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of abstractness (and predicativeness) of their 
singular, as (14) shows. 

(14) �(hē) akróāsis ‘hearing’; pl. ‘thing listened to, 
lectures’ 

Secondly, ANs do in general not occur in com-
pounds. Yet this feature probably depends on the 
degree of the verbal origin (i.e., predicativeness) 
of such nouns rather than their abstract seman-
tics (cf. Lazzeroni 2010 and Civilleri 2012). For 
instance, -sis nominals (which are the most 
verbal DNs; cf. Civilleri 2012) are never com-
pounded. However, the corresponding -(s)ía 
nominals undergo composition according to the 
pattern shown in (15). 

(15) �(hē) héxis (= hek-sis) ‘having, possession’; 
compound: pleon-exía ‘advantage’. 
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Accentuation

1. The Notational System 

The accent marks written in modern editions 
of Ancient Greek texts derive from a grammati-
cal tradition that most likely began in Alexan-
dria in the early 2nd c. BCE, with Aristophanes 
of Byzantium, to whom the invention of the 
written signs is attributed, and his successor as 
librarian, Aristarchus of Samothrace (→ Philo-
logical-Grammatical Tradition in Ancient Lin-
guistics; Metrics (métron), Ancient Theories of). 
Given the important functional role that accent 
played in the language, conveying accentual 
information in writing facilitated the difficult 
task of reading poetic texts written in scriptio 
continua. For example, the unaccented graphic 
sequence aponou could represent ap’ ónou ‘from 
a donkey’ or, apò noû ‘from (your) senses’ (cf. 
Aristoph. Nub. 1273), or apónou ‘without toil 
(gen. sg.)’. These lectional signs conveyed the 
accentuation of the Koine spoken during that 
period, and to a lesser extent, the accentuation 
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of other dialects; it is possible that the schol-
ars also consulted oral traditions, e.g. rhapsodic  
performances of the Homeric poems, to deter-
mine the accentuation of forms that were 
unfamiliar to them. In the 2nd c. CE, Aelius 
Herodian codified the tradition in perì katholikês 
prosōidíās ‘On Prosody in General’, which served 
as the basis for later works on accentuation. 
In the early accented papyri, which date from 
the 2nd c. BCE onwards, notational conventions 
vary, as does the frequency with which writ-
ten accents were applied. The notational system 
familiar to us, where each accented word is 
marked with an acute, circumflex, or grave, was 
first applied in minuscule manuscripts of the 
9th c. CE by scribes following the precepts of 
the same grammatical tradition. The early works 
on accentuation including Herodian’s do not 
survive as such, but scholia and short treatises 
based on them provide us with indirect access. 
On the grammatical tradition, the papyri, and 
the manuscripts, see Probert (2006:21–52) and 
references therein. 

2. Phonetics and Phonology of  
the Greek Accentual System 

Phonetically, accent may be studied from an 
articulatory, acoustic, and perceptual standpoint. 
It is clear that the most salient perceptual corre-
late of ancient Greek accent – what the Greeks 
themselves ‘heard’ – was → pitch, at least until 
the 2nd c. BCE. Within the word, pitch peaked 
during → syllables marked with an acute or grave 
accent, and it both peaked and fell again dur-
ing syllables marked with a circumflex. Phono-
logically, we may say that syllables marked with 
acute accent hosted a High tone, and those with a 
circumflex hosted a High-Low tone, i.e., a falling 
contour tone. Evidence for the phonetic nature 
of Greek accent comes from several sources. The 
words used to refer to ‘accent’ have to do with 
musical pitch, e.g. tónos refers to the ‘tension’ 
and therefore to the perceived pitch of vibrating 
strings, and the basic meaning of prosōidíā is 
‘singing along (to music)’. The adjectives used to 
specify the three different types of prosōidíā are 
oxeîa ‘high’ for acute, bareîa ‘low’ for grave, and 
oxubáreia ‘high-low’ for circumflex. Fragments 
of non-strophic musical compositions dating 
from as early as the 3rd c. BCE – the Delphic 
hymns in particular – provide a richer source 

