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the editor does not suggest any date, but which is certainly later
than our text, reads
KvTtQOKQarlFoc
rj[il ô Xâo(ç) ôôe nth 1).

The phrasefits our type 8) and the editor correctlytranslates "De K.
je suis la pierre tombale que voici . . .". The presence of the article,
this time in conjunctionwith the demonstrative 8ôe,seems to fit the
theory that what we have here is the development of an earlier
formula in which the article by itself was sufficient to convey the
"hereand now9 meaning required2).
If this is so, and if the explanation proposedfor the formulasin 2)
can be accepted, we have here yet another example of something
which need to be continually stressed: Greek dialects often follow
parallel lines of development, but they follow them at different
times and at different speed. No correct exegesis of epigraphical,
and one might add, literary texts, can be attempted if this is not
kept in mind3).

Thessalian Patronymic Adjectiyes
By Anna Morpurgo-Davies,

Oxford

1. With a few notable exceptions, most of the recent work on
Greek dialects has proceeded with two aims in mind, either to
recognizea number of new isoglosses which may improve our knowx) Masson ICS 84; Schwyzer 683,7. See also Masson, Olotta 43 (1965), 226
from where I have taken the translation quoted below.
2) For a possible instance of demonstrative value of the article m a very
early inscription from Cyprus see Masson, ZivaAntika 15 (1966), 262 note 24a.
In what precedes I have not considered the inscription Masson ICS 100:
yvvd è/xi; it is conceivable that either the genitive
0doxvnQaç d TifjcÔQ/xo(1)
0doxv7iQaçor the nominative d . . . yvvd is a mistake, and in any case I agree
with Hoffmann (Qriech. Died. I 300) who considers the sentence "zusammengeflossen" from *&doxv7iQaçi/xl râç T. yvvaixôç (cf. Masson ICS 124: Ilvvrikaç
126:
èfjcirâç Ilvvxayoqav naiôôç) and <PdoxvnQaêfxl T. yvvâ (cf. Masson ICS
II
Dial.
288) according
Tïftoç Tiftayogavnaïç ê/ii). Meister's argument (Griech.
to which d !T.yvvd è/Mis 'regular' because the article contributes to make an
"Einzelbegriff" of the phrase seems to me rather woolly.
8) Quite frequently in decrees found outside Attica to the Attic rode ro
; one may wonder if at
yriyioiia corresponds a simple re iprjyiOfia(or y>âq>iofxa)
least in the early examples we have here yet another instance of the original
demonstrative value of the article.
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ledge of the prehistoric classificationof the dialects or to search for
a few archaic features which may give us new insights on the parent
IE language. However, in spite of its limitations, the evidence is
often sufficient to allow a study of the individual dialects for their
own sake. Frequently such an experimentis rewardingin that it can
lead us to a new point of view on a piece of Greek otherwise unknown or misjudged.
Greek patronymic adjectives have recently called for a large
amount of attention caused in part by the parallelism with the
newly discovered Mycenaeanevidence and in part by the recurrent
polemics about the dialect features of the epic language1). In what
follows I shall ignore both these problemsand I shall try to concentrate on the study of the use and distribution of these adjectives in
a restricted linguistic ambience: the Thessaly of the Fifth-Second
Century. However, before tackling the major problems, it is necessary to clarify a few minor points.
2. Standard textbooks seem to agree in attributing the use of
patronymic adjectives to the whole of Thessaly since the earliest
times. The only exception is found in Thessaliotiswherethe Sotairos
inscription (fifth century) is interpretedas having a normal genitive
for the father's name. Moreover, according to Buck2): "when the
father's name is itself a patronymic form in -Sagor -togthe genitive
is regularly employed in Boeotian; so also in early Thessalian, but
later the adjective forms . . . are usual".
These statements need checking.I shall tackle first the problem of
the -Sagnames and then that of the evidence relative to Thessaliotis.
*) The older bibliography can be found in A. Sacconi, Due note sul patronimico greco in -ioç, Rendiconti Ace. Lincei 16 (1961), 275 ff. On Mycenaean
see also N. van Brock, Notes mycéniennes, II. Les "patronymiques", RPh 34
(1960), 222 ff.; Ruijgh, Études sur la grammaire et le vocabulaire du grec
Mycénien, Amsterdam 1967, 99 ff. (passim). On Homer: J. M. Aitchinson,
TeXafiévioç Aïaç and other patronymics, Glotta 42 (1964), 132ff. Recently
O. Masson has published a note entitled "Sur de prétendus emplois de
l'adjectif patronymique en -iyo- hors de l'éolien" (Glotta 43, 1965, 217ff.) to
which I shall frequently have to refer.
2) Reference is made here and elsewhere to C. D. Buck, Greek Dialects,
1955 (here at p. 134); Thumb -Scherer, Handbuch der griech. Dial., II, 1960;
F. Bechtel, Griechische Dial., II, 1921; O. Hoffmann, Griech. Dial., II, 1893.
On Thessalian in particular the most recent monograph is that by R. van der
Velde, Thessalische Dialektgeographie, Nijmegen- Utrecht 1924. For the
texts I shall give whenever possible the reference to IG IX 2 or to Schwyzer
DGE, but in some cases better aditions are available and many inscriptions
have been published after the appearance of IG IX 2 (1908).
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It is certainly true that Boeotian does not form adjectives from
-dagnames; as Buck acknowledges,the position is differentfor standard Thessalian inscriptions which keep breaking the rule. However, I have not found any definitive evidence to the contrary for
the early period and I must assume that Buck's statement, which
is carried on from the first edition of the book (1909), relies on the
views expressed by Solmsen in RhM 59 (1904) 496 note 1 and
repeated by Ernst Fraenkelin IF 21 (1911) 234. But these are based
exclusively on IGIX2 1236, a fifth (?) century inscription from
Perrhaebia, broken at the beginning and difficult to read. Kern in
IG followed Hiller in reading ]ç VQeara[i]aovèiïenexai 0éfxiaan, but
Lolling, the first editor, followed by others, read Vgearadaassuming
presumably that the offerer [. . . ,]g had an Vqeaxaaagfor father.
However the reading and the restoration seem far from certain,
even though the lack of a reliable photograph does not allow us to
pronounce an independent judgement. Moreovera genitive masculine ending in -â in the fifth century might requiresome justification.
Phalanna, admittedly, knows at a much later date both forms in -a
and in -âo, but one might expect for the earlier period the non
contracted forms (as in the later IGIX2 12295 of the second
century). Also, before assuming that 'Oçearâdais a genitive it remains to be proved that it is not an asigmatic nominative of the
type frequently attested in Boeotian1): in this case it would be
possible to interpretit not as a patronymic, but as a name of phratry
or of a genos2). To sum up, it looks as if, as long as no more valid
evidence is produced, Buck's rule is to be simplified in favour of a
statement parallel to that of Thumb-Scherer (p. 74): "Die im
Boiotischen zu beobachtende Regel liber die Verwendungdes Genetivs bei Namen, die selbst Patronymika sind . . ., scheint dem
Thessalischen fremd zu sein."
3. The supposed absence of patronymic adjectives in Thessaliotis
is explained as due to the particularly Western Greek character of
this part of Thessaly. What remains to be proved, however, is that
patronymic adjectives are not used in Thessaliotis. If we ignore the
large number of them found in Pharsalos, because this town cannot
be considered as belonging to Thessaliotis proper, we are left with
a number of latish inscriptions from Cierium (second century),
*) For these see my article in Glotta 39 (1961), 104ff. The list must now
be increased by the three new examples published by J. Venencie, BCH 84
(1960), 596 and 611.
2) For these see below p. 91, n. 4.
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which show a regular use of patronymics- and with the Sotairos
inscription (IG IX 2 257). No other relevant evidence is available.
The problems presented by IG IX 2 257 are well known1): if the
inscription is to be taken as a unit, with the final words written on
the top margin, the last phrase is Voéarao06Q€XQareç
( ?) hvXôqèovxoç
Odovinô hvïoç (accordingto the standard interpretation), or 0eoexQarêç (?) hvXôoéovroç0iXovmô hvïoç (if we follow Marta Sordi2) in

