, it is preferable not to assume that foot

structure depends either on surface accentuation or on underlying features that deter-

mine the position of the surface accent.
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beginning, with no extrametrical syllables. The Wrst syllable in each foot
is the head, and single-syllable feet are allowed in preference to the
placing of a heavy syllable in the weak position of the foot. Each of
Sauzet’s feet thus consists of two light syllables, or a heavy syllable
followed by a light one, or a single heavy syllable.33

Golston (1990) adopts a foot structure similar to that of Sauzet, but
feet consist of no more than twomorae instead of two syllables. Feet thus
consist of two light syllables or a single heavy syllable;34 a heavy syllable
followed by a light one is not a possible foot for Golston. A Wnal light
syllable is left out of foot-construction unless preceded by a light
syllable (see Golston 1990: 73). Under this analysis, the Wnal foot
always begins in the same place as under Sauzet’s analysis, but may be
followed by an extrametrical syllable.

Foot structures after Sauzet (1989):
li.(gu.ró.)s ¼ ºØªıæ��
(laip.)(see.)(róo)n ¼ ºÆØł	æH�
(án.)(th roo.po)s ¼ ¼�Łæø���

Foot structures after Golston (1990):
li.(gu.ró.)s ¼ ºØªıæ��
(laip.)(see.)(róo)n ¼ ºÆØł	æH�
(án.)(throo.)<po>s ¼ ¼�Łæø���35

For Golston, as for Sauzet, foot structure does not depend on the
position of the accent. The position of the pitch accent also does not
necessarily coincide with the metrically prominent position (the Wrst
syllable of the last foot). Using either Golston’s foot structure or
Sauzet’s, assignment of the recessive accent (as in ¼�Łæø���) may be stated
as a rule assigning high pitch to the syllable immediately preceding the
metrically prominent syllable, i.e. to the last syllable before theWnal foot.36

33 Hayes (1995: 75) introduces the term ‘uneven trochee’ for quantity-sensitive

trochaic feet of this kind, only to dispense with this type as a primitive metrical unit

(p. 77). The type does, however, feature in Hayes’s typology; it is treated as a manifest-

ation of the syllabic trochee (for which in general see Hayes 1995: 63, 182–205),
occurring in syllabic-trochee languages that have a contrast between heavy and light

syllables (see Hayes 1995: 101–5).
34 i.e. ‘moraic’ rather than ‘syllabic’ trochees (see Hayes 1995: 69, 125–82).
35 I represent the foot structures of Sauzet andGolston as if they treat Wnal consonants as

not belonging to the preceding syllable at the point in a derivation where accentuation is

assigned. This issue is not explicitly raised by Sauzet or Golston (although see Golston

1990: 82 n. 14), but the assumption made here is compatible with, and required by, their

accounts.
36 For words that are too short for the recessive accent rule to apply in the normal way

(because they contain only a single foot) the high tone is simply associated with the Wrst

available syllable (see Sauzet 1989: 94–5).
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Fornon-recessivewords such as ºØªıæ�� and ºÆØł	æH�, Sauzet posits under-
lying accents.37 These take precedence over the accent assigned by the
recessive accent rule when they fall nearer to the end of the word than
the position for recessive accentuation, but without changing the foot
structure (Sauzet 1989: 103–6).
Both on Steriade’s analysis and on those of Sauzet and Golston, the

law of limitation is simply a side-eVect of the rules assigning accents. All
of these analyses therefore contribute to the discussion as to how to
formulate the law of limitation, but the problem remains essentially
unsolved as long as there is no real agreement on the details of the
phonological analysis from which the law of limitation should follow.
On the other hand, all the above-mentioned scholars agree that the
accent rules assign recessive accentuation to words for which there are
no underlying accents, or at least none nearer to the end of the word
than the position for recessive accentuation. Radically diVerent metrical
analyses thus agree on a point to which we shall return in Chapter 5, the
status of the Greek recessive accent as a ‘default’ accent, one that is
assigned in the absence of overriding accents in a word’s underlying
form.
The ancient Greek accent continues to be of interest for current

issues in linguistic theory. At present, there is debate over whether a
phonological model of a fundamentally generative type (one involving
the derivation of a surface form from an underlying form) needs to refer
to forms intermediate between the ultimate underlying form and the
surface form, and if so, how many levels are needed and whether they
have special properties. Noyer (1997) contributes to this debate on the
basis of Attic Greek accentuation and its interaction with syllabiWcation,
oVering the answer that intermediate levels of representation are neces-
sary, probably without special properties.

4.8 Conclusion

We cannot know as much about the accentuation of ancient Greek as
native speakers of the language knew at least implicitly. However, we
can perhaps now know more than has been known at any period since
the collapse of the ancient Greek pitch accent, and several issues raised
during the past millennium have now been resolved. Owing to the
discovery of accented papyri, we can be sure that the accent system
found in the medieval manuscripts was in place (though with some
diVerences of notation) by the second century bc, and the fragments
of ancient Greek music help to conWrm this conclusion. In addition, the

37 Golston does not discuss how accent is assigned to non-recessive words.
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latter help to conWrm the important role played by pitch as a phonetic
correlate of the ancient Greek accent.
At the same time, new work on accent theory and typology has led

new questions to be asked about the Greek accent system. Given recent
evidence that languages employ principles of rhythmic grouping of
syllables into feet, can we discover a foot structure for ancient Greek,
and can so doing help us to understand the law of limitation? Further-
more, we now know that the term ‘pitch accent’ covers a number of
rather diVerent kinds of accent system: exactly what kind of ‘pitch
accent’ did ancient Greek have? W. S. Allen (1973) and most recently
Devine and Stephens (1994) have approached the prosodic system of
Greek, including its accentuation, with detailed reference to typological
studies.
Advances in our understanding of the history of Greek have also

made it possible to ask historical questions that one could scarcely
have asked two hundred years ago: how did the Greek accent system
come to be the way it is; was the position of the accent always as diYcult
to predict as it appears to be in the system we know, or did it somehow
become so? In Part II we shall be mainly interested in questions of
history, but shall draw on the insights of theoretical and typological
work where these can help us in our historical enquiry.
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5 INTRODUCTION TO PART II

To aYx these signs correctly is a work of no small diYculty, and for

our guidance we Wnd either principles so vague that they cannot be

applied, or rules so numerous that they cannot be remembered.

Chandler (1881), pp. v–vi.

5.1 Irregularity in Greek accentuation:
why in need of explanation?

Students of ancient Greek are constantly perplexed by the diYculty of
mastering the accents. In the British Isles, there has been a long-
standing debate as to whether their learning is worth the eVort involved.
Nobody on either side of the issue would deny that this eVort is indeed
considerable.
But why should anybody expect mastering accents to be easy? People

do not complain about having to learn for each word individually
whether it contains the consonant p, and if so where in the word this
consonant occurs; why do they complain about having to learn whether
a word has an acute accent, and if so where the acute falls? The reason is
hinted at in the quotation from Chandler heading this chapter. There
seem to be some principles and rules behind Greek accentuation, but on
trying to formulate them one Wnds that they have many exceptions,
unless formulated in such a way as to be too vague to be useful or so
numerous as to be practically a list of data. The presence or absence of
an acute accent on the Wnal syllable of a word is more predictable than
the presence or absence of the consonant p, given some knowledge
about the word—what part of speech it is and what its morphological
structure is. For example, if a word is an adjective and has the suYx -æ�-
it is likely to have an acute on the Wnal syllable (as in KæıŁæ�� ‘red’). But
this prediction is not always fulWlled, since there are exceptions (such as
�ÆFæ�� ‘small’). The Greek accent system thus holds out some hope of
being easily learnable by the non-native student of the language, yet this
hope is continually frustrated.
But this is not the place to worry about the plight of the student of

Greek. Native speakers were clearly able to master the system, perhaps
because they had the advantage of constant practice, which, as Koster
(1962: p. vii) admonishes us, is ‘the only way to become proWcient in
these matters’, or perhaps because they understood the system rather



better than we do (if for the most part implicitly). But the existence of so
much irregularity in what appears to be in some way a system is worth
investigating for any insights that can be gained about either the syn-
chronic properties or the prehistory of Greek accentuation.

5.2 Synchronic characteristics of the Greek accent system
(i): the status of recessive accentuation

This and the following chapters are devoted to irregularity in various
areas of Greek nominal accentuation and to an attempt to elucidate at
least some of this irregularity in historical terms. Crucial to the sort of
explanation oVered will be certain synchronic properties of the Greek
accent system. These concern the status of recessive accentuation as in
some sense the most basic, most regular, or in the terms of some models
‘default’ accent pattern, and the interaction between Greek accentu-
ation and morphology. We have already seen (§ 4.7 above) how these
ideas are applied in recent work. In this and the following sections
I collect the evidence for those structural aspects of the system that
rest on a suYciently Wrm foundation to be useful in historical work, and
that the individual case studies will indeed exploit.
For some Greek words, the position of the accent is simply a charac-

teristic of the word—it does not participate in any wider synchronic
pattern. An example might be the word ›�� ‘way’. No group of words
to which ›�� clearly belongs (for example, nouns, second-declension
nouns, second-declension feminine nouns, nouns terminating in -��,
words meaning ‘way’, etc.) can be said to have predominantly Wnal
accentuation. In other instances, by contrast, a word does belong to a
wider group of words predominantly accented in the same way. For
example, '��ØŒ�� ‘Attic’ belongs to a large class of non-compound1

adjectives whose last derivational suYx is -ØŒ�-; all of these are Wnally
accented except for a few pronominal adjectives ( º�Œ�� ‘as great as’,
etc.: see pp. 94–5). In a rule-based phonological model such as those
described in the previous chapter (§ 4.7), one might describe the accent
of '��ØŒ�� as due to an underlying characteristic of the suYx -ØŒ�-. The
accent of ›��, on the other hand, would be due to an underlying
characteristic only of the stem ›�-, not of any element that also char-
acterized other words.
At Wrst sight, a word such as ¼�Łæø��� ‘person’ is clearly one whose

recessive accent is characteristic only of itself; it does not fall under any
wider pattern. And yet rather many Greek words whose accents are not
obviously examples of any particular patterns happen to be recessive.

1 A few compounds or preWxed forms in -ØŒ�- (e.g. I���ØŒ�� ‘unscientiWc’,

(��æ�ı���ºØŒ�� ‘pluperfect’) are recessive, although most are Wnally accented.
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Likewise, rather many words whose accents do seem to belong to wider
patterns are also recessive. One might even suggest that the word
¼�Łæø��� belongs to a wider group of words consisting of Greek
words in general, and that these are predominantly recessive. Excep-
tions to this ‘general pattern’ abound, of course; some are individual
words such as ›��while some are classes of words such as the adjectives
in -ØŒ�-.
It is not immediately obvious that thinking in terms of such a general

pattern is in any way helpful. Knowing that Greek words are generally
recessive does not help one to know that ¼�Łæø��� conforms to this
general pattern whereas ›�� does not, any more than knowing that
most dogs are not dangerous is helpful in a situation where what is
crucial is whether a particular dog is dangerous or not. And yet if one
were supplied with a list of dangerous dogs in the community, it would
suYce to know about dogs not on the list that they were not dangerous.
The general or ‘default’ rule about dogs would be that they are not
dangerous; exceptions consisting of individual dogs or speciWc groups
of dogs would need to be speciWcally included on the list. We have seen
(§ 4.7) that several theoretical models of Greek accentuation treat the
recessive accent as precisely a ‘default’ accent for Greek, the accent that
is assigned if the underlying form of a word contains no information
whose eVect is to produce a non-recessive accent.2

Keeping a list of dangerous dogs is not the only way in which one
could keep track of dangerous dogs. Another possibility would be to
keep a list of non-dangerous dogs, or simply to keep an inventory of
dogs including information about dangerousness. If one wanted to
know how a particular person or community remembered about dan-
gerous dogs, it ought to be possible to investigate the matter in some
way: by asking people, inspecting their public records, noticing what
sorts of mistakes involving dogs were made, and so on. The answer to
such a question might or might not turn out to be a straightforward one,
but it ought to be amenable to practical investigation.
Short of Wnding a way to revive native speakers of ancient Greek and

subject them to various kinds of accentuation tests, we will probably
never know for certain whether their knowledge of accents was sig-
niWcantly supportedby an awareness of a general pattern thatmostGreek
words are recessive. We can, however, bring indirect evidence of vari-
ous kinds to bear on the question. This evidence comes from a range of
phenomena, some synchronic and some diachronic, of a sort that tend to
be discussed in studies of ‘markedness’. The notion of markedness is at
worst rather vague, and at best the term is used in a number of diVerent

2 See Kiparsky (1967: 77); Warburton (1970: 108); Sommerstein (1973: 133); Ster-
iade (1988); Sauzet (1989); Halle (1997: 303–5); cf. Laum (1920: 22).
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senses.3 The various attempts to deWne the term do, however, share a
common aim: to identify patterns that speakers of a language treat as in
some way normal or basic—or ‘unmarked’—for the language4 and
other, ‘marked’, patterns that they do not. It is not clear that the various
phenomena which have been claimed to indicate markedness or its
opposite indicate exactly the same thing or necessarily correlate with
each other, but it will be instructive to see how the Greek recessive
accent compares with these various indications of markedness or un-
markedness. It will be important to keep in mind the question we wish
to answer: was the ancient Greeks’ knowledge of accents supported by
an awareness of a very basic pattern—albeit one with many exceptions
and classes of exceptions—that Greek words are recessive?

5.2.1 The numerical preponderance of recessive words

We shall begin by adding some substance to the claim made above that
‘rather many’ Greek words are recessive. Frequency of occurrence of a
pattern is certainly not suYcient, and it has been shown that it is not
even necessary,5 for there to be an awareness of its general validity.
Recall that the fact that most dogs in a community are not dangerous
does not prove that members of the community are aware of this fact or
make use of it in keeping track of dangerous dogs (cf. Pinker 1999: 214).
Moreover, one could keep track of dangerous dogs by keeping a list of
non-dangerous dogs, even if non-dangerous dogs far outnumbered
dangerous ones. However, most often a pattern that speakers of a
language take to be basic or regular is indeed more frequent than
competing patterns.6 It is at least worth substantiating the impression
that recessive words preponderate in Greek, not because such prepon-
derance would answer our question in itself but because it may lend
some plausibility to an answer based on other evidence.
In fact, in a random sample of 1,021 words taken from LSJ,7 we Wnd

667 recessive words (65%), 334 non-recessively accented words (33%)
and 20 unaccented words (2%).8 If instead of counting word types in a

3 For a clear summary, see Hyman (1975: 143–9).
4 I am not concerned here with the question of universal markedness.
5 See Pinker (1999: 214–39), with further bibliography.
6 On the relationship between markedness and frequency of occurrence, see Tiersma

(1982); Bybee (1985: 74–7).
7 The sample consisted of the last entry on every odd-numbered page. The last actual

entry rather than the last headword was used in order not to bias the sample in favour of

words more likely to appear as headwords (in particular, underived forms).
8 Words were counted as recessive if they are recessive on the surface, i.e. if their

surface accent falls as near to the beginning of the word as permitted by the law of

limitation. ‘Contracted verbs’ were counted in their contracted forms (although LSJ list

them in an uncontracted form). Thus, �{�H ‘honour’ (listed as �{��ø) was counted as

non-recessive. One could argue that contracted verbs should have been counted as
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dictionary we count word tokens in a text, we again Wnd more recessive
than non-recessive words. Thus, in the Wrst Wfty lines of text in Jones’s
Oxford Classical Text edition of Thucydides, there are 431 word
tokens, of which 197 are recessively accented (46%), 62 are non-
recessively accented (14%) and 172 are unaccented (40%).9 When we
count tokens, although there are still more recessive words, the propor-
tion of recessive words is not as great as when we counted types. This
result is due mainly to a number of very common words that are
unaccented (e.g. ��, KŒ, ‰�).

5.2.2 A tendency for loan words to be treated as recessive

Sommerstein (1973: 133), in arguing that recessive accentuation was an
unmarked accentuation for Greek words, notes that loan words (as well
as various other classes of words) are mostly recessive. When words are
borrowed from one language into another, the borrowing language may
retain the accentuation the words had in the source language. Alterna-
tively, the borrowing language may change the accentuation in order to
replace more unusual with less unusual accent patterns. If the accents of
loan words are changed, the changes made should give a clue as to what
were felt to be the normal accent patterns for the borrowing language.
In English, for example, disyllabic nouns, such as élbow or cábbage, are
usually stressed on the Wrst syllable.10 In French, native words are

recessive, since contraction clearly operated as a synchronic phonological rule after

accent assignment (cf. Noyer 1997). However, counting contracted verbs as recessive

would only strengthen the point being made here, and so I count them as non-recessive

for the sake of a conservative estimate. Words that were counted as unaccented were

(a) all forms of the article; (b) prepositions (those that occur in this count or the following

count from Thucydides are I��, (��æ, (��, �æ��, K�, �N�, �Ææ�, K��, �æ�, Ø�, KŒ=K�, ŒÆ��,
I��, K�); (c) the proclitics �N, ŒÆ�, ‰�, �P=�PŒ=�P�, Iºº�, �P�, ��; (d) enclitics and possible

enclitics (those that occur are ��, ���, �, ª�æ, �Ø�, ��Ø, �N�� (‘I am’), K���, �ø, ª�). There has

been some disagreement over exactly which forms should be counted as proclitic,

especially as concerns the various forms of the deWnite article; see Vendryes (1904:
67–73); Postgate (1924: 61–3); Schwyzer (1953: 387); Bally (1945: 107–9); Sommer-

stein (1973: 136–47, 156–8); Devine and Stephens (1994: 356–61); Probert (2003:
138–42). The status of ���, �, and ª�æ as enclitics is disputed (and modern printed

texts do not treat them as enclitics); see Vendryes (1904: 107); Devine and Stephens

(1994: 354–5). Against � as an enclitic, see Io. Al. 31. 25–6 and (implicitly) Arc. 5. 7.
9 Words were again counted as recessive if they are recessive on the surface. InXected

forms were counted as recessive if they are themselves recessive on the surface, regard-

less of the accentuation of other forms in the paradigm. In this respect the count of words

in Thucydides diVered from the count of words in LSJ, since words counted in LSJ were

all citation forms. Instances where this diVerence aVected the accent counted were rare

but, for example, the aorist inWnitive �Ø���F�ÆØ ‘trust’ was counted as non-recessive in

the count from Thucydides whereas in the count from LSJ the only form of the verb

�Ø����ø ‘trust’ that could have occurred was the recessive �Ø����ø.
10 For stress on the Wrst syllable as the productive or regular, and in some traditions

unmarked, stress pattern for disyllabic nouns in English, cf. Hyman (1975: 146).
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stressed on the Wnal syllable, and if they are borrowed into English this
Wnal stress may be kept (as in crusáde,motı́f ). For some words, however,
this Wnal stress is replaced by initial stress. The point may be illustrated
by a number of English words whose stress C. Barber (1997: 131)
mentions as having moved to the initial syllable between Shakespeare’s
time and the present day. All the disyllabic words included are words of
ultimately Latin origin borrowed via French (the list also includes
words that are not disyllabic, but these will not concern us here):

This [the change of the verb envy from Wnal to initial stress] illustrates a general

tendency in English in recent centuries, namely for stress to be moved to the

Wrst syllable, especially in two-syllable words. In many Shakespeare passages, it

is necessary to give second-syllable stress to such words as advertise, aspect,
authorise, canonise, character, compact n., contents, demonstrate, essay n., increase
n., instinct, nobody, obdurate, persever, precinct, protest n., record n., sinister.

Such changes in the accentuation of loan words help to establish that
disyllabic words with the stress on the second syllable are not merely
unusual from an English perspective; some sort of awareness that such
words ought to be or are most regularly stressed on the Wrst syllable
motivates a change in their accentuation over time.
In order to use the accents of words borrowed into Greek as evidence

about the accent patterns that were felt to be normal or regular for
Greek, we must have information about the accentuation of the source
languages. A language with which Greek was in contact and for which
we have such information is Latin. The accentuation of Latin words
borrowed into Greek has recently become a subject for debate (Clarysse
1997; Radt 1998, 1999; Kramer 1998), and the issues raised in this
discussion need to be brieXy addressed.
Wackernagel (1926: 57–9), in discussing the accentuation of Latin

words borrowed into Greek, pointed out that in most cases Greek could
preserve the position of the Latin accent without violating the Greek
law of limitation and stated that on the whole Greek preserved the
position of the Latin accent. He allowed for three types of exception
to this general rule.

(a) Words with light penultimate syllable and heavy Wnal syllable.
These were accented on the antepenultimate syllable in Latin,
where Greek did not allow an accent to fall in words whose Wnal
syllable was heavy. In Greek, these words generally received a
recessive accent (e.g. Œ���ıæ�ø� ¼ Latin centúriō ‘centurion’).11

(b) Words that received a Greek recessive accent not coinciding with
the Latin accent position, although an accent in the Latin position

11 Words that ended in Lat. -iă but were assimilated to the Gk class of abstract nouns

in -�$ (e.g. Œ�ı��ø�$ ‘watching’, Lat. custōdiă) are counted in this category.
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would have been phonologically possible (e.g. ��Œ�ºº�� ¼ Latin
macéllum ‘provision-market’).

(c) Words with one of a small number of speciWc terminations that
often receive a Wnal accent in Greek (not coinciding with the
position of the Latin accent); e.g. (i) words in -ō(n) (Greek -ø�):
º�ª�#�12 (Latin légiō ‘legion’), ˚�æ�Ø#� (Latin Córbiō); (ii) words
in -icus (Greek -ØŒ��): �Æ��ººØŒ�� (Latin Sabéllicus).

Recently, Clarysse (1997) and Kramer (1998) have disputed Wack-
ernagel’s view that Greek often preserved the position of the Latin
accent, contending instead that Greek simply applied the principles of
Greek accentuation to all foreign words. Where Greek accented a Latin
word on the same syllable as Latin, they see this coincidence as acci-
dental. This position is, however, too extreme (see Radt 1998, 1999).
For example, Arcadius (71. 21–2) comments on the special accentu-
ation of one class of Latin loan words:

�a �N� ¯+˝ˇ� 
 ��ÆºØø�ØŒa �Ææ������ÆØ. �Æº�æ��� �Æ��æ���.

Italic words ending in -�æ��� have an acute on the penultimate syllable: �Æº�æ���
[Latin Falérnus ‘Falernian’], �Æ��æ��� [Latin patérnus ‘paternal’]13

The intermediate accentuation of words such as �Æº�æ��� and
�Æ��æ��� does not, of course, violate the law of limitation. However,
Greek non-compound adjectives ending in -��� are usually accented on
the Wnal syllable (see Chapter 8). Intermediate accentuation among
nouns and adjectives terminating in -��- is otherwise conWned to the
words �ÆæŁ���� ‘maiden’ and ŒÆæŒ���� ‘crab’ and to the class of nouns
with suYx -{��-, mostly denoting animals (e.g. Œ�æÆŒE��� ‘young
raven’).14 The intermediate accentuation of �Æº�æ���; �Æ��æ���, and
similar words does not follow from any principle of Greek accentuation
but is due to the accentuation of Latin.
Words for which the position of the accent in Greek coincides with

that of Latin cannot be used as evidence for our question. A recessive
accent such as that of ��æ�� ‘market-place’ (Latin fórum) does not show
that recessive accentuation was felt to be regular either for Greek words
in general or for a class of Greek words to which ��æ�� could be taken to

12 Also written º�ªØ#�.
13 The two inferior manuscripts B and C read �æ��Ææ������ÆØ ‘have an acute on the

antepenultimate’ (see Schmidt ad loc.). This is unlikely to be the correct reading if B and

C both derive ultimately fromM (so EgenolV 1887: 6), which reads �Ææ������ÆØ together
with A and O. The variant �æ��Ææ������ÆØ is most likely to be a mistake originating in a

more immediate (lost) archetype of B and C.
14 I discount words attested only in Hesychius (e.g. ���æª���� ‘place for dung’ at

Hesychius � 1758 Schmidt; cf. p. 4), adjectives originating as perfect participles in

-����� (e.g. $
 æ	����� ‘distressed’), and pronominal adjectives (KŒ�E��� ‘that’, Doric

����B��� ‘so large’).
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belong. A non-recessive accent such as that of �Æ��æ��� ‘paternal’ (Latin
patérnus) also does not tell us that recessive accentuation was not felt to
be regular here. The only relevant words are those for which the accent
assigned by Greek falls on a diVerent syllable from that assigned by
Latin.
Of Wackernagel’s three categories of deviation from the position of

the Latin accent, the Wrst has a diVerent status from the other two.
Words belonging to the Wrst category (Œ���ıæ�ø�, etc.) have changed the
position of the accent in order to conform to the Greek law of limitation.
The preference for recessive accentuation in such cases may point to
recessive accentuation being treated as a basic or regular accent pattern
for Greek. On the other hand, the recessive accent may here be due
merely to a tendency to accent the closest possible syllable to the one
that was accented in Latin without producing a phonologically impos-
sible Greek form.15

Of more interest are cases in which a word has been assigned an
accent in Greek in a non-Latin position even though a Latin-position
accent would have been phonologically possible (as in ��Œ�ı���,
Latin Secúndus). Instances where it would have been possible for the
accent to be assigned in Greek in a position closer to that of the Latin
accent than actually happened, as in º�ª�#�, Latin légiō, are likewise
pertinent. Only in these cases can we be sure that a word is being
accented in Greek on the basis of some regularities of Greek accentu-
ation, not merely having its accent kept as close as possible to the accent
it had in Latin.
Ideally, a comprehensive list of such words would serve as a basis for

determining what patterns emerge. But the evidence for the Greek
accentuation of loan words is often contradictory (cf. Kramer 1998:
131). We rely almost totally on the manuscript tradition, where for
words of this type variant readings are common, as are inconsistencies
between diVerent attestations of the same word. The whole subject
needs detailed investigation, which will not be attempted here. Instead,
I conWne myself to listing those words cited and considered uncontro-
versial by Wackernagel (1926: 57–8), Schwyzer (1953: 395), Clarysse
(1997), Radt (1998), or Kramer (1998) and for which the accent
falls in Greek on a non-Latin syllable even though it is not forced to
do so by the law of limitation. For these words either the law of
limitation does not force a change from the position of the Latin accent
or it would have been possible for the accent to remain closer to the
Latin position.

15 I allow this as a possibility but am sceptical about the plausibility of physical

proximity per se as a principle governing the accentuation of loan words whose original

accent is phonologically impossible in the borrowing language.
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(a) Recessive accent in Greek:
��Œ�ı��� (Latin Secúndus)
º��Œ�ı��º�� (Latin lucúnculus, kind of pastry)
��Œ�ºº�� (Latin macéllum ‘provision-market’)
Œø�ŒØºº�� (Latin cōdicı́llus ‘writing-tablet’)
º���ºº�� (Latin libéllus ‘little book’)
��ªØ��æ�� (Latin magı́ster ‘teacher’)
�æÆ���Œ��� (Latin praeféctus ‘overseer’)
˚��Ææ��� (Latin Quártus)16

(b) Non-recessive accent in Greek:
º�ª�#� (Latin légiō ‘legion’)
˚�æ�Ø#� (Latin Córbiō)
��ıæ#� (Latin búrdō ‘mule’)
�Æ��ººØŒ�� (Latin Sabéllicus)
ˆ�æ�Æ�ØŒ�� (Latin Germánicus)
˚Æ��$��� (Latin Campá̄nus)
˝øº$��� (Latin Nōlá̄nus)
˚ÆØ�ÆæØ$��� (Latin Caesariá̄nus)
�æÆØ$��� (Latin Traiá̄nus)
� `æØ$��� (Latin Hadriá̄nus)
˚Æº	��� (Latin Calé̄nus)
‘+ø��º�� (Latin Ró̄mulus)
ŒÆ����, -��� (Latin cássis, -idis ‘metal helmet’)

At Wrst sight, these data do not obviously support the view that loan
words from Latin systematically received a recessive accent. However,
the words listed under (b), to which Greek has assigned a non-recessive
accent, all have Latin terminations closely resembling Greek suYxes
that are always or often accented (-#�, -ØŒ�-, -��-, -�º�-, -�-). Greek
treats words of these terminations not as unanalysable (as one might
expect for loan words generally) but as containing recognizable suYxes
corresponding to Greek suYxes receiving an accent.17

16 This last example needs to be regarded with caution. Since the -u- of Quartus is

non-syllabic in Lat. but the form of the Gk alphabet used for the Koine had no way of

unambiguously representing a non-syllabic -u
Ð
-, -��Æ- may be an attempt to represent an

accented Wrst syllable wá.
17 Native Gk words in -ø� are very often Wnally accented, although there are also

recessive words. Non-compound (and most compound) Gk words with suYxal -ØŒ�- are
Wnally accented (other than pronominal adjectives such as  º�Œ�� ‘as great as’, etc.: see
pp. 94–5). The Gk adjectival suYx -��-, together with its complex forms (other than the

adjective-of-material suYx -Ø��- and the complex form -ð�Þı��-, on which see Ch. 12),
normally receives a Wnal accent. Personal names in -ıº�- (like most nouns and adjectives

in -ıº�-) generally have intermediate accentuation, while words with the suYx -Ø- are
always accented on that suYx unless the acc. sg. has a form in -Ø� (so I���� ‘shield’, acc.
sg. I���Æ but �æØ� ‘strife’, acc. sg. �æØ�). Wackernagel’s (1926: 58) view of the origin of
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The words listed under (a) are much less amenable to interpretation
as assimilated to well-deWned Greek morphological classes.18 The var-
iety of terminations in loan words thus receiving recessive accentuation
in Greek suggests that the most general way for Greek to change the
accent of a Latin loan word was to make the word recessive: if a change
was made, it was a change to recessive accentuation unless the word
could be assimilated to a particular morphologically deWned class asso-
ciated with non-recessive accentuation.19

These Wndings suggest something of an answer to our question. In
any language, as mentioned above, changes to the accentuation of loan
words are likely to reXect the accentual regularities of the borrowing
language. In Greek, we Wnd on the one hand that non-recessive patterns
of accentuation are treated as regular within certain morphological
classes, but on the other that recessive accentuation enjoys a special
status as the most generally regular pattern of accentuation. The notion
of ‘default’ accentuation arising in some theoretical treatments thus
turns out to match quite well the status of the recessive accent implied
by the Greek treatment of Latin loan words.

Wnal accentuation in loan words in -$��� and -	��� (indigenous accentuation of words

with similar terminations borrowed from some unspeciWed language of Asia Minor; cf.

Schwyzer 1953: 395) is less plausible than that these words were simply assimilated to

the Gk Wnally accented adjectives in -��- (cf. Clarysse 1997: 178).
18 Gk does not have many adjectives terminating in -��-. Those that do exist are

Wnally accented: �Æ��� ‘gaping wide, roomy’; Œ���� ‘short’ (a variant spelling for Œ�����);
Œı��� ‘exactly similar’ (only at Hesychius Œ 4565 Latte); �ı��� ‘dumb’. The recessive

accent of º��Œ�ı��º�� and ��ªØ��æ�� could be interpreted as the normal Gk accentuation

for words in -�º�- and -�æ�-, but there are very few words in -�º�-, and most words in

-�æ�- are neuter. Of the few that are masculine, two that denote agents are Wnally

accented ({
 Æ��æ�� ‘doctor’; ÆØ�æ�� ‘one who carves and portions out’), and one might

have expected ��ªØ��æ�� ‘teacher’ to follow these rather than the semantically dissimilar

�r��æ�� ‘gadXy’, Œ���æ�� ‘bolt discharged from engines’, ��E��æ�� ‘yellow-rattle’, ���æ��
‘earthen pot’ (although the rare word K�Æ�æ�� ‘one who tastes Wrst’ resembles ��ªØ��æ��
in semantics and accentuation). Gk words terminating in -ºº�- are not consistent in their

accentuation, although many are recessive. Gk ordinals similar to Lat. quártus ‘fourth’

are recessive (e.g. ���Ææ��� ‘fourth’). Substantivized preWxed participial forms in -��-
similar to Lat. praeféctus are often recessive in Gk (cf. ��ªŒº	��� ‘senate’; Ø�º�Œ���
‘dialect’).

19 It may be signiWcant that in a cautious list of 38 Semitic loan words into Gk

compiled by Braun (1982: 25–6; my Wgure of thirty-eight does not count separately

derivatives clearly or probably formed within Greek), 29 are recessive, only 8 are non-

recessive, and one (ªÆıº�� ‘bowl’/ªÆFº�� ‘round Phoenician merchant vessel’) has diVer-

ent accents for diVerent meanings. Of the eight that are non-recessive, three (�Ø�#�
‘tunic’, IææÆ�#� ‘caution-money’, and �Ø�#� ‘Wne cloth’) again end in -#�. However,

we know too little about the exact routes by which these words entered Greek to know

how they were accented in the source languages (and we would not necessarily have the

relevant accentual information about the source languages).
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5.2.3 The historical stability of recessive accentuation

In the previous section, I argued that the treatment of loan words can
give an indication of the patterns of accentuation that are regarded as
normal or regular in the borrowing language. The argument rests on the
premise that changes in the accentuation of loan words are likely to be
motivated by the fact that a word is accented more regularly with its
new accentuation pattern than with its original one. In order to eVect a
change with such a motivation, speakers of the borrowing language
need in some sense to be aware of the greater regularity of one accen-
tuation pattern over another, rather as members of a community in
which most dogs are not dangerous need to be aware of the non-
dangerousness of most dogs in order to assume without further infor-
mation (and perhaps mistakenly) that a newly arrived dog is not dan-
gerous. It is not only loan words, however, whose accentuation may
change over time, and it is worth asking whether a change of accentu-
ation can in general be taken as evidence for the greater perceived
regularity of the new accentuation for a given word over the old.
It is, I think, not possible to maintain in general terms that every

change in accentuation constitutes a regularization.20 However, certain
types of change in accentuation may plausibly be taken as instances of
regularization. In particular, regularization would appear to be involved
if several accentuation patterns exist in a language but words change
their accentuation to one already preponderant type on a fairly regular
basis and in a seemingly haphazard way (i.e. not—or not only—as the
result of a systematic change in one or more well-deWned categories of
word). Just such a situation appears to be identiWable for the prehistory
of Greek.
Hirt (1929: 48–9) lists Greek words with Vedic or Germanic cog-

nates whose accentuation (or implied prehistoric accentuation, in the
case of Germanic) conXicts with that of Greek, omitting words whose
Greek accentuation can be accounted for by well-deWned processes such
as the generalization of recessive accentuation in Wnite verb forms (see
p. 87) or Vendryes’s law (see p. 88). He Wnds 7 words for which Greek
Wnal accentuation corresponds to non-Wnal accentuation elsewhere, and
29 for which Greek recessive accentuation corresponds to Wnal accen-
tuation elsewhere.21 If these data are reliable, we must ask whether
there is a reason for the disparity Hirt notes between the sizes of the
two lists; but let us Wrst examine the data.

20 For example, some languages have undergone changes of accentuation that have

introduced completely new accentuation patterns; the change from the early Lat. to

classical Lat. accentuation is of such a type.
21 Hirt (1929: 49) heads this second list ‘Nichtendbetonung des Griechischen gegen-

über Endbetonung in den verwandten Sprachen’, but all the Gk words listed are

accented recessively, not merely non-Wnally.
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Omitting everything etymologically dubious22 from Hirt’s lists, two
lists of convincing correspondences remain, as shown in Table 5(a)i,
and the relative lengths of these still bear out Hirt’s observation.
It is diYcult to addmany correspondences with secure etymologies to

either of these lists.23 Those correspondences I am aware of, shown in
Table 5(a)ii, do not change the picture.24

We cannot of course know that in all these cases it is Greek that has
innovated, but the disparity in the lengths of the two lists is striking. It
is at least very plausible that this disparity is due to a tendency for Greek
to innovate recessive accentuation more often than Wnal accentuation on
a haphazard basis. (Recall that systematic changes to recessive accentu-
ation, such as the generalization of recessive accentuation in Wnite verbs,
have been excluded from the preceding discussion.) If so, we may

22 The equation between �ı��� ‘innermost part’ and Skt múkha- n. ‘mouth, face’ is no

longer tenable (see Chantraine 1968–80: 728). Mayrhofer (1986–2001: i. 603–4 s.v.

jyá̄-2) rejects the equation between ���ÆÆ ‘force’ and Skt jyá̄ f. ‘?deprivation’ on the grounds

that the Skt word does not mean ‘force’. Frisk (1960–72: ii. 965) rejects the equation

between o���� ‘hymn, ode’ and Skt sumná- n. ‘benevolence, devotion, prayer, hymn’,

perhaps rightly (cf. also Meißner 1995: 274 n. 136). Frisk also regards the correspond-

ence Kº��	 ‘silver Wr’ : OHG linta ‘linden tree’ as possible but not certain (1960–72: i.
481); the etymology is not mentioned by Chantraine (1968–80: 332). An equation that is

phonologically diYcult although semantically attractive is ���æ�ÆÆ ‘enclosed space, fold’ :

Skt mandurá̄ f. ‘stable for horses’; for discussion see Frisk (1960–72: ii. 169) and

Chantraine (1968–80: 663–4). The equation �B��Æ ‘duck’ : Skt ātı́- f. aquatic bird is

uncertain because of the uncertain referent of the Skt word, and because ON æðr ‘eider

duck’, with Gmc cognates, oVers an alternative etymology for Skt ātı́- f. (Mayrhofer

1953–80: i. 72–3; Frisk 1960–72: ii. 317–18; Chantraine 1968–80: 752–3; Vries 1961:
681). Chantraine (1968–80: 1302) suggests that t��� ‘price paid for a thing’ might have

been created within Gk rather than being genetically related to Skt vasná- n. ‘price’ (on

the phonological diYculty of this equation see Bechtel 1914: 338; Penney 1978: 276 n.

36). Gk {
 �� ‘arrow’ (< *isu
Ð
-o-) is not identical to Skt ı́s

˙
u- m./f. ‘arrow’ (as Hirt in fact

observed), since the Gk form is a thematization of the u-stem preserved in Skt (see Frisk

1960–72: i. 730). The equation between �Æ��	 ‘shepherd’s coat of skins’ and Goth. paida

‘tunic, vest’ is accepted by Pokorny (1959: 92), but Frisk (1960–72: i. 210), and to a

greater extent Chantraine (1968–80: 158), are non-committal. If the correspondence is

valid, it involves the Gmc word being borrowed from Gk (as indeed Hirt and Pokorny

recognized). Skt véśa- m. is accented on the Wrst syllable in the meaning ‘house’, like its

cognate �rŒ��: see Mayrhofer (1986–2001: ii. 585).
23 It must be remembered that if such correspondences involve Skt, the Skt word

must be attested with an accent (normally in a Vedic text), and for a correspondence to

qualify for inclusion in either of these lists the accentuation of the Gk word must diVer

from that attested elsewhere.
24 If �º��� ‘writing-tablet’ were cognate with Gmc forms such as ON tjald, OE teld,

OHG, NHG Zelt ‘tent’, this would be a further correspondence with diVerence of accent

(and would support the conclusion being drawn here). But I take it as certain that �º���
is a borrowing from Semitic (cf. Phoenician dlt, Hebrew delet

¯
‘tablet’); see Chantraine

(1968–80: 260), with bibliography. I do not take into account the correspondence

Łıª��	æ ‘daughter’ : Skt duhitár- f. ‘daughter’, since the accentuation of the Greek

form here could be due to Bartoli’s law (see p. 88).
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Table 5(a). Correspondences between Greek and Sanskrit or Germanic,
not agreeing in accent

Final accentuation in Greek
versus non-Wnal accentu-
ation elsewhere

Recessive accentuation in
Greek versus Wnal accentu-
ation elsewhere

i. Correspondences after Hirt (1929: 49)
1. Iªæ��; › ‘Weld’ : Skt ájra-

m. ‘Weld’
Æs�� ‘dry’ : OE séar, NE
(archaic) sear, MHG, MLG
sōr ‘dry’, Norwegian dia-
lectal søyr ‘withering of a
standing tree’a

2. %Æ���; › ‘Wne robe’ : Skt
vásana- n. ‘garment’

E�� ‘heavenly’ : Skt
divyá- ‘divine, heavenly’

3. KŁæ�� ‘castrated ram’ (only
Hesychius � 696 Latte) :
Skt vádhri- ‘castrated’b

�ø ‘two’ : Skt duvá̄ ‘two’

4. %Œıæ��; › ‘father-in-law’ :
Skt śváśura- m. ‘father-
in-law’ : OE swéor, OHG
swehur ‘father-in-law’

&����� ‘seventh’ : Skt
saptamá- ‘seventh’

5. (���; › ‘membrane’ : Skt
syú̄man- n. ‘band, thong’

�YŒ��Ø ‘twenty’ :Sktvim
˙
śatı́-f.

‘twenty’
6. &ø�;  ‘dawn’ : Skt us

˙
ás- f.

‘dawn’c

7. ŁBºı� ‘female’ : Skt dhārú-
‘suckling’d

a Gmc forms fromC. C. Barber (1932: 129); cf. Frisk (1960–72: i. 189). The NE form is

also spelled sere.
b The meaning ‘castrated ram’ assigned to Hesychius’ KŁæ�� depends on Musurus’ con-

jecture ����Æ� for �Æº��Æ� at Hesychius � 696 Latte. There is little doubt about this

conjecture, however, since Hesychius’ YŁæØ�_���ø�; KŒ����Æ� �P��F��� (‘eunuch’; Hesy-

chius Ø 400 Latte) is almost certainly related, and since ‘castrated ram’ is plausible as a

kind of ram for which there might be a single word (cf. English ‘wether’). The accen-

tuation of the Hesychius manuscript is unreliable (see p. 4), so one should not lay any

weight on its accentuation of this word, but the correspondence with Skt vádhri- is

unexceptionable.
c The Ionic form M#� has Wnal accentuation agreeing with Skt. The recessive accentu-

ation of the Attic form is clearly an innovation here (so Wackernagel 1914a: 49;
Meißner 1995: 179 with n. 36; see also Solmsen 1901: 88). For the accents, see Io.

Al. 35. 20–1.
d On the correspondence see, however, Mayrhofer (1986–2001: i. 789).
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Table 5(a). (Contd.)

Final accentuation in Greek
versus non-Wnal accentu-
ation elsewhere

Recessive accentuation in
Greek versus Wnal accentu-
ation elsewhere

8. Œ�ª���; › ‘mussel’ : Skt śaṅ-
khá- m. ‘conch shell’

9. Œæ�Æ�; �� ‘Xesh’ : Skt
kravı́s

˙
-n. ‘raw Xesh’e

10. Œ�Œº��; › (pl. Œ�ŒºÆ; ��)
‘wheel’ : Skt cakrá- n.(/m.)
‘wheel’

11. Œ�����; › ‘cup’ : Skt kum
bhá-m. ‘jar, pitcher’f

12. ������ ‘genitals’ (only
Hesychius 1987 Latte) : Skt
mus

˙
ká- m. ‘testicle’

13. ZªŒ��; › ‘barb of an arrow’ :
Skt aṅká- m. ‘curve, hook’

14. ��æ�� ‘formerly’ : Skt purás
‘before’g

15. ����; �� ‘ground’ : Skt padá-
n. ‘step, pace’h

16. ��º�Œı�; › ‘axe’ : Skt paraśú-
m. ‘axe’

17. ��æı�Ø ‘last year’ : Skt parút
‘last year’

18. �B�ı�; › ‘forearm’ : Skt bāhú-
m. ‘arm, forearm’

19. �æ���æ�� ‘before’ : Skt
pratarám ‘further on, in the
future’i

20. ��Œ���; �� ‘child’ : ON þegn
‘man, servant’, OE ðeġn
‘servant, warrior, man’, OS
thegan ‘servant, child’, OHG
thegan ‘servant, warrior’

e Chantraine (1968–80: 580), following Benveniste (1935: 31–2), questions the equation
Gk Œæ�Æ� ‘Xesh’: Skt kravı́s

˙
- n. ‘raw Xesh’, but see Meißner (1995: 71 n. 25).

f Frisk (1960–72: ii. 48) regards the word as a ‘Wanderwort’ rather than an original IE

form.
g From IE *pr

˚
H3os or *pr

˚
H3es (see Sihler 1995: 93).

h On the correspondence see, however, Mayrhofer (1986–2001: ii. 78–9).
i The accent implied byGmc cognates, such asOS furthor, agreeswith that ofGk (seeC.C.

Barber 1932: 121), but these go back to *pr
˚
tero-, not *protero- (see Pokorny 1959: 813).
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Table 5(a). (Contd.)

Final accentuation in Greek
versus non-Wnal accentu-
ation elsewhere

Recessive accentuation in
Greek versus Wnal accentuation
elsewhere

21. oæ��; › ‘water-snake’ : Skt
udrá- m. kind of aquatic animalj

ii. Correspondences not mentioned by Hirt
22. Ø�º�� ‘double’ : Goth.

tweiXs, OFri twī̇fel,
OHG zwī̇val, zwī̇fal,
zwī̇vel ‘doubt’k

ª�ææ��; �� ‘object made of
wicker-work’ : ON kjarr
‘undergrowth, scrub’l

23. �N#� ‘knowing’ : Goth.
weitwōþs ‘witness’

Ł��Ø�;  ‘placing’ : OS dād, OFri
dēd,OEdæd,NEdeed,OHG tāt,
dāt, NHGTāt ‘deed’m

24. Kæø�;  ‘motion, rush,
force’ : ON rás ‘race’, OE
rǣs ‘rush’, NE race,
MLG rās ‘hefty current’n

Ł�Œ	;  ‘case, chest’ : Skt
dhāká-m. ‘receptacle’o

25. ��ºª��; › ‘bag made of
ox-hide’ : ON malr,
MLG male, ME male,
NE mail, OHG malaha,
MHG malhe ‘bag’p

Œ��	;  ‘kind of ship; hut; hole’
(only Hesychius Œ 4634Latte, Œ
4647 Latte) : OHG hūba,
MHG hūbe, NHGHaube ‘cap’q

j I have not been able to verify the existence of Skt udrá̄ ‘water-snake’, which would

provide a correspondence for Gk oæ�ÆÆ ‘water-serpent’. However, if oæ�ÆÆ in Hirt’s list is

replaced by oæ�� ‘water-snake’, this gives a valid correspondence with Skt udrá- m.

kind of aquatic animal.
k The Gk form is not attested until the Roman period. The Gk and Gmc forms diVer in

the vocalism of the Wrst element (*du
Ð
i-for Gk, *du

Ð
ei- for Gmc).

l The Gk form comes from *ª�æ���, the ON form from PGmc *kerzá-, IE *gersom or

*ĝersom. Frisk (1960–72: i. 300) assumes that the accentuation implied by ON is

innovated (perhaps because of the commonly made assumption that neuter nouns were

root accented in IE).
m The Gk and Gmc forms diVer in ablaut, Ł��Ø� deriving from a pre-form with zero-

grade root (*dhH1tis), the Gmc forms from a pre-form with full grade root (*dh eH1tis);

see Frisk (1960–72: i. 666–7); C. C. Barber (1932: 27).
n PGmc form *rǽ̄sō (C. C. Barber 1932: 51).
o Independent creations are, however, possible (Chantraine 1968–80: 434; Mayrhofer

1953–80: ii. 96).
p The Gmc forms derive from an IE pre-form with *-k-, *mólko-. The possibility that

the -ª- of Gk indicates a borrowing has been considered in the light of Pollux’ (10.
187) assertion that the word is Tarentine (see Frisk 1960–72: ii. 250).

q Skt kú̄pa- m. ‘hole, hollow, cave’ agrees in accentuation with Gk but is an o-stem, not

an ā-stem.
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Table 5(a). (Contd.)

Final accentuation in Greek ver-
sus non-Wnal accentuation else-
where

Recessive accentuation in
Greek versus Wnal accentuation
elsewhere

26. Þ�ØŒ�� ‘crooked’ : ME wrāh
‘obstinate’, Swedish dialectal
vrå ‘unwilling, sullen’r

���	æ;  ‘mother’ : Sktmātár- f.
‘mother’ : OEmōdor ‘mother’s

27. Zº�	;  ‘leathern oil-Xask’ :
OHG salba, NHG Salbe, OS
sal̄a, OE sealf(e) ‘ointment’

28. ����æ�� ‘which of two’ : Skt
katará- ‘which of two’t

29. ���æ�	;  ‘heel’ : Goth. faı́rzna
‘heel’u

30. o����; › ‘sleep’ : OE swefn, OS
swēan ‘sleep’v

31. ��æ���; › ‘enclosed place,
farmyard, pasturage’ : Goth.
gards ‘house, homestead’, OS
gard, OE ġeard, NE yard, OHG
gart ‘enclosure, yard, garden’w

32. �ÆE��; › (or �ÆE��; ��)
‘shepherd’s staV’ : ON geirr,
OHG/MHG/OS gēr, NHG
Ger, OFri gēr, OE gār ‘spear,
javelin’x

r The Gmc forms go back to PGmc *wrái�a, IE *u
Ð
roik̂os (see C. C. Barber 1932: 120;

Frisk 1960–72: ii. 656).
s Beekes (1972: 45) regards Gk as continuing the original accentuation in the nomina-

tive of this word. He also regards the Wxed root accent of dialectal Lith. mótė ‘mother’

as possibly due to original root accentuation in the nominative (1972: 62).
t Gmc forms such as Goth. hwaþar, OE hwæðer agree in accent with Gk, as noticed

already by Verner (1877: 119).
u Other Gmc forms agree in accentuation with Gk: OHG fersna, MHG vërse, NHG

Ferse, MLG versene, verse (C. C. Barber 1932: 62). On the initial ��- of the Gk form,

see Frisk (1960–72: ii. 612).
v Gk o���� derives from a pre-form with zero-grade root (*supno-), the Gmc forms from

a pre-form with e-grade root (*su
Ð
epno-). Skt svápna- m. ‘sleep’ agrees in ablaut with

Gmc (unless the Skt form has an o-grade) but in accent with Gk. An original r/n-stem

is likely (see Frisk 1950; 1960–72: ii. 966 s.v. o�Ææ, 971 s.v. o����).
w If the correspondence is exact, the pre-form for both Gk and Gmc is *ghorto-. But

*ghordho- is also a possibility for Gmc, and in Frisk’s view (1960–72: ii. 1113) the
more likely alternative. If the Gmc forms are from *ghordho- then Gmc provides no

evidence for the accent.
x If the Gk and Gmc forms are cognate, the pre-form was *ghaisos. Frisk (1960–72: ii.
1061–2) describes the correspondence between the Gk and Gmc forms as ‘vielleicht

nicht zufällig’.
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surmise that non-recessive words acquired recessive accentuation more
frequently than vice versa rather as English past tense forms acquire
weak inXection (with -ed) more frequently than they give up weak
inXection in favour of strong inXection. In other words, recessive ac-
centuation was the most regular accentuation pattern across the whole
range of Greek words, as weak inXection is the most regular past tense
formation across the whole range of English verbs. It does not follow
that recessive accentuation was treated as regular within every morpho-
logical class of Greek word, and indeed we have already seen that it was
not: recessive accentuation was treated as the most generally regular
accentuation pattern.

5.2.4 The generalization of recessive accentuation in
Lesbian

The Lesbian dialect generalized recessive accentuation to all or virtually
all fully accented words (see pp. 72–3), and thus provides much
stronger evidence than Attic and the Koine (the dialects to which
most of our evidence on accentuation relates and to which the preceding
section implicitly referred) that change to recessive accentuation was
the likely direction for regularizing changes in Greek accentuation to
take, in other words much stronger evidence that recessive accentuation
was, again, treated as the most broadly regular accentuation pattern
across the whole Greek vocabulary.
In terms of a model of Greek accentuation in which recessive accen-

tuation is assigned by default to words whose underlying representa-
tions lack lexical accents (see pp. 118–20), the generalization of
recessive accentuation in Lesbian may be described as resulting from
the loss of all lexical accents in that dialect (so Halle and Kiparsky 1981:
174 n. 12).25 The concept of lexical accent loss that may be articulated
within such a theory thus matches rather well the traditional notion of
‘regularization’.

25 By exactly parallel reasoning Steriade observes (in a personal communication

reported by Halle and Vergnaud 1987: 72 n. 9; Halle 1989: 165) that if a language

with default accentuation on the initial syllable lost all lexical accents, a language with

Wxed initial accentuation would result. (So also, on Latvian, Halle and Kiparsky 1981:
174.) Halle (1989: 165–6) then uses the fact that a number of IE languages developed

Wxed initial accentuation as evidence that this was indeed the default accent pattern for

IE. He recognizes that it is possible for accent systems to develop in more than one way,

and that not all IE languages acquired Wxed initial accentuation. Nevertheless, he claims

that the number of IE languages that did so independently of each other supports his

view of initial accentuation as the default pattern in IE.

5 Introduction to Part II 143



5.2.5 The status of recessive accentuation: summary

We may now summarize the diVerent types of evidence suggesting that
recessive accentuation was treated as the most broadly regular accentu-
ation pattern across theGreek vocabulary inways that could inXuence the
history of the language. Firstly, a point that need not be signiWcant by
itself but that lends some support to our conclusions based on other
evidence: recessive words are more frequent than non-recessive words,
both in a Greek word list and in their actual occurrences in texts.
Secondly, there exist borrowings into Greek where one can verify
that Greek has abandoned the accent position of the source language in
favour of recessive accentuation (e.g. ��ªØ��æ�� ‘teacher’, Latinmagı́ster).
SigniWcantly, this process is not conWned to words with particular
terminations but appears to have applied to a wide range of word shapes.
Finally, two arguments suggest that non-recessive accentuation was
historically less stable than recessive. Firstly, we can Wnd more Attic or
Koine words for which recessive accentuation corresponds to Wnal
accentuation in other Indo-European languages than words for which
Attic or Koine Wnal accentuation corresponds to non-Wnal accentuation
elsewhere;26 this disparity is most plausibly explained on the hypothesis
that Attic Greek was more prone to innovated recessive accentuation
than to innovated non-recessive accentuation. Secondly, one Greek
dialect abolished non-recessive accentuation altogether. Evidence thus
converges from various diVerent directions to support the notion
that the Greek accentuation patterns were not all equal in status, and
that the recessive pattern was treated as the most generally regular,
or ‘default’, accent pattern. As we shall see, the hypothesis that
recessive accentuation has such a status will allow a convincing
account of various apparently disparate phenomena that otherwise resist
explanation.

5.3 Synchronic characteristics of the Greek accent system
(ii): the role of morphology

The second general point I shall accept as part of a working description
of the Greek accentuation system is that morphemes have accentual
properties. To put it diVerently, each morpheme is associated with a
characteristic way in which it contributes to the accentuation of a word.
What I take to be the fundamental generalizations are described in the
following sections.

26 I again discount Wnite verbs and other words for which a systematic explanation is

available.
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5.3.1 Inherently accented endings

In some types of paradigm, some of the endings are inherently accented.
An inherently accented ending takes precedence over the accentual
properties of any preceding elements. Thus, the genitive plural ending
-ø� is inherently accented in Wrst-declension noun paradigms. First-
declension nouns are consistently accented on the ending in the genitive
plural, irrespective of the other elements in the word or the accentuation
of the other forms in the paradigm (see pp. 66, 67).27 The following
discussion will be concerned largely with the principles on which ac-
centuation is assigned when there is no inherently accented ending.

5.3.2 Importance of the last derivational suYx

In the absence of an inherently accented ending, derivational suYxes in
particular, and above all the last derivational suYx in aword, play a role in
determining the word’s accentuation: non-compound words that end
with the same derivational suYx tend to be accented in the same way as
each other. Some derivational suYxes demonstrate this point with a high
degree of consistency. Each of the following suYxes, for example, carries
an accent whenever it appears as the last derivational suYx in a non-
compound word:

-ØŒ�- (KæØ��ØŒ�� ‘argumentative’, ���ØŒ�� ‘relating to law’, �ı�ØŒ�� ‘nat-
ural’ . . . )
-Ø�Œ�- (I�Łæø���Œ�� ‘manikin’, �ÆØ��Œ�� ‘young boy’, �������Œ�� ‘lit-
tle master’ . . . )
-Æ- (�ıª�� ‘fugitive’, �¯ºº�� ‘Greece’, ›ºŒ�� ‘trading vessel’ . . . )
-�ı- (�Æ�Øº��� ‘king’, ƒ����� ‘knight’, ƒ�æ��� ‘priest’ . . . )

Each of the following derivational suYxes is unaccented. Whenever one
of these suYxes appears as the last derivational suYx, the word as a
whole is recessive:

-Ø% (�Æ��º�ØÆ ‘queen’, Iº�Ł�ØÆ, ‘truth’, I����ØÆ ‘impiety’ . . . )
-�Ø- (ª�H�Ø� ‘knowing’, ���	�Ø� ‘creation’, –ºø�Ø� ‘capture’ . . . )
-�� (ª���� ‘race’, ��E��� ‘wall’, Z��Ø�� ‘reproach’ . . . )
-�Æ (�æAª�Æ ‘matter’, Œ�æıª�Æ ‘proclamation’, ¼ªÆº�Æ ‘delight’ . . . )

27 For four Wrst-declension nouns that exceptionally have the accent on the penulti-

mate syllable in the genitive plural as if they were adjectives rather than nouns (and two

of them are clearly adjectives used substantivally), see Ch. 2 n. 29. The nominative

plural suYx -ÆØ may in �ÆÆ-=	-stem noun paradigms be regarded as an inherently pre-

accented ending; it forces the accent to fall on the syllable preceding the suYx (rather

than in the position for recessive accentuation) unless the stem or its last derivational

suYx is associated with Wnal accentuation. (In such a case, the inherent accent associated

with a derivational suYx takes precedence over that associated with an inXectional suYx

because the accent associated with the derivational suYx comes later in the word than

that associated with the inXectional suYx.) For other possible analyses of the accentual

possibilities arising in �ÆÆ-=	-stem noun paradigms, see p. 67.
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The suYxes in this latter group are not only unaccented but also, in
Steriade’s (1988: 280–1) terms, deaccenting. A word with one of these
suYxes as its last derivational suYx not only has no accent on the suYx
but is recessive, irrespective of the accentual properties of any other
elements in the word. Notice in particular that, as already mentioned (p.
118), �Æ��º�Ø% ‘queen’ is derived from �Æ�Øº��� ‘king’, Iº�Ł�Ø% ‘truth’ is
derived from Iº	Ł�� ‘true’, and I����Ø% ‘impiety’ is derived from I�����
‘impious’. In each instance the form in -Ø% not only does not have the
accent on the suYx -Ø% but also does not accent the immediately pre-
ceding element, i.e. the element that was accented in the base form. We
now turn to the reasons why I have not given any examples involving
unaccented derivational suYxes that are not deaccenting.

5.3.3 Unaccented derivational suYxes are all ‘deaccenting’

It is, I believe, the case that all derivational suYxes that are unaccented
are also deaccenting. If there were inherently unaccented derivational
suYxes that did not cause deaccentuation, we would expect to Wnd
classes of nominal derivatives in which the derivational suYx carried
no accent and the accent of the derivative was the same as that of the
base word, irrespective of where the accent of the base word fell.28 Let
us imagine, for example, that there were a suYx **-ı� with the relevant
property. We would expect to Wnd words like **I���ı�, a derivative of
I����, -��� ‘shield’, and **�æØı�, a derivative of �æØ�, -Ø�� ‘strife’.
Although a category of suYxes with the accentual properties of our

invented **ı� exists in Sanskrit (Kuryłowicz 1958: 41, category III),
there is no such category in Greek (Kuryłowicz 1958: 136). This is a
striking fact about Greek: the accentual characteristics of the root and of
all derivational suYxes other than the last are irrelevant for the accen-
tuation of derived nouns and adjectives. As mentioned above, in certain
inXectional classes some forms of the paradigm have an accent deter-
mined by the inXectional suYx, irrespective of the accentual character-
istics of any morphemes in the stem (e.g. the gen. pl. of Wrst-declension
nouns), but derivational suYxes other than the last are never relevant.

5.3.4 Unaccented inXectional suYxes are never
‘deaccenting’

By contrast with unaccented derivational suYxes, unaccented inXec-
tional suYxes appear never to cause deaccentuation.29 Unaccented case

28 To Wnd such classes among verbal derivatives is of course out of the question, due to

the recessive accentuation of almost all Wnite verb forms.
29 Steriade does suggest examples of inXectional suYxes that are both unaccented and

deaccenting, the ‘segmentally null vocative morpheme’ and the inXectional suYxes of
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endings such as the third-declension accusative singular ending -Æ do
not cause a word to be recessive if it does not belong to a recessive
paradigm. Thus, in the paradigm of ºÆ���� ‘torch’, all case forms of all
numbers have the accent on the element -Æ�=-Æ-; none of the case
endings is accented, and none of them causes the form to be recessive:
ºÆ����, ºÆ���Æ, ºÆ�����, ºÆ���Ø, ºÆ����, ºÆ����Ø�, ºÆ�����,
ºÆ���Æ�, ºÆ���ø�, ºÆ����Ø.30

5.3.5 Morphology and Greek accentuation: summary

There are two crucial points to be retained from this discussion. Firstly,
morphological structure plays an important role in the accentuation of a
Greek word. Secondly, the identity of the last derivational suYx is
crucial in the accentuation of derived non-compound nouns and adjec-
tives. Some derivational suYxes are inherently accented, and this in-
herent accent appears on the surface where the suYx appears as
the last derivational suYx, unless an inherently accented inXectional

Wnite verb forms (1988: 281). However, recessively accented vocatives such as ����æ,
vocative of �Æ��æ ‘father’, are unproductive relics in Gk. Most vocatives are not recessive

unless they belong to a paradigm whose nom. sg. and other nom. and acc. forms are

recessive, and it seems better to treat vocatives such as ����æ as exceptions rather than the

rule (cf. also p. 67 with n. 31). The very strong generalization that Wnite verb forms are

usually recessive, on the other hand, is clearly a synchronically signiWcant aspect of the

system, and at Wrst sight seems appropriately expressed in terms of deaccentuation

caused by relevant inXectional suYxes. Thus, a verb derived from a noun, such as

K�Æ��º�ı� ‘he was king’ (3rd person sg. imperfect), would have lost the accent of the

suYx -�ı- (the accent that surfaced in the noun �Æ�Øº��� ‘king’) as a result of the

deaccenting property of the inXectional suYx -� (example from Steriade 1988: 281).
However, the recessive accentuation of most Wnite verb forms is most naturally taken as a

generalization about Wnite verb forms, rather than as a characteristic of every Wnite verb

inXection independently. For this reason, I think it better to describe deaccentuation as

following (subject to some exceptions) from the morphosyntactic information that a form

is a Wnite verb form rather than from a characteristic of individual inXectional suYxes.
30 The accentual behaviour of Gk derivational suYxes (the last of which determines

the accentuation of the whole stem) would follow from an analysis such as that which

Halle and Mohanan (1985: 68–72) and Halle and Vergnaud (1987: 85–6) develop for

Vedic accentuation if all derivational suYxes are regarded as cyclic in Gk, while the non-

deaccenting property of Gk inXectional endings will follow if inXectional suYxes are

non-cyclic. If an account along these lines is adopted, however, Gk accentuation diVers

from that of Vedic in that inherently accented inXectional suYxes (e.g. the �ÆÆ-=	-stem
noun genitive plural ending -ø�) are accented regardless of whether they are preceded by

cyclic suYxes, and whether any such suYxes are underlyingly accented or unaccented.

This point would follow if the accent rules for Gk place stress (in the terms of Halle and

Mohanan and Halle and Vergnaud) on the inherently accented syllable nearest to the end

of the word, not the one nearest to the beginning. (For a somewhat diVerent application

of the theory of Halle and Vergnaud (1987) to Gk, treating all Gk suYxes as cyclic, see

Hutton 1995: 92.) For present purposes, however, the crucial point is the eVect that the

rightmost derivational suYx has on the surface accentuation of an ancient Gk word, not

the way in which this eVect might be implemented in a theoretical analysis.
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suYx follows. For words whose last derivational suYx is not in-
herently accented, a recessive accent surfaces in forms with no inher-
ently accented ending: in the terms of Steriade’s (1988) model,
unaccented derivational suYxes are deaccenting. Since no paradigm
has inherently accented inXectional suYxes in all its forms, the last
derivational suYx crucially determines the accentuation of at least
some forms in the paradigm of every derived noun or adjective.
Like other morphemes, a root may be inherently accented, but it

follows from what has just been said that an inherent accent belonging
to a root will only be apparent where there is no derivational suYx.
Thus, the underived noun ���� ‘foot’ is non-recessive (it has an acute
accent, not a circumXex). The diminutive ��Ø�� ‘little foot’ formed on
the same root, however, has an unaccented derivational suYx and is
recessive. On the other hand, ��ØŒ�� ‘of a metrical foot’ has an accented
derivational suYx and is accented on that suYx. The accentuation of
the base word does not aVect that of either kind of derivative, and
cannot be deduced from that of any derivative.

5.4 Exceptions to morphologically conditioned accent rules

Suppose that we adopt as a working hypothesis, as I have proposed to
do, that the accentuation of a Greek noun or adjective with one or more
derivational suYxes depends on the accentual properties of the last
derivational suYx unless there is an inherently accented inXectional
ending. If a word has a Wnal accent, then ex hypothesi we can expect
either the inXectional suYx or the last derivational suYx in the word to
be responsible. If so, the relevant suYx ought to induce a Wnal accent
when it turns up near the end of other words.
Let us test this prediction for words with the suYx -æ�- as their last

derivational suYx. It is clear that none of the inXectional suYxes of
second-declension nouns, or of Wrst- and second-declension adjectives,
is inherently accented, since none of these endings receives an accent on
(or adjacent to) itself regardless of the accentuation of the rest of the
paradigm. In what follows we shall forget about the possibility of
inherently accented inXectional suYxes, since the paradigms under
discussion will be those of second-declension nouns and of Wrst- and
second-declension adjectives.
Given that inherently accented endings are not in question, we must

focus on the derivational suYx -æ�-. Our hypothesis would predict that
either all or no words with -æ�- as last derivational suYx have Wnal
accents. A cursory inspection of a corpus of words ending in -æ�� and
-æ��, such as that in Buck and Petersen’s reverse index (1945: 315–46),
reveals that this prediction is simply not fulWlled—even if we exclude
all words in which -æ�- is not a suYx and, of course, all compounds.
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A large proportion of words with -æ�- is Wnally accented, but a sizeable
minority is recessive.
One could stipulate that we are dealing with (at least) two diVerent

-æ�- suYxes—an inherently accented one and an inherently unaccented
one. If diVerent suYxes are involved, however, we might expect to Wnd
some evidence for their distinction apart from accentuation. As we shall
see, it is not obvious that the Wnally accented words with -æ�- can be
consistently separated from those with recessive accentuation by any
characteristics (formal or functional) apart from accentuation.
Other suYxes present similar challenges. In the following chapters

I examine some problems of the kind just mentioned, illustrating them
with data taken from words with a range of diVerent suYxes. The next
four chapters are devoted to the accentuation of words with various
suYxes (-æ�-, -��-, -��-, -º�-) that are found on both adjectives and
nouns. The rest of the current chapter is devoted to a statement of the
particular problem that the case studies on words in -æ�-, -��-, -��-, and
-º�- chieXy address, and to a survey of previous work relating to this
problem.

5.4.1 Adjectives and nouns formed with the same suYx

A number of derivational suYxes appear to form both adjectives and
nouns in Greek, but the adjectives may tend to have one kind of accent
whereas the nouns more often have another. In particular, several
suYxes of the form -Co- (where C denotes any consonant) are found
to form adjectives with Wnal accents but nouns that are often recessive.
The suYxes -æ�-, -��-, and -��- form adjectives that almost all have Wnal
accentuation (e.g. ºØªıæ�� ‘shrill’, Œºı��� ‘renowned’, ±ª��� ‘holy’); the
accentuation of adjectives in -º�- is less consistent than that of adjectives
in -æ�-, -��-, and -��-, but it is still predominantly on the Wnal syllable
(as in �ı�º�� ‘blind’).31 Nouns formed with these suYxes are, however,
often recessive (e.g. Z��æ�� ‘storm of rain’, �º�F��� ‘wealth’, Œ�Œ���
‘swan’, ���º�� ‘soft feathers, wing’).
At Wrst sight, it might seem appropriate to separate adjectival -æ�-,

-��-, -��-, and -º�- (all inherently accented) from substantival -æ�-, -��-,
-��-, and -º�- (inherently unaccented). However, for all these suYxes
some nouns have Wnal accentuation, not recessive (e.g. Iªæ�� ‘Weld’,
�ı��� ‘plant’, �ºı��� ‘wash-trough’, $º�� ‘Wrebrand’). For -��-, Wnally
accented nouns are in fact more numerous than recessive ones (see
Table 7(b)).

31 The intermediately accented adjectives in -Øº�- and -ıº�- (e.g. ��ØŒ�º�� ‘many-

coloured’, ��ø��º�� ‘talkative’) constitute a set of exceptions. I have already mentioned

that intermediate accentuation in such cases is likely to be secondary and to be due at

least ultimately to Wheeler’s law (p. 92). The synchronic distribution of intermediate

accentuation in these categories will be discussed in more detail in Ch. 9.
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It would seem desirable to Wnd explanations both in historical and in
synchronic terms for the recurrence of the pattern in question across
several diVerent suYxes. Merely stating that there are two -æ�- suYxes,
an inherently accented one forming adjectives and an inherently un-
accented one forming nouns, and two -��- suYxes with the same prop-
erties, and so on, would be to assume that the recurrence of the same
pattern in all these types of word is coincidental. Moreover, some
explanation for the exceptions to our pattern (e.g. Wnally accented
nouns such as Iªæ�� ‘Weld’, �ı��� ‘plant’, etc.) would be required.
It is worth asking how many -æ�- (and -��-, -��-, and -º�-) suYxes

should be assumed historically and how many synchronically. If all the
-æ�- suYxes have a common ancestor, how should the diversity in their
accentuation be explained? If there is only one -æ�- suYx from a
synchronic point of view, can the accentual diVerences between diVer-
ent words with -æ�- be reconciled with the substantial evidence that
morphemes have characteristic accentual properties? Exactly similar
questions should be asked for -��-, -��-, and -º�-.

5.4.1.1 History of the question

There has been a substantial amount of work bearing on the accentu-
ation of the second-declension or thematic suYxes mentioned above,
and on the relationship between the accentuation of nouns and that of
adjectives. Work on the accentuation of thematic nouns and adjectives
can be divided into (a) purely descriptive statements and (b) treatments
that aim to account for the descriptive facts in terms of a larger theory.
I postpone for the time being discussion of purely descriptive accounts,
taking the basic description just given as adequate for immediate pur-
poses, but shall examine descriptive claims in detail when investigating
individual suYxes.
Studies aimed at explaining rather than simply describing patterns of

Greek accentuation normally involve a comparative perspective, since it
is agreed that Greek to some extent preserves Indo-European patterns
of accentuation. The development of Greek accentuation ought there-
fore to be clariWed somewhat on the basis of what can be deduced
about Indo-European accentuation by comparison with Sanskrit,
Balto-Slavonic, and Germanic.
The unpredictability of nominal accentuation in the Indo-European

languages that preserve a free accent is one of the central problems of
Indo-European accentology. There have been various attempts to derive
the unpredictable systems of nominal accentuation in Greek, Sanskrit,
and Balto-Slavonic from a predictable system in Indo-European. Studies
relevant to the accentuation of words with our suYxes include investiga-
tions of thematic nominal forms, and of nominal forms in general, as well
as those relating to speciWc suYxes. Four basic positions have been held.
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(a) Individual Indo-European suYxes had their own accentual charac-
teristics, and there were rules determining which accent prevailed in
words with two or more inherently accented elements, as well as ‘de-
fault’ rules assigning accents to words that lacked any inherently
accented elements. This position corresponds to current thinking in
generative phonology,32 but speciWc examples of suYxes that generally
did or did not carry the accent had been identiWed as early as Bopp
(1854a).33 Bopp (pp. 166–7) regarded Indo-European *-ro-, for ex-
ample, as normally carrying the accent regardless of whether this suYx
formed adjectives or nouns. Non-Wnally accented forms with the suYx
*-ro- were anomalous, whether adjectives or nouns. It appears that for
Hirt (1929: 220), fully Xedged thematic suYxes such as -ro-, -to-, -no-,
and -lo- were accented whereas the thematic vowel as a device for
thematizing an existing athematic form was unaccented.

(b) In Indo-European, non-Wnal accentuation was a noun marker
whereas Wnal accentuation was an adjective marker (Brugmann 1906:
27; Kuryłowicz 1935: 186–200).34

(c) In Indo-European, verbal abstracts (nomina actionis) were charac-
terized by root accentuation, nominal forms denoting agents by Wnal
accentuation (Loewe 1929: 47–8; Hirt 1929: 220–1).35

(d) According to Kuryłowicz in his later works (1958: 35–69; 1968:
38–56), Indo-European nominal paradigms all originally had mobile
accentuation. At some critical period, accentual mobility was given up
in many paradigms. Derivatives whose derivative character was still
synchronically felt now generalized Wnal accentuation, while those
that had acquired secondary functions and were no longer felt to be
derivatives generalized non-Wnal accentuation. A special case of this
procedure arose when the primary function of a class of derivatives
was to form adjectives but they could secondarily acquire substantival
function. For some suYxes, therefore, Wnally accented adjectives came
to contrast with non-Wnally accented nouns.36

For Kuryłowicz, derivatives could continue to acquire secondary
functions after the period at which many paradigms gave up accentual

32 See e.g. Kiparsky and Halle (1977); Halle and Kiparsky (1981); Steriade (1988);
Halle (1997).

33 A clear statement of this view is also given by Bally (1945: 47–8).
34 Brock (1961: 22) assumes that at least thematic adjectives originally all had a Wnal

accent; those that were substantivized tended to become recessive.
35 For Hirt, this situation arose by secondary semantic developments after accents

were assigned according to system (a).
36 A similar suggestion was made tentatively by Brugmann (1906: 28), who was,

however, less conWdent than Kuryłowicz that such a procedure would naturally result

in association between substantival function and root accentuation.
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mobility, but in such cases they retained their Wnal accentuation. New
derivatives could then be created with secondary functions on themodel
of either Wnally or non-Wnally accented existing derivatives (see esp.
Kuryłowicz 1968: 51). The actual distribution of Wnal and non-Wnal
accentuation inherited by the daughter languages did not, therefore,
correspond exactly to the division between words retaining their pri-
mary functions and those with secondary functions.
Kuryłowicz’s account then involves a second series of analogical pro-

cesses operating within Greek at the time when the law of limitation
came into force. The law of limitation ensured that there were at most
three syllables on which a word could be accented. For words in which
the Wnal syllable was heavy, however, only the last two could be
accented. A form such as I�Łæ#��ı� ‘men’ (acc. pl.) was ambiguous
between recessive and intermediate accentuation, as was one such as
I��Ø��Œ�ı� ‘little shields’ (acc. pl.), I�Łæ#��ı� in fact belonging to a
recessive paradigm (cf. nom. sg. ¼�Łæø���) but I��Ø��Œ�ı� to an inter-
mediate one (cf. nom. sg. I��Ø��Œ��). The accentual ambiguity of o-stem
case-forms with heavy endings gave rise to the loss of intermediate
accentuation and its replacement by recessive accentuation in some
words, and in fact precisely in those words that were not felt synchron-
ically to be derivatives. In this way Kuryłowicz explains the recessive
accent of Homeric I�æ����� ‘made of man’, which he regards as having
lost its derivative character, as contrasted with the penultimate accent of
Vedic adjectives having the corresponding suYx -máya- (Kuryłowicz
1958: 114; 1968: 90–1). Synchronically underived o-stem words with
Wnal accent, such as )ıª�� ‘yoke’, are regarded as well preserved inGreek
(Kuryłowicz 1958: 114; 1968: 91).37 Kuryłowicz’s series of purely
Greek analogical changes again ceased to operate after a limited period,
so that later semantic developments could obscure the original situation.

Some scholars38 derive situation (b) or (c) from an earlier system in
which nominal paradigms all had mobile accentuation; such an early
situation is essential for Kuryłowicz’s account (d).
Systems (b) and (c) have sometimes been combined. Brugmann

(1906: 27) implicitly regards nomina agentis of the type ����� ‘cutting,
sharp’ or ��æ�� ‘bearing’ as all originally adjectives, by contrast with
original nomina actionis of the type ����� ‘cut, slice’ or ��æ�� ‘tribute’,
which are nouns. For Brugmann the contrast between Wnally accented
adjectives and root-accented nouns appears to have arisen Wrst in pairs
such as ����� : ����� and ��æ�� : ��æ��, together with pairs of the
type represented by Skt bhr

˚
tá- ‘carried’ : ��æ�� ‘tribute’. Following

these old patterns, he envisaged that Wnally accented adjectives could

37 On the similar analogical changes Kuryłowicz assumes for ā-stems, see pp. 295–6.
38 Hirt (1929: 220–1), with reservations; Loewe (1929: 46–8).
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be substantivized by shifting the accent, both in Indo-European and in
the daughter languages; thus �ºØ��� ‘racecourse’ would have been
produced in Greek by substantivization of �ºØ��� ‘long’. The semantic
range of nouns that could be formed on this principle was extended
from original nomina actionis to all nouns. This procedure was made
possible by the fact that some old nomina actionis had changed their
meaning (e.g. ª���� ‘generation’ ! ‘child’).
Similarly to Brugmann, Loewe (1929: 48) argues that the types �����

‘cutting, sharp’ and ����� ‘cut, slice’ became models for the accentu-
ation of other nominal forms. Thematic adjectives usually followed the
type ����� ‘cutting, sharp’, because words of this type were adjectives.
However, he argues that some thematic adjectives acquired root accents
(e.g. ���� ‘new’ : Skt náva- ‘new’).
Of the four approaches outlined above, that of the later works of

Kuryłowicz (d) is the only one which makes a serious attempt to explain
why the apparent semantic and morphosyntactic distinctions between
Wnally and non-Wnally accented nominal forms (e.g. the distinction be-
tween adjectives and nouns) have obvious exceptions. A drawback of
Kuryłowicz’s approach is that it is apparently unfalsiWable, since the
proposed accentual distribution produced by the loss of accentual mobil-
ity in Indo-European or by the law of limitation inGreek can be obscured
to any degree by secondary semantic developments, and Kuryłowicz
produces no evidence independent of accentuation for the time at which
a word lost its ‘derivative’ character. The results of my case studies are, as
we shall see, in agreement with Kuryłowicz’s view that the acquisition of
secondary functions can lead to the acquisition of recessive accentuation
in Greek. I shall, however, disagree with his view that the relevant
developments were produced by certain speciWc catastrophes (loss of
accentual mobility in Indo-European; the development of the law of
limitation in Greek) and oVer what one might call a more uniformitarian
account. I shall also argue that Wnally as well as intermediately accented
o-stems could lose their non-recessive accentuation within Greek itself.

We have already seen (p. 107) that Lubotsky (1988), following a sug-
gestion by Kortlandt (1986: 158–9), attempts to Wnd correlations be-
tween the accentuation of nominal forms in Indo-European languages
and the phonetic features of consonants they contain. Lubotsky (1988:
135–6) notes, as have others, that almost all adjectives formed with
the suYx -æ�- have a Wnal accent, but that the accentuation of the nouns
is far less predictable. Similar observations are made for -��- (1988:
134–5) and -º�- (pp. 131–2).39 Lubotsky assumes that since Wnal

39 Lubotsky (1988: 136–7) regards the accentuation of words with suYx -��- as

totally predictable (see pp. 183–4).
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accentuation of adjectives formed with -æ�-, -��-, and -º�- was product-
ive in Greek, the Greek Wnally accented adjectives with these suYxes
cannot tell us anything about the accentuation of the relevant types of
adjective in early Indo-European: the pattern that became productive
may have obscured the original situation. Greek neuter o-stem nouns
are regularly recessive, in Lubotsky’s view, and for this reason he
regards these nouns too as unable to reveal anything about Indo-Euro-
pean patterns of accentuation (1988: 125–6; cf. pp. 163–4 below). On
the other hand, he regards the distribution of Wnally and recessively
accented non-neuter nouns as a very old survival.
Lubotsky’s method presupposes that the distribution of Wnal and

recessive accents among the non-neuter nouns formed with -æ�-, -��-,
and -º�- could not have developed or been further developed or mod-
iWed within Greek, an assumption that we shall see is challenged by my
case studies of words with these suYxes (and with -��-). On the other
hand, Lubotsky rightly recognizes that the label ‘ancient Greek’ stands
not for a synchronic unity but for many centuries in the history of a
language. Although he assumes that the distribution of accents in
categories where no principle seems discernible was inherited, in
those categories that do follow an obvious accentual principle he as-
sumes that this consistency is due to an innovation of Greek. In support
of this view he makes the following observation:

Already in prehistoric times Greek had generalized a uniform accentuation for

many categories and suYxes. . . . There are several indications that this process

of generalizing a single accentuation pattern for every category went on in

historical times. A good example is the suYx of nomina actionis -��-, which
shows both types of accentuation in Homer but is almost exclusively oxytone in

later texts. (Lubotsky 1988: 121)

This observation suggests that there may be value in comparing pat-
terns of accentuation in sections of the Greek vocabulary that are Wrst
attested at diVerent periods. If we Wnd that words which entered the
language at diVerent periods seem to show diVerent patterns of accen-
tuation, such a correlation between date and accentuation will require
an explanation, whether that which Lubotsky assumes or some other
one. Some attention shall be paid to this question in the case studies that
follow.
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6 WORDS WITH SUFFIX -æ�-

6.1 Formation

Greek inherited from Indo-European an adjectival suYx *-ro- (as in
Œ�ııæ�� ‘glorious, renowned’). This suYx has long been identiWed as
standing in a special relationship to a number of other Indo-European
suYxes, especially *-i-, *-u-, *-ont-, *-es-, *-ē- (the ‘stative’ suYx),
*-mo-, and *-no-.1 These suYxes are commonly known as ‘Caland
suYxes’ after Wilhelm Caland who in two short notes made the Wrst
observations in this area (1890; 1892).2 The relationship between
Caland suYxes was originally viewed in terms of substitution. Thus,
an adjective formed with -ro-, e.g. Œ�ııæ�� ‘glorious, renowned’, would
substitute -i- for -ro- in composition, as in Œ�ııØ-���ØæÆ ‘bringing men
glory’. More recently, scholars have begun to look at the same phenom-
ena from a somewhat diVerent angle. On a more modern view the
essential characteristic of Caland suYxes is, as Nussbaum (1976: 5)
puts it, ‘the statistically signiWcant number of roots which in fact make
sets of derivatives with the closed set of Caland suYxes’.
Thus, if a -ro- adjective is attested for a particular root, it is particu-

larly likely that we will Wnd (in some Indo-European language or
languages) other derivatives on the same root with one or more of the
other Caland suYxes. Similarly, if there is a compositional form in i-, or
a u-stem adjective, we are likely to Wnd derivatives with some of the
other Caland suYxes: a -ro- adjective, an s-stem noun, etc.
It is doubtful to what extent ‘Caland’s law’ remained a productive

principle of word-formation inGreek (soMeißner 19953). It is certainly
the case that many of the Greek adjectives with -æ�- were created within
Greek, without the existence of any other ‘Caland’ forms being implied.
Thus, �Øø�	æ�� ‘silent’ is built on the stem of �Øø�� ‘silence’; there are no
other Caland forms. But there is no reason to treat the -æ�- suYx here as
fundamentally diVerent from ‘Caland -æ�-’.While Caland’s lawmay not

1 Nussbaum (1976) labels the last two ‘marginal members’ of the Caland system,

arguing that they diVer from the central members in being attested less commonly as

primary suYxes within Caland systems but more commonly in ‘complex Caland forma-

tions’, i.e. formations in which one Caland suYx has been added after another instead of

directly to a root (see esp. 1976: 74). We shall have occasion to return to this notion in

Ch. 12 (see pp. 282–3).
2 A more up-to-date presentation of ‘Caland’ phenomena is given by Risch (1974:

65–112). The subject is studied in detail by Nussbaum (1976) andMeißner (1995; 1998).
3 Meißner’s conclusions are based on a study of s-stem formations in Greek.



have remained productive, the adjectival suYx -æ�- did remain at least
mildly productive in Greek of the historical period.
The suYx -æ�- also appears in various extended forms in which the

suYx proper is preceded by a vowel, e.g. -Ææ�-, -�æ�-, -	æ�-, -ıæ�-:
��Ø�Ææ�� ‘strong, stout’ (�����ø ‘tread on’); ��Æº�æ�� ‘likely to make
one stumble’ (���ººø ‘make to fall’); Æƒ�Æ�	æ�� ‘bloodstained’ (Æx�Æ,
gen. -Æ��� ‘blood’); �º�ªıæ�� ‘burning’ (�º�ªø ‘burn’). These extended
or complex forms of the suYx originated at least in part with forms in
which the vowel belonged to the stem, e.g. �ÆºÆæ�� ‘slack’ (�Æº�ø
‘slacken’); ��ıª�æ�� ‘hated, hateful’ (��ıª�ø ‘hate’; ���ª��, -���, ��
‘hate’); I�Ł	æ�� ‘Xowery’ (¼�Ł	 ‘Xower’); ºØªıæ�� ‘clear, shrill’ (ºØª��
‘clear, shrill’; cf. Chantraine 1933: 226–35).
Nouns as well as adjectives may have the suYx -æ�-. Where we can

see how one of these nouns with -æ�- originated within Greek, it was
created by the simple use of an adjective as a noun. Adjectives could
easily be used as nouns on an ad hoc basis, by being placed in a syntactic
position that forced them to be interpreted as nouns with some con-
textually appropriate referent. But some of these substantivized adjec-
tives became lexicalized as nouns, acquiring Wxed meanings as nouns.
Thus, the adjective ƒ�æ�� ‘holy’ gave rise to the nouns ƒ�æ�� ‘temple’ and
ƒ�æ�� ‘oVering’ (the latter usually used in the plural).4 It is standardly
assumed that at least some of the -ro- derivatives that are only attested
in the function of nouns likewise originated as substantivized adjec-
tives.5

While many of the nouns with -ro- (or its developments) found in
Indo-European languages are clearly substantivized adjectives, and
many others may be even in the absence of direct evidence, some
nouns with -æ�- were certainly inherited by the daughter languages
qua nouns. Nussbaum (1976: 109–10) argues that some of these
nouns are fundamentally diVerent from the adjectives with -ro-:

it is impossible to deny that the formant -ro- had more than one function and

belonged to more than one derivational pattern already in PIE. On the one

hand . . . a category of -ro- stem nouns must be recognized. So RV ks
˙
u-rá-/Gk.

�ıæ�� (cf. ��ø), Hæ��/tur/darǔ (ø-, dā-, etc.), ZæŁæ�� ‘‘dawn’’ (cf. RV várdhate

probably), ���æ�� ‘‘ditch’’ (Ł���ø), L. stuprum (stupere/����ø as above), etc.

An entirely distinct category is the large group of (Caland) -ro- adjectives and

this distinction is certainly already PIE. There is no reason to think that the

-ro- substantives are substantivized adjectives and, indeed, such a view is

practically excluded by the fact that these -ro- substantives do not belong to

Caland systems. Further distinguishing the two groups is a distributional factor.

4 For the purposes of the statistics given later in this chapter, I count these as a single

noun with two meanings.
5 So e.g. Nussbaum (1976: 59), on ªÆ��æ�� ‘brother-in-law, son-in-law’.
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The nominal type dō-ro- is virtually restricted to verbal roots while systems of

Caland adjectives are certainly not.

Nussbaum can thus distinguish his forms with non-Caland -ro- from
those with Caland -ro- by means of three criteria: (a) the forms with
non-Caland -ro- are nouns, not adjectives; (b) they do not belong to
Caland systems; (c) they are virtually restricted to verbal roots.
There are certain diYculties in keeping apart Nussbaum’s Caland

and non-Caland -ro- formations, as indeed he recognizes. The point
may be illustrated with reference to his discussion of Sanskrit abhrá- n.,
Avestan a�ra- ‘(thunder) cloud’ (1976: 105–6). He observes that on the
relevant root, Indo-European *nebh-, there are both Caland nominal
formations (especially the s-stem attested e.g. in Greek ����� ‘cloud’)
and (non-Caland) verbal formations (e.g. �ı�-����Ø ‘clouds over’). Hav-
ing noted that Sanskrit abhrá- n. and Avestan a�ra- ‘(thunder) cloud’
look like reXexes of a substantivized -ro- adjective, Wtting beside the s-
stem as a further member of the Caland system, he concludes,

But if there is a verbal root nebh- ‘‘moisten’’ from which is derived the root

noun ‘‘cloud’’, it cannot be completely excluded that n
˙
bh-ro-is a deverbative

-ro- noun (type �ıæ��/ks
˙
urá- as above) and not a Caland -ro- adjective at all.

This, aswe have already seen, is a general problemwith assuming substantivized

-ro- adjectives from verbal roots. (Nussbaum 1976: 106)

Since not all roots are exclusively verbal or nominal, and since non-
Caland forms can be made on roots that also have Caland systems, a
degree of uncertainty must always be involved in the classiWcation of a
noun with -ro- as one of Nussbaum’s original nouns in -ro- or as a
substantivized Caland adjective. It remains true, however, that some
words with a formant -ro- are only attested as nouns and exist beside
verbal forms on the same root but not beside Caland systems. From a
Greek point of view, purely substantival -ro- was not productive but
may be the origin of some of the well-established -ro- nouns in the
language.
Supposing that Nussbaum is right to regard nouns in -ro- such as

�ıæ�� ‘razor’ as fundamentally diVerent in formation from original
adjectives in -ro- such as Œ�ııæ�� ‘glorious, renowned’, we are left with
two possibilities. Either there were two original -ro- suYxes, or there
was one that was used inmore than one way. For us, the crucial question
is whether the accentual properties of the two kinds of formation are
diVerent, or at least whether any diVerence between them is reXected in
Greek—whether the distinction between these two categories has any
bearing on the distribution of accents among Greek words with -æ�- as
we know them. This is not a straightforward question, given the
diYculty of separating the members of the two categories of -ro-
derivative, but we shall pay at least some attention to it in what follows.
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Most old -ro- formations found in Indo-European languages
reXect an original zero grade of the root (as in Greek KæıŁæ�� ‘red’ from
*H1rud

hrós). But some forms, such asGreek 	æ�� ‘long, too long’ reXect
a full e-grade root (*du

Ð
eH2-). Vine (2002) has recently studied these

formations and suggests that at least some of them originated as old
collective nouns formed with an accented e-grade root plus -reH2. Such
collectives should have given, in the Wrst instance, Greek second-
declension neuter plural nouns or Wrst-declension feminine -�ÆÆ=	- stem
nouns, and indeed in some cases there is direct evidence for such a noun
beside an adjective or a masculine noun with -æ�-. Thus, the neuter
plural �BæÆ ‘thigh-pieces’ diVers in gender and accent from the singular
�	æ�� ‘thigh’ and its plural �	æ��; Vine (2002: 333) takes the synchron-
ically anomalous �BæÆ as an archaism from which �	æ�� was secondarily
back-formed.6 In the case of Greek Iªæ��, Vedic ájra- m. ‘Weld’, reXect-
ing *H2eĝ-ros, Vine (2002: 334) suggests that the root-accented femi-
nine noun ¼ªæ�ÆÆ ‘the hunt; prey’ continues an old collective referring to
‘that which is driven’, with the masculine noun Iªæ��, Vedic ájra- due to
a secondary (although early) ‘animatization’. Similarly, º��æ�� ‘scaly,
rough’ may be secondary to a collective continued by the feminine
noun º��æ�ÆÆ ‘leprosy’ (Vine 2002: 336). The adjective ¼Œæ�� ‘at the
furthest point’, reXecting *H2ek̂-ros, is likely to have originated as a
noun (see Frisk 1938 and p. 263); Vine (2002: 335) suggests that
the original form of this noun was that of an old collective continued
by ¼Œæ�ÆÆ ‘highest or furthest point’. Without ‘animatization’, Hæ�� ‘gift’,
reXecting *deH3-rom, may be back-formed from an old collective that
gave rise to the Greek neuter plural HæÆ (Vine 2002: 335). Further
Greek forms with full e-grade root vocalism that Vine suggests may be
due to old collectives are �Bæ�� ‘bereaved, bereft’, reXecting *ĝheH1-ros
(Vine 2002: 335–6),7 ��Œæ�� ‘corpse’ (Vine 2002: 339), and perhaps the
adjective ªÆFæ�� ‘exulting in’, which could reXect *geH2u-ros (Vine
2002: 339).
The following sections consider those derivatives which, historically,

had a formant -ro- (whether ‘Caland’ or ‘non-Caland’) or a complex suYx
of the form-V-ro-.Words in -�æ�- and -Łæ�- are not considered since these
suYxes are clearly diVerent (at least in part) from simple -æ�- as regards
their origin and semantics (cf. Chantraine 1933: 330–4, 372–5).

6 The pre-form of �BæÆ is reconstructable as *mēms-reH2, so that in this case the root

would appear to have a lengthened grade rather than an ordinary e-grade.
7 I exclude �Bæ�� from the data that form the basis for the statistics given further on

because it may well be a fairly late back-formation from the feminine ��æ�ÆÆ ‘widow’

(whatever the origins of ��æ�ÆÆ). See Frisk (1960–72: ii. 1095), and cf. Vine (2002: 336,
also noting the relatively late appearance—not until Euripides—of adjectival �Bæ��).
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6.2 Comparative evidence

In Vedic, adjectives with the suYx -ra-, which generally derives from
Indo-European *-ro-, usually have Wnal accentuation (Debrunner 1954:
852–3). The -ra- nouns are divided between Wnal and root accentuation
(Debrunner 1954: 856).8

For all except one of the word equations that can be made between
Greek and Vedic or reconstructed proto-Germanic, Wnal accentuation is
found in at least onemember of the equation. The only word equation for
which both members are non-Wnally accented is that between Œ��æ��
‘boar’ and Old Norse hafr ‘goat’.9 The comparative evidence may be
summarized as shown in Table 6(a). These word equations give more
information on adjectives than on nouns, but the paucity of correspond-
ences involving non-Wnal accentuation for all members of the equation
does not at any rate obviously suggest a well-developed class of root-
accented nounswith suYx *-ro-.The one equation forwhich allmembers
attest root accentuation, that of Œ��æ�� ‘boar’, concerns a word whose
original internal structure is unclear but which has most recently been
interpreted as originally a -ro- adjective rather than a noun (see Table 6(a)
note e).
For the one clear equation for Nussbaum’s ‘non-Caland’ -ro-,

�ıæ��=�ıæ�� ‘razor’ : Skt ks
˙
urá- m. ‘razor’, we Wnd Wnal accentuation in

both members. Skt abhrá- n. ‘thundercloud, cloud covering’, for which
Nussbaum suggested possible ‘non-Caland’ -ro- (see above), has Wnal
accentuation as does its possible exact correspondent I�æ�� ‘foam’; the
possible near-correspondent Z��æ�� ‘rainstorm, thunderstorm’ is reces-
sive. So far, then, words with ‘non-Caland’ -ro- behave accentually like
other -ro- derivatives.
One of the word equations in which only one member of the equation

involves Wnal accentuation, Iªæ�� ‘Weld’ : Skt ájra- m. ‘Weld’, involves a
form reXecting an e-grade root that Vine (2002: 334) suggests is due to
an old root-accented collective (see p. 158 above). If so Sanskrit may
preserve the more archaic accentuation here. On the other hand, a
masculine noun can only have been back-formed from an old collective
at a fairly remote period, and it is not entirely clear how one should
expect such a back-formation to be accented: like the collective, or like
other non-collective nouns that helped to motivate its creation? The
diVerence in gender and in accentuation between Greek �BæÆ ‘thigh-
pieces’ and �	æ�� ‘thigh’ is very peculiar from a synchronic point of

8 According to Debrunner, masculine nouns showing a direct connection to a verb

(e.g. ks
˙
urá- m. ‘razor’) are Wnally accented whereas other -ra- nouns follow no rule.

9 Gk X��Øæ�� ‘mainland’ (Aeolic $3 ��ææ��) originally had a suYx -i
ÐÐ
o- and so is irrelevant

here, as well as not a true correspondence for OE ōfer ‘harbour’ and cognates (from

PGmc *ó̄fera); see Frisk (1960–72: i. 640).
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Table 6(a). Word equations between Greek and Sanskrit or Germanic
words continuing an IE suYx *-ro-

Greek Outside Greek Note on accents

i. Certainly exact equations

Iæª�� < *Iæªæ�� ‘shin-

ing, glistening; swift’

Skt r
˚
jrá- ‘shining red,

light-coloured;

swift’a

Final accent in Gk and

Skt

�ıæ��; �� (occasionally

�ıæ��; ›) ‘razor’

Skt ks
˙
urá- m. ‘razor’b Final accent in Gk and

Skt

Iªæ��; › ‘Weld’ Skt ájra- m. ‘Weld’c Final accent in Gk,

root accent in Skt

�ÆŒæ�� ‘long’ ON magr, OE mæġr,

OHG/MHG/NHG

mager ‘thin’d

Final accent in Gk and

PGmc

ii. Equations certainly exact, but internal structures of words unclear

Œ��æ��; › ‘boar’ ON hafr ‘goat’e Root accent in Gk and

PGmc

%Œıæ��; › ‘father-in-law’ Skt śváśura- m.

‘father-in-law’ :

OHG swehur, OE

swéor ‘father-in-law’f

Final accent inGk, root

accent in Skt and

PGmc; Lith. may

agree with Gk (see

p. 230)

iii. Possibly exact correspondences, but phonological developments less clear and/

or connections not certain

Œæı�æ�� ‘icy, cold, chil-

ling’

Skt krūrá- ‘bloody,

raw’; n. ‘blood-shed,

cruelty’g

Final accent in Gk and

Skt

a IE *H2r
˚
ĝ-ró- (see Mayrhofer 1986–2001: i. 253–4).

b IE *ksu-ró- (see Mayrhofer 1986–2001: i. 435–6).
c IE form likely to be *H2eĝ-ro- (see Mayrhofer 1986–2001: i. 52).
d IE *mak̂-ró-s, perhaps deriving ultimately from *mH2k̂-rós (cf. Frisk 1960–72: ii. 164,
but see also Nussbaum 1976: 103, arguing for an IE root *mak̂- with fundamental a-

vocalism and no laryngeal).
e IE *kápros. The internal structure of the word is unclear, and I omit it from my main

list of words with suYx -æ�-. Most recently, it has been interpreted as originally a -ro-

adjective meaning ‘voracious’, built on the root of Œ���ø ‘gulp down’ (see Briand 1997;
Briand in Blanc, Lamberterie, and Perpillou 1999: 1406). The element Haber- of

regional German Habergeiß ‘snipe; kind of demon’ implies a pre-form *kapró-, but

since it appears in a compound and could even be a derivative of our word rather than

our word itself (so Kluge and Seebold 1995: 345 s.v.), I take simplex forms such as ON

hafr ‘he-goat’ as of more value for the PGmc accent of the word.
f IE *su

Ð
ek̂uro-. I do not include the word in my list of words with suYx -æ�- since the

suYxation is unclear. The word may well contain the reXexive pronoun *su
Ð
e (see Frisk

1960–72: i. 479); an old compound cannot be ruled out.
g Skt krūrá- derives from*kruH2-ró-, whichmay also be the ultimate origin of theGk form

(Mayrhofer 1986–2001: i. 414). Frisk (1960–72: ii. 29) suggests that Œæı�æ�� may have

been remade under the inXuence of adjectives in -�æ��, if originally identical to Skt krūrá-.
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Table 6(a). (Cont’d)

Greek Outside Greek Note on accents

�øæ�� (Attic �Hæ��)
‘dull, stupid’

Skt mūrá- ‘dull, stupid,
foolish’; m. ‘fool’h

Final accent in Koine
and Skt, recessive
accent in Attici

T�æ�� ‘pale, wan’ Skt (vy)āghrá- m.
‘tiger’j

Final accent in Gk and
Skt

I�æ��; › ‘foam’ Skt abhrá- n. ‘thunder-
cloud, cloud
covering’k

Final accent in Gk and
Skt

ªÆ��æ��; › ‘brother-
in-law, son-in-law’

Skt jārá- m. ‘suitor,
lover’l

Final accent in Gk and
Skt

ƒ�æ�� ‘Wlled with or
manifesting divine
power’

Skt is
˙
irá- ‘fresh, Xour-

ishing, vigorous’m
Final accent in Gk and
Skt

iv. Approximate word equations (with some diVerence of vocalism or
exact suYxation)

	æ�� (Doric $æ��)
‘long, too long’

Skt dūrá- ‘distant’; n.
‘distance’n

Final accent in Gk and
Skt

h If the two terms are to be equated, the pre-form would be *muH3-ró- and a sound

change *-uH3- > *-u
Ð
ō- would have to be assumed for Greek (Mayrhofer 1986–2001:

ii. 367); cf. Normier (1977: 182 n. 26), with possible examples also of *iH2 > Proto-

Gk *i
Ð
ā, *uH2 > Proto-Gk *u

Ð
ā, and *iH3 > Proto-Gk *i

Ð
ō. I have not included

�øæ��=�Hæ�� in my main list of words with suYx -æ�- as the structure of the word is

too uncertain.
i On Attic �Hæ�� see Ch. 12 n. 7, p. 263.
j This correspondence was Wrst proposed by Persson (1912: 300 n. 4). For doubts, see
Frisk (1960–72: ii. 1153–4). Persson’s view has been revived by Dürbeck (1977: 116–
19) and Bailey (1979: 26–7); cf. Mayrhofer (1986–2001: ii. 593). Bailey connects also

various words for ‘blue’ such as Khotan Saka ās
˙
s
˙
ein
˙
a. Even if Persson’s correspond-

ence is accepted, the internal structure of T�æ�� remains uncertain. For example, it

may be that T- is a preWx but clear parallels are lacking (cf. Frisk 1960–72: ii. 1153–4).
Given these doubts, I do not include T�æ�� in my main list of words with suYx -æ�-.

k Frisk (1960–72: i. 197) dissociates I�æ�� from Skt abhrá- n. on semantic grounds, but

Mayrhofer (1986–2001: i. 94) is inclined to accept the connection. In view of the

possibility that I�æ�� is connected to the Armenian reduplicated form p � rp� owrk �
‘foam’, in which case the -æ- would belong to the root, I have not included I�æ�� in
my main list of words with the suYx -æ�-.

l If ªÆ��æ�� and Skt jārá- m. are cognate, as traditionally assumed, the pre-form would

be *ĝm
˚
H2-ro- (see Nussbaum 1976: 59), but the connection is rejected by Mayrhofer

(1953–80: i. 431; 1986–2001: i. 588).
m Gk dialects variously have ƒ�æ��, ƒÆæ��, or {� æ�� (Aeolic ræ��); see Garcı́a-Ramón (1992:
183). This multitude of variant forms has made the reconstruction of a single IE pre-

form (e.g. *(H1)isH1ró-) diYcult. There is a vast literature on the question; see

Mayrhofer (1986–2001: i. 199), with further bibliography.
n Skt dūrá- is from *duH2-ró-, 	æ�� from *du

Ð
eH2-ró- (Nussbaum 1976: 13; Mayrhofer

1986–2001: i. 739; Vine 2002: 329 with n. 1). Vine (pp. 340–2) regards the two forms

as having quite separate histories.
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view: in Greek as we know it the logical back-formation from �BæÆ
would have been �Bæ��, retaining the gender and accentuation of the
plural. It is therefore likely that a masculine noun with full-grade root
and -ro-, even if back-formed from an old collective, was either accented
on the -ro- already at a late stage of the parent language (when such
back-formations perhaps occurred) and preserved as an archaism in
Greek �	æ��, or re-accented on the Wnal syllable at a very early stage
of Greek. Since, as we shall see, the majority of Greek nouns with -æ�-
are recessive by the time we have direct evidence for their accentuation,
there is no analogical motivation for the placement of an accent on the
Wnal syllable of a noun such as �	æ�� unless we can go back to a period so
remote that the accentuation of Greek nouns with -æ�- was substantially
diVerent from the one directly attested. To anticipate the conclusions of
Chapter 10, I think it likely that at a very early stage Greek nouns with

Table 6(a). (Cont’d)

Greek Outside Greek Note on accents

KæıŁæ�� ‘red’ Skt rudhirá- ‘red, bloody’;

n. ‘blood’o
Final accent in Gk and

Skt

ºØ�Ææ�� ‘oily, shiny

with oil’

Skt riprá- n. ‘dirt,

impurity’p
Final accent in Gk and

Skt

NŁÆæ�� ‘cheerful; pure’ Skt vı̄dhrá- (¼ vi-

idhrá-) n. ‘clear sky,

sunshine’ (attested in

Vedic only in the loc.

sg. vı̄dhré ‘with a clear

sky’; in lexicographers

also an adjectival use

‘clean, clear, pure’)q

Final accent in Gk and

Skt

v. Equation uncertain and, if correct, approximate

Z��æ��; › ‘rainstorm,

thunderstorm’

Skt abhrá- n. ‘thunder-

cloud, cloud covering’r
Recessive accent in Gk,

Wnal accent in Skt

o KæıŁæ�� is from IE *H1rud
h-ró-. Skt rudhirá- may be the result of contamination with

the compositional form rudh-i- (Debrunner 1954: 361; Nussbaum 1976: 64 (but cf.

Nussbaum 1976: 88); Mayrhofer 1986–2001: ii. 453–4, with further bibliography).
p See Frisk (1960–72: ii. 127). Nussbaum (1976: 107) argues for independent formations

in Gk and Indic. Mayrhofer (1986–2001: ii. 460) mentions both forms as derived from

the IE root *lip- ‘smear’ but does not comment on the relationship between them.
q IE form likely to be *(u

Ð
i-)H2id

h-ro-: see Nussbaum (1976: 35–6); Peters (1980: 78–80,
109–10).

r Skt abhrá- n. from *n
˚
bhro- or *n

˚
bhlo-; Z��æ�� from *onbhro- assimilated to *ombhro-; see

Mayrhofer (1986–2001: i. 94). Beekes (1969: 74) and Lubotsky (1988: 136) reject the
equation on the grounds that *-mbh- does not give Gk -��-, but see Schwyzer (1953:
333) and Frisk (1960–72: ii. 385).
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-æ�- were indeed Wnally accented much more frequently than they are
once their accentuation is directly known, so that such an early Greek
rearrangement is perhaps possible.
It is, in any case, striking that all theGreekmasculine -æ�- nounswith e-

grade vocalism that Vine argues may be due to old collectives have the
accent on the Wnal syllable: �	æ�� ‘thigh’, Iªæ�� ‘Weld’, and ��Œæ�� ‘corpse’.
The adjectives 	æ�� ‘long, too long’ and º��æ�� ‘scaly, rough’ similarly
have the accent on the Wnal syllable. On the other hand, the adjectives
¼Œæ�� ‘at the furthest point’ and �Bæ�� ‘bereaved, bereft’, and the neuter
noun Hæ�� ‘gift’, are recessive.These last three are perhaps all accented as
onemight expect if theywereback-formedwithinGreek itself, ¼Œæ�� from
a feminine noun ¼Œæ�ÆÆ ‘highest or furthest point’, �Bæ�� from ��æ�ÆÆ ‘widow’,
and Hæ�� from an old collective continued by the plural HæÆ. We shall
return to ¼Œæ�� and to a further adjective Vine mentions, ªÆFæ�� ‘exulting
in’, inChapter12 (pp.263,284–5). For now, I notemerely that theGreek
evidence does not support an old general pattern of root accentuation for
forms with e-grade root; the contrast between �	æ�� ‘thigh’ and �BæÆ
‘thigh-pieces’ suggests at least for masculine nouns of this type a pattern
of Wnal accentuation that must be very old within Greek if not already a
feature of the parent language.

