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Some like it short? 
On <ευ> and <ηυ> for <εω> in Doric

Alcorac Alonso Déniz
EPHE (Paris)

‘You will not apply my precept’, he said, shaking 
his head. ‘How often have I said to you that when 
you have eliminated the impossible, whatever 
remains, however improbable, must be the truth?’ 
(A. Conan Doyle, The Sign of Four, 1890, 93)

ΠΕΡΙΛΗΨΗ. — Η ανάλυση των παραδειγμάτων με γραφές <ευ> 
και <ηυ> αντί της <εω> στις δωρικές διαλέκτους αποδεικνύει ότι η 
φωνολογική ερμηνεία δεν ευσταθεί. Το ροδιακό ανθρωπωνύμιο Κλεύ-
νυμος αντί για Κλεώνυμος οφείλεται σε λανθασμένη ανάγνωση και η 
γενική ενικού Μενεσθεῦς δεν είναι η εξέλιξη του τύπου Μενεσθέως, 
αλλά ο αναμενόμενος τύπος γενικής Μενεσθέος της δωρικής. Θα κατα­
δειχθεί επίσης ότι η αναλογία στη μορφολογία ερμηνεύει με ικανο­
ποιητικό τρόπο αφ’ ενός τα ονόματα Τιμοκρηῦν = Τιμοκρέων και Ἑρμο-
κρηῦν = Ἑρμοκρέων της Τήλου και τις μετοχές ἐποικοδομηῦν = 
ἐποικοδομέων, ναυκλαρηῦν = ναυκλαρέων της Δωδώνης και αφ’ ετέρου την 
υποτακτική χρηῦνται = χρέωνται που μαρτυρείται επίσης στη Δωδώνη.

RÉsumÉ. — L’analyse des exemples d’<ευ> et <ηυ> pour <εω> dans 
les dialectes doriens montre qu’une interprétation phonologique est à écarter. 
L’anthroponyme rhodien Κλεύνυμος pour Κλεώνυμος relève d’une fausse 
lecture et le gén. sg. Μενεσθεῦς n’est pas l’avatar phonétique de Μενεσθέως, 
mais du génitif dorien attendu Μενεσθέος. On montrera aussi que diverses 
analogies morphologiques expliquent de façon satisfaisante, d’une part, les 
noms Τιμοκρηῦν = Τιμοκρέων et Ἑρμοκρηῦν = Ἑρμοκρέων de Télos et 
les participes ἐποικοδομηῦν = ἐποικοδομέων, ναυκλαρηῦν = ναυκλαρέων 
de Dodone et, d’autre part, le subjonctif χρηῦνται = χρέωνται, attesté aussi 
à Dodone.

1.  Introduction

Doric dialects exhibit different outcomes of the sequence /eͻ:/ (from older 
*-esō-, *‑ejō- and *-ewō-).1 It remains unchanged in most varieties, but contraction 

1	 This paper is part of the research project FFI 2009-07645 (“Interdialectal contact in Ancient 
Greek”) of the Spanish Ministry of Science and Innovation (MICINN). I thank Julián Méndez 
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or synizesis of /e/ is also attested. However, some scholars have contended that, 
on the one hand, the spelling <ευ> for <εω> is evidence of a reduction, viz. 
shortening, of /ͻ:/ that led to a diphthong /eu/; on the other, <ηυ> for <εω> 
allegedly betrays an ‘inverted quantitative metathesis’ /eͻ:/ > /ε:ο/ that eventu-
ally became /ε:u/. My paper will focus on these two anomalous spellings. I will 
try to show that phonology is not behind them.

2.  <ευ> for <εω> in Rhodian

Rhodian amphora stamps bear the dating formula with the name of the 
eponymous magistrate (the yearly priest of Helios, cf. Guarducci 1967-1978, 
vol. 2, 509-511) and the month in the genitive:

ἐπὶ Π[ρ]ατοφάνευς. Θεσμοφορίου

Two different Κλεώνυμος are attested as eponyms in the 3rd and 2nd c. 
BC (for the chronology of Κλεώνυμος I and II, see Finkielsztejn 2001, 56-57, 
190-192; Habicht 2003, 565). While the spelling Κλεωο is attested in hun-
dreds of stamps, Κλευo occurs in two found in Pergamon:

ἐπὶ Κλευνύμου (I. Pergamon II, no. 1097 and 1098 = SGDI 4245, no. 499 and 
500)

Amphora stamps may also contain the name of the owner of the workshop, 
often in the genitive: Μενεσθέως (IG XII 1, 1351.1). But what seems to be 
the same genitive occurs with <ευ>:

Μεν<ε>σθεῦς, Πανάμου (IG XII 1, 1351.2; Μενισθεῦς stamp)
Θεσμοφορίου, Μενεσθεῦς (IG XII 1, 1351.3)