taking Ooeoraoas a genitive depending on ëoôoe. In the first case
indicates the name of the father of Voéorâçand is totally
0€QexQ<xrëç
ungrammatical3).A correction may restore either 0eqexqâre(p)çor
which would be, at this date, an acceptable form of
0eQe7CQare(py,
patronymic adjective in the genitive. It is obviously impossible to
decide between the two4). As for 0dovlxô, if it refers to the grandfather of Vgéaraç, a patronymic adjective would be impossible in
any case and could not be expected. In the second hypothesis,
is required)
is the vXœqoç(and a correction0€QexQâre(p}ç
0eQexQâxëç
and his father was 0iX6vmoç.Here a patronymic adjective might be
expected, but it should be made clear that the presence of the word
hvïoç destroys the entire value of the document. Before a substantive, a genitive and an adjective are equally possible and there is no
question of a 'proper* Aeolic or Thessalian form6). The other
possibility, namely that the Sotairos tablet contains the end of
another inscription ]sç hvtôqéovroç0dovixô hvïoç, if real, would
provide evidence parallelto that discussed above and need not to be
considered here. I do not think that it is possible to argue any
further. The early evidence for Thessaliotis appears to be totally
ambiguous, and the second century inscriptions6)may either reflect
a more or less artificiallinguistic unification,taking place in Thessaly
under the Roman domination, or may provide us with an archaic
*) For the recent bibliography on the inscription see L. H. Jeffery, The
Local Scripts of Archaic Greece, Oxford 1961, 99 No. 10 and add the article
quoted below, note 6.
2) Rivista di Filologia 36 (1958), 59ff. See also by the same author, La Lega
Tessala, Roma 1958, 107ff.
8) The old hypothesis by Hoffmann (Philologus NF 15, 1902, 248) that -êç
is an acceptable genitive ending in Thessalian is far from being generally
accepted and has little chance of being correct.
4) I have discussed the spelling -EOZ for -EIO2Jin Glotta 43 (1965), 244
(see also p. 100, n. 4).
5) That this is the case is proved e.g. by the alternation of adjective of
'belonging9 and genitive of "belonging9: see below § 7 a propos of the two fifth
a atdXa . . ., and Qdof/QOToi
century inscriptions *Av<pioveia
-coniaafxa.
6) e.g. IG IX 2 258.
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relic of the local dialect1). At present it is not possible to decide
between these two suggestions.
4. Use and distribution of patronymic adjectives are two completely intermixed problems; we shall have to deal with them simultaneously and we shall also have to refer frequently to our next
paragraphswhich are concerned with the problem of their formation.
In Thessalian inscriptions the patronymic adjective immediately
follows the personal name and is not preceded by the article.
Whenever the father's name is to be indicated a patronymic adjective is used2). A few exceptions need to be discussed here. Some of
them of course should not detain us: they simply indicate the
beginning of the koine influence on Thessalian, or, possibly, the
deliberate intention not to use the dialect in the inscription. From
the former point of view any inscription of the third and second
centuriesmay be expected to show signs of extra-dialectal influence.
This often appears in those inscriptionswhich show only a sporadic
use of the patronymic adjective : one may quote here as an example
IGIX 2 1233 (Phalanna: third century) where the names of the
five xxoHaqxoiare followed in three cases by a patronymic adjective
and in two cases by the genitive of the father's name. That the
three adjectives are all formed from -a- stems and the two genitives
from -o- stems may not be due to pure chance, but the extant
evidence does not allow us to go any further than pointing out this
remarkable distribution. Similar cases of alternation of adjectives
and genitives are occasionally found from the third century onwards. Another interesting example is IGIX 2 1228 (Phalanna:
and the rayevovreçall have a
third century) where the Xetroqevovv
patronymic adjective but the names of the new citizens are accompaniedeither by the genitive or by the adjective3).
However, other cases may be quoted in which the absence of the
adjective and the presence of the genitive cannot simply be ex*) The point is interestingand I hope to be able to return to it elsewhere.
It is my impressionthat in Thessaly and perhapsin other regions of Greece
(Laconiais the obvious example) the dialect may have been kept in official
decrees for political reasons even when as a writtenlanguage it had been
supersededby the koine.
2) It is easy to give the wrong impressionhere: patronymic adjectives
properdo not appearbeforethe late fifth century or the fourth century. The
mass of the evidence comes from a later period.
3) For a discussion of this syntactical type in Thessalian and especially
in Boeotian, where it is more frequent,see below § 8.
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plained in terms of heterodialectal influence. An easy instance is
The lemma tells us that
IGIX2 6836 AapoKQareia
AaiioKqâxeoç.
a
is
683
earlier
than
where a regularadjective
the inscription slightly
is used (Afuploa/Aoc
Before thinking of koine influencein b,
A/bHpcaïoç).
one must rememberthat a regular use of the patronymic adjective
would have produced an apparent repetition *Aa/ÂOXQdreia
AafAoKQOxeia.
Presumably this was to be avoided and a genitive was
preferred1).
Another example which seems to be sufficiently important to be
discussed here is that of a fifth century inscriptionfrom Meliboeae2):
Here an adjective formally identical
Avyiôveiaa axâXaxovcpqovêxoç.
with a patronymic indicates the name of the man for whom the stele
was erected, and the following genitive presumably refers to his
father. A patronymic adjective, though possible3),would have made
a axâXa,the constructhe phrase more ambiguous. As for Av<piovela
tion has many precedents both in the epic language (e.g. B 54
NearoQer] naqà vrjl IJvXoiyevéoç fiaaiXfjoc) and elsewhere (e.g. in

Boeotian; see for instance Schwyzer DOE 440.3 KaXiaia êfii xo
where presumably Kévxqôvis the father oiKaXia(ç)). The
KévtQÔvoç
remarkable
thing in this document is the use of the article,
only
which does not normally precede the patronymic adjective or the
genitive either in Thessalian or in Boeotian. However this may be,
the example is enough, I believe, to prove that, though standard
Thessalian usage required a patronymic adjective, the use of the
genitive in this function was possible and acceptable in the dialect
in some particular phrases4). Not all prose instances of genitive in
this function should therefore be attributed to heterodialectal influence or considered late.
The last text to discuss is IG IX 2 250, a fifth century inscription
from Pharsalos:
Uifidv 6 MvX(X)iôeoçènêaxaae /Ltaxégiheâ MvXXlôi. . .