of phonetic detail. As in vocal music traditions 
in a number of languages with contrastive tone 
(Devine and Stephens 1994:160–171), the frag-
ments display a relatively strict correspondence 
between the pitch movements of speech and 
the melody of the music it is set to (Devine and 
Stephens 1994:172–194; Probert 2006:47–48; West 
1992:199). For example, the accented syllable of 
a word is set no lower than its unaccented syl-
lables, such that the pitch peak of a word corre-
sponds to a local peak in the music. If a syllable 
bearing a circumflex is set to a two-note melism, 
the first is usually higher, respecting the falling 
pitch contour of circumflex accent. The grave 
accent, a phrasal → sandhi variant of the acute, 
proves to be a lowered version of the acute that 
nevertheless represents the pitch peak within 
the word (Devine and Stephens 1994:180–183), 
and it is possible to reconstruct the accentual 
contour of entire words. For example, in a prop-
aroxytone word of five syllables (e.g. pres. mid. 
ptc. eklegómenos ‘picked’), pitch rose steadily 
over the initial two unaccented syllables, peaked 
at the accented syllable, then fell steeply over 
the first post-accentual syllable and less steeply 
over the final syllable (Devine and Stephens 
1994:183–189). The turning point between the 
post-accentual fall in pitch and the rise to the 
following accent coincides with word-boundary, 
which certainly had a ‘demarcative’ function, i.e., 
made word boundaries audible (Allen 1973:246); 
this may point to a Low word-final boundary 
tone in the phonological representation (Devine 
and Stephens 1994:180). Statements by grammar-
ians and other ancient scholars provide a further 
source of information about the phonetic nature 
of word-level accentuation (Devine and Stephens 
1994:171–172; Probert 2003:4–7), and comparison 
with the accentual systems of related languages, 
especially Vedic and Balto-Slavic, suggests that 
in Proto-Indo-European, one syllable of each 
accented word was realized with high pitch (cf. 
Olander 2009:53–100 with refs.).

The accentuation of a word is determined 
by interacting phonological, morphological, 
and lexical factors. The → phonology plays two 
important roles in this system. First, it places 
restrictions on which syllables can host an 
accent and on what type of accent (acute and/
or circumflex) can be realized there. The most 
important of these restrictions, the so-called 
‘→ Law of Limitation’, essentially sets the accent-
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able domain of a word, which consists of the 
final three syllables if the ultima is light, and 
the final two if it is heavy (Göttling 1835:21–28; 
Steriade 1988:273–275). Note that for the Law 
of Limitation, a single word-final consonant is 
weightless (is not associated with a → mora); 
final syllables ending in a short → vowel (-V#) 
and those ending in a short vowel followed 
by a single → consonant (-VC#) both count as 
light (monomoraic), e.g. basíleia ‘queen’, acc. 
sg. basíleian. All other syllable rhymes count 
as heavy (bimoraic) (→ Syllable Weight). Within 
the accentable domain, an acute accent is 
phonologically permissible on any syllable (with 
one systematic exception noted below), but the 
circumflex accent is subject to further restric-
tions. It is phonologically licit on final syllables 
containing a long vowel or → diphthong (i.e., 
final VV-syllables), where an acute is also pos-
sible, as reflected by contrasts such as isthmoí  
‘isthmuses’ (nom.) vs. isthmoî ‘on the isthmus’ 
(loc./adv.). The circumflex also occurs on penul-
timate VV-syllables, where it is in complemen‑ 
tary distribution with the acute according to 
the so-called ‘sōtêra rule’: the accent on a pen-
ultimate VV-syllable is realized as a circumflex 
if the word-final syllable contains a short vowel, 
e.g. sōtêra ‘savior’ (acc.), oîkos ‘house’; otherwise, 
it is realized as an acute, e.g. sōtḗrōn ‘saviors’ 
(gen.), oíkois ‘houses’ (dat.). In other words, if the 
penult is accented, the phonology determines 
which type of accent is realized there, meaning 
that phonologically, a contrast in accent type 
is limited to word-final VV-syllables. Together, 
these phonological restrictions permit only the 
five combinations of accent location and type 
already recognized by the ancient grammarians: 

– Oxytone (oxútonos): acute on the ultima, e.g. 
ophthalmoí ‘eyes’ 

– Perispomenon (perispṓmenos): circumflex on 
the ultima, e.g. ophthalmôn ‘eyes’ (gen.) 