On only one occasion, Μενεσθεύς is attested as an eponym with ἐπί:
[ἐ]πὶ Μενεσθεῦς. Ὑ[α]κ[ιν]θίου (IG XII 1, 1165)

According to various scholars Κλευνύμου and Μενεσθεῦς attest to a 
reduction of /eͻ:/, that developed into a diphthong /eu/: Κλεώνυμος > 
Κλεύνυμος, Μενεσθέως > Μενεσθεῦς (Björkegren 1902, 54; Hoffmann 
apud SGDI 4, 593; Bechtel 1923, 621-622; Thumb – Kieckers 1932, § 153.4; 
Striano 1991, 148-149). Allegedly, this treatment is paralleled by /eo/ > /eu/, 

Dosuna for his invaluable comments and suggestions, and Dolores Sanz Villanueva, who has 
helped me find some references. Unless otherwise mentioned, abbreviations of ancient authors, 
corpora of inscriptions and papyri are those found in the lists of the Diccionario Griego-
Español available at http://dge.cchs.csic.es/lst/2lst-int.htm.
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which is profusely attested in Rhodian stamps and inscriptions (Bechtel 1923, 
621; Thumb – Kieckers 1923, § 153.4; Buck 1955, § 261): ἐπὶ Ἀριστομένευς 
(IG XII 1, 1100), ἐπὶ Σωσ[ι]κλεῦς (IG XII 1, 1189), etc.2 Furthermore, -εου- 
(/eo:/) > -ευ- (/eu/) is also found in Rhodian documents: παρασκευαξεύσας = 
παρασκευασούσης (I. Lindos 2, col. D.103-104, Lindos, ca. 99 BC), κυεῦσαν 
= κυοῦσαν (I. Lindos 671.6, Kamiros, early 1st c. BC), probably κυεῦ[σα] 
(I. Lindos 182.2, Lindos, 200-170 BC).3 Therefore, there was a similar develop-
ment of all o-vowels preceded by /e/.

To my mind, the traditional explanation is unlikely on several grounds.

2.1.  Lack of regularity

Lack of regularity is a major problem to the above interpretation. The excep-
tions to the alleged sound change are numerous: ἐργασθέωντι (IG XII 1, 677.7, 
Ialysos, 4th c. BC), ἔωντι (IG XII 1, 155, d, II.55, Rhodes, 2nd c. BC), α[ἱ]- 
ρεθέωντι (SEG 3, 674, A.31, Rhodes, 182-176 BC), gen. pl. Καμιρέων (IG 
XII 1, 694.1 and .18, Kamiros, ca. 325 BC), Ἀμφινέων (IG XII 1, 695.A20+, 
Kamiros, 3rd c. BC?), Πριηνέω[ν] (DGE 289.1+, Priene < Rhodes, 196-178 
BC), ἱερέων (IG XII 1, 761.39, Lindos, 3rd c. BC), ἐπιτελέων (DGE 288.5, 
Hierapytna < Rhodes, 3rd c. BC), τριηρέων (IG XII 1, 43.20, Rhodes, 125-100 
BC), τετρηρέων (IG XII 1, 45, 1st c. BC-1st c. AD), nom. sg. πλέων (Syll3 
1225.6, Rhodes, 3rd c. BC), Ἀντιλέων (Grace 1953, 124, no. 26), etc.4 By 
contrast, <ευ> for <εο> is abundantly attested in many of these inscriptions.

Moreover, Habicht (2003, 565) has convincingly shown that the eponym 
Κλεώνυμος ΙΙ of stamps (Finkielsztejn 2001, 56-57) occurs in four inscrip-
tions: Κλεώνυμος Δαμοκράτευς (Syll3 585.224, Delphi, 180 BC), Κλεώνυμον 
Δαμοκράτεος (Syll3 614.25, Delphi, 180 BC), Κλεώνυ[μος Δαμο]κράτευς 
(Tit. Cam. no. 157b, Kamiros, 200-150 BC) and Κλεωνύμο[υ] (I. Lindos 
698.10, ca. 200; metrical: Κλεω- = ⏑ —). Significantly, there is no trace of 
<ευ> for <εω>.5

2	 Forms like Ἀπολλωνίδευς (NSERod. no. 4, II.1, 2, Rhodes, 100-70 BC) for expected 
Ἀπολλωνίδα (NSERod. no. 4, I.22) are probably due to Ionic influence.

3	S pellings like Ἀγαθοκλέους (IG XII 1, 1210, no. 7, Hell.), Ἀριστοκλέους (IG XII.1, 1096, 
Hell.), Δαμοκλέους (IG XIV 2393, nο. 202, Sicilia < Rhodes) etc. in amphora stamps are not 
to be interpreted as instances of <εου> for <εω>, but as loans from Attic.