The standardinterpretation,which sees in MvX{X)iôeoç
a matronymic,
i.e. an adjective derived from the name MvXXiçof the mother of
x) This is worth noticing in view of the fact that one of the supposed
examples of non-Aeolic patronymic adjectives (IGIX173:
A\axQaveia
AaxQareia is now challenged by Masson (Glotta 43, 1965, 221), who assumes
that the name is merely repeated.
2) Woodward, JHS 33 (1913), 313ff. No. 1 : cf. Kretschmer, Glotta 7(1916)
327 ff. and Schwyzer DQE 605.
3) See below § 7.
4) See above p. 88, n. 5. For the use of the article cf. below p. 91, n. 4 and 5.
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Zt/wv is one which I have supported elsewhere1) and which still
seems to me the most plausible2). The objection which, as far as I
know, nobody has considered before is that the article is nowhere
else used before an adjective of this kind, and also that either the
matronymic or the phrase fxaxeqiheâ appear slightly superfluousin
the same context. I cannot quote any parallels from Thessaly. Two
alternatives suggest themselves: either Mv2.(A)iôeoç
is a genitive
or MvX(X)iôeoç
referringto a father's name such as *MvX(A)iôevçz),
is neither a matronymicnor a patronymic (at least in function), but,
instead, possibly indicates Simon's membership of a genos or a
phratry, and it is only coincidence that it is formally similar to the
name of Simon's mother4). Neither hypothesis is immediately convincing, but it seems impossible to proceed any further without
additional evidence. The ratherattractive speculationthat matronymics are syntactically distinguished from patronymics by the use of
the article and thus are somehow treated like gentilicia is also not
supported by other evidence5).
!) Glotta 43 (1965), 244.
2) See also Masson,Glotta 43 (1965), 234 addenda No. 1.
8) There is at least one important objection: ~evçnames are extremely
rare- and in fact they barely exist in Thessalianinscriptions.For a recent
see now M. Durante in Studi Miceneied
discussionof one of them (NeiKevç)
44.
f.
note
3
43
Egeo-Anatolici (1967),
4) This suggestionruns into some difficultiesbecause ihessalian seems to
have specializedthe suffix -iôaç, -àôaçetc. for names of yèvq (or phratries?)
and to have reserved-ioç/sioç for patronymicsand adjectives of 'belonging*.
For -ôaçin this non-patronymicfunction cf. IG IX 2 524. On the other hand
anotherpossibleexampleof articleprecedinga genos or phratryname is that
found in an archaicinscription(ca. 550?) edited by Arvanitopoulosin Polemon 1 (1929), 216ff. (cf. also Jeffery, op.cit., pp. 97 and 99 No. 2 and Guarducci,EpigrafiaGreca,I, Roma 1967, 358ff.). The text 'Avôgoçvôëç
ëçgovae/
I ërevSe 6 Ilaiaiâôaç ro réyoç has been variously interpôkovQoçôtxaoTOQevFôv

preted. L. H. Jeffery takes Ilaundôaças a personalname in the nominative,
M. Guarduccitakes it as a personal name in the genitive referringto the
The first hypothesis does not account for the article, the
father of çoAovqoç.
second assumes the existence of a genitive in -aç which would be unique at
this date and in this regionand of a patronymiquewhichwouldalsobe unique.
and
I would preferto take Ilaiaidôaças a nominativeagreeingwith pôXovqoç
me
tells
now
Masson
O.
his
his
litteras)
(per
(or
phratry).
genos
indicating
that the whole inscriptionis the object of a forthcomingarticle in BCH.
5) It may well be that this is a pseudo-problemaltogether.Attic does not
normallyuse the article beforethe patronymicin official decrees,but in non
official inscriptionsthe article is used (e.g. in vases, dedications etc.): see
Gramm.der att. Inschr.3,1900,223f. It is conceivable
Meisterhans-Schwyzer,
that Thessalianwas in a similar position.
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5. We come now to some more complicated problems. Not much
work has been done on the formation of Thessalian patronymic
adjectives, but the facts are straightforward: -a- stems form their
adjectives adding -cogto the stem (including the -a- vowel), all the
other stems add -eioç to the root with the exception of the -8stems (slog < *-e8-ios).
In itself this morphologicaltype is hardly surprising: derivatives
in -aiog are frequent in the whole of the Greek world, derivatives
etc. are also found outside Thessaly
in -eiogof the type Tfcpalareiog
and outside Aeolic territory1). As for the semantic value of
these formations, i.e. for their patronymic meaning, Thessalian
agrees with Boeotian and Lesbian in what appears to be an Aeolic
isogloss.
What is remarkable in Thessalian, however, is the perfect consistency and regularity of this morphologicaltype. To my knowledge, there is no exception to the rules stated above : if there are
exceptions they seem to depend on erroneous readings of epigraphists who have not been alert to the linguistic problemsinvolved in
is not an abnormal
their editions. Thus in IG IX 2 23416MvXXiveiog
but a misprint ( ?) for MvXXtvaiog
derivative of MvXXivag,
(see the
edition in capitals; the error is repeated in the Index), ibid.142
is a misprint for Maqavalog(see capitals and Corrigenda
MoQOvaelog
p. xii); ibid. 258 AxwifAtov,with an apparent suffix -tog, is a mis(see Corrigendap. xii). In BEA LXVI (1964)
reading for KivvQGLLov
313 line 15 Mastrakostas reads MeyaXonXeoloio,
which assumes the
existence of a rather unlikely name with an unlikely patronymic
formation. A glance at the photograph provided by the editor permits us to restore the correct reading MeyaXoxXealoio2).
More complex is the case of Navxiôacovœsuggested as a possible
reading by L. H. Jeffery in IG IX 2 1209, a late sixth (?) century
fragment from Magnesia3).If this were a patronymic the very early
*) For the complex origin of the Attic forms in -eioçsee Ruijgh, Études
(op.cit. p 86, n. 1), 283ff. and especially 285f. Needless to say in all non
Aeolic dialects some confusion must have arisen between adjectives of belonging in -togand adjectives of material in -eog(< *-eios).
2) Some misreadingsin Mastrokostas'article are pointed out by Daux,
Notes de lecture, BCH 89 (1965), 301ff., but this one was not noticed. That
-xAealoio
is correctis obvious: names in -x^eagare frequentin Thessalyand in
this inscriptionA and A can easily be confused.In any case, that the stonecutter wrote A and not A is clear from the photograph.
3) For the bibliographysee L. H. Jeffery,op.cit. (p. 88 n. 1), pp. 97 and 99
No. 3 and add T. A. Arvanitopoulos,Polemon 2 (1934-40), 64 No. 185. I am
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date of the inscription could make it possible to accept a form otherwise exceptional, but, to my mind at least, the photograph is
against the suggestion. Three dots divide the first v from the rest
and this seems to imply a word division which contrasts with
Dr. Jeffery's interpretation of the whole inscription1).
6. The complete regularity of the formation is impressive in view
of the figures involved. I have counted more than 850 patronymic
adjectives in Thessalian inscriptions belonging to a period between
the fifth and the second centuries B.C.
This creates a problem. In the case of the consonantal stems (the
-s- stems excepted) -etoçis an innovation; hoc is expected. The same
applies to the thematic stems. BechtePs assumption that here hoc is
added to the thematic vowel -e- was unlikely a priori in view of the
large number of thematic stems which form derivatives adding the
suffix directly to the root2), and is now totally disproved by Mycenaean which shows forms like ku-sa-me-ni-jo(from *ku-sa-me-no)
or like ku-ru-me-ni-jo,which is connected with a thematic name
As Linear B tablets cannot owe their
ku-ru-me-no(KAvfievoç)z).
formationsto literary influencethe point is proved ad abundantiam.
The total consistency of the Thessalian innovation is unparalleled
elsewhere. In the similar formations known outside Aeolic territory
hoc and -eioç alternate without any definite rule. No doubt there
is here a complicatedinterweavingof literary influencesand metrical
needs, but whatever the cause the situation is different from that of
Thessalian. In Aeolic itself, Boeotian uses- or at least I think so the original suffix -toç4), and here too there are some exceptions.
hoc is not used with -ôâç names and the situations of the names
grateful to Miss Jeffery who let me have some very good photographic reproductions of the document.
*) In any case, even if this were correct, there would be no reason to for
taking Navxiôaiôvie as a patronymic : it might well be a personal name of the
type EàcpQÔvioç.