6.3 Descriptive accounts

Pape (1836: 169) and Chandler (1881: 88–9, 124–6) state that adjec-
tives ending in -æ�� usually have Wnal accentuation whereas nouns with
the same termination are mostly recessive. The generalization made for
adjectives is more consistently valid than that for nouns, however, and it
has been recognized that while adjectives ending in -æ�� are usually
accented on the Wnal syllable the nouns are in fact split between Wnal
and recessive accentuation.10

Chandler (1881: 99–113) treats neuter nouns of the second declen-
sion, of whatever termination, separately from masculines and femi-
nines. He gives a general rule that the neuters are mostly recessive when
genuine nouns, but that their accentuation is less predictable when they
are substantivized adjectives (pp. 99–100). The view that neuter nouns
of the second declension are generally prone to recessive accentuation
(similarly to neuter nouns of the third declension, which are all reces-
sive) is also found in more recent discussions,11 and we have just seen

10 Frisk (1938, implicit); Chantraine (1933: 223–4); Lubotsky (1988: 135–6). Frisk
does not make it clear whether he refers to words derived using the suYx -æ�- or to all

words that end in -æ��. Chantraine and Lubotsky discuss speciWcally words derived using

the suYx -æ�-.
11 See, for example, Kuryłowicz (1935: 196); Kiparsky (1973: 797 n. 3); Lubotsky

(1988: 125).
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that the accentuation of the noun Hæ�� ‘gift’ may indeed be connected
to its neuter gender. We shall need to consider whether an association
between recessive accentuation and neuter gender has any more
general validity for words with the suYx -æ�-, or indeed for those
with suYxes -��-, -��-, and -º�- that will be the subjects of subsequent
chapters.
Vendryes (1904: 173–4) considers nouns ending in -æ�� together with

neuters ending in -æ��, but without explicit regard to whether the
element -æ�- was a suYx either historically or synchronically. He at-
tempts to divide the nouns ending in -æ�� or -æ�� into groups with
similar meaning and identical accentuation. Thus, the masculine kin-
ship terms ªÆ��æ�� ‘connection by marriage’, %Œıæ�� ‘father-in-law’, and
���Ł�æ�� ‘father-in-law’ are Wnally accented as are the body parts �	æ��
‘thigh’ and ���æ�� ‘kidney’. The so-called masculine plant names I�ıæ��
‘chaV-heap’, ��ııæ�� ‘wheat’, �Ø�æ�� ‘block of wood, log’, and ���æ��
‘granule; groats’12 are also Wnally accented but the feminine plant
names ÆYª�Øæ�� ‘black poplar’, ¼Œ�æ�� ‘yellow Xag, Iris Pseudacorus’,
Œ�æ�� ‘cedar-tree’, ŒºBŁæ�� ‘alder’, and Œ��Ææ�� ‘strawberry-tree’ are
recessive.
Not all of Vendryes’s lists, of which I have quoted only a selection,

are of equal value. The inclusion of words for chaV-heap, block of
wood, and granule or groats in a supposed list of masculine plant
names is strained. In addition, not all of the alleged feminine
plant names can certainly be taken to be feminine. LSJ (s.v. ¼Œ�æ��)
take the word for ‘yellow Xag’ to be neuter and ŒºBŁæ�� ‘alder’ (s.v.) to be
masculine. Œ��Ææ�� ‘strawberry-tree’ is attested with masculine as well
as feminine gender (see LSJ s.v.).13

The list that deserves to be taken most seriously is that of masculine
kinship terms. Vendryes argued in more detail in an article published in
1905–6 that several Greek masculine kinship terms are Wnally accented
under the inXuence of other masculine kinship terms (Vendryes 1905–
6a: 137–8). The word �Æ��æ ‘father’ would be a possible starting-point
for analogical inXuence, since for this word we know from the Vedic and
Germanic cognates that Wnal accentuation is inherited. The Wnal accent
of %Œıæ��, by contrast, does not agree with the root accent of the Sanskrit
and proto-Germanic cognates.14 For ���Ł�æ�� one might have expected

12 LSJ list the noun ���æ�� with recessive accent, and the adjective ���æ�� ‘granular’
with Wnal accent. But according to Arc. (84. 14–16), the noun is ���æ�� and the adjective

���æ��. As Vendryes (1905–6a: 145) notices, the noun is accented on the Wrst syllable in

printed editions of Theophrastus (CP 4. 16. 2; HP 4. 4. 9, 4. 4. 10, 9. 4. 10).
13 Vendryes (1905–6a: 144–5) argues in further detail for a general Greek tendency

for feminine plant names to be recessive, masculine plant names Wnally accented, but as

his presentation makes clear there are many exceptions and diYculties.
14 See Table 6(a) ii above, but cf. p. 230 on the Lith. cognate.
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(*?)*���Ł�æ�� because of Wheeler’s law.15 I shall, however, come to
some diVerent conclusions about the accentuation of %Œıæ��, ���Ł�æ��,
and ªÆ��æ�� in due course (pp. 229–30, 286).

6.4 Analysis of data

The data may be summarized as in Table 6(b).
Of the 243 words with a suYx -æ�- listed in Appendix 1, 194 are

Wnally accented (80%), 40 are recessive (16%), and the accentuation of 9
(4%) is uncertain. As suggested above, however, a Wrst division of these
words into adjectives and nouns reveals that the accentual types are not
evenly distributed. Of the 188 adjectives whose accentuation is known,
95% have Wnal accentuation whereas only 33% of the 46 nouns with
known accentuation are Wnally accented. Thus, adjectives with a -æ�-
suYx are nearly all Wnally accented but a majority of the nouns is
recessive. A sizeable minority of the nouns, however, has Wnal accentu-
ation like the adjectives.
We shall return later on to those adjectives in -æ�- with anomalous

recessive accentuation (Ch. 12). For the moment, let us assume from
the prevalence of Wnal accentuation among the adjectives in -æ�- that
Wnal accentuation was normal for this category. The following analysis
will be directed at explaining the accentuation of the nouns, leaving out
of account the two nouns whose accentuation is uncertain
(º���ııæ��=º���ııæ�� ‘shell, husk’ and I��ıæ��=¼��ıæ��, diminutive of ¼��ı

15 Other Wnally accented masculine kinship terms (not ending in -æ��) mentioned in

this context include I�º��� ‘brother’, a word whose formation is not well understood.

Note also the numerous counterexamples to Vendryes’s hypothesis which he discusses

(Vendryes 1905–6a: 140–3).

Table 6(b). Adjectives and nouns with a suYx -æ�-

Adjectives Nouns

Finally accented 179 15 (6 neuter, 9 non-neuter)
Recessive 9 31 (6 neuter, 25 non-neuter)
Accent uncertain 6 3a

Examples. Finally accented adjectives: ÆN��æ�� ‘causing shame’; ±æ�� ‘thick’; etc. Reces-
sive adjectives: I��ıæ�� ‘light as air’; ªÆFæ�� ‘exulting in’; etc. Finally accented nouns:

Iªæ�� ‘Weld’; ªÆ��æ�� ‘connection by marriage’; etc. Recessive nouns: ¼æªıæ�� ‘silver’;

¼º�ıæ�� ‘wheat-meal’; etc.
a The Wgure of three here includes �	æ�� ‘thigh’, plural �	æ�� or �BæÆ; the accent of these
forms is certain but diVers between the masculine and neuter forms. The neuter plural

�BæÆ is likely to preserve an old collective (see p. 158), and its accent is likely to be an

extreme archaism.
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‘town’), and the interesting noun �	æ�� ‘thigh’, pl. �	æ��=�BæÆ, whose
accentuation does not Wt into any large generalizations and has already
been discussed separately (pp. 158, 159–63).
A superWcial look at the Wgures quoted in Table 6(b) does not give the

impression that neuter nouns are particularly likely to be recessive. The
proportion of recessive nouns is in fact rather lower for the neuters than
for the non-neuter nouns. The Wnally accented neuter nouns are ƒ�æ��
‘oVering; temple’; �	æ�� ‘water’16; �ıæ�� ‘razor’17; ���æ�� ‘wing’;
��Æ�ı	æ� ‘plants that bear ears, cereals’; ı�Æ��æ� ‘potent drugs’. Most
of these are likely to be substantivized adjectives in origin (as are many
non-neuter nouns in -æ�-). For ƒ�æ�� ‘oVering; temple’ and ��Æ�ı	æ�
‘plants that bear ears, cereals’ an adjectival origin is clear because the
adjective is also attested; ��Æ�ı	æ� may well have continued to be
analysed synchronically as an adjective used substantivally (cf. p. 335
s.v. ��Æ�ı	æ�). Nussbaum places �ıæ�� ‘razor’ in the category of inher-
ited -æ�- nouns, however (see p. 156 above), and his view that deverba-
tive origin is characteristic of original nouns would probably make
���æ�� ‘wing’ an original noun too. The most likely derivational base
for ���æ�� is the root of �����ÆØ ‘Xy’ in its verbal function. Whatever
their origins, Wnally accented neuter nouns in -æ�- clearly do occur, and
the presence of neuters in the list of nouns in -æ�- is certainly no
explanation for the split accentuation of the nouns in -æ�- as a whole.
In what follows I shall consider the neuter and non-neuter nouns
together.
Following Lubotsky’s hint (1988: 121; see p. 154), we shall consider

whether a diVerence in the proportions of Wnally and recessively
accented words with the suYx -æ�- can be observed between those
-æ�- words attested in our earliest Greek literature, the Homeric
poems, and those not attested until after Homer. The absence of a
given word from Homer does not guarantee that the word is a post-
Homeric creation, but if there is in fact a diVerence between the accen-
tuation patterns of the oldest words in the language and those of
younger words then one might expect the Homeric words to be some-
how untypical of the corpus as a whole. If on investigation the Homeric
words do turn out to be atypical in their accentuation, questions arise as
to how this Wnding should be interpreted. But let us Wrst investigate the
facts.
The numbers of Wnally and recessively accented nouns with -æ�- in

the Homeric and post-Homeric groups may be represented as shown in
Table 6(c).
Of 19 Homeric nouns 9 have a Wnal accent (47%), as compared with

6 out of 27 for the post-Homeric nouns (22%). A chi-squared test of

16 Also masculine �	æ��. 17 Rarely masculine �ıæ��.
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statistical signiWcance shows that a discrepancy as great as this or greater
would have a chance of about one in fourteen of occurring in a situation
where the Wnally and recessively accented nouns were distributed ran-
domly between the Homeric and post-Homeric groups.18 This result
could be due to chance, but it is suYciently striking that it is worth
asking whether there is an explanation other than chance.
The most obvious characteristic with which words attested in Homer

should on average be more endowed than those Wrst attested after
Homer is antiquity. An easy conclusion from the foregoing analysis
of nouns in -æ�- would therefore be that old nouns in -æ�- are more
likely to be Wnally accented than newer ones. Before leaping to this
conclusion, however, it is worth considering whether the observed
discrepancy between the Homeric and post-Homeric words could be
otherwise explained (assuming that it is not due to chance). The nouns
with -æ�- attested in Homer might tend to share a characteristic other
than age, as compared with those not attested in Homer. SpeciWcally,
words that were in very frequent use at all periods of ancient Greek are
more likely to be attested in Homer than not. By omitting these, the
group of words not attested in Homer is likely to omit several of the very
commonest words, whereas the Homeric group will include these.
Could it be that rather common words such as Iªæ�� ‘Weld’ are particu-
larly likely to be Wnally accented as well as particularly likely to be
attested in Homer?
The possibility that it is not the age of the Homeric -æ�- words which

leads to the diVerence in proportions noted above gains plausibility
from consideration of the proportions of Wnally and recessively accented
nouns with -æ�- when these are divided according to their occurrence or
non-occurrence in another body of text, of a size comparable to that of
the Homeric poems (in fact slightly shorter) but from the Wfth century

18 52 ¼ 3:2; p ¼ 0.073.

Table 6(c). Nouns with -æ�- (i) attested in Homer, and (ii) not attested
until after Homer

Homer After Homer total

Finally accented 9 6 15
Recessive 10 21 31

total 19 27 46

Examples. Homeric—Finally accented: Iªæ�� ‘Weld’; Iº�ØØ�æ�� ‘sinner’; ªÆ��æ�� ‘connection
by marriage’; etc. Recessive: ¼Œæ�� ‘highest or furthest point’; ¼æªıæ�� ‘silver’; etc.
Post-Homeric—Finally accented: ı�Æ��æ� ‘potent drugs’; KºÆØæ�� a liquid measure; etc.

Recessive: ¼º�ıæ�� ‘wheat-meal’; Œ�ºØ�æ�� ‘rolling stone; cylinder’; etc.
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bc, Thucydides’ Histories. We Wnd a remarkably similar result to that
obtained when the division is between Homeric and post-Homeric
words, as the Wgures in Table 6(d) show.
Of the 11 Thucydidean nouns with -æ�-, 45% are Wnally accented, as

compared with 29% of the 35 non-Thucydidean words.19 The Wve
Wnally accented nouns with -æ�- attested in Thucydides are Iªæ��
‘Weld’, K�Łæ�� ‘enemy’, ƒ�æ�� ‘oVering; temple’, ��Œæ�� ‘corpse’, and
��Æıæ�� ‘pale, stake’. Four of these (all except K�Łæ��, which is attested
in Homer only as an adjective meaning ‘hostile’) also occur in Homer
and these account for almost half of the Wnally accented Homeric nouns.
At this point one might ask whether Wnal accentuation in nouns with

-æ�- could be correlated with their frequency of occurrence rather than
their antiquity. In order to test this hypothesis, I have used the Perseus
Digital Library corpus of ancient Greek literary texts, prepared by a
team from Tufts University under the direction of G. Crane (searched
in January 1999 and referred to as Crane 1999).20 This corpus

19 A chi-squared test of signiWcance would be invalid in this case since one of the

‘expected frequencies’ is smaller than Wve.
20 The following authors were represented (in many cases by a selection of their works

rather than by all of them) at the time of consultation: Aeschines, Aeschylus, Andocides,

Antiphon, Apollodorus, Aristophanes, Aristotle, Bacchylides, Demades, Demosthenes,

Dinarchus, Diodorus Siculus, Euclid, Euripides, Herodotus, Hesiod, Homer, Homeric

Hymns, Hyperides, Isaeus, Isocrates, Josephus, Lycurgus, Lysias, Pausanias, Pindar,

Plato, Plutarch, Sophocles, Strabo, Thucydides, Ps.-Xenophon, and Xenophon.

A drawback to my use of this particular corpus is the absence of some genres and authors,

such as Hellenistic poetry, Polybius, or the Hippocratic Corpus, whose inclusion might

havemade some diVerence especially to the relative frequencies of words at the lower end

of the frequency range. The main value of my searches, however, has been to divide the

words investigated into highly frequent, highly infrequent, and neither highly frequent

nor highly infrequent words; Wner distinctions of frequency would make little or no

diVerence to the results and I doubt that the gross category divisions would have been

altered by the inclusion of more genres and authors. In addition, I learned too late that it

would have been better if I had used one of the Perseus corpora on CD-Rom, since the

Digital Library corpus available via the Perseus website was altered some time after

Table 6(d). Nouns with -æ�- (i) attested in Thucydides, and (ii) not
attested in Thucydides.

Attested in
Thucydides

Not in
Thucydides total

Finally accented 5 10 15
Recessive 6 25 31

total 11 35 46
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comprises texts selected from the literature of the period spanningHomer
to the second century ad (the same period as that fromwhichmy data are
drawn) and contained c.3,400,000words at the time of consultation. The
PerseusDigital Library has been designedwith a facility for searching for
the frequency of a lexical item, including all inXected forms. In all cases
where a given lexical item could not be distinguished from another (or
certain forms of a lexical item from certain forms of another) by the
searching facility, as when an adjective such as K�Łæ�� ‘hated, hateful,
hating’ could not be distinguished from the noun K�Łæ�� ‘enemy’, I have
sorted the possible occurrences of the word in questionmyself.21 Even so,
it is often not easy to decide whether a word such as K�Łæ�� is being used
adjectivally or substantivally; in such cases I have followedmy judgement
about the use in a particular passage. Even if these diYculties are set aside,
any hypothesis about the possible inXuence of word frequency on linguis-
tic developments is necessarily based on a crude estimate of the relevant
frequencies, especially where relevant developments may have occurred
many centuries before the texts on which we can base estimates of word
frequency. Nevertheless, from what has been said so far it would appear
worth investigating, even in a necessarily rough and ready manner,
whether there could be any relationship between the frequency of a
noun with -æ�- and its accentuation.
The numbers of occurrences of nouns with -æ�- in the corpus may be

laid out as shown in Table 6(e) (the exact number of occurrences of a
word occurring at least once and under 500 times in the corpus is given
in parentheses after the word).

I consulted it, making repetition of my searches impossible. However, the general

validity of the divisions into highly frequent, highly infrequent, and neither highly

frequent nor highly infrequent words may be replicated using any currently available

version of the Perseus corpus and search engine.
21 I inspected all possible instances of the required words in the corpus whether or not

the searching facility reported an ambiguity. At the time I consulted the corpus, the

summary statistics produced by the searching facility had two additional problems even

where there were no cases of ambiguity. Firstly, the numbers of occurrences of words in

Plato were incorrectly reported, and secondly, the summary statistics included Wgures

for two works of Plutarch for which the electronic texts being used were not publicly

available and for which the individual matches could not therefore be identiWed and

checked. (They could of course have been identiWed and checked using a printed text and

concordance, but there would have been little value in doing so because the point of the

exercise was to get an idea about the relative frequencies of words based on some

reasonably large corpus; there was no special reason, for my purposes, why these two

works had to be included in the corpus.) In all cases I counted the occurrences of words

in Plato myself (the searching facility was capable of Wnding them but not of counting

them) and did not count the two works of Plutarch for which the results were not

checkable via Perseus. My Wgures do not, therefore, correspond directly to the summary

statistics produced by the Perseus searching facility even when there were no ambiguities

between lexical items.
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Table 6(e). Frequencies of nouns with suYx -æ�- (per c.3,400,000
words)

Occurrences

in corpus

Finally accented words Recessive words

0 5 words 9 words

ı�Æ��æ� ‘potent drugs’ Œ��ŁÆæ�� ‘rock-rose’

ŁÆºÆ���æ�� kind of eyesalve ª�ªªºÆæ�� ‘kind of Xute or Wfe’

�	æ�� ‘water’ Œ�ººÆæ�� ‘hermit crab’

��Æ�ı	æ� ‘plants that bear ears’ Œ���Ææ�� ‘anus’

KºÆØæ�� liquid measure ��ªæ�� ‘whetstone’

��æÆæ�� ‘mountain stream’

Œ�ºØ�æ�� ‘rolling stone;

cylinder’

ªFæ�� ‘ring, circle’

º�ªıæ�� precious stone

1–100 5 words 16 words

ªÆ��æ�� ‘brother-in-law’ (62) ��ºÆæ�� ‘basket’ (10)

���Ł�æ�� ‘father-in-law’ (15)

Iº�ØØ�æ�� ‘sinner’ (1)

����Ææ�� ‘plug in a ship’s

bottom’ (1)

��Æıæ�� ‘stake, cross’ (20) Œ��Ææ�� ‘strawberry-tree’ (1)

�ıæ�� ‘razor’ (8) �Y�Ææ�� ‘vine-leaf’ (1)

Œ���Ææ�� ‘hollow, cavity’ (3)

�º�Ææ�� ‘silly talk’ (2)

Z��æ�� ‘rainstorm’ (74)

��æ�� ‘red-hot mass’ (13)

¥���æ�� ‘horse-fever’ (1)

ºBæ�� ‘trumpery; idle talk’ (16)

��Łæ�� ‘hole, trench’ (31)

ZæŁæ�� ‘time just before

daybreak’ (32)

¼º�ıæ�� ‘wheat-meal’ (8)

����ııæ�� ‘bran’ (2)

º���ııæÆ ‘spoils of war’ (80)

)��ıæ�� ‘westerly wind’ (49)

101–200 1 word 3 words

���æ�� ‘wing’ (123) &�Ææ�� ‘companion’ (176)a

¼æªıæ�� ‘silver’ (116)

���æ�� ‘ditch, trench’ (150)

a Examples of &�Ææ�� almost all Homeric. The more usual %�ÆEæ�� is formed with an

additional suYx *-i
Ð
o-.
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Chart 6(a) shows the absolute numbers of Wnally accented and reces-
sive words in diVerent portions of the frequency range, using the
number of occurrences in the corpus as a frequency index and dividing
this into intervals of 100. Zero (for words not occurring at all in the
corpus) is used as a lowest frequency category and ‘over 500’ as a
highest. Chart 6(b) presents the same data but the percentages of Wnally
and recessively accented words in each frequency bracket are shown
instead of the absolute numbers. An upper category of over 100, instead
of over 500, occurrences has been used this time, because there are so
few very high frequency data: the frequency brackets at the upper end
of Chart 6(a) when converted into percentages would give, for example,
a column showing 100% for the recessive words occuring 301–400
times, presenting a deceptive picture of massive recessivity here where
there is only one word in the category. It is thus better to take more high
frequency words together when showing percentages.
The situation is more complex than we might have suspected, but

there is a clear pattern. Chart 6(b) shows that the percentage of words
having Wnal accentuation peaks at the two ends of the frequency range—
very high frequency and very low frequency words have the greatest
chances of being Wnally accented. The percentages of recessive words
show a distribution that is (of course) the inverse of this one—the words
that are most likely to be recessive are those in the frequency range
1–100,22 and the percentages fall oV on either side.

Table 6(e). (Cont’d)

Occurrences

in corpus

Finally accented words Recessive words

201–300 1 word 1 word

Iªæ�� ‘Weld’ (224) ¼Œæ�� ‘highest/furthest point’

(209)

301–400 0 words 1 word

ŒºBæ�� ‘lot’ (396)

401–500 0 words 0 words

> 500 3 words 1 word

ƒ�æ�� ‘oVering; temple’ Hæ�� ‘gift’

K�Łæ�� ‘enemy’

��Œæ�� ‘corpse’

22 Most of the recessive words in this frequency range in fact fall into the range 1–50,
as can be seen from Table 6(e).
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For the high frequency words, this conclusion is based on very few
data. In addition, the three Wnally accented nouns with -æ�- whose
frequencies are highest (K�Łæ�� ‘enemy’, ƒ�æ�� ‘oVering; temple’, ��Œæ��
‘corpse’) all have corresponding adjectives attested (K�Łæ�� ‘hated, hate-
ful, hating’, ƒ�æ�� ‘holy’, ��Œæ�� ‘dead’).23 Onemight wonder whether the
existence of a corresponding Wnally accented adjective is conducive to
Wnal accentuation in the noun. Could the apparent correlation between
very high frequency and Wnal accentuation be an accidental conse-
quence of the particular nouns in -æ�- that happen to be very frequently
attested? This hypothesis would seem rather plausible given only the
nouns in -æ�- just discussed. However, we shall see that the result
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23 In the case of ��Œæ�� the adjective is rare and is probably a Greek secondary creation

from the noun (even if the noun may in turn have originated as an adjective); cf.

Chantraine (1968–80: 741).
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obtained here for high frequency nouns with -æ�- gains strength from
the fact that it is duplicated by nouns with the suYxes -��- and -��-. It is
to words with the suYx -��- that we now turn.
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7 WORDS WITH SUFFIX -��-

7.1 Formation of adjectives

Greek inherited from Indo-European a category of adjectives in -��-
(e.g. Œºı��� ‘renowned’). These are typically formed on verbal roots and
usually have a passive or intransitive meaning, as in ª�ø��� ‘perceived,
understood, known’ (passive) or Œºı��� ‘renowned’ (intransitive).
Active meaning is sometimes found, as in �º	��� ‘enduring’, as is a
potential meaning, also attested for �º	��� in the sense ‘endurable’.1

The root is normally in the zero grade, although other vocalisms are also
found (see Chantraine 1933: 304–5). Occasionally, adjectives in -��- are
derived from nouns. Most examples are compounds, but Chantraine
(1933: 305) regards non-compound ŁÆı�Æ��� ‘wonderful’, for example,
as derived from ŁÆF�Æ ‘marvel’.2 A class of adjectives in -ø���, for which
derivation from nouns is common, will be mentioned shortly.
Like -æ�-, -��- is sometimes found extended by various elements

extracted from forms in which they originally belonged to the stem.
Thus, ª�ø���� ‘known’ (existing beside ª�ø���, but not attested as early)
and ŁÆı�Æ���� ‘marvellous’ have a non-etymological -�- under the
inXuence of forms such as Œ����� < *Œ���-��� ‘stitched, embroidered’,
in which -��- is the regular outcome of original *-ntt-, and under the
inXuence of verbal forms with -s- such as Kª�#�Ł	� (see Chantraine
1933: 305). In some -��- adjectives, -��- is preceded by a vowel origin-
ating in some stem or stems of the associated verb. For example, the -	-
of ��Ø	��� ‘made’ or of ºø�	��� ‘despitefully treated, outraged’ evidently
originated in forms of ��Ø�ø ‘make’ and of ºø����ÆØ ‘outrage, maltreat’
such as the aorists K���	�Æ, Kºø�	���	�, or futures ��Ø��ø, ºø�����ÆØ.
Adjectives in -ø��� are relatively numerous and frequently derived

from nouns (cf. ��ØæØø��� ‘sleeved’, on the stem of ��Øæ��, gen. -���
‘sleeve’). It is possible that the -ø- originated in derivatives of verbs in
-�ø, various forms of which synchronically had a stem in -ø. Thus,
Risch (1974: 21) regards ��ºø��� ‘angry’ as derived from ��º�ø ‘anger’

1 On the semantic possibilities, see Risch (1974: 19). On the origin of the potential

meaning, see Risch (1974: 19); Chantraine (1933: 306–7); Vine (1998: 31–3). Opinions

diVer as to whether the possibility of active meaning is secondary (so Risch 1974: 19;
Sihler 1995: 622) or a relic of original indiVerence as to voice (so Szemerényi 1996: 323;
Chantraine 1933: 306–7).

2 On this type, and the question of its antiquity, see Chantraine (1933: 305–6); Buck
and Petersen (1945: 470); Risch (1974: 21 with n. 21).



(compare e.g. the aorist K��ºø�Æ). On the other hand, it has been argued
that ��ºø��� is formed directly from ��º�� ‘anger’ while ��º�ø is back-
formed from ��ºø���.3

A number of adjectives (as well as nouns, on which see below) appear
to have a suYx -���- rather than simply -��-. Many of these are most
closely associated with verbs (so %º���� ‘that can be taken or caught’; cf.
�xº��, suppletive aorist to Æƒæ�ø ‘grasp’), but some are clearly derived
from nouns (so ÆN���� ‘eagle’, from *au

Ð
i
Ð
etos; compare Latin auis ‘bird’).

The deverbative formations in particular have recently been studied by
Vine (1998), who traces their ultimate origins to a variant -eto-,4 used
particularly in negative compounds, of the verbal adjective suYx -to-.
A typical continuation of the original type would be ¼������ ‘unspeak-
able’, from *n

˚
-skw-eto-s, with zero-grade root and (negative) potential

meaning. These forms were secondarily analysed as implying simplicia
in -���-. At the same time, this -���- was reanalysed as consisting of the
thematic vowel -e- plus -to-, on the basis of instances such as ¼������
that existed beside thematic aorists (compare especially the old aorist
stem *skw-e- preserved in K�Ø���E�, aorist inWnitive of K�ð�Þ��ø ‘tell’).
New adjectives in -�-��-, simplicia as well as compounds, were then
created in association not only with thematic aorists but also with
thematic presents. Hence for example Œº�Ø��� < *kleu

Ð
-e-tós ‘renowned,

famous’, and the compound �ıæØŒº�Ø��� ‘famed for the spear’, beside
Œº�ø (from *Œº�=ø) ‘celebrate’. These forms built on the stems of
thematic presents are characterized by the full-grade roots typical of
straightforward thematic presents.
At least two sorts of denominative formations in -eto- have been

recognized (see Vine 1998: 11–12). One of these (with ‘augmentative’
-eto-) forms nouns and will be mentioned shortly. In the other, -eto-
forms adjectives on roots that also take various ‘Caland’ suYxes (see
p. 155). The only clear Greek examples of this latter type are
�Æ�����=������� ‘thick, massive’ (cf. �Æ��� ‘thick, stout’, �����, ��
‘thickness’), and ��æØ��Œ���� ‘very tall or high’ (cf. �ÆŒæ�� ‘long’,
�BŒ��, �� ‘length’).5

Compounds in -���- do not Wgure in the ensuing discussion, since
I systematically exclude compounds from consideration. The deverba-
tive simplicia are included on the grounds that, whatever the ultimate
origins of their -eto-, the frequent association of Greek adjectives in
-���- with thematic verbal forms suggests at least a synchronic segmen-
tation as -e- þ -to-. Following Vine, I take deverbative -eto- to be

3 On the mechanism for this last stage see Tucker (1981: 18).
4 On the original structure of this *-eto- (in fact *-etó- , but I postpone discussion of

the accent for the time being), see Vine (1998: 43 n. 99).
5 See Peters (1980: 179 n. 131); Vine (1998: 12); cf. Solta (1963, esp. 168–9, 173).
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linked in its origins to the verbal adjective suYx -to- and synchronically
bound up with -to- in Greek. The denominative type of �Æ�����=�������
‘thick, massive’ and ��æØ��Œ���� ‘very tall or high’ does not Wgure largely
in the following discussion; ��æØ��Œ���� is systematically excluded as a
preWxed form, while the uncertain accent of �Æ�����=������� makes it
unhelpful for our purposes. In principle, however, I tentatively include
this type of adjective in -eto- as synchronically associated with all the
other forms in -eto- and in -to- and therefore, again in principle, worthy
of consideration here.

7.2 Formation of nouns

Nouns in -��- also exist. Some are substantivized adjectives, as is
particularly clear when a word is attested as both noun and adjective
(ª�ø��� ‘kinsman’ beside ª�ø��� ‘perceived, understood, known’6) or
when it has exact cognates functioning as adjectives (��æÆ��� ‘army’
beside Skt str

˚
ta- ‘bestrewn; overthrown’). In other instances, a semantic

development from adjective to noun can easily be reconstructed, as in
the case of %æ����� ‘creeping thing’ ! ‘reptile’.7 The nouns in -��- that,
taking only these considerations into account for the time being, one
might classify as substantivized adjectives are the following (the asso-
ciated verbs are given in parentheses):

��æÆ��� ‘army, host’ (���æ��ıı�Ø ‘spread’)
%æ����� ‘creeping thing, reptile’ (also late8 adj.; &æ�ø ‘move on the
ground’)

Ł�	��� ‘mortal’ (also adj.; Ł�fi ��Œø ‘die’)
���æ	���=���æ	��� ‘sown corn, growing corn’ (����æø ‘sow’)
���	�� ‘birds’ (������ÆØ ‘Xy hither and thither’)
%ł	��� small Wsh boiled for eating (also adj.; &łø ‘boil’, aor. lł	�Æ)
��ÆæÆŒ��� ‘rubble’ (��Ææ���ø ‘tear, rend’)
¼�æÆŒ��� ‘spindle’ (a derivative of the lost primary verb to which
Lat. torqueō ‘turn’ is an intensive)

��Œ��� ‘Xeece’ (��Œø ‘shear’)
�æ�ııŒ��� ‘Wrebrand, torch’ (also adj.; �æ ·̂ ªø ‘roast’)
����� ‘farm animal’ (���Œø ‘feed, tend’)
Iæ����=¼æ���� ‘cornWeld’ (also Wnally accented adj.; Iæ�ø ‘plough, till’)
�æ���� ‘mortal man/woman’ (also adj.; Lat. morior ‘die’)
�Œ	���� ‘thunderbolt’ (�Œ���ø <��Œ$· �-Ø

Ð
ø ‘let fall, hurl upon’)

6 But see p. 350 s.v. ª�ø��� ‘kinsman’.
7 See Vine (1998: 9 with n. 3), with a defence of the early attestation of adjectival

%æ���� at Alcman 89. 3Davies. For the semantic development involved in the substanti-

vization cf. Latin serpens ‘snake’, originally a participle of serpō ‘creep’.
8 But see n. 7 above.
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%æ���� ‘creeping thing; reptile’ (&æ�ø ‘move on the ground’)
Ææ�� Wsh that must be skinned before dressing (also adj.; �æø ‘skin,
Xay’)

��Ææ���=���æ���=��Ææ���=���æ��� ‘Spanish broom (a plant)’ (lost
verb also underlying ���æ�ÆØ (aor. inf.) ‘swathe’).

��Ææ���=���æ��� ‘rope’ (same lost verb as for ��Ææ��� ‘Spanish
broom’)

��æ��� ‘load’ (��æø ‘bear’)
��æ��� ‘enclosed place, farmyard’ (Skt hárati ‘bring’)
�Æ���� ‘well-kneaded cake’ (also adj.; ����ø ‘press’)
�Æ���� ‘bridal canopy or curtain’ (also adj.; ����ø ‘sprinkle’)
�	���� ‘sifter (a nickname)’ (��Łø ‘sift’)
�æ�ıı���=�æF��� and �æ�ıı���=�æF��� ‘fermented liquor made from barley,
beer’ (Lat. ferueō ‘boil, ferment’)

��æı��� ‘whatever the wind carries along, rubbish’ (��æ ·̂ ���ÆØ
‘become mixed, become stained’)

�ı��� ‘plant’ (also adj.; ��ø ‘bring forth, produce’)
�Ø�Łø��� ‘hireling, hired servant’ (also adj.; �Ø�Ł�ø ‘let out for hire’)
ª�ø��� ‘kinsman’ (also adj.; ªØª�#�Œø ‘come to know, perceive’)

As in the case of words with -��- that function synchronically as
adjectives, some of the words listed here are formed on the zero grade
of the verbal root (e.g. Ææ�� Wsh that must be skinned before dressing),
while others are formed by simply adding -��- to a synchronic stem of
the verb (thus ���	�� ‘birds’; compare the aorist K����Ł	� or perfect
�����	�ÆØ). In ���æ	���=���æ	��� ‘sown corn, growing corn’, we Wnd
both an o-grade of the verbal root and probably an extension of the
termination -	��- from the type of ���	�� ‘birds’. In the case of %æ�����
‘creeping thing, reptile’, the suYx has the form -���-.9 There are also
some forms with o-grade of the verbal root: ��Œ��� ‘Xeece’ (poorly
attested); ��æ��� ‘load’; ��æ��� ‘enclosed place, farmyard’.
Other nouns with -��- are deverbative abstracts (nomina actionis).

Those that seem to be identiWable on the basis of their meaning and
the existence of suitable related verb forms are the following (the
associated verbs are again given in parentheses):

Œ��Æ��� ‘toil’ (Œ���ø ‘work, toil’)
Ł��Æ��� ‘death’ (Ł�fi ��Œø ‘die’)
��{ª���� ‘choking, stiXing’ (��{· ªø ‘choke’)
Iº����=¼º���� ‘grinding’ (Iº�ø ‘grind’)

9 The adjective %æ����� ‘moving, creeping’ (whether genuinely attested at an early date or

not; cf. n.7 above) lying behind %æ����� belongs to the type of deverbative adjective in -e-to-
built beside a thematic present (&æ�ø ‘move on the ground, walk’): see Vine (1998: 16) and
p. 175 above. On its rather unusual semantics for this type, see Vine (1998: 21–2).
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������ ‘vomiting’ (K��ø ‘vomit’)
Œ������ ‘noise (esp. lamentation)’ (Œ���ø ‘cut, strike’)
�ı����� ‘beating the breast, mourning’ (����ø ‘beat’)
�æıª	���=�æ�ª	��� ‘gathering of fruits, vintage, harvest’ (�æıª�ø
‘gather in the fruit or crop’)

$
 �	���=$3 �	��� ‘reaping, harvesting’ ($
 ��ø ‘reap corn, cut’)
ºØŒ�	��� ‘winnowing’ (ºØŒ��ø ‘winnow’)
Iº�	���=Iº�	��� ‘threshing’ (Iº��ø ‘thresh’)
�Æ�	�� ‘chewings (of food)’ (�Æ����ÆØ ‘chew’)
Łı	�� ‘fumigations’ (Ł�ø ‘oVer burnt sacriWce’)
�ŒÆ�	��� ‘hoeing, digging’ (�Œ���ø ‘dig’)
Œ�E��� ‘sleep, going to rest’ (Œ�E�ÆØ ‘lie’)
������ ‘life, means of living’ (�Ø�ø ‘live’)
����� ‘drinking bout’ (�{· �ø ‘drink’, perf. ���øŒÆ)
������ ‘return home’ (����ÆØ ‘go, come’)
ŒøŒ^��� ‘shrieking’ (ŒøŒ ·̂ ø ‘shriek’)

Some of these, such as ŒøŒ^��� ‘shrieking’ or $
 �	���=$3 �	��� ‘reaping,
harvesting’, are clearly formed by adding -��- to a synchronic stem of
the verb (cf. present ŒøŒ ·̂ ø, future $
 ���ø). ����� ‘drinking bout’, on the
other hand, has -��- added to the zero grade of the root *pH3. In some
words (especially ���ØØª���� ‘choking, stiXing’, Œ������ ‘noise (esp. lam-
entation)’, �ı����� ‘beating the breast, mourning’) the suYx has the
form -���-.10 Yet others are formed by adding -��- directly to an
o-grade of the verbal root: Œ�E��� ‘sleep, going to rest’, ������ ‘return
home’. Finally, Œ��Æ��� ‘toil’ and Ł��Æ��� ‘death’ are formed on the
laryngeal-Wnal roots *k̂m

˚
H2-, *d

hn
˚
H2- with what has often been taken

to be a disyllabic reXex of the zero grade, but their formation is much
disputed.
The type of verbal abstract with o-grade root is probably inherited,

although it is diYcult to point to exact correspondences. Deverbative
-eto- also appears to be inherited, but its use was extended in various
directions in Greek and it is disputed whether the formation of verbal
abstracts was among its original functions.11 The type of ŒøŒ�ıı��� ‘shriek-
ing’, in which -��- is simply added to a synchronic stem of the verb, is

10 In two cases, Iº����=¼º���� ‘grinding’ (Iº�-ø ‘grind’) and ������ ‘vomiting’ (K��-ø
‘vomit’), the -�- is at hand in the synchronic present stem of the verb; but various

diVerent interpretations of these forms are possible: see Vine (1998: 14).
11 See Waanders (1974: 4, concluding that there was ‘an IE suYx *-eto-/-ete@2-

alongside of *-to-/-te@2-, primarily deriving (action?) nouns from zero-grade roots’);

Ruijgh (1992: 80–1 n. 17, taking �Ø����� to be a nomen actionis; 1980: 195 n. 33; 1988:
452; 1997: 272, assuming, with Waanders, that the structure of the abstract nouns

Œ��Æ��� ‘toil’ and Ł��Æ��� ‘death’ is to be elucidated by comparison with �Ø����� ‘falling
snow, snowstorm’); Vine (1998: 11–12, arguing that �Ø����� and similar formations are

denominative, not deverbative).
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likely to be a secondary development. We shall return to the problem of
the formation of Œ��Æ��� ‘toil’ and Ł��Æ��� ‘death’ (pp. 187, 233–6).
I have listed forms at length to show that the variety of formations is

very similar for the words that appear on semantic grounds to be
substantivized adjectives and for those that appear to be verbal ab-
stracts, although certain formations may be preferred by one type or
the other. For example, the type with -��- added to the zero grade of the
verbal root is preferred by the likely substantivized adjectives. But no
clear-cut division between the various formations can be made on any
semantic basis. The diYculty of distinguishing neatly between the two
types is highlighted by the noun ���æ	���=���æ	���, listed above as a
substantivized adjective (‘sown corn, growing corn’) but also attested as
a verbal abstract (‘sowing of corn’).
It is sometimes assumed that the forms with o-grade of the verbal root

are all originally verbal abstracts. Thus, Risch (1974: 25) classiWes both
��æ��� ‘load’ and ��æ��� ‘enclosed place, farmyard’ as abstracts. This
classiWcation is semantically diYcult,12 and yet it is noteworthy that the
formational type of ��æ��� ‘load’ (o-grade verbal root plus -��-) is found
only among nouns with -��-, not among the adjectives. Although not all
words of type ��æ��� Wt a semantic classiWcation as verbal abstracts, the
absence of this type of formation from the adjectives suggests that the the
category as a whole was substantival from the beginning. The words
Ł��Æ��� ‘death’ and Œ��Æ��� ‘toil’, formed with what I shall refer to (but
without prejudice as to their ultimate analysis) as a disyllabic or CVRV
reXex of a laryngeal-Wnal root plus -��-, have been variously analysed in
terms of otherwise attested formations (see pp. 233–6). For themoment,
I shall treat these two words as belonging to a special type of which they
are the only examples.Wemay note provisionally that the small number
of instances of this ‘type’ makes it conceivable that the absence of
adjectival examples here is due merely to chance. But if it is not, the
type of Ł��Æ��� and Œ��Æ��� was also originally substantival, as indeed it
is (in one way or another) usually taken to be.
The remaining nouns with -��- are either apparently derived from

nominal bases (so Œ���ø��� ‘punt’; cf. Œ����� ‘pole’) or cannot easily be
categorized as either substantivized adjectives or verbal abstracts. Risch
(1974: 25) classiWes �º�F��� ‘wealth’ (to �º�ø < *�º�=ø ‘Xow’) as an
abstract presumably because of the o-grade root, although the meaning
of the form would be compatible with either an original meaning ‘action
of Xowing’ or with adjectival ‘Xowing’. Similar problems arise for �r���
‘fate, doom’, probably formed on the root of �r�Ø ‘I shall go’: was the
original meaning substantival (‘going’ sc. of the world) or adjectival

12 Despite Risch’s translation of ��æ��� as ‘Umzäunung’.
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(‘which goes’)? Should one decide on the basis of the o-grade root? (See
also Table 7(a) note h.)
Several nouns in -���- are either fairly clearly formed on nominal

bases or diYcult to categorize. An ‘augmentative’ suYx -eto- has been
recognized in $
 ���� or ÆN���� ‘eagle’ (from *au

Ð
i
Ð
etos13), thought to mean

originally ‘large bird’ and derived from the word for ‘bird’ preserved in
Latin auis.14 Further nouns in -���- that have been taken as augmenta-
tives include �ıæ���� ‘burning heat; fever’ (cf. �Fæ, gen. �ıæ�� ‘Wre’) and
�Ø����� ‘falling snow, snowstorm’ (cf. ���Æ (acc.) ‘snow’), with �̂ ����
‘rain, heavy shower’ and �æ������ ‘wetting, rain’ modelled on
�Ø�����.15 But �Ø����� and �̂ ���� have also been taken as verbal abstracts,
the Wrst built via an old pattern on the zero-grade form of the root of
�����Ø ‘it snows’ and the second from the unaltered stem of -̂ �Ø ‘it rains’
(so Waanders 1974: 3–4). In the case of ð�ÞŒ������ ‘ditch, trench’ (to
�Œ���ø ‘dig’) there is no question of a nominal base, but Risch classiWes
ð�ÞŒ������ as an abstract (perhaps because of its recessive accent; see
pp. 183–4) while Vine (1998: 41), who does not accept the existence of
an old class of deverbative abstracts in -eto-, classiWes it as a substanti-
vized adjective. The meaning would be compatible either with an origin
as a verbal abstract, ‘action of digging’ (with a semantic development to
the result of the verbal action) or with an original adjective with passive
meaning, ‘dug’ ! ‘dug thing’ ! ‘ditch, trench’.16 Similar problems
arise for ��Æª���� ‘drop’ (to ���)ø ‘drop’).
To summarize, nouns in -��- appear to have at least three origins:

substantivization of adjectives in -��- (and -���-), original verbal ab-
stracts in -��- (and perhaps -���-), and augmentatives in -���-. It is very
diYcult to distinguish between these three categories on a semantic
basis. In principle the most easily distinguishable type should be that
of the augmentatives, identiWable on the basis of a coincidence between
augmentative meaning, a suYx -���-, and the existence of an appropri-
ate nominal base. But in practice there is very little agreement as to
which nouns (other than ÆN���� ‘eagle’) should be classiWed as augmen-
tatives, and some of the possible augmentatives (e.g. �̂ ���� ‘rain, heavy
shower’) could well have been formed by analogy with other possible
augmentatives (�Ø����� ‘falling snow, snowstorm’) even without a direct
link to a nominal base.

13 For a reconstruction in terms of laryngeals, and phonological discussion, see Peters

(1980: 12, 216–17 n. 168).
14 See Schulze (1908: 343 n. 5); Schwyzer (1953: 501); Solta (1963: 171); Schindler

(1969: 147); Vine (1998: 11–12).
15 So Vine (1998: 11–12, 70 with n. 170); cf. Schwyzer (1953: 501).
16 Cf. the NE word ‘dug-out’, meaning a canoe dug out of a tree trunk (and various

other objects formed by digging out).
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7.3 Data included and excluded

The words considered in the following sections include those with
extended -��- suYxes such as -���-, -	��-, and -ø��-, and all the
simplex types in -���-, but not words with an ordinal or superlative
suYx -ðÆÞ��- (e.g. �ŒÆ��� ‘tenth’, o��Æ��� ‘last’).17 Verbal abstracts,
substantivized adjectives, and denominative forms are all included.
Although we shall keep in mind that the distinctions between these
various groups may well be of relevance for their accentuation, the
preceding discussion has suggested that we cannot begin by drawing
any very clear dividing lines between them. Rather, we shall try to
identify distinctions that appear to aVect the accentuation of our
words in synchronic terms, and use these as a starting-point for some
historical deductions.

7.4 Comparative evidence

Sanskrit deverbative adjectives in -ta-, corresponding to Greek -��-, are
Wnally accented in Vedic (Debrunner 1954: 558). Debrunner counts
most Sanskrit nouns with -ta- as substantivized adjectives (pp. 584–7),
and these are Wnally accented. A few nouns built on a full-grade root
are compared in formation with ������ ‘return home’ and ��æ��� ‘load’
(pp. 587–8). One, márta- m. ‘mortal, man’, is attested with an accent.18

Non-deverbative nouns and adjectives with -ta- are variously accented
(pp. 588–92).
The relevant word equations are shown in Table 7(a).19 All certainly

exact correspondences are between Greek adjectives with -��- and
Vedic adjectives with -ta- (including ‘streaming, Xowing’, Wrst attested
as a substantivized neuter), and all show Wnal accentuation in both
Greek and Vedic. For Œºı��� ‘renowned’ Germanic adds a third term,
though with a long -ū- in the root; this form likewise reXects Wnal
accentuation (see Table 7(a)iii).
For the nouns we have no equations of the same quality. All corres-

pondences except for one are with Germanic and all are less than certain
or less than perfect. The one correspondence with Sanskrit, if valid, is
between �æ���� ‘blood that has run from a wound, gore’ and the Sanskrit
adjective mūrtá- ‘run, congealed’; the Greek and Sanskrit forms diVer
in accentuation. One of the uncertain word equations between Greek

17 On these see Chantraine (1933: 307–8).
18 On the formation cf. Mayrhofer (1986–2001: ii. 327). Debrunner mentions also

vá̄ta- m. ‘wind’, but this word is not of comparable formation to Gk ������ etc.; see

Mayrhofer (1986–2001: ii. 542).
19 I ignore the word equation that has sometimes been assumed between �º���

‘writing-tablet’ and Gmc forms such as ON tjald ‘tent’: see Ch. 5 n. 24.
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Table 7(a). Word equations between Greek and Sanskrit or Germanic
words continuing an IE suYx *-to-

Greek Outside Greek Note on accents

i. Certainly exact equations

�æ���� ‘mortal’; �æ����; ›= 

‘mortal man(/woman)’

Skt mr
˚
tá- ‘dead’a Final accent in Gk

and Skt

�Æ��� ‘passable, accessible’ Skt gatá- ‘gone’b Final accent in Gk

and Skt

�Æ��� ‘that can be stretched’ Skt tatá- ‘extended’c Final accent in Gk

and Skt

�Æ��� ‘slain, dead’ Skt hatá- ‘struck, killed’d Final accent in Gk

and Skt

Ł���� ‘placed’ Skt hitá- ‘placed’e Final accent in Gk

and Skt

Œºı��� ‘renowned’ Skt śrutá- ‘heard,

famous’f
Final accent in Gk

and Skt

Þı��� ‘Xowing, Xuid’ Skt srutá- n. ‘Xow’;

post-Vedic also adj.

‘streaming, Xowing’

Final accent in Gk

and Skt

ª�ø��� ‘perceived, known’;

› ª�ø��� ‘kinsman’

Skt jñātá- ‘known,

understood’g
Final accent in Gk

and Skt

ii. Possibly exact equations

�r���, › ‘fate, doom’ Goth. aiþs, OE āð, NE

oath, OHG eid, MHG

eit (oblique stem eid-),

NHG Eid ‘oath’h

Root accent in Gk

and PGmc

��æ���; › ‘enclosed place,

farmyard’

Goth. gards ‘house,

homestead’, OS gard,

OE ġeard, NE yard,

OHG gart ‘enclosure,

yard, garden’i

Recessive accent in

Gk, Wnal accent

in PGmc (but

see note i)

a IE *mr
˚
tós.

b IE *gwm
˚
tós.

c IE *tn
˚
tós.

d IE *gwhn
˚
tós. The simplex �Æ��� is attested only in Hesychius (� 229–31 Schmidt), so

one cannot be conWdent about its accentuation: see p. 4.
e IE *dhH1tós.
f IE *k̂lutós .
g See e.g. Mayrhofer (1953–80: i. 446).
h If cognate, the Gk andGmc forms would derive from IE *H1oitos and could be built on

the o-grade of the root of �r�Ø ‘I shall go’. On the semantics, see Frisk (1960–72: ii. 371)
and Lloyd, Lühr, and Springer (1998: 977–8). On the possibility that the word was

borrowed into Gmc from Celtic, see Lloyd, Lühr, and Springer (1998: 977).
i The Gmc forms could be from *ghorto- (like the Gk form) or *ghord ho-. If the latter,

Gmc provides no evidence for the accent (cf. Table 5(a) note w).
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nouns and Germanic forms would attest root accentuation in both
Greek and Germanic for a noun with an o-grade root (Greek �r���
‘fate, doom’); another uncertain equation would attest a diVerence of
accentuation between Greek and Germanic (Greek ��æ��� ‘enclosed
place, farmyard’). The word for ‘beer’ (Greek �æ�ıı���=�æF���) has un-
certain accentuation in Greek, where it is likely to be a borrowing from
Thracian, and root accentuation in Germanic.
The comparative evidence for Wnal accentuation in -to- adjectives is

thus very good. For the nouns the evidence is very uncertain and does
not allow any real conclusions.

7.5 Descriptive accounts

The pervasive Wnal accentuation of adjectives in -��- has often been
pointed out (see e.g. Chandler 1881: 127; Vendryes 1904: 175; Postgate
1924: 49; Bally 1945: 104–5). Nouns in -��- clearly vary in their accen-
tuation, but there are various diVerent formulations of how they vary.
For Lubotsky (1988: 136–7), whose method of reconstruction relies

entirely on synchronic irregularities, words with suYx -��- are of no
interest because their accentuation is entirely predictable:

Table 7(a). (Cont’d)

Greek Outside Greek Note on accents

�æ����; › ‘blood that has run

from a wound, gore’

Skt mūrtá- ‘run, con-

gealed’j
Recessive accent in

Gk, Wnal accent in

Skt

iii. Approximate equations

�æ�ıı���=�æF���; ›;

�æ�ıı���=�æF���; �� ‘beer’

OE broð, NE broth,

OHG brod ‘broth’k
Uncertain accent in

Gk, root accent in

PGmc

Œºı��� ‘renowned’ OS/OE/OFri hlūd, NE

loud, OHG (h)lūt,

chlūd ‘loud’l

Final accent in Gk

and PGmc

j If Sktmūrtá- is cognate with �æ����, the Skt form derives from an IE form *mr
˚
Htó-, the

Gk form (which would have Aeolic vocalism) from a *mr
˚
tó-, without laryngeal (Mayr-

hofer 1986–2001: ii. 368; cf. Beekes 1969: 243). Leumann (1950: 124–7) proposes
instead that �æ���� is a back-formation from ¼��æ���� ‘immortal’, reinterpreted as

‘bloodless’; doubted by Chantraine (1968–80: 198).
k The pre-form for Gk (which is likely to have borrowed the word from Thracian) is

*bhrūto- (*bhruHto-), the pre-form for Gmc *bhruto- (see Frisk 1960–72: i. 273; Lloyd,
Lühr, and Springer 1998: 354).

l The pre-form for Gk is *k̂lutós, the pre-form for Gmc *k̂lūtós (see Frisk 1960–72: i.
878).
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The accentual distribution of this suYx is the following: the verbal adjectives

with zero grade in the root are oxytone (�����, ��Æ���, ª�ø���, etc.), while the

nomina actionis with o-grade in the root are barytone (������, ��æ���, etc.). The

substantivized adjectives preserve the oxytonesis, cf. �æ���� ‘mortal man’,

��æÆ��� ‘army’, etc. The same holds true for the neuters, cf. �����, �ı���, etc.
Accordingly, the words with this suYx cannot be used.

Vendryes (1904: 174–5) makes a more general statement, with some
qualiWcations, regarding the accentuation of -��- abstracts: nouns end-
ing in -��� that denote an action or result are generally recessive, except
that some in -���� are Wnally accented. His examples of the latter type
are �æ������ ‘wetting, rain’; �Ø����� ‘falling snow, snowstorm’; �ıæ����
‘burning heat, fever’; ��Œ���� ‘childbirth, delivery’; and �ıæ�����
‘sweepings, refuse’.20 Bally’s (1945: 62) formulation is even more qua-
liWed than Vendryes’s. He states that nomina actionis in -��- are reces-
sive if they have an o-grade root; for those that do not have an o-grade
root the accent is variable.
We have already seen (§ 7.2 above) that the ablaut grade of the root in

nouns with -��- does not correlate with semantic category to quite the
extent that is commonly assumed. Nor is there a neat correlation be-
tween the presence of -���- and semantic category—although forms
with -���- and possible nominal bases are often at least capable of an
augmentative interpretation. But we have not so far considered whether
there is a relationship between accentuation and root ablaut grade for
nouns with -��-, nor whether the suYx -���-, or any recognizable group
of words with -���-, is associated with a particular accentuation pattern.
Lubotsky’s mention of neuters in the statement quoted above may also
serve as a reminder that the possibility of an accentual diVerence be-
tween neuter and non-neuter nouns should be borne in mind.

7.6 Analysis of data

The overall distribution of Wnal and recessive accentuation in nouns and
adjectives with -��- is as shown in Table 7(b).
As in the case of -æ�-, but to a still greater extent, words with suYx

-��- are predominantly adjectives. Apart from three words whose
accentuation is unclear, the adjectives with -��- are Wnally accented

20 The Wrst three of these have been classiWed as augmentatives or as modelled on

augmentatives (see p. 180). ��Œ���� is likely to be a denominative of some sort based on

��Œ�� ‘childbirth’ (so Schwyzer 1953: 501; Vine 1998: 14), and �ıæ����� a denominative

beside ��æ���: Ł	æ�Ø�� �ØŒæ��; ›��E�� K���� (‘a small creature, like a gnat’; Hesychius �
2795 Schmidt); ��æ�Æ� ‘rabble’; ��æ�	: �æ�ªÆ�Æ (‘dry sticks, Wrewood’; Hesychius � 2794
Schmidt): see Richter (1909: 20); Schwyzer (1953: 501); Solta (1963: 170); Vine

(1998: 14).
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without exception. We may therefore take adjectives in -��- to have
consistent Wnal accentuation and concentrate our attention on the
nouns.
By contrast with the nouns in -æ�-, there are more Wnally accented

than recessive nouns in -��-: 58% have Wnal accentuation, 27% are
recessive, and the accentuation of 15% is uncertain. Of the words with
known accent, the neuter nouns have a slightly, and non-signiWcantly,
higher incidence of Wnal accentuation than the non-neuters.21 The
12 Wnally accented neuters constitute 75% of the neuters with known
accentuation whereas the 34 Wnally accented non-neuters constitute
67% of the non-neuters whose accent is known. There is thus no
evidence from nouns with -��- that neuters are particularly prone to
recessive accentuation.
In the following analysis I shall for the most part disregard the words

whose accentuation is uncertain;22 except where otherwise stated all
statistics refer only to those words with known accentuation.

21 52 ¼ 0:39; p ¼ 0:53. A discrepancy as large as or greater than the one obtained

would be expected to occur in just over 50% of trials in a situation where there is no

systematic diVerence between the accentuation of neuters and that of non-neuters.
22 Vine (1998: 71–2 n. 176) suggests that the recessive variants of �Æª����=��ª����

‘frost’ and ÆŒ����=�Œ���� ‘biting animal’ may be due to inXuence from the root-

accented nouns ��ª�� ‘frost’ (which he takes to be the base form for the derivation of

�Æª����=��ª����) and �Œ��; �� ‘biting animal’ (which he takes to have been at least

inXuential in the formation of ÆŒ����=�Œ����). I am, however, sceptical about the

likelihood that a base form (or a word treated secondarily as a base form) would inXuence

the accent of a derivative in Gk, given the absence of clear Gk cases in which the

accentuation of a base form inXuences that of a derivative (see p. 146). Some words

whose accentuation I have treated as uncertain are said by some ancient grammarians to

be accented diVerently in diVerent meanings, but with no general agreement in the

grammatical tradition; on these see Wheeler (1885: 116–17).

Table 7(b). Adjectives and nouns with a suYx -��-

Adjectives Nouns

Finally accented 546 46 (12a neuters, 0 o-grade root þ -��-)
Recessive 0 21 (4 neuters, 7 o-grade root þ -��-)
Accent uncertain 3 12 (5b neuters, 0 o-grade root þ -��-)

total 549 79 (21 neuters, 7 o-grade root þ -��-)

a Counting ����� ‘drink’, which is also attested as m. �����.
b Counting Þ�Ø�� ‘sacred streams at Eleusis’ (also m. Þ�Ø���=ÞE���); ��Ææ���=���æ��� ‘Span-
ish broom’ (also m. ��Ææ���=���æ���); �æ^���=�æF��� ‘beer’ (also m. �æ^���=�æF���).
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7.6.1 Root vocalism and accentuation

Seven nouns with -��- are formed by adding -��- directly to an o-grade
verbal root: �r��� ‘fate, doom’ (root *H1ei

Ð
-); Œ�E��� ‘sleep’ (root *k̂ei

Ð
-);

��Œ��� ‘Xeece’ (root *pek̂-); ��æ��� ‘load’ (root *bher-); ��æ��� ‘enclosed
place, farmyard’ (root *gher-); ������ ‘return home’ (root *nes-); �º�F���
‘wealth’ (root *pleu

Ð
-). All of these are recessive, irrespective of whether

they are semantically clear verbal abstracts (as ������) or semantically
akin to substantivized adjectives (as ��æ���) or not easily categorizable
(as �º�F���). All the data therefore suggest that the formation with -��-
added directly to an o-grade verbal root is associated with recessive
accentuation.
Constant recessive accentuation is not found in forms whose root has

a synchronic -�- or -ø- (of any origin) taken over from a synchronic
stem of the base verb or noun:

O����� ‘water pipe’ (O��ø ‘hold fast; carry’, or Z��� ‘support’)23

º��	��� ‘time of bark peeling oV ’ (º���ø ‘let the bark peel oV ’)
ŒøŒ�ıı��� ‘shrieking’ (ŒøŒ ·̂ ø ‘shriek’)
��æı��� ‘rubbish’ (��æ ·̂ ���ÆØ ‘become mixed, become stained’)
Œæ�Œø��� ‘saVron-coloured robe’ (Œæ�Œ�� ‘saVron’)
Œ���ø��� ‘punt’ (Œ����� ‘pole’)

Constant recessive accentuation is also not found in forms with syn-
chronic -�- or -ø- resulting from a radical *H3, or from an Aeolic
treatment of *r

˚
as -æ�-:

����� ‘farm animal’ (< *bH3-to-)
������ ‘life, means of living’ (root *gwiH3-)

24

����� ‘drinking bout’ (< *pH3-to-)
�����=����� ‘drink’ (< *pH3-to-)
�æ���� ‘blood that has run from a wound, gore’ (< *mr

˚
-to-25)

�æ���� ‘mortal’ (< *mr
˚
-to-)

ª�ø��� ‘kinsman’ (< *ĝneH3-to-)

There are three forms with an o-grade root and suYxal -���-, all of them
Wnally accented. In all three cases the � also appears in a related noun,
and in the last case additionally in the related verb:

23 For the uncertainty of the formation (either deverbative or denominative, in the

latter case perhaps ‘augmentative’), see Vine (1998: 15).
24 The exact formation of ������ is disputed, although it is clear that in some way the o-

colour of the second syllable is due to the *H3 of the root. For bibliography and some

discussion see Vine (1998: 69–70 with n. 168).
25 Assuming a connection with Skt mūrtá- (adj.) ‘run’, mūrchati ‘become solid,

thicker’, root *mr
˚
(H)-; see Table 7(a) note j.
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��Œ���� ‘childbirth, delivery’ (��Œ�� ‘childbirth’)
�æ������ ‘wetting, rain’ (�æ��� ‘rain’)
Œ������ ‘noise (esp. lamentation)’ (Œ���� ‘striking’; Œ���ø ‘cut,
strike’)26

The inXuence of o-grade root vocalism on accentuation is thus conWned
to a small group of words following an unproductive and apparently
archaic pattern in which -��- is added directly to a genuine (i.e. histor-
ical as well as synchronic) o-grade root.
As mentioned above (p. 178), two -��- nouns built on laryngeal-

Wnal roots have what has most often been taken to be a disyllabic
reXex of the zero-grade root: Œ��Æ��� ‘toil’ and Ł��Æ��� ‘death’. Given
that only two words are involved (at least if we do not for the moment
consider these forms to belong to any wider group), one might not
need to take too seriously the coincidence that both are recessive.
However, a widespread view represented, for example, by Rix (1992:
73–4) takes the root accent to be crucial for the appearance of
the disyllabic reXex. On this view, accented *CRHC sequences
developed in Greek into CVRVC,27 as in Œ��Æ��� < *k̂ḿ

˚
H2-to-,

Ł��Æ��� < *dhń
˚
H2-to-, whereas unaccented *CRHC sequences

developed into CRV̄C, as in -Œ�	��� < *k̂m
˚
H2-tó- ‘wrought’28 and

Ł�	��� < *dhn
˚
H2-tó- ‘mortal’. These two minimal pairs constitute the

most compelling evidence for the view in question, if the pre-forms for
Œ��Æ��� and Ł��Æ��� have been correctly reconstructed. If this view is
correct, the root accent of Œ��Æ��� and Ł��Æ��� must be extremely
archaic, since it must go back to a time before CRHC sequences had
split into CRV̄C and CVRVC reXexes. On the other hand, the accent on
the (ex hypothesi) zero-grade root must have arisen at a period when the
zero grade no longer correlated with lack of accent. We shall return to
this question once the overall accentual split in nouns with -��- has been
addressed.
The important point here is that two types of noun with -��-,

those with -��- added to an o-grade root and those with -��- added to
a CVRV form of a laryngeal-Wnal root, display consistent recessive
accentuation. Given the overall preference for Wnal accentuation in
nouns with -��-, the appearance of consistent root accentuation
in these types should be of relevance for an overall history of accentu-
ation in nouns with -��-.

26 For the formation of �æ������, see p. 180. On ��Œ����, see n. 20 above. Œ������ could
in principle be deverbative to Œ���ø ‘cut, strike’ or denominative (perhaps augmenta-

tive?) to Œ���� ‘striking, beating’.
27 C ¼ any consonant; R ¼ any resonant; H ¼ any laryngeal; V ¼ any (short) vowel;

V̄ ¼ any long vowel.
28 Attested as a simplex only in Hesychius (Œ 3080 Latte) and at EM 521. 31;

otherwise appearing in compounds such as ¼Œ�	��� ‘unwearied’.
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7.6.2 SuYxes of the form -���- and accentuation

Table 7(c) shows the nouns included in the data considered here and
ending in synchronic -���� or -����, of whatever source. At Wrst sight,
nouns with synchronic -���- appear to display an overwhelming pro-
pensity for Wnal accentuation. This impression is if anything strength-
ened if we exclude the words �Œ�º���� ‘dried body, mummy’, ������
‘vomiting’, and Iº����=¼º���� ‘grinding’, in which the -�- of the second
syllable may derive from the *H1 at the end of the root rather than from
an original -e-.29 There remain 13 Wnally accented nouns with -���-, 3
recessive ones, and 2 of uncertain accentuation.
However, the proportion of nouns with -���- that is recessive is,

although small, reasonably in line with the proportion of -��- nouns as

Table 7(c). Nouns with synchronic -���-

Finally accented Recessive Uncertain or

variable accent

14 words 4 words 3 words

$
 ����=ÆN���� ‘eagle’

��Æª���� ‘drop’

��{ª���� ‘choking, stiXing’

��Œ���� ‘childbirth, delivery’

�Œ�º���� ‘dried body, mummy’

Œ������ ‘noise

(esp. lamentation)’

%æ����� ‘creeping thing;

reptile’

������ ‘vomiting’

ð�ÞŒ������ ‘ditch,
trench’

ŒØ�#�����

‘venomous beast’

Þı$· ����� ‘unstable

crowd’

�Æª����=��ª����

‘frost’

ÆŒ����=�Œ����

‘biting animal’

Iº����=¼º����

‘grinding’

�ı����� ‘beating the breast,

mourning’

�ıæ���� ‘Wery heat; fever’
�̂ ���� ‘rain, heavy shower’

�Ø����� ‘falling snow,

snowstorm’

�ıæ����� ‘sweepings,

refuse, litter’

O����� ‘water pipe’

�æ������ ‘wetting, rain’

29 The roots involved are *sk(e)lH1-, *u
Ð
(e)mH1-, and *H2(e)lH1-. Cf. Vine (1998:

14, emphasizing the various possible pre-forms for these words, as *u
Ð
(e)mH1-to- or

*u
Ð
(e)mH1-eto- for ������); Sihler (1995: 622, reconstructing *u

Ð
emH

˚
1-to- as the pre-form

for ������, but perhaps intending the adjective K�����, attested at Suda � 975).
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a whole that is recessive, once the type of ��æ��� ‘load’ and that of
Ł��Æ��� ‘death’ and Œ��Æ��� ‘toil’, with consistent recessive accentuation
(see § 7.6.1 above), have been excluded.30 This point is illustrated by
the Wgures in Table 7(d). I have excluded from the words counted here
not only the ambiguous forms with synchronic -���- just mentioned
(������ etc.) but also the following that do not have synchronic -���- but
either were or may have been formed with -eto- historically:
Þ�Ø��=Þ�Ø���=ÞE��� ‘sacred stream(s) at Eleusis’, from *sreu

Ð
-eto-;

Iæ����=¼æ���� ‘corn-Weld’, possibly from *H2r
˚
H3etos; ������ ‘life,

means of living’, possibly from *gwiH3etos; and ����� ‘drinking bout’
and �����=����� ‘drink’, both potentially from *pH3etos.

31 Of the words
with known accent, 81% of the nouns with -���- are Wnally accented, as
compared with 84% of those without -���-. The nouns clearly formed
with -���- thus display almost the same incidence of Wnal accentuation
as those clearly not formed with -���-.32 More importantly, none of the
categories into which nouns with -���- have been divided on the basis of
their formation or semantics clearly displays consistent Wnal accentu-
ation. Of the three words that clearly have a suYx -���- and recessive
accentuation, ð�ÞŒ������ ‘ditch, trench’ is deverbative in formation and
may be a substantivized adjective or, if there is such a category, an
original nomen actionis in -���- (see p. 180); ŒØ�#����� ‘venomous beast,

Table 7(d). Accentuation of nouns (i) clearly formed with -���-, and
(ii) clearly not formed with -���- (the types of ��æ��� ‘load’ and Ł��Æ���
‘death’ are excluded)

Nouns with
-���-

Nouns without
-���-

Finally accented 13 31
Recessive 3 6
Uncertain or variable accentuation 2 7

total 18 44

30 One analysis of Ł��Æ��� and Œ��Æ��� in any case involves a suYx -eto- (seeWaanders

1974), and therefore gives an additional reason for excluding these words from consid-

eration at this point of nouns not formed with -eto- .
31 For the reconstructions *H2r

˚
H3etos, *g

wiH3etos, and *pH3etos, see esp. Waanders

(1974: 5–6).
32 A chi-squared test of statistical signiWcance would not yield valid results here as one

of the expected frequencies is smaller than Wve, but given the small number of nouns

with -���- it is clear enough impressionistically that signiWcance should not be attributed

to the diVerence in numbers of Wnally accented words between the nouns with -���- and
those without.
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esp. serpent’ is in some way related to Œ�#ł ‘venomous beast’, but may
ultimately be inXuenced by deverbative formations such as %æ�����
‘creeping thing; reptile’ (so Vine 1998: 71); Þı$· ����� ‘unstable crowd’
is likely to be denominative to Þ�Æ�, gen. Þ�$Œ��, ‘rushing stream’.33 The
words whose accentuation is uncertain or variable include one,
�Æª����=��ª���� ‘frost’, that has been taken as an augmentative or
patterned after old augmentatives or alternatively as an original action
noun34 and one, ÆŒ����=�Œ���� ‘biting animal’, that may be deverba-
tive in origin but remodelled after �Œ�� ‘biting animal’ under the
inXuence of denominative patterns (so Vine 1998: 71). The diYculties
are of course increased by the uncertainties surrounding the morpho-
logical classiWcation of nouns with -���-.
The identiWcation of certain nouns as formed with -���- rather than

simply -��-, or of certain nouns as formed with -���- in a particular
function, thus does not provide any obvious help in understanding the
overall distribution of accentuation patterns across nouns with -ð�Þ��-.
For this reason, and because the distribution of accentuation patterns
across the nouns with -���- appears to be remarkably typical of that
across the -��- nouns as a whole (again with the exclusion of the types of
��æ��� ‘load’ and of Ł��Æ��� ‘death’), in what follows I treat nouns with
-���- together with the remaining nouns with -��- in order to investigate
factors independent of the distinction between -��- and -���- (or of any
distinctions between various functions of -���-) that may help to explain
the overall distribution of accent patterns among nouns with -��- (in-
cluding -���-).

7.6.3 Chronology and accentuation

Dividing the nouns with -��- into those attested inHomer and those Wrst
attested after Homer, as for the nouns with -æ�- (see p. 166), gives the
results shown in Table 7(e). Recessive accentuation occurs more fre-
quently among Homeric nouns with -��- than among the post-Homeric
ones: 44% of the Homeric nouns with -��- are recessive, as compared
with 23% of the post-Homeric words. A diVerence in proportions as
great as this or greater would have about a one in seventeen chance
of occurring in a situation where there was no systematic diVerence
between the accentuation of the Homeric and post-Homeric words.35

Once again, this result could be due to chance, but it is striking enough
that other possibilities might be considered. Although the pattern here

33 So Richter (1909: 20); Schwyzer (1953: 501); Solta (1963: 170). The source of the

aspiration of � in Þı$· ����� is obscure.
34 See Schwyzer (1953: 501, taking the word as an augmentative); Vine (1998: 11–12,

70 with n. 170, implicitly taking it as patterned after old augmentatives); Waanders

(1974: 3–4, more or less explicitly taking it as an original action noun).
35 52 ¼ 3:6; p ¼ 0:058.
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is the reverse of that observed for -æ�-, if it is not accidental it again
apparently supports the thesis that words attested in Homer may show
diVerent accentual behaviour from words Wrst attested after Homer.
However, the diVerence between Homeric and post-Homeric per-

centages of recessive words evaporates when we omit from consider-
ation the two types already seen to display constant recessive
accentuation: those with -��- added directly to an o-grade root and
those with a CVRV reXex of a laryngeal-Wnal root. Of these nine
words, all except ��Œ��� ‘Xeece’ are Homeric. When the words in
question are omitted 19 Homeric words remain, 4 of them recessive
(21%), and 39 post-Homeric words, 8 of them recessive (21%). The
percentage of recessive words is now the same for the Homeric as for the
post-Homeric data.
Comparison between the Homeric and post-Homeric data thus re-

veals little that we did not already know. We have already seen that two
small groups of archaic words, (a) those with -��- added directly to an
o-grade root and (b) the CVRV type, display consistent recessive accen-
tuation. Neither of these types is productive during the historical period
and the relevant words are almost all attested in Homer. No chrono-
logical factor determining the accentuation of nouns with -��- as a
whole has emerged.

7.6.4 Word frequency and accentuation

Counting text frequencies using the Perseus corpus (Crane 1999), as for
nouns with -æ�-, gives the results shown in Table 7(f). The numbers of
words indicated at the top of each list include those of type o-grade root
plus -��- and those of type CVRV root plus -��-, but the numbers of
such words are indicated in parentheses. Words of the two types in
question are placed at the end of each list and divided from the rest by a
line of points.

Table 7(e). Nouns with -��- (i) attested in Homer, and (ii) not attested
until after Homer

Homer After Homer total

Finally accented 15 31 46
Recessive 12 9 21

total 27 40 67

Examples. Homeric—Finally accented: ��æÆ��� ‘army, host’; �̂ ���� ‘rain’; ŒøŒ^���
‘shrieking’; �ı��� ‘plant’; etc. Recessive: Œ��Æ��� ‘toil’; ð�ÞŒ������ ‘ditch, trench’;

��æ��� ‘load’; etc.
Post-Homeric—Finally accented: ��Œ���� ‘childbirth’; ºØŒ�	��� ‘winnowing’; �Œ	����

‘thunderbolt’; etc. Recessive: ¼�æÆŒ��� ‘spindle’; ������ ‘vomiting’; ��Œ��� ‘Xeece’; etc.
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Table 7(f). Frequencies of nouns with suYx -��- (per c.3,400,000
words)

Occurrences
in corpus

Finally accented words Recessive words

0 19 words
��Æª���� ‘drop’
���ØØª���� ‘choking,

stiXing’
�Œ�º���� ‘dried body,

mummy’

3 words (1 with -��-
added directly to an
o-grade root)

ŒØ�#����� ‘venomous
beast, serpent’

ł���	��� kind of cake
�ı����� ‘beating the

breast’
. . . .

�æ������ ‘wetting, rain’ ��Œ��� ‘Xeece’
ºØŒ�	��� ‘winnowing’
º��	��� ‘time of bark

peeling oV’
�Æ�	�� ‘chewings (of

food)’
Łı	�� ‘fumigations’
�ŒÆ�	��� ‘hoeing,

digging’
��ÆæÆŒ��� ‘rubble’
ŒÆ����� ‘turning-point’
%æ���� ‘creeping thing’
Ææ�� Wsh that must be

skinned
�Æ���� ‘bridal canopy or

curtain’
�	���� ‘sifter’
I�ıºØø��� ‘kind of

tunic’
Œ���ø��� ‘punt’
ŒÆæıø��� ‘date palm,

date’

1–100 21 words
��Œ���� ‘childbirth’ (1)
Œ������ ‘noise (esp.

lamentation)’ (1)
%æ����� ‘creeping thing’ (9)

14 words (4 with
-��- added directly
to an o-grade root,
1 CVRV type)

Zæ�Æ��� ‘row of trees;
orchard, garden’ (6)
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Table 7(f). (Cont’d)

Occurrences
in corpus

Finally accented words Recessive words

������ ‘vomiting’ (3)�ıæ���� ‘fever’ (19)
�̂ ���� ‘rain’ (13) ð�ÞŒ������ ‘ditch,

trench’ (6)�Ø����� ‘falling snow’ (7)
�ıæ����� ‘sweepings’ (4) Þı$· ����� ‘unstable

crowd’ (1)O����� ‘water pipe’ (28)
IºÆº	��� ‘victory shout’ (11) º�œ��� ‘council-

chamber’ (2)���	�� ‘birds’ (1)
��ºØ��� ‘cow dung’ (2)%ł	��� small Wsh boiled for

eating (1) ¼�æÆŒ��� ‘spindle’ (17)
����� ‘drinking bout’ (50)�æ^Œ��� ‘Wrebrand,

torch’ (9) �æ���� ‘gore’ (5)
. . . .����� ‘farm animal’ (17)

�r��� ‘fate, doom’ (14)�Œ	���� ‘thunderbolt’
(6) Œ�E��� ‘sleep’ (14)

��æ��� ‘load’ (19)�Æ���� ‘well-kneaded cake’
(2) ��æ��� ‘enclosed place,

farmyard’ (17)ŒøŒ^��� ‘shrieking’ (13)
Œ��Æ��� ‘toil’ (55)��æı��� ‘rubbish’ (2)

º��Øø��� Nile Wsh with large
scales (1)

�Ø�Łø��� ‘hireling, hired
servant’ (26)

Œæ�Œø��� ‘saVron-coloured
robe’ (8)

ª�ø��� ‘kinsman’ (7)

101–200 4 words
$
 ����=ÆN���� ‘eagle’ (116)
Ł�	��� ‘mortal’ (193)

2 words (1 with -��-
added directly to an
o-grade root)

����� ‘drink’ (126)
�ı��� ‘plant’ (122)

������ ‘life, means of
living’ (124)
. . . .

������ ‘return home’
(121)

201–300 0 words 0 words
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These data may again be represented in chart form. The words with
o-grade root plus -��-, or with CVRV root plus -��-, which are all
recessive, have been shown as a separate column for each frequency
category in Charts 7(a) and (b). Chart 7(a) shows the absolute numbers
of words of each type for each frequency category, while Chart 7(b)
shows the corresponding percentages. For Chart 7(b), all the words
occurring over 100 times in the corpus (Crane 1999) have been taken
together, as in the case of the equivalent chart for nouns with -æ�- (Chart

Table 7(f). (Cont’d)

Occurrences
in corpus

Finally accented words Recessive words

301–400 0 words 0 words

401–500 0 words 1word (with -��- added
directly to an o-grade
root)
. . . .

�º�F��� ‘wealth’ (453)

> 500 2 words 1 word (CVRV type)
��æÆ��� ‘army’ Ł��Æ��� ‘death’
�æ���� ‘mortal man
(/woman)’

19

2
1

21

9

5
4

11 1
2

1
0

5

10

15

20

25

Number of
words

0 1−100 101−200 201−300 301−400 401−500 >500

Occurrences in corpus

Finally accented

Recessive: not o-grade or
CVRV type

Recessive: o-grade or
CVRV type

Chart 7(a). Nouns with suYx -��- (absolute numbers)
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6(b)). Chart 7(c) shows the percentages of Wnally and recessively
accented words for each frequency category when the words with
o-grade root plus -��- and those with CVRV root plus -��- are left out
of account. The general outline of the frequency distributions when the
words with o-grade root plus -��- and those with CVRV root plus -��-
are disregarded (Chart 7(c)) resembles that for nouns with suYx -æ�-
(Chart 6(b)). Again, the percentage of Wnally accented nouns is lowest
for the middle column and higher on either side whereas the percent-
ages for recessive nouns show the inverse pattern. By contrast with the
nouns in -æ�-, the nouns in -��- are more likely to be Wnally than
recessively accented, regardless of their frequency.
The words formed by adding -��- directly to an o-grade verbal root

(the type of ��æ��� ‘load’) and those formed by adding -��- to a laryn-
geal-Wnal root in the form CVRV (Œ��Æ��� ‘toil’ and Ł��Æ��� ‘death’)
clearly do not Wt into the same pattern. While there are not many of
these words, they are found throughout the range of frequencies and
always display recessive accentuation, irrespective of text frequency.
It is thus worth trying to explain Wrstly why for -��- nouns in general

there is a relationship between text frequency and accentuation, and
secondly why the type of ��æ��� ‘load’ and that of Œ��Æ��� ‘toil’ display
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consistent recessive accentuation, irrespective of text frequency and
contrary to the general preference for Wnal accentuation among nouns
with -��-. We shall return to these issues in Chapter 10, after Wrst
considering words with -��- and -º�-.
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Chart 7(c). Nouns with suYx -��- (percentages excluding �-grade
and CVRV types)
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8 WORDS WITH SUFFIX -��-

8.1 Formation

Greek inherited from Indo-European a suYx -no- that formed adjec-
tives on verbal roots, as in ±ª��� ‘holy’ (cf. –)��ÆØ ‘stand in awe of’)
or �Ø��� ‘fearful’ (cf. ��ø < *de-du

Ð
oi
Ð
-a (old perf.) ‘fear’, aor.

��Ø�Æ <*e-du
Ð
ei
Ð
-s-m

˚
). These adjectives belong historically with the San-

skrit past participles passive in -na-, e.g. chinná-, past participle passive
of chid- ‘split’; the type is not productive in Greek.
In some instances, -��- functions as a Caland suYx: it has a particular

propensity for appearing on roots that also make derivatives using other
Caland suYxes, as in Kæ����� ‘dark’ (cf. �æ����, �� ‘place of nether
darkness’), �ıŒ��� ‘compact’ (cf. �ıŒØ�	�� ‘shrewd’, ��ŒÆ ‘solidly’,
��æØ��ıŒ�� ‘very sharp’, K����ıŒ�� ‘sharp’), and ���Æ��� ‘vehement’
(cf. ���æ�� ‘vehement’).1

Both Risch (1974: 97–9) and Nussbaum (1976: 60) distinguish in
principle between an Indo-European deverbative suYx *-no- and
Caland *-no-, but as Nussbaum (1976: 60) notes, it is often diYcult
to make this distinction in practice since both a Caland system and a
verbal root may exist or have existed. Thus, beside Œ���� ‘careful’ we
have both the verb Œ���ÆØ ‘care for’ and the Caland forms ŒB��; ��
‘care’ and Œ�Ø���� ‘most cared for’ (Risch 1974: 99). Similarly, beside
���æ��� ‘fearful’ we Wnd both the Old High German verb smerzan
‘be in pain’ and a Greek Caland adjective ���æÆº��� ‘fearful’ (Risch
1974: 98).2

Other -��- adjectives again are secondary derivatives in which -��- has
been added after another suYx, very often -es-. The outcome of *-es-no-
was Attic-Ionic /-ē

˙
no-/ (written -�Ø��-) and Aeolic /-enno-/ (written

-����-). Secondary derivatives in -��- include �ÆØ��� ‘childish’ (cf.
�ÆE� ‘child’ < *pau

Ð
-id-), IŒ�	��� ‘full-grown’ (cf. IŒ-�� ‘point, edge’,

IŒ� ‘point’), �Æ�Ø��� ‘shining’ (cf. ��-��; �� ‘light’), and $��� ‘parched’
(cf. �-��; �� ‘Wrebrand, torch’).
For some words in -�Ø��-, such as KæÆ��Ø��� ‘lovely’ and Œ�ºÆ�Ø���

‘noisy’, no corresponding s-stem is attested and quite possibly none
ever existed. At least somewords in -�Ø��- were probably formed directly

1 See Risch (1974: 99). However, the diVerence in root ablaut between ���Æ��� and
���æ�� suggests that we should perhaps take seriously the suggestion of an old *r/n-stem

(Benveniste 1935: 20).
2 For Gk -Æº��- as a member of the Caland system, see Risch (1974: 104).



beside related words (e.g. KæÆ��� ‘lovely’, Œ�ºÆ��; › ‘din’) on the model
of other adjectives in -�Ø��- (Chantraine 1933: 196).3

A number of adjectives relating to particular times, such as KÆæØ��� ‘of
spring’ (cf. �Ææ, gen. �Ææ�� ‘spring’), and some expressing spatial concepts,
such as ±Ø��� ‘close, crowded’ (cf. ±æ�� ‘solid’), end in -Ø���. Here the
suYx -��- has been added after an -Ø- that may in origin be the Indo-
European locative singular ending *-i (Risch1974: 100–1; cf. pp. 272–5).
In addition, a large number of adjectives ofmaterial (e.g. º$· œ��� ‘of stone’)
end in -Ø���, and a smaller group have a suYx which appears to be -ı��- or
-�ı��- (e.g. ���ı��� ‘tenacious’, �Æ����ı��� ‘oracular’).We shall return in
Chapter 12 to the formation of these various groups of adjectives with
what appears to be a suYx -��- preceded by -Ø- or -ð�Þı-.
Nouns in -��-, which also exist, are generally unproductive in Greek

(Chantraine 1933: 191). Some are probably substantivized adjectives.
Thus, Œ�Œ��� ‘swan’ has been plausibly connected with Sanskrit śukrá-
‘bright’ and śócati ‘shine’. This etymology makes it likely that Œ�Œ���
was originally an adjective meaning ‘white’, developing semantically to
mean ‘white bird’ and hence ‘swan’. A word for ‘toad’, �æ^���=�æF���, is
probably cognate with Old High German brūn < *bhruHno- ‘brown’. A
semantic development from ‘brown’ to ‘toad’ would be similar to that
from ‘white’ to ‘swan’ postulated for Œ�Œ���. In the case of ��æ�����
‘tough meat’ we have a corresponding adjective attested within Greek
(��æØ���� ‘Wrm, hard’).
Other nouns with -��- do not have a clear history. Thus, there is no

particular evidence that º����� ‘lamp’, related to º����ø ‘see’, originated
as an adjective, but such an origin cannot be ruled out. One class of
nouns with -��- was, however, productive in Greek as a substantival
formation. This is the class of nouns with the complex suYx -Æ��-,
which seems to have become productive for forming neuter names of
implements (Chantraine 1933: 198; Buck and Petersen 1945: 261).4

Thus æ��Æ��� ‘sickle’ is derived from æ��ø ‘pluck’. The suYx -Æ��-
may have been extracted in part from words whose -Æ- originally
belonged to the stem. Chantraine (1933: 196) cites as possible examples
��ºÆ���=��ºÆ��� ‘thick liquid substance’ and the adjective IªÆ���
‘gentle’, although the etymologies of both are disputed.5 Another
possible origin for -Æ��- would be a Sievers’s variant *-n

˚
no- of the

suYx *-no-, originally occurring after a sequence of two consonants or

3 On KæÆ��Ø��� see also Frisk (1960–72: i. 547); on Œ�ºÆ�Ø���, Frisk (1960–72: i. 813).
4 Hamp (1985: 103) notes the productivity of those -Æ��- neuters having o-grade root

vocalism independently of the vocalism of related forms (e.g. �º�ŒÆ��� ‘plaited work,

rope’; ��Æ��� ‘image carved of wood’). The majority of -Æ��- neuters, however, do not

have o-grade root vocalism (cf. æ��Æ��� ‘sickle’).
5 See Frisk (1960–72: i. 7, ii. 494). I have excluded both words from my main list of

words with -��- because of the etymological diYculties.
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long vowel plus consonant, as in ZæªÆ��� ‘implement’ (cf. Chantraine
1933: 196).
There are adjectives as well as nouns in -Æ��-, and it is possible that

some of the nouns are substantivized adjectives. Beside ZæªÆ��� ‘imple-
ment’ there exists an adjective ZæªÆ��� ‘working, forming’;6 conceivably
the noun originated as a substantivized neuter of the adjective. The
neuter names of instruments in -Æ��- form too coherent a formal and
semantic group, however, for it to be likely that all are substantivized
adjectives. The complex suYx -Æ��-, whatever its ultimate origins,
appears to have become productive for forming neuter nouns directly.

8.2 Comparative evidence

In Vedic Sanskrit, deverbative adjectives with -na- usually have Wnal
accentuation (Debrunner 1954: 726–32). Adjectives with -na- that are
not deverbative, or not demonstrably deverbative, are split between
Wnal and non-Wnal accentuation, as are nouns with -na- (1954: 732–7).
Eight word equations between Greek and Vedic or between Greek

and reconstructed proto-Germanic can be adduced, some of them
closer and clearer matches than others.7 At least one member of each
equation is Wnally accented. Most of the equations involve nouns on
both sides, but adjectives are also represented. If the word for ‘naked’
belongs here, both terms (ªı����, Skt nagná-) are adjectival. In other
instances only one member is an adjective (±ª��� ‘holy’ : Skt yajñá- m.
‘worship, sacriWce’; approximate correspondence between ���æ���
‘breast’ and Skt stı̄rn

˙
á- ‘spread out’). The equations are shown in

Table 8(a).

8.3 Descriptive accounts

The descriptive handbooks of Greek accentuation state that adjectives
ending in -��� usually have Wnal accentuation.8 They also mention two
important sets of exceptions: adjectives of material ending in -Ø��� (e.g.
���ºØ��� ‘of papyrus’) and adjectives in -ı��- or -�ı��- (e.g. Ł�æ�ı���
‘daring’). Both of these types have consistent recessive accentuation.
They will not be discussed in the present chapter, but their relationship

6 This adjective does not appear in my main list of words with -��- because it is

attested within the period covered only in inscriptions (as an epithet of Athena) and as a

suspect reading at Euripides, Andr. 1014.
7 I ignore the equations that have been suggested between ���Æ��� ‘white earth, chalk’

and Skt śvı́tna- ‘white, pale’ and between 
,Œ�Æ��� ‘Oceanus’ and Skt āśáyāna- ‘lying

round’; for details see Frisk (1960–72: ii. 904, 1145).
8 Chandler (1881: 123); Vendryes (1904: 172); Postgate (1924: 49); Bally (1945: 73).
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Table 8(a). Word equations between Greek and Sanskrit or Germanic
words continuing an IE suYx *-no-

Greek Outside Greek Note on accents

i. Certainly exact equations
%Æ���; › ‘Wne robe’ Skt vásana- n. ‘garment’ Final accent in Gk,

root accent in Skt
��Œ���; �� ‘child’ ON þegn ‘man, servant’,

OE ðeġn ‘servant, warrior,
man’, OS thegan ‘servant,
child’, OHG thegan
‘servant, warrior’, PGmc
*þeªna- m. < *tek-nó-s

Root accent in Gk,
Wnal accent in
PGmc

ii. Possibly exact correspondences, but phonological developments less clear
and/or connections not certain
±ª��� ‘holy’ Skt yajñá- m. ‘worship,

sacriWce’
Final accent in Gk
and Skt

t���; › ‘price’ Skt vasná- n. ‘price’a Root accent in Gk,
Wnal accent in Skt

iii. Approximate word equations (with some diVerence of vocalism or exact
suYxation)
o����; › ‘sleep’ Skt svápna- m. ‘sleep’, OE

swefn, OS sweb̄an
‘sleep’ < *su

Ð
epnó-b

Root accent in Gk
and Skt, Wnal
accent in PGmc

ªı���� ‘naked’ Skt nagná- ‘naked’c Final accent in Gk
and Skt

���æ���; ��
‘breast’

Skt stı̄rn
˙
á- ‘spread out’ Root accent in Gk,

Wnal accent in Skt

iv. Equation uncertain and, if correct, approximate
N����; › ‘oven,
furnace’

OE ŏ̄fen, OHG ovan, ON
ofn ‘oven’, PGmc
*ofna < *úfna-d

Final accent in Gk,
root accent in
PGmc

a On the diYculties raised by this equation, see the references given at Ch. 5 n. 22.
b The Gk form has a zero-grade root; a full-grade root is found in the Skt and Gmc

forms. An original r/n-stem, rather than an original -no- suYx, is likely (see Frisk

1950; 1960–72: ii. 966 s.v. o�Ææ, 971 s.v. o����) and for this reason I have excluded the

word from my main list of words with -��-.
c The original internal structure of this word is unclear; the various forms found in IE

languages can only be related to one another on the assumption of sporadic (perhaps

tabuistic) changes. According to Nussbaum (1976: 92–3), the word originally had the

suYx -mo- in Indo-Iranian and Gk. Mayrhofer (1986–2001: ii. 5) reconstructs IE

*negwnó- as the immediatepre-formforSktnagná-,withGkªı���� the resultof sporadic
changes.

d For the several phonological diYculties of this equation see Chantraine (1968–80:
467); Vries (1961: 417). I exclude N���� frommymain list of words with -��- in view of

the uncertainty of its etymology and internal structure.
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to simple -��- and their accentual behaviour will be considered in
Chapter 12.
The handbooks attempt little in the way of rules for the accentuation

of nouns with -��-. Vendryes (1904: 171–2) gives some empirical rules,
with exceptions, for small sub-groups of words ending in -���. Chandler
(1881: 82–4), Postgate (1924: 45–6), and Bally (1945: 61) state that
nouns ending in -��� are generally recessive and list exceptions. Our
attention is drawn in particular to two groups of exceptions: nouns in
-{��� (e.g. Œ���æE��� ‘mullet’) normally have intermediate accentuation,
and polysyllabic nouns in -ø��� (e.g. ıƒø��� ‘grandson’) are Wnally
accented. The suYx -{��- primarily forms names of animals; synchron-
ically -{��- is best analysed as a separate suYx with its own accentual
properties. From a historical point of view the suYx and its accentu-
ation are curious, but I shall have nothing further to say on this subject.9

The group of nouns ending in -ø��� is very small, and the origin and
original semantics of -ø��- are unclear.10 Only two nouns, �Nø��� ‘large
bird’ and ıƒø��� ‘grandson’, are suYciently likely to have been formed
with a suYx -ðøÞ��- for inclusion in my data. Following Meid (1956:
276) and Schmeja (1963: 26–7, 35–6), I take �Nø��� and ıƒø��� to be
formed with the suYx -��- added to a lengthened stem-Wnal vowel -o-.

8.4 Analysis of data

The distribution of accentuation patterns for adjectives and nouns with
-��- is as shown in Table 8(b). The number of nouns in each category is
Wrst given as a whole and then the number of neuters included is shown
in parentheses. As with -æ�- and -��-, a majority of words with suYx
-��- consists of adjectives. I have excluded from consideration for the
moment two important groups of recessive adjectives whose suYxes
end in the sequence -��-, possibly related to simple -��-: adjectives of
material in -Ø��-, and adjectives with a suYx -ı��- or -�ı��-. These sets
of exceptions apart, adjectives with -��- are almost all Wnally accented.
As already noted, the generally high incidence of Wnal accentuation in
adjectives with -��- makes the consistent recessive accentuation of ad-
jectives of material in -Ø��- and adjectives in -ð�Þı��- particularly strik-
ing if these suYxes are indeed related to simple -��-; we shall return to
this problem in Chapter 12. For the present, we may take Wnal accen-
tuation to be normal for adjectives with -��- in general and concentrate
our attention on the nouns.

9 For a hypothesis regarding the formation of nouns with -{��-, see Meid (1956:
274–5). On their accentuation, see Meid (1957: 23–5).

10 For a variety of explanations see Benveniste (1969: i. 268); Schwyzer (1953: 480);
Meid (1956: 276); Schmeja (1963: 26–7, 35–6); Chantraine (1968–80: 1154 s.v. ıƒ��).
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Nouns with -��- are predominantly recessive, like nouns with -æ�-:
71% are recessive, 20% are Wnally accented, and the accent of 8% is
uncertain. One word, ŒÆæŒ���� ‘crab’, has intermediate accentuation. In
the following analysis we shall disregard the words whose accentuation
is uncertain, and also ŒÆæŒ���� ‘crab’, whose accent is entirely unchar-
acteristic of nouns with -��-.11

The nouns with -��- having Wnal or recessive accentuation can be
divided into those attested in Homer and those Wrst attested after
Homer, with the results shown in Table 8(c). Final accentuation occurs

11 Schwyzer (1953: 490) asks himself whether ŒÆæŒ���� is ‘statt �-Ø���’ (presumably by

Wheeler’s law, on which see pp. 88–96, but there are otherwise no survivals of Wheeler’s

law accentuation among nouns or adjectives with -��-). The textually diYcult passage

Arc. 74. 19 suggests hesitation over the choice of ŒÆæŒ���� or ŒÆæŒE��� as the correct form
(see Schmidt ad loc.). The -Ø- is in reality short, but the apparent uncertainty in the

grammatical tradition suggests that the word was regarded as akin to animal names with

the suYx -E��- (e.g. Œ���æE��� ‘mullet’).

Table 8(b). Adjectives and nouns with a suYx -��-

Adjectives Nouns

Finally accented 106 16 (2 neuter)
Recessive 7 56 (37 neuter)
Intermediate 0 1 (0 neuter)
Accent uncertain 3 6 (2 neuter)

total 116 79 (41 neuter)

Examples. Finally accented nouns: Œæ	���� ‘overhanging bank’; ŒÆ���� ‘smoke’; ıƒø���
‘grandson’; etc. Recessive nouns: æ��Æ��� ‘sickle’; ������ ‘chaYnch’; Œ�Œ��� ‘swan’; etc.
Intermediate nouns: ŒÆæŒ���� ‘crab’. Finally accented adjectives: KÆ��� ‘edible’; ±ª���
‘holy’; �Ø��� ‘fearful’; etc. Recessive adjectives: Œ�ªŒÆ��� ‘dry’; º�ª��� ‘lecherous’; º�����
‘gluttonous’; etc.

Table 8(c). Nouns with -��- (i) attested in Homer, and (ii) not attested
until after Homer

Homer After Homer total

Finally accented 10 (1 neuter) 6 (1 neuter) 16
Recessive 14 (6 neuter) 42 (31 neuter) 56

total 24 (7 neuter) 48 (32 neuter) 72

Examples. Homeric—Finally accented: Œæ	���� ‘overhanging bank’; ŒÆ���� ‘smoke’;

Œ�æÆı��� ‘thunderbolt’; etc. Recessive: æ��Æ��� ‘sickle’; ��Œ��� ‘child’; Œ�Œ��� ‘swan’; etc.
Post-Homeric—Finally accented: �ø�ØÆ��� kind of dog-Wsh or small shark; Oæ�Æ���

‘orphan’; �ØŁ	��� ‘foster-father, nurse’; etc. Recessive: Œ��Æ��� ‘chopper’; Þ����� ‘prickly
shrub’; ��æ��� ‘tool for drawing a circle’; etc.

202 8 Words with Suffix -��-



more frequently among Homeric than among post-Homeric nouns with
-��-: 42% of the Homeric nouns with -��- are Wnally accented, as
compared with 12.5% of the post-Homeric nouns. This diVerence in
proportions would have a chance of only about one in two hundred of
occurring in a situation where there was no systematic diVerence be-
tween the accentuation of Homeric and post-Homeric nouns with
-��-.12 The pattern here is the same as that observed for words with
suYx -æ�-, but this time the result is far more striking and its statistical
signiWcance much greater.
However, if we take into account the numbers of neuter nouns with

-��- involved, we Wnd that these are almost all recessive and heavily
concentrated in the post-Homeric group. One set of neuters, those
in -Æ��-, has entirely consistent recessive accentuation and these consti-
tute the majority of neuter nouns with -��-. All 32 of these13 are
recessive, and all except two are post-Homeric. When these 32 are
disregarded, the distribution of the remaining words is as shown in
Table 8(d).
We are now left with a much less striking, and statistically non-

signiWcant,14 diVerence in the proportions of Wnally accented words.
One important factor relating to the accentuation of nouns with -��- is
thus the consistent recessive accentuation of neuter nouns in -Æ��-. It is
worth considering whether any light can be shed on the accentuation of
the remaining nouns with -��-.
We observed for nouns with -æ�- and -��- that accentuation and text

frequency were interrelated. Counting text frequencies for nouns with
-��- using the Perseus corpus (Crane 1999) gives the results shown in
Table 8(e). The numbers of words indicated at the top of each list
include the neuters in -Æ��-, but the numbers of these are indicated in
parentheses. Neuters in -Æ��- are placed at the end of each list and

Table 8(d). Nouns with -��- (i) attested in Homer, and (ii) not attested
until after Homer, discounting -Æ��- neuters

Homer After Homer total

Finally accented 10 6 16
Recessive 12 12 24

total 22 18 40

12 52 ¼ 7.88; p ¼ 0.0050.
13 Including ��ıŒ�Æ��� ‘sulfur-wort’, which also has the feminine form ��ıŒ�Æ���.
14 52 ¼ 0.61; p ¼ 0.44. A discrepancy as large as or larger than the one obtained

would be expected to occur in over 40% of trials in a situation where the Wnally accented

words were randomly distributed between the Homeric and post-Homeric groups.
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Table 8(e). Frequencies of nouns with suYx -��- (per c.3,400,000
words)

Occurrences

in corpus

Finally accented words Recessive words

0 4 words (0 -Æ��- neuters) 22 words (17 -Æ��- neuters)

�ø�ØÆ��� kind of

dog-Wsh/small shark

¼ŒÆ��� kind of thistle

�Œ��Æ��� a Wsh

�ºŒÆ��� kind of Wsh Þ��Æ��� ‘cabbage’

�ØŁ	��� ‘foster-father, nurse’ ���ı��� ‘meal-tub’

Iªæ	��� ‘net’ ��æ����� ‘tough meat’

. . . .

�æ��Æ��� measure of capacity

º�ªÆ��� ‘thin broad cake’

�#ªÆ��� ‘vessel for roasting

barley’

��ıŒ�Æ���=��ıŒ�Æ���

‘sulfur-wort’

�ıæ��Æ��� myrtle-like plant

��æÆ��� ‘small wood for

burning’

�º�ŁÆ��� ‘dish, mould’

�ŒÆ�Æ ‘two upright parallel bars

joined toward each end’

���ŒÆ��� ‘broadleaved

burweed’

�æÆ��Æ�Æ ‘dry chips’

�æ#�Æ�Æ ‘dry twigs’

�Œ��Æ��� ‘covering’

Œ��æÆ�Æ ‘excrements’

����Æ��� ‘peeled barley’

�h�Æ�Æ ‘marks burnt in’

Œ�º ·̂ �Æ��� ‘sheath, case’

º�� ·̂ �Æ��� ‘coat, rind’

1–100 9 words (0 -Æ��- neuters) 30 words (13 -Æ��- neuters)

%Æ���=�ƒÆ��� ‘Wne robe’ (7) ��Æ��� ‘melting-pot’ (2)

�$��� ‘torch’ (2) ªº��Æ��� ‘tool for carving’ (1)

Oæ�Æ��� ‘orphan’ (50) º��Æ��� ‘yoke-strap’ (5)

���	�� (and variants)

‘bird’ (10)

&��� ‘wedding-gift’ (25)

������ ‘chaYnch’ (2)
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Table 8(e). (Cont’d)

Occurrences

in corpus

Finally accented words Recessive words

Þ{��� ‘skin’ (31) º�Œ��� ‘winnowing

fan’ (7)Œæ	���� ‘overhanging

bank’ (61) Œ�Œ��� ‘swan’ (35)

ŒÆ���� ‘smoke’ (89) Ł����� ‘bush’ (23)

�ºı��� ‘wash-trough’ (5) Þ����� ‘prickly shrub’ (2)

ıƒø��� ‘grandson’ (6) ���æ��� ‘breast’ (97)

��æ��� ‘catamite’ (9)

��æ��� ‘tool for drawing a

circle’ (6)

��Ł^��� ‘hole, trench’ (2)

��æ���� kind of eagle (2)

º����� ‘wool’ (1)

º����� ‘lamp (49)

t��� ‘price paid’ (8)

. . . .

���æªÆ��� ‘swathing band’ (25)

�æ ·̂ ªÆ��� ‘dry stick, Wrewood’

(13)

Kæ�ıŁ�Æ���=KæıŁæ�Æ���

‘madder’ (1)

�º�ŒÆ��� ‘plaited work’ (3)

æ��Æ��� ‘sickle’ (25)

����Æ���=���Æ��� ‘kettle-drum’

(21)

Œ��Æ��� ‘chopper’ (1)

���Æ��� ‘round cake’ (5)

�æ ·̂ �Æ��� ‘borer’ (7)

&æÆ��� ‘seat, abode’ (10)

Z�Æ��� ‘shield-holder’ (6)

º��łÆ��� ‘piece left’ (25)

ZłÆ��� ‘apparition’ (1)

101–200 2 words (0 -Æ��- neuters) 2 words (2 -Æ��- neuters)

Œ�æÆı��� ‘thunderbolt’

(110)

. . . .
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divided from the remaining words by a line of points. These data may
once again be summarized in chart form. The neuters in -Æ��-, which
are all recessive, have been shown for each frequency category as a
separate column in Charts 8(a) and (b). The outline of the frequency

Table 8(e). (Cont’d)

Occurrences

in corpus

Finally accented words Recessive words

�Nø��� ‘large bird’ (122) ZæªÆ��� ‘implement’ (179)

��Æ��� ‘image carved in wood’

(128)

201–300 0 words 0 words

301–400 0 words 1 word (0 -Æ��- neuters)

����Æ��� ‘crown’ (361)

401–500 1 word (0 -Æ��- neuters) 0 words

�PæÆ��� ‘heaven, sky’

(488)

Over 500 0 words 1 word (0 -Æ��- neuters)

��Œ��� ‘child’

4
5

17

9

17

13

2 2
1 1 1
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words
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Finally accented

Recessive: not neuters in
-ανο-

Recessive: neuters in -ανο-

Chart 8(a). Nouns with suYx -��- (absolute numbers)
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distributions when the neuters with -Æ��- are disregarded (Chart 8(c))
resembles that for nouns with -æ�- (Chart 6(b)) and that obtained for
nouns with -��- when the words with o-grade root plus -��- and those
with CVRV root are disregarded (Chart 7(c)). The percentage of Wnally
accented nouns is again lowest for the middle column and higher on
either side. The most striking diVerence in percentages, that obtaining
between the frequency range 1–100 and the words occurring over 100
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Chart 8(b). Nouns with suYx -��- (percentages)
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8 Words with Suffix -��- 207



times, is based once again on very few data for the very high frequency
range. On the other hand, the pattern gains importance from its recur-
rence over several suYxes since the quantity of data provided by very
high frequency -æ�-, -��-, and -��- nouns together is rather larger than
that for words with any one of these suYxes in isolation.
Several aspects of the accentuation of words in -��- require explan-

ation. The Wrst is the consistent recessive accent of neuter nouns in
-Æ��-, a characteristic that is not shared either bymost adjectives in -Æ��-
or by most non-neuter nouns in -Æ��-. Secondly, the nouns with -��-
provide some further evidence for a relationship between text frequency
and accentuation, and such a relationship is likely to have a reason.
Finally, we shall need to explain why adjectives of material in -Ø��- and
adjectives in -ı��- or -�ı��- are consistently recessive in contrast with
other -��- adjectives, which normally have Wnal accentuation. Chapter
10 will be devoted to the accentual characteristics so far noted in nouns
with -æ�-, -��-, and -��-, while the interestingly accented adjectives with
-��- will be considered in Chapter 12. We now, however, turn to words
formed with -º�-.
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9 WORDS WITH SUFFIX -º�-

Il n’y a pas de règle pour les substantifs en -º��.

Vendryes (1904: 168)

�a Øa ��F ıº�� �æØ��ººÆ�Æ ��ØŒ�ºÆ �(æ��Œ���� �Ææa �c� ���Ø� (We

Wnd the trisyllabicwords in -ıº�� to be various in their accentuation).