4	 Despite claims to the contrary, Λευτυχίδαν in a fragment of the Rhodian poet Timocreon (fr. 
727.2, PMG, Page) cannot be considered an instance of <ευ> for <εω> (cf. Alonso Déniz 
ms.).

5	 Cf. also <εω> in his grandfather’s name, Δαμοκράτης Κλεωνύμου (Tit. Cam. 43, II.10, Kami-
ros, ca. 204 BC). It is uncertain whether the ancestor of Κλεώνυμος II, mentioned in I. Lindos 
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2.2.  Development of /eͻ:/

The shortening and rising of /ͻ:/ in /eͻ:/ is unheard-of in other Doric dia-
lects. The sequence is well preserved in most varieties: Arg. εὐμενέν, 
δυσμενέν (DGE 84.11-12, Tylisos < Argos, 460-450 BC?), Coan διατελέωντι 
(SGDI 3/1, 3634.8, Cos, late 4th-early 3rd c. BC), WLocr. ἐπιτιμέων (IG IX.1² 
3, 712.8, Phaistinos, 2nd c. BC), Cyren. [τελε]σφορέων (SEG 9, 68.2, 3rd c. 
BC), σωθέωντι (IGDS I, 212.13, Εntella, 254-241 BC), etc. Contraction is also 
found in Doric, mostly when preceded by a vowel,6 although not exclusively 
(cf. Nieto Izquierdo 2009, 196-197): Delph. ποιῶντι (SGDI 2, 2561, Β.25, 
400-350 BC), El. ἐνποιõν (Minon 2007, 4.3-4, 525-500 BC), Troiz. ποιõν 
(LSAG2, 182 no. 6, 450-425 BC?), εὐτακτῶντι (IG IV 749.6, 4th-3rd c. BC),7 
etc. Synizesis of /e/, viz. loss of syllabicity, is also attested (for this phenom-
enon, see Méndez Dosuna 1993a): Arg. Θιωνίς (IG IV2 1, 208.1, Epidauros 
< Argos, 3rd c. BC), Lac. ἀνιοχίν (DGE 12.8+, Sparta, post 403 BC), Heracl. 
ἐγϝηληθίωντι (IG XIV 645, I.152, 4th/3rd c. BC), Cret. πειθθίωντι (IC IV 
184.24, Gortyn, 2nd c. BC.), etc.

Scholars take for granted that, since /eo/ > /eu/ and /eo:/ > /eu/ occur 
in Rhodian, /eͻ:/ developed correspondingly. But this conclusion is 
unwarranted.

First of all, the evidence suggests that in other Ancient Greek dialects where 
/eo/ > /eu/ and /eo:/ > /eu/ is documented, /eͻ:/ was never modified. In Hel-
lenistic Coan documents <ευ> for <εο> and <εου> are profusely attested: 
εὔντων (LSCG 155, a.13, 300-250 BC), νευμηνίαις (SGDI 3/1, 3634, AI.19, 
4th/3rd c. BC) τέλευν (Syll3 398.34, 278 BC), κυεῦσα (SGDI 3/1, 3637.3, 
4th c. BC), τελεῦσα[ν] (LSCG 166.31, 2nd-1st c. BC), etc. However, <ευ> for 
<εω> is never found.8

The development /eo:/ > /eu/ must also be early in Ionian (GG I, 204, Passa 
2001)9 and often occurs in Homer (cf. Chantraine 1958, 62): Hom. ἐξοιχνεῦσι 
(Il. 9.384), εἰσοιχνεῦσαν (Od. 6.157), etc. At a later date, Herodas has <ευ> 
for <εου> systematically: κατοικεῦσιν (4.10), ποιεῦσι (6.69), ἐγχεῦσα 

698, who was also a priest of Helios (προπάτωρ πάλωι αἰσίωι Ἠελίοιο κοσμεῖται, .14-15), 
refers to his grandfather. If this may be so, the latter should be identified with Κλεώνυμος I 
of Finkielsztejn (2001, 56-57).

6	 In these cases, some scholars speak of ‘hypheresis’ (cf. Lhôte 2006, 393-394).
7	 For other examples of contraction, see § 3.5.
8	 In the Doric poems of Theocritus, <ευ> often stands for <εο> (cf. Ruijgh 1984, 64; Molinos 

Tejada 1990, 89-96, and infra n. 56), but monosyllabic /eͻ:/ is never spelled with <ευ>: 
βωστρέ͜ωμες (5.66), φρουρέ͜ωμες (7.122) (see Vessella 2008, 353).