2) Bechtel, Griech. Dial., I, 108f.
3) For the evidence see Ruijgh, op. cit., 143.
4) Bechtel (Griech. Dial. I 221) suggests that Boeotian hoc is trom -eioç.
More cautiously Ruijgh, op. cit., 282 prefers to leave open the possibility that
-toç is either from -ioç or from -eioç. However, one of the arguments against
Bechtel's thesis is that in Boeotian all the early instances of patronymics and
adjectives of 'belonging' show an hoc formation, though in our earliest documents it is possible to find the spellings El and E for the original Hi. That
these spellings never appear in patronymics, must be significant. One could
adduce other arguments, but I prefer to reserve them for another article
where I hope to discuss Boeotian patronymics.

This content downloaded from 129.67.173.155 on Thu, 07 Aug 2014 18:16:27 UTC
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

94

AnnaMorpurgo-Davies

which are themselves -togformations appears to be confused1).The
Eastern Aeolic evidence is poor and can hardly be used: -eiog
appears to be the usual form, but the situation is again differentfor
the -log names2).
If so, however the position of Thessalian is remarkable. On the
one side the innovation cannot be accounted for from a general
Aeolic point of view (Boeotian prevents it), but requires an ad hoc
explanation taking into account the linguistic peculiarities of the
dialect ; on the other side it is possible to exploit this type of morphemic change to learn something about the semantic and perhaps the
syntactical patterning of the Thessalian derivative formations.
I shall tackle the second point first and I shall then come back to
the first problem.
7. It is well known that formations of the type nrjXrjïoçshow a
suffix -tog which both in origin and use is not different from the
multi-purpose -tog whose ''fonction essentielle a été de former des
adjectifs dérivés des noms"3). As such the suffix appears to be
productive at all stages of Greek and in all its dialects. In this
respect Aeolic fits into general pattern with two differences: a) the
suffix is employed to form patronymic adjectives on a scale which
remains unknown in other dialects, b) the suffix replaces the original *-eios used to form adjectives of material: hence forms like
Mftiogand aqyvqiog*).In Thessalian -tog is still productive in the
usual way : it appears in ethnics (&aQoàfaoi,Kqolvvovviol,
Aa(Qi)aaioi

etc.), in month names (©ejidcrvioc,
Ayayvfaog),in proper names
ÇPdôioç,Ev<pq6vioç,
etc.)5). It also preserves the old Aeolic
ZxQ&ziog
feature of appearing in adjectives of material: the four occurrences
of Xl&iogare enough to attest it6) and are not contradicted by the
*) The patronymic of a name like Aiovvaiogseems to be Aiovvoiog(e.g. in
SEG III 33322). Buck's statement (quoted above in § 2) that -ôaç and -tog
names do not form patronymic adjectives, but are themselves in the genitive
with a patronymic function is not entirely correct. In the case of the ~iog
names both the genitive and an adjective in -tog (formally identical - at least
in spelling - to the name itself) are possible.
2) The position is not different from that of Boeotian : see Bechtel, Aeolica,
Halle 1909, 23.
8) Chantraine, Formation des noms, 35.
4) It is difficult to assume that in e.g. Miïioç, -tog represents a phonetic
treatment of -eoç < *-£*oç;it is much more likely that in Aeolic -togreplaced
•eog at an early stage (see Ruijgh, op. cit. p. 86, n. 1, 233).
5) No doubt these forms are fossilized derivatives from personal names:
either patronymics or adjectives of 'belonging*.
6) IGIX2 4605, 51721.44, BCH 59 (1935), 55 No. 230.
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rare instances of Mfîivoçwhich no doubt are due to koine influence.
All these formations show the suffix in its original form -cog.A morphological contrast is then established between the suffix -tog and
the suffix -eiogpresent in patronymic adjectives. In other words the
morphemicinnovation -cog> -etogpoints to a split in a derivational
category which was originally coherent. In itself this is hardly surprising.Elsewheretoo the spreadingof the hoc derivationalform has
brought about the creation of a number of specialized categories
defined by a divergent form of the suffix. It is enough to think, for
instance, of the specialized role assumed by -laiogin the formation
of Attic measure adjectives (aradialog,noôiaïoç, TtXeêqiaïog
etc.)1).
What is interesting, however, is the way in which the split took
place. First of all, -eiogis not used throughout the whole category of
patronymic adjectives: with -a- stems -iog still appears (-atog).
Secondly, -etogis not limited to patronymic adjectives. It is also
productive in those derivatives of proper names which indicate
belonging to - or special relationship with - the person indicated
by the name. The examples are plentiful, from the archaic Avcpidveia
to the fourth and third centuries N]ixoôixa
a axaXaToixpooverog2),
or
yvvàKAeaQxda3) AafiatvovIlvqqeaiayvvàKqivovveia[laxeiq*)or to
the fourth century Thessalian vase from Macedonia inscribed
AaxiovvelogAvaÇayoqaloieg Aaolaag, which J. Bousquet correctly
paraphrases cobjet appartenant à Astion fils d'Anaxagoras de
Larisa'6).It would be possible to say that two semantic categories
seem to share the same morphemic innovation, but this would
probably be the wrong formulation. In fact, it is the innovation itself which proves that no great differencewas felt to exist between
patronymic adjective and adjective of 'belonging'. Needless to say
the argument applies essentially to the period in which the morphemic change took place and need not to apply to a later period.
However, our texts far from disproving this point, seem to confirm
it. In fact, it is only from looking at the -eiogderivatives from this
'unitary5 point of view that we can make sense of the document
quoted above AartovveïogAvatjayoqaioiêçAaqlaaç. If it were true
that at least in the fourth and third centuries the -eiogadjectives
ought to be taken as patronymics, except than when defined other1)
2)
3)
4)
5)