Ep. Hom. alph. Æ 266

9.1 Formation

Indo-European had a primary suYx *-lo- whose basic function was to
derive an adjective from a verbal stem. In Slavonic, the suYx survives
as a participle formant (Risch 1974: 107). In Greek, the suYx is found
on both adjectives and nouns. At least some of the Greek nouns with
-º�- originated as adjectives that were substantivized, and indeed some
of these are attested as adjectives as well as nouns (with or without a
diVerence of accent). Thus, ª�Æº�� ‘hollow’ exists beside an adjective
ªıÆº�� ‘hollow’. For the noun �Fº�� ‘tribe’, there is an exact correspond-
ence with adjectival function in Old Church Slavonic bylŭ, past parti-
ciple active of byti ‘to be’.
A number of complex suYxes of shape vowel þ -º�- ð-Æº�-, -�º�-,

-Øº�-, -ıº�-, -	º�-, -øº�-) were extracted from -º�- derivatives to vowel
stems and extended to other stems (Chantraine 1933: 241–51). Thus,
��Øøº�� ‘sparing, thrifty’ (derived from �����ÆØ ‘spare’) contains a
complex suYx -øº�-; Ø��ŒÆº�� ‘teacher’ (derivative of Ø��Œø
‘teach’) has -Æº�-. The complex suYx -�º�- (as in �YŒ�º�� ‘like’; cf.
��ØŒÆ ‘be like’) is likely to be inherited and comparable to the suYx of
the Latin adjectives in -ulus (e.g. crēdulus ‘credulous’, bibulus ‘drinking
readily’) and perhaps some of the Sanskrit adjectives in -ara- (e.g.
dravará- ‘running quickly’, patará- ‘Xying’).1

1 On the Skt type see Debrunner (1954: 215–16), who connects Lat. crēdulus etc. but

does not mention Gk -�º�-. Chantraine (1933: 244) takes the correspondence between

����º	 ‘cloud’ and Lat. nebula ‘cloud’, OHG nebul ‘mist’ as evidence for the antiquity of

the suYx form -�º�-. Strictly speaking, this correspondence does not show that -elo- was

inherited as either an adjectival suYx or a suYx that could form o-stem nouns, but an

inherited suYx is plausible because of the probably comparable adjectives in Lat. and

possibly Skt.



In Greek, the suYx -º�-, and complex suYxes including -º�-, could
be attached to purely nominal as well as to verbal stems. Thus, (æ	º��
‘watery’ is a derivative in -	-º�- on the stem of oøæ ‘water’ (Chantraine
1933: 242). When attached to nominal stems, the suYx often had a
diminutive meaning. For Greek, such a meaning can be most clearly
identiWed for some of the words with complex suYx -ıº�-, e.g. IæŒ��º��
‘bear’s cub’, diminutive of ¼æŒ��� ‘bear’ (see Chantraine 1933: 250).
Words formed with -Øº�- are also often labelled ‘diminutives’, and
indeed the suYx forms a number of names for small animals, e.g.
�����º�� ‘paper nautilus’ (a mollusc), �æ���º�� ‘Egyptian plover’ (cf.
Chantraine 1933: 249). The possibility of forming diminutives by
means of the suYx -lo- was inherited; cf. e.g. Latin porculus ‘young
pig’ (diminutive of porcus ‘pig’), Sanskrit vr

˚
s
˙
alá-/vŕ

˚
s
˙
ala- m. ‘little or

contemptible man’ (diminutive of vŕ
˚
s
˙
an- m. ‘man’); see Risch (1974:

107 n. 93).
No formation in -º�- was at all productive in Greek during the

historical period (Chantraine 1933: 237, 239). It is also impossible, at
least from a Greek point of view, to keep separate the category of
diminutives from that of original deverbal adjectives in -º�-, since the
meanings of many Greek words with -º�- do not allow them to be Wtted
neatly into either category. Should we recognize a diminutive meaning
in � ·̂ �Æº�� kind of toad said to puV itself up, or was � ·̂ �Æº�� originally
an adjective meaning simply ‘puYng’?2

In what follows the group of words containing the suYx -º�- is taken
to include those with complex suYxes of the form vowel þ -º�- as well
as those with simple -º�-. Words with the suYxes -Łº�- and -�º�- are,
however, excluded as these suYxes are diVerent in origin and semantics
from simple -º�- (see Chantraine 1933: 374–5). Words with the suYx
-Ø�º�-, borrowed from Latin, are also excluded as are those with other
Latin suYxes containing -º�-.

9.2 Comparative evidence

There are only two exact word equations relevant to the accentuation of
words in -º�- (see Table 9(a)), and neither of these provides ideal
evidence for the position of the accent in Indo-European. For the Wrst
word equation in Table 9(a), the Germanic words reveal that the accent
was non-initial in proto-Germanic but not whether it fell on the Wnal
or penultimate syllable. The Greek and Sanskrit words forming the

2 If � ·̂ �Æº�� was originally a deverbal adjective, the derivational base would be �^��ø
‘blow, puV ’ (itself derived from �F�Æ ‘pair of bellows’) or a lost verb on the same

root. Russian pyxát’ ‘breathe heavily’ and Slavonic cognates may be related (see Frisk

1960–72: ii. 1056; Vasmer 1953–8: ii. 475).
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second equation are likely to be parallel but independent creations.3

The approximate word equation shown in Table 9(b) is cited by
Wheeler (1885: 62) as evidence for original Wnal accentuation in
Greek ��ØŒ�º��. However, the value of this equation is diminished by
the fact that the suYxation of the Sanskrit form is not identical to that of
the Greek (since Sanskrit -a- cannot correspond to Greek -Ø-). The
evidence from word equations thus concerns only words in -ıº�- and
-Øº�-, and even there it is inadequate. The Greek class of intermediately
accented words in -Øº�- and -ıº�- is likely to be an accentual innovation.
Good evidence comes not from word equations, however, but from the
fact that Vedic has no corresponding group of intermediately accented
adjectives in -ira- or -ura- (suYxes that derive in part from Indo-
European *-iro-, *-uro-, in part from Indo-European *-ilo-, *-ulo-).
Non-compound Vedic adjectives in -ira- or -ura- (of whatever origin)

Table 9(a). Exact word equations continuing ie suYx *-lo-

Greek Outside Greek Note on accents

IªŒ�º�� ‘curved’ ON ǫngull, OE angel,
NE angle, OHG
angul, MHG angel
‘hook’ (<*aNªula)a

Intermediate accent
in Gk, non-initial
accent in PGmc

*�Æ�ıº�� (implied
by the adverb
�Æ�ıºH� ‘roughly,
coarsely’)

Skt bahulá- ‘thick,
broad’

Final accent in Gk
and Skt

a For the Gmc forms see Lloyd and Springer (1988: 252–3). ON óll, áll (< *áN�la)
‘young shoot’ derives from a PGmc form with initial accent, but possibly without -u-

(cf. Vries 1961: 6, but also Lloyd and Springer 1988: 253). Wheeler (1885: 62) and
others cite the possible Skt cognate aṅkura- m. ‘sprout, shoot’ (of uncertain etymology)

as Wnally accented. However, aṅkura- is not attested in Vedic; Debrunner (1954: 487)
lists the word without accent, as does Mayrhofer (1986–2001: iii. 5).

Table 9(b). Approximate word equation continuing ie suYx *-lo-

Greek Outside Greek Note on accents

��ØŒ�º��
‘many-coloured’

Skt peśalá- ‘adorned’ Intermediate accent in Gk,
Wnal accent in Skt

3 So Mayrhofer (1986–2001: ii. 220–1); Frisk (1960–72: ii. 484).
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usually display Wnal accentuation (see Debrunner 1954: 362, 486–8;
Kuryłowicz 1958: 40–1): ajirá- ‘swift’, vithurá- ‘unsteady’, etc.4

9.3 Describing the accentuation of words in -º�-

For the thematic suYxes -æ�-, -��-, and -��-, which appear on both
adjectives and nouns, we found that the adjectives almost exclusively
display Wnal accentuation whereas the nouns are divided between Wnal
and recessive accentuation.5 The situation is rather diVerent for words
with the suYx -º�-. Of the 59 adjectives with -º�- among the words
considered here, 27 are Wnally accented (46%), 13 recessive (22%), 12
intermediate (20%), and 7 uncertain (12%, henceforth to be ignored for
statistical statements). Of the 80 nouns with -º�-, 8 are Wnally accented
(10%),55 recessive (69%),11 intermediate (14%), and6uncertain (7.5%,
henceforth to be ignored for statistical statements). Thus, unlike the
words with -æ�-, -��-, and -��-, the words with -º�- allow for three
possible accentuation patterns: they may be Wnally accented, intermedi-
ate, or recessive, instead of only Wnally accented or recessive.6 Another
diVerence is that for words in -º�- neither adjectives nor nouns can be
said to display an almost uniform accentuation; both nouns and adjec-
tives are very much divided between the various possible accentuation
patterns. It will be worth trying to explain these diVerences between the
accentual behaviour of words with -º�- and that of words with -æ�-, -��-,
and -��-.

9.3.1 History of the question

Rather disparate claims have been made about the accentuation of
words with -º�-:

(a) Wheeler (1885: 61–6) claims that adjectives with -º�- are generally
accented on the Wnal syllable unless they end in a dactylic sequence, in
which case they have intermediate accentuation. Since Wheeler, this
claim has sometimes been repeated with a restriction of intermediate
accentuation to adjectives in -Øº�- and -ıº�- (see (b) below).

(b) The generalization that adjectives with -º�- aremostly accented on the
Wnal syllable is made by, for example, Chandler (1881: 120), Vendryes
(1904: 169), Postgate (1924: 49–50), Bally (1945: 72), and Lubotsky

4 Similarly the rarer Vedic adjectives with -ila- and -ula- (Debrunner 1954: 362–4,
488–9).

5 Adjectives of material in -Ø��- and adjectives in -ı��- or -�ı��- are systematic

exceptions; see p. 199 and Ch. 12.
6 Only one noun of the words with -æ�-, -��-, or -��-, ŒÆæŒ���� ‘crab’, displays

intermediate accentuation (see p. 202 with n. 11).
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(1988: 131).7 All of these scholars treat adjectives in -Øº�- and -ıº�- as
constituting a class of exceptions with intermediate accentuation.8

The intermediate accentuation of adjectives in -Øº�- and -ıº�- is generally
explained as due to Wheeler’s law, except by Chandler, whose account is
purely descriptive, and Postgate, who rejects Wheeler’s law (following
Allinson 1891).9

The adjective �Æ�ıº�� ‘thickish’ is generally mentioned as an exception
to the intermediate accentuation of adjectives in -Øº�- and -ıº�- (Chandler
1881: 121; Vendryes1904: 169; Postgate 1924: 50). Bally (1945: 24) also
mentions �Æ�ıº�� but correctly gives an asterisk to the form since it is not
attested as such but only inferred from the adverb �Æ�ıºH� (Aristotle,EN
1094b20). For this reason, the word strictly falls outside the data under
consideration and is not counted for statistical purposes, but it will be
mentioned in what follows where appropriate.
Another exception that is sometimes mentioned (e.g. by Lobeck 1843:

123), also falling strictly outside the data here considered, is �æÆ�ıº��
‘small’. This word appears in the Hesychius manuscript but the passage
shows signs of corruption and some editors delete the word (see
Hesychius � 1084 Schmidt).10

Lobeck (1843: 123) to some extent anticipatesWheeler in claiming that
adjectives with -ıº�- are accented on the Wnal syllable if they end in a
tribrachic sequence (and therefore accented intermediately only if they
have a dactylic termination) and complains on the basis of �æÆ�ıº�� and
�Æ�ıºH� that Arcadius (64. 11–20) omitted to mention this fact.

(c) In addition to the generalizations outlined in (b), Vendryes (1904:
169) states that polysyllabic adjectives in -Æº�- and -�º�- are variously
accented.

(d) Lubotsky (1988: 131–2) assumes recessive accentuation for words
with the suYx -�º�-.

(e) Kuryłowicz (1958: 132) states that primary derivatives in
-�º��, -Æº��, and -øº�� are accented on the root (i.e. recessive).

(f) Bally (1945: 60) claims that nouns with -º�- are mostly recessive if
the suYx -º�- is preceded by a vowel. He does not comment on the
accentuation of those nouns with -º�- in which the suYx is preceded by
a consonant.

7 Cf. also Kuryłowicz (1958: 131), who states that primary derivatives in -º�� and
-øº�� are Wnally accented.

8 Lubotsky does not in fact mention those with -ıº�-. Cf. also Kuryłowicz (1958:
135, 136).

9 Discussion in Postgate (1925: 222–49).
10 Latte emends without comment to �æÆ��º�� (see Hesychius � 1079 Latte).
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(g) According to Vendryes (1904: 168, quoted at the head of this
chapter), the accentuation of nouns in -º�� follows no rule.

(h) Chandler (1881: 77–8) regards the accentuation of nouns ending in
-º�� as mostly recessive, with two classes of exceptions: (i) disyllabic
nouns in which -º�� is preceded by -º-, by a long vowel, or by a
diphthong are mostly accented on the Wnal syllable; (ii) nouns in -Øº��
and -ıº�� usually have intermediate accentuation.

This variety of in part mutually contradictory claims illustrates Wrst and
foremost that it is diYcult to discern much order in the accentuation of
words with -º�-. At the risk of adding to the already bewildering
number of diVerent attempts to do so, I shall begin by taking a fresh
look at the data with a view to determining what, if any, valid general-
izations may be made.

9.3.2 Summary of data

A Wrst summary of the data may now be given as in Table 9(c).
Recessive accentuation is a possibility for all terminations other than
-�º�-, -�Øº�-, -ºº�-, and -�º�-. My data include only one, two, or three
words for each of these terminations, and the absence of recessive words
here is likely to be accidental. For most terminations, there are also
some words that are either Wnally or intermediately accented. Where we
Wnd neither Wnal nor intermediate accentuation (i.e. for -�º�-, -�º�-,
and -Æıº�-), the total number of words is again very small and the
absence of Wnally or intermediately accented words may be accidental.
Final and intermediate accentuation, however, are almost in comple-
mentary distribution according to the synchronic termination of the
word. With two exceptions (��ª�º�Ø ‘big’ and ÆłØº�� ‘ample’), termin-
ations that form Wnally accented words do not form intermediately
accented ones, and those that form words with intermediate accentu-
ation do not form Wnally accented ones.
I shall treat the problem of the accentuation of words with -º�- as

consisting of two separate questions: (a) what determines the choice
between Wnal and intermediate accentuation (for those words that are
non-recessive), and (b) how is the choice between recessive and non-
recessive (whether Wnal or intermediate) accentuation made?

9.3.3 The choice between Wnal and intermediate
accentuation

Intermediate accentuation is conWned to words of certain terminations
in which a short vowel precedes the suYx -º�- (speciWcally -Æº�-, -Øº�-,
-ıº�-), i.e. terminations that could potentially—but did not necessar-
ily—form words ending in a dactylic sequence of syllables and therefore
subject to Wheeler’s law if originally accented on the Wnal syllable.
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Table 9(c). Accentuation of words in -º�-, according to synchronic termination

Termination Finally accented Intermediate Recessive Uncertain

-Æº�- 5 adj., 1 noun 1 adj. (��ª�º�Ø) 1 adj., 21 nouns —
-$º�- 1 noun — 1 noun —
-�º�- 1 adj. — — —
-�º�- 1 noun — 1 adj., 3 nouns 2 adj., 2 nouns
-	º�- 12 adj., 2 nouns — 5 adj., 7 nouns 1 adj., 1 noun
-Øº�- (including
Œ�Eº�� < *kou

Ð
ilos)

1 adj. (ÆłØº��) 2 adj., 7 nouns 2 adj. (including
Œ�Eº��), 3 nouns

2 nouns

-�Øº�- 1 adj. — — —
-{º�- 1 adj. — 2 nouns 1 noun
-ºº�- 1 adj. — — 1 adj.
-�º�- — — 2 nouns —
-�º�- — — 1 noun —
-Æıº�- — — 2 adj., 1 noun 1 adj.

-ıº�- — 9 adj., 4 nouns 1 adj., 5 nouns 1 adj.
-^º�- 1 noun — 4 nouns —
-�º�- 2 adj. — — 1 adj.
-�º�- 1 noun — 2 nouns —
-øº�- 3 adj., 1 noun — 1 adj., 3 nouns —



The choice between Wnal and intermediate accentuation, however, is
not straightforwardly determined by the presence of a dactylic or a non-
dactylic termination. Most of the intermediately accented -Øº�- and
-ıº�- words included in the data under consideration end in a dactylic
sequence, but two bird names do not: �æ���º�� ‘Egyptian plover’ and
�æıª�º�� ‘chaYnch’. The only Wnally accented word with -Øº�- or -ıº�-
that is included is in fact ÆłØº�� ‘ample, wide’, which has a dactylic
termination (contrary to the expected outcome ofWheeler’s law).11 The
only word that is included and has intermediate accentuation but does
not terminate in -Øº�- or -ıº�- is ��ª�º�Ø ‘big’, which does not end in a
dactylic sequence.12 Furthermore, the word O��Æº�� ‘navel’ ends in a
dactylic sequence and yet has Wnal accentuation.13 If, therefore, we
invokeWheeler’s law as an explanation of the intermediate accentuation
in forms such as IªŒ�º�� ‘curved’, we need to explain why �æ���º��
‘Egyptian plover’, �æıª�º�� ‘chaYnch’, and ��ª�º�Ø ‘big’ have inter-
mediate accentuation although they are not dactylic, and why ÆłØº��
‘ample, wide’ and O��Æº�� ‘navel’ have Wnal accentuation although they
are dactylic.
The Wnal accent of ÆłØº�� ‘ample, wide’ can perhaps be explained.The

word occurs once, in a fragment of Empedocles’ verse quoted byAristotle
(Cael. 294a26 ¼ Empedocles fr. B 39. 1 D–K), and is an alternative
to the more usual s-stem form ÆłØº�� ‘ample, wide’. It is possible that
the o-stem form is the original one, as argued by Solmsen (1913: 461–5),
but it appears in any case to have been entirely replaced by the s-stem
form from the classical period on. By the time an accent was written on
ÆłØº��, the form ÆłØº�� will have been far more familiar. The scribal
tradition perhaps assigned Wnal accentuation to ÆłØº�� on the basis of
ÆłØº��, whose accentuation is normal for an s-stem adjective.
Wheeler (1885: 104 n. 1) suggests the possibility that for O��Æº��

‘navel’ the paradigm resulting from his dactylic retraction law
(*O���º��, *O���º��; O��Æº�F; O��ÆºfiH) was levelled in the direction of
the oblique cases rather than generalizing the accentuation of the nom-
inative singular throughout the paradigm. Wheeler justiWes this

11 On �æÆ�ıº�� and *�Æ�ıº��, see pp. 213, 225.
12 The word ÆN�º�� ‘quick-moving, nimble’ is excluded from the data considered

because its etymology and original segmentation are disputed; it is possible that the -º-
belonged to the root (see Frisk 1960–72: i. 42). Given the uncertain origin of ÆN�º��, we
cannot be sure either that the word had a suYx -º�- or that it ought originally to have

been Wnally accented. It is at least possible, however, that ÆN�º�� provides an example of

Wheeler’s law accentuation in a dactylic word terminating in -�º�- —and in view of the

rarity of intermediate accentuation in Gk nouns and adjectives as a whole, not only

possible but rather likely.
13 The Homeric form of the word for ‘bone-marrow’, �^�º��, corresponds to Attic

�ı�º��, and its dactylic structure may well be due only to metrical lengthening (Chan-

traine 1968–80: 718; Frisk 1960–72: ii. 264).
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suggestion by noting that O��Æº�� ‘navel’, unlike �Æ�æ�Œ����� ‘murder-
ing one’s father, murderer of his father’ (which has the ‘Wheeler’s law’
accentuation of the nominative generalized throughout the paradigm),
does not denote an animate being, i.e. one likely to function as an agent
and therefore to appear as the subject of a verb in the nominative case.
The -º�- nouns under consideration that have intermediate accentu-
ation and a dactylic termination all in fact denote animate beings:

�����º�� ‘Wsh that follows ships’
�����º�� ‘paper nautilus’ (a mollusc)
Œ�æı���º�� ‘one that butts with the head’
�Æı��º�� ‘seaman’
Oæ��º�� a bird
NÆ���º�� ‘libeller’
Œ	æ�º�� a fabulous seabird
IæŒ��º�� ‘bear’s cub’
Kæø��º�� ‘darling’14

These words contrast strikingly with the four recessive nouns in -Øº�-
and -ıº�- that terminate in a dactylic sequence; none of these denotes an
animate being:

ÆYªØº�� ‘herb of which goats are fond’
Œ��ıº�� ‘knuckle’
����ıº�� ‘vertebra; joint’
�����ıº�� ‘mass of olives from which the oil has been pressed, olive-

cake’

We might have expected the words with -Øº�- or -ıº�- that terminate
in a dactylic sequence and do not denote animate beings to be Wnally
accented in accordance with Wheeler’s prediction. However, the
Wnding that there is some contrast between those words denoting ani-
mate beings and those not suggests that Wheeler was right in thinking
that whether a word denoted an animate being was in some way relevant
to its accentuation.
Given that the dactylic words in -Øº�- and -ıº�- that do not denote

animate beings have recessive and not Wnal accentuation, it is note-
worthy that O��Æº�� has Wnal accentuation. On the other hand, all
dactylic words in -º�- that have intermediate accentuation are in -Øº�-
and -ıº�-, whereas O��Æº�� is not. Moreover, as we have already seen,
two words in -Øº�- have intermediate accentuation although they are not

14 Wheeler (1885: 66) provides his own list of dactylic nouns in -º�- with intermediate

accentuation, in which there is a preponderance of words for animate beings. I have given

my list rather than Wheeler’s in order to show all and only the relevant words being

considered here.
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dactylic: �æ���º�� ‘Egyptian plover’ and �æıª�º�� ‘chaYnch’. Allinson
(1891: 49, 51–2) relies on these facts in attempting to discredit
Wheeler’s law, arguing that the nouns and adjectives in -�º�- and -�º�-
are diminutives, and that their accentuation is due to a Greek tendency
to accent the penultimate syllable in diminutives.
Allinson’s explanation is diYcult to accept because he has no clear

semantic criteria for distinguishing a diminutive from a non-diminutive.
While IæŒ��º�� ‘bear’s cub’ is clearly diminutive in meaning, the mean-
ing of �Æı��º�� ‘seaman, sailor’ is much less obviously diminutive.
Moreover, a word such as ł�ŒÆº�� ‘newborn animal’ is no less seman-
tically diminutive than IæŒ��º�� ‘bear’s cub’. The notion ‘diminutive’
can be helpful here only in so far as one might label the complex suYxes
-Øº�- and -ıº�- ‘diminutive suYxes’, even though not all words formed
with these suYxes are semantically diminutives, and one might observe
that for these suYxes intermediate accentuation occurs whereas Wnal
accentuation (except in ÆłØº��) does not. It is, however, the presence of
-Øº�- or -ıº�-, rather than either a dactylic termination per se or a
diminutive meaning per se, that conditions the choice of intermediate
rather than Wnal accentuation.
We have noted that the intermediately accented words in -Øº�- and

-ıº�- belong to a category for which comparative evidence speaks for
original Wnal accentuation (§ 9.2 above). Since most of the relevant
words with -Øº�- or -ıº�- end in a dactylic sequence of syllables, the
replacement of Wnal by intermediate accentuation is most naturally
explained as resulting from Wheeler’s law of dactylic retraction. The
accentuation of non-dactylic �æ���º�� ‘Egyptian plover’ and �æıª�º��
‘chaYnch’, and of dactylic O��Æº�� ‘navel’, can be explained on the
hypothesis that after Wheeler’s law ceased to operate phonologically,
the accentuation of words with -º�- was rearranged into two groups.
The words with -Øº�- or -ıº�- all acquired intermediate accentuation
(unless they had already become recessive: see below) under the inXu-
ence of the large proportion of words with -Øº�- or -ıº�- that ended in a
dactylic sequence. The remaining words with -º�- all acquired Wnal
accentuation (unless, again, they had already become recessive) under
the inXuence of those that did not end in a dactylic sequence and had
thus retained Wnal accentuation all along. Words in either group might
acquire recessive accentuation at some stage, for reasons to be discussed
shortly; words that had become recessive were taken out of the compe-
tition between Wnal and intermediate accentuation.
The accentuation of ��ª�º�Ø ‘big’ remains to be considered. It has

been suggested that this word was originally a diminutive (Schwyzer
1953: 484; Risch 1974: 107 n. 93). However, I have argued that the
intermediate accentuation of words in -Øº�- and -ıº�- does not depend
on their having diminutive meaning but on their containing the
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sequences -Øº�- and -ıº�-. Furthermore, although the extension of
intermediate accentuation to the non-dactylic words �æ���º�� ‘Egyptian
plover’ and �æıª�º�� ‘chaYnch’ is relatively unsurprising given the large
group of dactylic -Øº�- and -ıº�- words displaying intermediate accen-
tuation, the extension of Wheeler’s law accentuation to ��ª�º�Ø would
seem incredible given the complete absence of intermediately accented
dactylic words with -Æº�-.
An explanation given (very brieXy) by Schwyzer (1953: 584 n. 1)

seems preferable. The stem ��ªÆº�- ‘big’ stands in a suppletive rela-
tionship to ��ªÆ- ‘big’. The suppletive paradigm is as shown in Table
9(d). In all forms built on the stem ��ªÆº�- except for the nominatives
plural masculine and feminine and the nominative-accusative plural
neuter (and the form ��ª�º� of the voc. sg. m., post-classical if spurious
at Aeschylus,Th. 822), the position for recessive accentuation coincides
with the syllable -ªÆ-. Now let us suppose that at some stage the forms
built on the stem ��ªÆº�- were assigned recessive accentuation
(perhaps to bring them in line with the forms ��ªÆ�, ��ªÆ�, ��ªÆ).15

Table 9(d). Paradigm of ��ªÆ�; ��ª�º	; ��ªÆ ‘big’

Masculine Feminine Neuter

Singular
Nom. ��ªÆ� ��ª�º	 ��ªÆ
Voc. ��ªÆ� (also ��ª�º�) ��ª�º	 ��ªÆ
Acc. ��ªÆ� ��ª�º	� ��ªÆ
Gen. ��ª�º�ı ��ª�º	� ��ª�º�ı
Dat. ��ª�ºfiø ��ª�ºfi 	 ��ª�ºfiø

Dual
Nom./Voc./Acc. ��ª�ºø ��ª�º$ ��ª�ºø
Gen./Dat. ��ª�º�Ø� ��ª�ºÆØ� ��ª�º�Ø�

Plural
Nom./Voc. ��ª�º�Ø ��ª�ºÆØ ��ª�ºÆ
Acc. ��ª�º�ı� ��ª�º$� ��ª�ºÆ
Gen. ��ª�ºø� ��ª�ºø� ��ª�ºø�
Dat. ��ª�º�Ø� ��ª�ºÆØ� ��ª�º�Ø�

15 Meißner (1995: 72) identiWes an adjectival Caland suYx *-H2- that he regards as

the source of the -Æ in ��ªÆ (corresponding to Skt máhi). The stem ��ªÆº�- is regarded as

a complex Caland formation, with one Caland adjective suYx added after another. In

Ch. 12 I postulate inherited root accentuation for such complex Caland formations. If

Meißner’s analysis of the stem ��ªÆº�- and my conclusions regarding the accentuation of

complex Caland formations are correct, recessive accentuation may be original for the

9 Words with SuYx -º�- 219



The paradigm would now have included the forms *��ªÆº�Ø, *��ªÆºÆØ,
*��ªÆºÆ. Paradigmatic pressure, however, resulted in the generalization
of the accent on the syllable -ªÆ-. A crucial factor in this paradigm
levelling must be the absence of forms on the stem ��ªÆº�- in the
nominative and accusative singular masculine or neuter, since recessive
paradigms in which these cases are neither missing nor built on another
stem have not acquired intermediate accentuation throughout. Thus,
¼�Łæø��� ‘person’ was not replaced by *I�ŁæH��� under the inXuence of
I�Łæ#��ı etc.; on the contrary, the existence of the nom. sg. ¼�Łæø���
and acc. sg. ¼�Łæø��� was suYcient to protect the nom. pl. ¼�Łæø��Ø
from being replaced by *I�ŁæH��Ø.
It is thus neither necessary nor desirable to resort to Wheeler’s law as

an explanation for the accentuation of ��ª�º�Ø ‘big’. When Wheeler’s
law ceased to operate phonologically, Wheeler’s law accentuation was
eliminated for words in -Æº�- and -�º�- (on -�º�- see n. 12 above). For
-Øº�- and -ıº�- words, on the other hand, Wheeler’s law accentuation
survived and was even generalized to non-dactylic words. The accen-
tuation of the two aberrant words ÆłØº�� ‘ample, wide’ and ��ª�º�Ø ‘big’
has nothing to do with Wheeler’s law.

9.3.4 The choice between recessive and non-recessive
accentuation

Various factors inXuence the choice between recessive and non-recessive
accentuation. Polysyllabic words in -Øº�- and -ıº�- most often have
intermediate accentuation, although the incidence of recessive accentu-
ation is greater for nouns than for adjectives (see Table 9(e)). The two
recessive adjectives are ���Øº�� ‘shaven, smooth’ and ���ıº�� ‘moist(?)’,
both of which are hapax legomena. It appears, then, that intermediate
accentuation was normal for adjectives in -Øº�- and -ıº�-; the only
exceptions are two very poorly attested words.
We have already noted that for dactylic nouns in -Øº�- and -ıº�- there

is an absolute correspondence between intermediate accentuation
and denoting an animate being, and conversely between recessive

forms built on the stem ��ªÆº�-. On the other hand, it is not clear how seriously -º�-
should be taken as a Caland suYx.

Table 9(e). Accentuation of polysyllabic adjectives and nouns in
-Øº�-=-ıº�- (except for ÆłØº�� ‘ample, wide’)

Adjectives Nouns

Intermediate 11 11
Recessive 2 5
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accentuation and not denoting an animate being. When non-dactylic
polysyllabic nouns with -Øº�- and -ıº�- are added, this picture is hardly
altered. There are three such words, all denoting animate beings; two of
these have intermediate accentuation:

�æ���º�� ‘Egyptian plover’

�æıª�º�� ‘chaYnch’

��ªØº�� ‘lamb’

Among the words with known accentuation and terminations other
than -Øº�- and -ıº�-,16 themajority of nouns (46 out of 54words, or 85%)
is recessive, while a (slighter) majority of the adjectives is Wnally
accented (25 out of 34words, or 74%). For the nouns with terminations
other than -Øº�- and -ıº�-, the 8 Wnally accented words all fall in the
frequency range 1–100, counting occurrences in the Perseus corpus
(Crane 1999), as shown in Table 9(f) and Charts 9(a) and 9(b). The
absence of Wnally accented words in the very high frequency range could
easily be accidental, given the small number of words with very high text
frequencies. However, the absence of Wnally accented words not occur-
ring at all in the Perseus corpus (Crane 1999) is striking, since the
number of recessive words with no occurrences is relatively high. It is
clear that the pattern seen here is diVerent from that observed for nouns
with -æ�-, -��-, and -��- (Charts 6(b), 7(c), and 8(c)). The most striking
diVerence, given the usual paucity of very high frequency words, is that
for the -º�- nouns not in -Øº�- or -ıº�- the proportion of Wnally accented
words increases dramatically instead of decreasing when we move from
the very low frequency words to those of medium frequency.
For the -º�- adjectiveswith terminations other than -Øº�- and -ıº�-, no

particular relationship between frequency and accentuation can be de-
termined.17

16 For this count I exclude disyllabic as well as polysyllabic words in -Øº�- and -ıº�-,
and words with an i- or u-diphthong preceding -º�-. Words in -{º�- and -^º�- are,

however, included.
17 Excluding adjectives with an i- or u-diphthong in the penultimate syllable, and

excluding ��ª�º�Ø, the Wgures are as follows. Among the words with no occurrences in the

Perseus corpus (Crane 1999), 7 are Wnally accented (78%) and 2 recessive (22%). Among

those occurring between 1 and 100 times, 14 are Wnally accented (74%) and 5 recessive

(26%). Among those occurring over 100 times, 4 are Wnally accented (80%) and 1 is

recessive (20%). To the extent that there is a distribution here, it has the same shape as

that already noted for nouns with -æ�-, -��-, and -��- (Charts 6(b), 7(c), and 8(c)): the
words at the top and bottom of the frequency range are more likely to be Wnally accented

than those in the middle. Such a distribution would Wt with the conclusion I shall

eventually come to (pp. 236–7, 293) that adjectives with -º�- as we know them had

undergone some of the same processes as nouns with our other suYxes, while the -º�-
nouns had progressed beyond the stage of development seen in the nouns with -æ�-, -��-,
and -��-. However, the diVerences in proportions of Wnally and recessively accented
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Table 9(f ). Frequencies of nouns with suYx -º�- (per c.3,400,000
words) excluding -Øº�-; -ıº�-

Occurrences

in corpus

Finally accented words Recessive words

0 0 words 18 words

Œæ���ÆºÆ ‘castanets’

�Œ��Æº�� ‘trap laid for an

enemy’

¼æÆº�� ‘one who does not live

purely’

��Œ�ÆºðºÞ�� unidentiWed
insect

ł�ŒÆº��=ł�ŒÆº�� ‘new born

animal’

��Æº�� ‘calf (?)’

�æ���Æº�� ‘rolled stone,

pebble’

� ·̂ �Æº�� kind of toad

ª���Æº�� unkown bird

æ�ł�º�� ‘Xake’

��æ��	º�� ‘snail, shell-Wsh;

wild olive’

Œ�æ���	º�� ‘white-berried ivy’

¼æŒ	º�� animal exhibited by

Ptolemy II

��º�� ‘stench’

ł�º�� ‘soot, smoke’

ŁæFº�� ‘murmur’

&øº�� ‘seat, abode’

���Œøº�� ‘leathern bag, wallet’

1–100 8 words 22 words

$º�� ‘Wrebrand’ (27) Œ���Æº�� ‘cymbal’ (4)

O��Æº�� ‘navel’ (36) I��æ�ªÆº�� ‘vertebra’ (28)

�ı�º��=�^�º�� ‘bone

marrow’ (28)

�	º�� ‘threshold’ (4)

Œ�#Æº�� ‘wild creature’ (16)

ÆYŁÆº�� ‘smoky Xame, thick

smoke’ (2)

�	º�� ‘large chest, coVer’

(9)

�^º�� ‘juice’ (3)

���º�� ‘bar, lever’ (39)

M��Æº�� ‘ague’ (1)

ŒAº�� ‘wood’ (5)

Þ��Æº�� ‘club, cudgel’ (34)

����Æº�� ‘peg’ (18)

adjectives with -º�- between the diVerent frequency categories are too small for any

conWdence in this conclusion to be based on these diVerences.
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9.4 Evaluation of previous claims and summary of results

We are now in a position to evaluate the various claims that have been
made about the accentuation of words with -º�-. Wheeler’s (1885:
61–6) claim that adjectives with -º�- are generally accented on the
Wnal syllable if they do not end in a dactylic sequence, intermediately

Table 9(f). (Cont’d)

Occurrences

in corpus

Finally accented words Recessive words

��Øøº�� ‘niggard,

miser’ (7)

���Æº�� ‘leaf’ (19)

Œæ��Æº�� ‘clapper’ (11)

�Œ��Æº�� ‘club, cudgel’ (6)

ª�Æº�� ‘hollow’ (28)

�Œ���º�� ‘look-out place, peak’

(30)

���º��=��Æº�� ‘trough’ (8)

)Bº�� ‘jealousy’ (59)

��Œ	º��=��Œ�º�� ‘representation’

(1)

���	º�� ‘leaf’ (1)

�æ��	º�� ‘neck, throat’ (44)

��{º�� ‘sandal’ (39)

�ŒFº�� ‘spoils’ (30)

��Fº�� ‘pillar’ (7)

Œ��º�� shellWsh with a spiral

shell (6)

101–200 0 words 3 words

‹�{º�� ‘assembled crowd’ (153)

�Fº�� ‘race, tribe’ (110)

�Yøº�� ‘phantom’ (116)

201–300 0 words 2 words

Ø��ŒÆº�� ‘teacher’ (261)

Z�º�� ‘crowd’ (293)

301–400 0 words 0 words

401–500 0 words 0 words

> 500 0 words 1 word

‹�º�� ‘tool’
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accented if they do, is approximately correct, but it misses the synchron-
ically most essential fact about the distribution of accent patterns among
adjectives in -º�-: that intermediate accentuation is conWned to words
with -Øº�- or -ıº�-, while Wnal accentuation appears only where the
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termination is something other than -Øº�- or -ıº�-. The two exceptions to
this generalization included in the data here considered, ÆłØº�� ‘wide,
ample’ and ��ª�º�Ø ‘big’, have idiosyncratic explanations and do not, in
any case, support Wheeler’s analysis. One further exception (on which
see n. 12 above), ÆN�º�� ‘quick-moving, nimble’, supports Wheeler’s
analysis but is of uncertain structure and synchronically isolated.
Chandler (1881: 120–1), Vendryes (1904: 169), Postgate (1924:

49–50), Bally (1945: 72), and Lubotsky (1988: 131), who state that
adjectives with -º�- are mostly accented on the Wnal syllable but those
with -Øº�- or -ıº�- have intermediate accentuation, describe the syn-
chronic situation accurately. Historically, the split between the accentu-
ation of adjectives with -Øº�- or -ıº�- (most of which end in a dactylic
sequence), on the one hand, and other adjectives with -º�- (most of which
do not end in a dactylic sequence), on the other, is likely to have arisen out
of a split originally due toWheeler’s law and conditioned by the presence
or absence of a dactylic termination. But the situation resulting from
Wheeler’s law was morphologized and the conditioning factor became a
morphological instead of a phonological one—the presence of a complex
suYx -Øº�- or -ıº�- instead of the presence of a dactylic termination.
As noted above (p. 213), the often-quoted example of a tribrachic

adjective in -ıº�- with Wnal accentuation, *�Æ�ıº��, is not attested
except in the adverbial form �Æ�ıºH� (Aristotle, EN 1094b20). If the
lack of attestations of the adjective itself is not an accident, the Wnal
accent may owe less to the tribrachic form of the word than to the non-
existence of the adjective. The bird names �æ���º�� ‘Egyptian plover’
and �æıª�º�� ‘chaYnch’ suggest that words in -Øº�-, at least, replaced
Wnal with intermediate accentuation even if they were tribrachic, by
analogy with dactylic words in -Øº�-. If this was true also for tribrachic
words in -ıº�- (for which there are no cogent data other than �Æ�ıºH�),
the analogical extension of intermediate accentuation may have been
blocked in the case of a word for which there was no noun or adjective in
-ıº�� but only an adverb in -ıºø�.
The adjective �æÆ�ıº�� ‘small’ has even less claim than �Æ�ıºH� to be

treated as a serious example of a Wnally accented tribrachic adjective in
-ıº�-. The word is attested only as a doubtful reading in Hesychius,
whose manuscript cannot in any case be trusted as regards accentuation
(see p. 213 with n. 10; p. 4). Far from making an oversight in not
mentioning the Wnal accent of tribrachic adjectives in -ıº�- (cf. Lobeck
1843: 123), the ancient grammarians accurately described the situation
as one in which words in -ıº�- had either intermediate or recessive
accentuation.
Chandler’s account of the accentuation of nouns ending in -º�� comes

closer to describing accurately the accentuation of nouns in which -º�-
is a suYx than any of the various other statements concerning the
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accentuation of nouns in -º�- (§ 9.3.1 above). Nouns with -º�- are
indeed usually recessive, except that those with -Øº�- and -ıº�- most
often have intermediate accentuation.
Other than thosewith -Øº�- and -ıº�-, non-recessive nounswith -º�- are

Wnally accented, and none of those considered is so infrequent as not to be
represented at all in thePerseus corpus (Crane 1999).Tomake the second
part of this observation diVerently, when words with -Øº�- and -ıº�- are
excluded fromconsideration all the nounswith -º�- that donot occur at all
in the Perseus corpus are recessive. All nouns with -º�-, again excluding
-Øº�- and -ıº�-, that occur over a hundred times are also recessive, but
since there are only six words in this group the lack of Wnally accented
nouns occurring over a hundred times could easily be accidental.
For nouns in -Øº�- and -ıº�- the situation is diVerent. Among words

long enough for intermediate and recessive accentuation to be distin-
guishable, non-recessive words are intermediately accented and inter-
mediate is more common than recessive accentuation even for the least
frequently occurring words. The decisive factor in the accentuation of a
word with -Øº�- or -ıº�- is not frequency but whether the word denotes
an animate being.With the exception of ��ªØº�� ‘lamb’, nouns with -Øº�-
or -ıº�- that denote animate beings have intermediate accentuation
whereas the others are recessive.
Two things may help us to arrive at an explanation for the split

between recessive and non-recessive accentuation in adjectives and
nouns with -º�-. Firstly, words with -Øº�- or -ıº�- apart, we have once
again noticed a certain relationship between word frequency and accen-
tuation for the nouns. The situation for nouns with -º�- is, however,
importantly diVerent from that for nouns with -æ�-, -��-, and -��-, in
that very low frequency nouns with -º�- show no preference for Wnal
accentuation but are, on the contrary, consistently recessive. Very high
frequency nouns with -º�- were also found to be consistently recessive,
but given the paucity of data for very high frequency nouns with -º�-,
and the strong preference for recessive accentuation among -º�- nouns
of any frequency, it is at least a possibility that we have here simply an
accident of insuYcient data. Secondly, we found that nouns in -Øº�- and
-ıº�- were split according to a semantic criterion. With one exception,
those denoting animate beings had intermediate accentuation while
others were recessive. Such a semantic division may provide valuable
evidence as to how the split in accentuation arose historically and how it
was maintained synchronically. We shall return to both of these issues
in the next chapter, which draws together observations made regarding
words with -æ�-, -��-, and -��- as well as -º�-.
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10 PRELIMINARY CONCLUSIONS

10.1. Introduction

In the preceding chapters, we have observed that the accentuation of
nouns with suYxes -æ�-, -��-, -��-, and -º�- stands in some relationship
to their text frequency. No absolute rule can be formulated for the
accentuation of words within a particular frequency range, but some
statistical generalizations can be made.
For nouns with -æ�-, -��-, and -��-, both very high frequency and

very low frequency words are less likely to be recessive than those of
medium frequency. On the other hand, certain sub-classes of the above
categories show consistent recessive accentuation, regardless of fre-
quency. SpeciWcally, nouns with -��- whose stem is a simple o-grade
verbal root (��æ��� ‘load’) or a disyllabic verbal root in CVRV form
(Ł��Æ��� ‘death’) are recessive, as are neuter nouns in -Æ��- (æ��Æ���
‘sickle’). The observed relationships between frequency and accentu-
ation apply where such factors do not intervene.
Since the accentual behaviour of words with -º�- is rather diVerent

from that of words with -æ�-, -��-, and -��-, I postpone discussion of
words with -º�- until after considering those with -æ�-, -��-, and -��-.

10.2 Nouns with suYxes -qo-, -to-, and -mo-

The existence of some relationship between accentuation and text fre-
quency should provide a clue to the kind of answer that might be
appropriate for the question posed in Chapter 5: how should one
explain diversity in accentuation between diVerent words apparently
formed with the same suYx? SpeciWcally, we require an explanation
that can account for the observed interaction between accentuation and
frequency.
EVects of text (or, more generally, token) frequency have long been

observed in various types of historical process, in particular in those
traditionally regarded as morphological (‘analogy’) and in at least some
of those traditionally regarded as phonological (‘sound change’). It has
long been noticed that morphological change aVects infrequent items
Wrst1 while at least some sound changes proceed word by word (lexical

1 So e.g. Paul (1909: 111); Hooper (1976); Bybee (1985: 119–21).



diVusion) and aVect frequent items Wrst.2 More recently, Phillips
(1984; 1994) has collected evidence to show that some lexically diVused
sound changes aVect infrequent items before frequent items, like mor-
phological change. In particular, she Wnds (1984) that changes whose
motivation is non-physiological, whether traditionally regarded as
‘morphological’ or ‘phonological’ changes, tend to aVect infrequent
items Wrst, while physiologically motivated changes (for example, as-
similations) tend to aVect frequent items Wrst. In addition, she argues
(1998a; 2001) that changes which require a word to be analysed in
terms of component parts or grammatical information3 tend to aVect
infrequent items Wrst whereas changes not requiring detailed analysis4

tend to aVect frequent items Wrst. The observation that frequency
aVects some phonological or morphological changes in the opposite
direction from others suggests that (at least) two fundamentally diVer-
ent mechanisms of change are involved (so Phillips 1998b). The dis-
tinction between the two may not correspond exactly to the distinction
between ‘sound change’ and ‘analogy’, a distinction that is in any case
becoming increasingly diYcult to maintain in a rigorous way along the
traditional lines (see Kiparsky 1995, although see also Phillips 1998b).
Frequency eVects, where found, suggest that there has been a histor-

ical change whose progress was in some way sensitive to frequency. It is
therefore likely that our nouns in -æ�-, -��-, and -��- were at some stage
more uniform in their accentuation, being either generally accented on
the Wnal syllable or generally recessive within each category deWned by
suYx.
For three sub-groups, text frequency was not found to be relevant:

nouns consisting of an o-grade root plus -��- (��æ��� ‘load’), nouns
consisting of CVRV-type root plus -��- (Ł��Æ��� ‘death’), and neuter
nouns in -Æ��- (æ��Æ��� ‘sickle’). These sub-groups constitute possible
exceptions to the processes suggested here and will be discussed separ-
ately (§ 10.2.1 below). For the remaining words, for which accentuation
interacts with text frequency, it is likely that this interaction is the result

2 So Schuchardt (1885: 24–9); Fidelholtz (1975, concerned with synchronic phono-

logical alternations in which frequency appears to be a conditioning factor rather than

with change as such); Hooper (1976); Phillips (1980, primarily demonstrating the

involvement of frequency in a case of synchronic phonological variation); Labov

(1994: 483, 433 n. 9, 506–7, 530 n. 18).
3 For example, the development of new English noun–verb pairs with contrasting

stress such as pérmit versus permı́t, from earlier non-alternating permı́t, a change requir-

ing analysis by part of speech.
4 For example, the shift in stress in English verbs in -ate (from the Wrst to the last

syllable in the case of disyllabic verbs such as dictate, and from the penultimate to the

Wrst syllable in the case of trisyllabic verbs such as contemplate), which Phillips (1998a:
229–30) argues is related to the loss of analysis of -ate as a suYx especially in more

frequent words.
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of a historical process. Such a process would involve a change of
accentuation in some words from recessive to Wnal or vice versa.
The changes do not have the appearance of physiologically motivated

changes. They involve a well-deWned and discrete shift from recessive
to Wnal accentuation or vice versa, not a gradual shift of the accent
towards the beginning or end of the word as one might expect to
occur if the motivation lay in articulatory timing eVects. The total
absence of intermediate accentuation among our words in -æ�-, -��-,
and -��-, with the sole exception of ŒÆæŒ���� ‘crab’ (on which see
p. 202 with n. 11), helps to conWrm that our words have not changed
from Wnal to recessive accentuation, or vice versa, by any such gradual
process. If they had, and given that the changes involved have evidently
not run to completion, we might expect some words to have shifted
their accentuation only as far as the intermediate accent position. Fur-
thermore, the changes exhibit clear morphological conditioning: they
are speciWc to words with certain suYxes, they do not operate to the
same degree for each of these suYxes, and nouns appear to be treated
diVerently from adjectives. Given the above-mentioned results of work
on frequency eVects in linguistic change, these facts suggest that our
changes ought to have aVected the most frequent items Wrst, rather than
the least frequent.
So far, I have avoided asserting that the changes in question replaced

Wnal accentuation with recessive accentuation or that the opposite was
the case. The observed patterns of accentuation overwhelmingly sug-
gest, however, that for all three suYxes change has been from Wnal to
recessive accentuation. Firstly, each of the three sets of nouns exists
beside a set of adjectives with almost consistent Wnal accentuation.
Unless this pattern is purely coincidental in every case, it is likely that
the adjectives have simply retained the original accentuation associated
with the suYx. Change resulting in an accentual split in these categories
has been almost entirely conWned to the nouns, some of which would
have lost the original Wnal accentuation of the category and become
recessive. Given the evidence assembled in Chapter 5 that recessive
accentuation was treated as the most generally regular, or ‘default’,
accentuation pattern for Greek, it would also be unsurprising to Wnd
that change repeatedly takes the direction of replacing non-recessive
with recessive accentuation.
We can, incidentally, now revisit a question left unanswered earlier

(p. 165). Why are the masculine kinship terms ªÆ��æ�� ‘brother-in-law,
son-in-law’, %Œıæ�� ‘father-in-law’, and ���Ł�æ�� ‘father-in-law’ all
Wnally accented? The hypothesis that the shape of the accentual split
in nouns with -æ�- is to be explained as the result of some of these nouns
having changed from Wnal to recessive accentuation entails that nouns
with -æ�- were regularly accented on the Wnal syllable at an early stage of
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Greek. There may have been odd exceptions (perhaps including Hæ��
‘gift’: see pp. 158, 163), but in general we must assume inherited or at
least early Wnal accentuation for Greek -æ�- nouns as well as adjectives.
For ªÆ��æ��, inherited Wnal accentuation is suggested independently by
the Wnal accent of Skt jārá- m. ‘suitor, lover’, if this word is con-
nected (but see Table 6(a) note l). In the case of ���Ł�æ��, we noted
(pp. 164–5) that the absence of Wheeler’s law accentuation has been
taken as evidence that the word was accented by analogy with other
masculine kinship terms. However, words with the suYx -æ�- never
show the eVect of Wheeler’s law: intermediate accentuation was elimin-
ated among words in -æ�- after Wheeler’s law was lost as a synchronic
rule. There is therefore nothing unexpected about the accentuation of
���Ł�æ��, and the hypothesis of a special analogy with other masculine
kinship terms is again unnecessary. For %Œıæ��, we noted that the Wnal
accent of the Greek form conXicts with the root accent found in Skt
śváśura- m. ‘father-in-law’ and implied for proto-Germanic by Old
High German swehur and Old English swéor ‘father-in-law’. Tradition-
ally, root accentuation is assumed to be original because it is attested in
two branches of Indo-European rather than only one. The hypothesis
suggested here makes it worth contemplating the accentuation of the
Lithuanian form šẽšuras ‘father-in-law’; on Illich-Svitych’s account of
Balto-Slavonic accentuation the third accent paradigm, to which this
word belongs, is the regular Lithuanian correspondence for the Wnal
accent found in the Greek form (Illich-Svitych 1979: 31). On the other
hand, this accentuation pattern is productive in Lithuanian and the
correspondence with Greek could also be accidental. Furthermore, we
shall see in Chapter 12 some evidence to suggest that Indo-European
had some root-accented adjectives in -u-ro-, and it is conceivable (espe-
cially if one could see in %Œıæ�� an original adjective) that the word for
‘father-in-law’ was root-accented at an early stage, probably not as a
‘proper’ member of this old class of root-accented adjectives but at least
under their inXuence (see p. 286). If so Greek, which did not retain a

productive category of recessive words in -u-ro-, could have replaced
this old root accentuation by the Wnal accentuation that was regular both
for adjectives with -æ�- and, at an early stage, for -æ�- nouns. It would be
impossible to prove that other masculine kinship terms were not part of
the motivation for such an analogical re-accentuation, but this hypoth-
esis again seems unnecessary given the evidence for Wnal accentuation as
the regular early accentuation for Greek words with -æ�-.
To return to -æ�- nouns as a whole, the observations made above

about the type of change involved (morphological in nature, not physio-
logically motivated), together with those about the likely direction of
change (from Wnal to recessive accentuation), may help in the interpret-
ation of the observed frequency patterns. The evidence that high
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frequency words are particularly prone to Wnal accentuation suggests
that these high frequency words have tended to resist change; such a
conclusion is to be expected given the likely non-physiological origins of
the changes. However, very low frequency appears to have an eVect on
accentuation similar to that of very high frequency: nouns with -æ�-,
-��-, and -��- are especially prone to Wnal accentuation at both ends of
the frequency range. The reason for this pattern is likely to be related to
the reason for another observation, namely that adjectives with -æ�-,
-��-, and -��- did not undergo change to recessive accentuation to
anything like the same degree as the nouns.
The accentual stability of the adjectives with these suYxes has,

I think, to do with their productivity and semantic predictability. In
the internal history of Greek, and with one important class of excep-
tions, new words created with -æ�-, -��-, or -��- were usually adjectives.
This is particularly clear in the case of -��-, which was highly product-
ive throughout the history of the language (see Buck and Petersen 1945:
469–70). Moreover, where adjectives formed with these suYxes were
synchronically transparent their meaning was generally predictable: an
adjective with -��- was normally formed from a verbal root and was a
verbal adjective with passive sense. Thus �º�Œ��� was analysed as a
derivative of �º�Œø ‘plait’, and its meaning ‘plaited’ was predictable.
The suYxes -æ�- and -��- formed adjectives whose meaning was ‘to do
with X’, where X was the object or action denoted by the base word.
Thus º�ıı�	æ��, analysed as a derivative of º ·̂ �	 ‘physical pain’, has a
predictable meaning ‘to do with pain’. This meaning is rather vague: ‘to
do with pain’, as applied to persons, could be interpreted as ‘suVering
pain’ or ‘causing pain’. In fact, both uses are attested although ‘causing
pain’ is the more usual (see LSJ s.v.). Other adjectives in -æ�- are often
attested with a similar range of interpretations. The semantics of trans-
parent adjectives in -��- are similar again. The word Oæ�Ø���
(< *Oæ��-���), transparently a derivative of Zæ��, �� ‘mountain’, basically
means ‘to do with mountains’, but in speciWc contexts can mean ‘moun-
tainous’, ‘of the mountains’, ‘from the mountains’ or ‘dwelling on the
mountains’ (LSJ s.v.).
Nouns formed with all these suYxes are far less semantically pre-

dictable, even when etymologically transparent. Thus ��æÆ���, built on
the root of ���æ��ıı�Ø ‘spread’, can mean only ‘army’ or ‘host’. These
speciWc meanings, while related at least historically to the meaning of
���æ��ıı�Ø,5 cannot be predicted from the meaning of the verbal root
combined with that of the suYx -��-. The same can be said for nouns
in -æ�- and -��-; compare Œ��Ææ�� ‘strawberry-tree’, derived from Œ��	

5 For an analysis of the relationship between the meaning of ��æÆ��� and that of

���æ��ıı�Ø, see Beekes (1969: 280–1).
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‘hair, foliage’, and Iªæ	��� ‘net, netlike woollen robe worn by sooth-
sayers’, derived from ¼ªæ�ÆÆ ‘the hunt; prey’ or the verb Iªæ�ø ‘take,
seize’. There was thus a set of adjectives in -æ�- whose meaning was
more or less compositional, and a set of nouns with -æ�- whose meaning
was not compositional at all. The same is true for adjectives and nouns
with -��- and -��-.
The suYx -æ�- was probably only slightly, if at all, productive for

forming adjectives for most of the attested history of Greek (Chantraine
1933: 223–4). The suYx -��- was clearly very productive for forming
adjectives, and -��- was productive for adjectives in some complex
forms (e.g. -�Ø��-: see Buck and Petersen 1945: 262). But the crucial
fact is that all these classes of adjectives displayed semantically coherent
relationships between base form and derivative; they appeared like
derivational classes, even at a time when the actual formation of new
words with -æ�- did not occur on a regular basis. The classes of nouns
with these suYxes did not have this property.
Where one can see how a noun in -æ�-, -��-, or -��- was created within

Greek, the mechanism was simply that of taking an adjective and using
it as a noun.6 At Wrst, the adjective might be understood as modifying an
implicit noun (e.g. K�Łæ�� ‘enemy’ might have been understood as
equivalent to K�Łæe� I��æ ‘hateful man’), but with time the noun could
be forgotten and the adjective become a true noun, with an idiosyncratic
meaning that depended on the once understood noun. A good number
of nouns with our suYxes exist beside adjectives that are either identical
or identical apart from a diVerence of accent. Thus, K�Łæ�� ‘enemy’
exists beside K�Łæ�� ‘hateful’; ªFæ�� ‘circle’ exists beside ª�ııæ�� ‘rounded’.
The pattern according to which the accentuation of a noun diVers

from that of an otherwise formally identical adjective has been taken as
evidence for an Indo-European or Greek pattern of deriving a noun
from an adjective by shifting its accent, or for periods of catastrophic
change during which derivatives with primary functions were accen-
tually diVerentiated from those with secondary functions (pp. 151–3).
But at least for words with our suYxes these assumptions are not
necessary. The suYxes -æ�-, -��-, and -��- can be regarded as inherently
adjectival; the quality ‘adjective’ is part of their meaning or function.
But adjectives can become nouns, and in Greek they commonly do so. If
a word whose suYx is inherently adjectival becomes a noun, its suYx
becomes functionally irrelevant. When such a change of function oc-
curs, I suspect that a word ceases to be treated synchronically as a

6 Although it cannot be proven, it is widely assumed that this procedure operated

already in IE, and therefore that words with these suYxes that were clearly inherited as

nouns were ultimately adjectives. Meißner (1995: 68), for example, says of the noun

��Œ��� ‘child’ that it ‘would be a nominalised verbal adjective ‘‘the born one’’ . . . ’.
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derivative, being treated instead as an unanalysed whole.7 Under these
circumstances, a word may, but need not, lose a non-recessive accent
that it had by virtue of containing an inherently accented derivational
suYx (now functionally irrelevant) and replace it with recessive accen-
tuation, the most generally regular or ‘default’ accent pattern for the
language. Whether a word in fact loses its original accent or not is
related to its frequency. Thus, the diVerence in accentuation between
K�Łæ�� ‘enemy’ and ªFæ�� ‘circle’ does not indicate any fundamental
diVerence in the way each was created. Both are substantivized adjec-
tives, but K�Łæ�� ‘enemy’ happens to have retained its original accent.
This conservative behaviour, or resistance to accentual regularization
after the loss of synchronic analysis as containing an inherently accented
suYx, is unsurprising given the word’s very high frequency.
But let us now return to the eVect of very low frequency on accentu-

ation. Very low frequency words were found to be particularly prone to
Wnal accentuation, like very high frequency words, yet nothing said so
far would seem to predict such a result. I have argued, however, that a
word must cease to be analysed as containing an inherently accented
adjectival suYx before it can be allowed to replace its Wnal accent with a
‘default’ recessive accent. Bybee (1985: 124) claims that ‘low-frequency
items are analyzed and understood in terms of other items, while high-
frequency words, complex or not, may be autonomous, and processed
unanalyzed’. The eVect of very low frequency on accentuation becomes
explicable in terms of this claim. If a low frequency word is understood
in terms of other items then it may not lose its status as a complex form
and its derivational suYx will retain its synchronic identity. Thus, we
might say that adjectives that have become nouns have normally been
‘demorphologized’. But the process of ‘demorphologization’ is blocked
by very low token frequency. Somebody who came across the very rare
word ��ÆæÆŒ��� would be likely to interpret it with reference to the
associated verb ��Ææ���ø ‘tear, rend’ as ‘torn up matter’, and therefore
in context ‘rubble’. Given the rarity of the word, analysis may be
necessary before interpretation is possible.

10.2.1 Nouns of types v¸qtor ‘load’, h›mator ‘death’, and
dqœpamom ‘sickle’

Nouns of the types represented by ��æ��� ‘load’, Ł��Æ��� ‘death’, and
æ��Æ��� ‘sickle’ were found to have consistent recessive accentuation,

7 I deliberately say ‘unanalysed’ rather than ‘unanalysable’ because speakers’ ten-

dency not to make use of a certain analysis of a word in speech processing need not

imply that they are incapable of making such an analysis. The relatively new pronunci-

ation of English kilometre with stress on the second syllable implies a tendency not to

analyse the word as a compound of parallel structure to e.g. centimetre; but educated

speakers are perfectly capable of explaining the structure of the word.
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regardless of their text frequency. The consistent recessive accentuation
of words of type ��æ���, combined with the non-appearance of their root
shape among adjectives with -��-, suggests that we have here a category
of words that are originally nouns and originally root-accented. The
same can be said, if with less conWdence owing to the paucity of data, for
the type of Ł��Æ���. The origins of the neuter nouns represented by
æ��Æ��� are unclear but words of this category seem to have become
productive as nouns with recessive accentuation (cf. pp. 198–9). In each
case the consistent recessive accentuation is best explained as the ori-
ginal accentuation assigned to words of the category.8

The question how to analyse the root vocalism of Ł��Æ��� ‘death’ and
Œ��Æ��� ‘toil’ naturally arises. There is a already a large literature on the
subject and this is not the place for yet another treatment. However,
three of the theories that have appeared are of particular interest. On
one view, recently represented by Rix (1992: 73–4), Ł��Æ��� and
Œ��Æ��� are taken to have disyllabic reXexes of zero-grade laryngeal-
Wnal roots *dhn

˚
H2(-to-) and *k̂m

˚
H2(-to-), with the accent on the root

conditioning the disyllabic reXex (see p. 187). It is not, however, satis-
factorily explained how and when the accent came to fall on the root of
such formations (cf. Specht 1932: 115). Given that a zero-grade root
is reconstructed, an accent on the suYx -to- is implied for Indo-Euro-
pean.9 The accent would have had to shift onto the root in Greek at a
stage before *CRHC sequences split into CRV̄C and CVRVC se-
quences (cf. Ł�	��� < Ł��ÆÆ��� ‘mortal’ versus Ł��Æ��� ‘death’). A shift
of the accent onto the root could, of course, be motivated by the general
tendency of nouns with -��- to acquire recessive accentuation over time,
but this change of accent would have had to occur at an extremely
archaic period.
Waanders (1974) and independently Beekes (1975: 11) have derived

Ł��Æ��� and Œ��Æ��� from *dhn
˚
H2etos and *k̂m

˚
H2etos respectively, and

have been followed by a number of scholars.10 However, we have seen
that Greek nouns with -���- are in general much more prone to Wnal
than to recessive accentuation (pp. 188–9). In this respect nouns with
-���- behave just like other Greek nouns with -��- apart from the type of
��æ��� (and of course the ‘type’ consisting of Ł��Æ��� and Œ��Æ��� them-
selves). It would therefore be somewhat surprising if our two nouns
Ł��Æ��� and Œ��Æ���, while ultimately having the same structure
as �Ø����� ‘falling snow, snowstorm’, both happened to display an

8 This can be true for nouns of type æ��Æ��� even if the category originated with

some substantivized adjectives in -Æ��-, as long as the starting-point for the independ-

ently productive category was (for whatever reason) recessive.
9 For the connection between zero grade and lack of accent in IE, see e.g. Szemerényi

(1996: 111–12).
10 See especially the references to Ruijgh given at Ch. 7 n. 11.
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accentuation pattern that is rare both among nouns with -���- and
among the wider group of nouns with -��- built on non-o-grade roots.
According to van Wijk (1907: 342–4), Specht (1932: 55–6, 105,

115–17), and Cowgill (1965: 150), at least some CVRV reXexes of
laryngeal-Wnal roots may have arisen from full e- or o-grade root
forms by assimilation or analogical remodelling.11 On this view
Œ��Æ��� and Ł��Æ��� could go back to *Œ��Æ��� and *Ł��Æ��� or *Œ��Æ���
and *Ł��Æ���. A full re-evaluation of the hypothesis would of course
require a survey of all Greek CVRVC reXexes of CRHC sequences and
cannot rely on Ł��Æ��� and Œ��Æ��� alone. We may note, however, that if
Ł��Æ��� and Œ��Æ��� in fact go back to o-grade forms *Ł��Æ��� and
*Œ��Æ��� they would belong to the class of nouns with -��- of the type
of ��æ��� ‘load’. Specht (1932: 115–16), indeed, explicitly placed
Ł��Æ��� and Œ��Æ��� in the same formal and functional category as
��æ��� ‘load’, �º�F��� ‘wealth’, and so on. Specht’s justiWcation for
doing so was that Ł��Æ��� and Œ��Æ��� were ‘Verbalabstrakta’ like
��æ��� ‘load’. We have seen (pp. 179–80) that the so-called ‘verbal
abstracts’ in -��- are semantically somewhat heterogeneous; from a
semantic point of view ��æ��� ‘load’, often quoted as a representative
of the type, is a rather poor specimen of a ‘verbal abstract’. We also saw,
however, that words of type ��æ��� and those of type Ł��Æ��� share two
non-semantic characteristics, one formal and one distributional. The
formal attribute is the absolutely consistent root accentuation while the
distributional fact is their non-appearance among adjectives with -��-.
In favour of the view that Ł��Æ��� and Œ��Æ��� go back to *Ł��Æ��� and
*Œ��Æ��� it may be said that we would have only one class, historically
speaking, of consistently recessive words in -��-, and only one type of
formation with -��- that conspicuously appears among the nouns but
not among the adjectives.
There may, however, be a phonological diYculty in the assumption

that o-grade forms *dhónH2tos and *k̂ómH2tos would have given rise, in
the Wrst instance, to Greek *Ł��Æ��� and *Œ��Æ���. On the basis of
examples such as (Doric) ��º��ÆÆ < *tolH2mā, some scholars assume
that a laryngeal was regularly lost in Greek, and perhaps already in
Indo-European, in a sequence *oRHC (and in a word-initial sequence
*HRo, which does not concern us here).12 HenceWeiss (1996: 673) and
Vine (1998: 68 n. 163) point out that *dhónH2tos and *k̂ómH2tos should
have given rise to Greek **Ł����� and **Œ�����. Vine’s own analysis of
the formation of Ł��Æ��� and Œ��Æ��� avoids this diYculty while still

11 Van Wijk and Specht operate with ‘schwa indogermanicum’ rather than with

laryngeals as such, but this point has no practical eVect on their position regarding

words of type Ł��Æ���.
12 See Beekes (1969: 238–42); Nussbaum (1997, arguing that the loss of a laryngeal in

these environments occurred already in IE).
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connecting the recessive accent of Ł��Æ��� and Œ��Æ��� with that of
nouns of type ��æ���. He argues (1998: 66–9) that Ł��Æ��� and Œ��Æ���
were extracted secondarily from the negative compounds IŁ��Æ��� ‘im-
mortal’ and IŒ��Æ��� ‘untiring’ (which he regards as the outcomes of
*n
˚
-dh(u

Ð
)n
˚
H2-eto-s and *n

˚
-k̂m
˚
H2-eto-s and comparable to e.g. ¼������

‘irresistible’ < *n
˚
-sĝh-eto-s). Originally deverbative formations (like

¼������ beside ��ø ‘hold, resist’), IŁ��Æ��� and IŒ��Æ��� were reinter-
preted as possessive compounds meaning ‘lacking death’ and ‘lacking
fatigue’, with second elements Ł��Æ��� ‘death’ and Œ��Æ��� ‘fatigue; toil’.
This reanalysis was facilitated by the existence of action nouns such as
������ ‘return home’, and the recessive accent of Ł��Æ��� and Œ��Æ���
was modelled on the recessive accent of such action nouns.
To summarize the preceding discussion, the recessive accentuation of

Ł��Æ��� and Œ��Æ��� (otherwise not common among nouns with -��-,
except among the consistently recessive type of ��æ���, ������, etc.) is
consistent with either of two proposed explanations of the structure of
Ł��Æ��� and Œ��Æ���: (a) Ł��Æ��� and Œ��Æ��� come from *Ł��Æ��� and
*Œ��Æ���, o-grade nouns of type ��æ���, or (b) Ł��Æ��� and Œ��Æ��� were
extracted from IŁ��Æ��� and IŒ��Æ��� under the inXuence of nouns of
type ��æ��� (or, more immediately as regards semantics, ������). The
Wrst possibility is appealing for its simplicity but the second, suggested
by Vine, avoids the phonological diYculties incurred by the Wrst and is
therefore perhaps to be preferred. But in either case, and most import-
antly in the present context, the recessive accentuation of Ł��Æ��� and
Œ��Æ��� is simply that of ��æ���, ������, and so on. Any wider conclu-
sions concerning the Greek CVRV reXexes of disyllabic roots would
have to be drawn in the context of a reappraisal of the whole question.

10.3 Words with suYx -ko-

Like words with other suYxes whose basic function is adjectival, words
with the suYx -º�-, or a complex suYx including -º�-, are more likely to
be recessive if they are nouns than if they are adjectives. From a
synchronic point of view, the complex suYxes -Øº�- and -ıº�- are
treated as separate suYxes from simple -º�-. Synchronically, -Øº�- and
-ıº�- have an inherent penultimate accent whereas simple -º�- has an
inherent Wnal accent.
The massive incidence of recessive accentuation among nouns with

-º�- apart from those in -Øº�- and -ıº�- is, I think, a result of the general
lack of productivity and synchronic viability of the suYx -º�-. The fact
that even -º�- adjectives are quite often recessive (-Øº�- and -ıº�- apart)
is another symptom of the same situation. The suYx -º�- was not
productive in Greek and was not readily recognized as a morphological
element in a word, especially if that word was a noun. Even where the
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word was an adjective, there was a certain tendency for -º�- not to be
recognized as a suYx. This loss of synchronic identity of a suYx could
result in recessive accentuation, as argued above for -æ�-, -��-, and -��-.
The nouns with -º�- that were most likely to acquire recessive accen-

tuation were those that occurred particularly infrequently, although
recessive accentuation was more common than Wnal accentuation for
words of all frequencies. Unlike nouns in -æ�-, -��-, and -��-, we do not
Wnd that nouns in -º�- tend to be Wnally accented if very infrequent.
This fact is, I think, related to the general lack of synchronic viability of
the suYx -º�-. We have seen that even -º�- adjectives show a certain
incidence of recessive accentuation, as if even in adjectives the syn-
chronic identity of the suYx -º�- was gradually being lost. It should,
therefore, perhaps not surprise us if speakers did not attempt to analyse
highly infrequent nouns with ‘-º�-’ as containing a suYx -º�-.
The complex suYxes -Øº�- and -ıº�- were more synchronically iden-

tiWable (even if not more productive) than simple -º�- and other com-
plex suYxes including -º�-. This greater synchronic identiWability is
reXected in the lower tendency to recessive accentuation found among
words in -Øº�- and -ıº�-, whether adjectives or nouns, and is likely to be
related to the quite distinctive phonological shape of these suYxes. The
suYxes also have a coherent synchronic function, or rather two func-
tions. On the one hand, they are adjectival suYxes; on the other, they
are suYxes that form words for animate beings. Possibly these animate
beings should be regarded as small, sweet, or contemptible, if the
traditional notion that -Øº�- and -ıº�- are ‘diminutive’ suYxes is to be
retained. However this may be, nouns with -Øº�- and -ıº�- that did not
denote animate beings became recessive. They did not have the seman-
tics that belonged synchronically to the suYxes -Øº�- and -ıº�-, and in
this instance a change from non-recessive to recessive accentuation
occurred (either before or after Wheeler’s law) for every relevant word.
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11 WORDS WITH SUFFIX -��-

11.1 Formation

Indo-European had a suYx *-mo- that formed primary deverbal nomina
actionis (the type of Greek ��Ææ��� ‘sneezing’), primary adjectives (e.g.
Greek Ł�æ��� ‘hot’), and secondary adjectives (i.e. adjectives in which
-mo- has been added after another suYx). The latter type is that of
Greek adjectives in -Ø��- such as �Æ�Ø��� ‘shining, radiant, glistening’,
and those in -ı��- such as ð�Þ�ı��� ‘sweet, pleasant’ (see Ch. 12 n. 12
and Chantraine 1933: 132–47, 151–7).
In Greek, -��- was productive for forming abstract nomina actionis on

verbal stems (not necessarily simple roots), e.g. �Œıº��� ‘rending’ (base
verb �Œ�ººø ‘tear or rend apart’). The suYx was particularly productive
for forming derivatives on verbal stems ending in certain consonants,
especially velar and dental stops and -s-. A velar consonant followed by
-��- usually resulted in -ª��-, even when the voiced stop was not
etymologically justiWed (as in Øøª��� ‘pursuit’ beside Ø#Œø ‘pursue’),
although there are also instances of -���-, e.g. Z���� ‘fortress’ beside ��ø
‘hold’ (see Buck and Petersen 1945: 184–5). With a dental stop the
usual outcome is -���-, with analogical -�-, as in Æ���� ‘division of
spoil’ beside Æ����ÆØ ‘divide among oneselves’. Where the stem ended
in original -�- the outcome is also -���-, as in ��Ø���� ‘shaking, earth-
quake’ beside ���ø < *tu

Ð
eisō ‘shake’ (see Buck and Petersen 1945: 184).

There are some examples of -���- as an independently productive
suYx, e.g. �º����� < *plok-smó-s (Schwyzer 1953: 493; but cf.
Vendryes 1932), and independent *-smo- probably existed already in
Indo-European (see again Buck and Petersen 1945: 184).
There are examples of independent suYxes -Ł��- and -	Ł��-, e.g.

�ŒÆæŁ��� ‘leaping, leap’ (cf. �ŒÆ�æø ‘skip, dance’), $
 æ	Ł��� ‘means of
watering’ (cf. $3 æø ‘water’). The three most common synchronic
terminations for words with suYx -��-, or with a complex suYx con-
taining -��-, are -���- (614 words in the data considered here), -ª��-
(82 words), and -Ł��- (38 words).
Some words appear to have a termination -Æ��-. This termination

probably had more than one origin: either *-(C)H2- þ *-mo-, or a
Sievers’s variant *-m

˚
mo- of the suYx *-mo-, would have given rise to

Greek -Æ��- (cf. Bader 1974: 9). In some instances, -Æ��- has spread



to roots where the -Æ- is not etymologically justiWed (e.g. �º�ŒÆ��� ‘lock,
braid’). This procedure was not productive in the historical period.1

Occasionally, nouns in -��- are formed on stems that seem to be
purely nominal, not verbal: so ª�ÆŁ��� ‘jaw’, a poetic doublet of
ª��Ł��;  ‘jaw’ (cf. Chantraine 1968–80: 230).
Some of the deverbative nouns with -��- acquired new meanings

instead of or in addition to their original abstract meanings. In particu-
lar, many nouns with -��- acquired one or more concrete meanings, so
that they denoted some object connected with the verbal action. Some
of these words retained their original abstract meanings beside their
new concrete meanings, but more often than not the abstract meaning
was lost and the concrete meaning or meanings simply took over. The
noun �H��� means both ‘blame, reproach’ (abstract meaning) and also
‘blemish’ (concrete meaning). On the other hand, Œ�ıŁ��� should ori-
ginally have meant ‘action of hiding’ but is attested only in the concrete
sense ‘hiding-place, hole’. Some nouns with -��-, particularly those
formed on nominal stems (e.g. ª�ÆŁ��� ‘jaw’), probably had a concrete
meaning from the beginning.
Greek has only a few primary adjectives with -��- : Ł�æ��� ‘hot’, �����

‘aslant’, perhapsT��� ‘raw’, andperhaps oneor twoothers (cf. Chantraine
1933: 151).2 The vast majority of Greek adjectives in -��- consists of
secondary formations in -ı-��- (e.g. ð�Þ�ı��� ‘sweet, pleasant’) and
especially in -Ø-��- (e.g. �Æ�Ø��� ‘shining, radiant, glistening’).
In this chapter the group of words with suYx -��- is taken to include

words with complex suYxes including -��-, such as independent -���-,
-Ł��-, and -Æ��-.

11.2 Comparative evidence

In Vedic Sanskrit, primary adjectives with -ma- regularly display Wnal
accentuation, as in tigmá- ‘sharp’ or dasmá- ‘accomplishing wonderful
deeds’. Some primary nouns with -ma- are also Wnally accented while
others have root accentuation; cf. idhmá- m. ‘Wrewood’ but sárma- m.
‘going, Xowing’ (Kuryłowicz 1958: 39; 1968: 42). Classical Sanskrit
has a number of adjectives in -ima-, reminiscent of Greek -Ø��-, for

1 Possible exceptions are: K���æÆ��� ‘skilled in the use of’ (Callimachus þ) and the

variant K����æÆ��� (Lycophron þ), formed to ����Øæ�� ‘skilled’ (cf. R. Schmitt 1970: 98:
‘Das . . . Adjektiv . . . ist eine ‘‘poetische Erweiterung’’ . . . von ����Øæ��, deren Vorbild

jedoch zu suchen bleibt’); N�Æ��� ‘headlong’ (Aeschylus þ), cf. Y�	�, gen. Y��ı ‘one who

goes in front’ (on the unexpectedness of -Æ��� here cf. Chantraine 1968–80: 322 s.v.

�r�Ø). The suYxation of ��Ø�ÆºÆ���=��Ø��ºÆ��� ‘splinter’, with its variants �ŒØ��ºÆ���;
��Ø�Æº���, and �ŒØ�Æº���, is unclear. Frisk (1960–72: ii. 839) suggests analogy with

Œ�ºÆ��� ‘reed’.
2 Penney (1978: 288) accepts only Ł�æ��� and �����.
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which grammatical sources prescribe unaccented -ima-, e.g. sékima-
‘sprinkled with’, tyá̄gima- ‘who abandons or expels’ (Debrunner 1954:
354). However, it is disputed whether these can be compared directly
with Greek -ima-. Their appearance in post-Vedic Sanskrit might speak
rather for a Sanskrit innovation (see Debrunner 1954: 355).
A number of word equations between Greek words with -��- and

Sanskrit words with -ma- can be adduced, as shown in Table 11(a).
Most of the equations involve forms with Wnal accentuation in both
Greek and Sanskrit. In the case of Greek Zª��� ‘furrow’, if the corres-
pondence with Sanskrit ájma- m. ‘march, passage’ is correct, both
members are accented on the root. The same would be true for
�r���=�x��� ‘path; song’, should the rather doubtful connection with
Sanskrit éma- n. ‘course, way’ be valid. Since both Zª��� and
�r���=�x��� have an o-grade root, these equations may speak for an
inherited category of root-accented primary nouns in -��- with o-grade
root. On the other hand, neither equation is beyond suspicion.
In Greek, primary -��- nouns with o-grade root are divided between

the Wnal and recessive accent classes; cf. ���º��� ‘equipment’ but Z����
‘fortress’. The situation is thus diVerent from that of the consistently
recessive primary -��- nouns with o-grade root. We shall return to
the relationship, if any, between root vocalism and accentuation in
nouns with -��-, but shall postpone this discussion until other factors
have been considered. For the moment, I shall not treat -��- nouns with
o-grade root as a separate category from those with other root vocalisms.
Both the -��- nouns with o-grade root and those without are split
between Wnal and recessive accentuation, so that no clear accentual
division can be assumed a priori.

11.3 Problems to be considered

An overwhelming majority of Greek nouns with -��- (784 out of
807 words, or 97%) is Wnally accented. A small minority, however
(21 words, or 2.6%) is recessive. Two words included in the data
considered here (�æø���=�æH��� ‘food’ and ��Ø�ÆºÆ���=��Ø��ºÆ���=
�ŒØ�ÆºÆ���=�ŒØ�Æº��� ‘splinter’) are uncertain in their accentuation;
in what follows statistical statements will ignore these words.
The Greek primary -��- adjectives ����� ‘aslant’, Ł�æ��� ‘hot’, and

perhaps T��� ‘raw’ are Wnally accented. We have seen that this accen-
tuation corresponds to that of the Sanskrit cognates jihmá- ‘oblique’,
gharmá- m. ‘heat’, and āmá- ‘raw, uncooked’, and to the accentuation of
Sanskrit primary -ma- adjectives in general. The Greek secondary
adjectives in -ı-��- (e.g. ð�Þ�ı��� ‘sweet, pleasant’), however, and the
large class of those in -Ø-��- (e.g. �Æ�Ø��� ‘shining, radiant’), display
constant recessive accentuation.
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Table 11(a). Word equations between Greek and Sanskrit words
continuing an IE suYx *-mo-

Greek Outside Greek Note on accents

i. Certainly exact equation

æı��=æ��Æ; ��

(cf. æ^���; ›)

‘thicket’

Skt drumá- m. ‘tree’ Uncertain accent in

Gk; Wnal accent in Skta

ii. Equation certainly exact, but internal structure of word unclear

T��� ‘raw’ Skt āmá- ‘raw,

uncooked’b
Final accent in Gk and

Skt

iii. Possibly exact correspondences, but phonological developments less clear and/or

connection not certain

Zª���; › ‘furrow’ Skt ájma- m. ‘march,

passage’c
Root accent in Gk and Skt

�r���=�x���, ›= ‘path;

song’

Skt éma- n. ‘course,

way’d
Root accent in Gk and Skt

Ł^���; › ‘soul, spirit’ Skt dhūmá- m. ‘smoke’e Final accent inGk and Skt

����� ‘aslant’ Skt jihmá- ‘oblique’f Final accent inGk and Skt

iv. Approximate word equation (with diVerence of vocalism)

Ł�æ��� ‘hot’ Skt gharmá- m. ‘heat’g Final accent inGk and Skt

v. Equation approximate, and -��- as original suYx a possibility only

ªı���� ‘naked’ Skt nagná- ‘naked’h Final accent in Gk and Skt

a I count æ^��� as a Wnally accented word for the purposes of the statistics given further

on, since our ancient grammatical sources agree on prescribing Wnal accentuation for

the singular while the plural æı��=æ��Æ, with a diVerent length root vowel at an early

date as well as diVerent gender, seems to me diVerent enough to be considered a

slightly diVerent word—albeit not diVerent enough to merit its own entry in my

main list of words with -��-. One source, EM 96. 9, prescribes a recessive accent for

the plural æ��Æ, while allowing that others accent the word æı��. See p. 388 s.v.

æ^���.
b On the IE pre-form and internal structure, see Mayrhofer (1986–2001: i. 170), with
further bibliography.

c IE form generally reconstructed as *H2oĝmos, but the etymology connecting Zª��� to
*H2éĝō ‘lead’ and to Skt ájma- is doubted or rejected by e.g. Benveniste (1962: 107–8);
Penney (1978: 284 n. 67, 289); Sihler (1995: 46 n. 1). For further bibliography see

Puhvel (1984: 23). Penney (1978: 284 n. 67) notices that the Skt form is quoted as

ajmá- at Macdonell (1910: 128), Debrunner (1954: 749), and Burrow (1955: 174), in
contrast to ájma- given by Monier-Williams (1899: 10) and Macdonell (1924: 5). The

only form I have been able to Wnd in editions and concordances of the Rig-Veda is

ájma-; I tentatively take ájma- as the correct form.
d Equation now generally rejected, chieXy because of the variant �x��� in Gk: see e.g.

Debrunner (1954: 749); Frisk (1960–72: ii. 363). For alternative suggestions about

the etymology of �r���=�x���, with bibliography, see p. 384 s.v. �r���=�x���.
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Twoquestions arise. Firstly, why dowe Wnd a small group of recessive
nouns with -��- beside the usual type with Wnal accentuation? And
secondly, why does the productive type of adjective with secondary
-��- have recessive accentuation (by contrast with the unproductive
type with primary -��-)? This chapter is devoted to the Wrst question.
The second will be approached in the next chapter, in the context of
‘complex Caland formations’. In the present chapter I exclude from
consideration all adjectives in -Ø��- and -ı��-, including those that
have been substantivized.

11.4 Descriptive accounts

Four main claims have been made regarding the accentuation of nouns
with suYx -��-:

(a) I have already (p. 154) quoted Lubotsky’s (1988: 121) observation
that there is a correlation between the date of Wrst attestation of a noun
with -��- and the incidence of recessive accentuation, a correlation that
he attributes to a chronological development:

Already in prehistoric times Greek had generalized a uniform accentuation for

many categories and suYxes. . . . There are several indications that this process

of generalizing a single accentuation pattern for every category went on in

historical times. A good example is the suYx of nomina actionis -��-, which
shows both types of accentuation in Homer but is almost exclusively oxytone in

later texts.

e See e.g. Mayrhofer (1986–2001: i. 795, reconstructing IE *dhuH2-mó-). Chantraine

(1968–80: 446) raises doubts on semantic grounds about the connection between Ł^���
and the group of Skt dhūmá- m.

f On the phonological developments that would have to be assumed, see Beekes (1969:
183); Mayrhofer (1953–80: i. 435; 1986–2001: i. 591).

g The unpalatalized initial gh- in the Skt form demonstrates that the form goes back to

*gwhormo-, not *gwhermo- which is the ancestor of Gk Ł�æ���. Both o-grade and e-grade

forms are otherwise attested, e-grade in Gk Ł�æ��� ‘warm’ and Albanian zjarm, zjarr

‘heat’, o-grade e.g. in Old Prussian gorme ‘heat’, Latin formus ‘warm’ (see Frisk 1960–
72: i. 665). It has been assumed that the original adjective was *gwhermo-, the original

noun *gwhormo- (see Frisk 1960–72: i. 665). There can be no certainty about this

distribution, however, given that both adjective and noun are attested with both

o-grade and e-grade vocalism. Penney (1978: 286–8) argues that IE had an adjective

with o-grade vocalism and that e-grade vocalism, where it is found, is a secondary

analogical development; substantival meaning would be due to secondary substantivi-

zation. If so, Gk Ł�æ��� and Skt gharmá- would have exactly the same ancestor

(*gwhormó- ‘hot’), with substantivization in Skt and replacement of -o- by -e- in Gk.
h This equation would be relevant on Nussbaum’s view that the word for ‘naked’

originally had a -mo- suYx in Indo-Iranian and Gk (1976: 92–3); cf. Table 8(a) note c.
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(b) The handbooks of Greek accentuation give a general rule that nouns
ending in -��� are Wnally accented if the penultimate syllable is heavy,
recessive if it is light (Chandler 1881: 80; Postgate 1924: 45–6).3 This
rule is not speciWcally formulated for words in which -��- is a suYx, but
as a general empirical rule for words ending in the sequence -���; we
shall consider further on whether this generalization has any speciWc
validity for words with suYxal -��-.

(c) According to Göttling (1835: 191), deverbal nouns in -��� with a
consonant preceding the -��-, usually having abstract meaning, are
Wnally accented. He further notes that Wnal accentuation also character-
izes some words (my emphasis) with concrete meaning, e.g. Œ�ıŁ���
‘hiding-place, hole’ (not Göttling’s example). Göttling thus hints that
although nouns with either abstract or concrete meaning can be Wnally
accented (especially if they have a consonant preceding the -��-, and
therefore a heavy penultimate syllable), those with concrete meaning
have a higher incidence of recessive accentuation.

(d) Bader (1974: 8–9), foreshadowed by Göttling (1835: 192–3), no-
tices that nouns with -��- that are not, in synchronic terms, transpar-
ently derived from a verbal root are mostly recessive. For example,
‹º��� ‘mortar’ is thought to be related historically to �Nº�ø ‘roll up’
(Frisk 1960–72: ii. 379), but synchronically the relationship between
the two words is not perspicuous either formally or semantically.

There is validity in all of these observations, but the factors involved
(date of Wrst attestation, weight of the penultimate syllable, abstractness
or concreteness of meaning, and transparency of derivation) are not
independent of each other. For example, a word is more likely to have
a synchronically opaque derivation if it is very archaic, and so the
proportion of Homeric nouns with -��- whose derivation was synchron-
ically not transparent at the period when the accentuation of ancient
Greek was codiWed (see pp. 21–5) is much greater than that of post-
Homeric nouns with -��-. Again, since the suYx -��- was productive
in the historical period for forming abstracts, the more archaic words
were the most likely to have developed a concrete meaning by the
relevant period.4 Since there is some connection between concreteness

3 Although he does not state such a law in general terms, Arc. (65. 17–70. 8)
prescribes Wnal accentuation as the most general rule for almost every sub-group of

common nouns terminating in a heavy syllable plus -���. Recessive accentuation is

prescribed as the most general rule for almost every sub-group of common nouns

terminating in a light syllable plus -���.
4 As mentioned above (p. 239), some words with -��- (e.g. ª�ÆŁ��� ‘jaw’) are formed

on purely nominal stems and probably had concrete meaning from the beginning. Since

-��- was productive in the historical period only for forming derivatives on verbal stems,

such denominative words are also liable to be early.
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of meaning and date of Wrst attestation and between opacity of deriv-
ation and date of Wrst attestation, there is also at least an indirect
connection between concreteness of meaning and opacity of derivation.
The weight of the penultimate syllable is also not independent of the
other factors, since -��- was particularly productive in the historical
period for forming nouns to stems ending in certain consonants (espe-
cially velar and dental stops and �) but hardly productive for forming
nouns to stems ending in vowels.5 Survivals of the unproductive types
are the most likely to have acquired concrete meaning, and to have
become synchronically opaque, by the time of the codiWcation of the
ancient Greek accent. The accentuation of nouns with -��- thus correl-
ates to some extent with a number of diVerent but interrelated factors.
It will be worth trying to determine which of these are really relevant for
the development of accentuation and which are only accidentally im-
plicated; we shall start by considering each factor in more detail.

11.5 Chronology

In accordance with Lubotsky’s claim (see p. 242), we can verify that
those -��- nouns attested in Homer include a far greater proportion
of recessively accented words than those Wrst attested after Homer.
Table 11(b) shows the distribution of accentual types among the words
with -��- included in the data here considered. Recessive nouns clearly
form a far greater proportion of the Homeric words (11 out of 49 words,
or 22%) than of the post-Homeric words (10 out of 756, or 1.3%).6 Before

5 There are some derivatives in -	Ł��- to verbs in -�ø and -�ø. This procedure for

forming a derivative to a vowel stem is attested already in Homer (e.g. Œ	º	Ł��� ‘rapture,
enchantment’ to Œ	º�ø ‘charm’) and continues throughout our period (cf. e.g. Hippoc-

rates’ �		Ł��� ‘pulsation’ (Epid. 7. 39 (v. 408. 3 Littré)) to �	�ø ‘leap, spring’, or

Lucian’s OªŒ	Ł��� ‘braying’ (Asin. 15) to OªŒ���ÆØ ‘bray’). Thus although it was possible

to derive a nomen actionis in -��- from a verb with stem-Wnal -Æ- or -�-, the complex suYx

-	Ł��- appears to have been used to avoid adding -��- directly to stem-Wnal -Æ- or -�-.
6 A chi-squared test would not be valid here as one of the ‘expected frequencies’ is

smaller than Wve, but the signiWcance of the diVerence in proportions hardly needs

demonstrating.

Table 11(b). Numbers of Wnally and recessively accented nouns with
-��- (i) attested in Homer, and (ii) Wrst attested after Homer

Homeric Post-Homeric total

Finally accented 38 746 784
Recessive 11 10 21

total 49 756 805
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becoming too impressed with this result, however, one should consider
the factors other than chronology that correlate with accentuation.

11.6 Weight of the penultimate syllable

The incidence of recessive accentuation is far greater for -��- nouns
with a light penultimate syllable than for those with heavy penultimate
syllable, as Table 11(c) shows (numbers of Homeric words in each
category are given in parentheses). A majority of the words with light
penultimate syllable displays recessive accentuation (8 out of 10 words,
or 80%), while only a small minority of those with heavy penultimate is
recessive (13 out of 795 words, or 1.6%).7 Given that a phonological
factor, the weight of the penultimate syllable, appears to be implicated
in accentuation, it is tempting to look for a phonological reason behind
its involvement, such as an accent shift conditioned by the weight of the
penultimate syllable. But one does not get very far by pursuing this line
of enquiry. None of the accent shifts for which there is any independent
evidence would give rise to the relevant distribution. An explanation
must be sought elsewhere.
It has already been mentioned that the suYx -��- was particularly

productive for forming derivatives to stems ending in certain consonants.
Synchronically, certain terminations (consisting of suYx -��- plus pre-
ceding element) are particularly well represented. The three most com-
mon are -���-, -ª��-, and -Ł��-, and the -��- nouns with these
terminations almost all have Wnal accentuation.Of 734 nouns terminating
in -���-, -ª��-, or -Ł��-, only 2 (or 0.27%) are recessive: Zª��� ‘furrow’
and Œ����� ‘order; ornament; ruler’. Nouns terminating in -æ��-, -º��-,
-���-, -^��-, and -ø��- are somewhat less well represented, and the
proportion of recessive words is also rather higher (6 out of 47 words, or
13%). The remaining attested terminations with a heavy penultimate

7 Here too a chi-squared test would be invalid, but again the signiWcance of the result

hardly needs formal demonstration.

Table 11(c). Numbers of Wnally and recessively accented nouns with
-��- (i) with light penultimate syllable, and (ii) with heavy penultimate
(stop plus liquid sequences are counted as heterosyllabic)

Light penultimate Heavy penultimate total

Finally accented 2 (2 Homeric) 782 (36 Homeric) 784 (38 Homeric)

Recessive 8 (3 Homeric) 13 (8 Homeric) 21 (11 Homeric)

total 10 (5 Homeric) 795 (44 Homeric) 805 (49 Homeric)
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syllable, -�Ø��-, -���-, -���-, -	��-, -��-, -ÆØ��-, and -�Ø��-, are less well
represented still; among nouns with these terminations the proportion of
recessive words is even higher (5 out of 14 words, or 36%).8 Among the
nouns with heavy penultimate syllable, the incidence of recessive accen-
tuation thus varies according to the termination involved, and appears to
correlate with the number of attested -��- nouns having the relevant
termination. Thus, the particularly low incidence of recessive accentu-
ation amongwordswith the terminations -ª��-, -Ł��-, and -���- is related
to the very high number of -��- nouns with those terminations.
It is highly unlikely that accentuation is determined directly by the

number of words with a particular termination. The relationship be-
tween accentuation and the numbers of words with certain terminations
is likely to be an eVect of some other causal relationship. The number of
attested words having a given termination may well be related to the
productivity of -��- for forming words with the termination in ques-
tion. It is important not to confuse the productivity of a formation with
its frequency of occurrence, but in most cases a formation that is
particularly productive in a language will also be particularly well
represented. In our case I shall tentatively take the number of words
attested with a particular termination as some measure of the product-
ivity of -��- for forming words with that termination during our period.
Words with light penultimate syllable (i.e. terminating in -Æ��-,

-���-, or -ı��-) have a higher incidence of recessive accentuation than
even the least well represented of the types with heavy penultimate
syllable, although there are more attested nouns with -Æ��- and more
with -���- than with any one of the terminations -�Ø��-, -���-, -���-,
-	��-, -��-, -ÆØ��-, or -�Ø��-.9 Given that the incidence of recessive
accentuation among words with heavy penultimate syllable varies with
the productivity of the particular termination involved, the very high
incidence of recessive accentuation among words with light penultimate
syllable is likely to be related to the extreme lack of productivity in the
historical period (and apparently positive avoidance; see n. 5 above) of
simple -��- for forming derivatives to stems ending in vowels, and of
complex suYxes consisting of short vowel plus -��-.
As well as belonging to an unproductive type, all the words with light

penultimate syllable are synchronically non-transparent or in some way
irregular, and the short vowel preceding -��- is in most instances
synchronically unmotivated. The words involved are the following

8 The numbers of words with each individual termination are as follows (numbers of

recessive words are shown in parentheses): -���- 614 (1); -ª��- 82 (1); -Ł��- 38 (0); -æ��-
16 (3); -º��- 10 (1); -���- 11 (1); -�ıı��- 5 (0); -ø��- 5 (1); -�Ø��- 3 (1); -���- 3 (0); -���- 3
(1); -	��- 2 (2); -��- 1 (0); -ÆØ��- 1 (0); -�Ø��- 1 (1).

9 Five nouns with -Æ��-, four with -���-; only one with -ı��-.
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(Homeric words are indicated by the abbreviation ‘Hom.’ in paren-
theses).

Recessive:
Œ�ºÆ��� ‘reed’
¼����� ‘wind’ (Hom.)
Zæ�Æ��� ‘leader, chief’ (Hom.)
�º�ŒÆ��� ‘lock, braid’ (Hom.)
¼æª����=¼æª���� ‘albugo, white speck in the eye’
N$· º���� (Ionic N�º����) ‘dirge’
Ł����=Ł���� ‘thyme’
¼�Ł���� ‘blossom’

Finally accented:
�PºÆ��� ‘throng of warriors’ (Hom.)
���Æ��� ‘river’ (Hom.)

The Wrst two recessive words listed, Œ�ºÆ��� ‘reed’ and ¼����� ‘wind’,
are etymologically isolated in Greek and can be taken as -��- derivatives
only on the strength of comparative evidence.10 The base verb for
Zæ�Æ��� ‘leader, chief’ has been thought with some plausibility to be
the verb ¼æ�ø ‘lead’ (Bader 1974: 7–9; cf. Kretschmer 1900: 268). But
the -Æ- preceding the suYx has no synchronic justiWcation (whatever its
historical origin), and the o-grade root is also relatively unusual for a
Greek -��- derivative. Although �º�ŒÆ��� ‘lock, braid’ is clearly con-
nected to �º�Œø ‘plait’, the -Æ- is not synchronically motivated (and
indeed its historical origin is unclear). There exists on this root a -��-
(originally *-���-) derivative of more productive type, namely �º�����
‘lock, braid’; this word shows the expected Wnal accent. The word
¼æª���� ‘albugo, white speck in the eye’ is clearly connected to Iæª��
‘white, swift’, Iæª����� ‘clearing, brightening; north-west wind’, and
related words, but the suYx -��- was productive for forming nouns
from verbal stems, and at least synchronically there is no obvious verb
to connect. The suYxation -�-��- has no obvious motivation in syn-
chronic terms (and its historical motivation is again unclear), and the
neuter gender (which is better attested than the masculine variant) is
again irregular.11 The interjection N� forms the basis for N$· º���� ‘dirge’,
but the suYxation -º���- is again irregular (cf. Chantraine 1968–80:
452). The plant name Ł���� (or Ł����) ‘thyme’ shows a clear formal
connection with Ł�ø ‘oVer by burning’. The form Ł���� is, however,

10 Œ�ºÆ��� ‘reed’ is related to Lat. culmus ‘stalk’, OHG halm ‘stalk’, etc., and likely to

be a derivative to a disyllabic root (although a base form is nowhere attested as such): see

Ernout and Meillet (1979: 155 s.v. culmus). The base verb for ¼����� ‘wind’ is preserved
in Skt ániti < *H2enH1ti ‘breathe’ (see Mayrhofer 1986–2001: i. 72 s.v. AN1).

11 Frisk (1960–72: i. 131) allows that the possibility of a transformed loan word

cannot be ruled out.
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again atypical of nouns with -��- in having neuter gender. The variant
Ł���� displays no formal irregularity but is attested only once (at
Dioscorides 3. 36. 1). The word ¼�Ł���� ‘blossom’ is clearly related
both to ¼�Ł��; �� ‘blossom’ and to I�Ł�ø ‘blossom, bloom’. From a
synchronic point of view, ¼�Ł���� could be taken as a -��- derivative
on the stem of I�Ł�ø, but the neuter gender is again atypical.
The Wnally accented words �PºÆ��� ‘throng of warriors’ and ���Æ���

‘river’ are no more regular in synchronic terms than the recessive words
just surveyed. For �PºÆ��� ‘throng of warriors’ the base is thought to be
the verbal root of �Nº�ø ‘press’ (Chantraine 1968–80: 836), but syn-
chronically the relationship is formally and semantically unclear. Per-
pillou (1991) has argued that in antiquity ���Æ��� was synchronically
connected to �{· �ø ‘drink’ (cf. the verbal adjective ����� ‘drunk, for
drinking’) and indeed this etymology is found in ancient grammatical
sources (collected by Perpillou 1991: 190–1), but neither the formal nor
the semantic connection is typical for -��- derivatives. The same can be
said for both of the etymologies that have been proposed in historical
terms, with ����ø ‘fall’ and with ������^�Ø ‘spread open’ (see Chan-
traine 1968–80: 931), although the latter would at least oVer a syn-
chronic motivation for the element -Æ-.
As well as being synchronically irregular in formation, all the -��-

nouns with light penultimate syllable have a concrete meaning. These
words are thus subsumed under the group of nouns with concrete
meaning, to be considered next, as well as under the group of words
whose derivation is synchronically opaque.12

11.7 Abstractness versus concreteness of meaning

Deciding whether a given word is abstract or concrete in meaning (or
sometimes abstract and sometimes concrete) can be diYcult. For pre-
sent purposes I have followed the unsophisticated rule of thumb that if a
word (a) denotes something that cannot be directly apprehended as
such by one of the Wve senses, and/or (b) denotes an action (whether
or not its happening can be directly apprehended by one of the Wve
senses), it has an abstract meaning. In other cases, a word has a concrete
meaning.13 The vast majority of -��- nouns I have classiWed as abstract

12 It should perhaps also be mentioned that there are many words ending in -Æ��� or
-Æ��� that are of foreign or probably foreign origin (Chantraine 1933: 132–3). Thus

��º�Æ��� (and the variant ��º�Æ���) ‘balsam-tree’ and other names of plants and plant

products in -Æ��- are of foreign, probably Semitic, origin. The inXuence of a substantial

class of recessive loan words in -Æ��- is conceivably relevant for the recessive accentu-

ation of most native words in -Æ��-.
13 Meißner (1995: 138–9) discusses possible deWnitions (syntactic or semantic) of the

terms ‘abstract’ and ‘concrete’. Although he decides to avoid the terms as far as possible
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in fact denote actions and are translatable (more or less idiomatically)
using English gerunds in -ing.
Beyond the diYculty of drawing up criteria for distinguishing ab-

stract and concrete nouns, some problems of classiWcation remain. It is
particularly diYcult to draw a clear distinction between words denoting
the action of making a certain sound and those denoting the sound itself.
Should (ºÆª��� ‘barking’, for example, be classiWed as a verbal abstract
or a concrete word denoting a particular sound? In such cases, I have
made a decision based on my judgement of how abstractly or concretely
the word is to be taken where it is attested.Where particular uncertainty
was involved in the assignment of a word to one of the three semantic
categories abstract, concrete, or both abstract and concrete (i.e. some-
times abstract and sometimes concrete), this uncertainty has been indi-
cated in Appendix 5 by means of a question mark. In assigning words to
semantic categories very rare meanings of otherwise relatively common
words have been left out of account, since if suchmeanings had not been
disregarded the words classiWed as having both abstract and concrete
meanings would have been multiplied to an unhelpful degree. Very rare
uses of a word are in any case unlikely to play a signiWcant role in
determining its accentuation.
Of the 21 recessive -��- words 16 have a meaning that I classify as

concrete rather than abstract: �º�ŒÆ��� (Hom.) ‘lock, braid’; Œ�ºÆ���
‘reed’; Zæ�Æ��� (Hom.) ‘leader, chief’; Zª��� (Hom.) ‘furrow’; ¼æª����
(and ¼æª����) ‘albugo, white speck in the eye’; ¼�Ł���� ‘blossom’; N$· º����
‘dirge’; ¼����� (Hom.) ‘wind’; B��� (Hom.) ‘district, country, people’;
�r���=�x��� (Hom.) ‘path; song’; ‹º��� (Hom.) ‘mortar’; Ł�æ��� ‘lupine’;
‹æ��� (Hom.) ‘cord, chain’; ��æ��� ‘hole, socket’; Ł���� (and Ł����)
‘thyme’; and Z���� ‘fortress’. The remaining Wve words are Œ�����
(Hom.) ‘order; ornament; ruler’ and �H��� (Hom.) ‘blame, reproach;
blemish’, which have both abstract and concrete meanings, and
�º���	��� ‘growth’, �E��� ‘fear, terror’,14 and ������ (Hom.) ‘that
which befalls one, lot, destiny’, with abstract meaning only.

as not useful for his purpose, his favoured deWnition appears to be a semantic one similar

to mine. He also emphasizes the possibility of a semantic development from abstract to

concrete: ‘If one deWnes abstractness as a quality which, as such, has necessarily no

physical existence, then formations like ����� ‘‘speed’’ or Œ�ºº�� ‘‘beauty’’ may be

regarded as abstract but as soon as the quality is identiWed with an object, the abstract-

ness vanishes as has happened in the case of ªº�FŒ�� which exclusively means ‘‘sweet

wine’’, but cf. Iªº�ıŒ�� ‘‘not sweet, having no sweetness’’ ’ (1995: 139).
14 I have not classiWed �E��� as a Homeric word, although a personiWed ˜�E���

appears in Homer, since in principle I exclude proper names from consideration. This

is, of course, a marginal case.
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The high incidence of concrete meaning among the recessive nouns
with -��- contrasts strikingly with the situation for Wnally accented
nouns with -��-, a majority of which has abstract meaning.15

The extent to which concrete meaning correlates with recessive ac-
centuation varies depending on the exact shape of the termination.
Words terminating synchronically in -ª��-, -Ł��-, and -���- display
almost constant Wnal accentuation (with only 2 exceptions, Zª��� ‘fur-
row’ and Œ����� ‘order; ornament; ruler’, out of 734 words), although
concrete meaning is by no means impossible among these words (cf. e.g.
Œ�ıŁ��� ‘hiding-place, hole’, ŒºØ���� ‘couch’).16 Leaving aside words
terminating in -ª��-; -Ł��-, and -���-, the data may be summarized
as shown in Table 11(d). Words with either only abstract meaning
or both abstract and concrete meanings are almost always Wnally
accented, the only exceptions out of 35 words being �º���	���
‘growth’, �E��� ‘fear, terror’, ������ ‘that which befalls one, lot, des-
tiny’, and �H��� ‘blame, reproach; blemish’. The words with concrete
meanings only are divided between Wnal and recessive accentuation.
Notice that the proportion of recessive nouns in the Homeric group of
words with concrete meaning only (7 out of 21 nouns, or 33%) is no
larger (in fact non-signiWcantly smaller17) than that for the post-
Homeric group (8 out of 15 nouns, or 53%). There is therefore no
need to assume that Homeric nouns with -��- are more prone to
recessive accentuation than post-Homeric ones. Only words with con-
crete meaning have a signiWcant chance of being recessive, and the
chance that a word with concrete meaning is recessive is no greater for
the Homeric words than for the post-Homeric ones. The diVerence
between the overall proportion of Homeric -��- nouns that are recessive
and that of post-Homeric -��- nouns is due in part to the fact that
the proportion of -��- nouns having only concrete meaning is greater
in the Homeric than in the post-Homeric vocabulary, and in part to the

15 I have not counted the total numbers of abstract, concrete, and both abstract and

concrete nouns with -��-. Of the 91 Wnally accented nouns with -��- actually listed in

App. 5 (i.e. excluding most post-Homeric words in -ª��-, -Ł��-, and -���-), however, 55
have an abstract meaning only, 31 have a concrete meaning only, and 5 have both types

of meaning. Given the bias of the words listed in App. 5 to Homeric words, and given the

likely correlation between antiquity and concrete meaning among nouns with -��- (see
p. 243), the overall preponderance of abstract meaning in Wnally accented nouns with

-��- is likely to be higher still.
16 Again, I have not counted total Wgures. Of the 39 (chieXy Homeric) Wnally accented

words in -ª��-, -Ł��-, and -���- listed in App. 5, 27 have an abstract meaning only, 10
have a concrete meaning only, and 2 have both types of meaning.