9	 Hualde Pascual (1993, 55) believes that <ευ> for <εου> is not phonological, but Passa 
(2001, 409) has convincingly refuted her arguments.
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(6.77), κινεῦσι (7.73), etc. (cf. Cunningham 1971, 212). Even if the spelling 
<ευ> for <εου> in Ionian poets was incorporated into the tradition by late edi-
tors (cf. West 1974, 80), <ευ> for <εω> is never attested in these poets, even 
if <εω> scans as monosyllabic (from older *-ē(s)o-, *-ē(j)o- and *-ē(w)o- with 
‘quantitative metathesis’, see Chantraine 1958, 64-66),10 cf. the gen. sg. -ε͜ω 
< -ηο (< -ēho < *‑ā‑so). For instance, in a fragment of Archilochus (fr. 183 
West) the transmitted text has φρονεῦσι as against ἐγκυρέ ͜ωσιν in the same 
line. This can only be accounted for if the development of /eͻ:/ and /eo:/ was 
different.

As I try to show elsewhere (Alonso Déniz ms.), a phonetic change /eͻ:/ > 
/eu/ in Ionic, allegedly supported by <ευ> for <εω>, must be also ruled out. 
The gen. -ευ of masculine η-stems (Ion. πολίτεω = Att. πολίτου), attested 
particularly in Erythrai, e.g. Ἀπολλωνίδευ (SEG 37, 917.A3, Erythrai, 5th/4th 
c. BC), is analogical (Hualde Pascual 1993, 54; Ruijgh 1996, 90). Thasian 
θευροί (e.g., IG XII 8, 267.2, 3rd c. BC) reflects a late reshaping of θεωρός 
in θεορός under the influence of θεός and possibly of ἔφορος/ἐπίορος (Buck 
1953). Finally, the Spartan name Λευτυχίδης (Hdt. VI, 65+) does not stand 
for Λεωτυχίδης, but for Λεοτυχίδης, with a first member of the compound 
Λεοo found in other personal names (e.g. Λεόβριμος, cf. Masson 1993, 
230).11

Generally speaking, lower vowels are intrinsically longer than high ones 
(Lehiste 1970; de Lacy 2007, 418). Accordingly, the development /eͻ:/ > 
/eu/ is not prototypical, /ͻ:/ being both low and long. In my opinion, /eo:/ > 
/eu/ and the rising /o:/ > /u:/ (see Allen 1987, 77-78) must be connected.12

It is not accidental that the evolution of /eo/ (with a short vowel) differs 
from that of /eͻ:/.13 Loss of syllabicity in /eo/ may be right- or left-orientated: 
Θεοκλῆς > Θευκλῆς, with /eo/ > /eo/ > /eu/, and θεός > θιός, with /eo/ > 
/eo/ > /jo/. Similarly, the so-called ‘hypheresis’ (complete vowel loss) can 
affect any of the two vowels in the sequence /eo/ before -nt-: Arg. κοινανόντι 

10	 For the interpretation of this phenomenon and the cluster <εω> see § 3.2.
11	 Isolated πυλευρόν· πυλωρόν (Hsch. π 4354 Hansen) does not stand for **πυλεωρόν, but 

for πυλουρόν (Hdt.). The etymology connecting πέτευρον ‘roosting-perch’ with an old 
**πετέωρον is impossible (see EDG II, s.v. πέτευρον).

12	 There is no positive evidence for the rising of /ͻ:/ outside Thessalian (but see GG I, 185). 
Some scholars believe that Rhodian Ἀγλουo for Ἀγλωο and τιμοῦντες for τιμῶντες attest to 
/ͻ:/ > /o:/ (cf. Björkegren 1902, 34; Hock 1971, 445-446). However, according to Striano 
(1991), in the dialect a regular evolution /ao/ > /eo/ occurred and the new sequence /eo/ eventu-
ally developed into /o:/ Ἀγλαοo > *Ἀγλεoo > Ἀγλουo and τιμαο- > *τιμεο- > τιμου-. This 
outcome was later than /eo/ > /eu/.

13	 Forms like γραμματέους for γραμματέως, ἱερέους for ἱερέους in late papyri are due to loss 
of quantity (cf. Gignac 1981, 85).
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(Vollgraff 1909, 450-455 no. 22.14, Argos, 4th-3rd c. BC)14 vs. Cyr. 
Λεόντιχος > Λέντιχος (SEG 20, 735b, col. I.174, late 4th c. BC), ἐκτιμασέντι 
(SEG 11, 72.58, 4th c. BC), etc.15 Conversely, we have seen that /eͻ:/ could 
only undergo contraction to /ͻ:/ or synizesis to /jͻ:/.16

2.3.  Lack of <εω> for <ευ>

In dialects with <ευ> for <εο> hypercorrect <εο> for <ευ> is also docu-
mented: ἐλεόθερος (IGDOlbia 23.8, Berezan, late 6th c. BC), ε (Dana 2007, 
no. 4.4, Olbia), σπεόσην (Dana 2007, no. 5), Εὄκριτος (I. Ephesos Add. 
126.23, 4th c. BC), Cor. Τεõϙρος (Wachter 2001, COR 23g), etc. As Passa 
(2001, 395) shows, <εου> may also stand for <ευ>: Cor. Ἀχιλλεούς (Wachter 
2001, COR 30c), Ion. ἀδε<λ>φεύς = ἀδελφεούς (IGDOlbia 23.12, Berezan, 
ca. 500 BC).17