See Chantraine, Formation des noms, 49.
See above note 15.
RPh. 35 (1911), 130 No. 33.
Polemon 6 (1958), 17-26, No. 6.
See J. Bousquet inBCH 90 (1966), 28 If., with the previous bibliography.
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wise by a substantive with which they agree, the inscription would
remain incomprehensible. The text makes sense only if the first
f
adjective is taken as an adjective of belonging' and the second as a
patronymic; there are no substantives present, and the meaning is
clear only because of the 'physical'- not of the linguistic- context
in wich the words appear.A certain ambiguity remains and the contrast with the fifth centuryAvyiôveiaa axâXaravcpqovêroç
quoted above
is enlightening.Here, in orderto avoid the ambiguity, a genitive takes
the place of the more usual adjective1),but the genitive replaces the
patronymic and not the adjective of 'belonging'.Elsewherethe opposite might occur. I have not found any direct evidence for it, but the
fifth century &iXo[iqotoiromca/ta2) has a genitive in a position
parallel in all respects to that of Avyiôveia.
8. If that is so, there seems to be no reason for a drastic separation of two derivational categories which are used in parallel linguistic situations and share the same morphologicaldevelopment.
When in a list of magistrates or soldiersthe propername is followed
by an adjective derived from another proper name, the latter is
taken to be a patronymic because this is the only useful point which
need to be mentioned in such a list. However on a stele or a vase an
adjective morphologicallyidentical will be taken as indicating the
'owner' of the stele or the vase, without any dynastic connotation.
If facts are put in these terms, the sort of magic aura which in dialectological studies surrounds the notion of patronymic adjective
evaporates in a rather more prosaic atmosphere3).As Wackernagel
mantained- starting, however, from historical and not from descriptive considerations- the patronymic adjective does not differ
from the normalgenitive4). The latter is used in an enormousvariety
x) See above § 4.
2) JHS 33 (1913), 316 = Schwyzer DOE 607.
3) "prosaic" may be the right word here: patronymic adjectives and
adjectives of 'belonging' seem to be avoided in Thessalian metrical inscriptions. One may suggest that they were felt to be too 'colloquial' and therefore
not suitable for the high style that those rather mediocre poets wanted to use
in their poetry, but I hope to come back to this in a note on the language of
these inscriptions. - The observation made above may also explain why our
earliest examples of -eioç adjectives are adjectives of 'belonging' and not
patronymics proper. As in Attica the maximum diffusion of patronymics
must have started rather late; before that - but well in historical times they must have counted only as specialized forms of the adjectives of 'belonging'.
4) Wackernagel, Melanges de Saussure, Paris 1908, 137ff. = Kleine Schriften H, 1358.
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of contexts where its meaning varies accordingto the context itself;
in particular, when written on a vase or a stele refers to the 'owner5
or to the buried man, and when written after a propername in a list
of magistrates or soldiers it is a patronymic.
From a grammaticalpoint of view the adjective has an advantage
over the genitive: it is syntactically more definite. As it has masculine and feminine (and, if necessary, neuter) and all the cases and
numbers, it stands with the substantive to which it refers in a less
loose connectionthan the simple genitive case : the syntactical interpretation does not depend exclusively on word order and on the
semantic considerationsimposed by the context. That this is not a
purely theoretical argument is proved by Boeotian inscriptions.
Between the period in which the patronymic adjectives are totally
submergedby the koine and the period in which they are constantly
used, there are some transitional years in which the adjectives
appear only when they follow the names of magistrates in the
genitive1). The reason is obvious: similar phrases are much less
ambiguous than the later constructions in which, in a series of
genitives formally identical, some must be taken as name of magistrates and some as their patronymics. It is possible that we have
traces of the same phenomenon in IG IX 2 1228, an inscription
which I have discussedabove in § 4. Attic itself shows that the point
is a valid one ; in the official decrees of the fourth century the article
precedesthe patronymiconly whenthe name itself is in the genitive 2).
It is then possible that this syntactical clarity, which for a while
prevented the disappearanceof patronymic adjectives from Boeotian and possibly from Thessalian, was also one of the motivating
causes for their diffusion in Aeolic territory.
9. A not too remote example of a similar syntactical phenomenon
is offered by Hieroglyphic Hittite, where the genitive is expressed
either by a declined adjective in -asa- or by a real case form ending
in -5a3).A similarposition is that of the so called accusativus genitivi
or ablativus genitivi of Lycian. Luvian has carriedthe phenomenon
even further and does not seem any longer to have a propergenitive
*) See e.g. M. Feyel, Polybe et l'histoire de la Béotie, Paris 1942, 193ff.
2) Meisterhans-Schwyzer, op. cit. (p. 91, n.5), 223f.
3) The most recent and up to date grammar ot Mieroglypnic Hittite is tnap
by P. Meriggi, Manuale di Eteo geroglifico, I, Roma 1966: for the adjectival
genitive see p. 27 and p. 83. For a discussion of the origin of this form of
genitive see Laroche BSL 55 (1960) 155ff.
Glotta XLVI 1/2
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case1). But these are extreme examples of a pattern which appears
in more moderate terms in Thessalian and in the Aeolic dialects in
general. It is as well to point out at this stage that here and elsewhere the replacement of the genitive by an adjective, though
allowing a more concrete indication of the syntactical relations in
the phrase, semantically presents at least one uneconomic feature.
Thus, if one can quote a rather different literary genre, in Homer's
description of the Chimaera (II. 6.180) r\ d9 olq9ërjvfteïov yévoç, obà9