17 52 ¼ 1.44; p ¼ 0.23. In a situation where the background probability of recessive

accentuation for words with concrete meaning is the same for Homeric as for post-

Homeric words, one would expect to obtain a chi-squared value as great as or greater

than ours in over 20% of trials.
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fact that the proportion of -��- nouns that terminate in -ª��-, -Ł��-, or
-���-, terminations displaying almost constant Wnal accentuation, is
greater for the post-Homeric vocabulary than for Homer. The most
signiWcant factor here is the vast number of -���- words appearing after
Homer.
On the other hand, the proportion of recessive words among the

nouns with light penultimate syllable (all of which have only concrete
meaning) is considerably greater than the proportion of recessive words
among the nouns with heavy penultimate syllable and only concrete
meaning (again excluding nouns with terminations -ª��-, -Ł��-, and
-���-): 8 out of 10 words with light penultimate syllable are recessive
(80%), as opposed to 7 out of 26 words with concrete meaning only and
heavy penultimate syllable (27%).18 The very high incidence of reces-
sive accentuation among the words with light penultimate syllable
cannot, therefore, be accounted for solely as a side-eVect of the fact
that each of these words has only concrete meaning. The lack of prod-
uctivity of complex suYxes consisting of short vowel plus -��-, and of
simple -��- for forming derivatives on stems ending in short vowels, as
well as the synchronic irregularity or opacity of the individual forms
with light penultimate syllable, remain important factors for the accen-
tuation of these words.

11.8 Synchronic transparency of derivation

So far, we have seen two major factors inXuencing the accentuation of a
word with -��-: the exact shape of the termination and the meaning of
the word. But we might still wonder why, for example, Œ�æ��� ‘tree

18 A chi-squared test would be invalid here as one of the ‘expected frequencies’ is

smaller than Wve.

Table 11(d). Numbers of Wnally and recessively accented nouns with
-��- (excluding those terminating in -ª��-, -Ł��-, and -���-) (i) with only
abstract meaning, (ii) with only concrete meaning, and (iii) with both
abstract and concrete meanings

Abstract

meaning

only

Concrete

meaning

only

Abstract and

concrete

meanings total

Finally

accented

28 (4 Homeric) 21 (14 Homeric) 3 (0 Homeric) 52 (18 Homeric)

Recessive 3 (1 Homeric) 15 (7 Homeric) 1 (1 Homeric) 19 (9 Homeric)

total 31 (5 Homeric) 36 (21 Homeric) 4 (1 Homeric) 71 (27 Homeric)
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trunk’ is Wnally accented while ‹æ��� ‘cord, chain’ is recessive, even
though both words terminate in exactly the same way, and both have
concrete meaning.
For some nouns with -��-, there is a synchronically obvious formal

connection to some base form, even if the meaning of the derivative has
become concrete and thus non-typical for nouns with -��-. Thus,
Œ�ıŁ��� ‘hiding-place, hole’ is very clearly connected to Œ��Łø ‘cover,
hide’. For other words there may be no very obvious formal connection
with a base word. This synchronic lack of a base word may have arisen
because the base word has been lost from the language, as in the case of
Œ����� ‘order; ornament; ruler’,19 or because the operation of sound
change or other processes has made the stem of the base word formally
unlike that of the derivative. Thus, ‹æ��� ‘cord, chain’ is historically a
derivative of the verb continued by �Yæø ‘tie, join’, but the diVerence in
root vowel between base word and derivative is not even the more
familiar -ĕ-/-ŏ- alternation but an alternation between ē

˙
and ŏ (the ē

˙being written �Ø and due to the loss of *-Ø
Ð
- after -æ-); in addition ‹æ���

has a rough breathing where �Yæø does not.20 We might expect that in
such cases awordwas less likely to have been felt to be a derivative in -��-
than in cases where there was a synchronically clear formal connection
between derivative and base word. We must consider whether recessive
accentuation is more likely, as suggested by Bader (1974: 8–9), where a
clear formal connection between baseword and derivative is lacking than
where such a synchronic connection is present.
Assessing the synchronic transparency or opacity of a derivational

form poses certain problems. For our words with -��- we need to decide
whether, for example, a relationship between �ø��� ‘raised platform,
stand; altar’ and �Æ��ø ‘walk, step’ was felt synchronically, despite the
rather diVerent root vocalisms. Furthermore, some words may have a
synchronically transparent etymology that is historically incorrect (i.e.
a ‘popular etymology’), and this possibility ought to be taken into
account.
A way of providing an independent check on the claim that the Wnally

accented nouns with -��- tend to be etymologically transparent whereas
the recessively accented ones tend not to be is to compare ancient
etymological discussions of the two groups of words. One cannot, of
course, simply take the grammarians’ words as an expression of ‘native
speaker intuitions’, since ancient etymologies were often arrived at by
the exercise of considerable ingenuity, but the ancient grammarians

19 Haebler (1967) argues for an old verbal root *k̂es- ‘set in order’.
20 Frisk (1960–72: i. 469) suggests that �Yæø may have lost the expected rough

breathing (prescribed at EM 304. 30) under the inXuence of compounds such as

�ı���æø ‘string together’, which occur more frequently than the simplex.
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nevertheless provide us with some useful criteria for assessing the
synchronic etymological transparency of a word. A word for which
the ancient grammarians give us a single etymology is more likely to
have been synchronically transparent than one for which several alter-
native etymologies are oVered. Also, a word for which a derivation that
is oVered implies that the word contains the suYx -��- (or a complex
suYx including -��-)21 is more likely to have been felt synchronically to
contain the suYx -��- than a word for which the ancient grammarians
oVer a derivation not involving a suYx -��-.
It is instructive to compare the etymologies oVered by the Etymolo-

gicum Magnum (to use this as a well-deWned corpus of ancient ety-
mologies) for the various words in which we are interested. However,
since the grammatical tradition on which the Etymologicum Magnum
draws is much richer for the language of Homer than for the rest of the
Greek vocabulary, Homeric and post-Homeric words cannot fairly be
compared in this way. We shall therefore consider only the etymologies
oVered for those nouns with -��- attested in Homer. It may or may not
be felt that the conclusions can be extended intuitively to the post-
Homeric nouns with -��-, but I wish here to exploit the richness of
the grammatical tradition for the Homeric vocabulary and to argue on
the basis of a restricted, but valuable, set of evidence.
Of our 38 Wnally accented Homeric nouns with -��-, 34 (all except

(ºÆª��� ‘barking’,22 %ºŒ	Ł��� ‘being carried oV, violence suVered’,
�^Œ	Ł��� ‘lowing’, �ı���� ‘moaning’) are discussed in the Etymologicum
Magnum. For two of these words, Oæ�	Ł��� ‘dance’ and �	�ØŁ��� ‘wrath’,
only a partial derivation is given and we cannot tell whether a suYx -��-
is assumed. For 20 of the remaining 32 words,23 the Etymologicum
Magnum gives a single derivation involving the suYx -��-. For the

21 Ancient grammarians do not explicitly speak in terms of suYxes. However, in some

cases it is clear that a word is derived by the addition of -��ð�Þ, whereas in other instances

a word is said to be derived from a base form already containing -�-, or created by

insertion of -�- into a word already ending in -��.
22 For this as a Homeric word at least in date (whether or not it is taken to occur as

such in the Homeric poems), see p. 380 s.v.
23 �PºÆ��� ‘throng of warriors’ (concrete meaning only, henceforth ‘C’; EM 640. 28);

Nı¤ ª��� ‘shout of joy’ (abstract meaning only, henceforth ‘A’; EM 480. 1); $
 æ��� ‘place
for animals to drink’ (C; EM 137. 41); Œ�ı)	Ł��� ‘whining, whimpering’ (A; EM 522. 47);
��æŁ��� ‘ferry, strait’ (C; EM 683. 15, 141. 28); Œ�ıŁ��� ‘hiding-place, hole’ (C; EM 507.
1); Œ�æ��� ‘tree trunk’ (C; EM 141. 26, 683. 15); Æ���� ‘division of spoil’ (A; EM 249. 4);
����� ‘band, bond’ (C; EM 257. 56, 291. 4); ŒºØ���� ‘couch’ (C; EM 520. 6); Łæø����
‘springing; ground rising from the plain’ (abstract and concrete meanings, henceforth

‘A/C’; EM 456. 55); Kæ����� ‘oar’ (C; EM 370. 56); Þ�ıı��� ‘chariot-pole’ (C; EM 706.
33); æ^��� ‘thicket’ (C; EM 228. 26); �æ����� ‘front part of the head’ (C; EM 212. 12);
�º����� ‘lock, braid’ (C; EM 645. 41, 677. 8); Nø���� ‘rout, pursuit’ (A; EM 481. 33);
Þø���� ‘cleft’ (C; EM 706. 4; cf. 141. 10); �ø��� ‘raised platform, stand; altar’ (C; EM

217. 49); łø��� ‘morsel, bit’ (C; EM 818. 1).
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twelve remaining Wnally accented nouns with -��-,24 we are either
oVered a derivation that does not involve a suYx -��-, or two or more
alternative derivations (one or more of which may involve a suYx -��-).
All of our eleven recessive Homeric nouns with -��- are discussed in

the Etymologicum Magnum. Of these 11, the Etymologicum Magnum
gives a single derivation involving the suYx -��- for only 3.25 For the
other 8,26 the Etymologicum Magnum gives either a derivation not
involving -��-, or alternative derivations. Thus, 20 out of 32 Wnally
accented nouns with -��-, or 62.5%, are given a single etymology
involving the suYx -��-, as against only 3 out of 11 recessive nouns
with -��-, or 27%. A diVerence in proportions as large as this or larger
would have a chance of only about one in twenty-three of occurring in a
situation where the words to which the Etymologicum Magnum gives a
single derivation involving -��- are distributed randomly between the
Wnally accented and recessive classes.27

A summary of the information obtained using the Etymologicum
Magnum is given in Table 11(e). (Words whose derivation is not dis-
cussed, or only partially discussed, in the Etymologicum Magnum are
omitted from the information given here.) The accentuation of nouns
with abstract meaning (or both abstract and concrete meanings) is
virtually unaVected by the degree to which they are easily etymologiz-
able. Of the Wfteen Homeric -��- nouns for which the Etymologicum
Magnum discusses the derivation in full and which have abstract mean-
ing or both abstract and concrete meanings, all except three have Wnal
accentuation, regardless of whether they are given a single etymology by
the Etymologicum Magnum. Among the nouns with concrete meaning
only, however, we can see that recessive words presented diYculties to
the ancient grammarians considerably more frequently than did Wnally
accented words—6 out of 8 recessive words (75%), as opposed to only
5 out of 20 Wnally accented words (25%), fail to be given just a single

24 IæØŁ��� ‘number’ (A; EM 143. 47; cf. 500. 50); I�º�Ø���� ‘foaming at the mouth’

(A; EM 177. 48); ª�ÆŁ��� ‘jaw’ (C; EM 236. 1); Ł����� ‘that which is laid down, law,

ordinance’ (A; EM 291. 4, 445. 15); Ł�ıı��� ‘soul, spirit’ (A; EM 458. 6); Œ	º	Ł���
‘rapture, enchantment’ (A; EM 510. 31); ŒºÆıŁ��� ‘weeping, wailing’ (A; EM 517. 12;
cf. 500. 50, 586. 38); ºÆØ��� ‘throat, gullet’ (C; EM 558. 33; cf. 563. 54); º�Ø��� ‘plague’
(A; EM 568. 20; cf. 69. 41, 523. 22); O�ŁÆº��� ‘eye’ (C; EM 644. 15); ���Æ��� ‘river’
(C; EM 685. 4); ��ÆŁ��� ‘standing-place for animals, farmstead’ (C; EM 383. 11, 724.
45, 710. 53).

25 �H��� ‘blame, reproach; blemish’ (A/C;EM 593. 15); Zæ�Æ��� ‘leader, chief’ (C;EM
634. 32; cf. 129. 17); �º�ŒÆ��� ‘lock, braid’ (C; EM 677. 7).

26 ¼����� ‘wind’ (C; EM 103. 37); B��� ‘district, country, people’ (C; EM 264. 41);
Œ����� ‘order; ornament; ruler’ (A/C;EM 532. 10; cf. 45. 35); Zª��� ‘furrow’ (C;EM 613.
34); �r��� ‘path; song’ (C; EM 617. 55); ‹º��� ‘mortar’ (C; EM 622. 53); ‹æ��� ‘cord,
chain’ (C; EM 631. 30); ������ ‘that which befalls one, lot, destiny’ (A; EM 685. 29).

27 52 = 4.1; p ¼ 0.043.
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etymology involving -��-.28 We can deduce, therefore, that -��- nouns
with only concrete meaning are more likely to be recessively accented if
they are synchronically opaque than if they are transparent as -��-
derivatives.
It must nevertheless be stressed that not all synchronically opaque

words with only concrete meaning acquired recessive accentuation. For
example, the Wnally accented words ºÆØ��� ‘throat’ and O�ŁÆº��� ‘eye’
presented particularly great diYculties to the ancient etymological
tradition (see EM 558. 33, 563. 54, 644. 15).

11.9 Root vocalism

Haebler (1967: 107) suggests in passing that -��- nouns with o-grade
root often have root accentuation. As noted above (p. 240), however,
-��- nouns with o-grade root are by no means all root-accented, by
contrast with the consistently root-accented o-grade nouns in -��-. The
-��- nouns whose root has o-vocalism that is clearly due to an o-grade
root are the following.29

28 A chi-squared test would not be valid here as two of the ‘expected frequencies’ are

smaller than Wve.
29 I omit from this list words whose root contains a poorly understood -ø- : )ø���

‘soup, sauce’; �H��� ‘blame, reproach; blemish’; łø��� ‘morsel, bit’; and �æø���=�æH���
‘food’, a word whose root had Wnal *H3 and for which a zero-grade or e-grade root, as

well as an o-grade root, would have given the Gk form phonologically. This last word is,

in any case, uncertain in its accentuation.

Table 11(e). Numbers of Wnally and recessively accented Homeric nouns
with -��- (i) to which the Etymologicum Magnum assigns a single
derivation involving a suYx -��-, and (ii) to which the Etymologicum
Magnum does not assign a single derivation involving a suYx -��-

EM gives a single
derivation involving
a suYx -��-

EM does not give a
single derivation
involving a suYx -��-

Finally accented 20 (4A, 1A/C, 15C) 12 (7A, 5C)
Recessive 3 (1A/C, 2C) 8 (1A, 1A/C, 6C)

Note: A ¼ abstract meaning only; A/C ¼ both abstract and concrete meanings;

C ¼ concrete meaning only.
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Finally accented:
Iº�Ø��� ‘polishing; plastering’
���º��� ‘equipment’
Œ�æ��� (Hom.) ‘tree trunk’
��æ��� ‘basket for carrying corn, etc.’
�º����� (Hom.) ‘lock, braid’
�ø��� (Hom.) ‘raised platform, stand; altar’ (IE *gwoH2mos; see
Beekes 1969: 167)

Łø��� ‘heap’ (IE *dhoH1mos; see Beekes 1969: 166)

Recessive:
‹æ��� (Hom.) ‘cord, chain’
��æ��� ‘hole, socket’
Œ����� (Hom.) ‘order; ornament; ruler’
������ (Hom.) ‘that which befalls one, lot, destiny’
Z���� ‘fortress’

It is diYcult to see here any speciWc evidence that accentuation is
inXuenced by o-grade root vocalism. The three Homeric words with
o-grade root and Wnal accentuation were all found to be among those to
which the Etymologicum Magnum assigns a single derivation involving
the suYx -��-. The same was not true for any of the three Homeric
words in the recessive list. Bader (1974: 8–9) regards the connection
between ��æ��� ‘hole, socket’ and ���æø ‘wear down’ as no longer felt in
Greek, and loss of synchronic connection would seem to be at least a
possibility, especially given the semantic divergence between derivative
and base word. The word in any case has concrete meaning, which we
have already seen to be a factor predisposing a noun with -��- to
recessive accentuation (§ 11.7 above). It is diYcult to judge whether a
connection between Z���� ‘fortress’ and ��ø ‘hold’ would have been felt
synchronically, but this word again has concrete meaning.
The proportion of recessive words among those with o-grade

root vocalism is certainly higher than the proportion among nouns
with -��- generally, but this diVerence need not be due to a speciWc
relationship between o-grade root and recessive accentuation. Ablaut
alternation between derivational base and -��- derivative was unpro-
ductive in the historical period, and therefore the group of words with
o-grade root includes a particularly high proportion of archaic words.
These in turn are particularly likely both to be morphologically opaque
in synchronic terms and to have concrete meaning, and these factors
increase the likelihood of recessive accentuation.
An argument for an inherited category of root-accented -��- nouns

with o-grade root would have to rest on the two word equations Zª���
‘furrow’ : Skt ájma- m. ‘march, passage’ and �r���=�x��� ‘path; song’ :
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Skt éma- n. ‘course, way’, neither of which is beyond suspicion and the
second of which tends now to be rejected (see Table 11(a) note d).

11.10 Conclusions

The vast majority of nouns formed with -��- has Wnal accentuation, and
Wnally accented -��- was a highly productive suYx in the historical
period. The comparatively very few recessive nouns with -��- show
strong signs—accentuation apart—of being synchronically atypical of
nouns with -��-.
Lack of abstract meaning is almost a necessary condition for recessive

accentuation. Only 5 out of 21 recessive nouns with -��- (listed on
p. 249) have abstract meaning. Absence of abstract meaning is, how-
ever, by no means a suYcient condition for recessive accentuation.
Many -��- words have only concrete meaning and yet are Wnally
accented, as MŁ��� ‘strainer’ or Œ�æ��� ‘tree trunk’.
The likelihood of a noun with -��- being recessive is greatly reduced

if the word belongs to one of the very productive sub-classes of nouns
with -��-, namely those in -ª��-, -Ł��-, and -���-. Recessive accentu-
ation is almost unknown among words with these terminations, al-
though words with concrete meaning are fairly numerous (e.g. Œ�ıŁ���
‘hiding-place, hole’, ŒºØ���� ‘couch’). Words with the unproductive
termination -Æ��-, on the other hand, are highly prone to recessive
accentuation.
A further criterion, the synchronic unanalysability of certain words,

is also relevant. This observation can shed light on a question raised
above (pp. 251–2): why is Œ�æ��� ‘tree trunk’ Wnally accented but ‹æ���
‘cord, chain’ recessive? The evidence from the Etymologicum Magnum
suggests that synchronic analysis of Œ�æ��� as a derivative of Œ��æø ‘cut’
may have been felt to be relatively straightforward, but that ‹æ��� posed
greater diYculties for synchronic analysis. The eVect of synchronic
unanalysability was perhaps suYciently strong in the case of Zª���
‘furrow’ and Œ����� ‘order; ornament; ruler’ to override the very strong
tendency for words terminating in -ª��- or -���- to be Wnally accented.
We saw in Chapter 10 that words with suYxes -æ�-, -��-, and -��-

shared certain accentual characteristics. In each case a group of typical
words, i.e. adjectives, displayed almost consistent Wnal accentuation
whereas a group of atypical words, i.e. nouns, was split between Wnal
and recessive accentuation. In the case of nouns with -��-, the most
typical words again have Wnal accentuation whereas the less typical
words are split between Wnal and recessive accentuation. The factors
that make a word with -��- typical are, however, not the same as those
that make a word with -æ�-, -��-, or -��- typical. Characteristics making
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a word typical of derivatives with -��- include certain terminations
(especially -ª��-, -Ł��-, and -���-), abstract meaning, and formal syn-
chronic transparency of derivation.
The accentual pattern found in derivatives with -��- can be explained

on a principle similar to that proposed for derivatives with -æ�-, -��-,
and -��-, and applying with some additional complications to words
with suYx -º�-. The suYx -��- is an inherently accented suYx, and
words that are synchronically analysed as containing this suYx are
Wnally accented. Some words that, historically speaking, were formed
with -��- have in one way or another become atypical of -��- derivatives
and their element -��- has ceased to be analysed synchronically as a
suYx. As we have seen for various other kinds of derivatives, a possible,
but not inevitable, consequence of this ‘demorphologization’ is the loss
of a non-default accent and its replacement with the default accent for
the language.
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12 COMPLEX CALAND FORMATIONS

12.1 Introduction

So far, I have argued that various suYxes (-æ�-, -��-, -��-, -º�-, and
-��-) have an inherent or lexical accent,1 but that a stem formed with
one of these suYxes may come to be treated synchronically as mono-
morphemic if, for some formal or functional reason, the word loses its
connection with a synchronically clear category of words containing
the suYx. A further consequence of this process is, in some cases, a
change to recessive accentuation. In general, we found that inherently
accented suYxes that are fundamentally adjectival tend to retain their
morphemic identity, and therefore their characteristic accent, in words
that function synchronically as adjectives.Nouns formed with adjectival
suYxes, on the other hand, often acquire recessive accentuation.
Some exceptions to this general rule have, however, been noticed

along the way.Most strikingly, adjectives with a suYx -º�- by no means
display almost consistent Wnal accentuation; as suggested earlier, a
possible reason is that this suYx had begun to lose its synchronic
identity even in adjectives (pp. 236–7). But there are also recessive
adjectives among the words with -æ�- and -��-. Almost all adjectives
formed with -æ�- are Wnally accented, but the following 14 are reces-
sive:2

��º$æ�� ‘having a patch of white’3

º��æ�� ‘furious, boisterous’
�����æ�� ‘wintry’
��Œ��æ�� ‘nightly’
ºBæ�� ‘silly’
¼Œæ�� ‘at the furthest point’
ªÆFæ�� ‘exulting in, boastful’
�ÆFæ�� ‘small’
I��ıæ�� ‘light as air’

1 We are not concerned here with the suYx -��- found on nouns with o-grade root

(��æ��� ‘load’) or CVRV root (Ł��Æ��� ‘death’), or with the suYx -Æ��- that forms neuter

nouns (æ��Æ��� ‘sickle’), or with the suYxes -Øº�- and -ıº�- (see pp. 186–7, 203, Ch. 9).
The accentual facts suggest that these suYxes were synchronically distinct from inher-

ently accented -��-, -��-, and -º�- (see pp. 233–6, 236–7).
2 I omit from discussion here those adjectives with -æ�- whose accentuation is uncer-

tain.
3 I ignore the Wnal accentuation that this word has in the Hesychius manuscript (see

Hesychius � 96, 97 Schmidt, and Schmidt ad loc.; cf. p. 4).



���Ł	æ�� ‘wretched’ (non-Attic ���Ł	æ��)4

���	æ�� (non-Attic ���	æ��) ‘base’
? �Bæ�� ‘disabled, blind’ (non-Attic �	æ��)5

��ºıæ�� (non-Attic ��ºıæ��) ‘disgusting’6

? �Hæ�� ‘dull, stupid’ (non-Attic �øæ��)7

For some of these words, grammarians tell us that recessive accentu-
ation is a peculiarity of the Attic dialect; in these cases the non-Attic
form is noted above in parentheses. For completeness I include in this
list (with question marks) two words whose etymology is unclear, since
they Wt into a pattern exempliWed by several others that deWnitely
contain a suYx -æ�-.
Although adjectives with -��- are generally accented on the Wnal

syllable, we Wnd consistent recessive accentuation in the large category
of adjectives ofmaterial with -Ø��-, and inmany adjectives ending in -Ø��-
that do not exactly denote material. The latter often mean ‘like (some
object) in colour or shape’ (so ŒÆº�œ���, ªØªªæ�œ��� below), but they may
also havemore general adjectival semantics (so ŒÆ����Ø��� below). Some-
times they are formed to a base in which -Ø- already features (so ŒÆº�œ���
below). The type may be illustrated by the following examples:

º$· œ��� ‘of stone’ (ºAÆ�, gen. ºA�� ‘stone’)
ŒÆº�œ��� ‘like the Œ�ºÆœ�, shifting between blue and green’ (Œ�ºÆœ�,

gen. ŒÆº�œ�� ‘precious stone of a greenish blue’)

4 Eust. (341. 14–20) and Arc. (81. 17–20) suggest that recessive accentuation of

���Ł	æ�� and ���	æ�� is found only in Attic, and they and Ammonius (405) also report

a tradition that in Attic diVerent meanings of these words were associated with the

diVerent accentuations. Trypho (in Ammonius 405¼Trypho fr. 15 Velsen) disagrees

vigorously with this, saying that the Athenians pronounce the words recessively not to

distinguish diVerent meanings but because they like recessive accents.
5 Sch. Il. 2. 599b (A), quoted on p. 78, says that the word is Wnally accented in Homer

but recessive in Attic. Hesychius (� 2227 Schmidt) attributes diVerent meanings to the

diVerent accentuations.
6 Eust. (341. 14) says that the Athenians give the word a recessive accent. I do not

understand Schwyzer’s assertion (1953: 383) that ��ºıæ�� is Wnally accented in Attic and

recessive in the Koine.
7 According to Arc. (79. 12), the recessive accentuation is Attic. Eust. (245. 37–8)

says that �Hæ�� was the Attic accentuation whereas �øæ�� arose �Ææa ��E� o���æ�� ‘with
later people’. At 1749. 37 he asserts that Homer knew only the recessive accentuation,

since the Wnal accentuation arose later. This is consistent with his view in the earlier

passage that the diVerence between the accentuation of Attic and that of the Koine was a

matter of chronology. At 1447. 56 he says that �øæ�� ‘stupid’ was recessively accented

��ºÆØ ���� ‘some long time ago’ and quotes two examples of its use from 5th-cent. bc
Attic drama to illustrate: Sophocles, El. 1326 and Aristophanes, Av. 1238 (cf. Eust.

1749. 39). It is perhaps signiWcant that in both lines the case in which the word occurs is

the vocative (see below). Photius (� 651 Theodoridis) says that some distinguished

diVerent meanings by the diVerent accentuations.
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Kº$· œ��� ‘of olive-wood’ (KºÆ�$, Attic Kº$· $ ‘olive-tree’)
ŒæÆ��œ��� ‘made of the wood of the cornelian cherry’ (Œæ���ØÆ ‘corne-

lian cherry’)
ªØªªæ�œ��� ‘like the ª�ªªæÆ�’ (ª�ªªæÆ� ‘small Phoenician Xute or Wfe’)
ŒÆ����Ø��� ‘of or for a block-Wgure’ (Œ���Æ��� wooden framework round

which artists moulded wax or clay, ‘block-Wgure’)
Oæ��Ø��� ‘made of Zæ����’ (Zæ���� ‘bitter vetch’)
��º��Ø��� ‘leaden’ (��ºı��� ‘lead’)
etc.

Some adjectives with -Ø��- are Wnally accented, but these never have the
semantics of adjectives of material. Very often they express a temporal
notion (K�ŁØ)Ø���, %øŁØ��� below) or a spatial one (±Ø���, ÞÆØ���, �ıŒØ���
below):

±Ø��� ‘close, crowded’
ÞÆØ��� ‘slender’8

K�ŁØ)Ø��� ‘of yesterday’
%øŁØ��� ‘in the morning, early’
�ıŒØ��� ‘close, compact’
etc.

A smaller group of adjectives in -ı��- and -�ı��- again displays consist-
ent recessive accentuation:

���ı��� ‘tenacious’
���ı��� ‘trusting in, relying on’
�Ææ���ı��� ‘aVrighted; aVrighting’
Œ	��ı��� ‘anxious’
ª	Ł��ı��� ‘joyful, glad’
�ıº��ı��� ‘enslaved’
�Ææ���ı��� ‘joyful, glad’
? ƒ����ı��� ‘of a horse or horses’9

�����ı��� ‘of or belonging to the master or lord’
%�ÆØæ��ı��� ‘friendly’
Œ�ıæ��ı��� ‘youthful’
ª�Ø���ı��� ‘neighbouring’
�Æ����ı��� ‘oracular’
Ł�æ�ı��� ‘daring’
perhaps also to be grouped with these is a recessive adjective ending
in -Æı���:

�ÆF��� ‘porous, spongy, loose’

8 Built on the root of ��æØ-ææ	�� ‘sprawling’, according to Risch (1974: 99).
9 If ƒ������$ at Euripides,Or. 1392 is a form of an adjective ƒ����ı��� rather than of a

noun ƒ������	; see Sch. Eur. Or. 1391.
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The only other recessive adjectives with -��- are the following:10

Œ�ªŒÆ��� ‘dry’
º�ª��� ‘lecherous, lustful’
��æ���� epithet of an eagle
º����� ‘gluttonous’
ªæH��� ‘eaten out’
�H��� ‘loud-voiced’

We saw in the previous chapter that the suYx -��- is mainly pro-
ductive in Greek for forming nouns, and these are usually accented on
the Wnal syllable. In the parent language, the suYx also formed adjec-
tives. In Greek, simple -��- did not productively form adjectives, but
the few survivals of the type are Wnally accented:

Ł�æ��� ‘warm’ (�Skt gharmá- m. ‘heat’)
����� ‘slantwise’ (?¼Skt jihmá- ‘oblique’11)
possiblyT��� ‘raw’ (¼Skt āmá- ‘raw, uncooked’), if -��- is historically
a suYx here (cf. p. 239)

possibly ªı���� ‘naked’ (¼Skt nagná- ‘naked’; see Table 8(a) note c)

On the other hand, Greek has a large number of adjectives in -Ø��-
and -ÆºØ��-, and these are consistently recessive:

±æ��ªØ��� ‘ravished, stolen’
�Æ�Ø��� ‘shining, radiant’
¼ºŒØ��� ‘stout, brave’
�N�ºØ��� ‘shapely’
Œ^�ºØ��� ‘glorious’
etc.

There are also a few adjectives in -ı��-, again recessive:

ð�Þ�ı��� ‘sweet, pleasant’12

�ı��� ‘double, twofold’
�ºı��� ‘curved/stringed instrument’ (unclear whether adj. or noun)
��ı��� ‘true’
K���ı��� ‘true’

For some of the recessive adjectives mentioned above, the accent is to
be explained as the result of a relatively idiosyncratic property of the

10 I omit from discussion here those adjectives with -��- whose accentuation is

uncertain.
11 On this correspondence see the bibliography cited at Table 11(a) note f.
12 The form ��ı��� was created out of lı��� and preceding -� by false segmentation

in Homeric epic: see Leumann (1950: 44–5).
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particular word. The -æ�- adjectives for which we are told that Attic had
a recessive accent while the Koine had a Wnal accent (��ºıæ��=��ºıæ��
‘disgusting’, ���Ł	æ��=���Ł	æ�� ‘wretched’, �Hæ��=�øæ�� ‘dull, stupid’,
�Bæ��=�	æ�� ‘disabled, blind’, ���	æ��=���	æ�� ‘base’) are all, or can all
be, insults. It has been plausibly suggested that for these Attic general-
ized a recessive accent from an original recessive vocative, the vocative
being a frequently used and therefore salient case for insults (Schwyzer
1953: 380, 383).13

Beside the adjective ¼Œæ�� ‘at the furthest point’ there exist the fol-
lowing nouns: neuter ¼Œæ��, feminine ¼Œæ$, masculine ÆŒæ�� (Schwyzer,
DGE 664. 21) ‘highest or furthest point’. Frisk (1938) argues plausibly
that the use of ¼Œæ�� as a noun was prior (although not necessarily in the
masculine gender) to its use as an adjective (cf. p. 158). Frisk’s argu-
ment is based on the semantic peculiarities of the adjective. Although in
a phrase such as ¼Œæ�� ����, the word ¼Œæ�� is syntactically an adjective
agreeing with ����, the phrase means not ‘pointed foot’ (vel sim.) but
‘furthest point of the foot’. Frisk regards this interpretation as resulting
from a situation in which ¼Œæ��, or rather ¼Œæ$ or ¼Œæ��, was a noun
standing in apposition to another noun: ¼Œæ$ ���æ ‘extremity, hand’
came to mean ‘furthest point of the hand’. Vine (2002: 335) suggests
that the earliest form was an old collective continued by the feminine
¼Œæ$ (cf. p. 158). If the feminine noun ¼Œæ$ is indeed earlier than the
adjective ¼Œæ��, the most obvious mechanism for the creation of ¼Œæ��
would be the reinterpretation of ¼Œæ$ when used in apposition to a
feminine noun as the feminine form of an adjective; a masculine form
¼Œæ�� and neuter ¼Œæ�� would then have been created alongside the
feminine ¼Œæ$ and would have retained the somewhat substantival
function of ¼Œæ$ despite their syntactic behaviour as adjectives. If so,
the recessive accent of the adjective would be unsurprising for a back-
formation from a recessive ‘feminine form’.
The word ºBæ�� is used from Eupolis on as a nounmeaning ‘trash; idle

talk’ and not until Lucian as an adjective meaning ‘silly’ (see pp. 324,
335). It is possible that adjectival uses such as Lucian’s ºBæ�� . . .��Ø	���
‘silly poet’ (Gall. 6) should be interpreted, at least historically, as
sequences of two nouns in apposition. In this case we would have

13 According to Göttling (1835: 304–5), the manuscripts of Aristophanes regularly

have recessive accentuation for the vocatives ���Ł	æ� and ���	æ� but Wnal accentuation for

the other cases of these adjectives. I have checked this assertion for codex Ravennas 137,
4, A by consulting the facsimile edition and found the convention to be followed almost

consistently. If this convention reXects a genuine tradition—and it would be diYcult to

explain otherwise—, we would have direct evidence for the assumed paradigm in which

the vocative is recessive and the other cases Wnally accented. As regards �Bæ��, the

vocative is unattested. The word is rare in all cases, however, so the non-attestation of

the vocative may be accidental.
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another example of the rare development from noun to adjective rather
than vice versa. The recessive accent would again be unsurprising
for a noun.
The easiest historical analysis of ��Œ��æ�� ‘by night’ is that the word

contains the stem �ıŒ�- of ���, gen. �ıŒ��� ‘night’, plus suYxes -�-æ�-
(compare �Æ�-�-æ�-� ‘visible, manifest’; ŒæÆ�-�-æ�� ‘strong’). Synchron-
ically, however, the word is likely to have been analysed as containing
the suYx -��æ�-, which formed comparatives and contrastives. This
suYx was inherently unaccented: comparatives and contrastives in
-��æ�- have recessive accents (with the exceptions of IæØ���æ�� ‘left’
and ��Ø��æ�� ‘right’).14

The poetic word ��º	æ�� (Doric ��º$æ��) ‘having a crest or patch of
white’ may have been thought related to the obscure Homeric com-
pound ���æÆ��º	æ��, an adjective qualifying Œı��	 ‘helmet’ or Œ�æı�
‘helmet’, and if so the inXuence of ���æÆ��º	æ�� could have resulted in
the assignment of a recessive accent to ��º	æ��, as in the compound.
The adjectives �����æ�� ‘wintry’ and �H��� ‘loud-voiced’ are likely have
been extracted from compounds such as ı�-�����æ�� ‘terribly wintry’
and ��ªÆº�-�ø��� ‘loud-voiced’.15 It is, perhaps, not obvious a priori
that a word extracted from a recessive compound, or secondarily asso-
ciated with a recessive compound, should necessarily receive recessive
accentuation, but the three words ��º	æ��; �����æ��, and �H���, taken
together, provide at least some mutual support for the possibility of
recessive accentuation under these circumstances.
If Œ�ªŒÆ��� ‘dry’ is correctly regarded as related to Lithuanian keñkti

‘cause pain’ (see Frisk 1960–72: i. 750–1; Fraenkel 1962: 240), the
suYx would be -ðÆÞ��-. Synchronically, however, the word has the
appearance of a totally reduplicated formation such as ��æ�Ææ�� ‘non-
Greek’ or ��æ��æ�� ‘baneful’. Such formations are to be segmented
��æ-�Ææ-�-�, ��æ-��æ-�-�, etc., and are regularly recessive. Even if

14 The original segmentation of IæØ���æ�� may well be IæØ��-�æ�-�, and its surprising

accentuation may be connected with such an origin. If so, the accentuation of the

antonym ��Ø��æ�� will be due to the inXuence of IæØ���æ��; in any case, one of these

two words has in some way inXuenced the other. It is possible that ��Œ��æ�� ‘by night’ was
historically a contrastive in -��æ�-. The outcome of *��Œ�-��æ�-� might well have been

*��Œ��æ��, but reliable evidence for the Greek treatment of original *-k(w)-tt- clusters is

(as far as I know) lacking.
15 For the decompositional formation of �����æ�� ‘wintry’, see Frisk (1960–72: ii.

1080); cf. Garcı́a-Ramón (1992: 198). The simplex �H��� is used only by Eupolis (in

Sch. Ar. Av. 42a¼Eupolis fr. 309 K–A) and by Theognost. (66. 17), whereas -�ø��� as
the second member of a compound was, as Frisk says (1960–72: ii. 1058), ‘unbeschränkt
produktiv’. This distribution and the possessive relationship expressed by �H��� (to be

expected in a bahuvrı̄hi compound rather than a simplex) speak for back-formation of the

simplex from the compounds.
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Œ�ªŒÆ��� did not belong to the reduplicated type historically, it could
have been assimilated to it synchronically.
Schwyzer (1953: 489) suggests, rather obscurely, that the recessive

accent of º�ª��� ‘lecherous, lustful’ and º����� ‘gluttonous’ is due to the
recessive accent of (some) substantivized adjectives with -��-. Both
words fulWl Lobeck’s (1837: 329) criteria for adjectives to be capable
of ‘natural’ substantivization (the Wrst of two types of substantivization
he discusses):

Priori generi subjecta sunt, quae rei signiWcatae vel unice vel prae ceteris

conveniunt, primum humanarum actionum vocabula, ª�øæª��; Œı�	ª��;
ªÆ����, quae addito substantivo nihilo clariora Wunt quam omisso; deinde

omnia, quae de una tantummodo re praedicari possunt . . .

Falling under the Wrst type are words that are appropriate either only to the

thing signiWed or to that more than to other things, Wrstly words for human

activities— ª�øæª�� [‘farming’/‘farmer’], Œı�	ª�� [‘hunting’/‘hunter’], ªÆ����
[‘married’/‘wife’]—, which become no clearer by the addition of a noun than

they are without it; then all words that can be predicated of only one thing . . .

The term º�ª���, as LSJ point out (s.v.), is properly applied to males. A
feminine is attested in Anaxandrides (fr. 61. 2 K–A), but this gender
was so rare that Herodian could state that the word had no feminine
form (Arc. 70. 11–12). Herodian took this lack of a feminine to be
related to the word’s recessive accentuation. The word was on the way
to becoming a noun meaning ‘lewd man’, and this incipient substanti-
vization may have contributed to its losing the accent of the adjectival
suYx -��-. Similar factors may be responsible for the recessive accent of
º����� ‘gluttonous’. The word applied particularly to people, and at
Plato, R. 354b we Wnd attested a substantival use with the article, �ƒ
º����Ø ‘gluttons’.
At Il. 24. 316 and Hesiod, Scutum 134, the word ��æ����, which is

applied to an eagle, could be taken either as an adjective or as a noun in
apposition to another noun. The word is thought to be a colour term in
origin, perhaps related to Lithuanian márgas ‘colourful’ (see Frisk
1960–72: ii. 258; Risch 1974: 98). The word was, however, taken to
be a noun in the fourth and third centuries bc (see Aristotle, HA
618b25 and Lycophron,Al. 838). The recessive accentuation transmit-
ted for ��æ���� is consistent with the view that the word was a noun,
whether or not that view was correct for Homer and Hesiod.16

We are left with the following recessive adjectives and groups of
recessive adjectives:

16 Some MSS at Il. 24. 316 have ��æ����, although the grammatical tradition and the

textual tradition as a whole favour ��æ���� (see West’s apparatus ad loc. and p. 356 s.v.

��æ����); the Wnally accented variant can be due equally easily to the alternative possi-

bility of taking this obscure word as an adjective here.
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º��æ�� ‘furious, boisterous’
ªÆFæ�� ‘exulting in, boastful’
�ÆFæ�� ‘small’
I��ıæ�� ‘light as air’
ªæH��� ‘eaten out’

adjectives of material (vel sim.) in -Ø��-
adjectives in -ı��-
adjectives in -Ø��-
adjectives in -ı��-

I have no explanation for the accentuation of º��æ�� and ªæH��� and
shall have nothing further to say on these words. We shall return to
ªÆFæ��, �ÆFæ��, and I��ıæ��, but Wrst let us consider the whole categories
of recessive adjectives in -Ø��-, -ı��-, -Ø��-, and -ı��-.
The explanations given for the groups of words with apparently

aberrant recessive accentuation studied in previous chapters rely on
the notion that words with non-recessive accentuation may under
some circumstances replace this accentuation with a recessive accent
(the ‘default’ accent for the language). Groups of words to which this
procedure typically applies include adjectives (with inherently accented
adjectival suYxes) that have become nouns, abstract nouns (with suit-
able suYxes17) that have become concrete, and words that have become
synchronically unanalysable for formal reasons. These groups of words
are characterized not by consistent recessive accentuation but by being
split between two diVerent accentual types, some of them retaining the
original accent for the category while others have acquired a (default)
recessive accent. An explanation along these lines will not readily ac-
count for the accentuation of the adjectives in -Ø��-, -Ø��-, -ı��-, and
-ı��-, which are characterized by absolutely consistent recessive accen-
tuation (for -Ø��- in so far as we are dealing with the adjective-of-
material suYx).
Synchronically, it is easy enough to say that -Ø��- and -ı��- were

distinct suYxes from simple -��- (and from other complex suYxes
including -��-, such as -ª��-) and that they were inherently unaccented,
and that similarly -ı��- and the adjective-of-material suYx -Ø��- were
distinct suYxes from simple -��- (and from -�Ø��-, etc.) and that they too
were inherently unaccented. Such a synchronic account seems correct
and adequate. But a historical problem arises. We would like to know
the origin of the -��- in -Ø��- and -ı��-, and of the -��- in -Ø��- and -ı��-.
If the -��- of -Ø��- had nothing historically to do with simple -��-, and
the -��- of -ı��- also had nothing historically to do with simple -��-,

17 The suYx -��- is the only abstract-forming suYx we have examined, but see also

pp. 294–7.
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and the -��- of -Ø��- and that of -ı��- had nothing historically to do with
simple -��-, there may be nothing to explain. But if historically the -��-
of -Ø��- is identical to simple -��-, and so on, it is worth trying to explain
how the diVerences in accentual behaviour came about.
The synchronic suYxes -Ø��-, -ı��-, -Ø��-, and -ı��- have certain things

in common. They are all disyllabic suYxes, the Wrst syllable of each
consisting of -Ø- or -ı- and the second syllable consisting of -��- or -��-.
All four logical possibilities for the combination of -Ø- or -ı- with follow-
ing -��- or -��- are represented, as if these suYxes are made out of an
inventory of four elements, -Ø-, -ı-, -��-, and -��-, which can be combined
in various diVerent ways.
These elements -Ø-, -ı-, -��-, and -��- are reminiscent of the suYxes -Ø-,

-ı-, -��-, and -��- that belong to the Caland system of alternating suYxes
(see p. 155), and I shall argue that they are precisely those suYxes. The
complex suYxes -Ø��-, -ı��-, -Ø��-, and -ı��- would then be made by a
process of adding a Caland suYx to a stem already characterized by
another Caland suYx.18 Nussbaum (1976: e.g. 65) has called suYxes of
this kind ‘complex Caland suYxes’, and I shall use this terminology.19

By no means all of our adjectives in -Ø��-, -ı��-, -Ø��-, and -ı��- are
built on roots that otherwise form Caland systems. The claim being
made here is that these suYxes originated as complex Caland suYxes.
This claim has been made before (mainly by Nussbaum 1976: 74–9)
for the suYx of the Greek adjectives in -Ø��- and for that of at least
some of those in -ı��- and -ı��-. Specht (1935: 226) saw ‘Caland’ -Ø- in
the adjective-of-material suYx -Ø��-, but he has subsequently been
ignored. The reason is perhaps that he also regarded the accented
suYx -Ø��- found in adjectives of time and place as containing the
same ‘Caland’ -Ø-, but was unable to explain the diVerence in accentu-
ation between the two types. Subsequent scholars have connected
accented -Ø��- with the Caland system and kept the adjective-of-material
suYx apart; I shall suggest that this may not be the correct solution to
Specht’s problem.
In the following sections the evidence for complex Caland origin is

surveyed for each of our suYxes, along with other hypotheses that have
been suggested.

18 Nussbaum (1976: 65) raises the question whether complex Caland suYxes arose

through contamination of diVerent words each formed with a simple Caland suYx or

through extension of one suYxed formwith a further Caland suYx, and suggests that for

speciWc cases the question is ‘perhaps in principle unanswerable’.
19 On complex Caland suYxes see also Meißner (1995: 65–9); the main focus of

Meißner’s discussion is on complex suYxes with an s-suYx as second part and so is

not directly relevant here.
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12.2 Formation of adjectives in -ilo-

12.2.1 Arbenz’s non-Caland hypothesis

Arbenz (1933: 7–10) argues that there are no plausible comparisons
outside Greek for the adjectives in -Ø���, and that they are therefore
likely to have arisen from some starting-point within Greek. He further
argues (pp. 10–14) that these adjectives originated with the reinterpret-
ation, within the Homeric tradition, of ‘short forms’ of compound
personal names in -Ø��� as adjectives. Both the ‘short forms’ of names
and the -Ø��� adjectives—and the possibility of a link between them—
may be illustrated by the word ¼ºŒØ��� ‘stout, brave’, which appears in
Homer both as an adjective and as a short form of 'ºŒØ��ø�.20 There
are, however, various diYculties with Arbenz’s hypothesis. In particu-
lar, while adjectives can readily be employed as personal names, the use
of personal names as adjectives is a far less common phenomenon.
Arbenz (1933: 12–13) recognizes this problem and points out that in
the Homeric tradition there is often some ambiguity between adjective
and personal name, making the passage from one category to the other
easier than it might otherwise be. A word such as ªºÆıŒH�Ø� ‘with
Xashing eyes’ could be used as an adjective qualifying the name 'Ł��	
but could also denote Athena by itself. The potential therefore existed
for a name standing alone, such as @ºŒØ���, to be reinterpreted as an
adjective. However, it is diYcult to see such a restricted process of
misinterpretation within the epic tradition as giving rise to a Xourishing
class of adjectives in classical and Hellenistic Greek.

12.2.2 Nussbaum’s Caland hypothesis

Nussbaum (1976: 76–8) Wnds the following evidence for a complex
Caland origin for the suYx -Ø��-. Firstly, a number of adjectives with
-Ø��- are formed on roots for which Caland forms are otherwise attested.
Nussbaum cites �Æ�Ø��� ‘shining’ beside e.g. �ÆØæ�� ‘bright’, Lithuanian
gaidrùs; Œ ·̂ Ø��� ‘glorious’ beside e.g. Œ�ııØ-���ØæÆ ‘bringing men glory’;
Œ�ººØ��� ‘beautiful’ beside e.g. ŒÆºº�Œ���� ‘with beautiful hair’. Secondly,
he observes that although some Greek adjectives with -Ø��- have been
added to a base ending in non-Caland -Ø- (e.g. ¼ª�Ø��� ‘near’ beside the
adverb ¼ª�Ø ‘near’),

a considerable number of examples of this -Ø��� type seem to be conditioned

by the fact that the -Ø- which is extended by -��- appears as the Wrst member

of a compound . . . whether that -Ø- is a Caland -Ø- ðŒÆºº�-Œ���� : Œ�ººØ���) or
not ( 
 ˇł�-ª���� ‘‘of late birth’’: ZłØ��� ‘‘late’’). . . . If -i- in composition is a

20 Arbenz’s argument is accepted by Risch (1974: 105), rejected by Bader (1974: 2)
and Nussbaum (1976: 123 n. 42). Favourable presentation by Meißner (1995: 35–6),
although see his p. 35 n. 24. For further bibliography see Risch (1974: 105 n. 90).
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conditioning factor in this formation, the Caland system cannot be entirely

unrelated. (Nussbaum 1976: 77–8; cf. also Wackernagel 1897: 11)

The connection with compositional -i- indeed suggests a connection
with the Caland system; the formation of adjectives such as ZłØ��� ‘late’
beside compounds with non-Caland -i- can be due simply to extension
of the relationship between compositional -i- and -Ø��- adjective within
Greek, once the diVerences between diVerent kinds of compositional -Ø-
had ceased to be felt.

12.3 Formation of adjectives in -ulo-

The analysis of lı��� ‘sweet, pleasant’21—identiWed as a complex
Caland formation by Nussbaum (1976: 78)—as  ı- þ -��- ðþ -�Þ is
very straightforward. The word would be an extension of the stem of
the synonymous u-stem adjective  �� ‘sweet, pleasant’ with the further
adjectival suYx -��-. An extensive Caland system is attested for the root
of  ��. Apart from this u-stem form itself, Greek has the s-stem q��
‘pleasure’, the compositional s-stem in (��ºØ-)	�� ‘(honey-)sweet’ (Skt
(prá-)svādas- ‘(very) pleasant’), the comparative suYx in  {· ø� ‘more
pleasant’ (Skt svá̄dı̄yas-), and the superlative suYx in lØ����
‘most pleasant’ (Skt svá̄dis

˙
t
˙
ha-; cf. Risch 1974: 66).

The adjective ��ı��� ‘true’ and its reduplicated variant K���ı���
‘true’ are probably also formed beside a u-stem adjective. Although
the u-stem adjective does not survive as such, K���� ‘true’ is likely to
be a thematic extension of it (cf. Frisk 1960–72: i. 581). There is no
other evidence for Caland forms on this root, but also very little further
evidence for the root.
The -ı- of �ı��� ‘double, twofold’ is that of the numeral �� ‘two’

(see Frisk 1960–72: i. 387) while the -ı- of �ºı��� ‘curved’ (if this is
indeed an adjective) is that of Kº�ø ‘roll round’. Neither of these is a
Caland -ı-, yet the historical segmentation of �ı��� and �ºı���
as �ıþ ��� and �ºıþ ��� could well be an extension of a pattern
involving the addition of -��- to a stem ending in -ı-. The involvement
of stems with non-Caland -ı- would be similar to the creation of an
-Ø��- adjective such as ZłØ��� ‘late’ beside a compositional -Ø- that
did not originally have any connection to the Caland system, on the
model of adjectives such as Œ�ººØ��� ‘beautiful’ beside compositional
ŒÆººØ-.
Nussbaum (1976: 78–9) Wnds two likely examples of *-umo- within

Caland systems outside Greek, one in Armenian bazum ‘much’, a bor-
rowing from Iranian built on the u-stem of �Æ��� ‘thick’, and one in

21 On Homeric ��ı��� see n. 12 above.
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Tocharian A orkäm, B orkamo ‘dark’ (related to the Greek Caland forms
�æ����; �� ‘place of nether darkness’ and Kæ����� ‘dark’).22

For all of our Greek -ı��- adjectives, then, an analysis of the suYx
into -ı-þ -��- is natural and obvious. One of the roots involved, that of
lı���, is a good Caland root. The type of formation found in lı���
Wnds some comparative support, and it is likely that this form or lost
forms of the same type were the starting-point that gave rise in a few
more (non-Caland) cases to the addition of -��- to a synchronic stem
ending in -ı-.

12.4 Formation of adjectives in -imo-

In discussing complex Caland formations, Nussbaum (1976: 74–6)
mentions various adjectives in *-ino-, including Greek �ıŒØ��� ‘com-
pact’ and ±Ø��� ‘close, crowded’ (for which see below), but does not
mention the adjectives of material in -Ø��- (cf. Wackernagel 1897: 11;
Meißner 1995: 27). However, a case can be made for regarding these
too as complex Caland formations, which in Specht’s (1935: 226)
opinion they were.23 Firstly, there may be some comparative evidence
for an adjective-of-material suYx *-ino- in Old Church Slavonic želě-
zĭ̇nŭ ‘of iron’, Old and dialectal Lithuanian áuksinas ‘golden’, and Latin
quernus ‘of oak’, the latter perhaps from *kwerk̂inos (see Risch 1974: 100
with n. 86). If indeed these words provide some comparative support
for such a suYx in Indo-European, the large proportion of already
Homeric adjectives of material in -Ø��- that are derived from nouns of
non-Greek origin (e.g. ���ºØ��� ‘of papyrus’) would be secondary. Too
much weight cannot be placed on this comparative material, however,
because a suYx *-ino- was very productive in Balto-Slavonic and is by
no means conWned to words with the semantics of adjectives of material
(see Vaillant 1974: 336–7), and because *kwerk̂inos is only one possible
starting-point for Latin quernus.
More importantly, the adjective-of-material suYx -Ø��- can be used

to form derivatives to thematic nouns, and in this case the thematic
vowel is dropped: cf. Greek ��ªØ��� ‘oaken’ versus �	ª�� ‘Valonia oak’,
Lithuanian áuksinas ‘golden’ versus áuksas ‘gold’. Schindler (1976:
351) observed that a number of diVerent Indo-European suYxes
beginning with *i- form derivatives to thematic nouns in which the
i-suYx replaces the thematic vowel. For example, the suYx of the
Sanskrit type vr

˚
kı̄́- f. ‘she-wolf’ < *u

Ð
l
˚
kwi-H2- derives feminine nouns

to o-stem masculines, and the -o- is dropped. Schindler extended his

22 On the diVerence in root vocalism between the Gk and Tocharian forms, see

Nussbaum’s detailed discussion (1976: 79–83).
23 The terminology in which I describe Specht’s views here is, however, anachronistic.
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observation to ‘numerous suYxes with the structure *-iCo- (*-iH2o-,
*-ino-, etc.) or *-ı̄Co- (*-ı̄no- etc.).’ From the fact that non-i-suYxes
preserve the thematic vowel he further suggested that in secondary
derivatives only i-suYxes can replace the thematic vowel. We shall not
be concerned here with the absolute correctness or incorrectness of this
generalization, but we may accept the point that the substitution of
another suYx for the thematic vowel is unusual, and that i-suYxes
were particularly prone to this procedure. If the behaviour of various
i-suYxes in this respect is not simply a coincidence, it ought to follow
that the -i- of a suYx like -ino-, which replaces the thematic vowel, is in
some way related or identical to the -i- of several other i-suYxes.
In other words, at least from an early Indo-European point of view
our adjective-of-material suYx is to be segmented -i- þ -no-.24

Greek has another adjective-of-material suYx, -��- < *-ei
Ð
o-, which

competes with -Ø��- and eventually loses out to -Ø��-. It has been argued
(most recently by Hajnal 1994, with further bibliography) that the
adjective-of-material suYx *-ei

Ð
o- results from ‘endocentric’ (not

meaning-changing) thematization of an original suYx *ei/i, starting
from the full-grade form *ei. This thematization would have occurred
inGreek, Indo-Iranian, Latin, and possiblyArmenian, either independ-
ently or at a (possibly dialectal) Indo-European stage. Elsewhere in
Indo-European, Hajnal (1994: 99–100) Wnds evidence for unextended
i-stem forms with the semantics of adjectives of material (or substanti-
vized adjectives of material).
The coincidence of there being two adjective-of-material suYxes

each of which begins with an -i- (or -ei-) element leads to further
suspicions that we are dealing with diVerent extensions of an ablauting
i-suYx, one starting from the zero-grade form and one from the

24 One might wonder whether, alternatively, the replacement of the thematic vowel

by i-suYxes could have resulted from a phonological loss of IE *o or *e before *i/i
Ð
.

I have not assumed a phonological process of this kind, because IE *o and *e were

clearly preserved before *i/i
Ð
in a number of contexts: for example, in the adjective-of-

material suYx *-ei
Ð
o- ; in i-stem forms such as the (‘proterodynamic’) gen. sg. in *-eis or

dat. sg. in *ei
Ð
ei; in the thematic optative marker *-oiH1-; in the present-formant *-ei

Ð
e-.

However, Tucker (2004, esp. 559; 1990: 117–21, esp. 121 n. 159) raises the possibility
that in IE the verbal present-forming suYx *-i

Ð
é/i
Ð
ó- replaced the thematic vowel, a

pattern found in both Gk and Avestan and which she Wnds is likely to be an archaism

in both branches. I have become aware of the relevance of this possibility at too late a

stage to take it into proper consideration, but it may make a phonological loss of (un-

accented?) *e or *o before at least *i
Ð
worth contemplating after all. If such a conclusion

turned out to be justiWed I would still take the -Ø- of our adjectives of material in -Ø��- to
be in origin ‘Caland’ -i-, but the argument would rest on the likelihood that IE had an

ablauting i-suYx that formed adjectives of material, and (more controversially) that

‘Caland’ -i- also originated as an ablauting i-suYx that formed adjectives; see further

below.

12 Complex Caland Formations 271



full-grade form. Hajnal (1994: 100 n. 40) suggests in passing that this
may be the case.25

Schindler (1976: 351) suggested the possibility that the -i- of such
i-suYxes as *-iH2o-, *-ino-, etc., which can replace the thematic vowel,
was ‘originally identical with the Caland-i that is substituted for *-ro-
etc. in the Wrst member of compounds’. It is not immediately clear why
there should be a connection with Caland systems. Since we are looking
for an ablauting i-suYx that formed adjectives in Indo-European,
however, the Caland suYx -i- is an attractive candidate if we can take
the Hittite ablauting i-stem adjective h

˘
arki- ‘white, bright’, built on the

Caland root of Iæª�� ‘white, swift’ (< *H2r
˚
ĝrós¼Skt r

˚
jrá- ‘swift’; cf.

e.g. K�-Ææª�� ‘visible, clear’, IæªØ-��ı� ‘white-toothed’), to represent the
original formation in which Caland -i- was found.26

There are at least two adjectives of material in -Ø��- for which we have
other Caland forms on the same root, even if not a well-developed
Caland system (but see below on IæªØ��-). Of the Homeric -Ø��- adjec-
tives whose bases have a known Indo-European etymology, one
(¼�ŁØ���) exists beside an s-stem that is attested in both Greek and
Sanskrit (¼�Ł��; �� ‘blossom’ ¼ Skt ándhas- n. a herb; ‘Soma plant’).
The base of º$· œ��� ‘of stone’ is the originally neuter s-stem ºAÆ�,
› ‘stone’.27 Zero-grade stems in -s within Caland systems are identiWed
by Nussbaum (1976: 44, 49), although ºAÆ� is not cited as an example,
presumably because of the lack of evidence for further Caland forms on
this root.
There are thus some reasons to believe that our recessive adjectives of

material are in origin complex Caland formations. But this hypothesis
raises the question of the Wnally accented adjectives in -Ø��- : ±Ø���
‘close, crowded’, K�ŁØ)Ø��� ‘of yesterday’, etc. Nussbaum (1976: 75)
identiWes �ıŒØ��� ‘compact’ and ±Ø��� ‘close, crowded’ as complex

25 It is important not to confuse the complex suYx -i-no- being postulated here with

the *-i-H2-no- for which Hajnal (1994: 101–5) argues at length on the basis of adjectives

in various IE languages that reXect *-ı̄no-, with long -ı̄-. If both *-i-no- and *-i-H2-no-

are valid reconstructions of adjective-of-material suYxes, they would diVer in that the

second has been extended with *-H2- before being extended with *-no-. Hajnal regards

the *-H2- of *-i-H2-no- as the IE collective marker.
26 For a recent survey of the debate over the origin of ‘Caland -i- ’, with arguments in

favour of regarding the adjectival type of Hitt. h
˘
arki- as the original location of the suYx,

see Meißner (1998: 240–3). It is not clear to me whether a process in which ‘Caland’ -i-

replaced the thematic vowel would belong to a more recent chronological layer from one

in which this -i- behaved more properly as a Caland suYx, forming derivatives to Caland

roots and found in alternation with other Caland suYxes. Any answer must depend on

the ultimate relationship between thematic formations and Caland systems.
27 The exact pre-form is uncertain; see Frisk (1960–72: ii. 65–6), with further

bibliography.
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Caland formations because both are formed on roots for which Caland
forms are otherwise attested (�ıŒØ-�	�� ‘shrewd’, �ıŒ��� ‘compact’;
±æ�� ‘solid’; and perhaps –�� ‘satiety, loathing’ at Il. 11. 88 if this is
an s-stem and not an o-stem). However, one of these links between
Wnally accented adjectives in -Ø��- and Caland systems is weakened by
Vine’s observation that ±Ø��� ‘close, crowded’, along with the other
members of its ‘Caland’ system, is built on an extended root *sH2-d-
found only in Greek (1998: 26 n. 57). He regards the whole set as
created within Greek—perhaps ultimately on the basis of the adverb
¼	�=–	� ‘suYciently’, an old accusative of a Wrst-declension noun *–	
that would not in itself be a typical member of an old ‘Caland’ system.
Moreover, the spatial or temporal meaning that most of these Wnally

accented -Ø��- adjectives have makes it likely that, as is sometimes
suggested, the -Ø was originally the locative singular ending.28 The
locative case as such was lost in Greek, but a number of old locatives
in -Ø survived as spatial or temporal adverbs. The Wnally accented -Ø��-
suYx looks as if it started in adjectives derived from such adverbs by
means of the adjectival suYx -��-. In two cases we have both a Wnally
accented adjective in -Ø��- and an adverb in -Ø, although in both cases the
adjective is Wrst attested too late to be a likely origin of the type:29

OłØ��� ‘late’ (Apollonius Dyscolusþ; cf. Aeolic ZłØ ‘after a long time,
at length, late’)

�æøœ��� ‘early’ (Septuagintþ; cf. �æø6 ‘early in the day, at morn’)

AsWackernagel suggests (1916: 105 n. 1), conWrmation of a connection
with the locative appears to come from the form %øŁØ��� ‘in the morning,
early’, where the Greek ‘locative’ formant -ŁØ takes the place of the
Indo-European locative ending -Ø.30

Similar formations in *-ino-, with similar semantics, have been seen
outside Greek in Latin uērnus ‘of spring’, hı̄bernus ‘of winter’, hornus ‘of
this year’, hesternus ‘of yesterday’, uesperna ‘evening meal’, and in
Avestan rapiŁ�ina- ‘part of the day from noon till afternoon’ (cf.
rapiŁ�$- ‘midday’), uzaiieirina- ‘part of the day from afternoon till

28 See e.g. Brugmann (1906: 270–1); Wackernagel (1916: 105 n. 1); Risch (1974:
101); cf. also Hajnal (1994: 101 n. 40).

29 However, a personal name 3 ˇłØ��� occurs in Hellenistic inscriptions from Eretria,

and Bechtel (1913: 151) suggests that an old adjective OłØ��� survived in Ionic while being

lost in Attic, to Wnd its way into the Koine from Ionic (cf. Wackernagel 1916: 105 n. 1).
30 Wackernagel suggests, in fact, that the actual base for the derivation of %øŁØ��� is not

a form with -ŁØ (despite the existence of Homeric MHŁØ ‘at dawn’, which he regards as a

purely poetic formation) but the adverb &øŁ�� which, despite the ‘ablatival’ sense of -Ł��,
eVectively means ‘at dawn’. It seems to me that both &øŁ�� and the existence of a locatival

element -ŁØ could have played a role in the creation of %øŁØ���, and that in either case the

word is formed on the basis of Greek ‘locatival’ material.
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sunset’ (cf. uz-aiiara- ‘end of the day’), ušahina- ‘part of the day from
midnight till sunrise’ (cf. ušah- ‘dawn’), and hąmina- ‘of summer’
(cf. ham- ‘summer’).31 These comparisons suggest the possibility of
an Indo-European origin for the type. Such an Indo-European origin
would be compatible with a delocatival formation,32 especially if its
starting-point within Indo-European was restricted to one or two ad-
jectives based on locatives that had become fossilized already in the
parent language. The type is not very widespread within Indo-
European and has clearly been extended within the attested histories
of the languages where it is found. In Greek the Wnally accented adjec-
tives in -Ø��- often replace earlier words of diVerent formations: so
��Ø��æØ��� is attested from the Wfth century bc for Homeric ��Ø��æØ��
and ı������æ��; ��æı�Ø��� appears in the fourth century bc for the
archaic term &���33 (see Wackernagel 1916: 104–5 n. 1; Schwyzer
1953: 490, both with further details). The best lexical correspondence
across diVerent languages is that of Greek (and already Homeric34)

31 See Brugmann (1906: 270–1);Wackernagel (1916: 104 n. 1); Vaan (2003: 209–10),
who adds also vı̄spaiieirina- ‘of all day’, restored by Benveniste (1964) at Yasna 19. 17.
Benveniste himself assumes (1964: 13), with Debrunner (1954: 430–1), that the suYx of

these Avestan adjectives was originally -ı̄na-, as in the Vedic spatial adjective añjası́̄na-

‘going straight on’ and temporal parivatsarı̄́n
˙
a- ‘relating to a full year’, sam

˙
vatsarı́̄n

˙
a-

‘yearly’, and prāvr
˚
s
˙
ı̄́n
˙
a- ‘(day) beginning the rainy season’ (with some similar examples in

post-Vedic Skt), and unrelated to that of the Gk adjectives in -Ø��-. A correspondence

between Skt -ı̄- and Avestan -i- could arise next to a nasal on HoVmann’s hypothesis that

inherited contrasts in vowel quantity had been replaced in Avestan by contrasts in vowel

quality, with phonetic processes of vowel opening or closure in certain environments

(1971: 68). However, Vaan’s (2003) study of developments in the Avestan vowel system

suggests that the distinctions in writing between a and ā, i and ı̄, etc. reXect distinctions of

vowel length at the time the Avestan script was created, and that the etymological vowel

quantity is preserved in the majority of cases, with the exception of certain environments

in which phonetic lengthenings or shortenings occurred (which are not applicable here),

and with the exception of some changes due to analogy (which it would be diYcult to

invoke here); on HoVmann’s hypothesis see esp. Vaan (2003: 610–11). In addition,

Renou (1961: 255) suggested that the above-mentioned Skt adjectives in -ı̄na- (/-ı̄n
˙
a-)

were inspired by those in -c-ı̄na such as pratı̄c-ı̄ná-/pratı̄c-ı́̄na- ‘turned towards’, exten-

sions in -ı̄na- of the directional adjectives in -a(ñ)c- and built on the zero grade of the

element -a(ñ)c-. If so, the directional meaning of añjası́̄na-, transferred to time in

parivatsarı̄́n
˙
a- etc., would be due originally to the directional meaning of -a(ñ)c-, not to

the semantics of the suYx -ı̄na-, which also servedmore generally as an adjective-forming

suYx in Vedic and later Skt (cf. Debrunner 1954: 430). If the speciWcally spatial or

temporal use of the Skt suYx -ı̄na- were indeed due to a development within Skt, a

connection with the Avestan temporal adjectives in -ina- would cease to seem especially

likely even if the phonological diYculties might be surmountable.
32 Other possible delocatival formations have been suggested for IE; see, for example,

Nussbaum (1986: 235–8, 242–4); Garcı́a-Ramón (1992: 191–2); Meißner (1998: 241).
33 Mycenaean pe-ru-si-nu-wo is formed slightly diVerently.
34 In Homer with metrical lengthening to �NÆæØ���.

274 12 Complex Caland Formations



KÆæØ��� ‘of spring’ : Latin uērnus ‘of spring’,35 built on the root of Greek
�Ææ, Latin uēr ‘spring’, in origin an r/n-stem (see Frisk 1960–72: i. 433)
and not a formation with ‘Caland’ system connections. The root of
%øŁØ��� ‘in the morning, early’, Wrst attested in the Wfth century bc,
also matches that of Avestan ušahina- ‘part of the day frommidnight till
sunrise’, raising the possibility that %øŁØ��� is actually a replacement for
an earlier form built on the Indo-European locative in *-i. The early
Ionic continuation of this locative is attested in Homeric M�E=M�œ (used
most often in the formula –�
 M�E �ÆØ�����	�Øð�Þ ‘at the appearance of the
dawn’, and always resolvable into M�œ); in early Ionic an -ðØÞ-��� adjec-
tive on this base should have had the form *M�œ���. Wackernagel (1916:
105 n. 1) suggests rather that %øŁØ��� is a replacement for Homeric and
Ionic M�E��, Attic %fiH�� ‘of the morning, toward the dawn, eastern’, but
the existence of M�E�� does not preclude an old *M�œ���.36 However this
may be, the animate s-stem noun declension of the word for ‘dawn’
appears to have been rare already in Indo-European (see Sihler 1995:
308–10); the already peculiar declension of the word at such an early
date makes its locative a particularly good candidate for fossilization
already in the parent language.
To proceed to further examples of possible complex Caland forma-

tions, Nussbaum (1976: 74–6) identiWes six complex Caland forms with
*-ino- outside Greek: Lithuanian krùvinas¼Old Church Slavonic
krŭvĭ̇nŭ ‘bloody’; Avestan saocina- ‘bright’, zairina- ‘weakening’, and
tacina- ‘running, Xowing’; Old Church Slavonic tĭ̇mĭ̇nŭ ‘dark’; Arme-
nian erkayn ‘long (spatially)’. It is, however, diYcult to use these forms
as evidence for our question. In Avestan saocina- and tacina- the Aves-
tan -i- occurs between a palatal consonant and -n-, an environment in
which it may represent Indo-Iranian -a- ; this is certainly the explan-
ation of the form tacina (for which spellings with -can- as well as -cin-
are attested in compounds).37 In addition, Elizabeth Tucker suggests to
me that zairina-, which occurs only as the epithet of a demon, may be a
textual corruption for *zarana- ‘wasting’, under the inXuence of the
very common zairi-, zairita- ‘yellow’. The Balto-Slavonic forms
require caution because of the general productivity of *-ino- as an

35 Also compared to Lith. vasarı�nis ‘of summer’, with a slightly diVerent suYx *-inio-

also seen in Lith. vakarı�nis ‘of evening’ (see Brugmann 1906: 270–1; Wackernagel 1916:
104 n. 1; Frisk 1960–72: i. 433).

36 It is tempting to wonder whether the two Homeric occurrences of M�E�� (M��	� at
Od. 4. 447 and M��ø� at Od. 8. 29, resolvable into M�6	� and M�6ø� respectively) could
even conceal precisely *M�œ���, *M�œ�H�. If so, Attic-Ionic quantitative metathesis should

have given rise to a form such as (in Attic) *%fiø���, which would have been less clearly

recognizable as an adjective in -Ø���. At such a stage both simpliWcation to %fiH�� and

recharacterization to %øŁØ��� would be possible.
37 See Vaan (2003: 471–2 with nn. 579, 580). I am very grateful to Elizabeth Tucker

for drawing my attention to these facts.
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adjectival suYx in Balto-Slavonic (cf. p. 270 and Vaillant 1974: 336–7).
It may or may not be signiWcant that the forms which do occur on
Caland roots, Lithuanian krùvinas¼Old Church Slavonic krŭvĭ̇nŭ
‘bloody’ and Old Church Slavonic tĭ̇mĭ̇nŭ ‘dark’ (the former presumably
old at least within Balto-Slavonic because of the lexical correspondence
between Baltic and Slavonic), have meanings that would Wt well with
those of the Greek adjectives of material (which can denote colour as
well as strictly material: see p. 260). Armenian erkayn has the spatial
meaning typical of some of the Greek Wnally accented adjectives in -Ø��-,
but the formation and etymology of this form (together with related
erkar ‘long’) are controversial, while -ayn, like Balto-Slavonic *-ino-,
occurs otherwise as an Armenian adjectival suYx with more general
adjectival semantics (see Clackson 1994: 112–15).
Nussbaum identiWes one further Greek form with complex Caland

-ino-, the IæªØ��- not attested as such but forming the base for the
derivation of IæªØ���Ø� ‘bright, white’. Caland forms for this root are
particularly well attested; it is perhaps the most famous Caland root of
all (cf. p. 272). Since IæªØ��- is unattested as such, we cannot know too
precisely what it meant, but the meaning of the derivative IæªØ���Ø�, as
well as the basic meaning of the root *H2r

˚
ĝ- ‘bright’, make IæªØ��-

highly unlikely to have Wtted semantically with the Wnally accented
adjectives in -Ø��- and much more likely to have belonged to the reces-
sive type. If so, we would have one very good case of recessive -Ø��-
within a Caland system.

12.5 Formation of adjectives in -umo-

The word Ł�æ�ı��� ‘daring’ is most naturally analysed as a derivative in
-��- on the stem of ŁæÆ��� ‘bold’ (Schwyzer 1953: 491; Schulze 1910:
801 n. 4; Szemerényi 1964: 86).38 Nussbaum (1976: 76) identiWes the
form as a complex Caland formation. Further Caland formations on the
same root include the compositional i-stem in ¨�æ��-º���� and the
s-stem Ł�æ��� ‘boldness’, also attested in the form Łæ���� at Il. 14. 416
(see Risch 1974: 66).
However, the termination -�ı��- is reminiscent of those words in

which -�ı��- is a suYx, e.g. ª	Ł��ı��� ‘joyful, glad’. The similarity
here has given rise to the view that Ł�æ�ı��� ‘daring’ was created by

38 The alternation -Ææ- versus -æÆ- (diVerent treatments of original *r
˚
) need not

disprove derivation of Ł�æ�ı��� from ŁæÆ��� (contra Wyss 1954: 15), since Ł�æ�ı���
could either have been formed before the elimination of vocalic *r

˚
or have been remade

from (almost unattested) *Łæ��ı��� under the inXuence of Ł�æ���; �� ‘courage’ (itself

secondary to Aeolic Ł�æ���: see p. 287). However, I shall suggest further on that

Ł�æ�ı��� is a replacement for a form *Ł�æ�ı���, with e-grade root: see pp. 286–7.
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haplology from *ŁÆæ���ı���.39 But this explanation suVers from the
defect that the words it takes as given, the adjectives in -�ı��-, them-
selves require explanation as there is no inherited suYx **-suno-. Wyss
(1954: 14–19) argues in detail that the Homeric ���ı��� ‘trusting in,
relying on’ was created on the model of Ł�æ�ı���, and that ª	Ł��ı���
(also Homeric) was created on the model of Ł�æ�ı��� and (especially)
���ı���. Later adjectives in -�ı��- owed their creation to these models or
to other -�ı��- adjectives that were themselves ultimately dependent on
one of these three archaic words (see e.g. Wyss 1954: 38, 42).
Wyss’s own explanation for the creation of Ł�æ�ı���, the word to

which (in his view) all the other -�ı��- adjectives ultimately owed
their origin, is that the word is back-formed from ŁÆæ� ·̂ �ø ‘encourage’
(Wyss 1954: 15–17; so also Chantraine 1968–80: 424). Against this
suggestion, Szemerényi (1964: 86 n. 1) points out that other back-
formations from verbs in - ·̂ �ø have long -�ıı- (so ¼æ��ıı��� ‘magistrate’,
back-formed from Iæ� ·̂ �ø ‘arrange, prepare’).40 Frisk (1960–72: iii.
103) counters that the short -ı- of Ł�æ�ı��� may be analogical on the
adjectives with suYx -�ı��-, but this explanation only brings us back to
the problem that the adjectives in -�ı��- need to be explained. In view of
these diYculties, the most convincing explanation of Ł�æ�ı��� is that it is
a complex Caland formation. Most of the other -ı��- adjectives have a
suYx -�ı��- that is best explained as extracted ultimately from Ł�æ�ı���.
Of our remaining two words with -ı��-, the hapax ���ı��� ‘ten-

acious’, perhaps invented by Empedocles himself, seems to have been
derived from the stem of ���E� (aorist inWnitive) ‘have, hold’, perhaps
under the inXuence of ����� ‘near’ (see Frisk 1960–72: ii. 837). The
other word, �ÆF��� ‘porous, spongy, loose’, Wrst attested in a fragment of
Solon, was built on a root with Wnal -u-, that of ����<��=��; -���-; ��
‘chaos, space’. Even if we accept that the suYx -�ı��- was originally due
to resegmentation of Ł�æ�ı��� ‘daring’, it is at least possible that the
existence of a mildly productive group of adjectives in -�ı��- later
inXuenced the creation of ���ı��� and �ÆF���, with -ı��- secondarily
extracted from -�ı��-.

12.6 Explaining the recessive accent of adjectives
in -ilo-, -ulo-, -imo-, and -umo-

I have argued that the groups of consistently recessive adjectives in
-Ø��-, -ı��-, -Ø��-, and -ı��- have in common an original segmentation
involving two Caland suYxes one after the other. The coincidence of

39 Boisacq (1923: 334); admitted as a possibility by Risch (1974: 151).
40 So also Nussbaum (1976: 76). On ¼æ��ıı���, cf. Chantraine (1933: 208); Schwyzer

(1953: 491).
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the rather puzzling recessive accentuation in all of these formations with
the shared type of structure invites the hypothesis that complex Caland
formations for some reason had recessive accentuation. The absolutely
consistent recessive accentuation in all of these groups of words would
cease to be surprising if we could say that words of this type inherited
root accentuation. Root accentuation would, of course, have been trans-
formed to recessive accentuation in Greek. But certain questions arise.
Why should complex Caland formations have been root-accented? Is it
speciWcally Caland suYxes that exhibit this behaviour, and if so, why?
What role is played by the Caland system in determining accentuation?
I have no Wnal answer to these questions, but a number of observations
may be made.
To begin with, it would be false to say that it is simply the presence of

one Caland suYx after another that gives rise to recessive accentuation.
Greek has a large number of Wnally accented words in -�Ø��- (or occa-
sionally Aeolic -����-) from *-��-��-,41 e.g. �Æ�Ø��� ‘shining, radiant’,
Iæª����� ‘white’, and one with Aeolic -Æ���- from *-Æ�-��-, KæÆ����
‘lovely’. These words are clearly formed by adding a suYx -��- after a
suYx *-es-/-os-, and in many cases the corresponding s-stem is actually
attested (e.g. ����; �� ‘light’, beside �Æ�Ø���). Although the suYx -�Ø��-
became independently productive in Greek and could even form de-
rivatives to thematic stems (e.g. Œ�ºÆ�Ø��� ‘noisy’ to Œ�ºÆ��; › ‘din’; see
pp. 197–8), it is clear that the suYx originated as a sequence of *-es-/-os-
and *-no-. The form KæÆ���� is also derived from what was probably an
s-stem in origin, �æø� ‘love’.42 In this instance the s- suYx appears in the
zero grade in the derivative.
The suYxes *-s-/-es-/-os- and *-no- are both Caland suYxes, and yet

the words in -�Ø��-, -����-, and -Æ���- are Wnally accented, without
exception. But these derivatives have a quite diVerent status from the
other complex Caland types. The suYx *-s-/-es-/-os- when it forms
simplicia forms primarily nouns (see Risch 1974: 77–80) whereas the
simple u-stems that participate in the Caland system are adjectives (cf.
 �� ‘sweet, pleasant’, TŒ�� ‘swift’). On one view of the origin of Caland
-i-, recently defended by Meißner (1998: 240–3), the i- stems too were
originally adjectival in function. Words derived from s-stems using
the suYx -��- are therefore not complex Caland formations in the same
sense as, say, adjectives in -u-no-.43 In the case of -u-no- etc. within the
Caland system, we are dealing with either the product of contamination

41 Although some of these words have the suYx in an Aeolic form, the transmitted

Wnal accent is not Aeolic (cf. pp. 80–1).
42 So Frisk (1960–72: i. 547); see the discussion in Meißner (1995: 165–6).
43 Nussbaum (1976) implicitly recognizes this by reserving the term ‘complex Caland

suYx’ for suYxes of type -u-no-.
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between a stem in -u- and a stem in -no-, or a stem in -u- extended by
-no- (Nussbaum 1976: 64–5; cf. also Meißner 1995: 67–9). No obvious
semantic change takes place (cf. e.g. ŁæÆ��� ‘bold’ beside Ł�æ�ı��� ‘dar-
ing’), and there is no change in grammatical category. In the case of
words in -no- formed on s-stems (e.g. �Æ�Ø��� ‘shining’ to ����; ��
‘light’), by contrast, an adjective is derived from a noun.
A characteristic shared by the complex Caland formations in -Ø��-,

-ı��-, -Ø��-, and -ı��-, but not by the formations in -�Ø��-, -����-, and
-Æ���-, is thus the fact that the addition of the second derivational suYx
causes no change in grammatical category (assuming that Caland -i- is
correctly interpreted as an adjectival suYx), andnoclear semantic change.
A process whereby one word is formed from another with no change in
grammatical category or clear semantic change has been called an endo-
centric process of derivation (e.g. Peters 1980: 167).44

We could at this point simply conclude the discussion, but it may be
worth wondering whether the apparent involvement of the Caland
system in determining the accentuation of words with various complex
suYxes is real or illusory. Is it an accident that -Ø-, -ı-, -��-, and -��- are
all Caland suYxes? Among non-Caland formations, a rather inadequate
parallel for the consistent recessive accentuation of our adjectives in
-Ø��-, -ı��-, -Ø��-, and -ı��- might be found in a group of endocentric
formations with the thematic vowel, i.e. words in which the thematic
vowel serves to make a thematic form out of an athematic one but does
not change the meaning of the base word.
The thematic vowel *-o- is often used in Indo-European languages to

make a thematic nominal form out of an athematic one. Thus, Greek
Œ��æ�� ‘dung’ is formed by adding the thematic vowel to the stem in -r
continued by Sanskrit śákr

˚
t n. ‘dung’. The Sanskrit word, with genitive

śaknáh
˙
, continues an old *r/n-stem, *k̂ekwr

˚
/n-/k̂okwr

˚
/n-. The name for

an aquatic animal found in Greek oæ�� ‘water-snake’, Sanskrit udrá- m.
kind of aquatic animal and Old High German ottar ‘otter’ is formed by
adding the thematic vowel to the r-stem (with zero-grade r-suYx)
of the word for ‘water’, again an old *r/n-stem (Greek oøæ,
oÆ���< *ud-ōr, *ud-n-).45 However, not all thematic forms made out
of old athematic ones are equal in status. In some instances, the meaning
of the original word is not changed by the addition of the thematic
vowel. Greek Œ��æ�� is identical in meaning to Sanskrit śákr

˚
t, but

oæ�� is fundamentally diVerent in meaning from oøæ. In the Wrst

44 What is meant by endocentric derivation and by its opposite, exocentric derivation,

is well explained by Meid (1956: 266–8); Meid uses the term ‘konzentrisch’ (and

elsewhere in the article ‘nicht-exozentrisch’) where I use ‘endocentric’.
45 Cf. Meißner’s suggestion (1998: 241) that the basis for derivation was not simply

the stem in -r- qua stem but an endingless locative in -r.
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case, we may speak of a ‘mechanical thematization’ or endocentric
derivative, in the second of a true or exocentric derivative.
Twokinds of exocentric derivationbymeans of the thematic vowel have

been identiWed for Indo-European, each with its own semantic function.
Both are particularly well represented in Sanskrit. The Wrst process (with
which we are not concerned here) involves lengthening of the root vowel
(vr
˚
ddhi) as well as the addition of the thematic vowel. This type forms

adjectives describing one thing as belonging to or coming from or made
from another (Debrunner 1954: 104; Nussbaum 1986: 115–16).46 The
second kind of exocentric derivation involves the addition of the thematic
vowel but no vr

˚
ddhi of the root vowel, and forms adjectives that mean

‘provided with something’ or ‘having something’ (Debrunner 1954: 136;
Nussbaum 1986: 117).Words of this type virtually all have Wnal accentu-
ation in Vedic (Debrunner 1954: 138).47 Most of the Vedic examples are
derived from stems in Indo-European *-men or *-es:

pāmaná- ‘having skin-disease’ (cf. pāmán- m. kind of skin disease)
pı̄vasá- ‘abounding with fat’ (cf. pı̄́vas- n. ‘fat’)
tavis

˙
á- ‘strong’ (cf. Old Avestan t@uuiš- n. ‘roughness’)

etc.

A number of nouns formed in the same way and having a clearly
diVerent meaning from the base word are likely to be substantivized
adjectives.Theword for an aquatic animal, Sanskrit udrá-, belongs here:

udrá- m. kind of aquatic animal (¼ oæ�� ‘water-snake’, OHG ottar
‘otter’; cf. oøæ; �� ‘water’)

vatsá- m. ‘calf’ (‘eig. ‘‘Jährling’’’: Debrunner 1954: 136; cf. ����;
�� < *u

Ð
etos ‘year’)48

etc.

Endocentric formations are made by adding the thematic vowel to the
stem of the base word without lengthening the root vowel. They are
thus identical to the type of exocentric formation just described, except
in their meaning (which is the same as that of the base word) and, as we
shall see, their accentuation.
Debrunner (1954: 141–3) does not comment on the accentuation of

mechanical thematizations, but many of his examples do not really

46 Debrunner (1954: 104) mentions also a type of collective noun, e.g. Skt pārśvá- n.

‘side’ beside párśu- f. ‘rib’, but Nussbaum (1986: 116) explains words of this type as

substantivized adjectives.
47 Debrunner (1954: 138) takes náva-¼Gk ���� ‘new’, standardly derived from the

temporal adverb *nu/ *nū ‘now’, to be the only exception, but this word may belong

rather to the group of derivatives with ‘vr
˚
ddhi’ (or perhaps not quite to either of the usual

types of exocentric derivative with -o- ?); see Mayrhofer (1986–2001: ii. 25).
48 Debrunner (1954: 136) takes the zero grade of the s-suYx here to be an archaism.

Cf. Brugman (1879: 12–13).
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belong here. Thus, padá- n. ‘step, pace, stride’ is not simply a thematic
variant of the base word pad- m. ‘foot’ but a derived word with a
diVerent meaning. It is better classiWed as an exocentric derivative.
If we extract from Debrunner’s (1954: 141–3) instances of straight-

forward thematization those examples in which the meaning of the
thematic form is really identical or virtually identical to that of the
athematic form, and for which an accent is attested, we Wnd the follow-
ing words.49

(a) With root accent:
ŕ
˚
bhva- ‘skilful’ : r

˚
bhú- ‘skilful’

róhita-/lóhita- ‘red’ : rohı́t- ‘red brown’
hárita- ‘yellow’ : harı́t- ‘yellow’
? kévat

˙
a-< *kaiu

Ð
r
˚
ta- m. ‘cave, hollow’ : ŒÆ�Æ�Æ (n. pl.)� Oæ�ª�Æ�Æ: j �a

(�e ��Ø��H� ŒÆ�ÆææÆª���Æ �øæ�Æ (‘trenches; or the places broken
down by earthquakes’; Hesychius Œ 208 Latte)50

kákuda- m./n. ‘peak, summit’ : kakúd- f. ‘peak, summit’51

śá̄da- m. ‘grass’ : śād- ‘grass’
mánus

˙
a- m. ‘man’52 : mánus

˙
- m. ‘man’

rása- m. ‘liquid’ : Latin rōs, gen. rōris m. ‘dew, moisture’

(b) With non-root accent:
phalgvà- ‘weak, feeble’53 : phalgú- ‘weak, feeble’
dhvajá- m. ‘banner’ : kr

˚
tá-dhvaj- ‘furnished with banners’

śākiná- ‘strong’ : śākı́n- ‘strong’54

vandhúra- n. ‘charioteer’s seat’ : vandhúr- m. ‘charioteer’s seat’

49 The adjective mām
˙
ścatvá-/má̄m

˙
ścatva- ‘(prob.) yellowish’, apparently a thematiza-

tion of mām
˙
ścatú- ‘(prob.) light yellow, dun-coloured’, is attested with both initial and

Wnal accents (see Monier-Williams 1899: 805 s.v.). In addition, the meanings of both

words are uncertain (cf. Debrunner and Wackernagel 1930: 250). Vedic lopāśá- m.

‘jackal, fox’ cannot be a straightforward phonological extension of the consonant stem

found in Gk Iº#�	� ‘fox’, since the root vowel of the Skt form implies an original

diphthong (cf. Frisk 1960–72: i. 83). Popular etymology as ‘carrion-eater’ (i.e. lop-

āśá-) has been suggested (see Debrunner 1954: 142). If so, the accent may well be due

to the synchronic analysis as a verbal governing compound (the type of Gk �ÆØ-Æªøª��
‘slave who accompanies a boy to school’).

50 The Hesychian form could continue the neuter plural of an old *r/n-stem *kaiu
Ð
r-/

*kaiu
Ð
n- (with the usual Gk -�- introduced into the n-stem forms), while the Skt form

could be a thematization starting from the r-stem (so Specht 1944: 25). But both the Gk

and the Skt forms are hapax legomena and the reconstruction of an original *r/n-stem is

highly speculative (so Mayrhofer 1953–80: i. 267; cf. Mayrhofer 1986–2001: i. 400).
51 Contrast the pair kakubhá- ‘lofty, excelling’ : kakúbh- f. ‘peak, summit’, in which

kakubhá- is a Wnally accented exocentric derivative; cf. Mayrhofer (1986–2001: i. 287).
52 Final accentuation is attested in the Maitrāyan

˙
ı̄ Sam

˙
hitā.

53 A hapax legomenon and probably a one-oV creation; see Mayrhofer (1986–2001: ii.
203 s.v. phalgú-2).

54 Once attested as śá̄kin-; see Macdonell (1924: 311 s.v.).
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divá- n. ‘heaven, sky’ : dı́v- (nom. sg. dyaúh
˙
) m. ‘heaven, sky’

vis
˙
á- n. ‘poison’ : Young Avestan vı̄š- n. ‘poison’55

ham
˙
sá- m. ‘goose’ : Gk ��� ‘wild goose’

mahá- ‘great, strong, abundant’ : máh- ‘great, strong, abundant’

Unlike the exocentric derivatives in *-o- (Skt -a-), these endocentric
formations do not show a consistent accent. Half of thewords have a root
accent (irrespective of the accent of the base word) while the others have
an accent elsewhere in the word. With the exception of śākiná- ‘strong’
beside śākı́n- ‘strong’, the words with non-root accent have a Wnal accent
if the base word has a monosyllabic stem (and mobile accentuation at
least in principle; so dhvajá-,56 divá-, vis

˙
á-,57 ham

˙
sá-,mahá-); otherwise

they continue the accent of the base word (so phalgvà-<*phalgúa-,
vandhúra-).
The group of endocentric thematizations with root accent would

provide a parallel for the endocentric formations with Caland suYxes
that display recessive accentuation in Greek. This evidence cannot be
pressed too far because root accentuation is not the only accent pattern
found for the endocentric thematizations, and it is diYcult to know
what is old and what is new here. The possibility at least suggests itself,
however, that at some stage in Indo-European endocentric formations
received root accentuation. This principle of accentuation was not
active within Greek, but certain complex Caland suYxes were inherited
as independent suYxes and these were treated as inherently unaccented
suYxes.
It is thus possible that the strikingly consistent recessive accentuation

we Wnd in Greek adjectives with various complex suYxes is originally a
property of endocentric formations, whether formed with combinations
of Caland suYxes or not. The apparent involvement of the Caland
system would be due simply to the fact that the Caland suYxes were
particularly prone to appear as semantically vacuous (i.e. endocentric)
extensions of one another. One could go further and speculate that the
particularly consistent accentuation of the complex Caland formations
in -��- and -��-may be related to the privileged status of Indo-European

55 A thematic synonym vı̄ša- n. ‘poison’ is also attested in Young Avestan. This form

and Gk {
 �� ‘poison’, Latin uı̄rus n. ‘poison’ (the latter with peculiar inXection) are

formally identical to Skt vis
˙
á- n. apart from the long -ı̄-; for a suggestion regarding the

alternation -i-/-ı̄-, see Mayrhofer (1986–2001: ii. 563–4 s.v. vis
˙
á-). Skt vis

˙
- f. ‘faeces’ is

unrelated; see Mayrhofer (1953–80: iii. 231 s.v. vis
˙
t
˙
hā), with bibliography.

56 The root noun -dhvaj- ‘banner’ is attested only in the compound kr
˚
tá-dhvaj-

‘furnished with banners’, but would be expected to have mobile accentuation if it were

found independently.
57 The root noun is not attested in Skt, but again would be expected to have mobile

accentuation.
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*-no- and *-mo- as suYxes that appeared particularly in complex, as
opposed to simple, Caland formations. Nussbaum (1976: 74) says,

A striking distributional characteristic of the marginal Caland suYxes -mo-

and -no- is that in a very large proportion of the cases in which they Wgure in a

Caland system at all, -mo- and especially -no- are present only in one of these

complex suYxes of the form -i-no-, -u-no- (less frequent), -i-mo-, -u-mo- (less

frequent). From time to time they even show signs of a minimal productivity in

these shapes.

To return from our speculations to Wrmer territory, we may at least
conclude that for some reason a number of complex Caland suYxes
share the peculiarity of absolutely consistent recessive accentuation in
Greek. We now turn to some more disparate scraps of data—in part
already mentioned earlier—that may provide further evidence for this
conclusion, and some that may support the possibility of root accentu-
ation in such formations already in Indo-European.

12.7 Further Greek evidence for recessive accentuation in
complex Caland formations

We have noted that the suYxes *-mo- and *-no- are particularly well
documented as second members of complex Caland suYxes in Indo-
European, and that it is perhaps no accident that precisely those com-
plex Caland suYxes containing *-mo- or *-no- as their second members
form coherent groups of recessively accented adjectives in Greek. But
other endocentric Caland formations were possible, and we may iden-
tify some further possible survivals of Greek recessive accentuation in
complex Caland formations.
The noun ¼æªıæ�� ‘silver’ has been regarded as a substantivized

adjective originally meaning ‘white’ and coming to mean ‘white metal,
i.e. silver’ (e.g. Risch 1974: 70). The word is formed on a good Caland
root (see p. 272), and Nussbaum (1976: 65) identiWes ¼æªıæ�� as a
complex Caland formation. The recessive accentuation of this word
cannot be used as evidence for recessive accentuation speciWc to com-
plex Caland formations, since the recessive accent could have resulted
from the word’s substantivization. Risch (1968: 212–13) indeed as-
sumes that the word had Wnal accentuation when it was an adjective.
He also argues that )��ıæ�� ‘westerly wind’ is originally an adjective
formed on the root of )����; › ‘darkness’ as a counterpart to *Iæªıæ��
‘bright’.58 He reconstructs the hypothetical adjective *)��ıæ�� ‘dark’
with Wnal accentuation like its model, *Iæªıæ�� ‘bright’. It is at least
possible, however, that as a complex Caland formation ¼æªıæ�� was

58 For further details see p. 337 s.v. )��ıæ��, and Risch (1968).
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accented on the root even when it was an adjective, and that neither this
word nor its counterpart )��ıæ�� ever passed through a Wnally accented
stage.
The possibility that Greek inherited some complex Caland forma-

tions in -ıæ�- with root accentuation may shed some light on the three
adjectives in -ıæ�- with anomalous recessive accentuation:

ªÆFæ�� ‘exulting in, boastful’
�ÆFæ�� ‘small’
I��ıæ�� ‘light as air’

ªÆFæ�� and �ÆFæ�� are both formed on roots in -ı-.59 The addition of -æ�-
to a root ending in -ı- may be due to the complex Caland type of
¼æªıæ��, and if so the recessive accent of ªÆFæ�� and �ÆFæ�� would be a
further manifestation of the recessive accent of complex Caland forma-
tions and forms modelled on them. The segmentation of I��ıæ�� ‘light
as air’, built ultimately on the root of ¼	�Ø ‘blow’, is unclear, but again if
there were some old recessive complex Caland formations in -ıæ��, the
combination of recessive accentuation with a termination -ıæ�� may be
connected. Two further recessive adjectives in -ıæ��; ŒæÆFæ�� ‘brittle’
and �ºÆFæ�� ‘paltry’, are of uncertain structure but might well belong
here.60

The usual accentuation for Greek adjectives in -ıæ�- is on the Wnal
syllable:

�º�ªıæ�� ‘burning, inXamed’
ºØªıæ�� ‘clear, shrill’
łÆŁıæ�� ‘friable, crumbling’
��ºıæ�� ‘disgusting’ (on Attic ��ºıæ��, see pp. 260 with n. 6, 263)
±º�ıæ�� ‘salt, briny’
ŒÆ�ıæ�� ‘dried by the air’
º��ıæ�� ‘in a husk, peel, rind’
ªºÆ�ıæ�� ‘hollow, hollowed; polished; subtle, exact’
K�ıæ�� ‘strong, secure’
O�ıæ�� ‘Wrm, lasting’

Leumann (1953: 223 n. 2) has suggested that several of these
words originally contained the suYx -º�-, dissimilated to -æ�- following

59 For the root gau- (perhaps from *geH2u-) of ªÆF-æ��, cf. the nasal inWx present

ª�-�-ı-�ÆØ ‘brighten up, be glad’ (if connected) and ªÆ�ø < *ª�=-
Ð
Øø ‘rejoice’ (see Frisk

1960–72: i. 289; Vine 2002: 339). For the root pau- (< *peH2u-) of �ÆF-æ��, cf. Attic
�Æı� ‘child’ (attested on vases); �ÆE� ‘child’ < *pau

Ð
-i-d-s, Lat. pau-cus ‘little’ (pl. ‘few’),

Goth. faw-ai ‘few’ (see Chantraine 1968–80: 865; Risch 1974: 70; Frisk 1960–72: ii.
463; Lubotsky 1988: 135).

60 For the observation that ªÆFæ��, ŒæÆFæ��, �ºÆFæ��, and �ÆFæ�� in some sense form a

set, cf. Lubotsky (1988: 135) and compare Arc. 79. 17–20.

284 12 Complex Caland Formations



an -º- earlier in the word:61 �º�ªıæ�� from *�º�ªıº��; ºØªıæ�� from
*ºØªıº��; ��ºıæ�� from *��ºıº��; ªºÆ�ıæ�� from *ªºÆ�ıº��. In prin-
ciple, the possibility of an original -ı-º�- arises for all words with -æ�-
built on a stem containing -º-. In view of the disproportionate number
of stems containing -º- among the Wnally accented adjectives in -ıæ�-
(listed above), I am inclined to think that at least some of these words do
indeed have a -æ�- that is dissimilated from -º�-. It is not very
clear whether adjectives with *-u-lo- should be considered complex
Caland formations, since it is also not very clear whether *-lo- is
properly a Caland suYx; in addition, I have left open the possibility
that the accentual phenomenon studied here is not restricted to Caland
suYxes (pp. 279–83). It is at least possible, however, that the Greek
complex suYx -ıº�- is of less high antiquity than the complex Caland
suYxes proper and that, even for this reason alone, adjectives with -ıº�-
do not share the recessive accentuation found in complex Caland
forms proper.
However, not all our Wnally accented adjectives in -ıæ�- are built on a

stem containing -º-, and so the involvement of original *-ulo- is not
suYcient by itself to explain the Wnal accentuation of all the adjectives
just listed. Rather, some of these adjectives—including all those with
stems not containing -º- —are likely to be accented on the model of
other Wnally accented Greek adjectives in -æ�-. If there was a group of
adjectives in -ıæ�- from *-ıº�- that had been Wnally accented from the
beginning, these may have been particularly inXuential on the accentu-
ation of other Greek adjectives in -ıæ�-. The forms ªÆFæ��, �ÆFæ��, and
I��ıæ�� (none of which, incidentally, has a stem containing -º-) would
represent survivals of a pattern that did not remain productive inGreek.
Indeed, it may be of interest that ªÆFæ�� has a synonymous doublet
IªÆıæ��=¼ªÆıæ��, for which the ancient grammatical sources disagree on
the accent (see p. 330 s.v.), as if there was some tension between
recessive accentuation and the analogy of other adjectives in -ðıÞ-æ�-.
There is one Wnal example of a Greek thematic complex Caland

formation with recessive accentuation. The adjective ¼æªı��� ‘silver-
shining, silver-white’ is built on the famous Caland root *H2r

˚
ĝ-. Nuss-

baum (1976: 87) identiWes a marginal Caland suYx *-bho-, and ¼æªı���
would be a complex Caland formation comparable to ¼æªıæ�� ‘silver’ or
Sanskrit árjuna- ‘white, bright, silvery’, both of which share with
¼æªı��� both a u-stem and root accentuation. The root accentuation
of Sanskrit árjuna- brings us to the question of comparative evidence
for the accentuation of complex Caland formations.

61 For ºØªıæ�� from *ºØªıº�� see already Schwyzer (1953: 258). For further examples

of dissimilation of Greek *l . . . l to l . . . r, see pp. 36–7 with n. 58.
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12.8 Comparative evidence for the accentuation of complex
Caland formations and evidence from ablaut

There is a certain amount of comparative evidence for root accentuation
in complex Caland types. For the complex suYx *-uno- we have San-
skrit árjuna- ‘white, bright, silvery’ (root *H2r

˚
ĝ-) and tárun

˙
a- ‘young,

tender’.62

The accentuation of %Œıæ�� ‘father-in-law’ and its cognates has been
mentioned already (pp. 164, 229–30). The word is not built on a
recognizably ‘Caland’ root; in fact it is usually thought not to be built
on a ‘proper’ root at all but on the base of the reXexive pronoun *su

Ð
e.

However, the root accentuation found in Sanskrit śváśura- m. ‘father-
in-law’ and implied by Old High German swehur and Old English swéor
‘father-in-law’ is unusual for an Indo-European derivative with *-ro-
(see p. 159). Whatever the origins of the base *su

Ð
e(-)k̂-, if the formation

with -u-ro- is ultimately related to the ‘complex Caland’ phenomena we
have been discussing, the root accentuation of the Sanskrit and proto-
Germanic forms could be the original one on the principle being
suggested here. Greek would have replaced the root accent by Wnal
accentuation in accordance with the regular early Greek accentuation
of words with -æ�-.63

Apart from the evidence from accentuation, it is noteworthy how
several apparently old forms reXect a full-grade root, which would be
expected if root accentuation were original. Sanskrit árjuna- ‘white,
bright, silvery’ and tárun

˙
a- ‘young, tender’, mentioned above, display

this characteristic, which is also a possibility (though not provable) for
Greek ¼æªıæ��, ¼æªı���, and IæªØ��-�Ø�. The vocalism of Sanskrit árjuna-
is particularly signiWcant in the light of the contrast with Sanskrit r

˚
jrá-

‘swift’ (¼ Greek Iæª�� ‘white, swift’), from *H2r
˚
ĝrós. Greek lı���

‘sweet, pleasant’ (from *su
Ð
eH2d-u-mo-s), also built on a good Caland

root, again has a clear full-grade root, but this word is less signiWcant for
our purposes because the same vocalism is found in closely related
forms (such as  �� ‘sweet, pleasant’). On the other hand, the clear

62 Skt tárun
˙
a-¼Young Avestan tauruna- ‘young’; cf. Hesychius’ ��æı� I�Ł����; º�����

(‘weak, light’; Hesychius � 559 Schmidt), Arm. t �arm < *tr
˚
-mo- ‘young, fresh’: Nuss-

baum (1976: 76). Cf. Mayrhofer (1953–80: i. 483; 1986–2001: i. 632, suggesting an IE

reconstruction *téru-no-).
63 Debrunner (1954: 351) assumes that Skt drávina- n. ‘movable property’ is related

to dá̄ru- n. ‘wood’, in which case it would be a near formal parallel to Gk æ�œ��� ‘oaken’,
which he also mentions. However, HoVmann (1957: 69–70) argues that drávina- n. (and
the s-stem form drávinas- n.) is built on a laryngeal-Wnal root *druH- ‘cut down’ also

lying behind the Rig-Vedic participle drūn
˙
āná- (for the root see Rix 2001: 129 s.v.

?*dreu
Ð
H-). Mayrhofer (1986–2001: i. 756) inclines to accept this connection between

drávina- n. and drūn
˙
āná-. In this case the -i- of Skt drávina- n. would reXect an IE

laryngeal, not original *i, and the word for ‘wood’ would be unrelated.
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zero-grade root found in Ł�æ�ı��� ‘daring’ (from *dhr
˚
s-u-nos) need not

be old as the zero-grade vocalism of Ł�æ��� ‘courage’ is secondary
compared to the e-grade of Aeolic Ł�æ��� (see Frisk 1960–72: i. 655),
and demonstrates that zero-grade vocalism has spread within this group
of related forms. Indeed, one might even take the -Ææ- rather than -æÆ-
of Ł�æ�ı��� as evidence for an originally e-grade root, given the oppos-
ition between ŁæÆ��� (with original zero grade) and Ł�æ��� (replacing
Ł�æ���).
The most serious counter-example outside Greek to the pattern of

root accentuation in complex Caland formations is Sanskrit rudhirá-
‘red’, a complex Caland formation built on a good Caland root (see
Nussbaum 1976: 64) and showing the zero-grade root found in the
Greek simple -ro- adjective KæıŁæ�� ‘red’. However, it is easier to explain
both the Wnal accentuation and the zero-grade root of rudhirá- as ana-
logical on other adjectives in -ra- than it would be to explain the
accentuation or the root vocalism of árjuna- ‘white, bright, silvery’ or
tárun

˙
a- ‘young, tender’ on the basis of analogical developments within

Indo-Iranian. (tárun
˙
a- ‘young, tender’ is sometimes used as a noun in

various meanings, and loss of Wnal accentuation may follow substanti-
vization in Vedic as in Greek, but this change of accentuation does not
normally aVect a word in its use as an adjective.) Elizabeth Tucker
points out to me that some support for the possibility of remodelling
in a complex Caland formation such as rudhirá- ‘red’, or for more than
one chronological layer in the creation of such forms, comes from Vedic
gabhı̄rá- and its variant form gambhı̄rá- ‘deep’, an adjective built
with suYxes -i- and -ra- on a Caland root (cf. e.g. compositional
gabhi- and see Mayrhofer 1953–80: i. 323) but with secondary length-
ening of the -i- and in the form gambhı̄rá- with a full-grade root contra-
dicting the Wnal accentuation.
The most compelling pieces of comparative evidence thus lend some

support to the hypothesis that complex Caland formations were root-
accented in Indo-European.

12.9 Conclusion

We have seen that the suYxes -��- and -��-, although apparently
inherently accented suYxes, form adjectives in -Ø��-, -ı��-, -Ø��- (ad-
jectives of material), and -ı��- with absolutely consistent recessive
accentuation. The elements -Ø��-, -ı��-, -Ø��-, and -ı��- that appear in
these adjectives are likely to be complex Caland suYxes in origin, and
we have seen some further evidence for an old pattern of root accentu-
ation—becoming Greek recessive accentuation—in complex Caland
formations.
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Complex Caland formations represent an old type of endocentric
derivation, and the reason for the recessive accentuation found in
Greek adjectives in -Ø��-, -ı��-, etc. is perhaps to be sought in a
principle of Indo-European word-formation assigning root accentu-
ation to endocentric derivatives or at least to some types of endocentric
derivative. If so, an account of Indo-European accentuation ought to
include such a principle, or to show how an eVect of this kind followed
from wider principles of accentuation or word-formation. I do not have
the details of such an account, but hope that the identiWcation of a
problem in Indo-European accentology may be the Wrst step towards
the Wnding of a solution.64

An account of Greek accentuation, on the other hand, does not need
to include a principle assigning recessive accentuation to endocentric
derivatives. From a synchronic Greek point of view, -Ø��-, -ı��-, -Ø��-,
and -ı��- are independent and inherently unaccented suYxes. The few
survivals of recessive accentuation in adjectives with -ıæ�- are not due to
a synchronic inherently unaccented suYx -ıæ�-, since words such as
±º�ıæ�� ‘salt, briny’ and ºØªıæ�� ‘shrill’ show that synchronic -ıæ�-
(perhaps synchronically segmentable as -ı-æ�-, at least in some in-
stances) was inherently accented. The nouns ¼æªıæ�� and )��ıæ�� were
possibly protected by their substantivization from acquiring Wnal ac-
centuation when -ıæ�- ceased to be an inherently unaccented synchronic
suYx. ªÆFæ��, �ÆFæ��, and I��ıæ��were protected by the synchronic lack
of clarity of their segmentation.