– Paroxytone (paroxútonos): acute on the 
penult, e.g. sōtḗrōn ‘saviors’ (gen.) 

– Properispomenon (properispṓmenos): circum-
flex on the penult, e.g. sōtêra ‘savior’ (acc.) 

– Proparoxytone (proparoxútonos): acute on 
the antepenult, e.g. hḗlios ‘sun’ 

However, the maximum number of ways any 
given form may be accented is three, as exempli-
fied by the following nonsense words: 

meiduplērē: meiduplērê meiduplērḗ meiduplḗrē
meiduplēros: meiduplērós meiduplêros meidúplēros
meiduploros: meiduplorós meiduplóros meidúploros

3. Lexicon, Morphology, Phonology: 
Recessive Accentuation 

Within the bounds set by the phonology, mor-
phological and lexical factors determine the 
accentuation of a given word (→ Classical Greek 
Morphology (Survey); → Greek Lexicon, Struc-
ture and Origin of). Thus, Greek accent is only 
‘free’ insofar as the accentuation of a word is  
not determined by phonological factors alone. 
This limited freedom is reflected in minimal 
pairs that differ only in position and/or type of 
accent, e.g. kḗr ‘doom’ vs. kêr ‘heart’, lithobólos 
‘pelting with stones’ vs. lithóbolos ‘pelted with 
stones’. 

If every inflectional form of a word is accented 
as early (i.e., as far ‘left’) as permitted by the 
Law of Limitation, that word is said to exhibit 
‘recessive accentuation’, e.g. ánthrōpos ‘(hu)
man’, gen. sg. anthrṓpou, dat. sg. anthrṓpōi, acc. 
sg. ánthrōpon, etc. In this accentual subtype, 
we observe the second role of phonology inter-
acting with lexical and morphological factors. 
Recessive accentuation is both the property of 
particular lexical items, such as ánthrōpos, and 
the property of entire morphologically circum-
scribed classes of words, such as finite verbs, 
3rd-declension neuter nouns, and most types of 
→ compounds, including those whose first mem-
ber is a governing preposition or verb (Kipar-
sky 2003; Vendryes 1945:189–196), e.g. phil(o)-X 
‘X-loving’ compounds such as phíloinos ‘wine-
loving’, philósophos ‘wisdom-loving’, philópais 
‘boy-loving’, philórtux ‘quail-loving’, philospêlunx 
‘cave-loving’, etc. In short, lexical and/or mor-
phological features determine whether a word is 
recessively accented; the phonology determines 
the accentable domain and locates the accent 
‘leftmost’ in that domain. 

A number of facts suggest that recessive 
accentuation was the unmarked or default type 
of accentuation in the language (cf. Probert 
2006:128–144): among accented words, recessive 
accentuation is more frequent than non-recessive 
accentuation by both type and token; compari-
son with Vedic and Germanic points to a ten-
dency within the history of Greek to innovate 
recessive accentuation in inherited lexical items, 
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e.g. páros ‘formerly’ vs. Vedic purás ‘before’ < PIE 
*pṛhₓós or *pṛhₓés; entire morphological classes 
of words (noted above) are recessively accented 
in Greek, but no such class is associated with a 
non-recessive type of accentuation; finally, in 
Lesbian, recessive accentuation was generalized 
to virtually all accented words, arguably due to 
an extreme form of the tendency just noted. 