iïeïov may correspondgrammatically to &eovor to &eœv
âv&QWTtœVy
and in itself does not indicate the number of the substantive.
Similarly in Hieroglyphic Hittite a phrase like that of Kargamis
A 15 b. 4 ta^nà-ma-sâ-n LAND-nà-sâ-a-n-' CHILD-nà-n2) 'the
child (Accusative) of all countries' or 'of every country9is clear only
because of the adjective ta^-nà-ma-sâ-nc(of) all, every9. Otherwise,
the simple LAND-wa-sa-a-w-',a derivative (in the accusative) of the
word for 'land9, would be ambiguous; 'of the country9 or 'of the
countries9? The point would be worth pursuingin various languages
to see if in those linguistic systems in which adjective and genitive
coexist it is possible to perceive some differentiation in usage for
which the two formations take over different functional aspects3).
In the case of Thessalian, however, the problem does not arise, as
this adjectival type is limited exclusively to derivatives from proper
names, where no problem of grammaticalnumber comes in. In fact,
it is possible to wonderif the limitation is due to precisely this point.
10. This brings us to our next question. As we have seen, the
-atoçl'Sioçsuffixes are productive in Thessaly from the fifth to the
second centuries, and form derivatives from any type of proper
names. Proper names of the type Evcpqavioc,
on the other hand, are
fossilized forms of ancient patronymics anterior to the morphemic
x) Laroche, Esquisse d'une grammaire de la langue louvite, Paris 1959,
136; cf. the article quoted above p. 97, n. 3.
2) The transcription adopted here is that followed by Laroche, Les Hiéroglyphes Hittites, Paris 1960, though I have transcribed the ideograms with
English and not with French words.
8) For instance one could study the problem in Slavonic: see MeilletVaillant, Le slave commun, Paris 1934, 356 f. On the other hand it is obvious
that I have oversimplified the problem. Quite frequently one does not
deal with a two -terms opposition, but with a contrast of three or more terms.
In Greek for instance one should take into account the existence of comis semantically equivalent to fxrjrQÔç
pounds : a form like fxrjTQondrœQ
narrJQ,
but from a grammatical point of view firjTQoor by
may be replaced by firjTQoç
JUTJTQCÔV.
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change -tog> -eiog.We have also seen that -togis still productive,
but in other types of derivatives. Thus it would be possible to
*
suggest that it is the special meaning of belonging5or relationship
which distinguishes -aiogj-eiogfrom e.g. -tog or other derivational
suffixes. This would be correct, but perhaps not sufficient. An
is semantically connected
adjective like Tzarooveog1)
(Attic tzcltqcdioç)
we
with naTQcog,
nârocoeç(if
accept WackernagePssuggestion2))in
the same way in which an -eiogadjective is connected with the name
from which it derives. However, in naxqoveog-eogcannot represent
-eiog, as there is no question of an intervocalic i dropping3). It
follows that we must accept Schulze's interpretation4)and assume
that -eo- comes from -10- and the phonetic change is due to the
neighbourhoodwith -q~.If so we reconstruct an original /patrôios/
in which /ios/ has not been replaced by /eos/ (-eiog).This points to
the fact that the semantic definition of the morphemic change
-tog> -eiogis important, but not sufficient. There is another element
which should be stressed, namely that the phenomenonis limited to
derivatives of proper names. This is remarkable. Proper names in
Greekare not normally distinguishedby any peculiar morphological
feature. Obviously enough they are singularia tantum, but a plural
is included in the morphologicalpossibilities of the language even if
and AXonagof Aristoit is exceptional. One thinks of the AAnftrjvaç
{Agamemnon1439)6),
phanes (Aves 558f.), of Aeschylus'XQvar(tàœv
and of Plato's Oaiaoovgand Aqiaxocpdvag
(Conv.218ab)6). Obviously
the
are
names
starting point of derivative
very rarely
enough, proper
are
formations, but all the same these
possible; one can think of
This amounts
eivor of diminutives like ZcoxqcltIoiov.
verbs like FoQyiat,
to saying that, though semantically and syntactically different,
from a morphologicalpoint of view, proper names behave on the
whole as usual Greeknouns in their declensionand in their derivational processes7). But now Thessalian offers us a peculiar example of
*) The form nargovéav appears in IG IX 2 2344.
2) Kleine Schriften, I, 478f.
8) Those inscriptions which show a suffix -EOS belong to a period (before
the introduction of the Ionic alphabet) in which the original *ei has changed
into a monophthong [ê] and is occasionally written E.
4) GGA 159 (1897), 904.
6) See E.Fraenkel, Agamemnon, Oxford 1950, in, 679 (with bibliography).
6) Cf. Scfcwyzer-Debrunner, Gr. Gr., II 45.
7) Of course there are some exceptions. In Boeotian the nominatives masc.
in -a of the first declension are frequent, but they are almost always found in
7»
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a morphologicalprocess of derivation which distinguishes between
proper names and common nouns. The fact is exceptional enough
for the point to be worth stressing.
11. It now remains to discuss the first of the two problems mentioned above in § 6. Why this -ioç > -eioçinnovation? And why so
limited a) to proper names, b) to non -a- stems?
First of all we can dismiss the most obvious explanation. I have
pointed out above (§ 6) that there is no reason to accept BechtePs
theory that the original form of the patronymic of the ejo stems
included the thematic vowel. Had it been so, one might easily have
argued that the preponderanceof the suffix -eioç,which would have
appeared in all thematic stems and in all -s- stems, could well have
caused a general levelling of -eioçto other stems. However, as this is
not true, the explanation has to be given up. Insofar as philologists
have concerned themselves with the problem after Bechtel, either
they have doubtfully suggested .with Thumb-Scherer1)that the
origin of the innovation must be found in the -s- stems, or they have
gone a step further as Ruijgh has done with his observationthat the
-rjçnames are cassez nombreux'2).
The first point to considerit this : should we take *-eioçat its face
value? I have pointed out elsewhere3) that even in prevocalic
position there is good evidence for an early change of /ei/ to /ë/. Thus
the spelling -eioçmust correspondin all our documents to /ëos/ ; its
origin may be traced to *-eios or to *êos or to *-éios4).This brings
proper names (with one exception: IJvûiovlxain IG VII 1888); again in
Boetian the ~einominativesof the athematicdeclensionare limited to proper
names.Elsewhere,the -etcnamespresentsome peculiaritiesin their declension
(cf. Massonin Sybaris, Festschrift Krahe, Wiesbaden 1958, 69ff.). For "la
position linguistique du nom propre" see J. Kurylowicz in Esquisses
Linguistiques, 182ff.
x) Griech.Dial., II, 73.
2) Études 282.
8) See p. 88,n. 4. As forthe examplesquotedin my 1965article,I wouldnow
be more doubtful about MvXhôeoç(see above § 4), but I would add the stele
edited by Arvanitopoulosin Eph. Arch. 1916, 19 No. 273: MçoxàJJ^Qty'jevéa
or I[h]e[Qoy]evéa,
where E stands for El. Biesantz (Die thess. Grabreliefs,
Mainz 1965, 10 No. 10) now dates stele and inscription to the third fifth
of the fifth century.
4) It is true that there are good examplesof -EIOLspellingsin inscriptions
anterior to the introduction of the Ionic alphabet, but in itself this is not
significant. -EIOZand -EOZspellingsare contemporaryand simply indicate
that the monophthongizationof *ei has already happened. It is useful to
rememberthat in historicaltimes Thessalianknows only 5 long vowels and
4 diphthongs: /â, ê, ô, ï, û, ai, au, eu, oi/.
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in. another conceivable- though not much more than that - starting point for the innovation, namely the -evç names. An original
*-êwios after the dropping of -u- would have changed into *-êios
and later into /ëos/ (written -eioç).However, we have had occasion
to point out above (note 20) that proper names in -evç are almost
non existent in Thessalian inscriptions. Admittedly Mycenaeannow
teaches us something that we should have learnt before from the
epic language, namely that -evç names were more frequent in early
times, but there is no reason to assume that the change in which we
are interested dates back to such a remote period1), and therefore
we cannot make too much of the possible influenceof the -evçnames,
though it is as well to keep it in mind.
On the other hand the numericalprevalence of the -s- stems does
not seem sufficient in itself to justify the spreading of the innovation. Obviouslyenough inscriptions cannot give anything but a very
pale image of the real figures, but I have counted ca. 220 patronymics from -a- stems, ca. 140 from consonantal stems (excluded -sstems), ca. 400 from -e/o- stems, and ca. 105 from -s- stems2). Once
more, these figures may be misleading but they are high enough to
suggest that there may at least be something in the ratios, -s- stems
have the last place in the series: if they started a new linguistic
pattern this cannot be due to their numerical preponderance3).
12. It may be useful to reconstruct the earliest system. We must
imagine a stage in which normal derivation took the form :
-C-ios (-C-os), -C-aios {-C-d[s])f -C-ios (-C-[s])> -Ceios (-C-ês), Cëwios
(-C-eus) etc.4).