64 It is, perhaps, worth noting in passing that if, as suggested, the root accentuation of

endocentric formations can be reconstructed for IE then a Wrst consequence is that

endocentric formations themselves need to be assumed for IE; their existence in various

IE languages cannot be due wholly to developments within the histories of those indi-

vidual languages.
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13 SUMMARY AND FURTHER CONSEQUENCES

13.1 Summary of results

We have seen that the position of the Greek accent is neither deter-
mined purely phonologically nor simply an idiosyncratic property of
the individual word. The morphological structure of a word plays some
role in determining its accentuation; in particular, the position of the
accent is often determined by the derivational suYx nearest to the end
of the word (pp. 145–6). Thus, words with -ØŒ�- as last derivational
suYx are Wnally accented, regardless of the identity of the root or of any
other suYxes,1 but words with -Ø��- as last derivational suYx are
consistently recessive. But things are more complicated. Often, words
that appear to have the same last derivational suYx are not all accented
in the same way. Sometimes the suYx appears to be crucial in deter-
mining a word’s accentuation, but at other times it is apparently irrele-
vant or at least not the only relevant factor. One could simply say that
some morphological classes of Greek word have their accentuation
crucially determined by the last derivational suYx whereas others do
not. I have thought it worthwhile, however, to see whether any more
general principles might explain how the apparent inconsistency in the
role of the last derivational suYx came about historically and how it
might have been perceived in synchronic terms.
Our investigations of words with various suYxes have yielded further

examples of categories whose accentuation is absolutely or almost ab-
solutely consistent, and also further examples of categories whose mem-
bers are divided between diVerent accent classes, as follows.

Consistently or almost consistently accented:
� adjectives with -æ�- Wnally accented
� adjectives with -��- Wnally accented
� nouns with -��- added directly to an recessive
o-grade or CVRV type root

� adjectives with -��- (not -ð�Þı��- or Wnally accented
adjectives of material with -Ø��-)

� neuter nouns with -Æ��- recessive
� (polysyllabic) adjectives with -Øº�- intermediately accented
or -ıº�- (mostly -ıº�-)

1 On  º�Œ�� ‘as great as’, �	º�Œ�� ‘so great’, �	º�Œ�� ‘how great’, and ›�	º�Œ�� ‘how

great’, see pp. 94–5.



� adjectives with -Ø��- recessive
� adjectives with -ı��- recessive
� adjectives of material with -Ø��- recessive
� adjectives with -ð�Þı��- recessive

Divided in accentuation:
� nouns with -æ�- Wnally accented/recessive
� nouns with -��- (not o-grade Wnally accented/recessive
or CVRV types)

� nouns with -��- Wnally accented/recessive
� adjectives and nouns with Wnally accented/recessive
-º�- (not -Øº�-=-ıº�-)

� (polysyllabic) nouns with intermediately accented/
-Øº�- or -ıº�- recessive

� nouns with -��- Wnally accented/recessive

For those categories displaying consistent or almost consistent accen-
tuation, the natural historical conclusion is that the accentuation pattern
was inherited or, in the case of consistent recessive accentuation, the
regular outcome of inherited initial or root accentuation or, for adjec-
tives with -Øº�- or -ıº�-, the result of morphologization of the outcome
of Wheeler’s law. The suYx -Æ��- forming neuter nouns was probably
not itself inherited (see pp. 198–9), but the consistent recessive accen-
tuation of neuter nouns with -Æ��- suggests that recessive accentuation
was associated with the category from its beginnings. Taken by them-
selves, the categories in the Wrst section of the list above suggest that
there existed the following suYxes with the inherited or acquired
accentual properties noted in parentheses:

� -æ�- (inherently accented)
� -��- (inherently accented)
� -��- (inherently unaccented)
� -��- (inherently accented)
� -Æ��- (inherently unaccented)
� -Øº�- (inherently accented on the Wrst syllable)
� -ıº�- (inherently accented on the Wrst syllable)
� -Ø��- (inherently unaccented)
� -ı��- (inherently unaccented)
� adjective-of-material suYx -Ø��- (inherently unaccented)
� -ð�Þı��- (inherently unaccented)

Still taking into account only the categories with consistent accentu-
ation, we may say that to recognize both inherently accented -��- and
inherently unaccented -��- is not merely to stipulate that words with
-��- are sometimes Wnally accented and sometimes recessive, since
further characteristics distinguish words with inherently accented -��-
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from those with inherently unaccented -��-. Inherently accented -��-
forms adjectives, which are never built simply on an o-grade or CVRV
type root, while inherently unaccented -��- forms nouns on roots of
precisely these shapes. However, we also need to consider the categories
whose accentuation is not consistent. Many of these involve suYxes
whose shape is identical to suYxes attached to categories with consist-
ent accentuation.
For the categories that are divided in their accentuation, recessive

accentuation is always one of the possibilities. I have argued that the
accentual split in these categories is due to a change from non-recessive
to recessive accentuation in some members of the group. If the accen-
tual spli̇´ t in certain categories is correctly attributed to historical
change, it follows from the fact that some categories have consistent
accentuation whereas others do not that accentuation is more stable in
some groups of nouns and adjectives than in others. It appears, further-
more, that accentual stability characterizes groups of words whose last
derivational suYx has a clear formal and functional identity.
The suYx -æ�-, it has been suggested (pp. 231–3), is a fundamentally

adjectival suYx. When this suYx appears on an adjective, it is therefore
identiWable as an example of the adjectival suYx -æ�- both on formal
grounds (it consists of the phonological sequence /ro/) and on functional
grounds (the word it belongs to is an adjective). When what was
historically the same suYx appears on a noun, however, it is identiWable
as an example of the suYx -æ�- only in so far as it consists of the
phonological sequence /ro/. The tendency to identify -æ�- as a suYx
when it appears on a noun is therefore weaker and there is the potential
for the noun with -æ�- to be ‘demorphologized’—to come to be treated
as having an unanalysed stem. The same can be said for the nouns with
-��- that are not formed on an o-grade or CVRV type root. These,
I suggest, were formed—historically speaking—with the same inher-
ently accented suYx as adjectives with -��-. Nouns with -��-, apart
from the neuters with -Æ��-, were again formed with the inherently
accented and fundamentally adjectival suYx -��-. The neuter nouns
with -Æ��- were productive qua nouns; other nouns with -��- were not.
When a word has undergone ‘demorphologization’, its accentuation

can no longer be determined by the presence of an inherently accented
suYx as the suYx is no longer treated synchronically as present. The
word may retain its non-recessive accentuation, but the necessary ac-
centual property now becomes a characteristic of the whole—synchron-
ically unanalysed—stem. On the other hand, the word may lose its
inherent accent altogether, in which case a recessive accent will be
assigned by default. To put the same point in another, more theoretic-
ally neutral, way, a word whose synchronically unanalysed stem is
characterized by a non-recessive accent is synchronically irregular,
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since words with unanalysed stems are most often recessive; the accen-
tuation of such a word may become regularized—the word may become
recessive.
We have noted additional correlations between accentuation and

token frequency. For nouns with -æ�-, -��-, and -��- we found that,
other things being equal, very high frequency and very low frequency
words were most likely to retain their non-recessive accentuation.
I suggested that very low frequency words are less likely to undergo
‘demorphologization’ than words whose token frequency is moderate or
high. Very high frequency words, while prone to demorphologization,
are less prone than words of moderate frequency to lose their non-
recessive accentuation.
These suggestions may be drawn together by means of the following

hypothesis. Lexical or inherent accents, which are necessary for non-
recessive accentuation, have a tendency to be lost over time when they
attach to infrequently occurring morphemes, whether those mor-
phemes are lexical stems or suYxes. SuYxes are generally more likely
to occur frequently than lexical stems, and consequently the accentual
properties of suYxes are relatively stable in Greek. When a word has
undergone ‘demorphologization’, however, its non-recessive accent be-
comes a feature of a lexical stem. This stem is likely to be a less frequent
item than the suYx was, and the accentual feature is consequently more
likely to be lost. Highly frequent words, however, have lexical stems
which, being comparatively frequent, have a correspondingly greater
chance of retaining their lexical accents. The tendency to retain non-
recessive accentuation in very infrequent lexical items is, on the other
hand, due to the failure of such items to undergo ‘demorphologization’,
not to a tendency for infrequent unanalysed stems to retain lexical
accents. When ‘demorphologization’ has not occurred, non-recessive
accentuation remains a property of the derivational suYx, not of the
stem as a whole, and the derivational suYx is likely to be a frequent item
even if a given word to which it attaches is highly infrequent.
For some words formed historically with the suYx -º�- (e.g. O��Æº��

‘navel’, �æ���º�� ‘Egyptian plover’, ��ØŒ�º�� ‘many-coloured’), Wheeler’s
law has given rise to some additional complications. Wheeler’s law was
morphologized so that the complex suYxes -Øº�- and -ıº�- came to be
inherently accented on their penultimate syllables. Simple -º�-, and
other complex suYxes including -º�-, however, retained their original
inherent accent on the syllable -º�-. The complex suYxes -Øº�- and
-ıº�- appear to have been semantically characterized as forming adjec-
tives on the one hand and nouns denoting animate beings on the other.
These suYxes remained formally and functionally identiWable when
they appeared on adjectives and names for animate beings, and inter-
mediate accentuation is consequently normal for these categories.
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On the other hand, the suYxes were not semantically identiWed in
nouns that did not denote animate beings (even though they might
denote parts of animate beings, as in ����ıº�� ‘vertebra’); here ‘demor-
phologization’ and a change to recessive accentuation occurred.
Both nouns and adjectives with simple -º�-, and with complex -º�-

suYxes other than -Øº�- and -ıº�-, are split between Wnal and recessive
accentuation. In this respect the suYx -º�- diVers from the suYxes
-æ�-, -��-, and -��-. It is also noteworthy that very low frequency nouns
with -º�- have no special tendency to Wnal accentuation; they are in fact
consistently recessive. I suggested that the suYx -º�-, which was not
productive during the historical period, was beginning to lose its syn-
chronic identiWability by the time the ancient Greek accent was
codiWed. Words with -º�- were tending to become ‘demorphologized’
even if they were adjectives, although the tendency was greater for the
nouns. The consistent recessive accentuation of very low frequency
nouns formed with -º�- can be related to the same general tendency
for a word not to be analysed synchronically as having the suYx -º�-.
Possibly the suYx had ceased to be synchronically viable enough to be a
natural choice in the analysis of an unfamiliar word, in contrast to -æ�-,
-��-, and -��- whose synchronic viability remained high enough for
speakers to make use of them in the analysis of unfamiliar items.
The majority of nouns with the suYx -��- are accented on the Wnal

syllable (so Iª��� ‘fracture’), as are the few Greek primary adjectives in
-��- (e.g. Ł�æ��� ‘warm’). It is likely that -��- was inherited as an
accented suYx, and that it remained inherently accented in synchronic
terms. Those -��- nouns with recessive accentuation had become atyp-
ical, in one or more formal or semantic ways, of the group of -��- nouns
as a whole. Some had acquired concrete meaning (so Ł�æ��� ‘lupine’), in
contrast to the abstract meaning that was productive for nouns with
-��-. In some words, the suYx -��- was attached to a stem ending in a
short vowel (as in �º�ŒÆ��� ‘lock or braid of hair’). This conWguration
was apparently not productive, and seems even to have been positively
avoided, in the historical period (Ch. 11 n. 5). In some words again, the
connection between derivative and base word had been lost either
because the two had diverged phonologically (cf. ‹æ��� ‘cord, chain’
versus �Yæø ‘tie’) or through the loss of the base word from the language
(as in Œ����� ‘order; ornament; ruler’). A word was less likely to be
segmented as having a suYx -��- if the base to which -��- was attached
was not synchronically perspicuous. In such cases, I have suggested
that again ‘demorphologization’ has occurred. Words that had under-
gone these formal and semantic changes ceased to be analysed syn-
chronically as containing the suYx -��-, and this loss of analysis made
a loss of lexical accent (in other terms, regularization to recessive ac-
centuation) possible.
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Some of the categories listed above as having ‘consistent or almost con-
sistent accentuation’ have almost consistent rather than absolutely
consistent accentuation. In particular, a few adjectives with -æ�- and a
few adjectives with -��- are recessive rather than Wnally accented. In
addition, the consistent recessive accentuation of adjectives with -Ø��-,
-ı��-, -ð�Þı��-, and the adjective-of-material suYx -Ø��- (e.g. �Æ�Ø���
‘shining, radiant’, ��ı��� ‘true’, Ł�æ�ı��� ‘daring’, º$· œ��� ‘of stone’) is
surprising in historical terms if the -��- and -��- of these complex suYxes
are historically the same suYxes as simple -��- and -��-. I suggested that
the consistent recessive accentuation of adjectives with -Ø��-, -ı��-,
and -ð�Þı��- and the adjectives of material with -Ø��- is due to a principle
of Indo-European accentuation that assigned root accentuation to words
in which a stem ending in a Caland suYx was extended, in a functionally
vacuous way, by the addition of another Caland suYx. Inherited root
accentuation in complex Caland formations may also be ultimately re-
sponsible for some of the anomalous recessive adjectives with -æ�- (e.g.
�ÆFæ�� ‘small’).
Root accentuation may have been a characteristic of endocentric

formations in general, rather than of endocentric complex Caland for-
mations in particular (see pp. 279–83). I have not speculated as to why
Indo-European should have assigned root accentuation to endocentric
formations. From a Greek point of view, however, we may say that
-Ø��-, -ı��-, -Ø��-, and -ı��- (the latter giving rise in Greek also to -�ı��-)
were inherited as inherently unaccented suYxes and were treated in
Greek as distinct suYxes from simple -��- and -��-.

13.2 Further applications

The conclusions drawn here are based on a study of words having one of
a small number of suYxes, all of them thematic suYxes, but a super-
Wcial look at other groups of words suggests that the principles of
explanation proposed are more widely applicable. The following sec-
tions discuss brieXy two areas to which they might apply and which
could proWtably form the subjects of further study.

13.2.1 Deverbative nouns in -$-=-g-

A suYx -$- (which in Attic-Ionic became -	- except after -�-, -Ø-, or -æ-)
was inherited for forming nomina actionis to verbal stems (see
Chantraine 1933: 18–25; Risch 1974: 8, 10–12). Thus, Œº��� ‘theft’
provides a nomen actionis to Œº���ø ‘steal’. The type was inherited with
mostly o-grade of the verbal root, but new creations that arose in Greek
within the historical period often retained the vocalism of the verbal
stem on which they were based, especially if the stem of the base verb
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provided no -e- that could simply be replaced with -o- (so Łº��	2

‘rubbing’ (Galen 18(2). 923. 7), formed to Łº��ø ‘squeeze, chafe’).
Where the base verb provided an -e- that could simply be replaced by
-o-, however, o-grade vocalism seems to have remained productive into
the classical period and beyond, at least to judge by the numerous
examples Wrst appearing in the Wfth century bc or later (cf. ���æª�
‘love, aVection’, Wrst attested at Empedocles fr. B 109.3 D–K).
Some derivatives with -$-=-	- acquired concrete meanings either

alongside or instead of the original abstract meanings. Thus Oæ���,
originally a nomen actionis to Kæ��ø ‘cover with a roof’, means ‘roof’ or
‘ceiling’ (concrete meanings only), while �Æ��, originally nomen actionis
to Ł���ø ‘bury’, can mean either ‘burial’ (abstract meaning) or ‘burial
place’ (concrete meaning).
Two main points have been made about the distribution of accentual

types among derivatives in -$-=-	-.

(a) Derivatives in -�ÆÆ-=-	- with abstract meanings are normally Wnally
accented (thus Œº��� ‘theft’) while those with concrete meanings
are often recessive (thus ���ª	 ‘roof’).3

(b) Those -�ÆÆ-=-	- stem nomina actionis with o-grade root vocalism
typically have Wnal accentuation (thus Œº��� ‘theft’) while those
with other root vocalisms are sometimes Wnally accented, some-
times recessive (thus ±�� ‘lighting, kindling; touch’ but º�Ł	
‘forgetting, forgetfulness’); so Bally (1945: 50–1).

Before Kuryłowicz (1958: 115–16), proponents of point (a) advanced
no very clear reasons why -�ÆÆ-=-	- derivatives with abstract meaning
should be accented diVerently from those with concrete meaning. At
least where there are minimal pairs (e.g. ±æ�Æª� ‘seizure’ and ±æ��ª	
‘hook, grappling iron’), Vendryes (1904: 149–50) regarded these as
coming under a general principle whereby words designating an action
are diVerentiated by means of their accentuation from corresponding
words designating the author, instrument, or concrete object of the
action. However, minimal pairs of this type constitute the exception,
not the rule. A large number of -�ÆÆ-=-	- derivatives have both abstract
and concrete meanings (cf. again �Æ�� ‘burial’ (abstract) or ‘burial place’
(concrete)), and in the vast majority of instances the word has the same
accent in both meanings. This general paucity of minimal pairs suggests
that diVerentiating abstract from concrete nouns was not the primary
motivation for the distribution of accents among these words. Vendryes
also does not give any insight into the mechanism by which such
diVerentiation might occur.

2 So Kühn’s text; ŁºØ�� LSJ s.v.
3 Vendryes (1904: 149–51, 155–6); Bolelli (1950: 92–3); Kuryłowicz (1958: 115–16;

1968: 91).
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Kuryłowicz (1958: 114–15; 1968: 91), while also regarding the mo-
tivation as one of diVerentiating abstract from concrete nouns, suggests
an essentially analogical mechanism by which this diVerentiation might
be achieved. The starting-point for the process is the genitive plural in
-$· ø� (later contracted to -H�). The accent of the genitive plural would
have fallen in exactly the same place whether the form belonged to a
Wnally accented paradigm or to a recessive one. Potentially, therefore,
the genitive plural could provide a starting-point for the analogical
creation of a whole recessive paradigm. In Kuryłowicz’s view, the
language exploited the accentual ambiguity of the genitive plural to
create whole recessive paradigms just in those cases where this proced-
ure would allow nouns that had acquired concrete meanings to be
diVerentiated from those that had remained abstract. Kuryłowicz re-
gards this process of diVerentiation as having occurred at the moment
when the law of limitation came into force, this being the moment when
the genitive plural in -$· ø� became ambiguous.4

SuperWcially, Kuryłowicz’s assumption that a phonological or mor-
phological neutralization was systematically exploited can be compared
with (for example) the traditional view of how athematic verbal para-
digms were often thematized in a number of Indo-European languages
(e.g. Sanskrit and Greek), namely starting from a third plural form in
*-ont(i) that could be interpreted as either thematic or athematic.5

However, in the case of thematization we have to do with straightfor-
ward transference from an unproductive morphological class (athematic
inXection) to a productive one (thematic inXection). While some verbs
resist transference to the thematic type (typically because they are core
vocabulary items such as the verb ‘to be’), the neutralization between
thematic and athematic types is exploited only to create thematic para-
digms, not to diVerentiate formally between semantically distinct
classes of verbs. A genuine parallel for the kind of process envisaged
here seems diYcult to Wnd independently of Kuryłowicz’s explanations
of accentual phenomena, and yet we might expect such parallels, given
that neutralizations of phonological and morphological oppositions
occur widely outside the area of accentuation.
If it is indeed the case that -�ÆÆ-=-	- derivatives that have acquired a

concrete meaning are more likely to be recessive than those retaining
their original abstract meaning, an alternative to Vendryes’s explan-
ation or that of Kuryłowicz would be an explanation along the same

4 Compare the analogical mechanisms he held to operate in o-stems, summarized on

pp. 151–3.
5 See Sihler (1995: 494, 520). There is no general agreement on whether the 3rd

person pl. ending in the form *-onti (as opposed to *-enti or *-n
˚
ti) should be recon-

structed for any IE athematic paradigms, but see Sihler (1995: 467).
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lines as the one I have suggested for the relationship between meaning
and accentuation in nouns with -��-. The suYx -�ÆÆ-=-	- productively
forms abstract nouns on the basis of verbal stems. Where the base verb
survives in Greek, there is a clear semantic relationship between the
meaning of the verb and the productive meaning of a derivative in
-�ÆÆ-=-	-: the -�ÆÆ-=-	- derivative denotes the action performed by the sub-
ject of the verb, or (in the case of a stative verb) the state of the subject.
There is thus a coherent derivational class of nouns characterized
formally by the suYx -�ÆÆ-=-	- and semantically by abstract meaning.
On the other hand, there are -�ÆÆ-=-	- nouns that have lost the semantic
characteristic of this class: their meaning has changed so that it is no
longer typical of the class of -�ÆÆ-=-	- derivatives. These nouns have come
to denote some concrete object connected in some way with the action
expressed by the verb, but the meaning is no longer predictable from
that of the verb. We may say that the suYx -�ÆÆ-=-	- was inherently
accented and that the reason why many words that have lost their
abstract meaning have recessive accentuation instead of the expected
Wnal accentuation is that in these words the suYx has lost its synchronic
identity and a default recessive accent may, but need not, result.
What has been said so far may be brought together with the obser-

vation that -�ÆÆ-=-	- derivatives built on an o-grade root are particularly
resistant to recessive accentuation. The suYx of deverbatives in -�ÆÆ-=-	-
was always open to reinterpretation as non-suYxal, since the language
already had many words ending in non-suYxal -�ÆÆ-=-	-. The same is less
true, however, for deverbative words that not only had an element
-�ÆÆ-=-	- but also an o-grade root. This type was doubly characterized as
belonging to the class of deverbatives in -�ÆÆ-=-	-, since o-grade root
vocalism is not a systematic characteristic of other words ending in
-�ÆÆ-=-	-. O-grade root vocalism remained productive (although not ob-
ligatory) for -�ÆÆ-=-	- deverbatives during the historical period. The
productivity of this pattern implies that o-grade vocalism retained a
synchronic connection with the deverbative suYx -�ÆÆ-=-	-, and this
synchronic connection allowed o-grade vocalism to contribute to the
synchronic identiWability of the suYx -�ÆÆ-=-	-.
If an explanation along these lines is correct, the group of words

formed with the suYx -�ÆÆ-=-	- would provide a non-thematic example
of the tendency for ‘demorphologization’ and the subsequent possibility
of a change to recessive accentuation in words that, for one reason or
another, are not easily identiWable as belonging to a class of words with a
particular inherently accented suYx. In the case of the deverbative
suYx -�ÆÆ-=-	-, a semantic factor promoting ‘demorphologization’
would be the loss of abstract meaning, while a formal factor would be
the presence of a root vocalism other than the o-grade.
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13.2.2 Personal names

In Greek, adjectives are often, and nouns occasionally, employed as
personal names. Adjectives and nouns that have come to be used as
personal names often have recessive accentuation where the adjective or
noun in its ordinary use has a non-recessive accent. For example, the
adjective �ÆØæ�� ‘bright’ is Wnally accented but the personal name
�ÆEæ�� is recessive.
Vendryes (1904: 153) attributed this phenomenon to a general ten-

dency for nouns to be distinguished from personal names by means of a
change of accent. However, Vendryes’s view fails to account for the fact
that in almost all cases where a personal name diVers in accentuation
from the ‘ordinary’ word with which it was originally identical, the
name has recessive accentuation whereas the ordinary word is non-
recessive. There are plenty of recessive adjectives and nouns used as
personal names, but in such cases the name almost always simply retains
recessive accentuation. If the language had a particular tendency to
distinguish names from ordinary adjectives and nouns, it is not clear
why this tendency should not have been felt in the case of a name such as
—æH��� or —º�F��� (for which see Chandler 1881: 95), which corres-
pond to the common adjective �æH��� ‘Wrst’ and the common noun
�º�F��� ‘wealth’.6

A satisfactory theory ought, therefore, to take into account the fact
that the change of accent found in personal names such as �ÆEæ��
beside the adjective �ÆØæ�� ‘bright’ has a consistent direction: the
tendency is for personal names to acquire recessive accents if they do
not have them to begin with. An alternative, and from this point of view
preferable, theory of the prevalent recessive accentuation of Greek
personal names, which goes back to Wheeler (1885: 51) and has often
been repeated since (e.g. Kuryłowicz 1968: 93), is that the recessive
accent originated in the vocative case. Certain Greek nouns, such as
�Æ��æ ‘father’, have a recessive accent in the vocative (����æ) although
the rest of the paradigm is non-recessive. In Vedic Sanskrit, vocatives
are either unaccented or are accented on the Wrst syllable; either of
these accentual possibilities could have been continued by recessive

6 Vendryes (1904: 154) takes pains to point out that there are some, although not

many, instances of non-recessive personal names beside recessive common adjectives or

nouns. The examples he cites are �fiø)������ (cf. �fiø)������ ‘saved’), �Œı���� (cf. �Œ�����
‘cub’),'�����æ�� (cf. I�����æ�� ‘both’), and'���� (cf. ¼�Ø�� ‘worthy’). Kuryłowicz (1935:
186–7) argues convincingly that in these cases it is the personal names that have retained

their original (or more original) accentuation and the corresponding ordinary words that

have acquired recessive accentuation. (On �fiø)������ so already Wheeler 1885: 52.)
These words do not, therefore, provide examples of change from recessive to non-

recessive accentuation in personal names.
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accentuation in Greek.7 Recessive accentuation in vocatives is clearly an
archaic feature for Greek. It survives only in a few nouns, especially in
words such as kinship terms in which the vocative was in frequent use.
Elsewhere, the accent of the vocative has generally been reassigned by
paradigmatic levelling to the same syllable as that of the nominative
(thus the vocative of ��Æ���Œ�� ‘young man’ is ��Æ���Œ�). Wheeler’s argu-
ment rests on the idea that personal names are particularly often used to
address people. The vocative therefore occurred particularly fre-
quently, and this frequency of use could have made it possible for
paradigm levelling in personal names to act in the direction of the
vocative. Whereas in a word like ��Æ���Œ�� ‘young man’ the vocative
would have replaced its accent with that of the other cases, in the name
�ÆEæ�� the non-vocative cases would have replaced their accentuation
with that of the vocative.
Wheeler’s view is at Wrst sight attractive, until we observe that names

of places show exactly the same tendency to recessive accentuation as do
personal names:

!�Œæ�� (promontory of Sicily; cf. �ÆŒæ�� ‘big’)
¸��Œ	 (island in Mysia; village in Arabia; cf. º�ıŒ�� ‘white’)
˜�º��	 (alternative name for the island of Ikaros and for Crete; cf.
�ºØ��� ‘long’)

I do not deny that place names could be used, on especially emotive
occasions, in the vocative, but would deny that the vocatives were ever
used suYciently often to become starting-points for paradigmatic lev-
elling of the accent.8

The standard explanations for the tendency of personal names to
replace non-recessive with recessive accentuation thus leave various
problems unanswered, but we might ask whether it is again sig-
niWcant that it is precisely the most generally regular or ‘default’ accent
for the language that names are liable to acquire. The adjective �ÆØæ��
‘bright’ has an inherently adjectival suYx -æ�-; the suYx is identiWable
on both formal and functional grounds. The name �ÆEæ��, on the other
hand, is not an adjective. Although names may originate as common

7 Wackernagel (1877) established with reference to the Wnite verb that Gk recessive

accentuation could continue lack of accent; see p. 87.
8 The grammatical tradition about the accentuation of place names raises some special

problems that cannot be addressed here; for some relevant remarks see Dyck (1982:
273). For present purposes the important point is merely that the grammatical tradition

on the accentuation of place names suggests a tendency to recessive accentuation exactly

like that of personal names. Regardless of the grammarians’ source of information on the

pronunciation of any individual place name (and whether their prescription corre-

sponded to the pronunciation of local people or merely seemed correct to Greek speakers

reading the name without being used to hearing it pronounced), it is clear that there was

some degree to which place names tended to acquire recessive accents.
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nouns or adjectives, with appropriate meanings, they come to have the
main function of denoting an individual and the kind of meaning they
have, if any, is controversial. Common adjectives or nouns used as
personal names are therefore good candidates for ‘demorphologization’,
and for the subsequent potential replacement of a non-recessive by a
recessive accent, i.e. by the default accent for the language.
It is of interest in this context that personal names formed with

certain suVixes are never assigned recessive accentuation. Among
these are the (mostly Homeric) names in -��� and the feminine names
in -# (e.g. 
`�Øºº���, 
 ¯æÆ�#). These suYxes are more distinctive in
purely formal terms than, for example, -æ�- or -��-; given a Greek
word ending in -��� or -#, it would be more diYcult to lose the sense
of the presence of a suYx -��- or -# than it would be to lose the sense of
the presence of the suYx -æ�- in a word terminating in -æ��. Greek has
many o-stem nouns and adjectives, by no means all of them having a
suYx of the form consonant þ -o- or vowel þ -o- rather than simply
the thematic vowel -o-. I suspect that for these reasons the suYxes -��-
and -# retained their synchronic identity when they appeared in names
as well as in the non-onomastic vocabulary.9 Because the presence of
one of these suYxes continued to be felt, a personal name formed with
-��- or -# retained the lexical accent associated with the suYx.

13.3 Cross-linguistic parallels

An advantage of the general principle of accentual change suggested
here is that we do not have to look far for examples of similar phenom-
ena in other languages. I mention here a simple example from Latin
(illustrating the possibility of a change of accent following ‘demorpho-
logization’) and a perhaps more interesting example from English (il-
lustrating the possibility of a relationship between token frequency and
accent shift following ‘demorphologization’).

13.3.1 Latin enclitics

In classical Latin, the position of the word accent was essentially deter-
mined purely phonologically. If the penultimate syllable was heavy, it

9 Names in -��� were essentially not productive in onomastics after the Homeric

period (see Perpillou 1973: 44–5), but the suYx remained productive outside onomas-

tics and -��� names of Homeric heroes remained an important part of the Gk vocabulary.

Despite the lack of productivity of the suYx in naming, therefore, there remained a

synchronically signiWcant group of nouns in -��� to which the Homeric names could

easily (because of the synchronic identiWability of the suYx) be taken to belong, and

which I take to have played an important role in maintaining the non-recessive accen-

tuation of the Homeric and mythological -��� names far beyond the period of product-

ivity of -�ı- as an onomastic suYx.
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carried the accent. Otherwise, the accent fell on the antepenultimate
syllable. It is almost vacuous to say that the default position for the
Latin accent was the penultimate syllable, if heavy, and otherwise the
antepenultimate.
Although word-internal morphological structure did not aVect the

position of the Latin accent, our grammatical sources tell us that the
presence of an enclitic following a full phonological word (or ‘host’
word) caused the accent of the full word to fall on its Wnal syllable (the
last syllable before the enclitic), regardless of the weight of this syl-
lable—thus uí̇rum ‘man’ (acc. sg.) but uirúmque ‘and the man’; l{·mina
‘thresholds’ (nom.-acc. pl.) but l{mináque ‘and the thresholds’.10 The
internal structure of a host-plus-clitic group was therefore relevant to
accentuation as the internal structure of a phonological word alone was
not.
We are told that the sequence itaque, which historically consisted of

the adverb ita ‘thus’ followed by the enclitic -que ‘and’, had diVerent
accentuations corresponding to diVerent meanings.11 In the meaning
‘and thus’, the accent fell on the syllable -ta-, whereas in the more
common idiomatic meaning ‘therefore’ the syllable i- was accented. In
the meaning ‘and thus’, the word is treated accentually as a combination
of host plus clitic. Both host and clitic are semantically as well as
formally identiWable, and the group therefore retains synchronically
its analysis as a sequence of host plus clitic. In the meaning ‘therefore’,
however, the group is treated accentually as a single phonological word;
this is a natural consequence of the development of an idiomatic mean-
ing that is not predictable from the meanings of the component parts.
The component parts have become semantically irrelevant and the
group has lost its synchronic status as a sequence of host plus clitic. In
Latin, a host-plus-clitic sequence that came to be synchronically ana-
lysed as a single word would have been under enormous pressure to
replace its accentuation with the accent assigned to single phonological
words—with the ‘default’ accent for the language—since in Latin there
are virtually no lexical accents.12 The process by which a host-plus-
clitic group comes to be analysed as a single word and changes its
accentuation accordingly is similar to the process of ‘demorphologiza-
tion’ we have seen in Greek, with the possibility of a subsequent change
to recessive accentuation.

10 See the sources cited by W. S. Allen (1973: 158–61; 1989: 87–8), with further

bibliography and some discussion. Probert (2002) also gives sources and defends the

Latin grammarians’ rule about the accentual eVect of an enclitic against a modern

tendency to regard it as invented.
11 For sources and discussion, see Bernardi Perini (1964: 42–3); Probert (2002).
12 On the few exceptions that arose through loss of the Wnal syllable, see Ch. 2 n. 19.
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13.3.2 English verbs with -ate

Over at least the last hundred years, many English verbs formed with
the suYx -ate have undergone a change from accentuation on the
penultimate syllable to Wnal accentuation if disyllabic or antepenulti-
mate accentuation (with a secondary accent on the Wnal syllable) if
trisyllabic: dí̇ctate has become dictáte; concéntrate has become cóncen-
tràte (see Gąsiorowski 1997). Phillips (1998a) studies the changing
stress patterns of these words in relation to their token frequencies in
a very large corpus of English,13 and Wnds that words with high token
frequencies have changed before those with low token frequencies. She
further suggests (1998a: 229–30; cf. Phillips 1998b: 379; 2001: 125)
that more frequent words such as concentrate and dictate tend to
undergo less synchronic analysis than infrequent words such as eructate
and formate (for the general principle here see Bybee 1985: 117–24),
and that it is the loss of synchronic analysis that motivates the changes
of stress pattern. The innovated stress patterns of disyllabic and trisyl-
labic verbs with -ate are the most regular patterns for unanalysed
disyllabic and trisyllabic verbs of English; these verbs are stressed as
if their morphological composition was irrelevant to their accentuation.
Phillips’s analysis of the changes in the stress patterns of English

verbs with -ate is similar in several respects to my analysis of the
changes in accent patterns of Greek nouns with -æ�-, -��-, and -��-. In
both cases loss of synchronic morphological analysis is seen as a pre-
cursor to a change in accentuation. In both cases infrequent words are
resistant to the change in accentuation, and this resistance is attributed
to the lower tendency of infrequent words to lose their synchronic
analysis.
There is, however, also a diVerence betweenPhillips’s results andmine.

Phillips found as a quite general rule that themore frequent the verb with
-ate, the earlier the change in stress pattern. By contrast, I have found that
Greek nouns with -æ�-, -��-, and -��- resist a change to recessive accentu-
ation not only if they are very infrequent but also if they are very frequent.
I have ascribed the resistance of very frequent words to this change not to
any resistance to demorphologization but to resistance to the actual accen-
tual change that may follow demorphologization.
It is worth asking why Phillips’s results and mine diVer in this

respect. If I am right in thinking that the changing stress patterns of
English verbs with -ate and those of Greek nouns and adjectives with
-æ�-, -��-, and -��- are very similar in character and motivation, it is

13 Her word frequencies come from a 1993 version of the CELEX lexical database on

CD-ROM (see References, under CELEX Lexical Database), which bases its frequen-

cies on the number of occurrences in theCOBUILD corpus of about 17.9million words;

see Phillips (1998a: 225–6).
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surprising that they do not display the same frequency eVects. To spell
the problem out more fully, I take the changing stress patterns of
English verbs with -ate to be due to two essentially separate processes
that need to be distinguished:

(a) Loss of synchronic morphological analysis in a (historically)
complex form, e.g. [concéntr[ate]] ! [concéntrate]. A necessary,
but not suYcient, condition for (b).

(b) In words that are not synchronically analysed as complex forms,
replacement of now irregular by regular accentuation: [concén-
trate] ! [cóncentrate].

Process (a) is resisted by the least frequent items, but the Greek data we
have seen suggest that a process of type (b) should be resisted by the
most frequent of those items that have undergone process (a). If so, why
is this eVect not seen in Phillips’s study?
One answer may be that since the changing stress patterns of English

verbs with -ate have progressed very far very rapidly, some frequency
eVects may no longer be discernible from the available evidence. In this
respect one might compare our Wndings for Greek nouns with -º�-,
which display a massive incidence of change to recessive accentuation
by our earliest evidence and do not show the same frequency eVects
as words with the suYxes -æ�-, -��-, and -��- (see Ch. 9 and pp. 236–7,
293). It is also worth comparing Ogura’s (1995: 32) suggestion that it is
diYcult to discern the paths by which rapid sound changes have pro-
gressed because their rapidity makes them diYcult to observe in
progress, or Phillips’s remark (1998b: 375) that ‘if one does not Wnd
lexical diVusion, it does not necessarily mean that the sound change was
not at one time lexically diVused’.
However, there is an interesting point in Phillips’s data on disyllabic

verbs with -ate in American English, where the stress patterns have
been changing more slowly than in British English. Phillips studies the
stress patterns of Wfteen disyllabic verbs with -ate as reXected in six
American dictionaries (from 1806, 1828, 1909, 1953, 1961, and 1993)
in relation to their frequencies.14 I reproduce her table of results here as
Table 13(a) (‘þ’ indicates Wnal-syllable stress; ‘–’ indicates initial-
syllable stress). The data are, as she says, much scantier than those for
British English because most of the words in her list simply have not

14 She limits her list of disyllabic words to those with closed Wrst syllable because

‘This subset was the largest phonetically deWnable group in my study and showed the

clearest lexical diVusion by frequency’ (1998a: 226), and omits verbs ending in -late

(speciWcally, translate, inXate, and conXate) because verbs ending in -late showed over-

whelming Wnal stress (1998a: 227). Given these restrictions, she is left with a list of

Wfteen words.
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changed stress pattern, but she notes that ‘the words showing the shift
are in general more frequent words’ (1998a: 227). This is to say, three
of her Wfteen words show some evidence of beginning to change stress
pattern: dictate (the second most frequent of her words), pulsate (the
fourth most frequent), and mandate (the eighth most frequent). The
words with the lowest seven frequencies show no evidence of having
changed stress pattern.
I wonder, however, whether it is an accident that the most frequent

word in this list, frustrate (whose frequency is almost three times as
great as that of the next most frequent word, dictate), shows no sign of
changing its stress pattern in American English although dictate has
been showing signs of changing since 1953. Furthermore, I wonder
whether it could be signiWcant that the only word in this list to have
shown signs of changing as early as 1953 is almost six times as frequent
as the word of the next lowest frequency ( prostrate) as well as almost
three times less frequent than the word of next highest frequecy (frus-
trate). In other words, to judge by this limited quantity of data it looks
as if this change has begun in American English neither at the top of the
frequency range nor at the bottom, but squarely in the middle: exactly
as we have seen for Greek nouns with -æ�-, -��-, and -��-.

Table 13(a). American English, disyllables in -ate

VERB FREQ. 1806 1828 1909 1953 1961 1993

frustrate 666 – – – – – –
dictate 233 – – – –/þ –/þ –/þ
prostrate 39 – – – – – –
pulsate 36 – – – – – –/þ
stagnate 29 – – – – – –
Wxate 20 – – –
truncate 15 – – – – – –
mandate 9 – –/þ –
lactate 7 – – –
palpate 5 – – – – – –
Wltrate 0 – – – – – –
formate 0 –
gestate 0 – – –
lustrate 0 – – – – –
testate 0 –

Source: B. S. Phillips, ‘Word Frequency and Lexical DiVusion in English Stress Shifts’,

in R. M. Hogg and L. van den Bergen (eds.), Historical Linguistics 1995, ii: Germanic

Linguistics (1998), 227. Reprinted with kind permission from John Benjamins Publish-

ing Company, Amsterdam and Philadelphia (www.benjamins.com).
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More studies obviously need to be done using more data, but Phil-
lips’s results are at least suggestive of a change very similar in character
to the change to recessive accentuation found in Greek nouns with -æ�-,
-��-, and -��-, and possibly a very similar path of change.

13.3.3 Cross-linguistic parallels: summary

‘Demorphologization’ is a normal linguistic process. The potential for
subsequent replacement of a non-default accent by the default accent
for the language is also normal for languages in which the internal
structure of a word is relevant to its accentuation. Even where such is
not the case, as in classical Latin, the structure of a unit larger than the
word (whether a host-plus-clitic group or simply a group of words) may
be relevant to its accentuation. If such a larger unit ceases to be syn-
chronically analysed as a larger unit and simply becomes a word,
a change of accentuation is often a consequence.
The frequency eVects observed for the change to recessive accentuation

in nouns with -æ�-, -��-, and -��- can be interpreted very successfully in
terms of the diVerent frequency eVects of (a) demorphologization, and
(b) subsequent regularization of the accent. As far as I am aware, no other
study has so far clearly demonstrated the sameU-shaped frequency eVect
for a similar change in another language, but a suggestion of such an eVect
arises from Phillips’s study of English verbs with -ate. The existence of
historical information on English phonology, and of English frequency
data based on large corpora, should provide a serious chance to replicate
the results obtained here for Greek in the case of similar changes in
English. In order to demonstrate the presence or absence of such eVects
beyond any doubt, such studieswould need tobebased on large quantities
of data.

13.4 Consequences for Indo-European accentology

The process of change to default accentuation after ‘demorphologiza-
tion’ continues into modern Greek.15 For example, the adjective
����æØŒ�� ‘commercial’, with the inherently accented adjectival suYx
-ØŒ�-, is Wnally accented. The substantivized neuter ����æØŒ� ‘shop
selling textiles’, however, has the accent three syllables from the end.
Similar examples involving the suYx -ØŒ�- may be cited. Beside an
adjective Æ��Ææ�ØŒ�� ‘rebel’ there is a noun Æ���æ�ØŒ� ‘rebel forces’;

15 I take modern Greek to have a default accent on the third syllable from the end of

the word, regardless of the historical lengths of the vowels involved. This means that

some words that had a default accent in ancient Greek now have a lexical accent. For

example, the accent of the gen. sg. I�Łæ#��ı ‘man’ was in ancient Greek simply a default

accent, but in modern Greek it is the result of an accentual characteristic of the genitive

singular ending -�ı (so Warburton 1970: 110–11).
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beside )ø�º�ªØŒ�� ‘zoological’ there is )ø�º�ªØŒ�� ‘zoologist’.16 The
process is quite ordinary, and it is not surprising to Wnd that it did not
happen only at one moment during the history of Greek. This being the
case, however, we should ask whether the process had already begun in
Indo-European or whether it belongs entirely within the internal his-
tory of Greek. An adequate answer to this question will not be
attempted here, but the following observations may be made.
I have argued that in Greek certain categories of word were originally

formed with an inherently accented derivational suYx, as a result of
which they were accented on the Wnal syllable. This Wnal accentuation
was unstable, however, in cases where the suYx no longer retained its
original function or meaning. The case of substantivized adjectives
formed with an inherently adjectival suYx provides an example of
such accentual instability. Some of the nouns formed with these ‘adjec-
tival’ suYxes are, however, attested as nouns in more than one Indo-
European language, and the meanings found in diVerent languages
correspond closely. For example, Greek �ıæ��; �� ‘razor’ corresponds
exactly in both form and meaning, apart from a diVerence of gender, to
Sanskrit ks

˙
urá- m. ‘razor’. Greek even has a rarer variant �ıæ��, which

matches the masculine gender of the Sanskrit form. If words such as
this were ever adjectives, they were substantivized already in Indo-
European, and it has been argued that at least some of them (including
the word for ‘razor’) were actually created qua nouns (Nussbaum1976:
109–10, quoted on pp. 156–7). Given that the existence of nouns with
the suYxes we have called ‘adjectival’ is likely to be already a feature of
the parent language and not only of the daughter languages, consider-
ation of the accentuation patterns attested for words of this type in
diVerent branches of Indo-European might tell us something about
the Indo-European origins, if any, of recessive accentuation for such
nouns with ‘adjectival’ suYxes.
Logically, there are four situations that may arise when we have a

word equation between Greek and another language that preserves
something of the Indo-European free accent system:

� non-default accent in Greek; non-default accent outside Greek
� non-default accent in Greek; default accent outside Greek
� default accent in Greek; non-default accent outside Greek
� default accent in Greek; default accent outside Greek

Listing possibilities in this way requires an assumption that Indo-
European had a default position for the accent, and that this default

16 These data come from Pring (1982). Many of the medieval and modern Greek

phenomena discussed by Dieterich (1904) are of a similar kind.
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accentuation is continued by some default accent in each of the daughter
languages, or at least in each of those that are relevant for the recon-
struction of the Indo-European accent system. I have mentioned in
passing (Ch. 5 n. 25) an argument of Halle’s (1989: 165–6) supporting
the hypothesis that an accent on the initial syllable of the word was a
default accent for Indo-European. Without entering into a detailed
discussion of this point, I shall use at least as a provisional hypothesis
the notion of a default initial-syllable accent for Indo-European.
Since neither Vedic nor proto-Germanic limited the distance from

the end of the word where the accent could fall, a word-initial accent
attested either for Vedic or, indirectly, for proto-Germanic can poten-
tially continue a word-initial accent of Indo-European. Since Greek
introduced the law of limitation, an Indo-European word-initial accent
cannot always be continued by a word-initial accent in Greek. It can,
however, always be continued by the Greek recessive accent (as in
��æ������ ‘carried’; cf. the Vedic cognate bháramān

˙
ah
˙
), which also

took over the function of default accent.
Let us now consider some of the word equations between Greek

and Vedic or Greek and Germanic that relate to nouns formed
with the ‘adjectival’ suYxes we have studied. I shall take word-initial
accentuation attested in Vedic or indirectly in Germanic as the equiva-
lent of the Greek recessive accent in continuing the default accent
of Indo-European. All four of the logical possibilities enumerated
above are in fact attested, as Table 13(b) shows. The least securely
attested pattern, for the suYxes studied, is that involving default
accentuation both in Greek and elsewhere (Table 13(b)iv). For all the
other possibilities, one can cite certainly exact equations involving
words whose internal structure is not in doubt; these are the word
equations included in Table 13(b)i–iii. For the fourth possibility, how-
ever, the only word equations that can be cited either involve words
for which -ro- may or may not be suYxal (Œ��æ��) or are of uncertain
validity (�r���).
The existence of word equations of the types shown in Table 13(b)

i–iii suggests that nouns with the adjectival suYxes -ro- and -no-, at
least, acquired default accents at least to some extent on a language-
speciWc basis. A default accent may be attested for neither member of
the equation (�ıæ�� ‘razor’ : Skt ks

˙
urá- m. ‘razor’), and where default

accentuation is attested we may Wnd it only outside Greek (Iªæ��
‘Weld’ : Skt ájra- m. ‘Weld’; %Æ��� ‘Wne robe’ : Skt vásana- n. ‘garment’)
or only in Greek (��Œ��� ‘child’ : OHG thegan etc. < *tek̂nó- ‘servant’).
It is possible that some substantivized adjectives acquired default ac-
centuation already in Indo-European. If either of the word equations
given in Table 13(b)iv could be shown to be a genuine example we
would have some evidence in favour of this possibility.

13 Summary and Further Consequences 307



Whatever the situation in Indo-European, one clear conclusion is that
more work on the accent systems of individual languages, and the
pressures operating within them, is needed before the accentual behav-
iour of substantivized adjectives in those languages can be taken as
evidence for any Indo-European procedure resulting in nouns being
accented diVerently from similarly formed adjectives (cf. pp. 150–3).
Even where similar patterns (e.g. default accentuation for some sub-
stantivized adjectives) are found in diVerent Indo-European languages,
the evidence from word equations suggests that the speciWc lexical
items aVected do not always correspond. Given similar systematic
pressures it is quite possible that diVerent languages have innovated
in similar ways.

13.5 Consequences for linguistic theory

Recently, there has been a debate about the nature of inXectional and
derivational morphemes. Are inXectional morphemes lexically listed
items, which can be selected from the lexicon and added to other
linguistic material? Or are they phonological operations on lexically

Table 13(b). Word equations between Greek and Sanskrit or Germanic
nouns continuing IE ‘adjectival’ suYxes *-ro-, *-to-, or *-no-

Greek Other IE language(s)

i. Non-default accent in Greek : ‘non-default’ accent elsewhere
�ıæ�� (occasionally m. �ıæ��)
‘razor’

Skt ks
˙
urá- m. ‘razor’

ii. Non-default accent in Greek : ‘default’ accent elsewhere
Iªæ�� ‘Weld’ Skt ájra- m. ‘Weld’
%Æ��� ‘Wne robe’ Skt vásana- n. ‘garment’

iii. Default accent in Greek : ‘non-default’ accent elsewhere
��Œ��� ‘child’ ON þegn ‘man, servant’, OHG

thegan ‘warrior, servant’, etc.
(< *tek̂nó-)

iv. Default accent in Greek : ‘default’ accent elsewhere
Œ��æ�� ‘boar’ ON hafr etc. (<*kápro-)

‘he-goat’a

�r��� ‘fate, doom’ Goth. aiþs, OHG eid etc.
(< *(H1)oí̇to-) ‘oath’

b

a Internal structure uncertain; -ro- may not be suYxal, but see Table 6(a) note e.
b Equation not certain, for semantic reasons (cf. Table 7(a)ii with note h).
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listed items, not themselves listed in the lexicon? And what about
derivational morphemes?
Since L. BloomWeld (1926), a morpheme has traditionally been

regarded as a ‘recurrent (meaningful) form which cannot in turn be
analyzed into smaller recurrent (meaningful) forms’ (p. 155). Although
a distinction between ‘bound’ and ‘free’ morphemes has also been
recognized since L. BloomWeld (1926: 155), inXectional and deriv-
ational morphemes have been regarded as units that are essentially
similar to free morphemes. In this conception word-formation, like
sentence-formation, consists of the selection and combination of essen-
tially distinct units.
This view of inXectional and derivational morphemes as combinable

units of form and meaning, like free morphemes, has been attacked
from various directions. Beard (1995: 378) points out, inter alia, that
many grammatical morphemes (whether inXectional or derivational)
lend themselves to analysis as operations rather than as combinable
items. For the sake of ‘the simplest and most consistent universal theory
of morphology’, he proceeds to deny the status of listable objects to all
grammatical morphemes, both those that could easily be regarded as
listable objects and those that could not:

bound derivational morphemes must be described as processes distinct from

the selection-copy process that accounts for the presence of lexical items in

phrases. AYx-spelling and the spelling of free morphemes may be described as

operations; however stem mutations, revowelling, prosodic morphemes, and

reduplication cannot be described as lexical selection-copying without ad hoc

enrichment of both the lexicon and the phonological realization rules. It follows

that the simplest and most consistent universal theory of morphology will

represent grammatical morphemes as purely phonological operations on lex-

emes or phrasal positions, not as listable objects.

Among the opponents of Beard’s view, Maiden (1999a, b; 2001) has
collected a number of instances in which derivational aYxes apparently
behave as if they consist of listable units of form and meaning.17 For
example, he suggests (2001: 38–41) that the unexpected voicing of ç to z
in a number of Old Spanish derivational suYxes is the result of a
sporadic sound change that aVected (a) a small number of lexical
stems, and (b) a number of suYxes. SuYxes that undergo the voicing
do so in all their occurrences, regardless of the word in which they
appear. Maiden (2001: 41) infers that ‘voicing is apparently ‘‘blind’’ to
the lexeme in which the suYx occurs, it simply aVects the suYx
directly, in just the same way that it aVects a lexeme like lizo’.

17 He allows that the ‘meaning’ of a derivational suYx may be rather diVerent from

that of a standard lexeme and may be ‘intramorphological’ rather than ‘extramorpholo-

gical’. For example, the ‘meaning’ of a suYx may be simply the fact of being a suYx.
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Maiden’s explanation of voicing in Old Spanish suYxes suggests that
derivational suYxes are items that are either aVected or unaVected by a
lexically diVusing sound change, just as morphologically simple words
are either aVected or unaVected. Because, on his account, a derivational
suYx is either aVected or unaVected, it is aVected either in all the words
in which it occurs or in none.
On the basis of the studies on Greek accentuation presented in this

book, it was suggested above (p. 292) that lexical accents are most stable
when they attach to frequently occurring morphemes and least
stable when they attach to infrequently occurring morphemes. If so,
we would have one more instance in which derivational suYxes behave
as units in fundamentally the same way as morphologically simple
stems. For a derivational suYx to behave as a frequent item it is not
necessary that any of the individual words in which it occurs be of high
frequency. The suYx behaves as an item that can be frequent or
infrequent in its own right, regardless of the particular words in
which it occurs.

13.6 Consequences for the understanding of
accentual change

I have mentioned (Ch. 5 n. 25) Halle’s (1989: 165–6) view that the
consistent initial accent found in a number of languages from several
diVerent branches of Indo-European resulted from the loss of lexical
accents with a concomitant generalization of initial accentuation, which
he takes to have been the default accent pattern for Indo-European. The
process whereby a morphological accent system changes to a Wxed initial
accent system has been studied by Hutton (1995) in the context of the
proto-Germanic change to Wxed initial stress. Hutton (pp. 202–5) con-
siders whether the proto-Germanic stress shift was ‘catastrophic’ or
‘gradual’. He assumes that a ‘catastrophic’ stress change would involve
an instantaneous change in the fundamental stress rules. Under the
new rule system lexical accents would no longer surface and would con-
sequently cease to exist. A ‘gradual’ stress shift would involve
lexical accents being lost one by one while the fundamental accent rules
remained unchanged.Hutton concludes the discussion by suggesting that
the proto-Germanic stress shift probably involved a gradual loss of lexical
accents in its initial stages and then a shift to a diVerent fundamental rule
system at a later stage, when lexical accents had been eliminated to the
extent that those remaining had become marginal.
Our investigation of ancient Greek accentuation suggests that loss of

lexical accents was an ongoing process during the history of Greek, and
we have seen that the loss of lexical accents is a normal and unsurprising
phenomenon in languages with morphological accent systems. It is
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worth asking whether such languages are necessarily tending towards
the eventual elimination of lexical accents altogether.
Greek has developed for two millennia since the period represented by

our evidence for the ancient accent system, and yet lexical accents have
not, or not yet, been lost. On the other hand, other factors have inter-
vened. The loss of distinctive vowel length means that a suYx such as the
genitive singular ending -�ı, which was underlyingly unaccented in the
ancient language, has become lexically pre-accented. In the absence of an
inherently accented derivational suYx, a word ending in -�ı is accented
on the syllable preceding -�ı, as in I�Łæ#��ı ‘man’ (gen. sg.).The failure of
the accent to fall on the third syllable from the end of theword is no longer
determined by the length of the vowel, since vowel length is no longer
distinctive, but by a lexical feature of the morpheme itself (see n. 15
above). The loss of distinctive vowel length has thus increased the degree
to which morphological structure is relevant in determining the accentu-
ation of a Greek word, and this process can only have counteracted any
progression in the direction of a Wxed-accent language.
In addition, it was suggested above (p. 292) that lexical accents are

relatively stable in frequently occurring derivational suYxes. Where a
word, historically speaking, contained an inherently accented suYx but
is attested with recessive accentuation I have argued that the word is no
longer synchronically analysed as containing the relevant suYx. The
stability of the ancient Greek lexical accent in a derivational suYx such
as -��-, as long as -��- is felt synchronically to be present in a word, is
responsible for the absolutely consistent Wnal accentuation of adjectives
with -��-. These adjectives are naturally analysed synchronically as
containing the suYx -��-, a fundamentally adjectival suYx. In order
for ancient Greek to have been progressing towards a state of Wxed
accentuation, the stability of lexical accents would have had to be
diminished even in very frequently occurring morphemes such as pro-
ductive derivational suYxes. This crucial step was not taken, and it
seems quite possible that a language can support a gradual but continual
process of lexical accent loss in infrequent items while retaining a lexical
accent system, as long as lexical accents remain stable in items of at least
a certain frequency. What the crucial frequency is, and why some
languages reach this point of accentual instability while others do not,
are questions that may deserve further investigation.

13.7 A footnote: do the conclusions reached here
imply the literal existence of synchronic

morphophonological rules?

In the analysis presented here I have relied on notions that belong to
rule-based models of phonological and morphological processing, and
have made heavy use of the concept of ‘default’ rules. It is currently
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much debated whether speakers’ knowledge of the regularities of a lan-
guage is supported by their use of mechanisms best described as syn-
chronic rules, or rather by mechanisms best described as analogical in
nature. One of the claims that has been made in favour of the literal
validity of a rule-based rather than analogy-based model is that ‘default’
rules (a) exist, and (b) may apply when memory fails not only to forms
similar to the ones to which they already apply (straightforward cases of
‘analogy’), but also to forms displaying no close resemblance to others to
which they already apply. For example, it is claimed that speakers of
German make plurals in -s for new words (or words previously unknown
to them) that, for one reason or another, do not fall under any of the more
speciWc rules for German plural formation. The addition of -s is far from
being one of the most frequently used means of forming plurals in Ger-
man, and yet it has the status of the most generally regular (or ‘default’)
pattern. In order to form its plural with -s, a new German word need not
be similar to any other word that forms its plural with -s; it only needs to
fail to meet the conditions under which any of the other plural-forming
rules is appropriate (see Pinker 1999: 221–7, with bibliography).
Since my attempt to reconstruct some aspects of the prehistory of

ancient Greek accentuation has been couched in the terms of a rule-
basedmodel, and depends on recessive accentuation being treated as the
most generally regular, or ‘default’, accent rule for Greek, it is worth
contemplating whether the ability of these rule-based notions to help
explain some apparent oddities of ancient Greek accentuation actually
adds to the arguments in favour of a rule-based model, or whether the
rule-based language I have used has provided no more than a conveni-
ent means of discussing certain structural aspects of ancient Greek
accentuation that could also have been described—perhaps even with
more literal truth—in other terms.
In fact, I do not think that the conclusions drawn here require, and

therefore speak particularly in favour of, a rule-based model of linguis-
tic processing. In order to demonstrate this point, let us brieXy sketch
some of these conclusions in the terms of an analogy-based model.
Suppose that at a certain stage of the language words synchronically
analysed as having a particular suYx, say -æ�-, are usually accented on
this suYx, but words with unanalysed stems are most often recessive.
In a situation where memory fails, a word that is synchronically ana-
lysed as containing the suYx -æ�- will be accented on the suYx by
analogy with other words with -æ�-, since these provide the closest
models for the accentuation of a word with -æ�-. A word whose stem
is synchronically unanalysed, however, will be accented when memory
fails on the basis of its own closest models, which will be other unana-
lysed and usually recessive words. Now, a word which was once
analysed as containing a particular suYx but which has undergone
‘demorphologization’ will be accented after ‘demorphologization’, if
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memory fails, by analogy with other unanalysed and usually recessive
words. A change from Wnal to recessive accentuation may therefore
occur in such a situation if (a) demorphologization has occurred, and
(b) memory has failed. Demorphologization is resisted by very infre-
quent items, and memory failure does not tend to happen with very
frequent items. The reasons for the U-shaped frequency distribution
can thus be stated as well in the terms of an analogy-based model as in
those of a rule-based model.
Furthermore, it is not necessary that the type of change described here

involves the spreading of a pattern that is the most generally regular, or
‘default’, pattern for the language as a whole. In our Greek examples, it
hashappened tobe the case that recessive accentuation is themost regular
accentuation pattern across the Greek vocabulary and not only for, say,
second-declension nouns. But let us imagine that at a certain stage of
Greek unanalysed second-declension nouns (but not other sorts of
words) were usually recessive while those analysed as containing certain
suYxes (such as -æ�-) were usually accented on those suYxes. If a word
that was once analysed as containing such a suYx was demorphologized,
a change to recessive accentuation would become possible in exactly the
way that we have seen, even though in this case recessive accentuation
would be only a locally regular pattern applying to second declension
nouns, not a globally regular one applying to the language in general.
The changing stress patterns of English words ending in -ate has been

mentioned above as being probably connected with the loss of synchronic
analysis of -ate as a suYx, and I have suggested that the path these changes
tookmay provide a close parallel for the path taken by ourGreek changes.
But notice that after demorphologization and then a change of accent,
disyllabic verbs with -ate have the stress on the second syllable (as in
dictáte). This is the most regular stress pattern for unanalysed English
disyllabic verbs, but by no means the most regular stress pattern for
English disyllabic words in general; English disyllabic nouns tend to
be stressed on the initial syllable. Indeed, disyllabic nouns borrowed
with stress on the second syllable tend to develop stress on the initial
syllable over time (cf. the nouns aspect, compact, contents, essay, increase,
instinct, protest, and record, mentioned by C. Barber, quoted on p. 132).

The preceding investigations into the accentuation of some classes of
Greek nouns and adjectives thus do not pretend to help determine the
most accurate way to model human linguistic processing. But I hope
that some progress has been made in the understanding of accentual
change, and of the ways in which word frequency interacts with pro-
cesses involving loss of analysis and subsequent regularization.
Had I realized when beginning to work on these questions that the

result would be largely a study of this question of word frequency and

13 Summary and Further Consequences 313



linguistic change, I would hardly have thought it sensible to start with
an ancient language and prehistoric processes of change that need to be
reconstructed out of the internal regularities and irregularities of a
historical stage of the language. But I hope that the general results
may be replicated using data from modern languages and more recent,
documentable processes of linguistic change, and that in the meantime
these investigations have shed some light on the prehistory of Greek.
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Appendices



These appendices contain lists of the words used as data for Chapters 6,
7, 8, 9, and 11. To give a rough indication of the age of each word, and
to assist in the Wnding of at least one attestation, a reference is given to
an occurrence of each word in the century in which it Wrst appears.
(Dates of authors may be found in the list of ancient authors and works,
pp. xiv–xxiv.) Attestations on inscriptions are not, however, taken into
account (although they are occasionally mentioned). For each word, a
note on etymology is given to justify its inclusion in a list of words
formed, historically speaking, with a certain suYx. A note on the
evidence for a word’s accentuation is given where I have used evidence
other than that of printed editions, or where I found more information
in printed editions than simply a particular accent. The words in each
section are ordered as a reverse index. The terminations -�� and -�� (and
-�Ø and -Æ, for nouns attested only in the plural) have been neglected for
the purposes of alphabetization.



APPENDIX 1

Data for Chapter 6

1.1 Adjectives with suYx -qo-

The following abbreviations are used to encode information at the end
of each entry: F ¼ Wnally accented; R ¼ recessive; U ¼ uncertain or
variable accentuation, i.e. both Wnal and recessive accentuation are
attested and no decision could be made between them. Where more
than one accent is attested but some decision could be reached, this
decision has been explained in the note and the word has been classiWed
as either F or R. In cases of doubt I have aimed to err on the side of
caution.

Iqc¸r; Þ; ¸m < *Iæªæ�� ‘white, swift’. Hom. (Il. 18. 578þ)þ. Et.: From
*H2r

˚
ĝrós ¼ Skt r

˚
jrá- ‘swift’; cf. Iæª�-��ı� ‘swift-footed’. Accent:

Final accentuation is prescribed for a word Iæª�� by Arc. 51. 17. It
is not explicitly speciWed whether Iæª�� ‘white, swift’ or $
 æª�� ‘idle’ is
at issue, but words giving any impression of being compounds are
explicitly excluded from the relevant rule assigning Wnal accentu-
ation. Arcadius gives ��æª�� ‘mad’ (etymologized as privative �Æ
plus �æª�� ‘work’) as an example of a compound word; it is therefore
unlikely that by Iæª�� he intends $
 æª�� ‘idle’ (Æ- privative plus �æª��
‘work’). On the other hand, if Göttling’s conjecture @æª�� for MSS
ª�ªª�� or ��ªª�� is accepted at Arc. 51. 18, with Lentz (1867–70:
i. 139. 33), one would need to take into account Sch. D. Thr. 130.
29–30 and Olympiodorus, In Categorias 33. 14, which juxtapose
$
 æª�� ‘idle’ and@æª�� (proper name) in connection with accentuation.
Manuscript evidence: e.g. Iæª�d at Il. 18. 578 in codex VenetusMarc.
822. F.

stibaq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘strong, stout, sturdy’. Hom. (Il. 3. 335þ)þ. Et.: �����ø
‘tread on’. F.

sobaq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘rushing, violent’. Aristophanes (Nu. 406þ)þ. Et.: ����ø
‘move rapidly’. F.

kacaq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘hollow, sunken’. Xenophon (Cyn. 4. 1)þ. Et.: Related to
ºÆªÆ�ø ‘release’; see Frisk (1960–72: ii. 68). Accent: Arc. 80. 15. F.

jkadaq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘quivering’. Polybius (6. 25. 5)þ. Et.: Root of Œº�ø
‘break’, perhaps with interference from ŒæÆÆ��ø ‘swing’, etc.: Chan-
traine (1968–80: 537); cf. Frisk (1960–72: i. 864: inherited root-
extension --). F.



pkadaq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘moist, damp; insipid’. Hippocrates (VM 14 (i. 602.
10–11 Littré)þ)þ. Et.: �ºÆ�ø ‘be Xaccid’. Accent: Arc. 100. 5
(not totally explicit, but non-recessive accentuation is deWnitely
implied). F.

ladaq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘wet’. Hippocrates (Epid. 7. 83 (v. 438. 15 Littré)þ)þ.
Et.: �Æ�ø ‘be moist’. Accent: Hrd. Ø�æ. 16. 32. Cf. Arc. 100. 5. F.

vkudaq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘wet’. Hippocrates (in Galen 19. 152. 12). Et.: �ºı�ø
‘have an excess of moisture’. F.

meaq¸r; $́; ¸m (and later contracted mgq¸r) ‘young, fresh’. Hom. (Il. 2. 289)
þ. Et.: ����; Æ; �� ‘young; new’ < *��=-��. Cf. Arm. nor ‘new’ from
*neu

Ð
erós vel sim.: Frisk 1960–72: ii. 306. F.

Nhaq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘cheerful, glad; pure’. Simias (Greek Anthology 15. 22. 6 ¼
Simias 25. 6 Powell; with v.l. ŒÆŁÆæA�); restored and unaccented on
papyrus at Alcaeus 5. 8 V.; comparative at Alcaeus 58. 18 V. The
Myc. personal name I-ta-ra-jo may be a derivative, and if so would
guarantee the antiquity of NŁÆæ��. Et.: Root of NŁÆ��ø ‘have kind mind
(?)’ (Hesychius Ø 382 Latte; on the meaning see Latte ad loc.).
Skt vī̇dhrá- (¼ vi-idhrá-) n. ‘clear sky, sunshine’ is normally
compared: see Chantraine (1968–80: 459); Mayrhofer (1986–2001:
ii. 568–9). F.

kiaq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘warm, lukewarm’. Hom. (Il. 11. 477þ)þ. Et.: Related to
KºØ��Ł	� K�ºØ��Ł	 (‘was warmed’; Hesychius � 2059 Latte), but this
verb is attested very late. Rhyming synonym of �ºØÆæ�� ‘warm’. F.

wkiaq¸r; ð$́Þ; ¸m ‘warm’. Ps.-Epicharmus (in Athenaeus 14. 648d ¼ Ps.-
Epicharmus fr. 289 K–A)þ. Et.: �ºØÆ��ø ‘warm’; �ºØ��Ø� ‘warm’.
Accent: Arc. 80. 14–15. F.

liaq¸r (and lieq¸rÞ; $́; ¸m ‘stained (with blood)’. Hom. (Il. 24. 420)þ.
Et.: �ØÆ��ø ‘to stain’. F.

Im{$q¸r (and Imi$q¸rÞ; $́; ¸m (and Im{gq¸r; Þ; ¸m) ‘grievous, troublesome,
annoying’. Hom. (Od. 17. 220þ)þ. Et.: I�{�ø ‘grieve, distress’,
I�{· $ ‘grief, sorrow’. Accent: Implied by Hrd. Ø�æ. 16. 33. F.

lmiaq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘mossy’. Greek Anthology (6. 250. 3)þ. Et.: �����; �� ‘sea-
weed’. F.

bqiaq¸r (and bqieq¸rÞ; $́; ¸m ‘strong’. Hom. (Il. 11. 375þ)þ. Et.: �æØ�ø
‘make strong, be strong’, �æ{· Łø ‘be heavy’, �æE ¼ �e �æØŁ� ŒÆd �æØÆæ��
‘heavy and strong’ (Hesiod in Strabo 8. 5. 3 ¼ Hesiod fr. 329
M–W). F.

k$q¸r; $́; ¸m ‘pleasant to the taste, dainty, sweet’. Hom. (Il. 17. 572þ)þ.
Et.: I��-ºÆ�ø ‘have enjoyment of’. From *ºÆ=Ææ�� or *ºÆ=�æ��: Risch
(1974: 69). Accent: Arc. 77. 16. Cf. Hrd. ���. 940. 26, with Lentz
on 940. 22, 23. F.

v›k$qor; $; om (Ionic v›kgqor) ‘having a crest or patch of white’. Theoc-
ritus (8. 27)þ. Et.: �Æº½º��� : º�ıŒ�� ‘white’ (Hesychius � 122
Schmidt). Accent: Arc. (81. 13–14) prescribes recessive accentu-
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ation for a word ��º	æ��, but this word appears in a list of recessive
common nouns, proper names, and adjectives lacking a separate
feminine form, so that ��º	æ�� as a proper name is probably meant.
Schmidt capitalizes the word accordingly. R.

wakaq¸r,$́; ¸m ‘slack, loose’. Aristophanes (Th. 263þ)þ. Et.: �Æº�ø
‘slacken’. Accent: Arc. 80. 14. F.

i“ kaq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘cheerful, merry’. Xenophon (Mem. 2. 7. 12)þ. Et.: Root of
¥ºÆ��; �� ‘propitious’, ƒº��Œ��ÆØ ‘appease’, etc. F.

m$q¸r; $́; ¸m ‘Xowing, liquid’. Aeschylus (in Photius 286. 8 Porson ¼
Aeschylus fr. 347 Radt; unaccented in the codex: see Radt’s appar-
atus ad loc.); Sophocles (in e.g. Orion 110. 1 ¼ Sophocles fr. 621
Radt). Et.: ��ø ‘Xow’. Accent: Lehrs conjectured �$æ�� forMS ºÆæ��
at Hrd. ���. 940. 22–3 (see Lentz ad loc.), and Lentz (1867–70: i.
190. 14) conjectured �$æ�� for MSS �ºÆæ�� at Arc. 77. 17. F.

shemaq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘strong, mighty’. Hom. (Il. 9. 505)þ. Et.: �Ł����; ��
‘strength, might’. F.

pimaq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘dirty, squalid’. Cratinus (in Pollux 7. 28 ¼ Cratinus fr.
388 K–A)þ. Et.: �����; › ‘dirt, Wlth’. F.

simaq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘hurt, damaged’. Hippocrates (Fract. 33 (iii. 534. 3 Littré)
þ)þ. Et.: �����ÆØ ‘harm’. F.

kapaq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘slack, loose’. Hippocrates (Morb. 2. 26 (vii. 40. 13 Littré)
þ)þ. Et.: Root of ºÆ����ø ‘empty, soften’. F.

kipaq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘oily, shiny with oil’. Hom. (Il. 2. 44þ)þ. Et.: º��Æ (adv.)
‘richly(?)’, ºØ�Æ��ø ‘oil, anoint’. Accent: Arc. 80. 14. F.

q“ upaq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘Wlthy, dirty’. Teleclides (in Pollux 10. 164 ¼ Teleclides
fr. 3K–A)þ. Et.: Þ����; › ‘dirt, Wlth’. Accent: Hrd. Ø�æ. 15. 14, 16.
32–3. F.

ceqaq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘of reverend bearing, majestic’. Hom. (Il. 3. 170)þ. Et.:
ª�æÆ�; �� ‘gift of honour’; ª�æø�; › ‘old man’. F.

lusaq¸r (and luseq¸r), $́; ¸m ‘foul, dirty’. Herodotus (2. 37. 2)þ. Et.:
�����; ��, ‘uncleanness’. F.

xavaq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘friable, powdery’. Aeschylus (Th. 323)þ. Et.: Root of
łB���;  ‘pebble’. Accent: Arc. 80. 15. F.

xevaq¸r=xe† vaqor; $; om ‘gloomy, cloudy’. Hippocrates (in Galen 19. 156.
6). Et.: ł����; �� ‘darkness’. Accent: Kühn prints ł��ÆæÆ at Galen
19. 156. 6. Schmidt (on Hesychius ł 138 Schmidt) quotes the same
word from Galen as ł��Ææ�. U.

k›bqor; om ‘furious, boisterous’. Hom. (Il. 2. 148þ)þ. Et.: ºÆ��E� (aor.
inf.), º�)��ÆØ ‘take’ are usually compared. Lat. rabiēs ‘madness,
frenzy’ has also been suggested, with dissimilation of the initial
consonant in Greek: see Frisk (1960–72: ii. 66–7). R.

kßbqor=kibq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘dark, black; dewy’. Tragica adespota (in Photius º
295 Theodoridis ¼ Photius 222. 25 Porson; cf. Tragica adespota fr.
232 K–S (fromHesychius º 943Latte))þ. Et.: Probably root of º���ø
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‘pour’. Accent: At Photius º 295 Theodoridis, Theodoridis reports
thatMS ‘g’ has ºØ�æ��, unaccented (so also Porson’s apparatus ad loc.)
while ‘z’ has º�œœ�æ��. Theodoridis prints Porson’s ºØ�æ��. Final accen-
tuation is often printed elsewhere (e.g. EM 564. 49; Greek Anthology
15. 25. 1). Lentz (1867–70: i. 203. 1) includes ºØ�æ�� forHerodian but
only, as he says, ‘exempli causa’. U.

kucq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘baneful, mournful’. Hom. (Il. 2. 873þ)þ. Et.: º�ıªÆº���
‘in sad or sorry plight, wretched’. Cf. Kæ�ıŁÆº��� ‘ruddy’ beside
KæıŁæ�� ‘red’ and �æ�ıŁ��; �� ‘redness’. *º�Fª��; �� is not attested but
may have existed. Cf. also Lat. lūgeō ‘mourn’, lūgubris ‘indicative of
mourning or sorrow’. See Frisk (1960–72: ii. 108). Accent: Arc. 84.
9. F.

stemucq¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘narrow’. Semonides (in Galen 17(1). 897.
8 � Semonides in Galen 18(1). 411. 15 ¼ Semonides fr. 14. 3
West)þ. Et.: Root of ������ ‘narrow’, with velar element and -æ�-
suYx: see Chantraine (1933: 225). F.

a“ dq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘thick, stout’. Herodotus (1. 17. 1þ)þ. Et.: Root –- of –	�
‘to one’s Wll’, adverbial acc. of *–	 ‘satiety’. Accent: Eust. 1447.
59. F.

vaidq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘bright, beaming’. Pindar (in Polybius 4. 31. 6¼ Pindar fr.
109. 2 S–M)þ. Et.: Root of �Æ�Ø���; ðÆÞ; ��, ‘shining’. Accent: Arc.
84. 13. F.

j^dq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘glorious, renowned’. Hom. (Il. 18. 184þ)þ. Et.: ŒF��; ��
‘glory, renown’. Accent: Arc. 84. 13–14. F.

xudq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘lying, untrue’. Theognis (122)þ. Et.: Root of ł�ı��
‘lying, false’. F.

bkabeq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘harmful’. Hesiod (Op. 365)þ. Et.: �º��	 ‘harm’. Ac-
cent: Hrd. Ø�æ. 15. 13. F.

vobeq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘fearful’. Aeschylus (Supp. 891þ)þ. Et.: �����; › ‘panic
Xight, panic fear’. Accent: Arc. 108. 21–2 and Ep. Ps. 97. 12
prescribe the same accent for f. ����æ$· as for m. ����æ��, but without
specifying the position of the accent. However, a non-recessive accent
is implied since unlike ����æ��, recessive �Ææ���æ�� (with f. �Ææı��æ$)
receives a special comment in Arcadius, and recessive �ŒÆØ�� (with f.
ØŒÆ�$) a similar comment in Ep. Ps., owing to the diVerent locations
of the recessive accent in m. and f. F.

ckaceq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘full of milk’. Greek Anthology (6. 154. 8)þ. Et.: ª�ºÆ,
gen. ª�ºÆŒ��� ‘milk’. F.

paceq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘frosty, cold’. Dio Chrysostom (30. 11 (2. 297. 23 von
Arnim))þ. Et.: ��ª��; › ‘frost’. F.

vkoceq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘blazing, Xaming’. Euripides (El. 991þ)þ. Et.: �º��, gen.
�º�ª�� ‘Xame’. F.

loceq¸r; ð$́Þ; ¸m ‘toiling; toilsome’. Aeschylus (Th. 827þ)þ. Et.: ��ª��; ›
‘toil’. F.
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xoceq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘fond of blaming’. Pindar (P. 2. 55)þ. Et.: ł�ª��; ›
‘blameable fault; blame’. Accent: Arc. 81. 10. F.

stuceq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘hated, abominated, loathed, hateful’. Hom. (Il. 2. 385þ)
þ. Et.: ��ıª�ø ‘hate’; ���ª��; �� ‘hatred’. Accent: ��ıªbæ�� at Il. 5. 47
on P. Oxy. ii. 223, col. 2 (3rd cent. ad). F.

staheq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘standing fast’. Aeschylus (in Suda � 982 � Photius 534.
2 Porson ¼ Aeschylus fr. 276 Radt)þ. Et.: Root of ���Ł�	 ‘carpen-
ter’s line’. Accent: Lentz (1867–70: i. 196. 16) takes Theognost. 70.
33–4 as evidence for Wnal accentuation. Theognostus’ list explicitly
includes both O�����Æ and �Ææ����Æ, but the O�����Æ appear to come
Wrst; ��ÆŁ�æ�� would be the last word in this Wrst part of the list. F.

i“ eq¸r; $́; ¸m (with dialectal variants, essentially i“ aq¸r and {� q¸r: see Garci̇´ a-
Ramón 1992: 183) ‘Wlled with or manifesting divine power’. Hom.
(Il. 1. 99þ)þ. Et.: The word corresponds to Skt is

˙
irá- ‘powerful,

swift’, which is a derivative on the root is
˙
- of is

˙
n
˙
á̄ti, í̇s

˙
yati ‘set in

motion, hasten’ and es
˙
ati ‘glide’. Garcı́a-Ramón (1992: 203) con-

cludes that there may have been two adjectives formed on the root
or roots *H1ei

Ð
s- and/or *H1ei

Ð
sH1- in IE, one in *-ro- and one in *-r-o-

(the latter derived either from an *r/n-stem or from a ‘locative’ in -er).
Alternatively, there was only one adjective in IE, in which case it was
the one in *-ro-. In either case, the Gk formwould derive wholly or in
part from an IE adjective in *-ro-. Cf. App. 1.2 s.v. ƒ�æ��={� æ��; ��
‘oVering; temple’. Accent: Arc. 78. 10; Sch. Il. 9. 150a1 (A); Hrd.
Part. 179. 13; Theognost. 69. 33 (as common noun); implied by
Eust. 743. 20. F.

dieq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘active, alive’ (later ‘wet, liquid’). Hom. (Od. 6. 201þ)þ.
Et.: ØÆ��ø ‘wet, moisten’. Some have connected Ø�æ�� ‘active, alive’
to ��� ‘fear’, ��ø ‘be alarmed’ (root *=Ø-), separating Ø�æ�� ‘wet,
liquid’: rejected by Chantraine (1968–80: 281); cf. Frisk (1960–72: i.
390). F.

sjieq¸r (and sjiaq¸rÞ; $́; ¸m ‘shady, giving shade’. Hom. (Il. 11. 480þ)þ.
Et.: �ŒØ��Ø� ‘shady, shadowy’. F.

pkajeq¸r (v.l. pkojeq¸rÞ; $́; ¸m ‘broad’. Theocritus (7. 18). Et.: �º��, gen.
�ºÆŒ�� ‘anything Xat and broad; Xat land’. F.

mosajeq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘liable to sickness, sickly’. Aristotle (Pol. 1279a15–16þ)
þ. Et.: Derivative of �����;  ‘sickness’, with an unusual velar elem-
ent. Cf. ØłÆŒ�æ�� ‘thirsty’. F.

tajeq¸r (and tajgq¸rÞ; $́; ¸m ‘melting in the mouth, tender’. Pherecrates
(in Athenaeus 9. 366d ¼ Pherecrates fr. 89 K–A)þ. Et.: ��Œø
‘melt’. F.

ckujeq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘sweet to the taste or smell’. Hom. (Il. 10. 4þ)þ. Et.:
ªºıŒ��Ø� ‘sweet’, ªºıŒ�� ‘sweet’. Accent: Arc. 115. 9–10. F.

hakeq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘stout, sturdy, buxom’. Hom. (Il. 2. 266þ)þ. Et.:
Ł�ººø <* Ł�º-Ø

Ð
ø ‘sprout, grow, thrive’, Ł�º��; �� ‘scion; child’. F.
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lakeq¸r (and slakeq¸rÞ; $́; ¸m ‘Werce, raging’. Hom. (Il. 9. 242þ)þ. Et.:
Perhaps connected to ��ºÆ ‘very’, �Aºº�� ‘more’, ��ºØ��Æ ‘most of all’.
F.

svakeq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘likely to make one stumble or trip’. Aeschylus (Eu. 375)
þ. Et.: ���ººø ‘make to fall’. Accent: Lentz (1867–70: i. 196. 15)
takes Theognost. 70. 33 as evidence for Wnal accentuation. Theog-
nostus’ list includes both O�����Æ and �Ææ����Æ, but the O�����Æ appear
to come Wrst; ��Æº�æ�� is in this Wrst part of the list. F.

dokeq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘deceitful’. Sophocles (El. 124þ)þ. Et.: �º��; › ‘bait,
trick’. Accent: Lentz (1867–70: i. 196. 15) takes Theognost. 70.
33 as evidence for Wnal accentuation. Theognostus’ list explicitly
includes both O�����Æ and �Ææ����Æ, but the O�����Æ appear to come
Wrst; �º�æ�� is in this Wrst part of the list. F.

hokeq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘muddy, foul, turbid’. Herodotus (4. 53. 2þ)þ. Et.: Ł�º��;
› ‘mud, dirt’. F.

weßleqor; om ‘wintry, stormy’. Aratus (797þ). Et.: ��E�Æ; �� ‘winter
weather, cold’. According to Frisk (1960–72: ii. 1080), extracted
from compounds such as ı������æ�� ‘wintry, stormy’. R.

tqoleq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘trembling’. Euripides (HF 231þ)þ. Et.: �æ����; › ‘trem-
bling’. F.

vameq¸r; ð$́Þ; ¸m ‘visible, manifest’. Pindar (O. 6. 73þ)þ. Et.: Root of
�Æ��ø <* ���-Ø

Ð
ø ‘cause to appear’. Accent: Hrd. Ø�æ. 15. 13–14. F.

pkemmeq¸r; $́; �m ‘like mucus’. Hippocrates (in Galen 19. 131. 7). Et.:
�º���ÆØ� ���ÆØ (‘mucus’; Hesychius � 2525 Schmidt). F.

vhomeq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘envious, jealous’. Theognis (770)þ. Et.: �Ł����; › ‘envy’.
F.

coeq¸r (and cogq¸rÞ; $́; ¸m ‘mournful’. Aeschylus (A. 1176)þ. Et.: ª���; ›
‘weeping’. Accent: Arc. 81. 9. F.

moeq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘intellectual’. Aristotle (Pr. 954a35þ)þ. Et.: ����; › ‘mind’.
Accent: Arc. 81. 10. F.

moseq¸r (and mosgq¸rÞ; $́; ¸m ‘diseased’. Euripides (Hipp. 131þ)þ. Et.:
�����;  ‘sickness’. Accent: Lentz (1867–70: i. 196. 16) takes Theog-
nost. 70. 33 as evidence for Wnal accentuation. Theognostus’ list
explicitly includes both O�����Æ and �Ææ����Æ, but the O�����Æ appear
to come Wrst; ����æ�� is in this Wrst part of the list. Final accentuation
is given for the form ���	æ�� by Ammonius (Ammonius 405 ¼ Try-
pho fr. 15 Velsen); the word may or may not derive from Trypho,
whom Ammonius is quoting or paraphrasing here. F.

dqoseq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘dewy, watery’. Euripides (Ba. 865þ)þ. Et.: æ����;  
‘dew’. Accent: Arc. 81. 10. F.

jqateq¸r (and jaqteq¸rÞ; $́; ¸m ‘strong, stout,mighty’.Hom. (Il. 1. 25þ)þ.
Et.: ŒæÆ��ø ‘be strong’, ŒæÆ��� ‘strong’, Œ�æ���=Œæ����; �� ‘strength,
might’. Accent: Arc. 80. 20–1; Sch. Il. 1. 280b (A). Further gram-
matical sources cited by Erbse on Sch. Il. 1. 280b. F.
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mújteqor; om ‘nightly’. Aeschylus (Pr. 797þ)þ. Et.: ���, gen. �ıŒ���
‘night’. R.

moteq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘damp, moist’. Thucydides (3. 21. 4)þ. Et.: �����; › ‘south
wind’. F.

jqueq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘icy, cold, chilling’. Hom. (Il. 13. 48þ)þ. Et.: Œæı��Ø�
‘chilling’, Œæ���; �� ‘icy cold, frost’. F.

tqaveq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘well-fed, fat’ (in Homer �æÆ��æ� (sc. ªB) ¼ ‘dry land’).
Hom. (Il. 14. 308þ)þ. Et.: �æ��ø ‘nourish’; �Ææ��� ‘thick, close’;
��æ���; �� ‘thicket’. F.

foveq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘dusky, gloomy’. Hesiod (Th. 814)þ. Et.: )����; › ‘nether
darkness’. F.

dmoveq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘dark, murky’. Hom. (Il. 9. 15þ)þ. Et.: �����; › ‘dark-
ness’. F.

tquveq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘delicate, dainty’. Aristophanes (V. 1169þ)þ. Et.: �æı��;
 ‘softness, delicacy’. Accent: Arc. 81. 10. F.

tqoweq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘running, tripping’. Aristotle (Rh. 1409a1)þ. Et.: De-
rived from �æ����; › ‘wheel’ or �æ����; › ‘running, course’, nominal
forms on the root of �æ��ø ‘run’. F.

pm{cgq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘choking, stiXing’. Aristophanes (Ra. 122)þ. Et.: ���)ø
‘choke’. Accent: Hrd. Ø�æ. 15. 17. F.

s{cgq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘silent’. Menander (Mon. 240)þ. Et.: �{ª�;  ‘silence’. F.
Ikcgq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘painful’. Septuagint (Je. 10. 19þ)þ. Et.: ¼ºª��; �� ‘pain’.
Accent: Hrd. Ø�æ. 15. 17. F.

dgq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘long, too long’. Hom. (Il. 14. 206þ)þ. Et.: �� (adv.) ‘for a
long while’ < *=$-. Cf. Skt dūrá- ‘far’, with diVerent vocalism.
Accent: cæ�� at Il. 5. 120 on P. Oxy. ii. 223, col. 5 (3rd cent. ad). F.

cegq¸r; ¸m ‘of earth, earthy’. Plato (R. 10. 612a)þ. Et.: ª�	 ¼ ªB ‘earth’.
Accent: Hrd. Part. 179. 9. F.

Imhgq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘Xowery, blooming’. Sophocles (Ant. 960)þ. Et.: ¼�Ł	 ‘full
bloom’. Accent: Hrd. Ø�æ. 15. 17. F.

pemhgq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘of or for mourning’. Anaxilas (in Hrd. Ø�æ. 15. 24 ¼
Anaxilas fr. 36 K–A)þ. Et.: ���Ł��; �� ‘grief’. Accent: Hrd. Ø�æ.
15. 22. F.

Okishgq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘slippery’. Pindar (P. 2. 96)þ. Et.: Root of OºØ�Ł��ø, aor.
þºØ�Ł�� ‘slip’. Accent: Arc. 81. 17; Theognost. 71. 10; Ammonius
405 (¼ Trypho fr. 15 Velsen; the word perhaps comes from
Trypho). F.

Owhgq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘hilly’. Euphorion (in EM 228. 21 ¼ Euphorion fr. 120
Powell)þ. Et.: Z�Ł	 ‘height or rising ground’. F.

lowhgq¸r; $́; ¸m (Attic l¸whgqor: see below) ‘suVering hardship; knavish’.
Aeschylus (Th. 257þ)þ. Et.: ���Ł��; › ‘toil, hardship’. Accent:
Eust. (341. 16–20) and Arc. (81. 17–20) suggest that recessive
accentuation is found only in Attic, and they and Ammonius (405)
also report a tradition that in Attic diVerent meanings are associated
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with diVerent accentuations. Trypho (in Ammonius 405 ¼ Trypho
fr. 15 Velsen) disagrees vigorously with this tradition and claims
that the Athenians give the word a recessive accent not to distinguish
meanings but because they liked recessive accents. Theognost.
(71. 10) and Ep. Hom. alph. (� 89) simply include the word in a
list of Wnally accented words. According to Göttling (1835: 304–5),
the manuscripts of Aristophanes regularly have recessive accentu-
ation for the vocative ���Ł	æ� ‘wretched’ but Wnal accentuation
for the other cases. I have checked this assertion for codex Ravennas
137, 4, A by consulting the facsimile edition and found the conven-
tion to be followed almost consistently. Cf. Ch. 12 n. 13. F (but
Attic R).

Kkaigq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘of or for oil’. Hippocrates (Morb. 2. 66 (vii. 100. 18
Littré)þ)þ. Et.: �ºÆØ�� ‘olive-oil’. F.

u“ cigq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘wholesome’. Pindar (N. 3. 18)þ. Et.: (ªØ�� ‘healthy’. F.
poigq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘grassy’. Euripides (Cyc. 45þ)þ. Et.: ���	 ‘grass’. Ac-
cent: Hrd. Ø�æ. 15. 17 (with Lentz’s note on the text). F.

Imhqajgq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘belonging to charcoal’. Alexis (in Pollux 10. 111 ¼
Alexis fr. 211.3 K–A). Et.: ¼�ŁæÆ�, gen. -ÆŒ�� ‘charcoal’. F.

Ostqajgq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘of the nature of earthenware’. Aristotle (PA 679b12þ)
þ. Et.: Z��æÆŒ�� ‘sherd’. F.

Ocjgq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘bulky, swollen’. Hippocrates (Fract. 30 (iii. 518. 17
Littré)þ)þ. Et.: ZªŒ��; › ‘bulk, size, mass’. F.

cumaijgq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘of or belonging to women, feminine’. Diocles (in
Antiatt. 87. 2 ¼ Diocles fr. 4 K–A; possibly corrupt); Phryn. (PS
55. 16). Et.: ªı��, gen. ªı�ÆØŒ�� ‘woman’. F.

jqojgq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘made with saVron’. Galen (13. 182. 9)þ. Et.: Œæ�Œ��;
›ð= Þ ‘saVron’. F.

kBqor ‘silly’. Lucian (Gall. 6þ)þ. Et.: Likely to be a derivative on the
root of Lith. lóti ‘shout’, Arm. lam ‘whine’, Lat. lāmentum ‘lament’,
etc.; see Frisk (1960–72: ii. 118). Used earlier as a noun ‘trash,
trumpery’ (see App. 1.2 s.v. ºBæ��; ›). The use in ºBæ�� . . . ��Ø	���
‘silly poet’ (Lucian, Gall. 6) may be appositional, at least in origin.
Accent: Arc. 78. 6 (primarily intending the noun, although the
epithet ����ª���� ‘of one gender’ is probably applicable both to noun
and adjective, the latter only being attested in the masculine). R.

sjkgq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘hard’. Hesiod (Th. 839 (n. sg. as adv.))þ. Et.: Related to
�Œ�ºº��ÆØ ‘be parched’. Accent: Arc. 78. 5–6. F.

Owkgq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘troublesome, irksome’. Euripides (Hel. 452þ)þ. Et.:
Z�º��; › ‘crowd, throng’. F.

ai“ lgq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘bloodstained’. Philodemus (De Ira fr. 6. 15)þ. Et.: Æx�Æ,
gen. -Æ��� ‘blood’. Accent: The word is unaccented in the Philode-
mus papyrus but is also used e.g. by Andromachus in Galen 14. 33. 6;
Wnally accented in printed editions. F.
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kilgq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘furnished with a good harbour’. Apollodorus (in Strabo 8.
6. 1); in Thucydides (4. 56. 2þ) as epithet of Laconian Epidaurus.
Et.: ºØ���, gen. -���� ‘harbour’. F.

k{lgq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘hungry, causing hunger’. Theocritus (10. 57)þ. Et.:
º{���; ›ð= Þ ‘hunger’. F.

toklgq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘audacious’. Euripides (Supp. 305þ)þ. Et.: ��º�	 ‘cour-
age’. Accent: Hrd. Ø�æ. 15. 17–18; Ammonius 405 (¼ Trypho fr.
15 Velsen; the word perhaps comes from Trypho). F.

Oslgq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘smelling, odorous’. Nicander (in Athenaeus 15. 684b ¼
Nicander fr. 74. 57 G–S). Et.: O��� ‘smell, odour’. F.

aPwlgq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘dry, without rain’. Sophocles (in Pollux 10. 55 ¼
Sophocles fr. 475. 2 Radtþ)þ. Et.: ÆP����; › ‘drought’. Accent:
e.g. ÆP��	æe� at Euripides, Or. 387 in codex Parisinus Graecus
2713. F.

bakamgq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘of the acorn type’. Theophrastus (HP 1. 11. 3). Et.:
��ºÆ���;  ‘acorn’. F.

dapamgq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘lavish, extravagant’. Xenophon (Mem. 2. 6. 2)þ. Et.:
Æ���	 ‘cost’. F.

kawamgq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘of vegetable kind’. Theophrastus (HP 7. 1. 1þ). Et.:
º��Æ��� ‘garden herb’. F.

oNmgq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘of or belonging to wine’. Anacreon (in Pollux 6. 23 ¼
Anacreon fr. 109 Page)þ. Et.: �r���; › ‘wine’. F.

dajmgq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘biting’. Philodemus (De ira col. 37. 19; unaccented on
papyrus); Stobaeus (1. 49. 44). Et.: �Œ�ø ‘bite’. F.

Ojmgq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘shrinking, timid’. Hippocrates (Acut. 28 (ii. 284. 3
Littré))þ; comparative in Pindar (N. 11. 22). Et.: ZŒ���; › ‘shrinking,
hesitation’. F.

pomgq¸r; $́; ¸m (Attic p¸mgqor: see below) ‘oppressed by toils; worthless’.
Aeschylus (Ch. 1045)þ; superlative in Hesiod (frr. 248, 249M–W¼
Hesiod in CAG: xx. 155. 7, 8). Et.: �����; › ‘work, toil’. Accent:
Eust. (341. 16–20) and Arc. (81. 17–20) suggest, as for
���Ł	æ��=���Ł	æ�� (q.v.), that recessive accentuation is found only
in Attic. They and Ammonius (405) also report a tradition that the
Athenians used diVerent accentuations for diVerent meanings; Ep.
Hom. alph. � 89 simply states that the word is accented diVerently in
diVerent meanings. Trypho (in Ammonius 405 ¼ Trypho fr. 15
Velsen) disagrees: see above s.v. ���Ł	æ��. Theognost. (71. 11) sim-
ply includes ���	æ�� in a list of Wnally accented words. According to
Göttling (1835: 304–5), the same distribution of accentuations is
found in the manuscripts of Aristophanes as for ���Ł	æ��: vocative
recessive and other cases Wnally accented. Again, the convention is
followed almost consistently in codex Ravennas 137, 4, A, which
I have been able to consult in facsimile. Cf. Ch. 12 n. 13. F (but
Attic R).
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u“ pmgq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘drowsy’. Hippocrates (Aër. 24 (ii. 92. 1 Littré)). Et.:
o����; › ‘sleep’. F.

Ktmgq¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘like soup’. Phaenias (in Athenaeus 9. 406c). Et.: �����; ��
‘thick soup’. F.

Odumgq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘painful’. Mimnermus (in Stobaeus 4. 20. 16 ¼Mimner-
mus fr. 1. 5 Westþ)þ. Et.: O��	 ‘pain of body’. Accent: Hrd. Part.
179. 10. F.

Ongq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘of or for vinegar’. Sophocles (in Append. prov. 4. 27 ¼
Sophocles fr. 306 Radt)þ. Et.: Z���; �� ‘vinegar’. F.

kalpgq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘foamy’. Hippocrates (in Galen 19. 117. 11). Et.: º���	
‘scum’. Accent: Final accentuation is prescribed for a word ºÆ�	æ��
by Arc. 81. 16. Schmidt in his apparatus ad loc. equates this with
Hippocrates’ ºÆ��	æ��. F.

k^pgq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘painful, distressing’. Sophocles (El. 553þ)þ. Et.: º ·̂ �	
‘pain’. Accent: Lentz (1867–70: i. 197. 13) includes the word in his
reconstruction of Herodian, but his evidence is obscure to me. F.

oNsupgq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘with the grease in it’. Aristophanes (Ach. 1177)þ. Et.:
�N���	 ‘the grease extracted from sheep’s wool’. F.

siypgq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘silent’. Greek Anthology (7. 199. 4þ); comparative in
Xenophon (Smp. 1. 9). Et.: �Øø�� ‘silence’. F.

Olbqgq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘rainy’. Hesiod (Op. 451)þ. Et.: Z��æ��; › ‘storm of rain’.
F.

u“ dqgq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘of or for water’. Diog. Sinop. (in Stobaeus 4. 33. 17 ¼
Diog. Sinop. fr. 7. 6 S–K); possibly to be read at Aeschylus fr. 96. 2
Radt (see Radt ad loc.); unaccented on 1st-cent. ad papyrus of
Sophron PSI xi. 1214d 12 (¼ Sophron fr. 4. 46 K–A). Et.: oøæ,
gen. oÆ��� ‘water’. F.

Otqgq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘quick, nimble, busy’. Hom. (Il. 1. 321þ)þ. Et.: O�æ ·̂ �ø
‘stir up, rouse’, O�æÆº�ø� ‘quick, nimble’. Accent: Ep. Hom. alph. �
89. F.

luqgq¸r (or luqaq¸rÞ; $́; ¸m ‘of sweet oil’. Aeschylus (in Athenaeus 1. 17d
¼ Aeschylus fr. 180. 5 Radt)þ. Et.: ��æ�� ‘sweet oil’. F.

±sgqor=Isgq¸r (or Is$q¸rÞ; ¸m ‘causing discomfort; feeling disgust’. Sap-
pho (at P. Oxy. xxi. 2294. 11 ¼ Sappho 103. 8V.; unaccented on the
papyrus); Hippocrates (Fract. 22 (iii. 490. 9 Littré)þ)þ. Et.: ¼�	
‘surfeit, loathing, nausea’. Accent: Theognost. 71. 17 clearly as-
sumes recessive accentuation. Lentz (1867–70: i. 197. 17) wrongly
adduces Theognostus as evidence for Wnal accentuation in Herodian.
Printed texts, however, give the word Wnal accentuation. U.

jm{sgq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘full of the steam of burnt sacriWce’. Achaeus (in Athe-
naeus 9. 368a¼Achaeus fr. 7. 2 S–K). Et.: Œ�E�Æ;  ‘steam and odour
of fat which exhales from roasting meat’. F.

pissgq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘of pitch’. Hippocrates (Fract. 24 (iii. 502. 3 Littré)þ)þ.
Et.: ����Æ;  ‘pitch’. F.
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$‘ tgq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘blinded by $3 �	’. Theognis (433þ)þ. Et.: $3 �	 ‘bewilder-
ment, infatuation caused by delusion sent by the gods’. Accent:
Hrd. Ø�æ. 15. 17; Hrd. Part. 179. 9; Ep. Hom. alph. � 89. F.

jalatgq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘toilsome, wearisome’. Homeric Hymns (5. 246)þ. Et.:
Œ��Æ���; › ‘toil’. Accent: Theognost. 71. 10; Hrd. Part. 179. 9;
Ammonius 405 (¼ Trypho fr. 15 Velsen; the word perhaps comes
from Trypho). F.

ai“ latgq¸r; ð$́Þ; ¸m ‘bloodstained’. Aeschylus (A. 815þ)þ. Et.: Æx�Æ, gen.
-Æ��� ‘blood’. Accent: Theognost. 71. 11; Ep. Hom. alph. � 89. F.

deilatgq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘fearful, timid’. Apollonius Dyscolus (Synt. 260. 9).
Et.: �E�Æ, gen. -Æ��� ‘fear’. F.

jaulatgq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘very hot’. Strabo (15. 3. 1þ). Et.: ŒÆF�Æ, gen. -Æ���
‘burning heat’. F.

lekitgq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘of or for honey’. Aristophanes (in Pollux 10. 93 ¼
Aristophanes fr. 525 K–A; on the text, and for other attestations of
��ºØ�	æ��, see Kassel and Austin ad loc.)þ. Et.: ��ºØ, gen. ��ºØ���
‘honey’. Accent: Ammonius 405 (¼ Trypho fr. 15 Velsen; the
word perhaps comes from Trypho). F.

s{tgq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘of corn’. Hippocrates (Acut. 10 (ii. 244. 7–8 Littré))þ.
Et.: �E���; › ‘grain’. F.

Ikvitgq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘of or belonging to groats’. Antiphanes (in Pollux 10.
179 ¼ Antiphanes fr. 64 K–A, with variant reading Iº�Ø��æØ��
accepted by Dindorf and Bethe but not by Kassel and Austin. The
word Iº�Ø�	æ�� is clearly attested at Herodas 7. 73, though there
without accent). Et.: ¼º�Ø��� ‘groats’, ¼º�Ø ‘groats’. F.

pkajoumtgq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘like a cake’. Chrysippus Tyaneus (in Athenaeus 14.
647d). Et.: �ºÆŒ�F�, gen. -�F���� ‘Xat cake’. F.

Itaqtgq¸r; ¸m ‘mischievous, baneful’. Hom. (Il. 1. 223þ)þ. Et.: Looks
like a derivative of the verb I�Ææ�A�ÆØ� �º����Ø: ����E: ºı��E (‘harms,
hurts, grieves’; Hesychius Æ 8021 Latte), although the verb is only
attested in Hesychius and could be back-formed from the adjective.
Accent: Arc. 81. 16–17. F.

aPstgq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘harsh, rough, bitter’. Hippocrates (Fract. 29 (iii. 514. 12
Littré)þ)þ. Et.: Related to Æs�� ‘dry’. Apparently a derivative of a
derived nominal form in *-t-, e.g. *Æs����; �� (Schwyzer 1953: 482 n.
14; Frisk 1960–72: i. 189) or *ÆP���� (Chantraine 1968–80: 141).
Accent: Hrd. Part. 179. 9. F.

pkoutgq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘enriching’. Xenophon (Oec. 2. 10). Et.: �º�F���; ›
‘wealth’. F.

aPgq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘dry, parched’. Rhianus (Greek Anthology 12. 121. 6 ¼
Rhianus 72. 6 Powell). Et.: Æs�� ‘dry’. Accent: ÆP	æc� at Greek
Anthology 12. 121. 6 in codex Palatinus 23. F.

Nwhugq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘Wshy, scaly’. Aristophanes (Pl. 814þ)þ. Et.: N�ŁF�, gen.
-��� ‘Wsh’. F.
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jaqugq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘nutlike’. Theophrastus (HP 1. 11. 3þ). Et.: Œ�æı�� ‘nut’.
F.

botqugq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘of the grape kind’. Theophrastus (HP 1. 11. 5). Et.:
���æı�, gen. -ı�� ‘bunch of grapes’. F.

stawugq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘enclosed in an ear of corn’. Theophrastus (HP 9. 16. 4).
Et.: ����^�, gen. -ı�� ‘ear of corn’. Cf. App. 1.2 s.v. ��Æ�ı	æ�; ��
‘plants that bear ears, cereals’. F.

jaqvgq¸r (or jaqv^q¸rÞ; $́; ¸m ‘of dry straw’. Euripides (Ion 173). Et.:
Œ�æ���; �� ‘dry stalk’. F.

taq{wgq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘of or for pickled food’. Sophocles (in Pollux 6. 65 ¼
Athenaeus 2. 67c ¼ Sophocles fr. 606 Radt)þ. Et.: ��æ{���; ›=��
‘meat preserved by pickling’. F.

tq^wgq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘ragged; wearing, tormenting’. Euripides (Tr. 496 (bis))þ.
Et.: �æF���; �� ‘worn out, tattered garment’. F.

tuwgq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘lucky, fortunate’. Aeschylus (A. 464)þ. Et.: ���	 ‘for-
tune’. Accent: Arc. 81. 17. F.

aNxgq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘quick, speedy, sudden’. Hom. (Il. 19. 276þ)þ. Et.: ÆrłÆ
‘quickly’; see Risch (1974: 69). Accent: e.g. ÆNł	æ�� at Il. 19. 276 in
codex Venetus Marc. 822 (15th-cent. replacement for lost part of the
codex). F.

dixgq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘thirsty’. Hippocrates (Aër. 7 (ii. 28. 1Littré))þ. Et.: �łÆ;
 ‘thirst’. F.

Kquhq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘red’. Hom. (Il. 9. 365þ)þ. Et.: Kæ��Łø ‘make red’; Skt
rudhirá- ‘red’. Accent: Arc. 85. 14. F.

Kwhq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘hated, hateful, hating’. Hom. (Il. 9. 378þ)þ. Et.: ��Ł��; ��
‘hate’. Cf. App. 1.2 s.v. K�Łæ��; › ‘enemy’. Accent: Arc. 84. 18. F.

myhq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘sluggish, slothful’. Hippocrates (Epid. 4. 23 (v. 164. 3
Littré)þ)þ. Et.: Root of �øŁ�� ‘sluggish, slothful’. Accent: Arc. 84.
18. F.

daEqor=daiq¸r ‘capable of burning’. Herodian (in Arc. 79. 15–16). Et.:
Æ�ø < * �=-Ø

Ð
ø ‘kindle’. Pre-form apparently *Æ=-Øæ��. Accent:

Arc. (79. 15–16) and Theognost. (70. 20–1) report that there is
hesitation about the accent. (On the text of the Theognostus passage,
see Schmidt’s apparatus to Arc. 79. 16.) U.

meiq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘lowest’. Lycophron (Al. 896)þ. Et.: Root of ��Ø�Ł�� ‘from
the bottom’. F.

±jqor; $; om ‘at the furthest point’. Hom. (Il. 5. 336þ)þ. Et.: See App.
1.2 s.v. ¼Œæ��; �� ‘highest or furthest point’. Accent: Arc. 84. 24. R.

lajq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘long, tall, large’. Hom. (Il. 1. 402þ)þ. Et.: �AŒ�� (Att.-
Ion. �BŒ��), �� ‘length’. Accent: Arc. 84. 22. F.

mejq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘dead’. Pindar (in Zenobius 5. 59 ¼ Pindar fr. 203. 2 S–M)
þ. Et.: ��Œ^�=��Œı� ‘corpse’; Lat. nex ‘death’. The form �HŒÆæ ‘leth-
argy, coma’ (Nicander, Ther. 189; Hesychius � 778 Latte) is attested
too sparsely and too late to be a likely source of ��Œæ��: see Chantraine
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(1968–80: 741; analogical explanation of �HŒÆæ). Cf. App. 1.2 s.v.
��Œæ��; › ‘corpse’. Accent: Arc. 84. 5, 84. 22 (adj. and noun not
distinguished). F.

l{jq¸r (and sl{jq¸rÞ; $́; ¸m ‘small, little’. Hom. (Il. 5. 801þ)þ. Et.: A
stem ð�Þ�{Œ- or ð�Þ�ØŒ- is attested in the gloss �ØŒ�ŁØ���� �e �ØŒæ��� ŒÆd
���Ø�� (‘small; and childish’; Hesychius � 1346Latte) and in personal
names, e.g. !�ŒŒ��, f. !�ŒŒÆ; !�ŒıŁ��; ��ØŒıŁ�ø�. But the compara-
tive ���ø� ‘smaller’ (cf. Myc. me-wi-jo, me-u-jo) and superlative
��E���� ‘smallest’ suggest that the -k-was not originally part of the
root. The form ð�Þ�{Œæ�� is likely to have been inXuenced by �ÆŒæ��
‘large’. Szemerényi (1968: 32–3) proposes the following solution: the
stem �{Œ- comes from *�{Œ��, an -ØŒ�� derivative of *miyo-, formed on
the root *mei-/mi-. This was transformed to �{Œæ�� under the inXu-
ence of �ÆŒæ��. The -w-/-u- of the Mycenaean forms would have an
analogical origin. Accent: Arc. 84. 22. F.

pijq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘pointed, sharp, keen’. Hom. (Il. 4. 118þ)þ. Et.: ��ØŒ�º��
‘many-coloured’ is etymologically related. Root *pik̂- attested e.g.
in the Skt nasal-inWx pres. pim

˙
śáti ‘cut, adorn’, Lith. piẽšti ‘draw’.