If /eͻ:/ > /eu/ occurred in Rhodian, a similar orthographic interchange would 
be expected. However, as far as I know, eponyms in Rhodian amphora stamps 
like Εὔδαμος, Εὐκράτης, Θευγένης, Θευφάνης, Κλεύδικος, Κλευκράτης 
or Κλεύτιμος are never spelled **Εὤδαμος, **Εὠκράτης, **Θεωγένης, 
**Θεωφάνης, **Κλεώδικος, **Κλεωκράτης or **Κλεώτιμος, etc.

14	 Cf. also Cret. ἐπιορκόντι (IC III, iii 3, B.17, Hierapytna, 2nd c. BC), Delph. θεαρόντν (CID 
1, 8.6, Delphi, ca. 400 BC).

15	 ‘Hypheresis’ occurs in other contexts: νεομηνία > νεμηνίαι (IGDS I, 208.5, Entella, 254-241 
BC?), Θεόδωρος > Θέδρος (SEG 30, 523.4-5, Corcyra, ca. 500 BC), Κλεμήδης (Lhôte 
2006, no. 39, 3rd c. BC?), Θέμναστος (SEG 13, 317.4, Megara, 4th c. BC), Θεκλέος (SEG 
47, 607, Corcyra, 3rd.-2nd c. BC), Θέκλεια (I. Apoll. 40, 250-200 BC) and Meg. Θοκρίνης 
(IG IV2 1, 71. 54+, Epidauros < Megara, 242-238 BC), Θοκλείδας (IG IV2 1, 71.55+).

16	 Hinge (2006, 59) believes that ὀρέ ͜ων (Alcm. 89.1 PMG, Page), scanned ⏑ —, was pro-
nounced /oreͻ̯n/, not /oreͻ:n/. According to the Danish scholar, if we had /oreͻ:n/, the non-
vocalic /e/ would have caused the preceding syllable to became heavy: /or.eͻ:n/. This is 
unlikely. Apart from the fact that we would expect a spelling **ὀρέον or **ὀρεῦν for /oreͻ̯n/, 
the contraction ὀρέων > ὀρῶν, not **ὀροῦν, contradicts Hinge’s claim. On the other hand, 
re-syllabification induced by synizesis of /e/, although possible, is not compulsory, cf. Hom. 
πόλιος (Il. 2.811) with a first light syllable despite synizesis of /i/. Contrary to Hinge’s opin-
ion (cf. already hesitantly Kapsomenos 1990, 321-322), the scansion πόλιος ⏑ — in Homer 
(cf. also Empedocles, AP IX 569.4) has nothing to do with a purported evolution /pólios/ > 
/pólios/ (synizesis to the right). It is an artificial lengthening of a last short syllable in princeps 
position, cf. πόλιος ⏑ ⏑ — (Il. 11.168, Od. 6.262, 16.471, all followed by a vowel). The 
alleged scansion of prevocalic Δία and διά as a heavy syllable (see references in Handley 
1965, 72 and Gomme – Sandbach 1973, 252) must be rejected: in all cases /dia/ or /dja/ is to 
be preferred (West 1982, 14, 92 n. 52).

17	 The original text ἀδε<λ>φεύς was corrected to ἀδε<λ>φεός (cf. Dubois ad IGDOlbia 23, 
53).
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Two possible examples of <εω> for <ευ> have been claimed to occur in 
Rhodian documents.18

A Hellenistic funerary inscription reads Ἀντίοχος Ἐπικούρου Ἀντιοχέως 
(SERod. 74a, no date = Martín Vázquez 1988, III, 1032, no. 1.884) where 
Ἀντιοχέως allegedly stands for expected Ἀντιοχεύς. But this interpretation is 
wrong. Ἀντιοχέως is demonstrably a genitive19 agreeing with the patronymic, 
as in Ἀρχέλαος Λυσανία Βρασίου (SEG 39, 783c, no date).20

If the reading ἐπὶ Ἀριστοκλέως (Botti 1897, 91, no. 12 = SB 1, 2150, 
Alexandria < Rhodes) is correct,21 the ending -κλέως must be explained ana-
logically from the genitive of names in -εύς. In fact, -κλέως for -κλέος or 
-κλέους occurs sporadically elsewhere: Ἡρακλέως (SEG 28, 103.22+, Eleu-
sis; see Threatte 1996, 204-205), Τηλεκλέως (Robinson 1938, 52, no. 6.9-
10, 4th c. BC, Olynthus), ἐν Ἡρακλέως πόλει (P.Petr. 3 53.17, 264 BC; 
Mayser 1938, 40), Ξενοκλέως (IG IX 1.4, 1150, Corcyra, 2nd-1st c. BC) vs. 
Ξενοκλέoς (IG IX 1.4, 1111, 2nd c. BC), Μενεκλέως (Iscr. di Cos EF 820.2, 
Cos < Phaistos, 2nd-1st c. BC?), etc.22