In the case of the -xaç names the formation was presumably
different,namely -rioçand not -raioç5).There must also have been a

*) This is proved inter alia by a large number of ~ioçnames in Thessalian
itself. There is no reason for assuming that they are all borrowings from other
dialects and obviously enough they testify to a stage in which the suffix was
still -tog.
2) These figures have been reached adding up names ot various periods:
a sort of check, however, is provided by the fact that all the names are
'extracted* from adjectives of 'belonging' or from patronymic adjectives.
This limits the period in question to two or three centuries.
3) Of course one could think that the -rjgnames were more iasnionable in
the period in which the change took place, but obviously enough there is no
evidence to support this theory.
4) Here and elsewhere C indicates any consonant. The forms m parentneses
refer to the nominative of the name from which the patronymic is derived.
5) Cf. Ruijgh, Études, 164f.
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few stems belongingto the athematic declensionand endingin -i- and
-u- for which it is difficult to reconstruct the original form of the
patronymic.
Presumably one of the earliest analogical changes to take place
was that concerning the -rag names: -nog (:-râç) must have been
replaced by -raiog,the reason being the obvious one that the formation was not sufficiently clear. Two other phonetic events must have
followed: the dropping of intervocalic -u- and the Thessalian merging of /ei/, /ë/, and /ëi/ into /ë/. This in itself must have created a
considerableelement of disturbance.The formation which previously was immediately analysable and totally unitary, was now divided
into two types; on the one side the suffix was /ios/, on the other
/ëos/, in the following manner:
-C-ios (-C-os), -C-aios (-C-à[s]), -C-ios (-C-[s]), -C-/ëos/ (-C-ës),
-C-/ëos/ (-C-eus),etc.
It is at this stage that the split must have taken place : on the one
side the derivatives of personal names generalized the /ëos/ forms,
with the exception of the -a- stems, while on the other side the
remaining derivatives preserved the old type of suffixation.
The question is obviously twofold : why did the first category innovate in this way ?And why did the innovationnot touch the -a- stems ?
13. The first point may be paraphrasedin this way : if the general
tendency to levelling required a choice between /ëos/ and /ios/ why
was the former suffix preferredand not the second? Even allowing
for a percentage of -evg names in a way totally out of proportion
with our historical documents, /ëos/ was in a minority. We have
seen above (§11) that -s- stems are much less frequent than -o- and
-a- stems and certainly not more frequent than other consonantal
stems, /ëos/ must then have offered some advantages which /ios/
did not have. These are not too difficult to recognize. First of all,
/ëos/ could follow almost all endings of vocalic stems without danger
of contraction. Thus where Boeotian and Lesbian have an unclear
form of patronymic for names which are themselves patronymics in
-tog1),Thessalian knows forms of the type Aixaœïoç,ftnoXXovvieïog,
Aa/j,aTQieïoç/Paôieïoç,
ZxQaneïogetc. Similar problems which would
arise in relation to the - admittedly rare- i- stems of the athematic declension could be solved in a parallel way.
Secondly, /ios/ itself was in dangerof being obliteratedas a clearly
defined suffix. It is well known that Thessalian pushes further than
x) See above p* 94, n. 1 and 2
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Lesbian or Boeotian the general Aeolic tendency to turn the prevocalic -i- into a consonant and to palatalize the previous consonant.
This means that after all liquids, nasals and sibilants, probably after
most voiced plosives and possibly after some unvoiced plosives1),
the tendency was not only to consonantize the -i- of /ios/, but
presumably to palatalize and eventually to geminate the previous
consonants, with subsequent disappearance of the -i-, Thessalian
documents testify this tendency with spellings in which either the
consonant is geminated and -i- is preserved or the consonant is
geminated and the -i- disappears even from the spelling2). There is
no reason bokeep the two phenomenaa part. In fact it is much more
plausible to suppose that we have here two different spelling conventions - one more and one less conservative- for a single linguistic change, namely the dropping of the secondary -j- in hiatus.
The evidence is listed in Bechtel and in Thumb-Scherer3),but both
lists could be considerablyincreased by a complete indexing of the
documents. However, the evidence is plentiful and there is no need
to repeat it here. What matters rather is that the texts quoted e.g.
in Thumb-Schererdo not seem to be anterior to the fourth Century.
Should we then assume that the change is relatively late and therefore cannot have influenced our morphologicalphenomenon which
no doubt goes back to an earlier period? We cannot hope to find
many examples of geminates in archaicinscriptions: it is well known
that, if anything, archaic script tends to simplify them in spelling.
Thessaly itself offersgood examples of this, e.g. in IG 270 (beginning
However,
of the fifth century)4) with oX for àXXâ,noXovfor noXXov.
we are exceptionally lucky in having an early document from Atrax
(L. H. Jeffery dates it to ca. 475), which, though fragmentary, is
partially readable5). Here the editor has recognized the word
x) The position of the clusters of plosive and secondary consonantal [i\ is
not altogether clear. There are some good examples of ôô before prevocalic i
(for these see the references in notes 2 and 3). The form è]ÇeixaTTioi(withrr)
written in a decree from Delphi recently republished by Daux (BCH 67,
1942-3, 143ff., line 4) is not mentioned by Bechtel and Thumb-Scherer and
remains obscure. It is possible that we have here too an example of palatalization and gemination.
2) See Van der Velde, Thessalische Dialektgeographie, 36 ft.
3) Bechtel, Griech. Dial., 1, 140; Thumb-Scherer, Griech. Dial., II, 56. See
also M. Scheller, Die Oxytonierung der griech. Substantiva auf -iâ, Zurich
1951, 108ff.
4) For the recent literature about this inscription see Peek GVII69;
Jeffery, op. cit., 99 No. 4; Guarducci, op. cit. (p. 91, n. 4), 359f.
5) N. Giannopoulos, Eph. Arch. 1934-5, 140-5 : cf. Jeffery, op. cit., 99 No.6.
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in a formula which he correctly restores as rai Aêâvai ra]ï
TloXkiabi
JJolfaabi.The restorationis convincingand the readingappearsto be
certain. If so, we have a very early and most unexpected example
of gemination of liquid before a prevocalic -i-. The phenomenoncan
then be confidently dated to an early period- in fact to a period
earlier than any of our examples of patronymic or of adjectives of
'belonging9,
14. One may wonder if the point made above about the instability of the -tog suffix in post-consonantal positions, though
phonetically correct, is relevant here. The evidence for plosives is
too ambiguous and cannot be used (see above) except than as a
secondary point. Why should we then consider that nasals and
liquids form the majority of the consonants in question? There is an
immediate answer to this. Of 130 patronymic adjectives from consonantal stems (excluded -s- stems), 3 have a guttural stem (-&-),
7 a dental stem (-t- : 6; -d- : 1), 7 a liquid stem (-r-), 113 a nasal stem
(-n-)1). This means that out of the 130 names from which the
patronymics are derived 120 have a liquid or nasal stem and only
10 a plosive stem. In spite of the usual reservations on their value,
the figures are impressive enough.
This implies that the phonetic argument adduced above (§ 13) is
valid at least as far as athematic stems were concerned.In a regular
process of analogy it is likely that these were the first to have felt
the influence of the derivatives of the -s- stems. As for the patronymic formations built on ejo stems, needless to say, the figureswould
be different. It is true, however, that in a large portion of them the
prevocalic -i- would follow a continuant, with the consequences
already described.
In fact out of a sample of 130 patronymic adjectives chosen at
random from those formed on thematic stems, 56 have a stem ending in continuant (-n- 19, -ra- 9, -I- 13, -r- 13, -s- 2)j2)and 41 a stem
ending in plosive3). Moreoverof the remaining 33 vocalic stems, in
16 the thematic vowel is preceded by 4- (Aixaïoçetc.), and in 17 by
x) Numbersand letters in bracketsreferin moredetail to the varioustypes
of consonantalstems and to their frequency: e. g. out of 7 examplesof dental
stems, 6 end in -t- and 1 in -d-.
2) Obviously enough the position of the sibilants is peculiar; original 8
would have dropped in intervocalic position, but there are examples of
secondarys or of post-consonantals which have been preserved.
3) These are distributedin the followingmanner: p 6, t 16, k 6, th 2, kh 10,
b !..
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-o- (7) or -a- (10)x).In the choice between /ios/ and /ëos/, as we have
seen, phonetic and morphologicalreasons pointed to /ëos/ both after
continuants and after -i-, ie in the majority of the examples.
It now remainsto see why the general levelling after the choice of
/ëos/ and /ios/ had taken place should have stopped short of the -astems. Why -cuoçand not *-aeioçï Once more we must consider at
least two different orders of facts. First it is probably true that a
disyllabic cluster of the type /aë/ tended to be avoided and can
scarcely be paralleled in the language. Secondly, a derivative form
in *-aeLoçfrom an -a- stem might have been ambiguous in that it
would have coincidedcompletely with a derivative from -aoçnames.
Onthe other hand, -cuoçderivatives offereda formation phonetically
stable and morphologicallyacceptable. Hence its preservation.
15. A final problem brings us again to personal names. If the
analogical innovation for which /ios/ is replaced by /ëos/ (-eioç)is
caused by a complex of morphologicaland phonetic reasons, all of
which must apply to all original -ioç derivatives, why is it limited to
personal names? Any attempt to answer this question is necessarily
tentative, but here a few speculative suggestions are offered. The
normal connection between a name or a verb and its derivatives is a
loose one; often enough the new formation follows ways of its own
which bring it to align itself with other and different nominal or
verbal series and break the originaltie with the primaryformations.
This is typical of normal semantic and morphemicdevelopment and
is one of the factors which allow linguistic change. But the position
of the derivatives of personalnames is different.Context and general
semantic notions cannot help to extract the original name from a
derivative whose formation is not totally transparent: in that case
its informative power is nil. In these forms, which, as we have seen,
seem to take the place of a normal inflectional case, a maximum of
morphemic clarity is required. The change which we have been
discussing has its starting point in a number of phonetic tendencies
of the dialect, but no doubt is carried through by the need to preserve the individuality of the derivational morpheme,which ran the
risk of being obliterated. That this need is more felt in the case of
derivatives of personal names than in the case of other derivatives
is not extraordinary.Moreoverit would be possible to assume that
the change happened in a period in which for administrative,
historical and political reasons the use of patronymics was being
*) The last figures refer mainly to names of the type -vooçor -Actoç.
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generalized. This last hypothesis could only be proved by a much
larger number of documents than we have at the moment. For the
time being it is bound to remain speculative, but has some chances
of being right.