The OCS adj. pĭ̇strŭ ‘many-coloured’ is an exact correspondent. See
Frisk (1960–72: ii. 535, 572–3); Risch (1974: 68); Chantraine (1933:
224; 1968–80: 901). Accent: Arc. 84. 22. F.

hakujq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘hot, glowing’. Callimachus (?) (in e.g. EM 71. 30 ¼
Callimachus fr. 736 Pf.). Et.: Cf. ŁÆºı��������� �º�ª������ ‘blazing
up’ (Hesychius Ł 67 Schmidt), from *thalúk-i

Ð
omai (and perhaps

ultimately *dhalkw-i
Ð
omai, but see Frisk (1960–72: i. 650)). F.

sapq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘rotten’. Theognis (1362)þ. Et.: ���ø ‘make rotten’.
Accent: Arc. 85. 3. F.

kepq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘scaly, rough’. Hippocrates (Liqu. 4 (vi. 128. 3 Littré))þ.
Et.: º����; �� ‘rind, husk, scale’. Accent: Arc. 85. 3. F.

kalpq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘bright, radiant’. Hom. (Il. 1. 605þ)þ. Et.: º���ø ‘shine’.
Accent: Arc. 85. 2. F.

kupq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘distressful, wretched, poor, causing pain’. Hom. (Od.
13. 243)þ. Et.: º ·̂ �	 ‘pain’, º^��ø ‘grieve, vex’. Accent: Arc. 85. 3.
F.

Ik{tq¸r; ¸m ‘sinful, wicked’. Hom. (Il. 8. 361þ)þ. Et.: IºØ�Æ��ø, aor.
XºØ��� ‘sin or oVend against’. But note Iº���	� ‘sinner’, which seems to
have the agentive suYx -�	� and may result from reanalysis of Iº{�æ��
as having the suYx -�æ�-: see Chantraine (1968–80: 56–7). Frisk
(1960–72: i. 67) suggests extension from a lost r/n-stem, but there
is not enough evidence for an athematic noun. Cf. App. 1.2 s.v.
Iº{�æ��; › ‘sinner’. Accent: e.g. IºØ�æe� at Il. 8. 361 in codex Venetus
Marc. 822. F.

oNjtq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘pitiable’. Hom. (Il. 11. 242þ)þ. Et.: �rŒ���; › ‘pity,
compassion’. Accent: Arc. 85. 7. F.

Adjectives with suYx -æ�- 329



caFqor; om ‘exulting in’. Archilochus (in e.g. Dio Chrysostom 33. 17
(1. 302. 14 von Arnim) ¼ Archilochus fr. 114. 2 West)þ. Et.:
Related to ª��ı�ÆØ ‘brighten up, be glad’, ªÆ�ø < *ª�=-Ø

Ð
ø ‘rejoice’

(root gau-, perhaps from *geH2u-); see Chantraine (1968–80: 213);
Vine (2002: 339). Accent: Sch. Hsd. Th. 832 (implicit). See also
below s.v. IªÆıæ��=¼ªÆıæ�� ‘proud, stately’. R.

Icauq¸r=±cauqor; om ‘proud, stately’. Hesiod (Th. 832)þ. Et.: Related to
ª��ı�ÆØ ‘brighten up, be glad’, ªÆ�ø < *ª�=-Ø

Ð
ø ‘rejoice’ (root ªÆı-);

see above s.v. ªÆFæ�� ‘exulting in’. Accent: Recessive accent pre-
scribed by Sch. Hsd. Th. 832. Eust. 1444. 9 assumes Wnal accentu-
ation for IªÆıæ��, recessive for ªÆFæ��. The comment at Eust. 705. 64
is consistent with either Wnal or recessive (but not intermediate)
accentuation for IªÆıæ��, but the transmitted reading is ¼ªÆıæ��. Cf.
Sch. Il. 8. 178a (A). U.

paFqor; om ‘little, small’. Hom. (Il. 2. 675þ)þ. Et.: Root of Lat. pau-cus
‘few, little’, Goth. faw-ai ‘few’: see Chantraine (1968–80: 865); Risch
(1974: 70). R.

c^q¸r; $́; ¸m ‘rounded, curved, crooked’. Hom. (Od. 19. 246)þ. Et.:
Formed on the root *geu-/*gu- of ª�Æº�� ‘hollow’, Avestan gav-
‘hand’: see Frisk (1960–72: i. 335–6, 330–1). Cf. App. 1.2 s.v.
ªFæ��; › ‘ring, circle’. Accent: Eust. 638. 59, 907. 5, 1864. 5. F.

vkecuq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘burning, inXamed’. Cratinus (in Athenaeus 8. 344e ¼
Cratinus fr. 62. 2 K–A)þ. Et.: �º�ªø ‘burn’. Leumann (1953:
223 n. 2) suggests a dissimilation from *�º�ªıº��. F.

kicuq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘clear, shrill’. Hom. (Il. 5. 526þ)þ. Et.: ºØª�� ‘clear, shrill’.
Schwyzer (1953: 258) and Leumann (1953: 223 n. 2) suggest a
dissimilation from *ºØªıº��. Accent: Arc. 82. 13–14. F.

Ozf ˘̂q¸r; $́; ¸� ‘woeful, miserable’. Hom. (Od. 3. 95þ)þ. Et.: Oœ) ·̂ � ‘woe,
misery’, Oœ)�ø ‘wail, mourn’. Accent: An. Ox. 2. 323. 24. F.

xahuq¸r; ¸m ‘friable, crumbling’. Aristotle (HA 510b26þ)þ. Et.:
łÆŁ�ººø ‘scratch, rub’. F.

bdekuq¸r, $́; ¸m (Attic bde† kuqor: see below) ‘disgusting’. Aristophanes
(Nu. 446þ)þ. Et.: One of a series of words of related senses built
on a stem ��ºı-; cf. ��º�����ÆØ ‘feel a loathing for food; be sick’; see
Frisk (1960–72: i. 229–30). Leumann (1953: 223 n. 2) suggests a
dissimilation from *��ºıº��. Accent: Eust. 341. 14 says that the
'��ØŒ�� accent the word ��ºıæ�� and implies that in the Koine it is
��ºıæ��. F (but Attic R).

kaluq¸r=k›luqor; $; om ‘full of abysses; gluttonous’. Epicrates (in Athe-
naeus 6. 262d ¼ Epicrates fr. 5. 8 K–A)þ. Et.: Root of ¸��ØÆ;  
fabulous monster said to feed on man’s Xesh. Accent: Kassel and
Austin print ºÆ�ıæ�� at Epicrates fr. 5. 8 K–A, following Meineke,
who emended the MS reading º��ıæ�� following Lobeck. Kaibel

330 Appendix 1



prints º��ıæ��. Both Wnal and recessive accentuation are found in
printed texts for other authors. U.

ckaluq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘blear-eyed’. Sophocles (in e.g. Sch. vet. Ar. Ra. 588d ¼
Sophocles fr. 396 Radt)þ. Et.: Cf. ªº��ø� ‘blear-eyed’. F.

a“ kluq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘salt, briny’. Hom. (Od. 5. 100þ)þ. Et.: –º�	 ‘sea water’.
Accent: Arc. 82. 14. F.

japuq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘dried by the air’. Epicharmus (in Athenaeus 2. 52b ¼
Epicharmus fr. 148 K–A)þ. Et.: ŒÆ����ø ‘breathe forth’. Related to
ŒÆ����; › ‘smoke’. Accent: Arc. 82. 14. F.

kepuq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘in a husk, peel, rind’. Nicander (Ther. 136þ). Et.: º����;
�� ‘rind, husk, scale’. F.

IÞsuqor; om ‘light as air’. Aeschylus (Pr. 452)þ. Et.: Root of ¼	�Ø ‘blow’,
possibly with an original t-suYx: Frisk (1960–72: i. 26). But cf.
Chantraine (1968–80: 26, s.v. ¼	�Ø). Accent: e.g. I��ıæ�Ø at Aes-
chylus, Pr. 452 in codex Laurentianus 32. 9. R.

ckavuq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘hollow, hollowed; polished; subtle, exact’. Hom. (Il. 2.
88þ)þ. Et.: ªº��ı ‘hollow, hole, cavern’ (hapax at Hesiod,Op. 533),
verbal form ªº���Ø ‘scrape up, dig up’ (Hesiod, Scutum 431), aor.
participle ØÆªº�łÆ�’ ‘having scooped out’ (Od. 4. 438). Leumann
(1953: 223 n. 2) suggests a dissimilation from *ªºÆ�ıº��. Accent:
Arc. 115. 15–17. Cf. Eust. 327. 35. F.

Kwuq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘strong, secure’. Thucydides (4. 8. 6þ)þ. Et.: Doublet of
O�ıæ�� ‘Wrm, lasting’, with e-grade root that could be analogical on ��ø
‘hold’; see Chantraine (1968–80: 392). Accent: Arc. 82. 14. F.

Owuq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘Wrm, lasting’. Aeschylus (A. 44þ)þ; superlative in
Hesiod (Op. 429). Et.: o-grade root of ��ø ‘have, hold’. Accent:
Arc. 82. 14. F.

Nsw^q¸r; $́; ¸m ‘strong’. Alcaeus (in Athenaeus 14. 627b ¼ Alcaeus fr.
140. 9 V.)þ. Et.: N����, gen. -��� ‘strength’. Accent: Hrd. Ø�æ. 15.
18. A non-recessive accent is implied by Arc. 108. 22 and Ep. Ps. 97.
12; the observation made on these passages s.v. ����æ�� (q.v.) applies
here too. F.

stivq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘Wrm, solid’. Aristophanes (in Athenaeus 4. 133a ¼ Aris-
tophanes fr. 148. 3 K–A)þ. Et.: ��E���; �� ‘body of men in close
array’. Accent: Arc. 84. 19. F.

Ibkgwq¸r (and later bkgwq¸r), $́; ¸m ‘weak, feeble’. Hom. (Il. 5. 337þ)þ.
Et.: Probably derived from �º$· �, gen. �º$Œ�� ‘stolid, stupid’, with
Ionic vocalism and ‘expressive’ aspiration. The I- is probably pro-
thetic. Cf. Frisk (1960–72: i. 4, 244–5). Accent: Heracleides of
Miletus regarded the initial I- of the form I�º	�æ�� as privative
(misunderstanding the meaning of �º	�æ��) and prescribed recessive
accentuation; the �Ææ���Ø� and those grammarians who thought the
I- was prothetic assigned Wnal accentuation (Sch. Il. 8. 178a (A);
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Eust. 705. 59–64; for further grammatical sources see Erbse on
Sch. Il. 8. 178a). Hrd. Part. 179. 10 appears to include I�º	�æ��
in a list of Wnally accented words, but the word does not Wt the
context. We may side with those grammarians who regarded the
I- as prothetic and the accent as Wnal. The grammarians in any case
agree on Wnal accentuation for the form �º	�æ��. Cf. West’s apparatus
to Il. 5. 337. F.

lekiwq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘honey-sweetened’. Teleclides (in Athenaeus 11. 485f ¼
Teleclides fr. 27. 1 K–A)þ. Et.: Derivative of ��ºØ, gen. ��ºØ���
‘honey’, with an unusual velar element: Chantraine (1933: 225–6).
Accent: Hrd.Part. 179. 12 (but the word does not Wt the context). F.

pemiwq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘poor, needy’. Hom. (Od. 3. 348)þ. Et.: Root of ���	�
‘poor man’, with an unusual velar element: Chantraine (1933: 225).
Accent: Probably implied by Sch. Il. 8. 178a (A). F.

aNswq¸r; ð$́Þ; ¸m ‘causing shame’. Hom. (Il. 2. 119þ)þ. Et.: Ær����; ��
‘shame’. Accent: Arc. 84. 19. F.

bdekuwq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘disgusting’. Epicharmus (in Athenaeus 7. 321d ¼
Epicharmus fr. 56. 2 K–A). Et.: Like ��ºıæ�� (q.v.), but with an
additional velar element. F.

x^wq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘cold’. Hom. (Il. 5. 75þ)þ. Et.: łF���; �� ‘cold’, ł ·̂ �ø
‘breathe, blow, make cool’. Accent: Arc. 84. 18; probably implied
by Sch. Il. 8. 178a (A). F.

wkyq¸r; $́; ¸m ‘greenish yellow, pale green’. Hom. (Il. 7. 479þ)þ. Et.:
Root *ĝhel-/*ĝhol-/*ĝhl- of �º�	 ‘the Wrst green shoot of plants’ and
��º� ‘gall, bile’. The vocalism is unexplained; see Frisk (1960–72: ii.
1105–6); Chantraine (1968–80: 1265). Accent: Arc. 79. 11. F.

Examples of excluded words: ŒºÆ�Ææ�� (only as a probable corruption of
ŒºÆÆæ�� at Greek Anthology 9. 322. 4, and at Hesychius Œ 2859 Latte);
(ªæ�� (etymology uncertain); Oº�æ�� (perhaps a ghost word: see LSJ
Revised Supplement, s.v.); IŒÆ�Ł	æ�� (only attested in the comparative);
�	æ�� (Attic �Bæ��) (etymology unclear); Œ��	æ�� (Wrst attested at Hrd.
Part. 179. 9, probably not a genuine Herodianic treatise: no guarantee
that the word falls within the date range here considered); (Æ�	æ��
(only exists as an uncertain reading at Aeschylus fr. 96. 2 Radt);
��º��	æ�� (not attested in the positive until Philostratus); ÆN��ı��	æ��
(only attested in the comparative); ŒÆı��	æ�� (ultimately based on
ŒÆı���æ ‘cauterizing apparatus’, with stem-Wnal -æ).

1.2 Nouns with SuYx -qo-

The following abbreviations are used to encode information at the end of
each entry: (a) F ¼ Wnally accented; R ¼ recessive; U ¼ uncertain or
variable accentuation, i.e. both Wnal and recessive accentuation are
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attested and no decision could be made between them. Where more than
one accent is attestedbut somedecision could be reached, this decision has
been explained in the note and the word has been classiWed as either F or
R. (b) Freq.: theWgure given after ‘Freq.’ is the number of occurrences of
the word in the Perseus Digital Library corpus (Crane 1999), which
contained c.3,400,000 words at the time of use (January 1999). This
number is used as a frequency index. (c) Th ¼ attested in Thucydides.

jßshaqor (or jßssaqor), ˙ ‘rock-rose’. Dioscorides (1. 97. 1)þ. Et.:
Œ��Ł��=ŒØ�Ł��; › ‘rock-rose’. R. Freq.: 0.

t›kaqor; ˙ ‘basket’. Hom. (Od. 4. 125þ)þ. Et.: Root of (aor.) K��ºÆ��Æ
‘take upon oneself, bear, suVer’. Frisk (1960–72: ii. 848) assumes a
substantivized adjective. Accent: Hrd. ���. 927. 11. R. Freq.: 10.

cßcckaqor; ˙ ‘kind of Xute or Wfe’. Pollux (4. 82). Et.: Derived from
ª�ªªæ��; › or ª�ªªæ$�; › ‘small Phoenician Xute or Wfe’, with dissimila-
tion from * ª�ªªæÆæ��: Frisk (1960–72: i. 306). R. Freq.: 0.

júkkaqor (or sjúkkaqor), ˙ ‘hermit crab’. Aristotle (HA 530a12). Et.:
Œıºº�� ‘club-footed and bandy-legged’. Accent: Hrd. ���. 927. 11
(unless the proper name ˚�ººÆæ�� is meant: see Lentz ad loc.). R.
Freq.: 0.

weßlaqor; ˙ ‘plug in a ship’s bottom’. Hesiod (Op. 626). Et.: ��E�Æ, gen.
-Æ��� ‘winter weather’. R. Freq.: 1.

j¸laqor; g“ ‘strawberry-tree, arbutus’. Aristophanes (Av. 620)þ. Et.: Œ��	
‘hair, foliage’: Strömberg (1940: 58). Accent: Arc. 80. 7. R. Freq.: 1.

oYmaqom; t¸ ‘vine-leaf, tendril’. Xenophon (Oec. 19. 18)þ. Et.: �Y�	
‘vine’. Accent: Ep. Hom. alph. � 64. R. Freq.: 1.

jússaqor (or júsaqor), ˙ ‘anus’. Hippocrates (Nat. puer. 17 (vii. 498. 14
Littré))þ. Et.: Œı����  �ıª� (‘buttocks’; Hesychius Œ 4738 Latte). R.
Freq.: 0.

e” taqor; ˙ ‘companion, comrade’. Hom. (Il. 5. 534þ)þ. Et.: Derivative
in -ðÆÞ-æ�� on the stem *set- of OCS po-sětiti ‘to visit’: Frisk (1960–72:
i. 579). Accent: ���æ�Ø�Ø at Il. 5. 165 on P. Oxy. ii. 223, col. 7 (3rd
cent. ad) and atOd. 14. 269 in P. Ryl. i. 53, fol. 17v (3rd or 4th cent.
ad); ���æ�ı½� at Od. 24. 300 in P. Ryl. i. 53, fol. 97v. R. Freq.: 176
(examples almost all Homeric).

júttaqor; ˙ ‘hollow, cavity’. Aristophanes (Pax 199þ)þ. Et.: Œ����; ��
‘hollow’. R. Freq.: 3.

vkúaqor; ˙ ‘silly talk’.Aristophanes (Nu.365)þ. Et.:�º�ø ‘boil over; over-
Xow with words’. Possibly a back-formation from �ºı$æ�ø ‘talk non-
sense’; see Frisk (1960–72: ii. 1030). Accent: Arc. 80. 16. R.Freq.:2.

calbq¸r; ˙ ‘connection by marriage, brother-in-law, son-in-law’. Hom.
(Il. 5. 474þ)þ. Et.: ªÆ��ø ‘marry’. The form ªÆ��æ�� comes from
*ªÆ�æ�� with epenthesis of -b-. F. Freq.: 62.
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o• lbqor; ˙ ‘storm of rain, thunder-storm’. Hom. (Il. 3. 4þ)þ. Et.: Root
*ombh- of Skt ámbhas- n. ‘water’. Corresponds to Lat. imber ‘rain’,
with a change to i-stem declension in Lat. Accent: Sch. Il. 11. 68a
(A); Eust. 831. 61. R. Freq.: 74.

Icq¸r; ˙ ‘Weld’. Hom. (Il. 5. 137þ)þ. Et.: ¼ªø ‘lead, carry’. Accent:
Arc. 84. 10. F. Freq.: 224. Th.

v›cqor; ˙ ‘whetstone’. Simias (in Athenaeus 6. 327e–f ¼ Simias fr. 27
Powell)þ. Et.: Possibly from IE *bhag-ro-, corresponding to Arm.
bark ‘bitter’. See Frisk (1960–72: ii. 980); with reservations Clackson
(1994: 181–2). Accent: Arc. 84. 8. R. Freq.: 0.

w›qadqor; ˙ ‘mountain stream, torrent’. Plutarch (Agis 8. 1); also attested
on inscriptions and as a proper name of many rivers. Et.: Variant for
�Ææ�æ$. Frisk (1960–72: ii. 1088) rejects any connection with
�Ææ���ø ‘make pointed’ and connects to ��æÆ��; �� ‘silt, gravel
brought down by torrents’, related to �Ææ�æ$ (almost) like &��; ��
‘seat’ to &æ$ ‘seat’ and ��Ł��; �� ‘hatred’ to ��Łæ$ ‘hatred’. Accent:
(Arc. 85. 20 prescribes recessive accentuation for the river name
5�æÆæ��.) R. Freq.: 0.

júkimdqor; ˙ ‘rolling stone; cylinder’. Apollonius Rhodius (2. 594)þ. Et.:
Œıº��ø ‘roll’. R. Freq.: 0.

lúdqor; ˙ ‘red-hot mass’. Aeschylus (in Athenaeus 7. 303c ¼ Aeschylus
fr. 307. 1 Radt)þ. Et.: Possibly related to �ı�ø ‘be damp’ and
referring originally to molten metal: Frisk (1960–72: ii. 264).
R. Freq.: 13.

pemheq¸r; ˙ ‘father-in-law’. Hom. (Il. 6. 170þ)þ. Et.: Root *bendh- of
Skt bándhu- m. ‘kinsman’, Skt badhná̄ti ‘bind’, Goth. bindan ‘bind’.
Corresponds to Lith. beñdras ‘companion’, except that Gk has sub-
stituted -�æ�- for *-æ�-. Accent: Hrd. Ø�æ. 15. 21. F. Freq.: 15.

i“ eq¸m={� q¸m; t¸ ‘oVering; temple’. Hom. (Il. 11. 775þ)þ. Et.: See App.
1.1 s.v. ƒ�æ�� ‘Wlled with or manifesting divine power’. Accent: �ØæH�
(for MSS ƒæH�) at Il. 5. 178 on P. Oxy. ii. 223, col. 7 (3rd cent. ad);
œ�æa at Od. 23. 277 on P. Ryl. i. 53, fol. 91v (3rd or 4th cent. ad).
F. Freq.: over 500. Th.

dumaleq›; t› ‘potent drugs’. Ps.-Bolus (in the title of a work, �ı�ØŒa
ı�Æ��æ�, in Suda � 482). Et.: ��Æ�ÆØ ‘be able, be strong enough to’.
F. Freq.: 0.

i” ppeqor; ˙ ‘horse-fever’. Aristophanes (Nu. 74). Et.: Formed from
¥����; › ‘horse’ on the model of names of ailments in -�æ��, e.g.
o�æ��; › ‘dropsy’, but also with a pun on �æø� ‘love’. R. Freq.: 1.

hakasseq¸r; ˙ kind of eyesalve. Galen (12. 781. 10)þ. Et.: Ł�ºÆ��Æ;  
‘sea’. F. Freq.: 0.

pteq¸m; t¸ ‘wing’. Hom. (Il. 11. 454þ)þ. Et.: �����ÆØ, aor. inf. ����ŁÆØ
‘Xy’. Accent: Arc. 141. 18, 157. 14. F. Freq.: 123.
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kBqor; ˙ ‘trash, trumpery; idle talk’. Eupolis (in Ael. Aristid. 28. 92 ¼
Eupolis fr. 205. 2 K–A)þ. Et.: See App. 1.1 s.v. ºBæ�� ‘silly’. Ac-
cent: Arc. 78. 6. R. Freq.: 16.

jkBqor; ˙ ‘lot’. Hom. (Il. 3. 316þ)þ. Et.: Considered a derivative in -æ�-
on the root of OIr. clār ‘board’, Gk ŒºB�Æ, gen. -Æ��� ‘twig, branch’,
the idea being that a ŒºBæ�� was originally the object drawn as a lot.
Accent: Arc. 78. 2. R. Freq.: 396. Th.

lgq¸r; ˙ (pl. lgqoß; oi“ or lBqa; t›) ‘thigh’. Hom. (Il. 4. 146þ)þ. Et.: Skt
mām

˙
sá- n., Goth. mimz ‘Xesh’, from *mēmso-. The neuter plural �BæÆ

is likely to be an old collective, from *mēmsreH2; cf. Latin membra
‘limbs’; see Frisk (1960–70: ii. 230–1); Vine (2002: 333). Accent:
Sch. Il. 1. 464a (A); cf. Sch. Il. 15. 320–1a1 (A). U. (The accent is
certain, but classiWed here as ‘U’ because the accent of the masculine
forms diVers from that of the neuters.) Freq.: No Wgure for the
frequency of this word was obtained, because at the time of counting
frequencies I thought the word �	æ�� should be excluded from con-
sideration, given the plural �BæÆwhich suggests back-formation from
an old collective. It was only later, on reading Vine’s work on -ro-
nouns with full-grade roots (2002), that I learned that the same
possibility arises for several other Greek -æ�- nouns and that it was
therefore arbitrary to exclude �	æ�� while including the others. But
by then the version of the Perseus corpus I had used to count fre-
quencies (Crane 1999) was no longer available.

mgq¸m; t¸ or mgq¸r; ˙ ‘water’. (Condemned by) Phryn. (Ecl. 27). Et.:
Contracted from ��Ææ��, old derivative on the root of ���� ‘young’. F.
Freq.: 0.

stawugq›; t› ‘plants that bear ears, cereals’. Theophrastus (HP 8. 2. 5;
LSJ s.v. also take ��Æ�ı	æ� as a noun e.g. at Theophrastus,HP 1. 11.
4, but this and other examples are more easily taken as adjectival).
Et.: ����^�, gen. -ı�� ‘ear of corn’. Cf. App. 1.1 s.v. ��Æ�ı	æ��
‘enclosed in an ear of corn’. F. Freq.: 0.

b¸hqor; ˙ ‘hole, trench’. Hom. (Il. 17. 58þ)þ. Et.: ��Ł^���; › ‘hole,
trench’. R. Freq.: 31.

flqhqor; ˙ ‘time just before daybreak’. Homeric Hymns (4. 98)þ. Et.:
Probably built on the root *u

Ð
ordh- of OæŁ�� ‘straight’ (see Frisk

1960–72: ii. 416–17). Accent: Eust. 831. 61; cf. Van der Valk ad
loc. R. Freq.: 32. Th.

Kwhq¸r; ˙ ‘enemy’. Hesiod (Op. 342)þ. Et.: ��Ł��; �� ‘hate’. Cf. App. 1.1
s.v. K�Łæ�� ‘hated, hateful, hating’. Accent: Final accentuation is
prescribed for the adjective K�Łæ�� ‘hated, hateful, hating’ at Arc.
84. 18. F. Freq.: over 500. Th.

Kkaiq¸r; ˙ liquid measure. Hero (Geom. 23. 64). Et.: �ºÆØ�� ‘olive oil’. F.
Freq.: 0.
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±jqom; t¸ (also ajqor; ˙ Schwyzer, DGE 664. 21) ‘highest or furthest
point’. Hom. (Il. 5. 729þ)þ. Et.: IŒ�� ‘point, edge’; IŒ� ‘point’; IŒ#�
‘javelin, dart’. Cf. App. 1.1 s.v. ¼Œæ�� ‘at the furthest point’. R. Freq.:
209. Th.

mejq¸r; ˙ ‘corpse’. Hom. (Il. 4. 467þ)þ. Et.: See App. 1.1 s.v. ��Œæ��
‘dead’. Accent: Arc. 84. 5, 84. 22 (adj. and noun not distinguished);
�bŒæ�� at Il. 5. 298 on P. Oxy. ii. 223, col. 12 (3rd cent. ad). F. Freq.:
over 500. Th.

Ik{tq¸r; ˙ ‘sinner’. Hom. (Il. 23. 595)þ. Et.: See App. 1.1 s.v. Iº{�æ��
‘sinful, wicked’. F. Freq.: 1.

stauq¸r; ˙ ‘upright pale or stake, cross’. Hom. (Il. 24. 453þ)þ. Et.:
Noun in -ı-æ�� on root *stH2- of ¥��	�Ø ‘stand’; exact correspondence
with ON staurr ‘stake’ (see Risch 1974: 71; Frisk 1960–72: ii. 778).
An alternative etymology (also involving a suYx -ro-) is preferred by
Vries (1961: 544 s.v. staurr). Accent: Arc. 79. 19. F. Freq.: 20. Th.

cFqor; ˙ ‘ring, circle’. Menander (in Phryn. Ecl. 393¼Menander fr. 245
K–A þ)þ. Et.: Formed on the root *geu-/*gu- of ª�Æº�� ‘hollow’,
Avestan gav- ‘hand’: see Frisk (1960–72: i. 335–6, 330–1). Cf. App.
1.1 s.v. ª^æ�� ‘rounded, curved, crooked’. Accent: Eust. 638. 59,
907. 5, 1864. 5. R. Freq.: 0.

kßcuqor; ˙ precious stone. Josephus (AJ 3. 168). Et.: ºØª�� ‘clear, sharp’.
Cf. App. 1.1 s.v. ºØªıæ�� ‘clear, shrill’. Accent: At Josephus, AJ 3.
168, Niese prints º�ªıæ�� but notes ad loc. that one MS (‘S’) has
ºØªıæ��. R. Freq.: 0.

±qcuqor; ˙ ‘white metal, i.e. silver’. Hom. (Il. 18. 475þ)þ. Et.: Stem
*H2erĝu- of Lat. arguō ‘make clear, show’, argūtus ‘clear, bright’; Skt
árjuna- ‘white, bright, silvery’; Gk ¼æªı��� ‘silver-shining, silver-
white’. Accent: Arc. 82. 11. R. Freq.: 116. Th.

±keuqom; t¸ ‘wheat-meal’. Herodotus (7. 119. 2)þ. Et.: Iº�ø < *Iº�=ø
‘grind’. Accent: Arc. 142. 8. R. Freq.: 8.

nuq¸m; t¸ (rarely nuq¸r; ˙) ‘razor’. Hom. (Il. 10. 173)þ. Et.: ��ø ‘scrape,
plane’; see Risch (1974: 70). Accent: Arc. 79. 7, 141. 10, 157. 13. F.
Freq.: 8.

kep^q¸m=ke† p^qom; t¸ ‘shell, husk, rind’. Batrachomyomachia (131)þ. Et.:
º��ø ‘strip oV the rind or husks, peel’. Accent: Lentz (1867–70: i.
387. 2) includes º��^æ�� in a list of Herodianic recessive words, taking
Theognost. 131. 22 as evidence. Theognostus does not in fact men-
tion the accent, although Cramer ad loc. prints º��ıæ��. T. W. Allen
likewise prints º��ıæ�� at Batrachomyomachia 131, but the Suda
(º 301) prescribes Wnal accentuation. U. Freq.: 0.

pßt^qom; t¸ ‘bran’. Hippocrates (Acut. 21 (ii. 270. 9 Littré)þ)þ. Et.:
Derivative in -^-æ�- on root of �����ø ‘husk, peel or winnow grain’,
apparently with an anaptyctic -i-. Accent: Arc. 142. 1–2. R.
Freq.: 2.
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Istuq¸m=±stuqom; t¸ diminutive of ¼��ı ‘town’. Callimachus (in Et. Gen.
Æ 1316 L–L ¼ Callimachus fr. 261. 2 Pf.þ)þ. Et.: ¼��ı ‘town’.
Accent: Lentz (1867–70: i. 387. 3) includes ¼��ıæ�� in a list of
Herodianic recessive words, taking Theognost. 131. 23 as evidence
and reading there ¼��ıæ�� for ¼�ıæ�� (following Lobeck). Theognos-
tus does not, however, mention the accent. PfeiVer prints ¼��ıæ�� at
Callimachus fr. 261. 2 Pf., noting that the MSS of Et. Gen. have
I��ıæ�� but appealing to Lentz (cited above) to justify recessive
accentuation. Lasserre and Livadaras print ¼��ıæ��without comment
at Et. Gen. Æ 1316 L–L (perhaps following PfeiVer). At Suda Æ
4272 (¼ Callimachus fr. 260. 6 Pf.) both Adler and PfeiVer print
¼��ıæ�� without comment. Occurrences of the word on papyri of
Callimachus are all unaccented. U. Freq.: 0.

k›v^qa; t› ‘spoils taken in war’. Aeschylus (A. 578þ)þ. Et.: Root
*?lm

˚
bh- of I��ØºÆ��� ‘taking in on all sides’, Skt lábhate ‘seize’, etc.;

see Frisk (1960–72: ii. 91); Mayrhofer (1986–2001: ii. 435 s.v.
RABH). R. Freq.: 80.

fe† vuqor; ˙ ‘westerly wind’. Hom. (Il. 2. 147þ)þ. Et.: According to
Risch (1968), formed on the root of )����; › ‘darkness’, with inXuence
from words built on the root of ����æ�� ‘dark’ (cf. N�-����� ‘dark as
the violet’), as a counterpart to *Iæªıæ�� ‘bright’. Risch supposes the
accent changed when the word was substantivized. Accent: Ep.
Hom. alph. ) 2. R. Freq.: 49.

t›vqor; g“ ‘ditch, trench’. Hom. (Il. 7. 341þ)þ. Et.: Root of Ł���ø <
*dhm

˚
bh-i

Ð
ō, aor. K���	� ‘pay the last dues to a corpse’; �����; › ‘burial,

funeral, grave’. R. Freq.: 150. Th.
dHqom; t¸ ‘gift, present’. Hom. (Il. 1. 213þ)þ. Et.: Root *deH3- of
�ø�Ø ‘give’. Corresponds to Arm. tur ‘gift’, OCS darŭ ‘gift, thanks’.
Accent: Arc. 141. 13. R. Freq.: over 500. Th.

Examples of excluded words: ¼�Ææ�� (etymology unclear: see Frisk
(1960–72: i. 160)); �º��Ææ�� (etymology unclear: see Frisk (1960–72:
i. 243–4)).
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APPENDIX 2

Data for Chapter 7

2.1 Adjectives with suYx -to-

The following abbreviations are used to encode information at the end of
each entry: F¼ Wnally accented; R¼ recessive;U¼ uncertain or variable
accentuation, i.e. both Wnal and recessive accentuation are attested and
no decision could bemade between them.Wheremore than one accent is
attested but some decision could be reached, this decision has been
explained in the note and the word has been classiWed as either F or R.

481 Wnally accented post-Homeric -��- adjectives, plus the following
words:

dqat¸r (and daqt¸r); Þ; ¸m ‘skinned, Xayed’. Hom. (Il. 23. 169). Et.: �æø
‘skin, Xay’. Cf. App. 2.2 s.v. Ææ��; �� Wsh that must be skinned before
dressing. F.

Kqat¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘lovely’.Hom. (Il. 3. 64)þ. Et.: �æÆ�ÆØ ‘love’. Arc. 92. 15–16,
92. 21. F.

stat¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘placed, standing’. Hom. (Il. 6. 506þ)þ. Et.: ¥��	�Ø
‘stand’. F.

e“ ket¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘that can be taken or caught’. Hom. (Il. 9. 409)þ. Et.: %º�E�
‘to grasp’ (aor. inf.). F.

sjeket¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘dried up, withered’. Plato Comicus (in Galen 18(1). 149.
13–14¼ Plato Comicus fr. 200. 3K–A)þ. Et.: �Œ�ººø ‘dry up, parch’,
aor. ��Œ	ºÆ. Cf. App. 2.2 s.v. �Œ�º����; › ‘dried body, mummy’. F.

pawet¸r=p›wetor; om ‘thick, massive’. Hom. (Od. 8. 187þ)þ. Et.: �Æ���
‘thick, stout’. Accent: Both Wnal and recessive accentuation are
found in printed texts; cf. LSJ s.v. The transmission of recessive
accentuation is perhaps related to the existence in Hellenistic epic
of a neuter s-stem �������; �� ‘thickness’ (possibly also atOd. 23. 191:
doubted by Chantraine (1968–80: 866)). U.

kybgt¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘despitefully treated, outraged’. Hom. (Il. 24. 531)þ. Et.:
ºø����ÆØ ‘outrage, maltreat’. F.

Icgt¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘admirable, wonderful’. Hom. (Il. 5. 787þ)þ. Et.:
Iª#����� (pres. participle) ‘admiring’. F.

poigt¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘made’. Hom. (Il. 5. 198þ)þ. Et.: ��Ø�ø ‘make’. Accent:
��Ø	��E�Ø� at Il. 5. 198 on P. Oxy. ii. 223, col. 8 (3rd cent. ad). F.

Isjgt¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘curiously wrought’. Hom. (Od. 4. 134þ)þ. Et.: I�Œ�ø
‘work (raw materials)’. Accent: Arc. 94. 2. F.



jkgt¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘welcome, called out’. Hom. (Il. 9. 165þ)þ. Et.: ŒÆº�ø
‘call, summon’. F.

jokkgt¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘glued together, closely joined’. Hom. (Il. 4. 366þ)þ.
Et.: Œ�ºº�ø ‘glue, cement’. F.

tkgt¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘patient’; after Homer ‘to be endured’. Hom. (Il. 24. 49)þ.
Et.: ��º	� ‘I endured’ (1st sg. aor. indicative). F.

joslgt¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘well-ordered, trim’. Hom. (Od. 7. 127). Et.: Œ����ø
‘order, arrange’. Accent: Arc. 94. 2–3. F.

mgt¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘heaped, piled up’. Hom. (Od. 2. 338). Et.: ��ø ‘heap, pile
up’. Accent: Lentz (1867–70: i. 215. 5) reconstructs �	��� for Her-
odian. Theognost. 74. 16, whom Lentz adduces, does not mention
the accent of �	���, but the words immediately surrounding �	��� in
Theognostus’ list are Wnally accented. F.

hmgt¸r, (ÞÞ, ¸m ‘liable to death, mortal’. Hom. (Od. 5. 213þ)þ. Et.:
Ł�fi ��Œø ‘die’. Cf. App. 2.2.s.v. Ł�	���; › ‘mortal’. F.

y‘ mgt¸r, (Þ); ¸m ‘bought; to be bought’. Hom. (Od. 14. 202)þ. Et.:
T����ÆØ ‘buy’. Accent: Arc. 94. 3. F.

Icapgt¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘wherewith one must be content’. Hom. (Il. 6. 401þ)þ.
Et.:IªÆ��ø ‘greetwith aVection; be contented’.Accent: Arc.94.3. F.

q“ gt¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘stated, speciWed; spoken of, famous’. Hom. (Il. 21. 445)þ.
Et.: Exact correspondence with Avestan urvāta- n. ‘regulation, rule’,
from *u

Ð
rē-to- < *u

Ð
rH1to-. Related to KæH ‘I shall say’, root *u

Ð
erH1-.

See Frisk (1960–72: i. 471); Sihler (1995: 186). Accent: Arc. 90. 2.
F.

$‘ qgt¸r (and $‘ q$t¸r), Þ; ¸m ‘prayed against; prayed for’. Hom. (Il. 17. 37þ)
þ. Et.: $
 æ���ÆØ ‘pray’. On theHomeric occurrences of $
 æ	���, seeWest
(2001: 121). Accent: Eust. 1093. 55, 1474. 45; Sch. Il. 17. 37a (Aint),
b1 (Til); Et. Gen. Æ 1159 L–L. F.

tqgt¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘perforated’. Hom. (Il. 3. 448þ)þ. Et.: ���æÆ��ø, aor.
��æ	�Æ ‘bore through, pierce’. Accent: Lentz (1867–70: i. 215. 6)
reconstructs �æ	��� for Herodian. Theognost. 74. 16, whom Lentz
adduces, does not mention the accent of �æ	���, but the words
immediately surrounding �æ	��� in Theognostus’ list are Wnally
accented. F.

dyqgt¸r; ¸m ‘open to gifts’; later ‘freely given’. Hom. (Il. 9. 526)þ. Et.:
øæ�ø ‘give, present’. Accent: Arc. 94. 2. F.

meleðsÞsgt¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘causing indignation; worthy of indignation’. Hom.
(Il. 3. 410þ)þ. Et.: ������ø ‘feel just resentment’. F.

l{sgt¸r=l{†sgtor; g; om ‘hateful; lustful, lewd’. Aeschylus (A. 1228)þ.
Et.: �{��ø ‘hate’. Accent: Both Wnal and recessive, and even inter-
mediate, accentuation are transmitted in manuscripts: see Kassel and
Austin on Cratinus fr. 354K–A. Lentz (1867–70: i. 220. 6) includes
�{�	��� as a Herodianic word, but apparently only on the basis of the
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city name !Ø�	��� transmitted, without comment on the accent, at
Steph. Byz. 454. 14. Some appear to have accented the substanti-
vized feminine �{�	��=�{���	 diVerently for diVerent meanings: see
Eust. 1650. 64; Ammonius 322. For modern views see again Kassel
and Austin on Cratinus fr. 354 K–A. U.

jtgt¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘that may be acquired’. Hom. (Il. 9. 407)þ. Et.: Œ����ÆØ
‘acquire’. F.

lawgt¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘to be fought with’. Hom. (Od. 12. 119). Et.: �����ÆØ
‘Wght’. F.

jkeit¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘renowned, famous’. Hom. (Il. 3. 451þ)þ. Et.: From
*kleu

Ð
etós; cf. Œº�ø < *Œº�=ø ‘celebrate’; see Vine (1998: 16 (with n.

29), 76). Accent: Sch. Il. 12. 66a (A). F.
jqit¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘separated, picked out, chosen’. Hom. (Il. 7. 434þ)þ. Et.:
Œæ{· �ø < *krin-i

Ð
ō ‘distinguish, choose’. An exact correspondence with

Latin certus < *kritos. Accent: Final accentuation is prescribed for
the personal name ˚æØ���, and implied for the adjective, at Arc. 90.
10. F.

pkacjt¸r; (Þ); ¸m, ‘wandering, roaming; erring, distraught’. Hom. (Od.
21. 363; cf. Od. 12. 61, 23. 327)þ. Et.: �º�)ø, aor. ��ºÆª�Æ ‘turn
aside or away from’. F.

pkejt¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘plaited, twisted’. Hom. (Il. 22. 469þ)þ. Et.: �º�Œø ‘plait,
make by plaiting’. Accent: Arc. 91. 19. F.

Oqejt¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘stretched out’; after Homer also ‘longed for’. Hom. (Il. 2.
543)þ. Et.: Oæ�ªø ‘reach, stretch, stretch out’. Accent: Arc. 95.
19–20. F.

pgjt¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘stuck in, Wxed; built’. Hom. (Il. 10. 353þ)þ. Et.: ��ª�^�Ø
‘stick or Wx in’. Accent: Final accentuation is prescribed for the
substantivized feminine �	Œ�� ‘musical instrument’ at Arc. 132. 7. F.

q“ gjt¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘that can be broken, penetrable’. Hom. (Il. 13. 323)þ. Et.:
Þ�ª�^�Ø ‘break asunder’. F.

ePjt¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘wished for, desired’. Hom. (Il. 14. 98)þ. Et.: �h���ÆØ
‘pray’. F.

Oqujt¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘dug, formed by digging’. Hom. (Il. 8. 179þ)þ. Et.:
Oæ���ø, aor. þæı�Æ ‘dig’. F.

tujt¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘Wnished; well-made’. Hom. (Il. 5. 831þ)þ. Et.: ����ø
‘make ready, make’. F.

ptujt¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘folded’. Hom. (Il. 6. 169)þ. Et.: �����ø, aor. ���ı�Æ
‘fold’. F.

vujt¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘to be escaped; avoidable’. Hom. (Il. 16. 128þ). Et.: ���ªø,
aor. ��ıª�� ‘Xee’. F.

u“ vamt¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘woven’. Hom. (Od. 13. 136þ)þ. Et.: (�Æ��ø, aor. o�	�Æ
‘weave’. Accent: Arc. 95. 16. F.

q“ apt¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘stitched, patched’. Hom. (Od. 24. 228þ)þ. Et.: Þ���ø
‘sew together’. F.
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kept¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘peeled, husked; Wne’. Hom. (Il. 18. 595þ)þ. Et.: º��ø
‘strip oV the rind or husks, peel, bark’. F.

stqept¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘easily twisted, pliant; to be bent or turned’. Hom. (Il. 5.
113þ)þ. Et.: ��æ��ø ‘turn about or aside’. Accent: ��æ����E� at Il. 5.
113 on P. Oxy. ii. 223, col. 5 (3rd cent. ad). F.

cmalpt¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘curved, bent’. Hom. (Il. 11. 416þ)þ. Et.: ª�����ø
‘bend, curve’. F.

Opt¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘roasted, broiled’. Hom. (Od. 16. 443þ)þ. Et.: Likely to be
a deverbative adjective with suYx -��-, to which a new verb O���ø
‘roast, broil’ was formed; see Frisk (1960–72: ii. 406). F.

jqupt¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘hidden, secret’. Hom. (Il. 14. 168)þ. Et.: Œæ���ø ‘hide,
cover’. F.

{“ leqt¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘longed for, desired, lovely’. Hom. (Il. 2. 751)þ. Et.:
{� ���æø ‘long for, desire’. Accent: Arc. 95. 16. F.

juqt¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘bulging, swelling’. Hom. (Il. 4. 426þ)þ. Et.: Built on the
same root as Latin curu

Ð
us ‘curved’; see Frisk (1960–72: ii. 55).

Accent: Arc. 91. 2. F.
Omolast¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘named, to be named’. Hom. (Od. 19. 260þ)þ. Et.:
O����)ø ‘speak of by name, address by name’. Accent: Arc. 96. 5. F.

Ispast¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘welcome’. Hom. (Od. 5. 398þ)þ. Et.: I���)��ÆØ ‘wel-
come kindly, greet’. F.

jest¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘stitched, embroidered’. Hom. (Il. 14. 214)þ. Et.: From
*Œ���-���; cf. Œ����ø ‘prick’. See Frisk (1960–72: i. 820). Accent:
Arc. 91. 14. F.

Ijest¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘curable’. Hom. (Il. 13. 115)þ. Et.: ¼Œ��; �� ‘cure’; IŒ���ÆØ
‘cure’. Cf. Frisk (1960–72: i. 56). F.

nest¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘hewn, shaved, planed’. Hom. (Il. 18. 504þ)þ. Et.: ��ø
‘shave or plane (timber); scrape, polish’. See Frisk (1960–72: ii.
335–6). F.

lmgst¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘wooed and won, wedded’; after Homer also ‘betrothed’.
Hom. (Il. 6. 246þ)þ. Et.: �����ÆØ ‘woo, court’. F.

kgzst¸r (and kezst¸rÞ; Þ; ¸m ‘to be carried oV as booty, won by force’.
Hom. (Il. 9. 406þ). Et.: º	�œœ)��ÆØ ‘carry oV as booty’. Accent: Arc.
96. 5. F.

jkgzst¸r (and jkg‰ st¸r; jkeist¸rÞ; Þ; ¸m ‘that can be shut or closed’. Hom.
(Od. 2. 344)þ. Et.: Œº��ø, Ion. Œº	�œœø ‘shut, close, bar’. F.

pist¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘to be trusted or believed, faithful; trustworthy’. Hom. (Il.
3. 269þ)þ. Et.: ���Łø ‘persuade’, ���Ł��ÆØ ‘trust in’. Accent: Arc.
91. 13. F.

u“ bqist¸r=u” bqistor; g; om ‘insolent, outrageous’. Pherecrates (in e.g. Pho-
tius Æ 782 Theodoridis ¼ Pherecrates fr. 173 K–A)þ. Et.: (�æ�)ø
‘behave insolently’. Accent: Both Wnal and recessive accents are
transmitted in manuscripts: see Kassel and Austin on Pherecrates
fr. 173 K–A. At Photius Æ 782 Theodoridis � Synag. �b Æ 748
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Cunningham, o�æØ���� is said to be similar in form to superlatives in
-Ø���- such as ��º�Ø����, Œ�ººØ����, Œæ��Ø����. A synchronic analysis as
a superlative in -Ø���- (whether or not historically justiWed) would
help to account for the recessive variant. U.

pq{st¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘sawn’. Hom. (Od. 18. 196þ)þ. Et.: �æ{·ø; �æ�)ø ‘saw’. F.
Omost¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘to be blamed or scorned’. Hom. (Il. 9. 164)þ. Et.: Z���ÆØ
‘blame, Wnd fault with, treat scornfully’. F.

jkut¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘renowned, glorious’. Hom. (Il. 2. 854þ)þ. Et.: Cognate
with Skt śrutá- ‘famous’. Built on the root of Œº�ø < *Œº�=ø ‘tell of,
make famous’. Accent: Arc. 90. 19. F.

pimut¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘prudent, discreet’. Hom. (Od. 1. 229þ)þ. Et.: Related to
����^�ÆØ ‘be conscious, in full possession of one’s faculties’ and
�Ø���Œø ‘make prudent, admonish, correct’. The exact formation of
�Ø�ı��� is disputed; see Frisk (1960–72: ii. 508–9), with further
bibliography. Accent: Arc. 94. 17. F.

q“ ^t¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘quarried (?)’. Hom. (Od. 6. 267þ)þ. Et.: Probably con-
nected to Kæ�ø ‘draw, drag’, but meaning unclear; see Frisk (1960–72:
ii. 667). Accent: Arc. 90. 18. F.

wut¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘poured, shed; heaped up’. Hom. (Il. 6. 464þ)þ. Et.:
��ø < *��=ø ‘pour’. Accent: Arc. 90. 18. F.

wokyt¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘angry, wrathful’. Hom. (Il. 4. 241þ)þ. Et.: ��º��; › ‘gall,
bile’. F.

pkyt¸r; ðÞÞ; ¸m ‘Xoating’. Hom. (Od. 10. 3)þ. Et.: �º�ø, Ion. �º#ø ‘sail,
go by sea’. Accent: Arc. 90. 2. F.

cmyt¸r; ðÞÞ; ¸m ‘perceived, understood, known’. Hom. (Il. 7. 401þ)þ.
Et.: ªØª�#�Œø ‘come to know, perceive’. Accent: Hrd. ���. 943. 31;
Theognost. 74. 19 (implicit). F.

d{myt¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘turned, rounded’. Hom. (Il. 3. 391þ)þ. Et.: {���ø and
{��ø ‘spin round in a circle’; late {��ø ‘turn with a lathe’. F.

tqyt¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘vulnerable’. Hom. (Il. 21. 568)þ. Et.: �Ø�æ#�Œø ‘wound’.
Accent: Hrd. ���. 943. 31. F.

Examples of excluded words: ª�ºÆ���� (manuscript reading at Od. 8.
307, but editors generally read the ancient variant Iª�ºÆ��Æ; otherwise
attested only as a conjecture in Babrius).

2.2 Nouns with SuYx -to-

The following abbreviations are used to encode information at the end of
each entry: (a) F ¼ Wnally accented; R ¼ recessive; U ¼ uncertain or
variable accentuation, i.e. both Wnal and recessive accentuation are
attested and no decision could be made between them. Where more
than one accent is attested but some decision could be reached, this
decision has been explained in the note and the word has been classiWed
as either F or R. (b) O ¼ word formed from o-grade verbal root þ
simple suYx -��- (o not due to *H3 or to Aeolic treatment of a
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vocalic liquid; nothing added to the root apart from -��-). (c) Freq.: the
Wgure given after ‘Freq.’ is the number of occurrences of the word in the
Perseus Digital Library corpus (Crane 1999), which contained
c.3,400,000 words at the time of use (January 1999). This number is
used as a frequency index.

j›lator; ˙ ‘toil’. Hom. (Il. 4. 230þ)þ. Et.: Built on the root of Œ���ø
‘work, toil’. On the formation of Œ��Æ���, see pp. 234–6. Accent:
Perhaps implied by Eust. 341. 20. R. Freq.: 55.

h›mator; ˙ ‘death’. Hom. (Il. 1. 60þ)þ. Et.: Built on the root *dhnH2- or
*dhu

Ð
nH2- of Ł�fi ��Œø ‘die’. On the formation of Ł��Æ���, see pp. 234–6.

Accent: Arc. 92. 15. R. Freq.: over 500.
stqat¸r; ˙ ‘army, host’. Hom. (Il. 1. 10þ)þ. Et.: Cognate with Skt
str
˚
ta- ‘bestrewn; overthrown’. Built on a root *ster-, perhaps ultim-

ately a variant of the root *sterH3- of ���æ�^�Ø ‘spread, strew’; see
Chantraine (1968–80: 1061–2); Beekes (1969: 243, 245, 280–2);
Mayrhofer (1986–2001: ii. 755 s.v. STAR). Accent: Arc. 90. 9;
Sch. Il. 6. 202c (A); Et. Gud. 264. 1 Stef.; Eust. 636. 62; Ep. Hom.
alph. � 185. F. Freq.: over 500.

flqwator; ˙ ‘row of trees; orchard, garden’. Hom. (Il. 14. 123þ)þ. Et.:
Related to Zæ���; › ‘row of trees; orchard, garden’; further details
unclear. See Frisk (1960–72: ii. 434). Accent: Eust. 971. 56. R.
Freq.: 6.

$‘ et¸r or aNet¸r; ˙ ‘eagle’. Hom. (Il. 8. 247þ)þ. Et.: Likely to be from
*au

Ð
i
Ð
etos, with stem of Lat. auis ‘bird’ and suYx -���-. See Frisk

(1960–72: i. 36); Vine (1998: 11); for a reconstruction of the root
in terms of laryngeals, and phonological discussion, see Peters (1980:
12, 216–17 n. 168). Accent: Arc. 93. 8. F. Freq.: 116.

pacet¸r=p›cetor; ˙ ‘frost’. Pindar (Pae.9.17S–M)þ. Et.:��ª��; › ‘frost’;
��ª�^�Ø ‘stick or Wx in’, aor. pass. K��ª	�. Accent: Arc. 93. 7 pre-
scribes recessive accentuation but notes that Wnal accentuation occurs
in the �ı��Ł�ØÆ, a word that inHerodian usually refers to theKoine.On
the oddity of this statement for Herodian see Ch. 2 n. 46. Ammonius
(21) and Io. Phil. (DiV. � 6 ADaly) prescribe diVerent accentuations
for diVerent meanings. Cf. Wheeler (1885: 117 n. 1). U. Freq.: 2.

stacet¸r; ˙ ‘drop’. Aquila (word from Aquila in Origen, Hexapla, Pr.
19. 13)þ. Et.: ���)ø ‘drop, let fall’, aor. ���Æ�Æ. F. Freq.: 0.

pm{cet¸r; ˙ ‘choking, stiXing’. Ptolemy (Phas. 63. 1þ). Et.: ��Eª��; ��
‘choking, stiXing; stiXing heat’; ��{· ªø ‘choke, throttle, strangle’, aor.
���{�Æ. F. Freq.: 0.

dajet¸m=d›jetom; t¸ ‘biting animal’. Aristophanes (Av. 1069)þ. Et.:
�Œ�ø ‘bite’, aor. �ÆŒ��; �Œ��; �� ‘biting animal’. On the formation
see Vine (1998: 71). Accent: Final and recessive accents both
found in printed texts. For example, Wimmer prints ÆŒ��� at
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Theophrastus, HP 9. 19. 3; Dunbar prints �Œ��Æ at Aristophanes,
Av. 1069. U. Freq.: 1.

tojet¸r; ˙ ‘childbirth, delivery’. Hippocrates (Aër. 4 (ii. 22. 9 Littré)þ)
þ. Et.: Probably denominative; cf. ��Œ��; › ‘childbirth’ (so Vine
(1998: 14)). Accent: Arc. 93. 11. F. Freq.: 1.

Iket¸r=±ketor; ˙ ‘grinding’. Plutarch (Ant. 45. 7þ). Et.: Iº�ø ‘grind’.
Accent: At Plutarch, Ant. 45. 7, Lindskog, Ziegler, and Gärtner
print Iº��e�, but they note that MS ‘L’ has ¼º����. At the only other
occurrence of the word, Plutarch, Moralia 289f, Nachstädt, Sievek-
ing, and Titchener print Iº��fiøwithout textual comment. U. Freq.: 0.

sjeket¸r; ˙ ‘dried body, mummy’. Phrynichus Comicus (in Athenaeus
2. 44d ¼ Phrynichus Comicus fr. 74. 3 K–A)þ. Et.: �Œ�ººø ‘dry up,
parch’, aor. ��Œ	ºÆ. Cf. App. 2.1 s.v. �Œ�º���� ‘dried up, withered’. F.
Freq.: 0.

e’letor; ˙ ‘vomiting’. Herodotus (2. 77. 2)þ. Et.: K��ø ‘vomit’. Cf. the
adjective K����� ‘vomited’ (Suda � 975). Accent: Arc. 93. 5. R.
Freq.: 3.

j›petor and sj›petor; g“ ‘ditch, trench’. Hom. (Il. 18. 564þ)þ. Et.:
�Œ���ø ‘dig’, aor. ��ŒÆłÆ. R. Freq.: 6.

jopet¸r; ˙ ‘noise (esp. lamentation)’. Eupolis (in Et. Gud. 290. 19 d2

Stef. ¼ Eupolis fr. 375 K–A)þ. Et.: Œ���ø ‘cut, strike’; Œ����; ›
‘striking, beating’. Accent: Arc. 93. 10–11. F. Freq.: 1.

e“ qpet¸m; t¸ ‘creeping thing; reptile’. Hom. (Od. 4. 418)þ. Et.: &æ�ø
‘move on the ground, walk’. Accent: Arc. 142. 18–19. F. Freq.: 9.

tupet¸r; ˙ ‘beating the breast, mourning’. Dion. Hal. (Antiq. Rom. 2. 19.
2þ). Et.: ����ø ‘beat, strike’. F. Freq.: 0.

jimþpetom; t¸ ‘venomous beast, esp. serpent.’ Callimachus (Hymns 1.
25)þ. Et.: According to Chantraine (1968–80: 534), probably
formed from Œ�#ł, gen. Œ�ø��� ‘venomous beast’, with anaptyctic
-Ø- and suYx -���-. For a diVerent view (Œ�#ł a syncopated form of
ŒØ�#�����) see Szemerényi (1964: 74 n. 5). R. Freq.: 0.

puqet¸r; ˙ ‘burning heat, Wery heat; fever’. Hom. (Il. 22. 31)þ. Et.: �Fæ,
gen. �ıæ�� ‘Wre’. Accent: Arc. 93. 11. F. Freq.: 19.

“̂ et¸r; ˙ ‘rain, heavy shower’. Hom. (Il. 12. 133)þ. Et.: -̂ ø ‘rain’.
Accent: Arc. 93. 8 (although the word does not Wt the context and
has probably been displaced from the rule that follows: see Schmidt
ad loc.); Sch. Il. 11. 495 (A). F. Freq.: 13.

mivet¸r; ˙ ‘falling snow, snowstorm’. Hom. (Il. 10. 7þ)þ. Et.: ����ø
‘snow’, ���Æ (acc.) ‘snow’. On the formation, see Vine (1998: 11–12).
Accent: Arc. 93. 8 (although the word does not Wt the context and
has probably been displaced from the rule that follows: see Schmidt
ad loc.). F. Freq.: 7.

suqvet¸r; ˙ ‘sweepings, refuse, litter’. Hesiod (Op. 606)þ. Et.: Denom-
inative to ��æ���� Ł	æ�Ø�� �ØŒæ��; ›��E�� K���� (‘a small creature, like a
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gnat’; Hesychius � 2795 Schmidt); ��æ�Æ� ‘rabble’; ��æ�	� �æ�ªÆ�Æ
(‘Wrewood’; Hesychius � 2794 Schmidt). See Richter (1909: 20);
Solta (1963: 170); Vine (1998: 14). Accent: Arc. 93. 11. F. Freq.: 4.

q“ u$́wetor; ˙ ‘unstable crowd’. Aristophanes (Lys. 170, with variant read-
ings). Et.: Likely to be a denominative on the stem of Þ�Æ�, gen.
Þ�$Œ�� ‘rushing stream’ (but the source of the aspiration of the -�- is
obscure); see Richter (1909: 20); Schwyzer (1953: 501); Solta (1963:
170). R. Freq.: 1.

Owet¸r; ˙ ‘means for carrying water, water pipe’. Pindar (O. 5. 12þ)þ
(but presupposed by Homeric O���	ª�� ‘drawing oV water by a con-
duit’; so Vine (1998: 15), with O�����ø apparently for O���	ª��). Et.:
Either deverbative to O��ø ‘hold fast; carry’ or denominative to Z���
‘support’ (Vine 1998: 15). F. Freq.: 28.

bqowet¸r; ˙ ‘wetting, rain’. Greek Anthology (6. 21. 3). Et.: �æ��ø ‘wet’,
�æ��� ‘rain’. On the formation, see Vine (1998: 70 n. 170); Solta
(1963: 170); Waanders (1974: 4 with n. 4). F. Freq.: 0.

tqucgt¸r=tqúcgtor; ˙ ‘gathering of fruits, harvest’. Thucydides (4. 84. 1)
þ. Et.: �æıª�ø ‘gather in the fruit or crop’; �æ�ª	 ‘grain crop, corn’.
Accent: Arc. (93. 16–17) prescribes recessive accentuation for the
meaning ‘harvest time’, Wnal accentuation for the meaning ‘harvested
fruit’; similarly Synag. Æ 385 Cunningham. Theognost. (75. 13–15)
makes almost the same distinction, although he designates the Wnally
accented form as denoting the activity. The opposite distinction is
made by Ammonius 38; Et. Gud. 113. 23–5 d2 Stef. Final accent
prescribed by Tz. Hsd.Op. 386, mentioning the doctrine prescribing
Wnal accentuation for one meaning and recessive accentuation for
another. Cf. Wheeler (1885: 117 n. 1). U. Freq.: 1.

Ikakgt¸r; ˙ ‘shout of victory’. Hom. (Il. 2. 149þ)þ. Et.: IºÆº� ‘loud
cry’. Leumann (1950: 211) regards IºÆº	��� as derived originally
from Iº�º	�ÆØ (perf. with pres. sense) ‘wander, roam about’ and
then reinterpreted to mean ‘shout’; dismissed by Chantraine
(1968–80: 53). Accent: Arc. 93. 19. F. Freq.: 11.

$‘ lgt¸r=$’ lgtor; ˙ ‘reaping, harvesting.’ Hom. (Il. 19. 223)þ. Et.: $
 ��ø
‘reap corn, cut’. Accent: The following sources distinguish between
a recessive $3 �	��� meaning ‘harvest time’ and a Wnally accented
$
 �	��� denoting ‘harvested fruit’ and/or the activity ‘harvesting’:
Sch. Il. 19. 221–4a1 (b(BE3)T) and a2 (Aa); Synag. Æ 385 Cunning-
ham; Sch. Il. 19. 221–4 (M1P11U4), quoted by Erbse on Sch. Il. 19.
221–4a1; Eust. 1181. 32; Et. Gud. 113. 15–114. 2 d1 Stef.; Arc. 93.
18; Theognost. 75. 13–15; An. Ox. 2. 331. 25–332. 1; and other
sources cited by Erbse on Sch. Il. 19. 221–4a1. The opposite doc-
trine, that recessive $3 �	��� denotes the harvested fruit whereas Wnally
accented $
 �	��� denotes the time of harvest, is found at Ammonius
38; Et. Gud. 113. 23–5 d2 Stef.; Sch. D. Il. 19. 223/ZS (ZYQXR);
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Tz. Hsd.Op. 381. Tz. Hsd.Op. 386 prescribes Wnal accentuation for
both meanings. Cf. Wheeler (1885: 117 n. 1). U. Freq.: 6.

kijlgt¸r; ˙ ‘winnowing’. Greek Anthology (6. 225. 5)þ. Et.: ºØŒ��ø
‘winnow’. F. Freq.: 0.

x›llgtom; t¸ kind of cake. Harpocration (� 14). Et.: Possibly related to
ł�����;  ‘sand’. R. Freq.: 0.

hmgt¸r; ˙ ‘mortal’. Hom. (Il. 1. 574þ)þ. Et.: Built on the root of Ł�fi ��Œø
‘die’ in its zero-grade form *dhnH2- or *d

hu
Ð
nH2-. Cf. App. 2.1 s.v.

Ł�	��� ‘mortal’. F. Freq.: 193.
Ikogt¸r=Ik¸gtor (also written with ±-), ˙ ‘threshing’. Xenophon (Oec.
18. 5, if this is the correct reading here); Septuagint (Le. 26. 5)þ.
Et.: Iº��ø ‘thresh’. Accent: Tz. Hsd. Op. 386 prescribes Wnal
accentuation and mentions a doctrine prescribing Wnal accentuation
for one meaning and recessive accentuation for another. U. Freq.: 0.

kopgt¸r; ˙ ‘time of bark peeling oV’. Theophrastus (HP 5. 1. 1). Et.:
º���ø ‘let bark peel oV’. F. Freq.: 0.

spoqgt¸r=sp¸qgtor; ˙ ‘sown corn, growing corn; sowing of corn’. Aes-
chylus (A. 1392)þ. Et.: ����æø < *���æ-Ø

Ð
ø ‘sow (seed)’. Accent:

MSS at Aeschylus, A. 1392 vary between Wnal and recessive accen-
tuation (see West ad loc.). U. Freq.: 0.

lasgt›; t› ‘chewings (of food)’. Soranus (Gyn. 2. 17. 29). Et.: �Æ����ÆØ
‘chew’. F. Freq.: 0.

potgt›; t› ‘birds’. Hom. (Od. 12. 62)þ. Et.: ������ÆØ ‘Xy hither and
thither’. F. Freq.: 1.

hugt›; t› ‘fumigations’. Aretaeus (6. 10. 6þ). Et.: Ł�ø ‘oVer burnt
sacriWce’. F. Freq.: 0.

sjavgt¸r; ˙ ‘hoeing, digging’. Theophrastus (CP 3. 16. 2)þ. Et.:
�Œ���ø ‘dig’. F. Freq.: 0.

e“ xgt¸r; ˙ small Wsh boiled for eating. Aristophanes (V. 679þ)þ. Et.: &łø
‘boil’, aor. lł	�Æ. Cf. the adjective %ł	��� ‘boiled’. Accent: Arc. 93.
18 prescribes Wnal accentuation for the adjective %ł	��� ‘boiled’. F.
Freq.: 1.

q“ eit›; t› and q“ eit¸r or q“ Etor; ˙ ‘sacred stream(s) at Eleusis’. Sophocles (in
Photius 485. 10–11 Porson ¼ Sophocles fr. 1089Radt)þ. Et.: From
*Þ�=����; cf. Þ�ø < *Þ�=ø ‘Xow’. Accent: EM (703. 15) reports that
Orus prescribed Þ�Ø���, with -�Ø- and Wnal accent, while Herodian
prescribed ÞE���, with -Ø- and recessive accent. U. Freq.: 0.

kÞztom; t¸ ‘town-hall, council-chamber’. Herodotus (7. 197. 2)þ. Et.:
º$�� (Ion. º	��Þ; › ‘people’. R. Freq.: 2.

b¸kitom; t¸ ‘cow dung’. Aristophanes (Eq. 658þ)þ. Et.: Likely to be a
derivative on the root of ��ººø ‘throw’; see Frisk (1960–72: i. 249).
R. Freq.: 2.

ortor; ˙ ‘fate, doom’. Hom. (Il. 3. 417þ)þ. Et.: Usually connected with
�r�Ø ‘I shall go’. For various possible correspondences in other IE
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languages, see Table 7(a)ii and (with further bibliography) Frisk
(1960–72: ii. 371) and Lloyd, Lühr, and Springer (1998: 977–8).
Accent: Arc. 89. 15; Sch. Il. 11. 24b (A); Eust. 828. 16; Theognost.
74. 9. R. O. Freq.: 14.

joEtor; ˙ ‘sleep, going to rest’. Hom. (Od. 2. 358þ)þ. Et.: Œ�E�ÆØ ‘lie’.
Accent: Theognost. 74. 9. R. O. Freq.: 14.

spaqajt¸m; t¸ ‘rubble’. Hero (Stereom. 2. 33). Et.: ��Ææ���ø ‘tear,
rend’. F. Freq.: 0.

±tqajtor; ˙=g“ ‘spindle; arrow’. Aeschylus (in Sch. Ar. Av. 807a ¼
Aeschylus fr. 139. 2 Radt)þ. Et.: A derivative of the primary verb
to which Latin torqueō ‘turn’ is an intensive; see Frisk (1960–72:
i. 180), with discussion of the phonological diYculties and further
bibliography. R. Freq.: 17.

p¸jtor; ˙ ‘Xeece’. Lyrica adespota (in Et. Gen. ¼ Lyrica adespota fr. 971
Page)þ. Et.: ��Œø ‘shear’. Accent: Perhaps to be read at Arc. 91. 21;
see Schmidt’s index, s.v. ��Œ���. R. O. Freq.: 0.

vq^jt¸r; ˙ ‘Wrebrand, torch’. Aeschylus (A. 30þ)þ. Et.: �æ ·̂ ªø ‘roast’.
Cf. the adjective �æ^Œ��� ‘roasted’. F. Freq.: 9.

bot¸m; t¸ ‘farm animal’. Hom. (Il. 18. 521)þ. Et.: Root of ���Œø ‘feed,
tend’. Accent: Arc. 142. 10 (Schmidt excludes the following words
 �����	). F. Freq.: 17.

bßotor; ˙ ‘life, means of living’. Hom. (Il. 4. 170þ)þ. Et.: ����; › ‘life’,
�Ø�ø ‘live’. Accent: Arc. 94. 13; Eust. 94. 32 (implicit). Theognost.
(75. 28–9) appears to know of a Wnally accented �Ø���� as well as a
recessive ������; I do not know what to make of this passage but he
appears to think of �Ø���� as a separate word from ������, not as an
accentual variant. R. Freq.: 124.

p¸tor; ˙ ‘drinking bout’. Cratinus (in Athenaeus 11. 494c ¼ Cratinus fr.
199. 2K–Aþ)þ. Et.: Root of �{· �ø ‘drink’. Accent: Arc. 90. 7; Sch. Il.
6. 202c (A); Eust. 636. 62;EM 685. 5; Sch. Luc. 90. 19. R. Freq.: 50.

pot¸m; t¸=pot¸r; ˙ ‘drink’. Hom. (Il. 1. 470þ)þ. Et.: Root of �{· �ø
‘drink’. Accent: Arc. 90. 7–8; EM 685. 4; Sch. Luc. 90. 19. F.
Freq.: 126.

Iqot¸r=±qotor; ˙ ‘corn-Weld’. Hom. (Od. 9. 122)þ. Et.: Iæ�ø ‘plough,
till’. Cf. the adjective Iæ���� ‘arable’ (Theognost. 95. 14). Accent:
Recessive accent prescribed by Arc. 94. 13 (although the MSS have
�hæ���� here: see Schmidt ad loc.), Theognost. 75. 28 (but no distinc-
tion is made between the noun and the adjective). Tz. Hsd. Op. 386
prescribes Wnal accentuation and mentions also a doctrine prescribing
Wnal accentuation for one meaning and recessive accentuation for
another; the same doctrine seems to be assumed by Eust. 811. 27
(cf. Van der Valk ad loc.). Cf.Wheeler (1885: 117 n. 1). U. Freq.: 21.

bq¸tor; ˙ ‘blood that has run from a wound, gore’. Hom. (Il. 14. 7þ).
Et.: Normally compared to Sktmūrtá- ‘run’; cf. Sktmūrchati ‘become
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solid, thicker’. If Sktmūrtá- andGk �æ���� are indeed cognate, the Skt
form derives from an IE form *mr

˚
Htó-, the Gk form (which would

have Aeolic vocalism) from a *mr
˚
tó-, without laryngeal (Mayrhofer

1986–2001: ii. 368; cf. Beekes 1969: 243). Leumann (1950: 124–7)
proposes instead that �æ���� is a back-formation from ¼��æ����
‘immortal’, reinterpreted as ‘bloodless’; doubted by Chantraine
(1968–80: 198). Accent: Arc. 90. 6; Sch. Il. 14. 7b1 (T), b2

(b(BCE3)). R. Freq.: 5.
bqot¸r; ˙ð=g“ Þ ‘mortal man(/woman)’. Hom. (Il. 1. 272þ)þ. Et.: A sub-
stantivization of the adjective �æ���� ‘mortal’. Root of Lat. morior
‘die’, Skt mriyáte ‘die’, etc. Cognate with Skt mr

˚
tá- ‘dead’, Avestan

m@r@ta- ‘dead’, Arm. mard ‘person’. The Greek form has Aeolic
vocalism, but not Aeolic recessive accentuation. The Greek meaning
‘mortal’ (rather than ‘dead’) may well have originated in the negative
compound ¼��æ���� ‘immortal’: for bibliography see Leumann
(1950: 127). Accent: Arc. 90. 6–7; Sch. Il. 6. 202c (A); Sch. Il.
14. 7b1 (T), b2 (b(BCE3)); Eust. 636. 63; Et. Gud. 264. 1 Stef. F.
Freq: over 500.

sjgpt¸r; ˙ ‘thunderbolt’. Aeschylus (Pers. 715)þ. Et.: �Œ���ø
< *�Œ$· �Ø

Ð
ø ‘let fall, hurl upon’. F. Freq.: 6.

jalpt¸r; ˙ ‘turning-point’. Aquila (word from Aquila in Origen, Hex-
apla, Pr. 2. 9)þ. Et.: Œ����ø < *Œ���-Ø

Ð
ø ‘bend’. Cf. the adjective

ŒÆ����� ‘Xexible’. F. Freq.: 0.
e“ qpt¸m; t¸ ‘creeping thing, reptile’. Aristotle (in Eust. 481. 36, perhaps
referring to the quotation fromHeraclitus (fr. B 11D–K) at Aristotle,
Mu. 401a10, but the MSS of Aristotle have %æ���e� here: see Van der
Valk on Eust. 481. 36). Et.: &æ�ø ‘move on the ground, walk’. F.
Freq.: 0.

daqt›; t› Wsh that must be skinned before dressing. Mnesitheus (?) (in
Athenaeus 8. 357c; not clear whether the word is attributed to Mne-
sitheus)þ. Et.: �æø ‘skin, Xay’. Cf. App. 2.1 s.v. æÆ��� (and Ææ���)
‘skinned, Xayed’. F. Freq.: 0.

spaqt¸r=sp›qtor; ˙=g“ and spaqt¸m=sp›qtom; t¸ ‘Spanish broom (a plant)’.
Xenophon (Cyn. 9. 13)þ. Et.: Frisk (1960–72: ii. 758–9) assumes a
-��- derivative to a lost verb that also underlies ���æ�ÆØ (aor. inf.)
‘swathe’, ���EæÆ;  ‘anything twisted or wound’, ��ıæ��, gen. -���
‘large basket’. Accent: Lentz (1867–70: i. 390. 5) includes a word
���æ��� asHerodianic. The passage from theEpimerismiHomerici that
he cites as evidence does not, however, mention the accent. Dyck at
Ep. Hom. alph. � 7 prints ��Ææ���, as well as two examples of ���æ�Æ;
cf. Ep. Hom. alph. � 44 with Dyck ad loc. U. Freq.: 1.

spaqt¸m=sp›qtom; t¸ ‘rope, cable’. Hom. (Il. 2. 135)þ. Et.: Formation as
for ��Ææ��� etc. ‘Spanish broom’. Accent: See on ��Ææ��� etc. ‘Span-
ish broom’ above. U. Freq.: 5.
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v¸qtor; ˙ ‘load, freight, cargo’. Hom. (Od. 8. 163þ)þ. Et.: ��æø ‘bear,
carry’. Accent: Arc. 90. 23; Sch. Il. 24. 316a1 (A); Eust. 1352. 17;
EM 591. 29. R. O. Freq.: 19.

w¸qtor; ˙ ‘enclosed place; farmyard; pasturage’. Hom. (Il. 11. 774þ)þ.
Et.: Cognate with Lat. hortus ‘garden’, Oscan húrz ‘grove’, Welsh
garth ‘enclosure, garden’, etc. Usually taken to be a -��- derivative on
the root of Skt hárati ‘bring, carry’; see Frisk (1960–72: ii. 1113–14).
Accent: Arc. 90. 23; Sch. Il. 24. 316a1 (A); Eust. 1352. 17. R. O.
Freq.: 17.

mast¸r; ˙ ‘well-kneaded cake’. Pherecrates (in Athenaeus 6. 268f ¼
Pherecrates fr. 113. 5 K–A)þ. Et.: ����ø ‘press, squeeze close’. Cf.
the adjective �Æ���� ‘close-pressed, Wrm’. F. Freq.: 2.

past¸r; ˙ ‘bridal canopy or curtain; bridal chamber’. Posidippus (P. Lit.
Lond. 60. 8, unaccented), Lucian (DMort. 28. 3)þ. Et.: ����ø
‘sprinkle’; see Frisk (1960–72: ii. 478). Accent: Arc. 91. 6 (Lobeck’s
conjecture for �ºÆ����). F. Freq.: 0.

sgst¸r; g“ ‘the sifter’ (a nickname). Herodicus (in Athenaeus 13. 591c).
Et.: ��Łø ‘sift’. F. Freq.: 0.

m¸stor; ˙ ‘return home’. Hom. (Il. 2. 155þ)þ. Et.: ����ÆØ ‘go, come’.
Accent: Arc. 91. 9. R. O. Freq.: 121.

jyj^t¸r; ˙ ‘shrieking, wailing’. Hom. (Il. 22. 409þ)þ. Et.: ŒøŒ ·̂ ø
‘shriek, wail’. Accent: Arc. 94. 19–20. F. Freq.: 13.

pkoFtor; ˙ ‘wealth, riches’. Hom. (Il. 1. 171þ)þ. Et.: Root of
�º�ø < *�º�=ø ‘Xow’; see Frisk (1960–72: ii. 564). Accent: Arc.
89. 14–15. R. O. Freq.: 453.

bq^t¸r=bqFtor; ˙ and bq^t¸m=bqFto�; t¸ ‘fermented liquor made from
barley, beer’. Archilochus (in Athenaeus 10. 447b ¼ Archilochus
fr. 42. 1 West)þ. Et.: Likely to be a Thracian loan word, built on
the root of Latin ferueō ‘boil, ferment’; see Frisk (1960–72: i. 273).
Accent: Arc. (90. 18) prescribes Wnal accentuation for ‘�æı��� (›
�æ�ø� [‘‘being full’’])’. Schmidt ad loc. doubts �æ�ø�. Printed texts
usually have recessive accentuation, but Amigues prints �æı�fiH at
Theophrastus, HP 4. 8. 12. U. Freq.: 0.

voqut¸r; ˙ ‘whatever the wind carries along, rubbish’. Democritus (in
e.g. Plutarch, Moralia 129a ¼ Democritus fr. B 147 D–K)þ. Et.:
Built on the element ��æı- of ��æ ·̂ ���ÆØ ‘become mixed, become
stained’; see Frisk (1960–72: ii. 1037). Accent: Arc. 94. 17 (but
citing ��æı��� as a word of three genders). F. Freq.: 2.

vut¸m; t¸ ‘plant’. Hom. (Il. 14. 123þ)þ. Et.: ��ø ‘bring forth, produce’.
Cf. the adjective �ı��� ‘naturally formed’. Accent: Arc. 142. 10. F.
Freq.: 122.

Ilukidyt¸m; t¸ kind of tunic. Hermippus (in Photius Æ 1290Theodoridis
¼ Hermippus fr. 33 K–A). Et.: Derivative of I��ºØ�� ‘starch’; see
Frisk (1960–72: i. 97). F. Freq.: 0.
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kepidyt¸r; ˙Nile Wsh with large scales. Herodotus (2. 72. 1)þ. Et.: º����;
�� ‘rind, husk, scale’. Cf. the adjective º��Øø��� ‘scaly’. F. Freq.: 1.

lishyt¸r; ˙ ‘hireling, hired servant’. Herodotus (1. 61. 4)þ. Et.: �Ø�Ł�ø
‘let out for hire’. Cf. the adjective �Ø�Łø��� ‘hired’. Accent: Sch.
Dem. 18. 104a, b, c relate a story that Demosthenes (18. 52) pro-
nounced the word ���Łø���, with recessive accent, when asking the
jurors whether Aeschines was a �Ø�Łø��� of Alexander. On being
corrected by the crowd, Demosthenes took their utterance
‘�Ø�Łø���’ as a positive answer to his question. Whether or not true,
the story clearly presupposes that �Ø�Łø��� was the correct accentu-
ation. F. Freq.: 26.

jqojyt¸r; ˙ ‘saVron-coloured robe’. Aristophanes (Th. 138þ)þ. Et.:
Œæ�Œ��; › ‘saVron’. Cf. the adjective Œæ�Œø��� ‘saVron-dyed’. Accent:
Lentz (1867–70: i. 221. 18) takes the adjective Œæ�Œø��� to be Her-
odianic. Steph. Byz. (227. 11), whom he cites as evidence, does not,
however, discuss the accent. F. Freq.: 8.

cmyt¸r; ˙ ‘kinsman’. Hom. (Il. 3. 174þ)þ. Et.: Probably derived from
ªØª�#�Œø ‘come to know, perceive’, like the adjective ª�ø��� ‘per-
ceived, understood, known’ (see App. 2.1 s.v.). Connection with
ª�ª���ÆØ ‘become’ has also been suggested (see e.g. Frisk (1960–72:
i. 307)), but seems phonologically impossible unless one assumes,
with Chantraine (1968–80: 222–3), that the root *ĝen(H1)- of
ª�ª���ÆØ had a variant *ĝneH3-, responsible for ª�ø��� ‘kinsman’.
Cf. Risch (1974: 21 n. 19). Accent: (Final accentuation is prescribed
for the adjective ª�ø��� at Hrd. ���. 943. 31 and is implicit at
Theognost. 74. 19.) F. Freq.: 7.

jomtyt¸m; t¸ ‘punt’. Diod. Sic. (19. 12. 5þ)þ. Et.: Œ�����; › ‘pole’. F.
Freq.: 0.

jaquyt¸r; ˙ ‘date palm, date’. Strabo (17. 1. 15þ)þ. Et.: Œ�æı�� ‘nut’;
see Frisk (1960–72: i. 794). F. Freq.: 0.

Examples of excluded words: Iº�Æ��� (only attested at Xenophon, Oec.
18. 5, with plausible v.l. ±º�	���); I�ı�ª����=I���ª���� (etymology
unclear); �Ø��	����=����	���� and variant �Ø��	���=����	��� (likely
to be a compound; see Frisk (1960–72: i. 358)); �æ�	���� (likely to be
a compound, like �Ø��	����; cf. Frisk (1960–72: i. 411)); Łæ����� (not
actually attested as m. noun, though its use by Lysias is implied by
Pollux 7. 17).
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APPENDIX 3

Data for Chapter 8

3.1 Adjectives with suYx -mo-

The following abbreviations are used to encode information at the end
of each entry: F ¼ Wnally accented; R ¼ recessive; I ¼ intermediate
accentuation; U¼ uncertain or variable accentuation, i.e. both Wnal and
recessive accentuation are attested and no decision could be made
between them. Where more than one accent is attested but some deci-
sion could be reached, this decision has been explained in the note and
the word has been classiWed as either F or R.

stecam¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘covering so as to keep out water, water-tight; enclosing;
closely covered’. Aeschylus (A. 358)þ. Et.: ���ªø ‘cover closely’.
Accent: Sch. Il. 14. 172a1 (A). F.

svqicam¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘plump, fresh’. Hippocrates (in Tim. Lex. 407. 4)þ. Et.:
��æØª�ø ‘be full to bursting, be plump’. F.

d$m¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘parched’. Hom. (Od. 15. 322)þ. Et.: From *Æ=��-���
(Frisk 1960–72: i. 342, s.v. Æ�ø). Cf. ���; �� ‘Wrebrand, torch’.
Accent: Hrd. Ø�æ. 13. 34. F.

Kdam¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘edible’. Aeschylus (A. 1408þ). Et.: �ø ‘eat’. Accent: A
Wnally accented KÆ��� is given by the MS reading at Hrd. ���. 912.
15, emended by Lehrs to %Æ���. The epithet of oil (see the next word
below) may well be intended. On the hesitation in the grammatical
tradition between rough and smooth breathing for %Æ��� epithet of oil,
see Lejeune (1963: 82). F.

e“ dam¸r (or Kdam¸r) epithet of oil. Hom. (Il. 14. 172). Et.: Lejeune (1963)
connects to the pronoun & < *su

Ð
e; cf. Risch (1974: 101). West

(2001: 122–3) now derives from the IE root *u
Ð
edh- of ���Æ=&�Æ; ��

‘bride-price, wedding gifts’, NE wed, with -- for expected -Ł- by
analogy with the related noun ���Æ=&�Æ (with loss of aspiration here
next to a nasal); he takes the word to mean ‘suitable for the wedding
day’. For older views, also involving a suYx -ðÆÞ��-, see West (2001:
122–3); Solmsen (1901: 283–5). Accent: Sch. Il. 14. 172a1 (A). On
Hrd. ���. 912. 15, see s.v. KÆ��� ‘edible’ above. F.

q“ {cedam¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘making one shudder’. Hom. (Il. 19. 325)þ. Et.: Cf.
ÞEª��; �� ‘frost, cold’; Þ{ª�ø� ‘more horrible’; Þ{· ªØ���� ‘most horrible’,
Þ{ª�ø ‘shudder, bristle with fear’ (Risch 1974: 106). Accent: Arc. 73.
16. F.



kghedam¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘causing forgetfulness’. Lucian (Philops. 39þ). Et.: º�Ł	
‘forgetting, forgetfulness’. Accent: Sch. Il. 1. 293b (A). F.

peujedam¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘sharp, piercing’. Hom. (Il. 10. 8)þ. Et.: Cf. K��-��ıŒ��
‘sharp, piercing’; ��æØ-��ıŒ�� ‘very sharp, very painful’; ��ŒÆ ‘thickly,
solidly’; �ıŒØ��� ‘close, compact’, �ıŒ��� ‘close, compact’, ��ıŒ�ºØ���
(meaning obscure): Risch (1974: 106). Accent: Implied bySch. Il. 1.
293b (A); �ıŒd�ÆØ at Il. 5. 93 onP.Oxy. ii. 223, col. 4 (3rd cent. ad). F.

pedam¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘low-growing, short; light’. Ion (in Hesychius � 1181
Schmidt ¼ Ion fr. 4 S–K); Nicander (Ther. 226þ)þ. Et.: ����
‘ground, earth’. Accent: Hrd. ���. 912. 15. F.

g‘ pedam¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘weak’. Hom. (Il. 8. 104þ)þ. Et.: Adjective in -�Æ��� (cf.
e.g. Þ{ª�Æ��� ‘making one shudder’, above); etymology disputed (see
Frisk 1960–72: i. 639–40). F.

svedam¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘vehement, violent’. Nicander (Ther. 642)þ; n. sg. attested
as an adverb inHomer. Et.: ���æ�� ‘vehement, violent’. However, the
diVerence in root vocalism between ���Æ��� and ���æ�� suggests that
we should perhaps take seriously the suggestion of an old *r/n-stem on
this root; see Benveniste (1935: 20); Chantraine (1968–80: 1075).
Accent: Hrd. ���. 912. 15; Sch. Il. 16. 372a (Aint). F.

Ndam¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘fair, comely’. Callimachus (in Sch. Il. 14. 172a1 (A) ¼
Callimachus fr. 114. 9 Pf. (¼ P. Oxy. xix. 2208 fr. 3. 9; unaccented
on the papyrus)). Et.: N�E� (aor. inf.) ‘to see’. Accent: Hrd. ���. 912.
13–14; Sch. Il. 14. 172a1 (A). F.

wkidam¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘luxurious, delicate, voluptuous’. Aeschylus (Pers. 544)þ.
Et.: �ºØ� ‘delicacy, luxury’. F.

oPtidam¸r=oPtßdamor; g; om ‘of no account, worthless’. Hom. (Il. 1. 231þ)
þ. Et.: Formed to �h�Ø or *�h�Ø ‘nothing’; see Risch (1974: 101).
Accent: Disputed in antiquity: see Sch. Il. 1. 293b (A). Arc. 73. 15
prescribes Wnal accentuation. U.

q“ odam¸r ‘wavering’. Hom. (Il. 18. 576, but Zenodotus read ÞÆÆº��). Et.:
Cf. ��æØææ	�� ‘sprawling’. On the choice between Þ�Æ��� and ÞÆÆº��
at Il. 18. 576, seeWest (2001: 133–5). Accent: Hrd. ���. 912. 15. F.

piham¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘persuasive, plausible’. Aeschylus (A. 485þ)þ. Et.: ���Łø,
aor. ��ØŁ�� ‘persuade’. Accent: Arc. 73. 12, 73. 20; Hrd. ���. 912.
13; Sch. Il. 14. 172a1 (A). F.

j›cjamor; om ‘dry’. Hom. (Il. 21. 364þ)þ. Et.: Lith. keñkti ‘cause pain’
(see Frisk 1960–72: i. 750; Fraenkel 1962: 240). R.

Also 60 further post-Homeric Wnally accented -��- adjectives.

pe† pamor=pepam¸r; om ‘ripe, mild’. Artemidorus Daldianus (1. 73. 1,
2. 25. 3)þ. Et.: ���ø� ‘ripe, mild’. Accent: Pack prints ���Æ�Æ at
Artemidorus Daldianus 1. 73. 1, ���Æ�e� at 2. 25. 3. U.

Oqvam¸r; ðÞÞ; ¸m ‘without parents, fatherless’. Hom. (Od. 20. 68)þ. Et.:
Based on the form *Oæ��� cognate with Lat. orbus ‘bereaved, bereft’,
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Arm. orb ‘orphan’, and preserved in Hesychius’ glosses Oæ�����ÆØ
‘guardians of orphans’ (Hesychius � 1361 Latte), Oæ������Æ ‘guard-
ianship’ (Hesychius � 1362 Latte); cf. þæ�ø��� ‘orphaned’ (Hesy-
chius ø 388 Schmidt; on the text see Schmidt ad loc.), aorist of a
denominative verb *Oæ��ø: Frisk (1960–72: ii. 431). Cf. App. 3.2 s.v.
Oæ�Æ���; ›, ‘orphan’. Accent: Arc. 73. 20; Hrd. ���. 912. 15. F.

a“ cm¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘holy’. Hom. (Od. 5. 123þ)þ. Et.: –)��ÆØ ‘stand in awe of’.
Accent: Arc. 70. 11. F.

k›cmor; g; om ‘lecherous, lustful’. Critias (in Aelian, VH 10. 13 ¼ Critias
fr. B44 D–K)þ. Et.: ºÆªÆ�ø ‘release’. Cf. App. 3.2 s.v. º�ªÆ���; ��
‘thin broad cake’. Accent: Arc. 70. 11; Sch. Il. 14. 351a (A).
Schwyzer (1953: 489) suggests, without elaborating, that the reces-
sive accent of º�ª��� is due to the recessive accent of (some) substan-
tivized words in -��-. R.

Ikapadm¸r (and kapadm¸rÞ; Þ; ¸m ‘feeble’. Hom. (Il. 2. 675þ)þ. Et.:
IºÆ��)ø ‘exhaust’. Accent: Lentz (1867–70: i. 172. 23–4) includes
IºÆ�Æ��� in his reconstruction of Herodian’s —�æd ŒÆŁ�ºØŒB�
�æ��fiø�Æ�, taking the word from Hrd. Ø�æ. 14. 29 (not from Hrd.
���., despite his reference), but Herodian does not mention the
word’s accent in the —�æd Ø�æ��ø�. F.

jedm¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘careful’. Hom. (Il. 17. 28þ)þ. Et.: Cf. Œ���ÆØ ‘care for’,
ŒB��; �� ‘care’, Œ�Ø���� ‘most cared for’; see Risch (1974: 98–9).
Accent: Arc. 70. 11. F.

lajedm¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘tall, taper’. Hom. (Od. 7. 106)þ. Et.: Cf. �BŒ��; ��
‘length’; ��æØ-��Œ	� ‘very tall or long’; �ÆŒæ�� ‘long’; ����ø� ‘greater’;
��ŒØ���� ‘greatest’; see Risch (1974: 106). F.

xedm¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘thin, spare, scanty’. Hom. (Il. 2. 219)þ. Et.: Root of łB�
(pres. inf.) ‘rub, wipe’; see Frisk (1960–72: ii. 1131–2). F.

paidm¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘of childish years, childish’. Hom. (Od. 21. 21þ)þ. Et.:
Cf. �ÆE�; ›= , gen. �ÆØ�� ‘child’ < *pau

Ð
-id-. For the root *pau-

(< *peH2u-), cf. e.g. �ÆF-æ�� ‘few’, Lat. pau-per ‘poor’; see Frisk
(1960–72: ii. 463). F.

sleqdm¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘fearful’. Hom. (Il. 5. 742þ)þ. Et.: Cf. OHG smerzan ‘be
in pain’, ���æÆº��� ‘fearful’; see Risch (1974: 98–9). F.

Okovudm¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘lamenting’. Hom. (Il. 5. 683þ). Et.: Oº�� ·̂ æ��ÆØ ‘lam-
ent’; see Risch (1974: 98). Accent: Lentz (1867–70: i. 172. 24)
includes Oº��ı��� in his reconstruction of Herodian’s —�æd
ŒÆŁ�ºØŒB� �æ��fiø�Æ�, taking the word from Hrd. Ø�æ. 14. 29 (not
from Hrd. ���., despite his reference), but Herodian does not men-
tion the word’s accent in the —�æd Ø�æ��ø�. F.

petegm¸r (and petgm¸r; peteim¸r; peteeim¸rÞ; Þ; ¸m ‘able to Xy’. Hom. (Il. 2.
459þ)þ. Et.: ����	��� and �����Ø��� are lengthened forms of ���	���,
����Ø��� (Risch 1974: 100). Cf. (łØ-���	� ‘high-Xying’, Ø�Ø�����
‘fallen from heaven’, attesting an s-stem form (as second member)

Adjectives with suYx -��- 353



that could have been the base for ����Ø��� < *�����-��� (see Risch
1974: 100). Accent: Implied by Theognost. 68. 1. F.

Ijlgm¸r=±jlgmor; g; om ‘full-grown’. Hom. (Od. 23. 191)þ. Et.: IŒ��
‘point, edge’, IŒ� ‘point’, etc. Accent: Disputed in antiquity.
According to Eust. 1944. 38–40, Aristarchus gave IŒ�	��� ‘full-
grown’ a Wnal accent but accented ¼Œ�	��� ‘fasting’ recessively,
while others accented IŒ�	��� recessively in both meanings. Cf.
Sch. Od. 23. 191 (V) and (somewhat diVerently) EM 49. 43. Von
der Muehll on Od. 23. 191 records that the MSS unanimously
contradict Aristarchus’ doctrine in reading ¼Œ�	���. U.

a“ dim¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘close, thick, crowded’. Hom. (Il. 16. 481þ)þ. Et.: Cf. ±æ��
‘thick, stout, bulky’, $- 	�=$3 	� (adverbial acc.) ‘to one’s Wll’. Ac-
cent: Sch. Opp. Hal. 2. 363; Choer. Orth. 180. 4; EM 17. 34; Ep.
Hom. alph. Æ 19. F.

q“ adim¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘slender’. Hom. (Il. 23. 583)þ. Et.: Root of ��æØ-ææ	��
‘sprawling’: Risch (1974: 99). Accent: Choer. Orth. 180. 4. F.

vaeim¸r (and contracted v$m¸r), Þ; ¸m ‘shining, radiant’. Hom. (Il. 3. 247þ)
þ. Et.: ���� < *��=��; �� ‘light’. Cf. App. 3.2 s.v. ��ÆÆ���; › ‘torch’.
Accent: Arc. 75. 7; Choer. Orth. 179. 25, 273. 30; Ep. Hom. alph. �
46. Arc. 72. 3 prescribes Wnal accentuation for the form �$���, making
no distinction between the adjective and the noun �$��� ‘torch’. F.

Ikeceim¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘causing pain’. Hom. (Il. 2. 787þ)þ. Et.: Risch (1974:
100) assumes an old s-stem *¼º�ª��, semantically identical to ¼ºª��; ��
‘pain’, and compares ı�	º�ª�� ‘bringing bitter grief’. Accent: EM
58. 55. F.

deim¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘fearful’. Hom. (Il. 1. 49þ)þ. Et.: ��ø < *de-du
Ð
oi
Ð
-a (old

perf.) ‘fear’, aor. ��Ø�Æ < *e-du
Ð
ei
Ð
-s-m

˚
. Accent: Arc. 72. 13–14;

Theognost. 67. 28; Choer. Orth. 190. 27. F.
jekadeim¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘noisy’. Hom. (Il. 16. 183þ)þ. Et.: No s-stem attested.
The word was probably formed directly to Œ�ºÆ��; › ‘din’, on the
model of other adjectives in -�Ø��- (Frisk 1960–72: i. 813). Accent:
Choer. Orth. 232. 29. F.

Kkeeim¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘pitied, piteous’. Hom. (Il. 21. 273þ)þ. Et.: Cf. �	º���
‘pitiless’. The s-stem simplex �º���; �� ‘pity’ is not attested until the
Hellenistic period, Homeric �º��� ‘pity’ being a masculine o-stem. The
adjective Kº��Ø��� is either derived from an s-stem form or analogical on
Iº�ª�Ø��� ‘causing pain, grievous’ (Chantraine 1968–80: 336). Accent:
Theognost. 67. 27; Choer. Orth. 179. 27; EM 58. 51. F.

aNpeim¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘high’. Hom. (Il. 2. 573þ)þ. Et.: Ær���; �� ‘height’.
Accent: Choer. Orth. 179. 27–8. F.

Kqateim¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘lovely’. Hom. (Il. 2. 532þ)þ. Et.: No s-stem attested.
The word was probably formed directly to a related word such as
KæÆ��� ‘lovely’; see pp. 197–8. Accent: Choer. Orth. 210. 19. F.
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vufajim¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘Xying, runaway, shy’. Hom. (Il. 13. 102). Et.: ��)Æ
‘headlong Xight’. For an attempt to explain the combination of
suYxes, see Bechtel (1914: 330). Accent: Sch. Il. 13. 102a (A),
Choer. Orth. 180. 4; Theognost. 67. 30; Ep. Hom. alph. � 46. F.

pujim¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘close, compact’. Hom. (Il. 2. 55þ)þ. Et.: Cf. �ıŒØ-�	��
‘shrewd’, ��ŒÆ ‘solidly’, ��æØ-��ıŒ�� ‘very sharp’, K��-��ıŒ�� ‘sharp’;
see Risch (1974: 99). Accent: Ep. Ps. 131. 32, 139. 10; Sch. Opp.
Hal. 2. 363; Choer.Orth. 180. 4;EM 17. 34, 58. 54;Ep. Hom. alph. Æ
19. F.

eNaqim¸r (and g‘ aqim¸r; g‘ qim¸r; Kaqim¸rÞ; Þ; ¸m ‘of spring’. Hom. (Il. 2. 89þ)þ.
Et.: �Ææ, gen. �Ææ�� ‘spring’. Accent: Arc. 220. 15; Sch. Il. 13. 102a
(A); Theognost. 67. 25; Choer. Orth. 180. 3–4; Hrd. Ø�æ. 14. 37;
Phryn., PS 114. 16. F.

Opyq{m¸r=Opyqim¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘of late summer’. Hom. (Il. 5. 5þ)þ. Et.: O�#æ$
‘late summer’. The Homeric form O�øæ{���may be metrically length-
ened, or the long -{- could be due to compensatory lengthening if the
pre-form has a variant suYx *-inu

Ð
o- seen also in Mycenaean pe-ru-si-

nu-wo ‘of last year’; see Ventris and Chadwick (1973: 571, s.v.); Aura
Jorro (1985–93: ii. 113–14, s.v.), with bibliography. Accent: Hrd.
Ø�æ. 15. 1; Choer. Orth. 243. 2. F.

pujm¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘compact’. Hom. (Il. 14. 349þ)þ. Et.: Cf. �ıŒØ-�	��
‘shrewd’, ��ŒÆ ‘solidly’, ��æØ-��ıŒ�� ‘very sharp’, K��-��ıŒ�� ‘sharp’.
Accent: Arc. 70. 16; Sch. Il. 5. 292 (A);Et. Gen. quoted by Erbse on
Sch. Il. 5. 292; Sch. Il. 14. 351a (A); EM 591. 31; presupposed by
Io. Al. 29. 1–2. F.

Kqelm¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘dark’. Hom. (Il. 4. 167þ)þ. Et.: �æ����; �� ‘place of nether
darkness’. Accent: Arc. 71. 14. F.

culm¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘naked’. Hom. (Il. 16. 815þ)þ. Et.: The history of this
form is unclear. Related forms include Lat. nūdus ‘naked’, NHG
nackt ‘naked’, Lith. núogas ‘naked’; see Frisk (1960–72: i. 333).
Nussbaum (1976: 92–3) argues that in Gk the suYx was originally
-mo- rather than -no-. Accent: Arc. 71. 9; Et. Gen. quoted by Erbse
on Sch. Il. 5. 292. F.

Kqamm¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘lovely’. Hom. (Il. 9. 531þ)þ. Et.: Cf. �æø�; › ‘love’,
probably an s-stem in origin (so Frisk 1960–72: i. 547). Accent:
Arc. 71. 19. F.

Kqebemm¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘dark’. Hom. (Il. 5. 659þ)þ. Et.: From *Kæ����-���. Cf.
�æ����; �� ‘place of nether darkness’. Accent: Arc. 71. 20. F.

Iqcemm¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘white’. Hom. (Il. 3. 141þ)þ. Et.: Cf. K�-Ææª�� ‘visible’,
IæªØ-��ı� ‘white-toothed’; Iæª�� ‘white, swift’ ¼ Skt r

˚
jrá- ‘swift’

< *H2r
˚
ĝrós. Accent: Arc. 71. 19. F.

stikpm¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘glittering, glistening’. Hom. (Il. 14. 351)þ. Et.: ���º�ø
‘glitter, gleam’. Accent: Sch. Il. 14. 351a (A). F.
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teqpm¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘delightful, pleasant’. Hom. (v.l. atOd. 8. 45), Tyrtaeus (in
Stobaeus 4. 10. 6 ¼ Tyrtaeus fr. 12. 38West)þ. Et.: ��æ�ø ‘delight’.
Accent: Arc. 70. 16. F.

waFmor; ðgÞ; om ‘porous, spongy, loose; frivolous’. Solon (in e.g. Plutarch,
Solon 16. 3¼ Solon fr. 34. 4Westþ)þ. Et.: ���� < *��=��; �� ‘chaos;
space’. Accent: Arc. 73. 6. Frisk (1960–72: ii. 1073) comments on
the ‘auVallender Barytonese’. R.

l¸qvmor epithet of an eagle. Hom. (Il. 24. 316, if an adjective there)þ. Et.:
At Il. 24. 316 and Hesiod, Scutum 134, ��æ���� could be taken as
either an adjective or a noun in apposition to another noun. The word
is thought to be a colour term in origin, perhaps related toLith.márgas
‘colourful’; see Frisk (1960–72: ii. 258); Risch (1974: 98). I have also
listed ��æ���� as a noun, since the word was taken to be substantival at
least in the 4th and 3rd centuries bc; seeApp. 3.2 s.v. ��æ����; › kind of
eagle. Accent: Sch. Il. 24. 316a1 (A), Eust. 1352. 5, and EM 591. 25
prescribe recessive accentuation. Arc. 70. 19 speciWcally treats
��æ���� as a recessive adjective. Some MSS have ��æ��e� at Il. 24.
316 (see West ad loc.), but the textual tradition as a whole favours
��æ���� in agreement with the grammatical tradition. R.

kßwmor; ðgÞ; om ‘gluttonous’. Euripides (Hipp. 913þ)þ. Et.: º���ø ‘lick up’
(see Frisk 1960–72: ii. 102). Schwyzer (1953: 489) suggests that the
recessive accent is due to that of (some) substantivized words in -��-
(cf. º�ª��� above). Accent: Arc. 70. 17, Sch. Il. 14. 351a (A). R.

cqHmor; g; om ‘eaten out’. Lycophron (Al. 20þ)þ. Et.: From *ªæø�-���;
cf. ªæ�ø < *gr

˚
s-ō (?) ‘gnaw, eat’. See Frisk (1960–72: i. 326, 330). R.

vHmor; om ‘loud-voiced’. Eupolis (in Sch. Ar. Av. 42a ¼ Eupolis fr. 309
K–A); cf. Theognost. 66. 17 (�H��� › ��ªÆº��ø���). Et.: �	�� ‘say’; cf.
�ø�� ‘speech, voice’, ��ªÆº��ø��� ‘loud-voiced’. Accent: Lentz
(1867–70: i. 177. 13) includes �H��� in his reconstruction of Her-
odian’s —�æd ŒÆŁ�ºØŒB� �æ��fiø�Æ� on the evidence of Theognost. 66.
17, but Theognostus does not discuss the accent. R.

Examples of excluded words: IªÆ��� (etymology unclear: Frisk
(1960–72: i. 7)); ¼ªÆ��� ‘broken’ (ghost word: see LSJ Revised Supple-
ment, s.v.).

3.2 Nouns with suYx -mo-

The following abbreviations are used to encode information at the end of
each entry: (a) F ¼ Wnally accented; R ¼ recessive; I ¼ intermediate
accentuation; U¼ uncertain or variable accentuation, i.e. more than one
accentuation pattern is attested and no decision could be made between
them. Where more than one accentuation is attested but some decision
could be reached, this decision has been explained in the note and
the word has been classiWed as F, R, or I. (b) Freq.: the Wgure given
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after ‘Freq.’ is the number of occurrences of the word in the Perseus
Digital Library corpus (Crane 1999), which contained c.3,400,000
words at the time of use (January 1999). This number is used as a
frequency index.

tqßbamom; t¸ measure of capacity. (Ps.-) Galen (19. 774. 1þ)þ. Et.: �æ��ø
‘rub, wear away, spend’. R. Freq.: 0.

k›camom; t¸ ‘thin broad cake’. Diocles Medicus (in Athenaeus 3. 110b ¼
Diocles Medicus fr. 116 Wellmann)þ. Et.: Formed on the root of
ºÆªÆ�ø ‘release’ (although not directly a derivative of this verb),
according to Frisk (1960–72: ii. 68). Frisk, following Benveniste
(1935: 18), suggests an old *r/n-stem *º�ªÆæ=�-. However, there is
little evidence for an *r/n-stem beyond the existence of ºÆªÆæ�� ‘hol-
low, thin’, a derivative in -æ�- beside the -��- adjective º�ª��� ‘lech-
erous, lustful’ and our noun º�ªÆ���. These forms cannot now be
considered suYcient evidence for an *r/n-stem (cf. Introduction n. 1).
R. Freq.: 0.

sp›qcamom; t¸ ‘swathing band’. Homeric Hymns (4. 151þ)þ. Et.:
���æ�Æ� (3rd pl. aor. at Homeric Hymns 3. 121) ‘they swathed’. R.
Freq.: 25.

Zqcamom; t¸ ‘instrument, implement’. Pindar (in Athenaeus 5. 181b ¼
Pindar fr. 107b. 2 S–M)þ. Et.: Root of �æª�� ‘work’, ��æªÆ (1st sg.
perf.) ‘have done’, etc.; see Frisk (1960–72: ii. 411). On the root
vocalism see Hamp (1985: 103). R. Freq.: 179.

vq †̂ camom; t¸ ‘dry stick, Wrewood’. Herodotus (4. 69. 1þ)þ. Et.: �æ ·̂ ªø
‘roast, parch’. R. Freq.: 13.

vþcamom; t¸ ‘vessel for roasting barley’. Pollux (10. 109). Et.: �#ªø
‘roast’. Accent: The only attestation of the word is in the dative
singular �øª��ø‡ , which is ambiguous between recessive and inter-
mediate accentuation. Given the total lack of clear cases of intermedi-
ate accentuation among nouns in -Æ��-, however, we may take
�#ªÆ��� to be recessive. R. Freq.: 0.