A central question regarding the Law of Limi-
tation and recessive accentuation is whether the 
accentable domain is related to the rhythmic 
phonology of the language in general (cf. Devine 
and Stephens 1994:154). In other words, can the 
accentable domain be equated with a rhyth-
mic/prosodic constituent that is also reflected 
in meter, word formation, and other (morpho)
phonological processes? Building on Steriade 
(1988), recent studies suggest that the accentual 
domain is – or is aligned with – a unit of rhyth-
mic organization known as a → foot (cf. Probert 
2010 with refs.). The span between the accent (´) 
and word-end (#) consists of two light syllables 
(LL), e.g. heurḗmata#, a heavy syllable (H), e.g. 
heurēmátōn#, or a heavy-light sequence (HL),  
e.g. heúrēma# – in other words, ´LL# or ´H(L)#. 
This span has been equated with a word-final 
quantity-insensitive trochaic foot (Sauzet 1989) 
and a quantity-sensitive one (Golston 1990). The 
latter, a bimoraic rhythmic unit consisting of 
either two light syllables (LL) or one heavy syl-
lable (H) may also be reflected in Greek word 
formation (Gunkel 2011), meter (Golston & Riad 
2000; 2005; Gunkel 2010:43–75), and constraints 
on minimal word size, alias word minima 
(Devine and Stephens 1994:93; Golston 1991). On 
that analysis, in recessively accented words, the 
beginning of the post-accentual fall in pitch (`) is 
aligned with the first mora of the word-final foot, 
e.g. heurḗ(màta) and – representing the bimo-
raic long vowel ō as oo – heurēmá(tòon). For 
indispensable in-depth treatments of Ancient 
Greek rhythmic organization including alterna-
tive views on foot structure, cf. Allen (1973) and 
Devine and Stephens (1984, 1994).

4. Further Morphological Factors 

Morphological features also condition the pho-
nological status of the word-final diphthongs 
-oi and -ai in the accentual system. For both the 
Law of Limitation and the sōtêra rule, word-final 
-oi and -ai have the status of a light word-final 
syllable rhyme consisting of a short vowel plus a 

consonant (-VC#). This is apparent in recessively 
accented paradigms where, for example, nom. 
pl. philósophoi ‘philosophers’, basíleiai ‘queens’, 
and 2 sg. aor. imp. mid. paídeusai ‘educate’ are 
proparoxytone like nom. sg. philósophos, acc. 
sg. basíleian, and 2 sg. aor. imp. act. paídeuson, 
which end in -VC#. It is also apparent in forms 
where the sōtêra rule applies. For example, nom. 
pl. oîkoi ‘houses’, gaîai ‘lands’, and aor. inf. act. 
paideûsai are properispomenon like nom. sg. 
oîkos ‘house’, acc. sg. gaîan ‘land’, and neut. 
nom./acc./voc. sg. aor. act. ptc. paideûsan, which 
end in -VC#. The inflectional endings -oi and -ai 
of the 3 sg. present and aorist optative active 
and the locative singular – or adverbial locative 
– ending -oi pose morphologically conditioned 
exceptions. Like all other word-final long vowels 
and diphthongs, they have the status of heavy 
-VV# rhymes in the accentual system. This is 
likewise reflected in recessive paradigms where, 
for example, 3 sg. pres. and aor. opt. act. paid-
eúoi and paideúsai are paroxytone like paideúō 
‘I am educating’, and where the sōtêra rule fails 
to apply: loc. sg. oíkoi ‘at home’ is paroxytone 
like dat. sg. oíkōi. There is no evidence that this 
morphologically conditioned phonological dis-
tinction between diphthongs existed outside the 
system of accentuation (Probert 2012). 

The distribution of acute and circumflex 
accents on word-final syllables that are pho-
nologically ‘free’ to host either accent is con-
ditioned by morphological features as well. 
Specifically, the distribution appears to be based 
on case: nominative and accusative forms bear 
an acute accent, genitive and dative forms bear 
circumflex accents, e.g. 1st declension nom. and 
acc. sg. phorā́ ‘carrying, bearing; load, burden’, 
phorā́n, pl. phoraí, phorā́s vs. gen. and dat. sg. 
phorâs, phorâi, pl. phorôn, phorâis. 