tîber den ,emphatischen Grundwert'der Partikel fiv
Von Ruth Camerer, Wertheim
P. Chantrainehat im 2. Teil seiner GrammaireHomérique (Paris
1958) fur diese Ausfuhrungen das Thema gestellt. Er sagt auf
S. 210f. mit Bezug auf die fnicht mechanische Verwendung9beider
Modalpartikeln bei Homer: ,,elles soulignent un cas particulier,
marquent une emphase et s'emploient avec le subjonctif éventuel
plutôt qu'avec le subjonctif de volonté". Mit Bezug auf xe wird
danach von ihm festgestellt : ,,La particule xe par exemple, exprime
l'idée de "alors,dans ces conditions' ... La première personne est
particulièrement fréquente, ce qui s'explique par le caractère
emphatique et subjectif de ce tour." Zwar geht Chantrainegrundsàtzlich von einer Âquivalenz beider Modalpartikelnaus (a.O. 345).
Aber bei dem endlichen Versuch, leichte Unterschiede im Wert und
Vorkommen der beiden zusammenzustellen,heiBt es speziell liber
âv: ,, D'autres traits donnent à penser que la particule âv comporte
une valeur emphatique appréciable" (S. 346) . . . und: ,,La valeur
emphatique de âv a conduit à employer cette particule lorsqu'une
opposition est marquée". Dafi es sich dabei um eine Unterscheidung
gegeniiber xe handelt, macht der Zusatz klar: ,,La particule atone
xe sert volontiers à marquerle parallélismeentre deux propositions"
(S. 347).
Die Bezeichnungen "Emphase9,'emphatische Wendung9 und
"emphatischerWert9 (letzteres nur fur âv) scheinen in einem herkômmlichen Sinn gebraucht. Ich beziehe mich auf Marouzeau,
Lexique de la terminologie linguistique s.v. 'emphatique9:Appliqué à l'énoncé, le mot qualifietout mode d'expressionqui comporte
une intensité notable ou une certainegrandiloquence: plurielemphatique, tour emphatique . . .". Das wiirde bedeuten, daB der betrâchtliche "emphatischeWert9 von âv, den Chantraine aus dem
Gebrauch erschlieBt, auf seinen lautlichen Qualitaten beruhen
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