Kqeuhe† damom; t¸ and Kquhq¸damom; t¸ ‘madder’ (a plant). Herodotus (4. 189.
2)þ. Et.: KæıŁæ�� ‘red’, Kæ��Łø ‘make red’. R. Freq.: 1.

peuje† damom; t¸ and peuje† damor; g“ ‘sulfur-wort’. Theophrastus (HP 9. 14.
1)þ. Et.: ���Œ	 ‘pine’, ��æØ-��ıŒ�� ‘very sharp’. Cf. the adjective
��ıŒ�Æ��� ‘sharp, piercing’, attested from Homer on, and see Risch
(1974: 106). R. Freq.: 0.

ckaujidam¸m=ckaujßdamom; t¸ an eye-salve. Galen (12. 746. 10). Et.:
Derivative on the root of ªºÆıŒ�� ‘gleaming’. Accent: Kühn prints
ªºÆıŒØÆ��� at Galen 12. 746. 10; LSJ print -�Æ���. U. Freq.: 0.

luqtßdamom; t¸ myrtle-like plant. Hippocrates (Mul. 1. 34 (viii. 82. 6
Littré)þ)þ. Et.: ��æ���;  ‘myrtle’, �ıæ���, gen. -��� ‘myrtle-berry’.
R. Freq.: 0.
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mytidam¸r; ˙ kind of dog-Wsh or small shark. Aristotle (in Athenaeus 7.
294d ¼ Aristotle fr. 310. 4 Rose). Et.: �H��� ‘back’. F. Freq.: 0.

púqdamom; t¸ ‘small wood for burning’. Lyrica adespota (P. Oxy. iv. 661.
19 ¼ Lyrica adespota fr. 31. 19 Powell). Et.: �Fæ, gen. �ıæ�� ‘Wre’.
Accent: Accented �ıæ��øØ at P. Oxy. iv. 661. 19 (late 2nd cent. ad).
R. Freq.: 0.

e“ am¸r and ei“ am¸r; ˙ ‘Wne robe’. Hom. (Il. 3. 385þ)þ. Et.: Root of &��^�Ø
‘put clothes on (another)’ < *u

Ð
es-nū-mi. Accent: Hrd. ���. 912. 21

(implicit). F. Freq.: 7.
pk›hamom; t¸ dish or mould in which bread, cakes etc. were baked. Theoc-
ritus (15. 115)þ. Et.: �º���ø ‘mould’ < *�º�Ł-Ø

Ð
ø. R. Freq.: 0.

±jamor; ˙ kind of thistle. Theophrastus (HP 1. 10. 6þ). Et.: Root of IŒ�
‘point’; see Frisk (1960–72: i. 51). R. Freq.: 0.

dekjam¸r; ˙ kind of Wsh. Euthydemus (in Athenaeus 3. 118b). Et.:
Formed from the river name ˜�ºŒø�, gen. ˜�ºŒø���. F. Freq.: 0.

d¸jama; t› ‘two upright parallel bars joined towards each end (symbols
of the Dioscouroi at Sparta)’. Plutarch (Moralia 478a). Et.: �Œ��;
 ð=›Þ ‘bearing-beam, main beam’. R. Freq.: 0.

pk¸jamom; t¸ ‘plaited work, basketwork; wicker winnowing-fan’. Plato
(Ti. 52eþ)þ. Et.: �º�Œø ‘plait or make by plaiting’, �º�Œ��; › ‘lock or
braid of hair’. R. Freq.: 3.

w›sjamom; t¸ ‘broadleaved burweed’. Dioscorides (4. 136. 1). Et.: Re-
lated at least during the course of its history to ���Œø ‘yawn’; see
Strömberg (1940: 152). R. Freq.: 0.

tqaúnama; t› ‘dry chips, waste that falls from the manger’. Pherecrates
(in e.g. Suda � 916 ¼ Pherecrates fr. 275 K–A)þ. Et.: A contamin-
ation between �æ#�Æ��� ‘twig’ and ŁæÆ�ø ‘break in pieces’; see Frisk
(1960–72: ii. 919) and cf. Schwyzer (1953: 346). R. Freq.: 0.

tqþnama; t› ‘dry twigs’. Theophrastus (CP 3. 2. 2). Et.: �æ#ªø ‘gnaw,
nibble, munch’. R. Freq.: 0.

n¸amom; t¸ ‘image carved in wood; image, statue; musical instrument’.
Sophocles (in Athenaeus 14. 637a ¼ Sophocles fr. 238. 2 Radt)þ.
Et.: ��ø ‘shave or plane timber, carve wood’. R. Freq.: 128.

w¸amor; ˙ ‘melting-pot’. Hom. (Il. 18. 470)þ. Et.: ��ø ‘pour’. Accent:
Arc. 73. 11. R. Freq.: 2.

sje† pamom; t¸ ‘covering’. Greek Anthology (6. 298. 4). Et.: �Œ��ø ‘cover,
shelter’. R. Freq.: 0.

sje† pamor; ˙ a Wsh, perhaps a kind of tunny. Oppian (H. 1. 106þ). Et.:
Apparently from �Œ��ø ‘cover, shelter’. R. Freq.: 0.

dqe† pamom; t¸ ‘sickle; pruning-knife’. Hom. (Od. 18. 368)þ. Et.: æ��ø
‘pluck’. R. Freq.: 25.

túlpamom (and túpamomÞ; t¸ ‘kettle-drum’. Homeric Hymns (14. 3)þ. Et.:
Derived from ����ø < *���-Ø

Ð
ø ‘beat, strike’. The -�- of the form

����Æ��� may be analogical or inherited. Alternatively, the word may
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be a borrowing, with the form ���Æ��� due to popular etymology with
����ø; see Frisk (1960–72: ii. 945). R. Freq.: 21.

j¸pamom; t¸ ‘chopper’. Aeschylus (Ch. 860). Et.: Œ���ø < *Œ��-Ø
Ð
ø ‘cut,

strike’. Accent: The only occurrence of the word, at Aeschylus, Ch.
860, is in the genitive plural Œ����ø�. This form is ambiguous be-
tween recessive and intermediate accentuation. Given the total lack of
clear cases of intermediate accentuation among nouns in -Æ��-, how-
ever, we may take Œ��Æ��� to be recessive. R. Freq.: 1.

p¸pamom; t¸ ‘round cake’. Aristophanes (Pl. 680þ)þ. Et.: ����ø ‘cook’
< *pekw-Ø

Ð
ō. R. Freq.: 5.

tq †̂ pamom; t¸ ‘borer’. Hom. (Od. 9. 385)þ. Et.: Root of �æ^��ø ‘bore’. R.
Freq.: 7.

e” dqamom; t¸ ‘seat, abode’. Hesiod (in Strabo 7. 7. 10 ¼ Hesiod fr. 319
M–W)þ. Et.: &æ$ ‘seat’. R. Freq.: 10.

j¸pqama; t› ‘excrements’. Hippocrates (Epid. 1. 26 � 
 (ii. 686. 16Littré)
þ). Et.: Œ��æ��;  ‘excrement’. R. Freq.: 0.

oPqam¸r; ˙ ‘heaven, sky’. Hom. (Il. 1. 317þ)þ. Et.: Formed on the root
of Skt vars

˙
á- n./m. ‘rain’, várs

˙
ati ‘rain’; possibly related most imme-

diately to the iterative preserved in Gk �Pæ�ø < *u
Ð
orséi

Ð
ō ‘urinate’. See

Frisk (1960–72: ii. 446–7). Accent: Arc. 73. 11; Hrd. ���. 912. 16
(implicit); Ep. Ps. 79. 11. F. Freq.: 488.

ptßsamom; t¸ ‘peeled barley’. Nicander (Ther. 590). Et.: �����ø ‘winnow
grain’. R. Freq.: 0.

eu’ sama; t› ‘marks burnt in’. Pollux (6. 91). Et.: �oø < *eusō. R. Freq.: 0.
v$m¸r; ˙ ‘torch’. Xenophon (Lac. 5. 7)þ. Et.: Contracted from
�Æ�Ø��� < �Æ=��-���, a derivative of ���� < *��=��; ��. Cf. App. 3.1
s.v. �Æ�Ø��� (and contracted �$���) ‘shining, radiant’. Accent: Arc.
72. 3 prescribes Wnal accentuation for the form �$���, making no
distinction between the noun and the adjective. F. Freq.: 2.

q“ ›vamor; g“ ‘cabbage’. Aristophanes (in Stobaeus 4. 14. 2 ¼ Aristophanes
fr. 111. 4K–A)þ. Et.: Related to Þ��ı� ‘French turnip’. R. Freq.: 0.

ste† vamor; ˙ ‘crown, wreath’. Hom. (Il. 13. 736)þ. Et.: ����ø ‘put
round’. Accent: Arc. 73. 10; Ep. Ps. 79. 13. R. Freq.: 361.

Oqvam¸r; ˙ ‘orphan’. Plato (Lg. 11. 926cþ)þ. Et.: See App. 3.1 s.v.
Oæ�Æ��� ‘without parents, fatherless’. Accent: Arc. 73. 20 (quoting
Oæ�Æ��� as a word of three genders). F. Freq.: 50.

ckúvamor; ˙ ‘tool for carving, knife, chisel’. Homeric Hymns (4. 41)þ.
Et.: ªº��ø ‘carve’. R. Freq.: 1.

jek †̂ vamom; t¸ ‘sheath, case’. Lycophron (Al. 89)þ. Et.: Œ�º^���; ��
‘sheath, case’. Accent: The only certain occurrence of the word, at
Lycophron, Al. 89, is in the genitive singular Œ�º^����ı. This form is
ambiguousbetween recessive and intermediate accentuation.Given the
complete lack of clear cases of intermediate accentuation among nouns
in -Æ��-, however, we may take Œ�º ·̂ �Æ��� to be recessive. R. Freq.: 0.
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kiwam¸r=kßwamor; g“ ‘string struck with the foreWnger; note made by the
string struck with the foreWnger’. Aristotle (Pr. 919a17)þ. Et.: º���ø
‘lick’. Cf. the adjective ºØ�Æ��� ‘licking’. Accent: Both Wnal and
recessive accentuation occur in printed texts; cf. Chandler (1881:
83). U. Freq.: 0.

Zwamom; t¸ ‘shield-holder’. Anacreon (in e.g. Strabo 14. 2. 27 ¼ Anac-
reon fr. 56. 2 Page)þ. Et.: ��ø ‘have, hold’. R. Freq.: 6.

kep †̂ wamom; t¸ ‘coat (of an onion, etc.), rind’. Theopompus (in Eust. 1863.
51¼Theopompus fr. 34. 3K–A)þ. Et.: Related to º��ıæ�� ‘in a husk,
peel, rind’ and º��^æ�� ‘rind, shell, husk’. Perhaps inXuenced by
º��Æ��� ‘garden herb’ (Frisk 1960–72: ii. 106). R. Freq.: 0.

keßxamom; t¸ ‘piece left, remnant’. Sophocles (El. 1113)þ. Et.: º���ø
‘leave; leave behind’. R. Freq.: 25.

Zxamom; t¸ ‘vision, apparition’. Aeschylus (Ch. 534). Et.: Zł��ÆØ, sup-
pletive future of ›æ�ø ‘see’. R. Freq.: 1.

ke† padmom; t¸ ‘yoke-strap’. Hom. (Il. 5. 730þ)þ. Et.: Likely to be con-
nected to º����, gen. -��� ‘limpet’; see Frisk (1960–72: ii. 104–5),
who also raises an objection. R. Freq.: 5.

e” dmom; t¸ and Homeric ’eedma; t› ‘bride-price, wedding gift; gift’. Hom.
(Il. 16. 178þ)þ. Et.: Formed on the root of Lith. vèsti ‘lead’. R.
Freq.: 25.

sßpudmor; g“ ‘meal-tub’. Oracle (in Lucian, Alex. 25 ad Wn.). Et.: �Ø��	
‘meal-tub’. R. Freq.: 0.

tihgm¸r; ˙ and g“ ‘foster-father, nurse’. Nicander (Alex. 31)þ. Et.: Built
on a reduplicated stem from the root of ŁB�ŁÆØ (aor. inf. middle) ‘suck;
suckle’; see Frisk (1960–72: ii. 899). F. Freq.: 0.

Icqgm¸m; t¸ ‘net, netlike woollen robe worn by soothsayers’. Pollux (4.
116). Et.: ¼ªæ$ ‘the hunt; prey’, Iªæ�ø ‘take, seize’. F. Freq.: 0.

petgm›; t›; peteim¸m; t¸, andHomeric petegm¸m; t¸ ‘bird, winged creature’.
Hom. (Il. 8. 247þ)þ. Et.: From *�����-��-. Derived from an s-stem
nominal form on the root of �����ÆØ ‘Xy’, preserved in the compounds
(łØ���	� ‘high-Xying’, Ø�Ø����� ‘fallen from heaven’; see Risch (1974:
100). Accent: Final accentuation is implied for the adjective ���	���
‘able to Xy’ (see App. 3.1 s.v. ����	���) by Theognost. 68. 1. F. Freq.:
10.

jaqjßmor; ˙ ‘crab’. Epicharmus (in Athenaeus 3. 91c ¼ Epicharmus fr.
47. 1 K–A)þ. Et.: Related to Latin cancer ‘crab’ < *kar-kro-, with
dissimilatory loss of the second -r- and the addition of a suYx -ino-
(Frisk 1960–72: i. 789). Accent: Choer. Orth. 236. 17 (common
noun and personal name ˚ÆæŒ���� not distinguished). Cf. Arc. 74. 19.
The latter passage is textually problematic but intermediate accentu-
ation appears to be prescribed, with some hesitation as to the length
of the -Ø- (which, if it were long, would have a circumXex). See also
Lentz (1867–70: i. 183. 8–11), with notes ad loc. Cf. Ch. 8 n. 11. For
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the accentuation of the personal name ˚ÆæŒ����, see Sch. Ar. Pax
782b. I. Freq.: 10.

e“ kim¸r=e” kimor; ˙ ‘vine, vine-tendril’. Nicander (Alex. 181)þ. Et.: Root of
�Nº�ø ‘wind, turn round’; see Frisk (1960–72: i. 495). Accent: Both
Wnal and recessive accentuation occur in printed texts. Gow and
ScholWeld print %º���Ø� at Nicander, Alex. 181; Gaisford prints

¯¸�˝ �̌� at EM 330. 39. U. Freq.: 0.

spßmor; ˙ ‘chaYnch; kind of stone’. Aristophanes (Av. 1079þ)þ. Et.:
Related to ���)ø ‘pipe, chirp’, probably with inXuence from the
adjective ��Ø��� ‘thin, lean’ (Frisk 1960–72: ii. 766). Accent: Ep.
Hom. alph. æ 12. R. Freq.: 2.

q“ {m¸r; g“ =˙ ‘skin’. Hom. (Il. 4. 447þ)þ. Et.: Frisk (1960–72: ii. 657–8)
derives the word from a lost verb that would also lie behind Þ{· �	 ‘Wle,
rasp’ and OS wrī̇tan ‘tear, scratch, write’. Accent: Ep. Hom. alph. æ
12. F. Freq.: 31.

seiqßma=seßqima; t› ‘light summer clothes’. Lycurgus (in Harpocration �
2). Et.: ���æØ��; › ‘dog-star’. Accent: Keaney (on Harpocration � 2)
records both recessive and intermediately accented manuscript vari-
ants from various sources. U. Freq.: 0.

te† jmom; t¸ ‘child’. Hom. (Il. 1. 362þ)þ. Et.: ��Œ�ø ‘bring into the world,
engender; beget’, aor. ���Œ��. R. Freq.: over 500.

kßjmom; t¸ ‘winnowing-fan’. Sophocles (in e.g. Plutarch, Moralia 99a ¼
Sophocles fr. 844. 3 Radt)þ. Et.: Frisk (1960–72: ii. 123) assumes
an original *��Œ���, with regressive dissimilation giving º�Œ���
and progressive dissimilation the form ��Œº�� found in Hesychius
(� 574 Latte) and glossed as �e º�Œ���. This hypothesis allows a
connection with Lith. niekóti ‘winnow’ (cf. Fraenkel 1962: 502).
R. Freq.: 7.

peqjm¸r=pe† qjmor; ˙ kind of eagle. Hom. (Il. 24. 316)þ. Et.: ��æŒ��; › kind
of hawk, ��æŒ	 ‘perch’; see Frisk (1960–72: ii. 515). Accent: Dis-
puted in antiquity. Aristarchus gave the word a recessive accent, but
Wnal accentuation was generally accepted. Sch. Il. 24. 316a1 (A) and
Eust. 1352. 18–22 report the dispute; Sch. Il. 24. 316a2 (T) and EM
591. 31 simply prescribe Wnal accentuation. U. Freq.: 1.

jújmor; ˙ ‘swan’. Hom. (Il. 2. 460þ)þ. Et.: Likely to be connected to
Skt śuk-rá- ‘bright’, śócati ‘shine’; for bibliography on this and other
suggestions, see Frisk (1960–72: ii. 45–6). Accent: Arc. 71. 1; Sch.
Il. 18. 319a1 (A). R. Freq.: 35.

h›lmor; ˙ ‘bush, shrub’. Hom. (Il. 11. 156þ)þ. Et.: ŁÆ���� (nom. pl.
masc.) ‘crowded, close-set’. Accent: Arc. 71. 4. R. Freq.: 23.

q“ ›lmor; g“ ‘prickly shrub’. Eupolis (in Plutarch, Moralia 662e ¼ Eupolis
fr. 13. 5 K–A)þ. Et.: Probably from *Þ�����, and connected to
Þ����;  ‘rod, wand’; see Frisk (1960–72: ii. 641). Accent: Arc.
71. 4. R. Freq.: 2.
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jqglm¸r; ˙ ‘overhanging bank’. Hom. (Il. 12. 54þ)þ. Et.: Œæ�����^�Ø
‘hang up’; see Frisk (1960–72: ii. 16). F. Freq.: 61.

japm¸r; ˙ ‘smoke’. Hom. (Il. 1. 317þ)þ. Et.: Probably related to Lith.
kvãpas ‘breath’, kvẽ̇pti ‘breathe’; see Fraenkel (1962: 325–6) and
Frisk (1960–72: i. 782) for further possibly related forms and dis-
cussion of diYculties. Accent: Arc. 71. 2. F. Freq.: 89.

ste† qmom; t¸ ‘breast, chest’. Hom. (Il. 2. 479þ)þ. Et.: Root *ster(H3)- of
��æÆ���; › ‘army, host’ (q.v., App. 2.2), Skt str

˚
n
˙
á̄ti ‘spread, spread

about’. R. Freq.: 97.
p¸qmor; ˙ ‘catamite’. Aristophanes (Pl. 155)þ. Et.: ��æ�	�Ø ‘sell’, 3rd sg.
aor. K��æÆ���. Formed secondarily from the feminine noun ��æ�	
‘prostitute’ (Frisk 1960–72: ii. 581). Accent: Sch. Il. 24. 316a1

(A); Eust. 1352. 16. R. Freq.: 9.
t¸qmor; ˙ ‘tool for drawing a circle’. Theognis (805)þ. Et.: Root of
���æø < *��æ-Ø

Ð
ø ‘oppress’, ���æÆ��ø ‘bore through’, aor. inf. ��æ�E�

‘bore through’; see Frisk (1960–72: ii. 913–14). Accent: Sch. Od.
15. 312 (BHQ). R. Freq.: 6.

jeqaum¸r; ˙ ‘thunderbolt’. Hom. (Il. 8. 133þ)þ. Et.: Derived from a lost
primary verb that also lies behind Œ�æÆØ¡ )ø ‘ravage, plunder’ (Frisk
1960–72: i. 828). Frisk assumes that Œ�æÆı��� is a thematization of an
athematic *r/n-stem *Œ�æÆ=Ææ, but there is no evidence for an athem-
atic form. Accent: Arc. 73. 5–6. F. Freq.: 110.

b¸h^mor; ˙ ‘hole, trench’. Cratinus (in Antiatt. 85. 4¼Cratinus fr. 219. 2
K–A)þ. Et.: Root of ��Łæ��; › ‘hole, trench’, Lith. bèsti ‘dig’, Lat.
fodiō ‘dig’, etc. (see Frisk 1960–72: i. 248–9). Accent: Arc. 75. 12.
R. Freq.: 2.

pkum¸r; ˙ ‘wash-trough’. Hom. (Il. 22. 153þ)þ. Et.: �º ·̂ �ø ‘wash’,
�ºı��� ‘washed’. Accent: Arc. 72. 17. F. Freq.: 5.

vq^m¸r=vqFmor; ˙ð=g“ Þ ‘toad’. Aristotle (HA 609a 24þ)þ. Et.: Likely to be
in origin the IE word for ‘brown’, *bhruHno-,OHG brūn, on the same
root as e.g. Avestan bawra- ‘beaver’; see Frisk (1960–72: ii. 1047).
Accent: Final accent implied by Hrd. Ø�æ. 10. 12–14, but recessive
accentuation sometimes transmitted in manuscripts: see e.g. the note
at Lentz (1867–70: i. 177). U. Freq.: 2.

stqßvmor; ˙ ‘tough meat’. Septuagint (Job 20. 18). Et.: Likely to be
related to ��æ����, with which the Suda (º 603) glosses º�����
(‘smooth’) as applied to vertebrae; see Frisk (1960–72: ii. 810). Cf.
the adjective ��æØ���� ‘Wrm, hard, solid’, attested from Hippocrates
on. R. Freq.: 0.

l¸qvmor; ˙ kind of eagle. Hom. (Il. 24. 316, if a noun there)þ. Et.: At Il.
24. 316 and Hesiod, Scutum 134, ��æ���� could be taken as either an
adjective or a noun in apposition to another noun. The word was
taken to be a noun in the 4th and 3rd centuries bc: see Aristotle, HA
618b25 and Lycophron,Al. 838 (cf. LSJ s.v.). For the etymology see
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App. 3.1 s.v. ��æ���� epithet of an eagle. Accent: See again App. 3.1
s.v. ��æ���� epithet of an eagle. R. Freq.: 2.

k›wmor; ˙ ‘wool’. Hom. (Od. 9. 445). Et.: Formed with the complex
suYx *-sno- (beside the more common º���	 ‘wool’, with suYx
*-snā-), probably on the IE root *u

Ð
l
˚
k̂- of Avestan var@sa- m./n.

‘hair’ and cognates; see Frisk (1960–72: ii. 93). R. Freq.: 1.
kúwmor; ˙ ‘lamp’ (pl. kúwmoi; oi“ and kúwma; t›). Hom. (Od. 19. 34)þ. Et.:
From *º�Œ����. Root of º����ø < *º��Œ-Ø

Ð
ø ‘look, see’ and cognates

(see Frisk 1960–72: ii. 148). Accent: Sch. Il. 18. 319a1 (A). R.
Freq.: 49.

œmor; ˙ ‘price paid for a thing’. Hom. (Il. 21. 41þ)þ. Et.: Possibly from
*=�����, if Skt vasná- n. ‘price’ is connected. The root would be that
of the Hitt. 3rd sg. form waši ‘he buys’ (see Frisk 1960–72: ii. 1149).
On the phonological diYculties of a direct equation between t��� and
Skt vasná- n., see Bechtel (1914: 338); Penney (1978: 276 n. 36); cf.
Chantraine (1968–80: 1302–3). The relationship, if any, with My-
cenaean o-na-to ‘portion of land’ and o-no ‘payment’ is an additional
problem. Accent: Arc. 72. 18; Eust. 377. 45. R. Freq.: 8.

oNym¸r; ˙ ‘large bird, bird of prey’. Hom. (Il. 1. 5þ)þ. Et.: Probably
related either to Latin auis ‘bird’ and cognates, or to the family of
�r�Æ, gen. -Æ��� ‘rush, swoop’; see Frisk (1960–72: ii. 373). Accent:
Arc. 75. 16; Theognost. 68. 17. F. Freq.: 122.

ui“ ym¸r; ˙ ‘grandson’. Hom. (Il. 2. 666þ)þ. Et.: ıƒ��; › ‘son’. Accent:
Theognost. 68. 17. F. Freq.: 6.

Examples of excluded words: ��ºÆ��� (etymology obscure; see Chan-
traine (1968–80: 160)); ��ºÆ���=��ºÆ��� (etymology disputed: Frisk
(1960–72: ii. 494)); ������ (attested before Eust. (1153. 42) only in
Hesychius (� 630 Schmidt), inscriptionally, and at Athenaeus 11.
502b; in the latter place the word is transmitted without accent and
hence printed in capitals by Kaibel); o���� ‘sleep’ (likely to be an r/n-
stem in origin; see Frisk (1950; 1960–72: ii. 966 s.v. o�Ææ, 971 s.v.
o����)); ���Æ���� (transmitted, apart from a possible attestation on an
ostracon, only without accent at Athenaeus 11. 496a. At Athenaeus 3.
125f¼Alexis fr. 60. 2K–A, ������øØ is an emendation by Casaubon for
���Æ��øØ. See Kaibel and Kassel–Austin ad locc.); Œ�ºØ���� (only
attested as a doubtful reading at Pollux 6. 98; see Bethe ad loc.);
Œ�Ø�ø��� (probably back-formed from Œ�Ø�ø��ø: see Leumann (1950:
224 n. 20)).
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APPENDIX 4

Data for Chapter 9

4.1 Adjectives with suYx -ko-

The following abbreviations are used to encode information at the end
of each entry: (a) F ¼ Wnally accented; R ¼ recessive; I ¼ intermediate
accentuation; U¼ uncertain or variable accentuation, i.e. more than one
accentuation pattern is attested and no decision could be made between
them. Where more than one accentuation is attested but some decision
could be reached, this decision has been explained in the note and the
word has been classiWed as F, R, or I. (b) Freq.: the Wgure given after
‘Freq.’ is the number of occurrences of the word in the Perseus Digital
Library corpus (Crane 1999), which contained c.3,400,000words at the
time of use (January 1999). This number is used as a frequency index.

lec›koi; ai; a ‘big’. Hom. (Il. 2. 839þ)þ. Et.: Cf. the suppletive nom.
sg. m. ��ªÆ� ‘big’. Accent: Arc. 61. 20 (although the MSS reading
here prescribes recessive accentuation: see Schmidt ad loc.); Ep. Ps.
68. 21–4; EM 553. 25–38. I. Freq.: over 500.

q“ adak¸r ‘wavering, Xickering’. Hom. (Zenodotus’ reading at Il. 18. 576)
þ. Et.: Cf. ÞÆØ��� ‘slender’, ��æØææ	�� ‘sprawling’: Risch (1974:
108, ‘unsicher’). On the choice between ÞÆÆº�� and Þ�Æ��� at Il.
18. 576, and for two post-Homeric literary attestations of ÞÆÆº��
(one of them as a variant for ÞÆØ���) see West (2001: 133–5 with n.
57). Accent: The word appears with Wnal accent at Sch. Il. 18. 576a3

(Aint) and Sch. Il. 18. 576a1(A) (twice) in codex Venetus Marc. 822.
F. Freq.: 0.

whalak¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘near the ground’. Hom. (Od. 9. 25þ)þ. Et.: �Ł#�, gen.
�Ł���� ‘earth’, Skt ks

˙
ám-ya- ‘terrestrial’. Accent: Arc. 61. 19. F.

Freq.: 9.
˙lak¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘level’. Hom. (Od. 9. 327)þ. Et.: ›��� ‘one and the same’.
Accent: implied at EM 44. 29. F. Freq.: 18.

mústakor; om ‘drowsy’. Comica adespota (in Ep. Hom. alph. � 51¼ Comica
adespota fr. 162K–A). Et.: �ı���)ø ‘be half asleep, doze’. R. Freq.: 0.

cuak¸r ‘cubical’. Callimachus (in Sch. Il. 5. 99a (AT) and Eust. 526. 42¼
Callimachus fr. 236. 1Pf.). Et.: Cf. ªıEÆ < *ªı-Ø

Ð
Æ; �� ‘limbs’. Accent:

Sch. Il. 5. 99a (AT) and Eust. 526. 40–2 say that ªıÆº�� is Wnally
accented when an adjective, both quoting Callimachus (fr. 236. 1 Pf.).
Eust. ascribes the doctrine to Apion and Herodorus, and explicitly



prescribes recessive accentuation for the noun ª�Æº�� ‘hollow’. F.
Freq.: 0.

tqowak¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘running’. Hesiod (Op. 518)þ. Et.: �æ��ø ‘run’, �æ����; ›
‘wheel’. Accent: Arc. 61. 19. F. Freq.: 2.

stqebk¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘twisted, crooked’. Aristophanes (Ra. 878þ)þ. Et.:
Ultimately related to ��æ��ø ‘turn about or aside’; cf. ��æ����; ›
‘whirling round’, ��æÆ���; �; �� ‘squinting’. See Frisk (1960–72: ii.
806–7). Accent: Arc. 60. 15. F. Freq.: 3.

deiek¸r=deßekor; om ‘of or towards afternoon or evening’. Hom. (Od. 17.
606)þ. Et.: See App. 4.2 s.v. �Ø�º��=���º��; › and �Ø�º��=���º��; ��
‘afternoon or evening’. Accent: See again App. 4.2 s.v.
�Ø�º��=���º��; › and �Ø�º��=���º��; �� ‘afternoon or evening’. U.
Freq.: 1.

eYjekor (and Yjekor), g; om ‘like’. Hom. (Il. 4. 253þ)þ. Et.: ��ØŒÆ (perf.)
‘be like’. Accent: Arc. 62. 7–8. R. Freq.: 23.

stuvek¸r=stúvekor; ðgÞ; om ‘hard, rough’. Aeschylus (Pers. 79þ)þ. Et.:
Explained by Frisk (1960–72: ii. 815) as a replacement for
��ı�º��=����º�� (q.v.) under the inXuence of ��ı��º�)ø ‘strike hard’
(a word whose formation is itself unclear). Accent: uncertain. There
are no ancient grammatical testimonia, and MSS vary between Wnal
and recessive accentuation; see West’s apparatus to Aeschylus, Pers.
79. U. Freq.: 2.

be† bgkor; om ‘allowable to be trodden, permitted’. Aeschylus (Supp. 509)
þ. Et.: Probably derived from the perfect ���	ŒÆ ‘I have walked’; see
Frisk (1960–72: i. 230) and cf. ���ÆØ�� ‘Wrm, steady’. Accent: Sch.
Il. 18. 580b1 (A); Theognost. 62. 2; Ep. Ps. 116. 20. R. Freq.: 7.

q“ {cgk¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘making to shudder’. Hesiod (Scutum 131)þ. Et.: Þ{ª�ø
‘shudder’, ÞEª��; �� ‘frost, cold’. Accent: Arc. 62. 14. F. Freq.: 1.

s{cgk¸r (and Doric s{c$k¸rÞ, ðÞÞ; ¸m ‘silent’. Pindar (P. 9. 92)þ. Et.:
�{ª�ø ‘keep silence’, �{ª� ‘silence’. Accent: Arc. 62. 16. F. Freq.: 5.

dBkor; ðgÞ; om ‘visible, clear’. Hom. (Od. 20. 333)þ. Et.: �Æ�� ‘seemed’.
Accent: Sch. Il. 15. 338a (A); Eust. 1018. 63; Ep. Ps. 136. 1–3
(implicit). R. Freq.: over 500.

jßbdgkor; om ‘adulterated, base’. Theognis (965þ)þ. Et.: Œ���� ‘dross or
alloy of gold’ (Pollux 7. 99); see Frisk (1960–72: i. 848). For a
diVerent view (Œ��	º�� borrowed wholesale) see Szemerényi (1974:
155–6). R. Freq.: 20.

Itufgk¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘terrifying’. Apollonius Rhodius (2. 1057). Et.: I��)��ÆØ
‘be distraught from fear’. Accent: Sch. Ap. Rh. 2. 1052–7c. F.
Freq.: 0.

e” jgkor (and Doric e” j$kor, and ehjgkorÞ; om ‘at one’s ease’. Hom. (Il. 5.
759þ)þ. Et.: Cf. %Œ��æª�� (epithet of Apollo) ‘acting freely (?)’; see
Frisk (1960–72: i. 477, 473). Accent: Recessive accentuation is
prescribed for the variant form �hŒ	º�� at Arc. 62. 13. R. Freq.: 29.
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walgk¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘on the ground’. Pindar (P. 11. 30)þ. Et.: Root of �Æ�Æ�
‘on the ground’. Accent: Theognost. 62. 4; Ep. Ps. 116. 20–1. F.
Freq.: 3.

Kquclgk¸r=Kqúclgkor ‘loud-bellowing’. Hom. (Il. 18. 580). Et.:
Kæ��ª��ÆØ, aor. Xæıª�� ‘bellow, roar’; Kæıª�Æ��ø ‘bellow’. Accent:
Sch. Il. 18. 580b1 (A) (¼ Tyrannio fr. 46 Haas) prescribes recessive
accentuation but mentions Tyrannio’s opinion that the word was
Wnally accented; see Haas’s discussion (1977: 155–6). Recessive ac-
cent at Il. 18. 580 in Venetus Marc. 822. U. Freq.: 1.

l{lgk¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘imitative’. Greek Anthology (9. 280. 5þ)þ. Et.: �{����ÆØ
‘imitate, represent, portray’. Accent: Arc. 62. 16; Theognost. 62. 4.
F. Freq.: 0.

japmgk¸r; ¸m ‘smoky’. Nicander (Ther. 54). Et.: ŒÆ����; › ‘smoke’. F.
Freq.: 0.

u“ pmgk¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘drowsy’. Nicander (Ther. 189). Et.: o����; › ‘sleep’. F.
Freq.: 0.

siypgk¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘silent’. Euripides (Med. 320)þ. Et.: �Øø�� ‘silence’,
�Øø��ø ‘keep silence’. F. Freq.: 1.

u“ dqgk¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘watery’. Hom. (Od. 9. 133)þ. Et.: oøæ, gen. oÆ���
‘water’. Accent: Arc. 62. 17. F. Freq.: 5.

Ipatgk¸r; ðÞÞ; ¸m ‘guileful’. Hom. (Il. 1. 526)þ. Et.: I�Æ��ø ‘deceive’,
I���	 ‘deceit’. Accent: Arc. 62. 16. F. Freq.: 7.

pe† tgkor; g; om ‘outspread, stretched; full-grown’. Aratus (271)þ. Et.:
������^�Ø ‘spread out’. Accent: Frisk (1960–72: ii. 520) cites the
word as ‘���	º�� ð-º��Þ’. However, the apparent attestation of Wnal
accentuation comes only from Hesychius’ ��F� ���	��� (Hesychius �
83 Schmidt, � 977 Latte), emended by Casaubon to ��F� ���	º��,
since the context requires the same expression as that mentioned by
Athenaeus (9. 376b). Latte prints ���	º�� without comment at Hesy-
chius � 977 Latte, but see Schmidt on Hesychius � 83 Schmidt. No
conWdence can be placed in the accentuation of a word where it is
otherwise corrupt, and in any case the accentuation of the Hesychius
manuscript is very unreliable (see p. 4). Martin prints ���	º�� at
Aratus 271; Kaibel prints ���	º�Ø at Athenaeus 9. 376b. R. Freq.: 0.

aNswumtgk¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘bashful, modest’. Plato (Chrm. 158cþ)þ. Et.: ÆN�� ·̂ �	
‘shame, dishonour’, I�Æ���ı���� ‘shameless, impudent’; see Frisk
(1960–72: i. 46). F. Freq.: 9.

u“ xgk¸r; ðÞÞ; ¸m ‘high, lofty’. Hom. (Il. 2. 395þ)þ. Et.: ołØ ‘on high’.
Accent: Arc. 62. 17; Ep. Ps. 116. 20. F. Freq.: 259.

Oqcßkor; g; om ‘inclined to anger, irascible’. Hippocrates (Epid. 1. 19 (ii.
656. 5–6 Littré))þ. Et.: Oæª� ‘anger’. Accent: Theognost. 62. 8. I.
Freq.: 17.

deik¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘cowardly’. Hom. (Il. 1. 293þ)þ. Et.: ��ø (old
perf.) < *�-=�Ø

Ð
-Æ ‘fear’, aor. ��Ø�Æ < * K=�Ø�Æ. Accent: Arc. 59.
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11 (plus a probably corrupt reading, not Wtting the context, at Arc.
60. 2); Wnal accent presupposed by the discussion at Sch. Il. 11. 160
(A); Sch. Il. 11. 441a1 (A); Sch. Il. 17. 201c (A); Choer., —�æd ���.
291. 7–9. F. Freq.: 191.

poijßkor; g; om ‘many-coloured’. Hom. (Il. 3. 327þ)þ. Et.: Skt péśa- m.
‘architect; ornament’. Accent: Choer. Th. 2. 55. 15. I. Freq.: 161.

joEkor; g; om ‘hollow’. Hom. (Il. 1. 26þ)þ. Et.: From *kou
Ð
ilos. Cf. Latin

cauus < *kou
Ð
os ‘hollow’. Accent: Arc. 63. 1; Sch. Il. 10. 134b (A);

Eust. 794. 28. Cf. the further passages cited by Erbse on Sch. Il. 10.
134b. Accent presupposed by Hrd. ���. 927. 4–5; Io. Al. 6. 23. Cf.
Ep. Ps. 47. 16 (talking about the neuter Œ�Eº��, used as a noun).
R. Freq.: 182.

núsikor; om ‘shaven, smooth’. Sophron (in Et. Gen. and EM 737. 3 ¼
Sophron fr. 55 K–A). Et.: ��ø ‘scratch, scrape’. R. Freq.: 0.

x{k¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘bare’. Hom. (Il. 9. 580þ)þ. Et.: ł{· ø ‘feed on pap’. Accent:
Arc. 59. 10. F. Freq.: 185.

daxik¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘ample, wide’. Empedocles (in Aristotle, Cael. 294a26 ¼
Empedocles fr. B39. 1 D–K). Et.: ���ø, aor. �ÆłÆ ‘devour’. Solm-
sen (1913: 461–5) argues for a derivative in -Øº�- on a lost nominal
form in -��� (*�ł�� or *Æł�� or both). Frisk (1960–72: i. 348) and
Chantraine (1968–80: 252) prefer to regard the derivational base as
the aorist stem of the verb or, in Chantraine’s view, possibly the
sigmatic future. F. Freq.: 0.

(?) pokkoß; aß; › ‘many’. Hom. (Il. 1. 3þ)þ. Et.: Cf. suppletive nom. sg.
��º�� ‘much’. Accent: Eust. 1746. 29; Sch. Il. 16. 234c (A). Cf.
Erbse on Sch. Il. 16. 234c. F. Freq.: over 500 (counting only forms
with -ºº-).

jah›qukkor=jahaqúkkor; om ‘dainty’. Plato Comicus (in Athenaeus 3.
110d ¼ Plato Comicus fr. 92. 2 K–A). Et.: ŒÆŁÆæ�� ‘clean, pure’.
On the suYx, see Schwyzer (1953: 485). Accent: The single attest-
ation is in the genitive plural masculine, and therefore could point to
intermediate as well as recessive accentuation. There is also an attest-
ation of the adverb ŒÆŁÆæ�ººø� (Cratinus in Athenaeus 9. 396b ¼
Cratinus fr. 29K–A), but this is no more helpful for determining the
accentuation of the adjective. U. Freq.: 0.

dauk¸r; ¸m=daFkor; om ‘thick, shaggy’. Aeschylus (Supp. 93þ)þ. Et.:
Likely to be related to Æ��� ‘with a shaggy surface’, but Frisk
(1960–72: i. 352–3) points out that a direct connection is phonolo-
gically impossible (since the -�- of Æ��� must have a source other
than original *s, which should have been lost intervocalically,
whereas if Æıº�� comes from *dasulós the lost -s- must be due to
original *s). It is possible that Æıº�� derives from *dn

˚
su-lo-s whereas

Æ��� is from *dn
˚
tus. On the whole problem see Frisk (1960–72: i.

351, 352–3), with further bibliography. Accent: Final accent
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apparently prescribed by Arc. 59. 19, but the passage relates to nouns
(so rightly Radt (1982: 243)), and Pausanias Grammaticus in Eust.
274. 23–5 prescribes a recessive accent. Radt (1982) argues that
Herodian in fact prescribed recessive accentuation. Radt understands
Æıº�� ‘Wre-brand’ or ªÆıº�� ‘milk-pail’ rather than Æıº�� ‘thick’ at
Arc. 59. 19, and he corrects �Fº�� ‘slave’ to ÆFº�� ‘thick’ at Arc. 60.
1–2 (where an adjective is required). Both Æıº�� and ÆFº�� are
transmitted in manuscripts, though Radt (1982) attempts to show
that ÆFº�� is transmitted for the most important grammatical texts.
It is apparent from the evidence he cites, however, that the case is by
no means clear-cut. See also West on Aeschylus, Supp. 93 and Radt
on Aeschylus fr. 27 Radt. U. Freq.: 2.

saFkor; g; om an adjective descriptive of gait and carriage. Homeric Hymns
(4. 28)þ. Et.: Possibly related to Hesychius’ �Æı��� ±�Æº� (‘tender’;
Hesychius � 272Schmidt); see Frisk (1960–72: ii. 683–4). R. Freq.: 1.

vaFkor; ðgÞ; om ‘cheap, easy, slight, paltry’. Sophocles (in e.g. Suda �
141 ¼ Sophocles fr. 41 Radt þ)þ. Et.: Could be dissimilated from
*�ºÆFº��; cf. �ºÆFæ�� ‘petty, paltry, trivial’. See Frisk (1960–72: ii.
998). Accent: Arc. 59. 21, 60. 1. R. Freq.: over 500.

coccúkor=c¸ccukor; g; om ‘round’. Aeschylus (in Strabo 4. 1. 7 ¼ Aes-
chylus fr. 199. 7 Radt)þ. Et.: Cf. ª�ªªæ��; › ‘conger-eel’. A u-stem
*gongus may be preserved in ON kǫkkr ‘ball’; see Solmsen (1909:
219); Frisk (1960–72: i. 319). Detailed discussion of the etymology
in Solmsen (1909: 213–22). Accent: The text of Ep. Hom. alph. Æ
266 prescribes intermediate accentuation (with Cramer’s necessary
emendation �Ææ������ÆØ for �æ��Ææ������ÆØ; cf. the parallel passage
of Arc., 63. 19–64. 3) for ��æ�ªª�º��, attributing this word to
Callimachus in the phrase ��æ�ªª�º�� K��d º�Ł��. The same phrase is
attributed to Callimachus by Sch. Ar. Pax 28e, with the word
ª�ªª�º�� (so MS ‘Lh’, but ª�ªªıº�� ‘V’; see Holwerda ad loc.) for
��æ�ªª�º��. The correct reading for Callimachus is most likely to be
ª�ªª�º�� (see PfeiVer 1949–53: i. 414, on Callimachus fr. 606 Pf.),
andMeineke proposed the emendation ª�ªª�º�� for the passage in the
Epimerismi Homerici. We cannot be certain, however, that the gram-
marian read ª�ªª�º�� rather than ��æ�ªª�º�� in Callimachus. The
argument for ��æ�ªª�º�� is strengthened somewhat by the fact
that Arc. (64. 1) prescribes intermediate accentuation for ��æ�ªª�º��
together with IªŒ�º�� and ŒÆ���º��, which also appear in the
Ep. Hom. alph. passage. At Nicander, Ther. 855 Jacques prints
ª�ªª�º�Ø, noting a manuscript variant ª�ªªıº�Ø. Arc. (64. 8) prescribes
recessive accentuation for ª�ªªıº��, apparently with reference to a
noun, but other evidence for a noun ª�ªªıº�� is lacking (see LSJ
Revised Supplement, s.v., and cf. Jacques’s note on Nicander,
Ther. 855). U. Freq.: 2.
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stqoccúkor; g; om ‘round, spherical’. Herodotus (2. 92. 3þ)þ. Et.: Root
of ��æ�ª�, gen. ��æÆªª�� ‘trickle, drop’; see Frisk (1960–72: ii. 811).
Accent: see under ª�ªª�º��, above. I. Freq.: 46.

g“ dúkor; g; om ‘pleasant’. Apollonius Dyscolus (Adv. 172. 1). Et.:  ��
‘pleasant’. Accent: Ep. Hom. alph. Æ 266 prescribes intermediate
accentuation for what is probably the personal name �˙�º��.
I. Freq.: 0.

Icjúkor; g; om ‘curved’. Hom. (Il. 5. 209þ)þ. Et.: ¼ªŒ��; �� ‘hollow’.
Accent: Arc. 64. 1; Ep. Hom. alph. Æ 266 (the latter with Cramer’s
necessary emendation �Ææ������ÆØ for �æ��Ææ������ÆØ). I. Freq.: 6.

lijjúkor ‘small’. Moschus (1. 13). Et.: �ØŒŒ�� (Doric and Boeotian)
‘small’. I. Freq.: 0.

ai“ lúkor; ðgÞ; om ‘wheedling, wily’. Hesiod (Op. 374)þ. Et.: Likely on
structural grounds to be an adjective in -ıº�-, although the etymology
is uncertain; cf. Frisk (1960–72: i. 40). Accent: Arc. 63. 20.
I. Freq.: 12.

dq{lúkor; om ‘piercing’.Moschus (1. 8). Et.: æ{��� ‘piercing’. I. Freq.: 0.
stylúkor; ðgÞ; om ‘wordy, talkative’. Aristophanes (Ach. 429)þ. Et.:
Likely to be connected either to ����Æ, gen. -Æ��� ‘mouth’ or to Skt
stāmú- (meaning unknown, but see Frisk (1960–72: ii. 817)). Ac-
cent: Arc. 63. 20. I. Freq.: 1.

jalpúkor; g; om ‘curved’. Hom. (Il. 3. 17þ)þ. Et.: Œ����ø ‘bend’.
Accent: Arc. 64. 1; Ep. Hom. alph. Æ 266 (the latter with Cramer’s
necessary emendation �Ææ������ÆØ for �æ��Ææ������ÆØ). I. Freq.: 25.

m¸tukor ‘moist(?)’. Archigenes (in Galen 8. 662. 16). Et.: �����; › ‘south
wind’, ����æ�� ‘damp, moist’. R. Freq.: 0.

Kqytúkor ‘to do with love’. Bion (in Stobaeus 4. 20. 26¼ Bion 10. 10þ).
Et.: �æø�, gen. -ø��� ‘love’. Cf. App. 4.2 s.v. Kæø��º��; › ‘darling’.
Accent: Arc. 64. 19 (adj. and noun not distinguished). I. Freq.: 0.

sivk¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘crippled, maimed’. Apollonius Rhodius (1. 204)þ. Et.:
Related to Hesychius’ �Ø����� Œ���� (‘empty’; Hesychius � 787
Schmidt), but see Frisk (1960–72: ii. 713). Accent: Sch. Ap. Rh.
1. 204a distinguishes �Ø�º�� ‘crippled, maimed’ from ���º��; › ‘defect,
blemish’. The accent is not explicitly mentioned, but Lentz (1867–
70: i. 158. 14) is clearly right in assuming the accent to be at issue.
F. Freq.: 0.

tuvk¸r; Þ; ¸m ‘blind’. Hom. (Il. 6. 139)þ. Et.: Cf. � ·̂ �ø ‘raise a smoke’.
Accent: Arc. 60. 14. F. Freq.: 109.

stuvk¸r=stúvkor; om ‘hard, rough’. Aeschylus (Pers. 303þ)þ. Et.: Likely
to be related to �� ·̂ �ø ‘contract, draw together’, but see Frisk (1960–
72: ii. 815). Accent: Frisk (1960–72: ii. 815) implies that both Wnal
and recessive accentuation are attested, but that recessive accentu-
ation is the better attested: ‘Die Barytonese bei ����º�� fällt auf (vgl.
immerhin �ÆFº��; ���º��; Œ��º�� u.a.), verdient aber schon als lectio
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diYcilior der schlechter bezeugten Oxytonese vorgezogen zu wer-
den.’ U. Freq.: 5.

veidyk¸r; ðÞÞ; ¸m ‘sparing, thrifty’. Hesiod (Op. 720)þ. Et.: �����ÆØ
‘spare’. Accent: Arc. 65. 8 (adj. and noun not distinguished); Ep.
Ps. 23. 14. F. Freq.: 20.

e” ykor; om ‘a day old’. Hippocrates (Morb. 4. 54 (vii. 594. 22 Littré)þ)þ.
Et.: &ø�, gen. &ø ‘dawn’. Accent: Arc. 65. 9; Ep. Ps. 23. 15. R.
Freq.: 2.

a“ laqtyk¸r; ¸m ‘erroneous’. Aristophanes (Th. 1111)þ. Et.: ±�Ææ���ø
‘miss the mark, err’. Accent: Arc. 65. 9; Ep. Ps. 23. 10. F. Freq.: 1.

xyk¸r ‘circumcised’. Aristophanes (Pl. 267þ)þ. Et.: Root of łB� (pres.
inf.) ‘rub, wipe’; cf. łøæ�� ‘itchy, scabby, mangy’; see Frisk (1960–
72: ii. 1135). Accent: Lentz (1867–70: i. 156. 5–6) prints �a b
K�ØŁ��ØŒa O�����ÆØ; �øº��; łøº�� ‘the adjectives are Wnally accented:
�øº��; łøº��’. He reconstructs the rule of which this forms a part
from Theognost. 62. 15–19 and Steph. Byz. (esp. 400. 19), but
neither mentions the adjective łøº��. Theognostus mentions only
the recessive noun łHº��� �e ��º�� (‘anger’). F. Freq.: 3.

Examples of excluded words: �����º�� (possibly in origin a reduplicated
formation *pel-pel-o-s: see Blanc (1997) and Blanc in Blanc, Lambert-
erie, and Perpillou (1999: 1424–5)); Œ��º�� ‘tame’ (etymology unclear;
possibly a borrowing: Morpurgo (1960: 30)); ��º�� (etymology dis-
puted; quite likely to be based on an athematic �Øº-; see Chantraine
(1968–80: 1206)).

4.2 Nouns with suYx -ko-

The following abbreviations are used to encode information at the end of
each entry: (a) F ¼ Wnally accented; R ¼ recessive; I ¼ intermediate
accentuation; U¼ uncertain or variable accentuation, i.e. more than one
accentuation pattern is attested and no decision could be made between
them. Where more than one accentuation is attested but some decision
could be reached, this decision has been explained in the note and the
word has been classiWed as F, R, or I. (b) Freq.: the Wgure given after
‘Freq.’ is the number of occurrences of the word in the Perseus Digital
Library corpus (Crane 1999), which contained c.3,400,000words at the
time of use (January 1999). This number is used as a frequency index.

jqe† lbaka; t› ‘castanets’. Popular song (in Athenaeus 14. 636d ¼ PMG
955. 4). Et.: Probably related to Lat. crepō ‘rattle, crack’; see Frisk
(1960–72: ii. 14). R. Freq.: 0.

júlbakom; t¸ ‘cymbal’. Xenophon (Eq. 1. 3)þ; v.l. found in Strabo (10.
3. 13) at Pindar, Dith. 2. 9 S–M. Et.: Œ���	 ‘hollow of a vessel;
drinking cup, bowl’. R. Freq.: 4.
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Istq›cakor; ˙ ‘vertebra’. Hom. (Il. 14. 466þ)þ. Et.: Root of O�����
‘bone’ plus further suYxes; see Nussbaum (1986: 12). R. Freq.: 28.

d$k¸r; ˙ ‘Wrebrand’. Hom. (Il. 13. 320þ)þ. Et.: From Æ=�º��. Cf.
Æ�ø < *�=-Ø

Ð
ø ‘kindle’. Accent: Hrd. Ø�æ. 16. 14; Ep. Ps. 136.

1–3 (implicit); cf. �Æ̆�º�� at PSI xi. 1214a. 13 (1st-cent. ad papyrus
of Sophron ¼ Sophron fr. 4. 13 K–A). F. Freq.: 27.

sj›mdakom; t¸ ‘trap or snare laid for an enemy’. Septuagint (Le. 19. 14þ)
þ. Et.: Related to Lat. scandō ‘climb, mount’ and cognates; see Frisk
(1960–72: ii. 717). R. Freq.: 0.

±qdakor; ˙ ‘one who does not live purely’ (possibly an adjective). Phere-
crates (in Erotianus 56. 10). Et.: ¼æÆ;  ‘dirt’. R. Freq.: 0.

mejúdakor or mejúdakkor; ˙ unidentiWed insect, perhaps a species of butterXy
(see Louis’s note on Aristotle,HA 551b12). Aristotle (HA 551b12)þ.
Et.: ��Œı�, gen. -ı�� ‘corpse’; see Frisk (1960–72: ii. 301).
R. Freq.: 0.

jmþdakom; t¸ ‘wild creature’. Hom. (Od. 17. 317)þ. Et.: Cf. Œ�#ø�,
gen. -����� two projecting teeth on the blade of a hunting spear. R.
Freq.: 16.

aYhakor; ˙ ‘smoky Xame, thick smoke’. Euripides (Hec. 911)þ. Et.: ÆYŁø
‘light up, kindle’. R. Freq.: 2.

g‘ pßakor; ˙ ‘ague’. Theognis (174)þ. Et.: X�Ø�� ‘gentle, mild’; see Frisk
(1960–72: i. 640–1). R. Freq.: 1.

jAkom; t¸ ‘wood’. Homeric Hymns (4. 112)þ. Et.: Probably from
*ŒÆ=�º��. Cf. ŒÆ�ø < *Œ�=-Ø

Ð
ø ‘kindle, burn’. Accent: MSS some-

times have ŒÆº� for the plural rather than ŒAºÆ (see T. W. Allen’s
apparatus at Homeric Hymns 4. 112 and Marchant’s at Xenophon,
HG 1. 1. 23), but this variation is likely to reXect confusion with the
neuter plural of ŒÆº�� ‘beautiful’ rather than any real uncertainty
about the accentuation of our word. R. Freq.: 5.

x›jakom; t¸ and x›jakor; ˙ ‘new born animal’. Aristophanes of Byzan-
tium (in e.g. Eust. 1625. 48 ¼ Aristophanes of Byzantium fr. 205A
Slater). Et.: łÆŒ��, gen. -��� ‘drop of rain’. R. Freq.: 0.

did›sjakor; ˙=g“ ‘teacher’. Homeric Hymns (4. 556)þ. Et.: Ø��Œø
‘teach’. R. Freq.: 261.

d›lakor; ˙ perhaps ‘calf’. Herodian (in Arc. 61. 16). Et.: ���	�Ø ‘over-
power, tame’; see Frisk (1960–72: i. 345). Accent: Arc. 61. 16. R.
Freq.: 0.

tq¸wlakor; ˙ ‘rolled stone, pebble’. Theophrastus (CP 3. 6. 4)þ. Et.:
Possibly derived from an unattested *�æ�����, on the root of �æ��ø
‘run’ (Schwyzer 1953: 492). For another suggestion, see Frisk
(1960–72: ii. 928). R. Freq.: 0.

q“ ¸pakom; t¸ ‘club, cudgel’. Hom. (Il. 11. 559þ)þ. Et.: Þ��ø ‘incline the
scale; incline one way or the other’. R. Freq.: 34.
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p›ssakor; ˙ ‘peg’. Hom. (Il. 5. 209þ)þ. Et.: From *��ŒØ
Ð
-Æº��. Cf.

��ª�^�Ø ‘Wx in’, aor. pass. K��ª	�. Accent: �Æ���º�ı at Il. 5. 209 on
P. Oxy. ii. 223, col. 9 (3rd cent. ad). R. Freq.: 18.

v †̂ sakor; ˙ kind of toad said to puV itself up. Lucian (Philops. 12þ)þ. Et.:
�F�Æ;  ‘pair of bellows’. R. Freq.: 0.

pe† takom; t¸ ‘leaf’. Hom. (Il. 2. 312þ)þ. Et.: Cf. ����	�Ø ‘spread out’, aor.
K���Æ�Æ. R. Freq.: 19.

jq¸takom; t¸ ‘clapper’. Homeric Hymns (14. 3)þ. Et.: Œæ���ø ‘make to
rattle’, Œæ����; › ‘rattling noise’. R. Freq.: 11.

sjútakom; t¸ ‘club, cudgel’. Pindar (O. 9. 30)þ. Et.: Root of Lith. skùtas
‘scrap’; see Frisk (1960–72: ii. 744). R. Freq.: 6.

cúakom; t¸ ‘hollow’. Hom. (Il. 5. 99þ)þ. Et.: Cf. ªıEÆ < *ªı-Ø
Ð
Æ; ��

‘limbs’. Accent: Sch. Il. 5. 99a (AT) and Eust. 526. 40–2 say that
the adjective ªıÆº�� ‘cubical’ is Wnally accented. Eust. ascribes the
doctrine to Apion and Herodorus and explicitly prescribes recessive
accentuation for the noun ª�Æº��. The contrast with recessive ª�Æº��
is also implicit in the Homeric scholion. Cf. ª�Æº�� at Il. 5. 99 on P.
Oxy. ii. 223, col. 4 (3rd cent. ad). R. Freq.: 28.

cm›vakor; ˙ unknown bird. Aristotle (HA 616b16). Et.: Probably
inXuenced by both Œ����ø ‘card or comb wool; mangle, tear’, and
ª�����ø ‘bend’; cf. Frisk (1960–72: i. 881–2), who does not mention
this word but discusses other words formed on a synchronic root
ª�Æ�-. R. Freq.: 0.

Olvak¸r; ˙ ‘navel, boss’. Hom. (Il. 4. 525þ)þ. Et.: Cf. Skt ná̄bhi- f.
‘navel, hub’. Accent: Arc. 61. 11; Ep. Ps. 68. 20–1. F. Freq.: 36.

deiek¸r=deßekor; ˙ and deiek¸m=deßekom; t¸ ‘afternoon or evening’. Hom.
(Il. 21. 232)þ. Et.: The word is connected to ��º	 ‘afternoon or
evening’, although the exact connection is not clear (see Chantraine
(1968–80: 257); Frisk (1960–72: i. 355)); our word seems to
contain the complex suYx -�º�-. An adjective �Ø�º��=���º�� ‘of or
towards afternoon or evening’ is attested at Od. 17. 606 and in
Hellenistic poets. A meaning ‘afternoon or evening meal’ is attested
for �Ø�º��=���º�� or �Ø�º��=���º�� at Callimachus fr. 238. 20 Pf. The
adjectival function is likely to be primary; see Solmsen (1901: 89).
Accent: MSS normally assign the word recessive accentuation
(Solmsen 1901: 87). However, Arc. (62. 4) tells us that the word
was Wnally accented: �e �Ø�º�� ð�e �ØºØ�e�Þ O�����ÆØ � �Ø�º�� (in the
afternoon or evening/afternoon or evening meal) is Wnally
accented . . . ’. PfeiVer (1949–53: i. 235) takes this statement to con-
cern only the meaning �ØºØ���, which he takes to be here ‘afternoon or
evening meal’, as at Athenaeus 1. 11e. It is not clear, however,
whether this is Arcadius’ (or Herodian’s) intention. PfeiVer takes
the Homeric scholia on Il. 21. 232 to be prescribing recessive accen-
tuation speciWcally for ���º�� ‘afternoon or evening’, but I doubt
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whether the glossing of ���º�� with ��º	 here is meant to restrict the
application of what is said to ���º�� in this meaning. The word �Ø�º��
occurs twice on accented papyri of Callimachus, in one instance with
recessive and in the other with Wnal accentuation (recessive¼ P. Oxy.
xi. 1362, fr. 4. 4 ¼ Callimachus fr. 181. 4 Pf.; Wnally accented ¼ P.
Oxy. xix. 2216, fr. 1v. 4¼ part of Callimachus fr. 238. 20 Pf.). In the
latter papyrus, dated to the 3rd century ad, the word has the meaning
‘afternoon or evening meal’. The context of the Wrst papyrus, dated to
the 1st century ad, is too broken for the meaning of �Ø�º�½ to be
discernible. Since only one of the Callimachus papyri has a clear
context, these papyri do not provide evidence for or against PfeiVer’s
view that a diVerence in accentuation was associated with a diVerence
in meaning. U. Freq.: 3.

sj¸pekor; ˙ ‘lookout place, peak’. Hom. (Od. 12. 73þ)þ. Et.: Cf. �Œ���ø
‘behold’. Accent: Lentz (1867–70: i. 160. 24) reconstructs �Œ���º��
for Herodian on the basis of Theognost. 61. 30. Theognostus’ list
contains both Wnally accented and recessive words, but the recessive
words are given Wrst; �Œ���º�� appears in this Wrst part of the list. R.
Freq.: 30.

luek¸r=l^ek¸r; ˙ ‘bone-marrow’. Hom. (Il. 20. 482þ)þ. Et.: Cf. �^#�,
gen. -H��� ‘muscle’. Accent: Arc. 62. 5. F. Freq.: 28.

púekor and púakor; g“ ‘trough’. Hom. (Od. 19. 553)þ. Et.: From *�º��º��.
Cf. �º�̂̂�ø < *�º��-Ø

Ð
ø ‘wash’. Accent: Arc. 62. 2–3. R. Freq.: 8.

ptúekom (and ptúakomÞ; t¸ and ptuek¸r=ptúekor; ˙ ‘saliva’. Hippocrates
(Mul. 1. 11 (viii. 44. 12 Littré)þ)þ. Et.: ���ø ‘spit out’. Accent:
Cramer prints ��ı�º�� at Theognost. 61. 30; Lentz (1867–70: i. 160.
21) emends without comment to ����º�� and reconstructs the word
for Herodian. Printed texts normally transmit recessive accentuation,
but Lentz’s correction is perhaps too conWdent, especially as the list
given by Theognostus appears to be ordered with recessive words
Wrst and then Wnally accented words, with ��ı�º�� coming in the latter
block of Wnally accented words. U. Freq.: 1.

dqúxekom; t¸ ‘Xake’. Parthenius (in Et. Gen. and EM 289. 1¼ Parthenius
frr. 30, 31 Lightfoot). Et.: æ���ø ‘tear, strip’. R. Freq.: 0.

bgk¸r; ˙ ‘threshold’ (but in antiquity sometimes interpreted as ‘sky’).
Hom. (Il. 1. 591þ)þ. Et.: �Æ��ø ‘go’, aor. ��	. Accent: Final accent
prescribed by Arc. 59. 16. Eust. (1003. 38) reports that Crates
accented the word recessively. So also Sch. Il. 15. 23b1 (T). Sch. Il.
1. 591 (*B), quoted by Erbse on Sch. Il. 1. 591c, reports that Crates
accented the word recessively and said it was Chaldaean. Lex. rhet.
Bekk. 225. 29–30 reports as follows: ´Bº��� › �PæÆ���; �Ææı���ø�; ŒÆd
˘���; ŒÆd —���ØH��� ıƒ��: O�ı���ø� b ›e� �YŒ�ı j ��ÆŁ��� (‘Recessive
�Bº�� means ‘‘sky’’, ‘‘Zeus’’, and ‘‘son of Poseidon’’. But with Wnal
accent the word means ‘‘driveway of a house’’ or ‘‘threshold’’ ’). The
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view that the word was of Chaldaean origin and the view that it meant
‘sky’ are connected by Sch. Il. 1. 591c (Ab(BE3)T): �	º�� �Ø��� ŒÆ�a
5ÆºÆ��ı� �c� I�ø���ø ��F �PæÆ��F ��æØ��æ�ØÆ�; �ƒ b ŒÆ�a ˜æ���Æ� �e�
3ˇºı����: ¼��Ø��� b �e� �Æ�BæÆ º�ª�Ø� (‘Some people say that �	º�� is a
Chaldaean word for the highest arc of the sky, others that it is a
Dryopian word for Olympus. But it is better to say that it means
‘‘threshold’’ ’). Helck (1905: 7–14, with further sources) argues
plausibly that Crates had taken over a Stoic doctrine that Homer’s
�	º�� meant ‘sky’ and supported this with a Chaldaean etymology
which required that the word be accented recessively. The Wnal
accent prescribed by Herodian is preferable to Crates’ recessive ac-
cent, motivated as it is by an allegorical interpretation of Homer and
required for an incorrect etymology. F. Freq.: 4.

bgk›=bBka; t› ‘sandals’. Panyassis (in Sch. Il. 1. 591 (*B), cited by
Erbse on Sch. Il. 1. 591c ¼ Panyassis fr. 25 Davies). Et.: �Æ��ø
‘go’, aor. ��	. Accent: The MS has �BºÆ. Bekker’s emendation
�	º� is followed by Erbse and Davies and would Wt rather better
with the logic of the scholion. Cf. the variants ���ºÆ and �Æ��ºÆ
attested in other sources cited by Davies. U. Freq.: 0.

stq›bgkor; ˙=g“ ‘snail or shellWsh; wild olive’. Sophocles (in Athenaeus 3.
86d ¼ Sophocles fr. 324. 1 Radt)þ. Et.: Related e.g. to ��æ����; ›
‘whirling round’; Frisk (1960–72: ii. 807) assumes these words to be
ultimately connected with ��æ��ø ‘turn about’, although the diVer-
ence in root-Wnal consonant is problematic. R. Freq.: 0.

joqúlbgkor; ˙ ‘white-berried ivy’. Nicander (in Athenaeus 15. 683c ¼
Nicander fr. 74. 18 G–S). Et.: Œ�æı����; › ‘uppermost point’. Ac-
cent: The only occurrence of the word, at Nicander fr. 74. 18 G–S,
appears in the poetic genitive singular form Œ�æı���º�Ø� (so the read-
ing of MS ‘A’, although for reasons unclear to me Kaibel prints
Œ�æı��	º�E�). Strictly speaking, this form is ambiguous between re-
cessive and intermediate accentuation, but given the total lack of
other intermediately accented words in -	º�-, we may take
Œ�æ���	º�� to have recessive rather than intermediate accentuation.
R. Freq.: 0.

fBkor; ˙ (later n. s-stem) ‘jealousy’. Hesiod (Op. 195)þ. Et.: Probably
related to )	��ø ‘seek’ (Frisk 1960–72: i. 613). Accent: Arc. 59. 17;
Sch. Il. 15. 338a (A). R. Freq.: 59.

deßjgkom (and deßjekomÞ; t¸ ‘representation, exhibition’. Herodotus (2.
171. 1)þ. Et.: ��Œ�^�Ø ‘bring to light, show forth’. R. Freq.: 1.

±qjgkor; ˙ an animal exhibited by Ptolemy II. Callixinus (in Athenaeus 5.
201c)þ. Et.: ¼æŒ��; ›= ‘bear’. R. Freq.: 0.

pe† tgkom; t¸ ‘leaf, cornstalk’. Hesiod (Scutum 289)þ. Et.: ����	�Ø ‘spread
out’, aor. K���Æ�Æ. Cf. App. 4.1 s.v. ���	º�� ‘outspread’, attested from
Aratus on. R. Freq.: 1.
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wgk¸r; g“ ‘large chest, coVer’. Hom. (Il. 16. 221þ)þ. Et.: Perhaps related
to ���Œø ‘yawn, gape’ (see Frisk 1960–72: ii. 1094). Accent: Sch. Il.
15. 338a (A). F. Freq.: 9.

tq›wgkor; ˙ ‘neck, throat’. Herodotus (2. 40. 2þ)þ. Et.: Likely to be
related to �æ��ø ‘run’ (see Frisk 1960–72: ii. 920). Accent: Arc. 62.
13. R. Freq.: 44.

stqob{k¸r=stq¸b{kor; ˙ ‘round ball (e.g. of a hedgehog); whirling dance’.
Ion (in e.g. Athenaeus 3. 91e ¼ Ion fr. 38. 4 S–K)þ. Et: ��æ����; ›
‘whirling round’, ��æ���ø ‘whirl about’. Accent: Arc. (63. 5–6)
prescribes recessive accentuation for the word in the meaning ‘kind
of dance’, but Wnal accentuation for the meaning ‘rolling together of a
hedgehog’. U. Freq.: 3.

v›cikor; ˙ ‘lamb’. Aristotle (in Plutarch, Moralia 294d ¼ Aristotle fr.
507. 12 Rose þ). Et.: Root of �Æª�E� (aor. inf.) ‘eat’; thus ��ªØº��
denotes a lamb of such an age as to be edible (see Frisk 1960–72: ii.
980). R. Freq.: 0.

aYcikor; g“ ‘herb of which goats are fond’. Theocritus (5. 128)þ. Et.: ÆY�,
gen. ÆNª�� ‘goat’. Accent: Arc. 62. 21. R. Freq.: 0.

vqucßkor; ˙ ‘chaYnch’. Aristophanes (Av. 763þ). Et.: Generally agreed
to be a bird name in -�º�-, like �æ���º�� ‘Egyptian plover’ (Frisk 1960–
72: ii. 1045; Chantraine 1968–80: 1230). The root has been thought
to be either that of Latin fringilla/frigilla (a small bird) or, phonolo-
gically more easily, that of �æ��, gen. �æıª�� ‘Phrygian’; see Frisk
(1960–72: ii. 1045–6), with bibliography. Accent: Theognost. 62.
9. I. Freq.: 2.

pe† d{kom; t¸ ‘sandal’. Hom. (Il. 2. 44þ)þ. Et.: Root of ����, gen. ����
‘foot’, Lat. pēs, gen. pedis ‘foot’. R. Freq.: 39.

ˆl{kor; ˙ ‘assembled crowd’. Hom. (Il. 3. 36þ)þ. Et.: Root of ›��� ‘one
and the same’. Accent: Arc. 63. 7. R. Freq.: 153.

swoimik¸r=swoimßkor or swoimßjkor=swoßmijkor; ˙ a bird, perhaps a lapwing
(see Louis’s note on Aristotle, HA 593b4). Aristotle (HA 593b4).
Et.: ���E���; ›= ‘rush, reed’. Accent: At the only occurrence of the
word (Aristotle, HA 593b4), Louis records MS variants ���Ø�Eº��,
���Ø�Øºe�; �����ØŒº��, and ���Ø��Œº��. He prints ���Ø��º��, which would
make the word a bird name in -�º�� like �æıª�º�� ‘chaYnch’, �æ���º��
‘Egyptian plover’, or Oæ��º�� (probably a wren). U. Freq.: 0.

polpßkor; ˙ Wsh that follows ships. Erinna (in Athenaeus 7. 283d ¼ (Ps.-)
Erinna fr. 404. 1 Lloyd-Jones–Parsons)þ. Et.: ����ø ‘send; escort’,
������; › ‘escort, guide’. I. Freq.: 0.

jomtßkor=j¸mtikor; ˙ ‘pole’. Eupolis (in Et. Gen. and EM 529. 8 ¼
Eupolis fr. 364 K–A). Et.: Œ�����; › ‘pole’. Accent: Both Œ����º��
and Œ���Øº�� are transmitted in manuscripts; Œ����º�� is a variant at
EM 529. 8 (see Gaisford ad loc.). U. Freq.: 0.
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pomtßkor; ˙ ‘paper nautilus’ (a mollusc). Aristotle (HA 525a21, with
variant readings). Et.: ������; › ‘sea’. I. Freq.: 0.

ptßkom; t¸ ‘soft feathers, down, wing’. Herodotus (2. 76. 3)þ. Et.: Root
of �����ÆØ ‘Xy’, aor. K����	� (Frisk 1960–72: ii. 614). R. Freq.: 5.

joquptßkor; ˙ ‘one that butts with the head’. Theocritus (5. 147). Et.:
Œ�æ���ø ‘butt with the head’. I. Freq.: 0.

mautßkor; ˙ ‘seaman, sailor’. Aeschylus (A. 631þ)þ. Et.: �Æ��	�; › ‘sea-
man, sailor’. Accent: Arc. 62. 20; Theognost. 62. 8. I. Freq.: 21.

tqowßkor; ˙ ‘Egyptian plover’. Herodotus (2. 68. 4þ)þ. Et.: �æ��ø ‘run’.
I. Freq.: 8.

Oqwßkor; ˙ a bird, probably a wren. Aristophanes (Av. 568þ)þ. Et.:
Perhaps derived from Oæ����ÆØ ‘dance’ (see Frisk 1960–72: ii. 433).
I. Freq.: 2.

bd¸kor; ˙ ‘stench, stink’. Comica adespota (in e.g. Et. Gen. � 73 L–L ¼
Comica adespota fr. 168. 1K–A). Et.: ��ø ‘break wind’. R. Freq.: 0.

x¸kor; ˙ ‘soot, smoke’. Aeschylus (in Sch. Nic. Ther. 288c ¼ Aeschylus
fr. 24 Radt). Et.: Exists beside Hesychius’ gloss ł������ IŒÆŁÆæ��Æ:
ŒÆ���� (‘uncleanliness, smoke’; Hesychius ł 245 Schmidt). Possibly
formed on the root of łB� (pres. inf.) ‘rub, wipe’; see Frisk (1960–72:
ii. 1139–40). Accent: Ep. Hom. alph. � 32. R. Freq.: 0.

ˆpkom; t¸ ‘tool’. Hom. (Il. 10. 254þ)þ. Et.: Formed on the root of *&�ø
‘be about, busy oneself with’ (attested in the pres. participle active at
Il. 6. 321, otherwise only with preWxes, e.g. I��Ø��ø ‘go about, be
busy about’): see Frisk (1960–72: ii. 405). R. Freq.: over 500.

maFkor; ˙ and maFkom; t¸ ‘passage-money, fare, freight’. Aristophanes (Ra.
270)þ. Et.: Likely to be derived from �ÆF�;  ‘ship’ (see Frisk 1960–
72: ii. 292). Accent: Arc. 59. 20. R. Freq.: 28.

Nalbúkor; ˙ ‘libeller’. Herodian (in Arc. 64. 20). Et.: YÆ����; › ‘iambus;
iambic poem, lampoon’. Accent: Arc. 64. 20. I. Freq.: 0.

j¸mdukor; ˙ ‘knuckle, knob’. Aristophanes (V. 254þ)þ. Et.: Related to
Hesychius’ gloss Œ���Ø� Œ�æÆEÆØ: I��æ�ªÆº�Ø (‘horns, vertebrae’; Hesy-
chius Œ 3496 Latte). Accent: Arc. 64. 7–8. R. Freq.: 14.

sv¸mdukor; ˙ð=g“ Þ ‘vertebra; joint’. Euripides (El. 841þ)þ. Et.: Likely to
be related to ������	;  ‘sling’ (see Frisk 1960–72: ii. 833). Accent:
Arc. 64. 8. R. Freq.: 10.

júka or jFka; t› ‘parts under the eyes’. Hippocrates (Morb. 2. 48 (vii. 72.
9 Littré)þ)þ. Et.: Root of Œ�Ææ; �� ‘hole’ (Frisk 1960–72: ii. 46).
Accent: Lentz (1876–70: i. 378. 21) reconstructs ŒFº�� for Herodian
on the basis of Theognost. 130. 26. Theognostus does not, however,
mention the accent. R. Freq.: 0.

sjFkom; t¸ (mostly pl.) ‘arms stripped oV a slain enemy, spoils’. Sopho-
cles (Ph. 1428þ)þ. Et.: Generally connected to �ŒF���; �� ‘skin,
hide’, K�Ø�Œ��Ø�� ‘skin of the brows’ (see Frisk 1960–72: ii. 743). R.
Freq.: 30.
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jgqúkor; ˙ fabulous seabird. Archilochus (in Sch. Arat. 1009 ¼ Archilo-
chus fr. 41. 1 West)þ. Et.: Probably related either to Skt śārá-
‘variegated in colour’ or to Œ�ºø�, gen. -ø��� ‘stallion’, in the latter
case with dissimilation of *-l- to -r- (see Frisk 1960–72: i. 845).
Accent: Arc. 63. 17. Martin on Sch. Arat. 1009 reports that MS
‘M’, the only MS in which the word appears, has Œ�æıº��. Given the
testimony of Arcadius, however, I take Œ	æ�º�� to be the correct
accentuation. Cf. Aelian NA 12. 9, where Hercher prints Œ	æ�º��
without textual comment. I. Freq.: 2.

hqFkor or hqúkkor; ˙ ‘noise as of many voices, murmur’. Batrachomyo-
machia (135)þ. Et.: Łæ���ÆØ < *Łæ�=��ÆØ ‘cry aloud’. In the variant
Łæ�ºº��, the gemination is perhaps expressive; see Frisk (1960–72: i.
687–8). Accent: Lentz (1867–70: i. 154. 22) reconstructs ŁæFº�� for
Herodian on the basis of Theognost. 61. 18–19. Theognostus does
not, however, imply a particular accent for this word. Cramer ad loc.
prints Łæ�º��. R. Freq.: 0.

túkor; ˙ ‘callus, knob’. Aristophanes (Ach. 553)þ. Et.: Root of Lat.
tūber ‘lump, swelling’; see Pokorny (1959: 1080–1); Frisk (1960–
72: ii. 943). Accent: Lentz (1867–70: i. 154. 6) reconstructs ��º��
for Herodian on the basis of Theognost. 61. 18. Theognostus does
not, however, imply a particular accent for this word. Cramer ad loc.
prints ��º��. R. Freq.: 2.

Iqjtúkor; ˙ ‘bear’s cub’. Pollux (5. 15). Et.: ¼æŒ���;  ‘bear’. I. Freq.: 0.
stFkor; ˙ ‘pillar’. Aeschylus (A. 898)þ. Et.: Related to Skt sthú̄-n

˙
ā f.

‘post, pillar, beam, column’ (see Frisk 1960–72: ii. 813). Accent:
Arc. 59. 8. R. Freq.: 7.

Kqytúkor; ˙ ‘darling’. Theocritus (3. 7)þ. Et.: �æø�, gen. -ø��� ‘love’. Cf.
App. 4.1 s.v. Kæø��º�� ‘to do with love’. Accent: Arc. 64. 19 (adj.
and noun not distinguished). I. Freq.: 0.

vFkom; t¸ ‘race, tribe’. Hom. (Il. 2. 362þ)þ. Et.: ����ÆØ ‘become’.
Accent: Arc. 141. 4. R. Freq.: 110.

ste† lvukom; t¸ (mostly pl.) ‘mass of olives from which the oil has been
pressed, olive-cake; mass of pressed grapes’. Aristophanes (Eq. 806þ)
þ. Et.: �����ø ‘shake about, agitate’, �������; › ‘lofty phrases’; see
Frisk (1960–72: ii. 788). R. Freq.: 0.

w^k¸r; ˙ ‘juice’. Cratinus (in Pollux 6. 61 ¼ Cratinus fr. 329 K–A)þ.
Et.: ��ø < *��=ø ‘pour’, �^���; › ‘Xavour’; see Frisk (1960–72: ii.
1123–4). Accent: Arc. 59. 9. F. Freq.: 3.

o’ wkor; ˙ ‘crowd’. Aeschylus (Pers. 42þ)þ. Et.: Probably formed on the
root of ��ø < =��ø ‘bear, carry, bring’, Lat. uehō ‘bear, carry, convey’;
see Frisk (1960–72: ii. 457). Accent: Arc. 60. 14. R. Freq.: 293.

j¸wkor; ˙ shellWsh with a spiral shell, used for dyeing purple. Euripides (IT
303)þ. Et.: Likely to be related to Œ�ª�	 ‘mussel’, but the alternation
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Œ��-=Œ�ª�- is unexplained: see Frisk (1960–72: i. 937). Accent: Arc.
60. 14. R. Freq.: 6.

lowk¸r; ˙ ‘bar, lever, crowbar’. Hom. (Od. 5. 261þ)þ. Et.: Root of
���Ł��; › ‘toil’, ��ª�ø ‘toil’ (Frisk 1960–72: ii. 262). Accent: Arc.
60. 16. F. Freq.: 39.

e” dykom; t¸ ‘seat, abode’. Lycophron (Al. 1320). Et.: &��; �� ‘sitting-
place, seat’. R. Freq.: 0.

eYdykom; t¸ ‘phantom’. Hom. (Il. 23. 72þ)þ. Et.: �Y��ÆØ ‘appear’. R.
Freq.: 116.

veidyk¸r; ˙ ‘niggard, miser’. Aristophanes (Pl. 237)þ. Et.: �����ÆØ
‘spare’. Cf. App. 4.1 s.v. ��Øøº�� ‘sparing, thrifty’. Accent: Arc.
65. 8 (adj. and noun not distinguished). F. Freq.: 7.

v›sjykor; ˙ ‘leathern bag, wallet’. Aristophanes (in Athenaeus 15. 690d
¼ Aristophanes fr. 336. 2K–A). Et.: Likely to be formed on the root
of ���Œ�� kind of lichen or tree-moss; see Frisk (1960–72: ii. 996), who
also reports another suggestion. Accent: Arc. 65. 2. R. Freq.: 0.

Examples of excluded words: ª�ªª�º��=ª�ªªıº�� (no clear attestations as
a noun; see LSJ Revised Supplement, s.v.); ��º�� (according to Ruijgh
(1970: 319), at Il. 10. 466 a noun meaning ‘tie’ or ‘bundle’, but
normally taken to be a variant form of the adjective Bº�� ‘visible,
clear’; see Chantraine (1968–80: 272); Sch. Il. 10. 466b (A) suggests
that in any case recessive accentuation was assigned to the word on the
basis of an assumption that it was a variant of Bº��); �	º�� (etymology
unknown); Œ��º�� ‘ram’ (etymology unclear; possibly a borrowing:Mor-
purgo (1960: 30)); ��º�� (original segmentation unclear).
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APPENDIX 5

Data for Chapter 11: Nouns with suYx -lo-

The following abbreviations are used to encode information at the end
of each entry: (a) A ¼ abstract in meaning; C ¼ concrete in meaning;
A/C ¼ both abstract and concrete meanings are attested. Very rare
meanings of otherwise relatively common words are ignored for this
classiWcation (as explained in Chapter 11). A question mark after a code
letter indicates that uncertainty was involved in the classiWcation of the
word as abstract or concrete. Where a word is classiWed as A/C and
classiWcation of the meanings taken to be abstract is uncertain, uncer-
tainty is indicated thus: A?/C. Where the classiWcation of the meanings
taken to be concrete is uncertain, uncertainty is indicated thus: A/C?.
Where a word has a range of meanings, the translation of the word given
in the entry does not necessarily give all of them, but at least one
abstract meaning is given where one exists, and at least one concrete
meaning where one exists. (b) F ¼ finally accented; R ¼ recessive; U ¼
accent uncertain. (c) Hom. ¼ attested in Homer; P ¼ Wrst attested after
Homer (‘post-Homeric’). (d) H ¼ having a heavy penultimate syllable;
L ¼ having a light penultimate syllable.

pk¸jalor; ˙ ‘lock or braid of hair’. Hom. (Il. 14. 176)þ. Et.: �º�Œø
‘plait’; �º�Œ��; › ‘lock of hair, braid’. Accent: Arc. 68. 17.
C.R.Hom.L.

swimdakal¸r=swimd›kalor; ˙ (also sjimdakal¸r=sjimd›kalor; sjimdakl¸r=
sjßmdaklor) ‘splinter’. Aristophanes (Nu. 130, Ran. 819)þ. Et.:
Root of ���)ø ‘split’, Lat. scindo ‘cut’. Accent: According to Sch.
vet. Ar. Nu. 130b, the word is Wnally accented in the nominative but
recessive in the oblique cases. This doctrine is known to, but derided
by, Tz. Ar. Nu. 129a. The second recension printed by Holwerda
prescribes recessive accentuation for �ŒØ��ºÆ���, ascribing the pre-
scription of Wnal accentuation to the �ÆºÆØ�d ���ºØ�ªæ���Ø (but see
Holwerda ad loc.). Note that ��Ø�ÆºÆ��� in Schmidt’s text of Arc.
(69. 6) is a conjecture by Lobeck. Both Wnal and recessive accents are
transmitted for the accusative plural at Aristophanes, Nu. 130 (see
Dover ad loc.). Similar variation for the genitive plural (emended by
Dover to nom. pl.) at Ra. 819 (see Dover ad loc.). C.U.P.L.

j›kalor; ˙ ‘reed’. Alcaeus (atP.Oxy. xv. 1788 fr. 1. 5¼Alcaeus fr. 115a.
9 V.; unaccented on the papyrus); Aristophanes (Nu. 1006)þ. Et.:
Related to Lat. culmus ‘stalk, stem’, OHG halm ‘stalk, stem’, etc., and



likely to be a derivative to a disyllabic root: see Ernout and Meillet
(1979: 155), s.v. culmus. Accent: Arc. 68. 18; Sch. Il. 24. 228a (A);
Eust. 1347. 12. C.R.P.L.

oPkal¸r; ˙ ‘throng of warriors’. Hom. (Il. 4. 251þ)þ. Et.: Root of �Nº�ø
‘press’; see Chantraine (1968–80: 836). Accent: Arc. 69. 1; Sch. Il.
24. 228a (A); Eust. 1347. 14; Ep. Hom. alph. � 42; Et. Gud. 560. 15;
EM 804. 19. Solmsen (1901: 79) is mistaken in regarding the accent
of Hesychius’ ª�ºÆ��� (Hesychius ª 797 Latte ¼ ª 796 Schmidt) as
worthy of consideration (on the accentuation of the Hesychius manu-
script, see p. 4). Cf. the phonological diYculties encountered by
Bechtel (1921–4: i. 120) in attempting to account for the accent of
the Hesychian form (and for the form itself) as Aeolic. C.F.Hom.L.

potal¸r; ˙ ‘river, stream’. Hom. (Il. 2. 522þ)þ. Et.: Root of either
����ø ‘fall’ or ������^�Ø ‘spread open’; see Chantraine (1968–80:
931). Accent: Arc. 68. 19; Sch. Il. 24. 228a (A); Eust. 1347. 13.
C.F.Hom.L.

flqwalor; ˙ ‘leader, chief’. Hom. (Il. 2. 837þ)þ. Et.: Bader (1974: 7–9)
argues for a derivative of ¼æ�ø ‘rule’, with the (‘Achaean’) vocalism of
Mycenaean o-ka (which would represent Oæ�$· ). Kretschmer (1900:
268), also deriving from ¼æ�ø, regards the vocalism as Aeolic. Chan-
traine (1968–80: 830) regards the etymology and sense of the word as
uncertain. Accent: Arc. 69. 5; Sch. Il. 24. 228a (A); Eust. 1347. 13.
C.R.Hom.L.

Icl¸r; ˙ ‘fracture’. Euripides (IT 263þ)þ. Et.: ¼ª�^�Ø ‘break’. Accent:
Sch. Il. 20. 485a (A). C.F.P.H.

Odacl¸r; ˙ ‘itching, irritation’. Sophocles (Tr. 770). Et.: O��ø ‘feel pain
or irritation’. A.F.P.H.

tqiacl¸r; ˙ or tqiacloß; oi“ ‘the triad(s)’. Ion (in e.g. Harpocration Ø 27).
Et.: �æØ�)ø, aor. K�æ�Æ�Æ ‘multiply by three’. A?.F.P.H.

Ikakacl¸r; ˙ ‘shouting’. Herodotus (8. 37. 3)þ. Et.: IºÆº�)ø ‘raise the
war cry; shout aloud’. Accent: Arc. 65. 19. A.F.P.H.

pakacl¸r; ˙ ‘sprinkling’. Aeschylus (in Eust. 1183. 17 ¼ Aeschylus fr.
327. 1 Radt). Et.: �Æº���ø, perf. pass. ����ºÆª�ÆØ ‘besprinkle,
deWle’. A.F.P.H.

stakacl¸r; ˙ ‘dropping, dripping’. Aeschylus (Th. 61)þ. Et.: ��Æº���ø,
aor. K���ºÆ�Æ ‘let drop; drop, drip’. A.F.P.H.

Ikkacl¸r; ˙ ‘that which is given or taken in exchange’. Manetho Astrol-
ogus (4. 189). Et.: Iºº���ø, aor. XººÆ�Æ ‘make other than it is,
change; give in exchange’. C?.F.P.H.

u“ kacl¸r; ˙ ‘barking, baying’. Hom. (Il. 21. 575, if (ºÆª��� is read there;
if Œı��ºÆª��� is read this compound presupposes the existence of the
simplex (ºÆª��� for the time of Homer, so on either view of the text
the word can be taken as Homeric in date; on the text see West’s
apparatus ad loc.)þ. Et.: (º���ø ‘bark’. Word formed on the pattern
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of Nıª��� ‘shout of joy’, �N�øª��� ‘wailing, lamentation’, but without
an attested verbal form *(º�)ø; see Chantraine (1968–80: 1154 s.v.
(º�ø). Accent: Arc. 65. 19. A?.F.Hom.H.

ai“ lacl¸r; ˙ ‘bloodshed’. Vettius Valens (1. 1. 22þ). Et.: Æƒ����ø, aor.
fi l�Æ�Æ ‘make bloody, stain with blood’. A.F.P.H.

vqilacl¸r; ˙ ‘sound uttered by animals in a state of excitement, snorting
by horses’. Lycophron (Al. 244)þ. Et.: �æØ������ÆØ ‘snort in excite-
ment’. A?.F.P.H.

stemacl¸r; ˙ ‘sighing, groaning’. Aeschylus (in Sch. Soph. El.
286 � Aeschylus in Sch. Il. 23. 10 (b(BCE3E4)T) ¼ Aeschylus fr.
385 Radt)þ. Et.: �����)ø, aor. K����Æ�Æ ‘sigh deeply’. A.F.P.H.

timacl¸r; ˙ ‘shaking’. Plutarch (Moralia 258c); 3rd-cent. bc attestation
at P. Cair. Zen. iv. 787. 59 (unaccented)þ. Et.: �Ø����ø, aor. K���Æ�Æ
‘shake’. Accent: Arc. 65. 18. A.F.P.H.

a“ qpacl¸r; ˙ ‘robbery, rape’. New Testament (Ep. Phil. 2. 6)þ. Et.:
±æ��)ø, aor. læ�Æ�Æ ‘snatch away’. A.F.P.H.

Iqacl¸r; ˙ ‘clashing, clattering, rattling’. Aeschylus (Th. 249)þ. Et.:
Iæ���ø, aor. XæÆ�Æ ‘shake violently’. A.F.P.H.

spaqacl¸r; ˙ ‘tearing, rending’. Aeschylus (in Photius 326. 23 Por-
son � Aeschylus in Suda � 130 ¼ Aeschylus fr. 169. 2 Radt)þ.
Et.: ��Ææ���ø, aor. K���æÆ�Æ ‘tear, rend’. A.F.P.H.

Also 65 further post-Homeric Wnally accented words (mostly abstracts)
in -ª���. On the accent of this category, see Arc. 65. 17–21; Sch. Il. 20.
485a (A).

flclor; ˙ ‘furrow’. Hom. (Il. 11. 68þ)þ. Et.: Generally connected with
¼ªø ‘lead’ (e.g. Frisk 1960–72: ii. 348). Skt ájma- m. ‘march, passage’
is either a cognate or a parallel creation: Frisk (1960–72: ii. 348).
Risch (1974: 44) regards Zª��� as a Greek creation with o-grade of the
verbal root. An alternative to the connection with ¼ªø is proposed by
Benveniste (1962: 107–8), who compares instead Hitt. akkala- ‘fur-
row’, implying a root with *k (or *k̂), not *ĝ. This connection is
rejected by Frisk (1960–72: ii. 348) but regarded as possible by
Puhvel (1984: 23). In either case, the suYx of the Greek form
would be -��-. Accent: Arc. 65. 20; Sch. Il. 11. 68a (A); Sch. Il.
20. 485a (A); Eust. 831. 61;EM 613. 34. Schwyzer (1953: 492 n. 10)
suggests Aeolic accentuation. C.R.Hom.H.

Nucl¸r (and {‘ ucl¸rÞ; ˙ ‘shout of joy’. Hom. (Il. 18. 572)þ. Et.: N�)ø, aor.
Yı�Æ ‘shout, yell’. A.F.Hom.H.

$‘ qdl¸r; ˙ ‘place for animals to drink’. Hom. (Il. 18. 521þ)þ. Et.: ¼æø,
aor. qæ�Æ ‘water’. Accent: Arc. 66. 3. C.F.Hom.H.

±qcelom; t¸ or ±qcelor; ˙ ‘albugo, a white speck in the eye’. Hippocrates
(Loc. hom. 13 (vi. 302. 16–17 Littré))þ. Et.: Root of Iæª�� < *H2r

˚
ĝ-

ró-s ‘shining; white’. C.R.P.L.
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±mhelom; t¸ ‘blossom’. Sappho (in Hephaestion,Ench. 15. 18 and Sch. A.
Heph. 159. 18 ¼ Sappho fr. 132. 1 V.)þ. Et.: ¼�Ł��; �� ‘blossom’.
C.R.P.L.

N$́kelor; ˙ (Ionic NÞkelor) ‘dirge’. Pindar (P. Oxy. xxvi. 2447 fr. 3. a.
2 ¼ Pindar fr. 128e. a. 2 S–M (accented), P. Oxy. xxvi. 2447 fr. 3. b.
6 ¼ Pindar fr. 128e. b. 6 S–M (unaccented))þ. Et.: Derivative of
the interjection N�. Unusual suYxation -º���- also found in Œ�$· º����;
› ‘stupid fellow’ (itself of obscure origin): Chantraine (1968–80:
452). Accent: Implied by Theognost. 64. 15. Accented ]�œ�º� [ on
the late 2nd-cent. ad papyrus P. Oxy. xxvi. 2447 fr. 3. a. 2 ¼ Pindar
fr. 128e. a. 2 S–M, restored to Z�æŁØ�c� N�ºb��½�� on the basis of
]æ� ŁØ��œÆº��[ at P. Oxy. xxvi. 2447 fr. 3. b. 6 ¼ Pindar fr. 128e. b. 6
S–M. C?.R.P.L.

±melor; ˙ ‘wind’. Hom. (Il. 1. 481þ)þ. Et.: Skt ániti < *H2enH1ti
‘breathe’ (see Mayrhofer 1986–2001: i. 72 s.v. AN1). Accent: Arc.
69. 9–10; Ep. Ps. 57. 3. C?.R.Hom.L.

dBlor; ˙ (Doric dAlor) ‘district, country, people’. Hom. (Il. 2. 198þ)þ.
Et.: Celtic cognates include OIr dām ‘entourage, crowd’. Original
meaning ‘division, part’ if, as Frisk thinks probable, the word is a mo-
derivative of a verb ‘to divide’ on the root of Æ���ÆØ ‘divide’: see Frisk
(1960–72: i. 381). Accent: Arc. 67. 14; Sch. Il. 8. 240a (A); Sch. Il.
12. 213a (A); Eust. 710. 52; Ammonius 131; Io. Phil. DiV.  7 A,  4
B,  6 C,  8 D,  5 E Daly; Theognost. 63. 6. Cf. Sch. Ar. Eq. 954a.
C.R.Hom.H.

bk›stglor; ˙ ‘growth’. Aeschylus (Th. 12, Supp. 318). Et.: �ºÆ����ø
‘grow’, sigmatic aor. K�º���	�Æ. Accent: At both Th. 12 and Supp.
318, those MSS of Aeschylus that have our word at all give it
recessive accentuation (see West ad locc.). Lobeck (1837: 397) com-
ments that either �ºÆ��	��� should be read or the word was not
known to Herodian and is passed over by Arc. 69. 11–14. The
word would, however, be a perfect example of Arcadius’ rule, and
Arcadius does not profess to include all Herodian’s examples (see
Arc. 2. 12–15). The silence of our extant grammatical sources on this
word cannot be taken as evidence for Wnal accentuation and we are left
with theMSS of Aeschylus as our only sources for the accentuation of
this word. A.R.P.H.

bahl¸r (and basl¸r), ˙ ‘step, threshold’. Septuagint (Si. 6. 36þ)þ. Et.:
�Æ��ø ‘go’. Accent: Arc. 66. 6. C.F.P.H.

cmahl¸r; ˙ ‘jaw’. Hom. (Il. 13. 671þ)þ. Et.: Poetic doublet of ª��Ł��;  
‘jaw’, perhaps on the analogy of ºÆØ���; › ‘throat’, �æ�����; › ‘front
part of the head’, etc.; see Chantraine (1968–80: 230). C.F.Hom.H.

stahl¸r; ˙, heteroclitic pl. stahl›; t› ‘standing-place for animals, farm-
stead’. Hom. (Il. 2. 470þ)þ. Et.: ¥��	�Ø ‘stand’; see Frisk (1960–72:
ii. 775). Formation like that of �ÆŁ���; › ‘step, threshold’. Accent:
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Arc. 66. 6; Eust. 582. 17; Sch. Il. 5. 557 (h(Ge)), quoted by Erbse
(1969–88: ii. 80). C.F.Hom.H.

stahl¸m; t¸ ‘weight; standard weight kept under public authority’. Gor-
gias (fr. B 11a. 30. 8D–K)þ. Et.: ¥��	�Ø ‘stand’; see Frisk (1960–72:
ii. 775). A/C.F.P.H.

g“ hl¸r=g‘ hl¸r; ˙ ‘strainer, colander’. Euripides (in Pollux 10. 108¼Euripi-
des fr. 374. 2Nauck)þ; earlier inscriptional attestation at SIG3 2. A 8,
B 4–5 (Sigeum, 6th cent. bc). Et.: XŁø and MŁ�ø ‘sift, strain’. C.F.P.H.

lekedghl¸r; ˙ ‘practice, exercise’. Oracle (140. 12 Cougny. Possibly 2nd
cent. ad: see Cougny ad loc.). Et.: ��º�Æ��ø ‘care for’. A.F.P.H.

Also 22 further post-Homeric Wnally accented words (mostly abstracts)
in -Ł���. On the accent of this category, see Arc. 66. 5–7; Eust. 582.
15–18; Sch. Il. 5. 557 (h(Ge)), quoted by Erbse (1969–88: ii. 80).

jmufghl¸r; ˙ ‘whining, whimpering’. Hom. (Od. 16. 163)þ. Et.:
Œ�ı)���ÆØ ‘whine, whimper’. A.F.Hom.H.

e“ kjghl¸r; ˙ ‘being carried oV, violence suVered’. Hom. (Il. 6. 465). Et.:
&ºŒø and %ºŒ�ø ‘drag about, tear asunder’. A.F.Hom.H.

l^jghl¸r, ˙ ‘lowing, bellowing’. Hom. (Il. 18. 575þ)þ. Et.: �^Œ���ÆØ
‘low, bellow’. A?.F.Hom.H.

jgkghl¸r; ˙ ‘rapture, enchantment’. Hom. (Od. 11. 334þ). Et.: Œ	º�ø
‘charm, bewitch, beguile’. A.F.Hom.H.

Oqwghl¸r; ˙ ‘dance’. Hom. (Il. 13. 637þ)þ. Et.: Oæ����ÆØ ‘dance’.
A.F.Hom.H.

lgmihl¸r; ˙ ‘wrath’. Hom. (Il. 16. 62þ). Et.: �	��ø ‘cherish wrath, be
wroth against’. Accent: Eust. 582. 16; Sch. Il. 5. 557 (h(Ge)),
quoted by Erbse (1969–88: ii. 80). A.F.Hom.H.

Iqihl¸r; ˙ ‘number’. Hom. (Od. 4. 451þ)þ. Et.: Derivative on the root
IæØ- attested in the privative compound ��æØ��� ‘countless’; see Frisk
(1960–72: i. 139). A.F.Hom.H.

poqhl¸r; ˙ ‘ferry, place crossed by a ferry, strait’. Hom. (Od. 4. 671þ)þ.
Et.: ���æø ‘pierce, run through,’ aor. ���ØæÆ, aor. pass. K��æ	�. Ac-
cent: Eust. 582. 16; Sch. Il. 5. 557 (h(Ge)), quoted by Erbse (1969–
88: ii. 80). C.F.Hom.H.

jkauhl¸r; ˙ ‘weeping, wailing’. Hom. (Il. 24. 717þ)þ. Et.: ŒºÆ�ø ‘cry,
wail, lament,’ aor. �ŒºÆı�Æ. A.F.Hom.H.

jeuhl¸r; ˙ ‘hiding-place, hole’. Hom. (Il. 13. 28)þ. Et.: Œ��Łø ‘cover,
hide’, aor. �Œ�ı�Æ. C.F.Hom.H.

kail¸r; ˙ ‘throat, gullet’. Hom. (Il. 13. 388þ)þ. Et.: Same root as
ºÆE��Æ, gen. -Æ��� ‘depth, gulf’. No plausible comparison outside
Greek; see Chantraine (1968–80: 614). Accent: Arc. 68. 14; Ep.
Ps. 27. 34. C.F.Hom.H.

deElor; ˙ ‘fear, terror’. Chrysippus (in Galen 5. 404. 17)þ; attested as a
personiWcation from Homer (Il. 4. 440þ) onwards. Et.: ��ø ‘fear’
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(originally perf. in pres. sense), �E�Æ, gen. -Æ��� ‘fear’. Accent: Arc.
(68. 15) apparently prescribes recessive accentuation. Schmidt prints
˜�E���, and LSJ assume that �Ø��� is Wnally accented when
not personiWed, but I can Wnd no evidence for this assumption.
At Galen 5. 404. 17, �Ø�H� is a correction by Kühn for ���ø�:
see De Lacy, CMG: v. iv. i. ii. 270 n. on line 34. Niese prints �E���
�Ø�Æ at Josephus, Ap. 2. 248. Elsewhere, ˜�E��� is always
personiWed, and recessive accentuation is usually found in printed
texts. A.R.P.H.

orlor=oxlor; ˙=g“ ‘way, road, path; song’. Hom. (Il. 11. 24)þ. Et.: Trad-
itionally connected with �r�Ø ‘I shall go’, but the form �x���, as well as
the initial aspirate of the related �æ���Ø�� < *pro-hoimion ‘opening,
prelude’, is not consistent with derivation from the root of �r�Ø.
Derivation from *=�E���, on the root of ¥��ÆØ ‘set oneself in motion’,
has been suggested; see Frisk (1960–72: ii. 363), with bibliography.
A more attractive suggestion, at least for the meaning ‘song’, is
connection with Hitt. išh

˘
amai- ‘song, melody’. For the Gk form

Puhvel (1984: 395, with earlier bibligraphy) reconstructs either
*sH2-om-i

Ð
-o- or *sH2-oi

Ð
-mo- (in his terms, *sE2-om-y-o- or *sE2-oi

Ð
-

mo-). Hitt. išh
˘
amai- ‘song, melody’ would involve the form of the root

with m-extension. For the possibility of a root *sH2 with i
Ð
-extension,

Puhvel compares Skt syáti ‘bind’, Hitt. išh
˘
iya- ‘bind, wrap’, ON seiðr

‘line, rope’ < *sH2oi
Ð
-to-. Accent: Arc. 68. 15; Sch. Il. 11. 24b (A);

Eust. 828. 16; Ep. Ps. 28. 1. C.R.Hom.H.
koil¸r; ˙ ‘plague’. Hom. (Il. 1. 61)þ. Et.: Connection with º{���; ›= 
‘hunger, famine’ is generally accepted, despite the diYculty of
explaining an alternation -oi-/-{-: see Chantraine (1968–80: 641).
Comparanda outside Gk include Lith. lı́esas ‘thin-legged’, leı~nas
‘thin’. Accent: Arc. 68. 14; Ep. Ps. 27. 32. A?.F.Hom.H.

Ikoil¸r; ˙ ‘polishing; plastering’. Sophocles (in Et. Gen. Æ 524 L–L and
EM 69. 42 ¼ Sophocles fr. 69 Radt). Et.: Iº���ø ‘daub, plaster,
besmear’; cf. Iº�Ø�� ‘hog’s lard, grease; unguent’. Accent: Theog-
nost. 65. 2. A.F.P.H.

Nmdakl¸r; ˙ ‘form, appearance’. Hippocrates (Ep. 18 (ix. 380. 18 Littré))
þ. Et.: N��ºº��ÆØ ‘appear, seem’. Accent: Arc. 67. 1; Ep. Ps. 1. 27.
A.F.P.H.

Ovhakl¸r; ˙ ‘eye’. Hom. (Il. 1. 587þ)þ. Et.: Cf. Boeotian ZŒ�Æºº��; ›
‘eye’. Accent: Arc. 66. 24; Ep. Ps. 1. 27. C.F.Hom.H.

sjakl¸r; ˙ pin or thole to which the oar was fastened. Homeric Hymns (7.
42)þ. Et.: Built on the root of �Œ�ººø ‘stir up, hoe’; see Frisk (1960–
72: ii. 716). C.F.P.H.

pakl¸r; ˙ ‘quivering motion’. Hippocrates (Mul. 1. 25 (viii. 66. 11
Littré)þ)þ. Et.: ��ººø ‘brandish, quiver’. Accent: Arc. 67. 1.
A.F.P.H.
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xakl¸r; ˙ ‘twitching or twanging with the Wngers’. Aeschylus (in Strabo
10. 3. 16 ¼ Aeschylus fr. 57. 7 Radt)þ. Et.: ł�ººø ‘pluck, pull,
twitch’. Accent: Arc. 67. 1; Ep. Ps. 1. 25. A.F.P.H.

poijikl¸r; ˙ ‘elaboration, reWnement’. Epicurus (in Plutarch, Moralia
1088c ¼ Epicurus fr. 197. 7 Arrighetti)þ. Et.: ��ØŒ�ººø ‘work in
various colours, work in embroidery’. A.F.P.H.

tikl¸r; ˙ ‘plucking or pulling out (of hair)’. Aeschylus (Supp. 839)þ.
Et.: ��ººø ‘pluck out (one’s hair)’. Accent: Arc. 67. 1; Ep. Ps. 1. 27.
A.F.P.H.

ˆklor=flklor; ˙ ‘round smooth stone; mortar’. Hom. (Il. 11. 147)þ. Et.:
�Nº�ø ‘roll up’. See Frisk (1960–72: ii. 379). Accent: Eust. 831. 61;
Ep. Ps. 1. 28. C.R.Hom.H.

stokl¸r; ˙ ‘equipment, raiment’. Aeschylus (Ch. 29þ)þ. Et.: ���ººø
‘make ready’. A/C.F.P.H.

sjukl¸r; ˙ ‘rending, mangling’. Septuagint (3 Ma. 3. 25þ)þ. Et.:
�Œ�ººø ‘tear or rend apart’. A.F.P.H.

hkill¸r; ˙ ‘pressure’. Septuagint (Ex. 3. 9þ). Et.: Łº��ø ‘squeeze, chafe’.
Accent: Arc. 67. 6. A.F.P.H.

tqill¸r; ˙ ‘beaten track’. Xenophon (Cyn. 3. 7þ). Et.: �æ��ø ‘rub’.
Accent: Arc. 67. 5–6. C.F.P.H.

joll¸r; ˙ ‘striking’. Aeschylus (Ch. 423)þ. Et.: Œ���ø ‘strike’. Accent:
Eust. 1746. 29. A.F.P.H.

a“ ql¸r; ˙ ‘joint, joining (in masonry); bolt, peg; joint (in the body)’.
Euripides (Hipp. 809þ)þ. Et.: IæÆæ��Œø ‘Wt together’. A/C.F.P.H.

jahaql¸r; ˙ ‘cleansing’. Aeschylus (Th. 738þ)þ. Et.: ŒÆŁÆ�æø, aor.
KŒ�Ł	æÆ ‘cleanse’. A.F.P.H.

ptaql¸r; ˙ ‘sneezing’. Thucydides (2. 49. 3)þ. Et.: ��Æ�æø, aor. ���Ææ��
‘sneeze’. A.F.P.H.