Finally, Striano (1991, 149) claims that Ἐριναέους (IG XII 1, 732.10, 
Ialysos) stands for gen. Ἐριναέως (cf. Hiller’s correction Ἐριναέ<ω>ς at IG 
XII 1) attesting to the development /eͻ:/ > /eu/. However, the context calls for 
a nominative Ἐριναεύς (see Papachristodoulou 1989, 167-168, no. 3, with 
ph.). For Hellenistic examples of -εους for nominative -ευς in Rhodian, see 
Martín Vázquez (1988, I, 332 and 346).23 As it happens, the last two lines of 
the inscription, where Ἐριναέους occurs, were engraved a century later than 
lines 1-8, dated to the 3rd-2nd c. BC.

18	 For PN with <κρέων> for <κρέοντ>, see § 3.3.
19	 For other ethnics in the genitive in Rhodian Hellenistic epitaphs, cf. Τιμαγόρα Ἐρατωνύμου 

Κασαρέως (SEG 38, 789, a Kamirian demos), Δημητρίου Ἀντιοχέως (IG XII 1, 539b), 
Ἀπολλωνίου Ἀντιοχέως (NSERod. no. 149), etc.

20	 Cf. the expected nominative in Δαμαρχίδας Πολυχάρμου Βράσιος (SEG 46, 995, 2nd – 
1st c. BC).

21	 A Rhodian amphora stamp found in Emporion bears ἐπὶ Ἀριστοκλεῦς (SEG 47, 1536, 
no. 10). For the genitive Ἀριστοκλεῦς (without ἐπί), see Nilsson (1909, 386-387, no. 100).

22	 Two further examples of <εω> for <ευ> are highly suspect, since reproductions are not avail-
able. Θεωδόρου (IG XIV 2393, no. 280) for Θευδώρου is based in the notice of Viola (1886, 
102). If the reading is correct, since <o> has also been written for <ω> and Θεοδώρου is 
apparently attested (cf. Nilsson 1909, 148), we could posit a simple transposition of letters. 
The same combination of eponym and month occurs again in ἐπὶ Θευδώρου. Σμινθίου 
(Botti 1897, 92 no. 32 and perhaps (Porro 1916, 116, no. 110). As for ἐπὶ Πυθογένεως 
Ὑακινθίου (Munro – Tubbs 1890, 34, cf. Nilsson 1909, 148), Nicolaou (2005, 412, no. 35) 
edits Πυθογένευς. Other matrices with the same eponym and month show Πυθογένευς 
(cf. for instance Jöhrens 2001, 400, no. 108).

23	 For even more late examples, particularly in Asia Minor, see Robert (1938, 194).
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2.4.  <εο> for <εω> in Rhodian stamps

According to Björkegren (1902, 70-71), Bechtel (1923, 621-622) and 
Striano (1991, 149) /eͻ:/ > /eu/ in Rhodian is further represented by <εο> for 
<εω> in some amphora stamps (cf. Nilsson 1909, 446):

Κλεόνυμος (IG XII 1, 1335.2)
ἐπὶ Κλεονύμου (Botti 1900, 165, no. 93 = SB 1, 2753)
ἐπὶ Κλεονύμου Ἀγριανίου (Botti 1900, 165, no. 91 = SB 1, 2751)
ἐπὶ Κλεονύμου Θεσμοφορίου (Botti 1900, 165, no. 90 = SB 1, 2750)24

According to their hypothesis, Κλεόνυμος attests to a prior reduction /eͻ:/ 
> /eo/ that eventually developed into /eu/ like original *-eo-.

However, an influence of Rhodian personal names in Κλεο- is possible 
(Schweizer 1898, 71): Κλεόνικος (SEG 39, 750.7, Rhodes, 100-70 BC), 
Κλεομάχου (SEG 51, 1555.18, Thera [Taşyenice] < Rhodes, 225-150 BC), 
Κλεοβούλου (Tit. Cam. 3, Ea.5, Kamiros, 1st c. AD?), Κλεόνικος (Tit. Cam. 
3, Eb.26), in an inscription with examples of <ευ> for <εο>: Κλεύροδος (Tit. 
Cam. 3, Ec.8), Κλεύδωρος (Tit. Cam. 3, Dd.4). The reverse influence is 
attested in Attic Κλεωμέδων (IG II2 1138, col. IV.23, 403-402 BC) for 
Κλεομέδων.25 In a similar fashion, θεός has influenced the Rhodian month’s 
name Διόσθυος: Διοσθέου (Börker – Burow 1998, “Börker” no. 13, 364, 
525; Porro 1916, 116, no. 94.2 and 94.3).26

Furthermore, a misspelling Κλεόνυμος for Κλεώνυμος cannot be ruled 
out: cf. in Attic inscriptions Εὐονυμε[ύς] (IG II2 6169.3, 2nd c. BC) for 
Εὐωνυμεύς, Λεόφιλος (IG II2 1927.50, post 350 BC) for Λεώφιλος.