Morphemes themselves have accentual 
properties (Kiparsky 1973, 2010, forthcoming; 
Probert 2006:145–148; Steriade 1988). Descrip-
tively, there are four types in Ancient Greek. 
First, there are inherently accented morphemes 
such as the stem agró- of agrós ‘farm, country’ 
and the suffixes -ád- and -ikó- of words such as 
gen. sg. phugádos ‘exile’, manikós ‘mad’. The 
last inherently accented morpheme imposes its 
accent on the entire derivative, e.g. phugád-ikó-s 
phugadikós ‘of/for exile’ (not *phugádikos). Most 
inherently accented morphemes are stems or 
derivational suffixes (→ Derivational Morphol-
ogy) such as the -eú- used to form nouns of 
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occupational/ethnic appurtenance and agent 
nouns, e.g. khalkeús ‘bronzesmith’ (derived from 
khalkós ‘bronze’), Euboieús ‘Euboean’ (from 
Eúboia ‘Euboea’), stigeús ‘tattooer’ (from stízō  
‘I tattoo’), the -mó- used to form deverbal nouns, 
e.g. biasmós ‘violence’ (from biázō ‘I (use) force’), 
hoplismós ‘arming’ (from hoplízō ‘I arm’), and the 
-téo- used to form deontic verbal adjectives, e.g. 
graptéos ‘to be written’ (from gráphō ‘I write’), 
ōnētéos ‘to be bought’ (from ōnéomai ‘I buy’), 
etc. However, there are also inherently accented 
inflectional suffixes, such as the genitive plu-
ral ending -ôn of 1st declension nouns, which 
arose by contraction from ā́-ōn. Compare the 
accented ending in nouns such as nom. sg. pórnē 
‘prostitute’, gen. pl. pornôn with the unaccented 
ending -ōn of 1st declension feminine adjectives 
such as nom. sg. állē ‘other’, gen. pl. állōn (not 
*allôn). Second, there are pre-accenting mor-
phemes, which differ from accented morphemes 
in that they induce an accent on the preced-
ing syllable. They include the ´-ai used to form 
aorist active infinitives, e.g. telésai ‘complete’, 
poiêsai ‘do, make’ (with a circumflex by the 
sōtêra rule) and the ´-sthai used to form perfect 
medio-passive infinitives, e.g. tetelésthai ‘have 
completed’. Third, there are inherently unac-
cented morphemes that adopt the accentual 
properties of the base form. Most inflectional 
endings are of this type, e.g. the gen., dat., and 
acc. sg. endings -os, -i, and -a, of phugádos, 
phugádi, phugáda, and the nom., gen., dat., and 
acc. endings of phugádes, phugádōn, phugási(n), 
and phugádas. The suffix -the(n) that is used 
to form ablatival adverbs also has these prop-
erties; compare agróthe(n) ‘from the country’ 
(from agrós) with állothe(n) ‘from another place’ 
(from állos ‘other’). Fourth, there are inherently 
unaccented suffixes that induce recessive accen-
tuation regardless of the accentual properties of 
the base. The suffix -(i)̯a has those properties, 
e.g. alḗtheia ‘truth’ (from alēthḗs ‘true’), basíleia 
‘queen’ (from basileús ‘king’). 

5. The Evolution of the Greek  
Accentual System 

Examination of linguistic developments within 
the history of Greek and comparison with related 
languages, especially Vedic, allows us to recon-
struct the development of the Greek accentual 
system. Perhaps the most important trend in the 
diachronic development of the Greek accentual 

system involves a trajectory from a relatively 
‘free’ accentual system, where accent was primar-
ily morphologically determined and phonology 
played a minor role – like the Vedic system –  
to a less free, more phonologically constrained 
system. Specific developments along this trajec-
tory are the Law of Limitation and several pre-
historic and historic leftward accent shifts which 
also display sensitivity to the distribution of syl-
lable weight, such as → Wheeler’s Law, which 
was apparently pan-dialectal, and → Vendryes’ 
Law, which affected → Attic only. The develop-
ment of the Law of Limitation in Proto- or Com-
mon Greek was likely facilitated by the fact that 
the inherited morphological accent very often 
happened to ‘obey’ the Law of Limitation before 
it arose (Probert 2012). For example, language 
learners could analyze forms such as phérō, 
phéreis, phérei, phéromes/n, phérete, phéronti, 
etc. either as being morphologically accented 
on the verbal root phér ‘carry’, or phonologically 
accented, such that the accent was aligned with 
a rhythmic constituent such as the word-final 
foot mentioned above, i.e., phé(ròo), phé(rète), 
etc. An analysis of the latter sort – likely facili-
tated by changes in rhythmic organization and/
or its phonetic expression – produced the Law 
of Limitation. 