Iceql¸r; ˙ ‘collecting of money for the service of the gods; call-to-arms
(of the Greeks against Troy)’. Aristotle (Po. 1451a 27)þ. Et.: Iª��æø,
aor. Xª�ØæÆ ‘gather together’. A.F.P.H.

he† qlor; ˙ ‘lupine’. Alexis (in Athenaeus 2. 55a¼Alexis fr. 167. 11K–A)
þ. Et.: Likely to be a substantivization of the adjective Ł�æ��� ‘warm’,
built on the root of Ł�æ��ÆØ ‘become warm’, Ł�æ��; �� ‘summer’.
C.R.P.H.

ei“ ql¸r; ˙ ‘series, sequence’. Aristotle (Pr. 916a31)þ. Et.: �Yæø ‘fasten
together in rows’. A.F.P.H.

oNjtiql¸r; ˙ ‘pity, compassion’. Pindar (P. 1. 85)þ. Et.: �NŒ�{· æø ‘pity’.
A.F.P.H.

ˆqlor; ˙ ‘cord, chain’. Hom. (Il. 1. 435þ)þ. Et.: �Yæø ‘tie, join’, Lat.
sero ‘join or bind together’. Accent: Eust. (1788. 47) reports that
some in later timesaccented thewordontheWnal syllable in themeaning
‘woman’s ornament’, todistinguish this fromthe sortof ‹æ��� found ina
harbour (cf.Eust.1967.29), and suchadoctrine is indeed found at Sch.

Nouns with suYx-��- 385



Luc. 278. 1–3. Göttling (1835: 192) notes that Wnal accentuation is
actually found in the MSS of Nonnus, e.g. Dionysiaca 5. 144, 5. 580
(see Chuvin ad locc.). But, as Göttling notes, ‹æ��� is the usual
accentuation found in manuscripts for both meanings. Recessive
accentuation is presupposed by Sch. Il. 20. 485a (A). C.R.Hom.H.

joql¸r; ˙ ‘trunk or stock of a tree’. Hom. (Od. 23. 196)þ. Et.: Œ��æø ‘cut
short, shear, clip’. Accent: Sch. Il. 24. 316a1 (A); Eust. 1352. 18;
EM 591. 30. C.F.Hom.H.

t¸qlor; ˙ ‘hole, socket’. Herodotus (4. 72. 5)þ. Et.: ���æø ‘wear down’.
C.R.P.H.

voql¸r; ˙ ‘basket for carrying corn, etc.’. Hesiod (Op. 482)þ. Et.: ��æø
‘bear, carry’. Accent: Sch. Il. 24. 316a1 (A); Eust. 1352. 18; EM
591. 30. C.F.P.H.

Icuql¸r; ˙ ‘gathering, crowd’. Dion. Hal. (Antiq. Rom. 2. 19. 2)þ. Et.:
Root of Iª��æø ‘gather together’. On the vocalism see Schwyzer
(1953: 351). A/C.F.P.H.

Oduql¸r; ˙ ‘lamentation’. Aeschylus (Pr. 33)þ. Et.: O ·̂ æ��ÆØ ‘lament’.
A.F.P.H.

suql¸r; ˙ ‘sweeping motion’. (Ps.-)Plato (Ax. 370c)þ. Et.: � ·̂ æø ‘draw,
drag, trail along’. A.F.P.H.

vuql¸r; ˙ ‘mixture, confused mass’. Diod. Sic. (18. 30. 5þ)þ. Et.: � ·̂ æø
‘mix dry with wet; jumble together’. A.F.P.H.

Okovuql¸r; ˙ ‘lamentation’. Thucydides (3. 67. 2þ)þ. Et.: Oº�� ·̂ æ��ÆØ
‘lament’. A.F.P.H.

Iasl¸r; ˙ ‘breathing, expiration’. Aristotle (Pr. 964a18). Et.: I�)ø
‘breathe with the mouth wide open’. A.F.P.H.

Also 606 further post-Homeric Wnally accented words (mostly ab-
stracts) in -����. On the accent of this category, see Arc. 66. 14–22;
Sch. Il. 15. 607a (A); Eust. 1033. 9; Ep. Ps. 76. 6–7.

dasl¸r; ˙ ‘division of spoil’. Hom. (Il. 1. 166)þ. Et.: Æ����ÆØ, aor.
KÆ���	� ‘divide among oneselves’. Accent: Arc. 66. 17.
A.F.Hom.H.

desl¸r; ˙ (and heteroclitic pl. desl›; t›) ‘band, bond’.Hom. (Il. 1. 401þ)
þ. Et.: �ø ‘bind, tie, fetter’. Accent: Arc. 66. 17; Ep. Ps. 76. 7.
C.F.Hom.H.

hesl¸r; ˙ ‘that which is laid down, law, ordinance’. Hom. (Od. 23. 296)
þ. Et.: Root of ��Ł	�Ø ‘set, put, place’, aor. �Ł	ŒÆ. Accent: Arc. 66.
17. A?.F.Hom.H.

jkisl¸r; ˙ ‘couch’. Hom. (Il. 8. 436þ)þ. Et.: Œº{· �ø, aor. �Œº{�Æ ‘cause to
lean’. C.F.Hom.H.

Ivkoisl¸r; ˙ ‘foaming at the mouth’. Hom. (Il. 15. 607)þ. Et.:
���º�Ø��ÆØ� �ºıŒ�ÆØ��F�ŁÆØ ‘have blisters’ (Hesychius � 2115
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Schmidt); ��ºØ��� Ø�ææ���� Kææ�ª�ı�� (‘Xowed through, burst’; Hesy-
chius � 7504 Latte). Accent: Sch. Il. 15. 607a (A) prescribes Wnal
accentuation (so also Eust. 1033. 9) but reports that Tyrannio mis-
takenly gave the word a recessive accent (¼ Tyrannio fr. 39 Haas). It
appears that he derived the word from �º�ø and �º�ø, via �º�Ø����,
and thought that since Herodian stated that words of more than two
syllables ending in -���� were Wnally accented, this word should not
be Wnally accented since it was derived by the addition of I- from a
word of only two syllables. However, there was no Herodianic rule
stating the converse of the rule in question, i.e. stating that words of
only two syllables ending in -���� are recessive. Indeed Arc. (66. 14–
22) preserves a general rule, applying to disyllables as well as poly-
syllables, that common simplex nouns in -���� are Wnally accented
unless the -�- is directly preceded by -�-. The MSS of Arc. 70. 6
prescribe Wnal accentuation for I�º�Ø����, but the word does not Wt
the context (see Schmidt ad loc.). Wemay, however, take I�º�Ø���� to
have been Wnally accented, given the likelihood that Tyrannio’s re-
cessive accent was simply due to incorrect reasoning. Cf. Haas (1977:
147). A.F.Hom.H.

j¸slor; ˙ ‘order; ornament; ruler (title of chief magistrate on Crete)’.
Hom. (Il. 2. 214þ)þ. Et.: Haebler (1967) argues for an old verbal
root *k̂es ‘set in order’. Accent: Arc. 66. 20; EM 532. 10 (implied).
A/C.R.Hom.H.

hqysl¸r; ˙ ‘springing; ground rising from the plain’.Hom. (Il. 10. 160þ)
þ. Et.: Łæ#�Œø ‘leap, spring’. A/C.F.Hom.H.

$‘ tl¸r; ˙ ‘steam, vapour’. Aeschylus (A. 1311þ)þ. Et.: Contracted from
I����� (cf. Hesychius’ I������ �e ���F�Æ (‘wind’; Hesychius Æ 1423
Latte)) and related to ¼�ººÆ;  ‘stormy wind’ and ¼	�Ø ‘blow’; see Frisk
(1960–72: i. 180). It is necessary to assume an unusual complex
suYx -�-��-, but cf. the parallels for -���- and -��	 < *-���ÆÆ adduced
by Schwyzer (1953: 493). Accent: Arc. 66. 13. C.F.P.H.

Kqetl¸m; t¸ and Kqetl¸r; ˙ ‘oar’. Hom. (Il. 1. 435þ)þ. Et.: Root of Kæ���ø
‘row’; see Frisk (1960–72: i. 553). For the complex suYx -�-��- cf.
$
 ���� above. Accent: Lentz (1867–70: i. 378. 27) reconstructs
Kæ����� for Herodian on the basis of Ep. Hom. alph. Œ 150. Strictly,
however, the latter passage only says that Kæ����� has the same accen-
tuation as the masculine variant Kæ�����, without pronouncing on the
actual position of the accent. C.F.Hom.H.

p¸tlor; ˙ ‘that which befalls one, lot, destiny’. Hom. (Il. 2. 359þ)þ.
Et.: ����ø ‘fall’. Accent: Arc. 66. 12. A.R.Hom.H.

húlom; t¸ and húlor; ˙ ‘thyme’. Pherecrates (in Photius 524. 2 Porson ¼
Pherecrates fr. 177 K–A)þ. Et.: Ł�ø ‘oVer by burning’; see Ström-
berg (1940: 27); Frisk (1960–72: i. 693). Accent: Arc. 68. 4–5; Sch.
vet. Ar. Pl. 253f; Tz. Ar. Pl. 253d. C.R.P.L.
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h�uul¸r; ˙ ‘soul, spirit’. Hom. (Il. 1. 24þ)þ. Et.: Either connected to Lat.
fūmus, Ved. dhūmá- m. ‘smoke’ and related to Ł�ø ‘oVer by burning’,
or formed to Ł�ø ‘rage’ (so Ernout and Meillet 1979: 260 s.v. fūmus).
Accent: Arc. 68. 4; Hrd. Ø�æ. 19. 9; Sch. vet. Ar. Pl. 253f; Tz. Ar.
Pl. 253d; Ep. Ps. 81. 28. A.F.Hom.H.

q“ �uul¸r; ˙ ‘chariot-pole’. Hom. (Il. 5. 729þ)þ. Et.: Kæ�ø ‘drag, draw’.
Accent: Arc. 68. 4, 70. 2; Hrd. Ø�æ. 19. 9; Ep. Ps. 81. 28.
C.F.Hom.H.

dq�uul¸r; ˙, Homeric pl. dq�uul›=dqul› (but see below under ‘Accent’), t›
‘copse, thicket’. Hom. (Il. 11. 118þ)þ. Et.: Cf. æF�, gen. æı�� ‘tree’.
Accent: Arc. 68. 5–6; Hrd. Ø�æ. 19. 9; Ep. Ps. 81. 28. EM (96. 9)
prescribes a recessive accent for the neuter plural æ��Æ, while allow-
ing that others read æı��. C.F.Hom.H.

jq�uul¸r; ˙ ‘icy cold, frost’. Herodotus (4. 8. 3þ)þ. Et.: SuYx originally
*-smo- (Schwyzer 1953: 492). Cf. Œæ���; �� ‘icy cold, frost’, Œæı���ÆØ
‘be icy cold’. Accent: Arc. 68. 4; Ep. Ps. 81. 30. C.F.P.H.

w�uul¸r; ˙ ‘Xavour’. Hippocrates (VM 14 (i. 604. 2Littré)þ)þ. Et.: SuYx
originally *-smo- (Schwyzer 1953: 492). Root of ��ø < *��=ø ‘pour’.
Accent: Arc. 68. 4; Hrd. Ø�æ. 19. 9;Ep. Ps. 81. 28; Tz. Ar.Pl. 253d.
A?.F.P.H.

kawl¸r; ˙ ‘kicking’. Antimachus (in Et. Gen. º 48 Adler-Alpers and EM
558. 26¼Antimachus fr. 101Wyss). Et.: Root of º�� ‘with the foot’;
see Frisk (1960–72: ii. 82). A.F.P.H.

bqewl¸r; ˙ ‘front part of the head’. Hom. (Il. 5. 586)þ. Et.: On struc-
tural grounds probably a derivative in -��-, although the base word is
uncertain. Frisk (1960–72: i. 267) enumerates various suggestions.
C.F.Hom.H.

kgwl¸r; ˙ ‘cessation’. Antimachus (in Et. Gen. and EM 371. 23 ¼
Antimachus fr. 111 Wyss). Et.: º�ªø ‘cease’. A.F.P.H.

flwlor; ˙ ‘fortress’. Lycophron (Al. 443). Et.: ��ø ‘have, hold’.
C.R.P.H.

pkowl¸r; ˙ ‘lock, braid of hair’. Hom. (Il. 17. 52)þ. Et.: Probably from
*�º�Œ-���-, but cf. Vendryes (1932). Root of �º�Œø ‘plait or make by
plaiting, twine’. Accent: Sch. Il. 12. 148a1 (A). C.F.Hom.H.

aPwl¸r; ˙ ‘drought’. Empedocles (in Diog. Laert. 8. 59 ¼ Empedocles
fr. B 111. 6, 7 D–K)þ. Et.: Æs�� ‘dry’. The complex suYx -���- is
unusual as an independent suYx; Schwyzer (1953: 493 n. 4) calls the
word ‘unerklärt’. Accent: Arc. 66. 6; Sch. Il. 12. 148a1 (A).
A.F.P.H.

luwl¸r; ˙ ‘moaning, groaning’. Hom. (Od. 24. 416). Et.: ��)ø, aor.
��ı�Æ ‘make the sound �f �F, mutter, moan’. A.F.Hom.H.

Iluwl¸r; ˙ ‘scratching, laceration’. Theocritus (24. 126). Et.: I����ø,
aor. X�ı�Æ ‘scratch, tear’. A.F.P.H.
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{‘ ywl¸r; ˙ ‘rout, pursuit’. Hom. (Il. 8. 89þ)þ. Et.: NøŒÆ�� Ø#��Ø�: ›æ�Æ�
(‘pursuits, onrushes’; Hesychius Ø 1188 Latte); =Ø#Œø ¼ Ø#Œø ‘pur-
sue’: GDI 3153 (Corinthian vase). Accent: Sch. Il. 12. 148a1 (A).
A.F.Hom.H.

q“ ywl¸r (also written q“ ycl¸r, q“ owl¸r, q“ ocl¸rÞ; ˙ ‘wheezing’. Aretaeus (1.
6. 6þ)þ. Et.: Þ#�ø ‘wheeze’. A.F.P.H.

q“ ywl¸r or q“ ycl¸r; ˙ ‘cleft’. Hom. (Il. 23. 420)þ. Et.: Þ#��Ø�• �æ���Ø� ��E�
O�F�Ø (‘snap with the teeth’; Hesychius æ 597 Schmidt).
C.F.Hom.H.

byl¸r; ˙ ‘raised platform, stand; altar’. Hom. (Il. 1. 440þ)þ. Et.: �Æ��ø,
aor. ��	 ‘walk, step’. Accent: Arc. 68. 9; Ep. Ps. 96. 17 (suggesting
that the word is Wnally accented in only one of its meanings); Tz. Ar.
Pl. 253d. Final accent presupposed by Sch. Il. 8. 441b1 (A).
C.F.Hom.H.

fyl¸r; ˙ ‘soup, sauce’. Aristophanes (Pax 716þ)þ. Et.: ) ·̂ �	 ‘leaven’;
see Schwyzer (1953: 492). Accent: Arc. 68. 9; Et. Gud. 579. 28–9;
EM 822. 30; Tz. Ar. Pl. 253d. C.F.P.H.

hyl¸r; ˙ ‘heap’. Aeschylus (A. 295)þ. Et.: Root of ��Ł	�Ø, aor. �Ł	ŒÆ
‘put’. Accent: Arc. 68. 9. At Aeschylus, A. 295, MS ‘M’ has ŁH�e�
(see West ad loc.), but this is obviously an aberration. C?.F.P.H.

lHlor; ˙ ‘blame, reproach, disgrace; blemish’. Hom. (Od. 2. 86)þ. Et.:
Related to I� ·̂ �ø� ‘blameless’. Risch (1974: 45) tentatively recon-
structs a root *mēu/mōu/mū. Accent: Arc. 68. 10; Sch. Il. 3. 35b1

(A), b2 (b(BCE3)T). A/C.R.Hom.H.
bqyl¸r=bqHlor; ˙ ‘food’. Aratus (1021). Et.: �Ø�æ#�Œø, aor. ��æø�Æ,
epic aor. ��æø� ‘eat, eat up’. Accent: Recessive accent prescribed at
Arc. 68. 11 for a personal name ´æH���, but see Schmidt ad loc.
Martin prints �æ#��Ø� at Aratus 1021 and notes manuscript variation
between �æ#��Ø� and �æø��E� (as well as the aberrant readings �æ#��E�
and �æø���Æ�E� (sic)). C.U.P.H.

xyl¸r; ˙ ‘morsel, bit’. Hom. (Od. 9. 374)þ. Et.: Cf. łB� (pres. inf. act.)
‘rub, wipe’. Accent: Arc. 68. 9; Et. Gud. 579. 29. C.F.Hom.H.

Examples of excluded words: Æª��� (only used by Rufus in Aetius 3.
159. 42¼ Rufus fr. 64. 20D–R, where 	ª���� is suggested by Darem-
berg and Ruelle and printed by Olivieri); ł����� (etymology and in-
ternal structure unclear; see Frisk (1960–72: ii. 1130)); I�ıæ��� (only
exists as a conjecture by Dindorf at Aristophanes, V. 1310).

Nouns with suYx-��- 389



This page intentionally left blank 



REFERENCES

Abercrombie, D. (1991), ‘ ‘‘Stress’’ and Some Other Terms’, in D. Aber-

crombie, Fifty Years in Phonetics: Selected Papers (Edinburgh: Edinburgh
University Press), 81–4.

Ahrens, H. L. (1839–43), De graecae linguae dialectis, 2 vols. (Göttingen:

Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht).

Allen, T. W. (1924), Homer: The Origins and the Transmission (Oxford:

Clarendon Press).

Allen, W. S. (1953), Phonetics in Ancient India (London: Oxford University

Press).

—— (1966), ‘A Problem of Greek Accentuation’, in C. E. Bazell et al (eds.), In
memory of J. R. Firth (London: Longmans), 8–14.

—— (1973), Accent and Rhythm (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press).

—— (1987),Vox Graeca, 3rd edn. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press).

—— (1989), Vox Latina, 2nd edn., corrected reprint (Cambridge: Cambridge

University Press).

Allinson, F. G. (1891), ‘On Paroxytone Accent in Tribrach and Dactylic

Endings’, American Journal of Philology, 12: 49–58.
Arbenz, C. (1933), Die Adjektive auf -Ø���: Ein Beitrag zur griechischen Wort-
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Frisk, H. (1938), ‘Über lat. ācer, gr. ¼Œæ��’, Indogermanische Forschungen, 56:
113–14.

—— (1950), ‘Zur griechischen Wortkunde: 16. o�Ææ’, Eranos, 48: 131–5.
—— (1960–72), Griechisches etymologisches Wörterbuch, 3 vols. (Heidelberg:

Winter).

Galland, K. (1882), De Arcadii qui fertur libro de accentibus (Strasbourg:
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Persson, P. (1912), Beiträge zur indogermanischen Wortforschung (Skrifter

utgifna af Kungl. Humanistiska Vetenskaps-Samfundet i Uppsala, 10; Upp-

sala: Akademiska Bokhandeln; Leipzig: Harrassowitz).

Peters, M. (1980), Untersuchungen zur Vertretung der indogermanischen Lar-
yngale im Griechischen (Vienna: Verlag der Österreichischen Akademie der

Wissenschaften).

Pfeiffer, R. (1949–53) (ed.), Callimachus, 2 vols. (Oxford: Clarendon Press).

—— (1968), History of Classical Scholarship from the Beginnings to the End of
the Hellenistic Age (Oxford: Clarendon Press).

404 References



Phillips, B. S. (1980), ‘Old English an � on: A New Appraisal’, Journal of
English Linguistics, 14: 20–3.

—— (1984), ‘Word Frequency and the Actuation of Sound Change’, Lan-
guage, 60: 320–42.

—— (1994), ‘Southern English Glide Deletion Revisited’, American Speech,
69: 115–27.

—— (1998a), ‘Word Frequency and Lexical DiVusion in English Stress

Shifts’, in R. M. Hogg and L. van den Bergen (eds.), Historical Linguistics
1995: Selected Papers from the 12th International Conference on Historical
Linguistics, Manchester, August 1995, ii: Germanic Linguistics (Amsterdam

and Philadelphia: John Benjamins), 223–32.
—— (1998b), ‘Lexical DiVusion is Not Lexical Analogy’, Word, 49: 369–81.
—— (2001), ‘Lexical DiVusion, Lexical Frequency, and Lexical Analysis’, in

J. Bybee and P. Hopper (eds.), Frequency and the Emergence of Linguistic
Structure (Amsterdam and Philadelphia: Benjamins), 123–36.

Pierrehumbert, J. B., and Beckman, M. E. (1988), Japanese Tone Structure
(Linguistic Inquiry Monographs, 15; Cambridge, Mass. and London: MIT

Press).

Pinker, S. (1999), Words and Rules: The Ingredients of Language (London:

Weidenfeld and Nicolson).
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GLOSSARY OF TECHNICAL TERMS

athematic not thematic.
Bartoli’s law the name given to an accent shift that retracted the
accent from a long vowel in a Wnal syllable onto a light penultimate
syllable in words of more than two syllables, as in �����	� from
*�������. The period and dialect or dialects at which this change
operated are disputed (see p. 88).

Caland suYx one of a set of Indo-European suYxes characterized by
their propensity to form derivatives on the same roots as each other.
See p. 155.

complex Caland suYx a complex suYx both of whose elements are
Caland suYxes.

complex suYx a suYx that was in origin analysable into two separate
suYxes. For example, it is argued on pp. 270–6 that the Greek
adjective-of-material suYx -Ø��- was originally analysable as a suYx
-Ø- plus a suYx -��-, in other words that -Ø��- is a complex suYx.

compound a word that contains more than one root. The word
�Øº������ is a compound; it contains the roots �Øº- and ���-.

default accentuation a concept belonging to a rule-based model of
grammar. The accent that the rule-system of a language assigns to a
word none of whose morphemes is inherently accented (or none
of whose inherently accented morphemes is allowed by the rule-
system of the language to appear in the surface form). For ancient
Greek, recessive accentuation is the most broadly or generally regu-
lar pattern of accentuation or, in a rule-based conception, the default
accentuation (see pp. 128–44).

demorphologization a process whereby a word stem that was ori-
ginally analysable into component parts (for example, a stem con-
taining one or more derivational suYxes) ceases to be analysed
synchronically as consisting of component parts; from a synchronic
point of view it comes to be treated simply as an unanalysed stem, in
other words a root.

derivation (i) the aspect of word-formation that creates stems to
which inXectional suYxes can be added; see derivational suYx.
(ii) In a rule-based model of grammar, the process of arriving at the
form of a word that is actually uttered, the surface form, from a
basic mental representation or underlying form. For example, the
plural of English catmight be derived from underlying cat þ z (i.e. a
basic or underlying form of the root cat plus a basic or underlying



form of the English plural marker) by means of the following deriv-
ation:

Underlying form: cat þ z
Rule I: the vowel [1]is inserted between a sibilant (does not apply)
and z (as in Wshes)

Rule II: z is devoiced to s after a voiceless consonant cats
Surface form: cats

derivational suYx a suYx appearing after the root of a word or after
another derivational suYx and to which an inXectional suYx must
be added before the word is complete. For example, the -ı- and -æ�- of
ºØªıæ�� are derivational suYxes.

endocentric a term used of processes whereby one word is formed
from another with no change in grammatical category or clear seman-
tic change. See p. 279.

Wnally accented having the accent on the Wnal syllable (as ºØªıæ��,
ºØªıæ���, ºØªıæ�F).

heavy syllable in ancient Greek, a syllable containing a long vowel or
a diphthong, and/or ending in a consonant. A heavy syllable ‘scans
long’ in poetry. (The Wrst of two or more consecutive consonants
always belongs to the same syllable as the preceding vowel in Greek
except in the case of clusters of stop plus nasal or liquid consonant,
when the Wrst consonant sometimes belongs to the following syllable.)
The syllables of the word �Ø����Œø are �Ø�, ��		�, and Œø. All three are
heavy, �Ø� because it ends in a consonant (although it has a short
vowel), ��		� both because it has a long vowel and because it ends in a
consonant, and Œø because it has a long vowel. The last syllable of
a word such as ��º��, with a short vowel followed by a single conson-
ant, is heavy if the following word begins with a consonant but light if
the following word begins with a vowel, but the rules of Greek
accentuation simply treat such syllables as light. See also light
syllable.

inXectional suYx a suYx serving to distinguish grammatical cat-
egories such as case, number, person, gender, tense, voice, mood,
and so on. InXectional suYxes correspond to the part of the word
traditionally known as the ‘ending’. For example, the -�� of ºØªıæ��
is the inXectional suYx. (For the idea that the -�- here belongs both
to the inXectional suYx and to the derivational suYx -æ�-, see
pp. 9–10.)

inherently accented a concept belonging to a rule-based model of
grammar. A morpheme is inherently accented if it contributes an
accent to the underlying form of a word. For example, in Steriade’s
(1988) model of Greek accentuation the suYxes -ı- and -æ�- are both
inherently accented, so that the underlying form of the word ºØª�� is
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ºØª�� and that of ºØªıæ�� is ºØª�æ��. During the course of the word’s
derivation (see derivation (ii)), the inherent accent nearest to the
end of the word is kept and other inherent accents are eliminated, so
that the surface forms are ºØª�� and ºØªıæ��.

intermediate accentuation a word accent that falls neither on the
Wnal syllable nor in the position for recessive accentuation, but on
the syllable between the one that would carry the recessive accent
and the Wnal syllable of the word (as ��ØŒ�º��; �ø�BæÆ). Intermediate
accentuation is a possibility only in words of three or more syllables
with a light Wnal syllable.

law of limitation the set of restrictions limiting how far from the end
of the word the Greek accent may be: (a) an acute accent may not fall
further from the end of the word than the antepenultimate syllable
(º�ª������ is possible but **º�ª������ is not); (b) a circumXex may not
fall further from the end of a word than the penultimate syllable
(�ø�BæÆ is possible but **�H�	æÆ is not); (c) if the Wnal syllable
contains a long vowel or is closed by a consonant cluster, no accent
may fall further from the end of the word than the penultimate
syllable (º�ª�����ı and �����ºı� are possible but **º�ª�����ı and
**�����ºı� are not); (d) if the Wnal syllable contains a long vowel, a
circumXex may fall only on the Wnal syllable (ºØªıæ�F and I�Łæ#��ı are
possible but *I�ŁæH��ı is not). The law of limitation applies in all
Greek dialects for which there is evidence, with the probable excep-
tion of Thessalian (see pp. 73–4).

lexically accented ¼ inherently accented.
lexicon in a rule-based model of grammar, the speaker’s store of basic
or underlying forms. (See derivation (ii).)

light syllable a syllable containing a short vowel and not ending in a
consonant. A light syllable scans ‘short’ in poetry. (A single consonant
does not end a syllable in Greek, but the Wrst consonant of a conson-
ant cluster usually does. The Wrst consonant of a cluster sometimes
belongs to the following syllable, however, if the cluster consists
of a stop consonant followed by a nasal or liquid.) The syllables
of the word ��Ł��� are ��ØØ, Ł�, and ��. All three are light, since all
three contain a short vowel and none ends in a consonant. The
syllables of �Æ�æ� are either �Æ�, æ� or �Æ, �æ� (since �æ is a cluster of
stop plus liquid consonant and the stop can therefore belong to
the following syllable). In the Wrst case the Wrst syllable is heavy
and the second light; in the second case both syllables are light. (In
fact the last syllable in a word such as ��Ł��� or �Æ�æ� may end in
a consonant if the next word begins with a consonant cluster, but this
fact is never relevant for Greek accentuation.) See also heavy syl-
lable.

liquid consonant in ancient Greek, one of the consonants æ; º.
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mora the space of time occupied by a short vowel, or by half of a long
vowel.

morpheme a minimal signiWcant element in the structure of a word; a
root, preWx, or suYx. For some discussion of the status of the mor-
pheme as a linguistic unit, see pp. 308–10.

morphology the aspects of a language pertaining to the internal struc-
tures of its words, or the study of word structure in languages in
general.

nasal consonant in ancient Greek, one of the consonants �, �. Also ª
(pronounced N) when it appears before ª; Œ; or �.

oxytone having an acute accent on the Wnal syllable (as ºØªıæ��).
paroxytone having an acute accent on the penultimate syllable (as
�Æ��æÆ, º�ª�����ı).

perispomenon having a circumXex on the Wnal syllable (as ºØªıæ�F).
phoneme one of the minimal units of sound that contrast with each
other in a particular language to produce the diVerences between
diVerent words. For example, [t] (written �) and [th] (written Ł) are
separate phonemes of ancient Greek, since the contrast between them
is signiWcant for identifying words (note the distinct words ����ø and
�Ł��ø).

phonology the sound system of a language, or the study of the sound
system, or the study or modelling of linguistic sound systems in
general.

proparoxytone having an acute on the antepenultimate syllable (as
º�ª������, ¼�Łæø���).

properispomenon having a circumXex on the penultimate syllable (as
�ø�BæÆ).

recessive having the accent as far from the end of the word as the law
of limitation allows (as º�ª�����ı, º�ª������, ¼�Łæø���).

root a stem that is not further analysable (e.g. the cat of English cats,
or the Iª- of Iªæ��; but not the Iªæ�- of Iªæ��, which is further
analysable into the root Iª- plus the suYx -æ�-).

simplex (pl. simplicia) a word that contains only one root, i.e. a word
that is not a compound. The words ��º��, �����, and ºØªıæ�� are
simplicia; the only roots they contain are �Øº-, ���-, and ºØª-.

stem any word base to which suYxes or preWxes may be added (e.g.
the Iª- or the Iªæ�- of Iªæ��). Note that a root is a special type of
stem.

stop consonant in ancient Greek, one of the consonants �, �, Œ, �, , ª,
�, Ł, �.

suYx any signiWcant element of a word’s structure occurring after the
root (or the last root element, in the case of a compound). A suYx
may be a derivational suYx or an inXectional suYx.

surface form see derivation.
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sytBqa rule the rule stating that an accent on a long vowel in a penul-
timate syllable must be a circumXex if the vowel of the Wnal syllable is
short (�ø�BæÆ is possible but **�ø��æÆ is not). The �ø�BæÆ rule
applied in Attic-Ionic and the Koine but not in Doric, and possibly
not in Boeotian (see pp. 71, 73). For Lesbian the rule is irrelevant,
since the consistent recessive accentuation of Lesbian would in any
case prevent any violation of the rule from occurring.

text frequency ¼ token frequency.
thematic an Indo-European noun, adjective, or verb paradigm is
classiWed as thematic if its stem terminates in *-ĕ- in alternation
with *-ŏ-. (This alternating stem-Wnal vowel is known as the
‘thematic vowel’.) Noun, adjective, and verb paradigms in Indo-
European daughter languages are classiWed as thematic if they derive
from thematic paradigms of Indo-European. The thematic noun and
adjective paradigms ofGreek are those following the second declension.

thematization a process of transference from an athematic to a
thematic paradigm.

token frequency the frequency with which a particular word is used
in a given written or spoken corpus. For ancient Greek, token fre-
quency is necessarily counted using a written corpus of text.

underlying form(orunderlying representation) seederivation (ii).
underlyingly accented ¼ inherently accented.
Vendryes’s law the name given to an essentially Attic accent shift that
may have occurred as late as the fourth century bc. The change
described by Vendryes’s law shifted the accent from the penultimate
syllable to a light antepenultimate syllable in words that originally
had a circumXex on the penultimate, as in Attic �æ	��� from earlier
(and non-Attic) KæB���.

Wheeler’s law the name given to an early Greek accent shift that
moved an accent from the Wnal syllable of a word terminating in a
dactylic sequence (heavy–light–light syllables) to the penultimate,
as in ��ØŒ�º�� from *��ØŒØº��.
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Index locorum

Note: only passages discussed in the main text are indexed. Passages cited in the

Appendices may be found there under words treated in those passages.

Alcaeus
fr. 39a. 10 V.: 72n.40
fr. 73. 12 V.: 72n.40

Alcman
89. 3 Davies: 176n.7

Ammonius (ed. Nickau)

81: 47n.86
326: 75n.43
405: 67–8n., 75n.43, 260n.4

Apollonius Dyscolus
Adv. 169. 22–4: 79n.
Conj. 256. 29–257. 1: 31

‘Arcadius’
30. 2–3: 41
30. 3–4: 39, 44n.72
51. 1–4: 78
62. 3–4: 47n.86
64. 11–20: 213, 225
65. 17–70. 8: 243n.3
65. 17–21: 29, 97–8
70. 11–12: 265
71. 21–2: 133
73. 4–5: 24n.28
79. 10–12: 75, 260n.7
79. 15–16: 91n.21
79. 17–20: 284n.60
81. 15–20: 74–5, 260n.4
84. 14–16: 164n.12
92. 4–7: 32
93.7: 76n.46
106. 10–12: 73n.41
106. 16–17: 76n.45
116. 1–4: 38
170. 16–17: 76
208. 16–19: 76n.46
211. 8–12: 21

Aristotle
Po. 1461a21–3: 16–17
SE 166b1–3: 18

166b3–6: 16
166b6–8: 16–17
177b35–178a3: 17

Choeroboscus
Th. 1. 167. 31–168. 4:

78n., 88n.14
1. 326. 8–11: 42n.66
1. 326. 11: 39

Corinna
fr. 1(a) col. i, line 19 Page: 73

Etymologicum Magnum
45. 35: 254n.26
69. 41: 254n.24
96. 9: 241note a
103. 1–3: 42n.66
103. 3: 39
103. 37: 254n.26
129. 17: 254n.25
137. 41: 253n.23
141. 10: 253n.23
141. 26: 253n.23
141. 28: 253n.23
143. 47: 254n.24
177. 48: 254n.24
212. 12: 253n.23
217. 49: 253n.23
224. 40–4: 78
228. 26: 253n.23
236. 1: 254n.24
249. 4: 253n.23
257. 56: 253n.23
264. 41: 254n.26
291. 4: 253n.23, 254n.24
370. 56: 253n.23
383. 11: 254n.24
422. 21–6: 31n.42
445. 15: 254n.24
456. 55: 253n.23
458. 6: 254n.24



480. 1: 253n.23
481. 33: 253n.23
500. 50: 254n.24
507. 1: 253n.23
510. 31: 254n.24
517. 12: 254n.24
520. 6: 253n.23
522. 47: 253n.23
523. 22: 254n.24
532. 10: 254n.26
558. 33: 254n.24, 255
563. 54: 254n.24, 255
568. 20: 254n.24
586. 38: 254n.24
593. 15: 254n.25
613. 34: 254n.26
617. 55: 254n.26
622. 53: 254n.26
631. 30: 254n.26
634. 32: 254n.25
640. 28: 253n.23
644. 15: 254n.24, 255
645. 41: 253n.23
677. 7: 254n.25
677. 8: 253n.23
683. 15: 253n.23
685. 4: 254n.24
685. 29: 254n.26
686. 4–20: 31n.43
706. 4: 253n.23
706. 33: 253n.23
710. 53: 254n.24
724. 45: 254n.24
818. 1: 253n.23

Epimerismi Homerici qui ordine
alphabetico traditi sunt (ed.

Dyck)

Æ 266: 209
Etymologicum Gudianum

238. 37–41: 31
Euripides

Or. 279: 18
1392: 261n.9

Eustathius, Iliad and Odyssey com-

mentaries

26. 40–6: 41
245. 37–8: 260n.7
287. 18–24: 39–41

341. 14–20: 260n.4
341. 14: 75n.43, 260n.6
669. 47–50: 42
906. 58: 47n.86
1447. 56: 260n.7
1698. 28: 47n.86
1698. 29: 47
1749. 37: 260n.7
1749. 39: 260n.7

Galen
18(2). 517. 15–519.3: 19–20

Hermogenes
Stat. 2. 111–15: 20

Herodian
fr. 52 Hunger: 24
fr. 53 Hunger: 24, 25
fr. 54 Hunger: 25
fr. 55 Hunger: 25
fr. 56 Hunger: 25
see also ‘Arcadius’; Iohannes Philo-

ponus

Hesychius
� 696 Latte: 139note b
Ø 400 Latte: 139note b
� 2227 Schmidt: 260n.5

Homer
Il. 2. 8–15: 16–17

16. 857: 43
22. 363: 43
23. 328: 16
24. 6: 43

Od. 3. 1–3: 100
11. 539: 47n.85
24. 13: 47

Homeric Hymns
4. 221: 47n.85
4. 344: 47n.85

Inscriptiones Graecae
vii. 1773. 17–18: 34n.48
vii. 1776. 15–16: 34n.48

Iohannes Philoponus
���ØŒa �ÆæÆªª�º�Æ�Æ (‘Io. Al.’) 15.

35–16. 3: 78n.
35. 20–1: 139note c

Isocrates
10.65: 35n.54

Orion
68. 18–20: 31n.42
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P. Ant.
ii. 67: 23

P. Oxy.
x. 1233 fr. 8 line 10: 72n.40
x. 1234 fr. 3 line 12: 72n.40
xv. 1790: 22n.13

P. Ryl.
i 53, fol. 92r: 47

Philo Judaeus
De posteritate Caini 94–5: 75n.43

Photius
� 651 Theodoridis: 260n.7

Pindar
N. 2. 1: 35n.54

Plato
Cra. 399b: 16
Ion 530d: 35n.54
Phdr. 252b: 35n.54
R. 599e: 35n.54
Sph. 249d: 93n.

Pollux
10. 187: 141note p

Scholia in Euripidem
Or. 57: 34n.49

268: 34n.49
643: 34n.49
1391: 261n.9

Scholia in Homerum

Il. 1. 65c (b(BC)T): 37
2. 599b (A): 78, 260n.5
2. subscriptio (A): 49
3. 20 (Aint): 39, 40
4. 235a1 (A): 24
5. 638c (A): 25
10. 67b (A): 81n.51
15. 607a (A): 78n.
16. 827 (A): 22, 28–9
19. 267a (T): 40n.

Od. 4. 797 (HPQ): 40n.
12. 313 (H): 81n.51

Stephanus of Byzantium 49. 19:
41n.65

Sylloge Inscriptionum Graeca
rum3 (ed. Dittenberger)

711 L 31: 34n.48
958. 35–6: 34n.48
959. 9: 34n.48

Theognostus
Canones (ed. Cramer,An. Ox. ii) 70.

20–1: 91n.21
Trypho

fr. 14 Velsen: 47
fr. 15 Velsen: 67–8n., 260n.4

Tyrannio
fr. 42 Haas: 22, 28–9
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Word Index

Note: Discussions of words in the Appendices are not indexed. Languages are

ordered as follows:

INDO-EUROPEAN—ALBANIAN—ANATOLIAN (Hittite)—ARMEN-

IAN—BALTIC (Lithuanian—Old Prussian)—GERMANIC (Old English—

Middle English—Modern English—Old Frisian—Old High German—Middle

High German—Middle Low German—Modern High German—Gothic—Old

Norse—Norwegian—Old Saxon—Swedish)—GREEK (Mycenaean—ancient

—medieval—modern)—INDO-IRANIAN (Avestan—Sanskrit)—ITALIC

(Latin)—SLAVONIC (Old Church Slavonic)—TOCHARIAN

INDO-EUROPEAN
*-bho- 285
*deH3rom 156–7, 158
*-ē- 155
*-ei

Ð
e-/-ei

Ð
o- (present-formant) 271n.

*-ei
Ð
o- (adj. of material suffix) 271

*-elo- 209
*-es- 155
*-eto- 175–6, 178, 180, 188–90,

234–5
*-i (loc. sg. ending) 198, 273–5
*-i- (‘Caland’ suffix) 155, 267, 268–

9, 270–6, 278
*-i
Ð
é-/-i

Ð
ó- (present-formant) 271n.

*-iH2no- 272n.25
*-ilo- 211
*-imo- 268–9, 283
*-ino- 270–6, 283
*-ī̇no- 272n.25
*-iro- 211
*-lo- 151, 153–4, 209–12
*-mH1no- 92n.24
*-mo- 155, 238–40, 241–2, 262, 267,

282–3
*nebh- 157
*-no- 6n., 151, 153–4, 155, 197–9,

200, 267, 282–3, 307–8
*-ns/-n

˚
s (acc. pl. ending) 10

*-o- (thematic vowel) 151,
270–2, 279–82

*-oiH1- (thematic optative suffix) 271n.

*-ont- 155
*-reH2, collectives in 158, 159–63,

263
*-r/n (nominal suffix) 6n., 142 note v,

197n.1, 200note b, 275, 279
*-ro- 6n., 10, 151, 153–4, 155–63,

286, 307–8
*-s (nom. sg. ending) 10
*-smo- 238
*-to- 151, 174, 178, 181–3, 234–6,

307–8
*-u- 155, 267, 278
*-ulo- 211, 285
*-umo- 269–70, 283, 286
*-uno- 283, 286
*-uro- 211, 230, 286

ALBANIAN

zjarm/zjarr 242 note g

ANATOLIAN

Hittite
h
˘
arki- 272

ARMENIAN

bazum 269
erkayn 275–6
tur 156

BALTIC

Lithuanian



áuksinas 270
beñdras 89n.16
krùvinas 275–6
mótė 142 note s

šẽšuras 230
vakarı̀nis 275n.35
vasarı̀nis 275n.35
Old Prussian
gorme 242note g

GERMANIC

Old English (ð follows d)

āð 181–3
angel 210–11
broð 183
dǣd 141
ðeġn 140, 200
gār 142
ġeard 142, 182–3
hlūd 181, 183
hwæðer 142note t
mæġr 160
mōdor 142
ŏ̄fen 200
ōfer 159n.9
rǣs 141
sealf(e) 142
séar 139
swefn 142, 200
swéor 139, 160, 230, 286
teld 138n.24
Middle English
male 141
wrāh 142
Modern English
angle 210–11
aspect 132, 313
-ate, verbs in 228n.4, 302–5, 313
broth 183
cabbage 131
centimetre 233n.
characteristically 120
compact 132, 313
contents 132, 313
counterindication 119
crusade 132
deed 141
elbow 131

essay 132, 313
extraterritorial 119
-ic 1
increase 132, 313
instinct 132, 313
kilometre 233n.
loud 181, 183
mail 141
motif 132
oath 181–3
paleontological 119
permí̇t/pérmit 228n.3
precinct 132
pronunciation 119
protest 132, 313
race 141
record 132, 313
sear/sere 139
ungrammaticality 119
yard 142, 182–3
Old Frisian
dēd 141
gēr 142
hlūd 181, 183
twī̇fel 141
Old High German
angul 210–11
brod 183
brūn 198
chlūd 181, 183
dāt 141
eid 181–3, 308
fersna 142note u
gart 142, 182–3
gēr 142
hlūt 181, 183
hūba 141
linta 138n.22
lūt 181, 183
mager 160
malaha 141
nebul 209n.
ottar 279–80
ovan 200
salba 142
swehur 139, 160, 230, 286
tāt 141
thegan 140, 307–8
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Old High German (contd)
zelt 138n.24
zwī̇val/zwī̇fal 141
Middle High German
angel 210–11
eit 181–3
gēr 142
hūbe 141
mager 160
malhe 141
sōr 139
vërse 142note u
Middle Low German
male 141
sōr 139
rās 141
versene/verse 142note u
Modern High German (incl. dia-

lects)

Eid 181–3
Ferse 142note u
Ger 142
Habergei� 160note e
Haube 141
mager 160
Salbe 142
Tāt 141
Zelt 138n.24
Gothic
aiþs 181–3, 308
faí̇rzna 142
gards 142, 182–3
hwaþar

142note t
paida 138n.22
tweifls 141
weitwōþs 141
OldNorse (þ,æ and ǫ come

at the end)

áll 211note a
geirr 142
hafr 159–60, 308
kjarr 141
magr 160
malr 141
ofn 200
óll 211note a
rás 141

tjald 138n.24
þegn 140, 200, 308
æðr 138n.22
ǫngull 210–11
Norwegian
søyr 139
Old Saxon
dād 141
furthor 140note i
gard 142, 182–3
gēr 142
hlūd 181, 183
salb̄a 142
sweb̄an 142, 200
thegan 140, 200
Swedish (dialectal)

vrå 142

GREEK

Mycenaean
pe-ru-si-nu-wo 274n.33
qe-qi-no-me-no 93n.
ancient
-Æ (acc. sg. ending) 118, 146–7
$=	-stem nouns 66–7, 116, 145, 158,

294–7
¼ªÆº�Æ 145
IªÆ��� 198
IªÆıæ��=¼ªÆıæ�� 285
IªŒ�º�� 210–11, 216
Iª��� 98, 293
±ª��� 149, 197, 199–200
¼ªæ$ 158
Iªæ	��� 204, 232
Iªæ�� 139, 149–50, 158,

159–60, 163, 167–8, 171, 307–8
¼ª�Ø��� 268
-Æ- 145, 147
I�º��� 67–8n., 165n.15
±Ø��� 198, 261, 270, 272–3
� `æØ$��� 135
±æ���� 38–45
$
 ���� 175, 180, 188, 193
I��ıæ�� 259, 266, 284–5, 288
IŁ��Æ��� 236
-ÆØ (nom. pl. ending) 61, 66–7,

72, 73, 145n.
ÆNÆE 61
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ÆYª�Øæ�� 164
Ærª�� /Doric ÆYª�� 71
ÆYªØº�� 217
ÆN#� 41
ÆN���� 175, 180, 188, 193
ÆYŁÆº�� 222
Æƒ�Æ�	æ�� 156
ÆN�º�� 92n.23, 216n.12, 225
-ÆØ� (dat. pl. ending) 10
ÆN��ı��	æ�� 5
IŒ��Æ��� 236
¼ŒÆ��� 204
IŒ�	��� 197
¼Œ�æ��=¼Œ�æ�� 164
¼Œæ$ 158, 163, 263
IŒæ���º�� 93–4
¼Œæ�� 171, 263
¼Œæ�� 158, 163, 259, 263
`˚+ˇ� (noun) 263
IºÆºÆª��� 29, 97–8
IºÆº	��� 193
-Æº��- 197n.2
Iº����=¼º���� 177, 178n.10, 188
¼º�ıæ�� 170
Iº�#æ$ 36–8
Iº�øæ� 36–8, 43, 44
Iº�Ł�ØÆ 118, 145–6
Iº	Ł�� 118, 146
-ÆºØ��- 262
Iº{�æ�� 170
¼ºŒØ��� 262, 268

 ¢ºŒØ��� 268
Iºº�E�� 78
±º�ıæ�� 284, 288
-Æº�- 209, 213, 214–15, 220
Iº�	���=Iº�	��� 178
Iº�Ø��� 256
–ºø�Ø� 145
$
 �	���=¼�	��� 178
-Æ��- 238–9, 244n.5, 246, 257
I�ıºØø��� 192

 `�����æ�� 298n.
-Æ�, 3rd pl. forms in 72, 87n.7
I�æ����� 152
I�æ���� 38–45, 80
¼����� 247, 249, 254n.26
¼�Ł���� 247–8, 249
I�Ł	æ�� 156

¼�ŁØ��� 272
I�Łæø���Œ�� 145
¼�Łæø���:

long penult. vowel 106, 108, 109,
121, 122

paradigm 69
unanalysable stem 128–9

-Æ��- 198–9, 203, 208, 233–4, 264,
289–91

-$��- 135–6n.17
I��$ 66
¼�Ø�� 66

 `���� 298n.
¼æÆ��� 78
IæÆª��� 98
¼æª����=¼æª���� 247, 249
Iæª����� 81, 278
IæªØ���Ø� 276, 286
Iæª�� 160
¼æªıæ�� 170, 283–4, 285, 286, 288
¼æªı��� 285, 286
¼æÆº�� 222
$
 æ	Ł��� 238
$
 æ��� 253n.23
IæØŁ��� 254n.24
IæØ���æ�� 264
¼æŒ	º�� 222
IæŒ��º�� 210, 217–18
-Ææ�- 156
Iæ����=¼æ���� 176, 189
±æ�Æª� 295
±æ��ª	 295
±æ��ªØ��� 262
IææÆ�#� 136n.19
-Æ� (acc. pl. ending) 10
-$� (acc. pl. ending) 10
-$� (gen. sg. ending) 10
I����ØÆ 118, 145–6
I����� 118, 146
¼������ 175
I��Ø	��æ�� 94
I��Ø��Œ�� 152
I���� 135n.17, 146
I���æ 91n.22
I��æ�ªÆº�� 222
I��ıæ��=¼��ıæ�� 165
I����º�� vs. I����º�� 47
¼������ 236
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ancient Greek (contd)
I�Ææ�	æ�� 75
-$��- 5
¼�æÆŒ��� 176, 193
I���ºÆ���=I���ºÆ��� 78
Æs�� 139
±�� 295
I�º�Ø���� 254n.24
I�æ�� 159, 161
I��	 66n.29
I�ıæ�� 164

 `�ÆØœŒ�� 94n.26
�Æ��	 138n.22
��æ�Ææ�� 264
�Ææ��	� 44n.71
�Æ��º�ØÆ ‘queen’ 118, 145–6
�Æ�Øº��� 85n.5, 118, 145–6, 147n.29
�Æ��� 182
�Æı���=�ÆF��� 24–5
��ºıæ��=��ºıæ�� 260, 263, 284–5
��º�� 222
�	º�� 222
��$ 138n.22
������ 178, 186, 189, 193
�º���	��� 249, 250
��Łæ�� 170
��Ł^��� 205
��ºØ��� 193
-��º��, compounds in 93–4
����� 176, 186, 193
��ıæ#� 135
�æÆ�� 121n.
�æÆı��� 39, 42, 43–4
�æÆ�ıº�� 213, 225
�æ����� 253n.23
�æ���� 176, 182, 184, 186, 194
�æ���� 181, 183, 186, 193
�æ������ 180, 184, 187, 188, 192
�æ^���/�æF���/�æ^���/�æF��� 177, 183
�æø���=�æH��� 240, 255n.29
���ºØ��� 199, 270
�ø��� 252, 253n.23, 256
ªÆº��
 vs. ªÆºB� 18
ªÆ��æ�� 156n.5,161,164–5,170,229–30
ª�æ 131n.8
ªÆıº��=ªÆFº�� 136n.19
ªÆFæ�� 91n.21, 158, 259, 266,

284–5, 288

ªÆı���=ªÆF��� 19–21
ª�Ø���ı��� 261
ª�º�Ø��=ª�º�E�� 78
ª���� 145
ˆ�æ�Æ�ØŒ�� 135
ª�ææ�� 141
ª	Ł��ı��� 261, 276–7
ª�ªªºÆæ�� 170
ªØªªæ�œ��� 260–1
ªºÆ�ıæ�� 284–5
ªº���æ�� 4
ªº��Æ��� 204
ªºø�{· � 41
-ª��- 238, 245–6, 250, 251, 257–8

Arcadius on 29, 97–8
ª�ÆŁ��� 239, 243n.4, 254n.24
ª���Æº�� 222
ª�H�Ø� 145
ª�ø���� 174
ª�ø��� 174, 176–7, 182, 184, 186,

193
ª���� 153
ªæH��� 262, 266
ª�Æº�� 209, 223
ªıÆº�� 209
ªı���� 199–200, 241, 262
ª^æ�� 232
ªFæ�� 170, 232, 233
ÆØæ��=ÆEæ�� 91n.21
ÆØ�æ�� 136n.18
ÆŒ����=�Œ���� 185n.22, 188, 190
$º�� 149, 222
��Æº�� 222
$��� 197
Ææ�� 177, 192
Æ���� 238, 253n.23
ÆłØº�� 216
ÆłØº�� 214–16, 218, 220, 225
� 131n.8
��Œ	º��=��Œ�º�� 223
�E��� 249, 250
�Ø��� 197
�ŒÆ 26, 83–4
�ŒÆ��� 181
�ºŒÆ��� 204
�º��� 138n.24
��Æ���� 92
��Ø��æ�� 264
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����� 253n.23
�����ı��� 261
�����	� 88
�������Œ�� 145
� 31
	œ���� 38–45, 80
B��� 249, 254n.26
	���ØÆ vs. 	����$ 20
	æ�� 158, 161, 163
Ø�º�Œ��� 136n.18
Ø��ŒÆº�� 209, 223
����� vs. Ø���� 16–17
�ı��� 262, 269
Ø����=Ø��	� 88n.14
˜Ød ��º�� 16
E�� 139
Ø�º�� 141
˜{· �Øº�� 16
Øøª��� 29, 97–8, 238
�ŒÆ�Æ 204
˜�º��	 299
�ºØ��� 153
�ºØ��� 153
�ıº��ı��� 261
�ıæØŒº�Ø��� 175
����� 239, 240, 241, 262
æ��Æ��� 198, 205, 233–4
æ�œ��� 286n.63
æı��=æ��Æ 241
æ^��� 241, 253n.23
æ�ł�º�� 222
ı�Æ��æ� 166, 170
�ø 139
Hæ�� 156, 158, 163, 164, 171, 230
K- (augment) 104
%Æ���=�ƒÆ��� 139, 200, 204, 307–8
KÆæØ��� 198, 274–5
&����� 139
Kªæ�ª�æŁÆØ 81n.51
�ªøª� 88
K�Æ�æ�� 136n.18
&��� 204
&æÆ��� 205
&øº�� 222
KŁæ�� 139
�ƒÆ���� 92
�ƒÆ���, see %Æ���=�ƒÆ���
�NÆæØ���, see KÆæØ���

�N�ºØ��� 262
�Y��� (subj.) 108n.16
�Yøº�� 223
�N#� 141
�YŒ�º�� 209
�YŒ��Ø 139
�N�� ‘be’ 87
-�Ø��- < *-es-no- 81, 197–8,

232, 278–9
KŒ 131
%Œıæ�� 139, 160, 164–5, 229–30, 286
Kº$· œ��� 261
KºÆØæ�� 170
Kº��	 138n.22
KºÆ�	��º�� 94
KºÆ��Œ����� 94
%º���� 175
%ºŒ	Ł��� 253
� ¯ºº�� 145
- ¯ºº	� 40
-�º�- 209, 213, 215, 220
Kº�øæ�=Kº�øæ$· 36–8, 43, 44
�ºı��� 262, 269
K����� 188n.
������ 178, 188, 193
-���- 244n.5, 246
K���æÆ���=K����æÆ��� 239n.1
K���Æ 26, 83–4
-����- < *-es-no- 81, 197
&� 26, 83–4
K�����º�� 94
%��� 26, 83–4
KæÆ���� 278
KæÆ��Ø��� 197–8
Kæ����� 197
Kæ����� 253n.23
Kæ�ıŁ�Æ���=KæıŁæ�Æ��� 205
KæB���=�æ	��� 88
�æØ� 135n.17, 146
KæØ��ØŒ�� 145
-�æ�- 156
%æ����� 176–7, 188, 190, 192
%æ����� 176n.7, 177n.9
%æ���� 177, 192
KæıŁæ�Æ���,see

Kæ�ıŁ�Æ���=KæıŁæ�Æ���
KæıŁæ�� 127, 158, 162, 287
Kæø� 141
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ancient Greek (contd)
Kæø��º�� 217
K�Ł�� 40
%�ÆEæ�� 170n.
%�ÆØæ��ı��� 261
&�Ææ�� 170
%��æ�E�� 78
-��	�, compounds in 88n.14
K�	��ÆØ 66n.29
K���ı��� 262, 269
-���-:

accent 184, 188–90, 234–5
formations 175–6, 177, 178, 180
inclusion in analysis 181
after o-grade root 186–7

��ı��� 262, 269
-�ı- 64, 76n.45, 85n.5, 145,

147n.29, 300
�h�Æ�Æ 204
�P�øº� 36–7
K�ŁØ)Ø��� 261, 272
K�Łæ�� 168, 169, 171, 172, 232, 233
K�ıæ�� 284
%ł	��� 176, 193
%øŁØ��� 261, 273, 275
%fiH�� 275
&ø� ‘dawn’ 41, 139
˘���, voc. ˘�F 65–6, 85n.5
)��ıæ�� 170, 283–4, 288
)Bº�� 223
)ıª�� 152
)ø��� 255n.29
)øæ�� 75
q 31
-	ª�æ��, compounds in 94
lı���, see (�)�ı���
MŁ�E�� 31
-	Ł��- 238, 244n.5
MŁ��� 257
 º�Œ�� 94–5
-	º�- 209–10, 215
 ��æÆØ=l��æÆØ 66n.30
-	��- 135–6n.17
M�E�� 275
X��Øæ�� 159n.9
M��Æº�� 222
-	æ�- 5, 75, 156
-	� (gen. sg. ending)

-	��- 174, 177, 181
M#� 41, 139note c
ŁÆºÆ���æ�� 170
ŁÆº�øæ�=ŁÆº�øæ$· 36–8, 43, 44
Ł����� 205
Ł��Æ��� 177–9, 187, 189, 194, 195,

233–6
Ł�æ��� 276n., 287
Ł�æ�ı��� 199, 261, 276–7, 279, 287
ŁÆı�Æ���� 174
ŁÆı�Æ��� 174
Ł�$· 81
Ł�æ�Æı��æ�� 25
Ł�æ��� ‘warm’ 239, 240, 241, 262, 293
Ł�æ��� ‘lupine’ 249, 293
Ł�æ��� 276n., 287
Ł��Ø� 141
Ł����� 254n.24
Ł���� 182
Ł�Œ	 141
ŁBºı� 139
-ŁØ 273n.30
Łº��	 295
-Łº�- 5, 210
-Ł��- 238, 245–6, 250, 251, 257–8
Ł�	��� 176, 187, 193, 234
-Łæ�- 5, 158
ŁæFº�� 222
Łæø���� 253n.23
Łıª��	æ 114, 138n.24
Łı	�� 178, 192
Ł����=Ł���� 247–8, 249
Ł^��� 241, 254n.24
Łø��� 256
-Ø (originally loc. sg. ending) 198,

273–5
-Ø�ÆÆ 118, 145–6
-�$ 32, 132n.
N$· º���� 247, 249
YÆ���� 78
NÆ���º�� 217
{
 $�æ�� 136n.18
-Ø- 135
N�=Y� 76
ƒ�æ��� 145
ƒ�æ�� 156, 166, 168, 171, 172
ƒ�æ�� 156, 161, 172
N�º����, see N$· º����
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NŁÆæ�� 162
-ØŒ�- 94–5,128–9,133,135,145,289
-Øº�-:
accent 92, 211, 212–21, 224–6,

289–90, 292–3
formation 209–10
synchronic identity 236–7,

289–90, 292–3
-Ø��-:
accent 240–2, 262, 277–9, 287–8,

289–90, 294
formation 238, 239, 266–9

-Ø��- 198, 261, 267, 270, 272–5
�-Ø��-:

accent 199–201, 260–1,
277–9, 287–8, 290, 294

formation 198, 266–7, 270–6
semantics 260–1

-{��- 133, 201, 202n.
-Ø�º�- 5, 210
Y���� 108n.16
{
 �� 138n.22
N��	� 38
N���� 200
ƒ��Æªøª�� 93
¥���æ�� 170
ƒ����� 64, 145
ƒ������	 261n.9
ƒ����ı��� 261
-Ø�Œ�- 145
N�Æ��� 239n.1
Nßª��� 253n.23
Nø���� 253n.23
Œ�ªŒÆ��� 262, 264–5
˚ÆØ�ÆæØ$��� 135
ŒÆŒ��	� 38, 42
ŒÆº�œ��� 260
Œ�ºÆ��� 247, 249
˚Æº	��� 135
Œ�ººØ��� 268, 269
ŒAº�� 222
Œ��Æ��� 177–9, 187, 189, 193, 195,

233–6
Œ���ø� 28–9
˚Æ��$��� 135
ŒÆ����� 192
ŒÆ����Ø��� 260–1
Œ������, see (�)Œ������

ŒÆ���� 205
Œ��æ�� 159–60, 307–8
ŒÆ�ıæ�� 284
Œ�æÆ��� 78
ŒÆæŒ���� 133, 202, 212n.6, 229
ŒÆæıø��� 192
ŒÆ���� 135
Œ���� 197
Œ�æ�� 164
Œ�ºÆ�Ø��� 197–8, 278
Œ�º�̂̂�Æ��� 204
Œ���ıæ�ø� 132, 134
Œ�æÆı��� 205
Œ����� 174
Œ���æE��� 201, 202n.
Œ���æ�� 136n.18
Œ�ıŁ��� 239, 243, 250, 252, 253n.23,

257
Œ	��ı��� 261
Œ	º	Ł��� 244n.5, 254n.24
Œ�æıª�Æ 145
Œ	æ�º�� 217
ŒØ�#����� 188, 189–90, 192
Œ��ŁÆæ�� 170
ŒØ���� 32
ŒØ���� 32
ŒºÆıŁ��� 254n.24
Œº�Ø��� 175
ŒºBŁæ�� 164
ŒºBæ�� 171
ŒºØ���� 250, 253n.23, 257
Œº��� 294–5
Œºı��� 149, 174, 181–3
-Œ�	��� 187
Œ�	�{�� 41
Œ�ı)	Ł��� 253n.23
Œ�#Æº�� 222
Œ�ª��� 140
Œ�E��� 178, 186, 193
Œ��Ææ�� 164, 170, 231
Œ��Æ��� 78
Œ����=Œ����� 136n.18
Œ��ıº�� 217
Œ���ø��� 179, 186, 192
Œ��Æ��� 205
Œ������ 178, 187, 188, 192
Œ��æÆ�Æ 204
Œ��æ�� 279–80
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ancient Greek (contd)
Œ�æÆŒE��� 133
˚�æ�Ø#� 133, 135
Œ�æ��� 251–2, 253n.23, 256, 257
Œ�æ���	º�� 222
Œ�æı���º�� 217
Œ����� 245, 249, 250, 252, 254n.26,

256, 257, 293
˚��Ææ��� 135, 136n.18
Œ�ıæ��ı��� 261
Œ�ı��ø�$ 132n.
Œ�ı�����=Œ�ı���	� 39, 44
Œ��º�� 223
ŒæÆ��œ��� 261
ŒæÆFæ�� 284
Œæ�Æ� 140
Œæ���ÆºÆ 222
Œæ	���� 205
Œæ�Œø��� 186, 193
Œæ��Æº�� 223
Œæı�æ�� 160
Œ^�ºØ��� 262
Œ^Ø���ØæÆ 155
Œ�̂̂Ø��� 268
Œ^æ�� 155, 157
Œ�Œº�� 140
˚�Œºøł 64
Œ�Œ��� 149, 198, 205
Œ�ºØ�æ�� 170
Œ�ººÆæ�� 170
Œ���Æº�� 222
Œ����� 140
Œı��� 136n.18
Œ��	 141
Œ���Ææ�� 170
Œ���Ææ�� 170
Œø�ŒØºº�� 135
ŒøŒ^��� 178–9, 186, 193
ºAÆ� 272
ºÆ��=º��� 76
º��æ�� 259, 266
º�ªÆ��� 204
º�ª��� 262, 265
ºÆØ��� 254n.24, 255
º$· œ��� 198, 260, 272
ºÆ���� 147
º��^æÆ 170
º����� 205

º�ª�#�=º�ªØ#� 133, 134–5
º��łÆ��� 205
º��Æ��� 204
º��Øø��� 193
º��æ$ 158
º��æ�� 158, 163
º��^æ��=º��^æ�� 165
º��ıæ�� 284
º���̂̂�Æ��� 204
¸��Œ	 299
º�Ł	 295
º�œ��� 193
ºBæ�� 78, 170, 259, 263–4
º���ºº�� 135
º�ªıæ�� 170
ºØªıæ��:

accent 149, 284–5, 288
formation 156, 284–5
inherently accented suffixes 117,

121, 122–3, 288
ºØŒ�	��� 178, 192
º�Œ��� 205
ºØ��� 40
ºØ�Ææ�� 162
º����� 262, 265
-ºº�- 136n.18, 214–15
-º�-:

accent 149–50, 153–4, 210–26,
236–7, 290, 292–3, 303

formation 209–10
synchronic identity 236–7, 293
types excluded fromanalysis 5,210
Wheeler’s law effects 91–2, 214–

20, 223–5, 292
see also -Øº�-; -ıº�-

º�Ø��� 254n. 24
º��	��� 186, 192
º��Œ�ı��º�� 135, 136n.18
º^�	æ�� 231
º����� 198, 205
ºø�	��� 174
-�Æ 145–6
��ªØ��æ�� 135, 136n.18, 144
��Ł	�Ø� 121n.
��Œ�ºº�� 133, 135
!�Œæ�� 299
�ÆŒæ�� 160
�Æ��ŒØ� 25
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���æ$ 138n.22
�Æ����ı��� 198, 261
�Æ�	�� 178, 192
��ª�º�Ø 214–16, 218–20, 225
!�ªÆæ�E 61
��ªÆ�, see ��ª�º�Ø
��� 131n.8
-����- 72, 91–3, 95
��æ��æ�� 264
�	��Æ 72–3
�	��Æ 72–3
�	Œ��Ø 72–3
��� 40
�	�ØŁ��� 253
�	æ�� and �BæÆ 158, 159–63,

164, 166
���	æ 91n.22, 142
�Ø�Łø��� 177, 193
-��-:
accent 154, 239–58, 290, 293, 294
adjectives with 238, 240–2, 262
Arcadius on 29, 97–8
in complex Caland forms 282–3
formation 238–9
after o-grade root 240, 255–7
see also -Ø��-; -ı��-

��ºª�� 141
��º��Ø��� 261
���#ł 64
��æ���� 205, 262, 265
���Ł	æ��=���Ł	æ�� 74–5, 260, 263
���º�� 222
��æ�� 170
�ı�º��=�^�º�� 216n.13, 222
�^Œ	Ł��� 253
�ı��� 136n.18
�ıæ��Æ��� 204
������ 140
�ı���� 253
�ı��� 138n.22
�H��� 239, 249, 250,

254n.25, 255n.29
�øæ��=�Hæ�� 75, 161, 260, 263
�Æ���� 177, 193
�Æı��º�� 217–18
-��- 136n.18
��Æ���Œ�� 299
��Œæ�� 158, 163, 168, 171, 172

��Œ�Æº(º)�� 222
���� 153
����	� 38
����º	 209n.
���æ�� 164
(�)�ı��� 238, 239, 240, 262, 269–

70, 286
�	æ��=�	æ�� 166, 170
�B��Æ 138n.22
�Ø����� 178n.11, 180, 184, 188, 193
-��-:

accent 149–50, 153–4, 199–208,
227–34, 262, 264–6, 289–92,
294

in complex Caland forms 282–3
formation 197–9
in Latin loan words 133, 135
see also -Ø��-; �-Ø��-; -ı��-

���ØŒ�� 145
������ 178, 181, 184, 186, 193, 236
���ıº�� 220
�ıª��� 29, 97
��Œ��æ�� 259, 264
˝øº$��� 135
�ø�ØÆ��� 204
��Æ��� 198n.4, 206
�ıæ��=�ıæ�� 156–7, 159–60,

166, 170, 306, 307–8
���Øº�� 220
-�- (linking vowel) 89, 93–4
-�- (thematic vowel) 6n., 9–10, 93,

270–2
OªŒ	Ł��� 244n.5
ZªŒ�� 140
Zª��� 240–1, 245, 249–50, 254n.26,

256–7
Arcadius on 29, 97–8

›�� 128–9
-�Ø (nom. pl. ending) 61, 72
�YŒ�Ø (adv.) 61
�rŒ�� 61, 138n.22
�r���=�x��� 240, 241, 249, 254n.26,

256–7
�Y�Ææ�� 170
-�Ø� (dat. pl. ending) 10
�r��æ�� 136n.18
�r��� 179–80, 181–3, 186, 193,

307–8
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ancient Greek (contd)
�Nø��� 201, 206
OŒ�# 26, 83–4
OºØ�Ł	æ�� 75
›ºŒ�� 145
‹º��� 243, 249, 254n.26
Zº�	 142
Z��æ�� 149, 159, 162, 170
‹�{º�� 223
›��E��=‹��Ø�� 78
O��Æº�� 216–18, 222, 292
-��, 3rd pl. forms in 72, 87n.7
Z��Ø�� 145
-�����, Lesbian imperatives in 72
›�	º�Œ�� 94–5
‹�º�� 223
›�º���æ�� 94
O�#æ$ 37
ZæªÆ��� 199, 206
ZæªÆ��� 199
Oæ�Ø��� 231
ZæŁæ�� 156, 170
‹æ��� 249, 252, 254n.26, 256, 257,

293
Oæ��Ø��� 261
Oæ��� 295
Oæ�Æ�ØŒ�� 94
Oæ�Æ��� 204
Zæ�Æ��� 247, 249, 254n.25
Zæ�Æ��� 192
Oæ�	Ł��� 253
Oæ��º�� 217

 ˇæ������� 92
-�� (gen. sg. ending) 118
-��, s-stems in 145–6
-��	� 38–45, 80
�P vs. �y 16, 17
�P��Æ 72–3
�PºÆ��� 247–8, 253n.23
�PæÆ��� 206
-�ı� (acc. pl. ending) 9–10, 64, 68
�s� 114–15
O�ŁÆº��� 254n.24
Z�Æ��� 205
O����� 186, 188, 193
Z�º�� 223
Z���� 238, 240, 249, 256
O�ıæ�� 284

ZłÆ��� 205
ZłØ��� 268–9
OłØ��� 273
3 ˇłØ��� 273n.29
�Æª����=��ª���� 185n.22, 188, 190
�ÆE��/ Doric �Æ��� 71
�ÆØ��Œ�� 145
�ÆØ��� 197
�ÆØ�Œ����� 89
�Æ���E�� 78
�ÆæŁ��ØŒ� 94n.26
�ÆæŁ���� 69, 133
��æ�� 140
����Æº�� 222
�Æ���� 177, 192
�Æ��æ��� 133–4
�Æ��æ:

dat. pl. 91, 95n.30
and kinship terms 164
mobile accent 65, 107
voc. sg. 67n., 146–7n.29, 298

�Æ�æ�Œ����� 217
�ÆFæ�� 127,259,266,284–5,288,294
�Æı�øº� 37
�Æ�����=������� 175–6
�Æ�ıºH� 210–11, 213, 225
��{º�� 223
���� 140
��ºÆ���=��ºÆ��� 198
—�ºÆ�ªØŒ�� 94n.26
��º�Œı� 140
���Ł�æ�� 89, 164–5, 170, 229–30
����� 26, 83–4
��æØ��Œ���� 175–6
��æ���fiø�� 24
��æı�Ø 140
��æı�Ø��� 274
���Æº�� 223
���	º�� 223
���	�� 204
��ıŒ�Æ���=��ıŒ�Æ��� 203n.13, 204
�������Æ vs. �������Æ 22, 28–9
�		Ł��� 244n.5
�	º�Œ�� 94–5
�	º�� 78
�	�� 78
�	æ��=�Bæ�� 78, 260, 263
�B�ı� 140
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�ØÆæ�� 4
�Ø�ı��$$� 44n.72
���ı��� 261, 277
����ø� 28–9
���^æ�� 170
�º�ŁÆ��� 204
�º�Œ��� 231
�º	Ł#æ$ 37–8
�º�ŒÆ��� 239, 247, 249, 254n.

25, 293
�º�ŒÆ��� 198n.4, 205
�º�F��� 149, 179, 186, 194, 235
—º�F��� 298
�º����� 238, 247, 253n.23, 256
�ºı��� 149, 205
��{ª���� 177–8, 188, 192
��ØŒ�� 148
��Ø�� 148
���	�Ø� 145
��Ø	��� 174
��ØŒ�º�� 88, 92, 149n., 211, 292
��Ø��� 40
��Œ��� 176–7, 186, 191, 192
��ºØ�:
��º�ø� 85n.4
��º�ø� 85
��º	�� 85

�����º�� 217
���	æ��=���	æ�� 74–5, 260, 263
�����º�� 210, 217
���Æ��� 205
��æŁ��� 253n.23
��æ��� 205
���Æ��� 247–8, 254n.24
����æ�� 142
���	�� 176–7, 193
������ 249, 250, 254n.26, 256
�����=����� ‘drink’ 184, 186,

189, 193
����� (adj.) 184
����� ‘drinking bout’ 178, 186, 189,

193
����:
accent of derivatives 148
comparison with Skt p�$$t 26, 83–4
Etymologicum Magnum on 31n.43
mobile accent 65, 106, 114, 116,

118

�æAª�Æ 145
�æÆ���Œ��� 135, 136n.18
�æ���fiH�� 24
�æ���æ�� 140
�æøœ��� 273
—æH��� 298
��Ææ��� 238
���æ�	 142
���æ�� 166, 170
���º�� 149
����Æ��� 204
���ºØ�Łæ�� for ���º��Łæ�� 47
���º��=��Æº�� 223
�ıŒØ��� 261, 270, 272–3
�ıŒ��� 197
��æÆ��� 204
�ıæ���� 180, 184, 188,

193
�^æ�� 164
ÞÆØ��� 261
Þ����� 205
Þ��Æ��� 204
Þ�Ø��=Þ�Ø���=ÞE��� 189
Þ{��� 205
ÞE���, see Þ�Ø��=Þ�Ø���=ÞE���
-æ�-:

accent 148–50, 153–4,159–73,
227–33, 259–60, 263–4,
289–92, 294

formation 155–8
lack ofWheeler’s law effects

91n. 21
segmentation 9–10
types excluded fromanalysis 5,158

Þ�ØŒ�� 142
Þ��Æº�� 222
Þı$· ����� 188, 190, 193
Þ^��� 253n.23
Þı��� 182
+ø��º�� 135
Þø���� 253n.23
-� (nom. sg. ending) 10
�Æ��ººØŒ�� 133, 135
�ÆŒ����æ�� 94
�Æ���Œ	 88
��Ø���� 238
��E��æ�� 136n.18
��Œ�ı��� 134–5
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ancient Greek (contd)
�	���� 177, 192
-�Ø- 145–6
�Ø�#� 136n.19
���ı��� 204
�Øø�	æ�� 155
�Œ��Æº�� 222
(�)Œ������ 180, 188, 189, 193
�ŒÆæŁ��� 238
�ŒÆ�	��� 178, 192
�Œ�º���� 188, 192
�Œ��Æ��� 204
�Œ��Æ��� 204
�Œ	���� 176, 193
�ŒØ��ºÆ���, see ��Ø�ÆºÆ��� andvariants
�Œ���º�� 223
�Œıº��� 238
�ŒFº�� 223
�Œı���� 298n.
�Œ��Æº�� 223
���æÆº��� 197
���æ��� 197
-���- 5, 238, 245–6, 250, 251, 257–8
��ÆæÆŒ��� 176, 192, 233
���æªÆ��� 205
��Ææ���=���æ���‘rope’ 177
��Ææ���=���æ���=��Ææ���=���æ���

‘Spanish broom’ 177
������ 204
���æ	���=���æ	��� 176–7, 179
��Æª���� 180, 188, 192
��ÆŁ��� 254n.24
��Æ��� 184
��Æıæ�� 168, 170
��Æ�ı	æ� 166, 170
�����ıº�� 217
���æ��� 199–200, 205
����Æ��� 206
��	�Æ����� 92
��Ø�Ææ�� 156
-���- 174, 181
���º��� 240, 256
���æª� 295
��æ��	º�� 222
��æÆ��� 176, 184, 194, 231
��æØ���� 198
��æ����� 198, 204
-��æ����, compounds in 94

��ıª�æ�� 156
��Fº�� 223
��ø��º�� 149n.
��ªŒº	��� 136n.18
-�ı��-, see -ı��-
�ıæ����� 184, 188, 193
��Æº�æ�� 156
���Æ��� 197
���� 40
���æ�� 197
����ıº�� 217, 293
���ı��� 198, 261, 277
��Ø�ÆºÆ��� and variants 239n.1
�fiø)������ 92, 298n.
��ºÆæ�� 170
�Ææ���ı��� 261
�Æ��� 182
�Æ�� 295
���æ�� 156, 170
�Æ�ı��� 39–42, 43–4
�� 70, 131
��Ø�Æ����� 92
��E��� 145
��Œ��� 140, 200, 206, 232n., 307–8
����ø� 28–9
-��æ�- 264
���Ææ��� 5, 136n.18
��ı�����æ�� 94
��ı����æ�� 94
�	º�Œ�� 94–5
-�	�- 38–45
�ØŁ	��� 204
�Ø�Æª��� 29, 97
��� 58n.15
���Æ��� 199n.7
�º	��� 174
-�º�- 5, 136n.18, 210
-��-:

accent 149–50, 181–96, 227–36,
289–92, 311

formation 174–80
after o-grade root 177, 178, 179–

80, 181–3, 184, 186–7, 191,
195–6, 233–4, 235–6, 289

types excluded from analysis 5,
181

��Œ���� 184, 187, 188, 192
����� 152–3
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����� 152–3
��æ��� 249, 256
��æ��� 205
�æÆØ$��� 135
�æÆ��Æ�Æ 204
�æ��	º�� 223
�æ$�ı���=�æ$���	� 44n.72
�æ��Æ��� 204
�æØ���� 30, 32
�æØ���� 30, 32
-�æ�- 5, 136n.18, 158
�æ�Ø)�� vs. �æ��)	� 40–1
�æ���º�� 210, 216–19, 221, 225, 292
�æ���Æº�� 222
�æıª	���=�æ�ª	��� 178
�æ�̂̂�Æ��� 205
�æøœŒ�� 94
�æ#�Æ�Æ 204
����Æ���=���Æ��� 205
�ı����� 178, 188, 192
�ı�º�� 149
�ı�	æ�� 75
oæ$ 141note j
(æ	º�� 210
oæ�� 141, 279–80
�̂ ���� 180, 188, 193
ıƒ�� 81
ıƒø��� 201, 205
(ºÆª��� 29, 97–8, 249, 253
-ıº�-:
accent 92, 211, 212–21,

224–6, 284–5, 289–90, 292–3
formation 209–10
in Latin loan words 135
synchronic identity 236–7,

289–90, 292–3
(��� 139
o���� 138n.22
-ı��-:
accent 240–2, 246, 262, 277–9,

286, 287–8, 290, 294
formation 238, 239, 266–7, 269–70

-ı��-:
accent 199, 201, 261, 277–9,

287–8, 290, 294
formation 198, 266–7, 276–7

o�Æ��� 5
o���� 142, 200

-ıæ�- 5, 156, 230, 283–5, 288
o��Æ��� 181
-ı�	� 44

see also �æÆı���; �Ø�ı�$��; �Æ�ı���;
�æ$�ı���=�æ$���	�

��ªØº�� 221, 226
��ªæ�� 170
�Æ�Ø��� 197, 278–9
�Æ�Ø��� 238, 239, 240, 262, 268
�ÆEæ�� 298–9
��º$æ��=��º	æ�� 259, 264
�Æº�æ��� 133
�Æ����� 92
�$��� 204
���Œøº�� 222
�Æ��� 182
��Øøº�� 209, 223
��ªØ��� 270
�	�� 87
�Øº��	� 38, 42
�Ø�æ�� 164
�ºÆFæ�� 284
�º�ªıæ�� 156, 284–5
�º�Ææ�� 170
��æ��� 256
��æ�� ‘forum’ 133–4
��æ�� 152
��æ�� 152
��æ���:

accent 181, 184, 186, 193, 195,
233–4, 235–6

formation 177, 179, 233–4, 235–6
��æı��� 177, 186, 193
�æÆª��� 29, 97
�æ�̂̂ªÆ��� 205
�æıª�º�� 216–19, 221, 225
�æ^Œ��� 176, 193
�æ^���=�æF��� 198
�ıª�� 145
��ºÆ� 118
�Fº�� 209, 223
��̂̂�Æº�� 210, 222
�ı�ØŒ�� 145
�ı��� 149–50, 177, 184, 193
�#ªÆ��� 204
�H��� 262, 264
�ø���æ�� 91
�H���/Doric �#��� 71
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ancient Greek (contd)
�ÆE��=�ÆE�� 142
�ÆºÆæ�� 156
�Æº���	 88
�Æ��� 136n.18
��æÆæ�� 170
�Ææ���ı��� 261
���ŒÆ��� 204
�ÆF��� 261, 277
����Ææ�� 170
��Ø��æØ��� 274
�����æ�� 259, 264
��ØæØø��� 174
�	º�� 222
��æ$ 158n.7, 163
�Bæ�� 158, 163
�ŁÆ�Æº�� 92
�Ø�#� 136n.19
�º���	� 66n.29
�ºøæ�� 75
-���- 238, 245
��Æ��� 204
��ºø��� 174–5
���æ�� 164
���æ�� 164n.12
��æ��� 142, 177, 179, 182–3, 186,

193
�æ���	� 66n.29
�æ	���� 78
�^º�� 222
���æ�� 136n.18
łÆŁıæ�� 284
ł�ŒÆº��=ł�ŒÆº�� 218, 222
ł���	��� 192
ł�����Ø vs. ł�ı���Ø 24
ł	��{{� 41
ł�º�� 222
łø��� 253n.23, 255n.29
-#, names in 300

 ,Œ�Æ��� 199n.7
-øº	 36–8
-øº�- 209, 213, 215
T��� 239, 240, 241, 262
-ø� (gen. pl. ending):

accentual properties 64
in 1st-declension words 66, 67, 68,

145, 296
in mobile paradigms 114–15

segmentation 9–10
-ø�, nouns in 133, 135, 136n.19
-ø��- 201
t��� 138n.22, 200, 205
-ø�- ‘eye’ 64
-øæ$ 36–8
-øæ	 36–8
‰� 131
-ø��- 174–5, 181
T�æ�� 161
medieval
ı����ø� 51
�NŒ��ø� 51
����Æ��ı 51
��æÆ�Ø#�ø� 51
ł����ø� 51
-ø� (1st-decl. gen. pl. ending) 51
modern
Æ�Łæ#��ı 305n., 311
Æ���æ�ØŒ� 305
Æ��Ææ�ØŒ�� 305
��æ�Ææ�� 26
Æ�Œ�º�ı=��ŒÆº�ı 27n.34
����æØŒ� 305
����æØŒ�� 305
)ø�º�ªØŒ�� 306
)ø�º�ªØŒ�� 306
-Ø
Ð
� 32

-ØŒ�- 305–6
ŒÆŁÆæ�� 26
-�ı (gen. sg. ending) 27n.34,305n.,311
����Æ��ı vs. �Æ�����ı 51–2
��æÆ�Øø�#� 51
ł�ı�#� 51
-ø� (1st-decl. gen. pl. ending) 51

INDO-IRANIAN

Avestan (in traditional order)

a�ra- 157
-ina- 273–4
uzaiieirina- 273–4
ušahina- 274, 275
tacina- 275
vī̇spaiieirina- 274n.31
rapiŁ�ina- 273
saocina- 275
zairina- 275
hąmina- 274
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Sanskrit (in traditional order: a, ā, i,
ī̇, u, ū, r

˚
, r
˚
¯, l
˚
, e, ai, o, au, m

˙
, h
˙
, k,

kh, g, gh, ṅ, c, ch, j, jh, ñ, t
˙
, th
˙
, d
˙
,

d
˙
h, n
˙
, t, th, d, dh, n, p, ph, b, bh, m,

y, r, l, v, ś, s
˙
, s, h)

-a- (thematic vowel) 279–82
aṅká- 140
aṅkura- 211note a
ajirá- 212
ájma- 240, 241, 256
ájra- 139, 158, 159–60, 307–8
añjas{�na- 274n.31
abhrá- 157, 159, 161, 162
árjuna- 285, 286–7
as
˙
t
˙
á- 26, 83–4

ās
˙
t
˙
í̇- 138n.22

-āna-, perf. participles in 92
āmá- 240, 241, 262
āśáyāna- 199n.7
idhmá- 239
-ima- 239–40
-ira- 211–12, 287
-ila- 212n.4
is
˙
irá- 161

í̇s
˙
u- 138n.22

-�{{- (‘vr
˚
k�{{-suffix’) 270

-ī̇na- 274n.31
udrá- 141, 279–80
-una- 286–7
-ura- 211–12
-ula- 212n.4
us
˙
ás- 139

r
˚
jrá- 160
ŕ
˚
bhva- 281
éma- 240, 241, 257
kákuda- 281
katará- 142
ká̄ma- 107
kumbhá- 140
kú̄pa- 141 note q

kévat
˙
a- 281

kraví̇s
˙
- 140

krūrá- 160
ks
˙
urá- 156–7, 159–60, 306, 307–8

gatá- 182
gabhī̇rá- 287
gambhī̇rá- 287
gharmá- 240, 241, 262

cakrá- 140
chinná- 197
jagmāná- 92
jārá- 161, 230
jihmá- 240, 241, 262
jñātá- 182
jyá̄ 138n.22
-ta- 181
tatá- 182
-tama- 43n.70
tárun

˙
a- 286–7

tavis
˙
á- 280

-tā, abstract nouns in 116
tigmá- 239
tyá̄gima- 240
dáśa 26, 83–4
dasmá- 239
divá- 282
divyá̄- 139
duv�$$ 139
duhitár- 138n.24
dūrá- 161
dravará- 209
drávina- 286n.63
drumá- 241
dhāká- 141
dhārú- 139
dhūmá- 241
dhvajá- 281–2
-na- 197, 199, 200
nagná- 199–200, 241, 262
náva- ‘new’ 153, 280n.47
náva ‘nine’ 26, 83–4
páñca 26, 83–4
patará- 209
padá- 140, 281
paraśú- 140
parivatsar�{{n

˙
a- 274n.31

parút 140
pá̄t 26, 83–4
pāmaná- 280
pitŕ

˚
s
˙
u 95n.30

pī̇vasá- 280
purás 140
purutáma- 43
purus

˙
átā- 116

pus
˙
t
˙
im
˙
bhará- 93

peśalá- 211
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Sanskrit (contd)
pratarám 140
prāvr

˚
s
˙
�{{n
˙
a- 274n.31

phalgvà- 281–2
bahulá- 210–11
bāhú- 140
bhr
˚
tá- 152

-ma- 239–40, 241–2
mánus

˙
a- 281

mandurá̄ 138n.22
-máya- 152
márta- 181
mahá- 282
mām

˙
ścatvá- 281n.49

mātár- 142
múkha- 138n.22
mus

˙
ká- 140

mūrá- 161
mūrtá- 181, 183
mr
˚
tá- 182

yajñá- 199–200
-ra- 159, 287
rása- 281
riprá- 162
rudhirá- 162, 287
róhita- 281
lopāśá- 281n.49
lóhita- 281
vatsá- 280
vádhri- 139
vandhúra- 281
vásana- 139, 200, 307–8
vasná- 138n.22, 200
vá̄ta- 181n.18
vim
˙
śatí̇- 139

vithurá- 212
vis
˙
á- 282

vī̇dhrá- 162
vr
˚
k�{{- 270

vr
˚
s
˙
alá-/vŕ

˚
s
˙
ala- 210

véśa- ‘house’ 138n.22
vyāghrá- 161
śákr

˚
t 279

śaṅkhá- 140
śākiná- 281–2
śá̄da- 281
śukrá- 198
śrutá- 182

śváśura- 139, 160, 230, 286
śví̇tna- 199n.7
s
˙
ás
˙
- 26, 83–4

sam
˙
vatsar�{{n

˙
a- 274n.31

saptá- 26, 83–4
saptamá- 139
sárma- 239
sādá- 107
sumná- 138n.22
sékima- 240
stīrn

˙
á- 199–200

str
˚
ta- 176

syú̄man- 139
srutá- 181–2
svápna- 142note v, 200
ham

˙
sá- 282

hatá- 182
hárita- 281
hitá- 182

ITALIC

Latin
bibulus 209
burdō 135
Caesariānus 135
Calēnus 135
Campānus 135
cassis 135
centuriō 132, 134
cōdicillus 135
Corbiō 133, 135
crēdulus 209
custōdia 132n.
Falernus 133
formus 242note g
forum 133–4
Germanicus 135
Hadriānus 135
hesternus 273
hı�bernus 273
hornus 273
-ia 132n.
illı�c 60n.19
itaque 301
legiō 133, 134–5
libellus 135
lucunculus 135
macellum 133, 135
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magister 135, 144
nebula 209n.
Nōlānus 135
- ō(n) 133
paternus 133–4
porculus 210
praefectus 135, 136n.18
Quartus 135, 136n.18
-que 301
quernus 270
Rōmulus 135
Sabellicus 133, 135
Secundus 134–5
stuprum 156
Traiānus 135

uērnus 273, 274–5
uesperna 273
-ulus 209

SLAVONIC

Old Church Slavonic
bylŭ 209
darŭ 156
želězĭ̇nǔ 270
krŭvĭ̇nŭ 275–6
tĭ̇mĭ̇nŭ 275–6

TOCHARIAN

A orkäm, B orkamo 270
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Subject Index

Note: Greek names of main topics are alphabetized as if they were

transliterated.

ā-stem nouns 66–7, 116, 145, 158,
294–7

ablaut 107
see also root vocalism

abstract nouns:

becoming concrete 239, 243–4,
266, 293, 295–7

difficulty of definition 248–9
see also nomina actionis

accent:

definition of 7–9, 53–5
fixed 59–60, 310–11
free 60
inherent 8–9, 116–19, 121, 123,
128, 145, 148–51, 292,
310–11

pitch 8–9, 55–7
shifts 32, 87–96
stress 8–9, 55–7, 73
surface 8–9, 114–15
see also ancient Greek accent; Balto-

Slavonic accent; Bengali

accent; English, stress; French

stress; Germanic languages;

Indo-European accent; Japanese

accent; Latin stress; Lithuanian

accent; medieval Greek stress;

modern Greek stress; Sanskrit

accent; Swedish

accent

acrodynamic paradigms 107
Acusilaus of Argos 35
acute 46, 58–9, 60, 62–4, 65–6, 70,

111
see also ancientGreek accent, signs for

adjectives:

accented differently from nouns 1,
3, 47, 66, 149–54, 159, 163,
165, 183–5, 201–2, 209, 212,

220–1, 229, 231, 236–7, 239,
257, 289–91, 293

of material 198, 199, 208, 260–1,
266–7, 270–6, 287–8, 290,
294

possessive 280
substantivized 156–7, 166,

176–7, 179–80, 181, 184, 186,
189, 198, 199, 209–10, 232–3,
234n.8, 242 note g, 265, 266,
283, 287, 288, 306–8

adverbs 61
Aeolic dialects 74, 79, 84

see also Boeotian accent; Lesbian

accent; Thessalian accent

Alcaeus 73
Alexandrians, see grammarians,

ancient

amphidynamic paradigms 107
analogy:

in language change 89–94, 115,
151–3, 227–8, 296

in language processing

112n., 311–14
ancient Greek accent:

absent from everyday writing

16–21
change to stress accent 50
evidence for 2, 5, 6–7, 15–52
as ‘free within limits’ 60–1
as pitch accent 8, 50, 55–7, 73,

99–102, 124
prehistory 26, 43–4, 83–96,

108–12, 150–4, 227–37, 258,
277–88, 289–300

signs for 15, 19, 20, 21–2, 46,
58–9, 100

animal names 201, 202n., 210
see also animate beings, names for



animate beings, names for 217,
220–1, 226, 237, 292–3

see also animal names

Apollodorus 23
Apollonius Dyscolus 31
‘Arcadius’ 21, 22–3, 29, 97–8
archaic words 27–45, 79–80, 82
see also Homer, words found in

Archias (grammarian) 25
Aristarchus of Samothrace 22,

23–4, 28–9, 36n., 39,
42–3, 49

Aristonicus 49
Aristophanes of Byzantium 21–2, 25,

100
Aristotle 16–19, 21–2
medieval commentators 16–17n.4,

17n.5
Attic accent 70, 82, 84, 86
of ¼�º�� 67–8n.
ancient grammarians on 24–5, 30,

32–3, 39, 74–9
of I���ºÆ��� 78
of �ÆF��� 24–5
of ��ºıæ�� 260, 263
of ª�º�Ø�� 78
of �ªøª� 88
of �æ	��� 88
of &ø� ‘dawn’ 139 note c

of l��æÆØ et sim. 66n.30
of N� 76
of Œ�ı����� 39, 44
of ºÆ�� 76
of ���Ł	æ�� 74–5, 260, 263
of �Hæ�� 260, 263, 75
of ‹��Ø�� 78
of ��æ���fiø�� 24
of �Bæ�� 78, 260, 263
of ���	æ�� 74–5, 260, 263
of �æ���fiH�� 24
of �æØ���� 30
Vendryes’s law 88
Wheeler’s law not special to

95n.29
see also quantitative metathesis

augment 104
augmentatives 180, 184, 186n.23,

187n.26, 190

Balto-Slavonic accent 104, 116–17,
230

Bartoli’s law 88, 114–15, 138n.24
Bengali accent 57
Boeotian accent 45n.74, 70, 73, 74,

78, 82
borrowings, see loan words

breathings 16, 21, 22

Caland forms 155–7, 175, 197
complex 155n.1, 219–20n.,

260–2, 266–88, 294
Callistratus 34
Choricius of Gaza 51
circumflex 46, 48, 58, 60–1, 62–4,

65–6, 111
see also ancient Greek accent, signs

for

collectives 158, 159–63,
263, 272n.25

comparative method 115
comparatives 4, 264
complex Caland forms, see Caland

forms, complex

compounds:

compositional -i- in 155,
268–9

decompositional forms 236, 264
deverbative *-eto- in 175, 236
excluded from analysis 4
personal names 268
Wheeler’s law effects in 89, 91,

93–4
consonant clusters,word-final 60,63,

65, 72n.39
contonation 110
contour accents 48, 55–6,

57–8, 104n.8
contraction, see vowel contraction
Corinna 70, 73
correptio epica, see epic correption
*CRHC sequences 178–9, 187,

234–6

dactylic retraction, see
Wheeler’s law

deaccentuation 117–19, 146–8
‘default’ accent 117–19, 123, 128–9
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‘default’ accent (cont.)
analogy-based alternative 311–14
in ancient Greek 118–19, 123,

128–44, 229, 233, 237, 258,
266, 291–3, 297, 299–300

in early Germanic languages 310
in English disyllabic nouns 131–2,

313
in English disyllabic verbs 313
in IE 117, 118, 143n., 151, 306–8,

310
in Latin 301
in modern Greek 305

delocatival formations 198, 273–5,
279n.45

Demetrius Ixion 23
‘demorphologization’ 232–3, 236–7,

258, 291, 292–3, 297, 300, 305,
312–13

in English 302–5
in IE 306–8
in Latin 301
in modern Greek 305–6

derivational suffixes, see ‘demorpho-

logization’; morphemes; the-

matic suffixes

dialects, non-Koine 27, 30–45, 46,
70–82, 84–5, 87, 95

see also Attic accent; Boeotian

accent; Doric accent; Ionic;

Koine; Lesbian accent; Thessal-

ian accent

Didymus 25, 40n., 49
diminutives 210, 218, 237
Dionysius Thrax 23
diphthongs, word-final 61, 65n.28,

72, 73, 111n.22
dogs, dangerous 129, 130, 137
Doric accent 45n.74, 70,

71–2, 78–9, 82, 84, 110,
111

enclitics 69–70, 72, 87, 131n.8
endings, see morphemes

endocentric derivation 271, 278–83,
288, 294

English:

past tense forms 143

plurals 112–13
stress 1, 2, 9, 55–6, 77, 119–20,

131–2, 228n.3, 228n.4,
302–5, 313

Epaphroditus 25
epic correption 61n.25
Erasmus 98–9n., 99–100
Etymologicum Magnum 253–5,

256, 257
etymology 5–6

ancient 30–2, 248, 252–5
popular 252
transparency of 243–4, 246–8,

251–5, 256, 257–8, 288, 293
Euripides 18, 34

scholia to 34
Eustathius 39–42, 98
exocentric derivation with *-o- 280–1

feet in metrical phonology 119–24
final accentuation 62–9
final trochee rule, see �ø�BæÆ rule

finite verb, see verbs, finite forms

first-declension nouns 66–7, 116,
145, 158, 294–7

French stress 59, 131–2
frequency, token:

corpus used 168–9
effects of 227–8, 233, 292, 310,

311, 313
in English 228n.3, 228n.4,

302–5
in -º�- words 221–6, 237, 292–3,

303
in -��- nouns 203–8, 227–33, 292
in-æ�- nouns 167–73, 227–33, 292
in -��- nouns 191–6, 227–33, 292

Galen: 19–20
generative phonology 90–1,

105, 112–23
see also synchronic rules

German, see Germanic Languages;

High German

Germanic languages:

comparison with Greek

137–43, 159–62, 181–3,
199–200, 210–11, 307–8
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OHG swehur, OE swéor 160, 164,
230, 286

shift to initial stress 310
Verner’s law 104

grammarians, ancient 6–7, 15–16,
21–45, 49–50, 52, 74–82, 97–8

Alexandrians 21–2, 23–45, 71,
83, 98

see also etymology, ancient

grave 46, 48n.87, 58–9, 70, 72n.40
see also ancient Greek accent,

signs for

Greekaccent, seeancientGreekaccent;

medieval Greek stress; modern

Greek stress

Gregory of Nazianzus 50
Grimm’s law 104

Hegelochus 18
w�Æ rule, see �ø�BæÆ rule

Hennin 101
Heracleon 25
Herennius Philo 47
Hermappias 24
Hermogenes 20
Herodian 7, 22–5, 29, 36n., 49,

97–8
on I����º�� 47
on dialect accents 32–3, 66n.30,

74–6, 81n.51
on �Æ�ı��� and 	œ���� 39–42

Herodotus 79
Hesychius 4
heteroclitic stems 6n.
High German 90, 312
Hippias of Thasos 16–17n.4, 17n.5
Homer:

ancient problems 16–17, 23–4
definition of 10
metrical anomalies 43
papyri 46–7
reinterpreted forms 268
scholia to 23–4, 25, 40n., 49, 98
traditional accentuation 33–45, 71,

72, 78, 79–82, 260n.7
words found in 5, 154, 166–7,

190–1, 202–3, 242–5, 250–1,
253–5, 256

Homeridae 35
hysterodynamic paradigms 107

Ibycus 22n.13
imperatives 29, 61, 76
India, writing in 35n.50

see also Sanskrit accent; Vedic reci-
tation

Indo-European accent 26, 52, 83–4,
86, 104–8

of complex Caland forms 277–88,
294

of endocentric thematizations

279–82
of thematic forms 150–4,

232, 306–8
tonal hypothesis 107–8, 153
of words with *-lo- 151, 153–4,

210–12
ofwordswith *-mo- 239–42, 256–7
of words with *-no- 151, 153–4,

199–200, 307–8
of words with *-ro- 151, 153–4,

159–63, 306–8
of words with *-to- 151, 181–3,

307–8
zero-grade elements and lack of ac-

cent 43–4, 91n.22, 95–6n.30
infinitives 28, 29, 61
inflectional paradigm 67–9, 107
inflectional suffixes, see morphemes

inscriptions 4
insults 263
interjections 61
intermediate accentuation:

in ÆN�º�� 216n.12
almost absent fromwords with -��-,

-æ�-, -��- 229, 230
definition 62–9
in ŒÆæŒ���� 202, 229
in Latin loan words 133
loss of 152
in ��ª�º�Ø 218–20, 225
in nouns with -{��� 201
in words with -Øº�- and -ıº�- 91–2,

211–20, 224–6, 292
see also Wheeler’s law

intonation 54–5
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Iohannes Philoponus 23, 49
Ionic 36–8, 70, 78–9, 82, 84, 86

see also quantitative metathesis

Japanese accent 55–7, 116

kinship terms 164–5, 229–30
Koine:

accent 24, 25–7, 70–1, 74–82
words not current in 19–20,

27–45, 79–82

Latin stress 59–60, 99, 101, 110,
132–6, 137n.20, 144

before enclitics 300–1
law of limitation 60, 105, 108–12,

117–23, 307
analogies ascribed to 152, 153, 296
antiquity of 84–6, 89n.15
cause of recessive accent in finite

verbs 87
effects in modern Greek 27n.34
lost in Thessalian 74, 84n.1
see also recessive accent

Lesbian accent 70, 72–3, 76n.45, 78–9,
antiquity of generalized recessive

accent 72–3, 89n.15
as evidence for ‘default’ recessive

accent 143
in Homer 80–2

lexical diffusion 227–8, 303, 309–10
lexical phonology 90n., 105n.,

115n.27
Lithuanian accent 56, 60, 116–17,

160, 230
loan words 88, 131–6, 144

major rules, see synchronic rules
manuscripts, accented 7, 15, 48–50,

123, 134, 263n.
markedness 129–30
medieval Greek stress 16, 50–2, 86,

306n.
mesodynamic paradigms 107
metrical phonology 119–23
‘middle pitch’ 109–10
minor rules, see synchronic rules
mobile accentuation 64–5

exceptions to normal patterns

114–15
in IE 26, 106–7, 151–2, 153
synchronic analysis 116, 118

modern Greek stress:

absence of development to fixed

stress 311
continuity and discontinuity with

past 26–7, 51–2, 86
effects of ‘demorphologiza-

tion’ 305–6
effects on vowel length 99, 101–2
lack of secondary stresses 53n.2
shift from -�$ to - i

Ð
� 32

as stress not pitch accent 55
of words followed by enclitics

53n.2
monosyllabic stems 65–6, 81, 118
morae 55–6, 57–8, 62–4, 65–6, 108–

11, 122
morphemes 113, 308–10

accentual properties of 116–18, 121,
123, 128, 144–51, 289–94, 311

definition of ‘suffix’ 9
loss of analysis, see ‘demorphologi-

zation’

segmentation 9–10
see also thematic suffixes

morphologization 89–94,218,225,292
music, ancient Greek 15, 47–8, 52,

54n.4, 59, 102, 123–4
muta cum liquida, see stop plus liquid

names, see proper names

neuter nouns 141note l, 154, 163–4,
166, 184–5

in -Æ��- 198–9, 203, 208, 233–4,
289–91

old collectives 158
Nicanor 49
nomina actionis:

in -$-/-	- 294–7
definition 9
in IE 151–3
in -��- 238
in -��- 177–80, 181, 184, 186,
189–90, 235, 236

see also abstract nouns
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nomina agentis 9, 151–3
‘nominal’, definition 9
nominatives plural 61, 66–7, 72, 73,

145n.
non-recessive accent 62, 121, 123
nouns, see adjectives; nomina actionis;

nomina agentis
numerals:

cardinal 26, 83–4
ordinal 5, 136n.18, 181

oxytone words 62

Pamphilus 23
papyri 4, 7, 15, 22, 45–7, 52, 58,

100, 102, 123
with dialect accents 70, 71n.37,

71n.38, 72–3, 79
paradigm 67–9, 107
paroxytone words 62
participles 28–9, 72, 91–3, 95
��Ł	, ancient theory of 30–2
performance traditions 33–45, 71,

79, 80, 84
perispomenon words 62
persistent accentuation 65n.27
personal names, see proper names

Philemon 24–5, 32–3
Pindar 79
pitch accent, see accent, pitch; ancient

Greek accent, as pitch accent

pitch differentiated stress 56
place names 299
plant names 164
Plato 16, 21–2
poetry:

as evidence for pronunciation

99–102
medieval stress-based 50–2
strophic vs. non-strophic 48
see also performance traditions

prehistory, see ancient Greek accent,

prehistory

proclitics 69–70, 72, 131n.8
productivity 231–2, 234, 236–7,

246, 251, 257, 293, 297
proparoxytone words 62
proper names 29, 92, 97–8, 298–300

‘short’ forms 268
properispomenon words 62
prose rhythm, medieval 50–2
proterodynamic paradigms 107
Proto-Indo-European accent, see Indo-

European accent

Ptolemy of Ascalon 23

quantitative metathesis 85–6

reading aloud 20
recessive accent 62–9, 105–6, 120–3,

152, 298–9
as ‘default’ accent 118–19, 123,

128–44, 229, 233, 237, 258, 266,
291–3, 297, 299–300, 306–8, 313

of finite verb forms 28, 86–7, 108
in Lesbian 72–3, 80–2, 89n.15,

95n.29, 143, 144
reduplication, total 264–5
Romanos 50–1
root vocalism:

in complex Caland forms 286–7
in deverbative $-/	-stems 295,

297
in neuters with -Æ��- 198n.4
in words with *-mo- 240, 255–7
in words with *-ro- 158
in words with *-to- 179, 184,

186–7, 191, 195, 233–6
roots:

accentual properties 148
verbal vs. nominal 157, 197

rules, see synchronic rules

s-stems 145–6, 155, 278
Sanskrit accent:

comparison with Greek 26, 27, 52,
83–4, 86, 137–43, 307–8

in complex Caland forms 286–7
in compounds of type pus

˙
t
˙
im
˙
-

bhará- 93
enclisis of finite verb forms 87
in endocentric thematizations

280–2
in exocentric derivatives with

thematic vowel 280
19th-cent. study of 102, 103–5
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Sanskrit accent: (cont.)
in perf. participles with - āna- 92
in pitŕ

˚
s
˙
u et sim. 95–6n.30

pre-accented morphemes 116
‘shift’ from vocalic resonant to

following suffix 43–4
synchronic analysis 147n.30
unaccented but non-deaccenting

derivational suffixes 146
in vocatives 298
in words continuing IE *- lo- 92,
210–12

inwords continuing IE *-mo- 239–42
in words continuing IE *- no- 199–

200, 307–8
in words continuing IE *- ro- 159–

62, 306–8
in words continuing IE *- to- 181–

3, 307–8
see also Vedic recitation

Sappho 73
scholia, see Euripides, scholia to; Homer,

scholia to

second-declension suffixes, see the-

matic suffixes

secondary accents 53–4n.2, 105–6, 119
Semitic loan words 88, 136n.

19, 138n.24
Sievers’s variants 198–9, 238
Slavonic accent, see Balto-Slavonic

accent

�ø�BæÆ rule 61, 71, 73, 79, 89n.15,
110, 111

sound change 227–8, 303, 309–10
Stephanus of Byzantium 41
stop plus liquid 94, 95n.30
stress, see accent
substantivization, see adjectives, sub-

stantivized

suffixes, see ‘demorphologization’;

morphemes; thematic suffixes

superlatives 4, 5, 43n.70, 181
Swedish accent 56–7
synchronic rules 90–6, 112–23

major rules 90–1
minor rules 90–1, 93, 96
rule simplification 90, 93, 94
vs. analogy-based models 112n.,

311–14

thematic suffixes 6n., 148–54
thematic vowel 6n., 9–10, 151,

270–2, 279–82
thematization 6n., 271, 279–82, 296
Theodosius of Alexandria 22
Thessalian accent 70–1, 73–4, 84n.1
third-declension words 26, 64–5, 81,

114–15, 118
Trypho 23, 25, 32–3, 47
Tyrannio 22, 23, 28–9

Vedic recitation 34–5
see also Sanskrit accent

Vendryes’s law 88, 89n.15, 95
verbal abstracts, see nomina actionis
verbs, finite forms 28–9, 61, 86–7,

104, 106, 108, 146–7n.29
Verner’s law 104
vocalic quantities, see vowel lengths
vocalic resonants 43–4,

91n.22, 95–6n.30, 276n., 287
vocatives 64, 67–8n., 146–7n.29,

260n.7, 263, 298–9
Voss 100
vowel contraction 30, 65n.26, 86n.,

114–15, 130–1n.8
vowel lengths 20n., 21, 22, 99–102

Wheeler’s law 88–96, 165, 202n.,
211, 212–13, 214–20, 223–5,
230, 237, 292
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