In any case, lack of accurate publications, with no photographs or reproduc-
tions, casts doubts on the reading Κλεόνυμος of these stamps (cf. Nilsson 
1909, 106-120 for a general caveat on stamp editions). In fact, the right spelling 
is attested in similar stamps: Κλεώνυμος in Cankardeş-Şenol ‒ Canoğlu 
(2009, 133-134, no. B47), ἐπὶ Κλεωνύμου in Jöhrens (1999, 57, no. 145), ἐπὶ 
Κλεωνύμου Ἀγριανίου in Jöhrens (1999, 58, no. 146) and ἐπὶ Κλεωνύμου 
Θεσμοφορίου in Börker – Burow 1998, 34, “Börker” no. 269).

Two further examples of <εο> for <εω> will illustrate how amphora stamps 
editions must be carefully handled before extracting linguistic conclusions.

24	 For Rhod. gen. Ὑγασέος and Ἐριναιέος, see § 2.6.
25	 This occurs also in Νεωστράτη (IG II2 7211, 2nd c. BC) and Νεωστράτου (IG II2 6221, late 

4th c. BC), considered by Threatte (1980, 224) as an influence of νεωκόρος.
26	 According to Schweizer (1898, 76) and Björkegren (1902, 36), these examples betray a close 

pronunciation of /e/. Kalén (1918, 13-14) considers that foreigners had difficulties pronounc-
ing /y(:)/.
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On Sinope amphorae, the astynomos Χορηγίων τοῦ Λεωμέδοντος is 
attested (cf. Garlan 2004, 188-189). Domăneanţu (1993, 64-65, no. 20) pub-
lishes an amphora stamp from Sinope found in excavations from Histria as 
follows: 

Ἀστυνομοῦντος Χορηγίωνος τοῦ Λεομέδοντος

In the photograph the spelling Λεωμέδοντος is however clearly legible. In 
fact, the matrix of this stamp has systematically Λεωμέδοντος, cf. Conovici 
– Avram – Poenaru-Bordea (1989, 123, no. 220), Garlan (2004, 188-189, 
no. 348).

Levi (1965-1966, 553, no. 18) published the following Rhodian amphora 
stamp: 

[ἐ]πὶ Κλεονύμου [Βα]δρομίου.

But the photograph in page 552 confirms the reading Κλεωνύμου (cf. for 
a similar stamp Canarache 1957, 248, no. 579).

2.5. Κλεύνυμος, a ghost form

Börker ‒ Burow (1998, 33-34, “Börker” no. 260) reedit I. Pergamon II, 
no. 1097 as ἐπὶ Κλεωνύμου. The editor states that “[d]as ω in der 1. Zeile 
kopfstehend”.27 Similarly, the second example I. Pergamon II 1098 is now 
reedited in Börker – Burow (1998, 34-35, “Börker” no. 273), where the edi-
tor gives the correct form ἐπὶ Κλεωνύμου [Π]ανάμου.28 After all, Κλεύνυμος 
is nothing but a ghost form.

2.6. Μενεσθεῦς for Μενεσθέος

Some scholars have suggested a nominative Μενέσθης (Börker – Burow 
1998, 158; Finkielsztejn 2001, 160), and accordingly interpret a gen. 
Μενέσθευς in IG XII 1, 1165 (cf. § 2). There is no other evidence of 
Μενέσθης, however, in Rhodian personal names (cf. LGPN I).29 Although 
the identification of the eponym in IG XII 1, 1165 is doubtful, Μενεσθεύς 

27	 Another example of the same matrix (Börker – Burow 1998, “Burow” no. 238), where the 
omega is also inverted.

28	 According to the editor, “Lesung nach einigen stempelgleichen Stücken im Amph. Dept. 
hergestellt”.

29	 Μενέσθης is attested in Euboea (IG XII 9, 1220, Histiaia, no date).
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assuredly occurs as a priest of Helios in an inscription: ἐπ’ ἰερέως Μενεσθέως 
(Gaertringen 1901, 161.3, 3rd-2nd c. BC). Finally, a nominative Μενέσθης 
cannot account for the genitive Μενεσθέως on other stamps bearing the pot-
ter’s name (cf. Nilsson 1909, 455, no. 307).30