In the wake of the accent shifts, speakers 
made sense of new weight-sensitive accentual 
differences within the same word-formation 
type by innovating morphophonological rules for 
accent placement. For example, Wheeler’s Law 
produced alternations such as psūkho‑pompós 
‘soul‑escorting’ vs. patro‑któnos ‘father-killing’ 
in a compound type which was originally oxy-
tone, to judge by Vedic, e.g. hasta‑grābháḥ 
‘hand-grasping’, bhuvana‑cyaváḥ ‘world-shaking’. 
Speakers innovated the following rule for the 
formation of these compounds: if the penult is 
light, accent it (teukhes‑phóros, teukho-phóros 
‘armor-wearing’); otherwise, accent the ultima 
(psūkho‑pompós). Neuter diminutives in -ion 
reflect a comparable rule: they are usually par-
oxytone if the antepenult is heavy and prop-
aroxytone if it is light (Vendryes 1945:166), e.g. 
thēríon ‘little beast’ vs. thúrion ‘little door’. 

The Proto-Greek innovation of circumflex 
accentuation offset this trend slightly, insofar as 
it introduced a new kind of accentual freedom – 
the contrast between acute and circumflex – in 
word-final VV-syllables, e.g. gen. sg. phorâs vs. 
acc. pl. phorā́s. The circumflex in such forms, 
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and likely in Greek in general ( Jasanoff 2004), 
arose via the contraction of an accented vowel 
with a following unaccented vowel over which 
the pitch fell again, e.g. gen. sg. (PIE *bʰoréh₂es >)  
*pʰoráas > phorâs, dat. sg. (PIE *bʰoréh₂ei ̯ >) 
*pʰoráai ̯ > phorâi, gen. pl. (PIE *sth₂tóhₓom) > 
*statóom > statôn ‘placed, standing’; compare 
the Rigvedic and Avestan metrical evidence for 
uncontracted genitive plural forms in *-aā̆m 
(cf. Kümmel forthcoming). Speakers appar-
ently found morphological case to be the best 
predictor of accent type, with the result that cir-
cumflex accentuation was analogically extended 
to forms that originally had acute accentuation, 
e.g. PIE dat. sg. *sth₂tṓi ̯>> statôi (→ Analogy).

Regarding the accentual properties of mor-
phemes, Vedic has correlates for the four Greek 
types sketched out above, as well as a fifth type 
of underlyingly accented morpheme that either 
imposes its accent on the derivative, like Greek 
-ikó-, or adopts the accent of the base, like Greek 
-the(n), depending on the accentual properties 
of the base (cf. ‘recessive accented’ morphemes 
in Kiparsky 2010, forthcoming, with refs.). The 
Vedic suffix -(m)āná-, the cognate of the Greek 
medio-passive participial suffix -meno-, has those 
properties. Compare suffix-accented śaśamānáḥ 
‘having labored’ with root-accented yájamānaḥ 
‘sacrificing’. Which language innovated in this 
case is a subject for future investigation. 

The complex interplay of phonological, 
morphological, and lexical factors, the robust 
attestation of the language, and a tradition of 
scholarship on the subject that has its roots in 
the 2nd c. BCE make Ancient Greek accentuation 
a unique subject for constructing and testing lin-
guistic theories as well as for reconstructing the 
accentual system of Proto-Indo-European. 
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Accommodation

Language accommodation (LA) is the ten-
dency of a speaker to modify linguistic behavior 
according to interlocutor characteristics. “Lan-
guage Accommodation Theory” was developed 
in the 1970s (Giles 1979) in the area of social 
psychology and is based on the assumption that 
speakers are motivated to adjust their speech 
style, or accommodate it, to express their atti-
tude to others. The motivation for accommoda-
tion lies in the (unconscious?) desire of speakers 
to associate themselves with (positive LA), or 
keep themselves apart from (negative LA), given 
social groups. In order to have one of the two 
typologies of LA, speakers should possess dif-
ferent languages and/or social and regional dia-
lects → (Dialects, Classification of). In order to 
predict instances of LA, a model based on the 