In fact, Μενεσθεῦς can be interpreted as a regular Doric genitive 
Μενεσθέος with the expected evolution /eo/ > /eu/ (cf. Thumb – Kieckers 
1932, § 154.4). Although in Rhodian inscriptions and amphora stamps31 nouns 
in -ευς present a genitive -εως almost universally, this must be due to an early 
Ionic influence. However, two examples of -εος are attested:32 Ἀλεξιμάχου 
Εὐσθένευς Ὑγασέος (IG XII 1, 297.1, Rhodes, Hell.)33 and Καλλικράτευς 
Καλλικράτευς [Ἐ]ρ[ι]ναιέος (IG XII 1, 196.3, Rhodes, Hell.),34 both cor-
rected in Ὑγασέ<ω>ς and [Ἐ]ρ[ι]ναιέ<ω>ς by Hiller.35 Furthermore, 
βασιλέος occurs in coins in the Rhodian colony of Acragas (cf. βασιλέος 
Φιντία, ca. 287-279 BC).36 We may therefore safely assume with Ruijgh 
(1993, 241) that Rhodian did not differ from most Doric dialects and had the 
characteristic genitive -εος.37 The ending -εος could eventually have evolved 
to -εῦς, as in other Doric dialects, cf. Megar. ἐπ’ ἰαρεῦς (IG IV2 1, 74.1, Epi-
dauros < Megara, 242-237 BC), Ματρέας Ξανθεῦς (IG IV2 1, 33), etc.38

In addition, late examples of -εος for expected -εως in the inflection of 
ευ-stems are found elsewhere in Greek documents due to a morphological 

30	 In the case of IG XII 1, 1351.2 and .3, it may be considered alternatively that Μενεσθεύς 
stands for the nominative of the potter’s name, cf. the alternations Ἱεροτέλευς (IG XII 1, 
1317, no. 1+) vs. Ἱεροτέλης (IG XII 1, 1317, no. 8, cf. Lawall ‒ Savvatianou-Petropou-
lakou – Panagou 2007, 39, no. AH 21a-c), Διοκλῆς (Empereur 1977, 213, no. 36) vs. 
Διοκλεῦς (Nilsson 1909, 419, no. 177), Μαρσύας (Empereur 1977, 222, no. 68) vs. 
Μαρσύα (Nilsson 1909, 452-453, no. 298). According to Nilsson (1909, 114, n. 1), an 
irrational nominative in ἐπὶ Μενεσθεύς (IG XII 1, 1165) would be paralleled by ἐπὶ 
Ἀρχο[κρ]άτης (IG XII 1, 1111, no. 8).

31	 Eponyms and potters in -ευς are not common, but ἐπὶ Ἀριστέως is well attested (cf. Nilsson 
1909, 88). The form ἐπὶ Χρυσαθέως (SB 1, 1359) is not included in the list of eponyms by 
Bleckmann 1912, Hiller (RE Suppl. V, col. 835-840) or Grace (1953), and the name does 
not figure in LGPN I.

32	 Αἰνήτωρ Ἐπικράτευς Ὑγασεῦς (NSERod. 88) must be corrected in Ὑγασεύς.
33	 Cf. [Ἀ]στυμήδευς Λυσανία Ὑγασέως (IG XII 1, 197), Στασίωνος Ἐπιγόνου Ὑγασέως 

(NSERod. 89).
34	 The inscription is only known by a copy made by Simon Georgiadis and published by Loewy 

(1886, 218, no. 12).
35	 For Attic inflection in Rhodian inscriptions, see Bile (1996, 138).
36	 An amphora stamp published by Dumont (1872, 114, no. 10) with reproduction gives ἐπὶ 

ἰερεῦς.
37	 Ἰδαμενῆος is attested early in a Rhodian kylix (LSAG2 357, no. 19, ca. 550-525 BC).
38	 Cf. also Epid. ἰαρεῦς (IG IV2 1, 103, B.21+, ca. 370-340 BC vs. ἰαρέος in the same docu-

ment, cf. Nieto Izquierdo 2009, 193), Ἀριστεὺς Ἀριστεῦ[ς] (IG IV2 1, 96, ca. 300-250 BC), 
Locr. Epiz. Εὐχέλα Ἀριστεῦς (Costabile 1992, no. 38.4+, 350-250 BC), etc.
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levelling (see Threatte 1996, 236-237 for Attic, and Schweizer 1898, 148 for 
late inscriptions).39

3.  <hυ> for <εω>

A Telian list of πυθαισταί from ca. 200-175 BC40 attests three instances of 
the spelling <ηυ> for <εω> in the nominative of two personal names in oκρέων, 
Τιμοκρέων and Ἑρμοκρέων:

Τιμοκρηῦν Ξενοφῶντος (IG XII 3, 34.25, 2nd c. BC)
Ἑρμοκρηῦν Ἑρμανδρίδα (IG XII 3, 34.27)
Ἑρμοκρηῦν Νικάνακτος (IG XII 3, 34.28)

Ancient eo is systematically written -ευ- in the same inscription: 
Ἀριστομένευς (.3), Δαμοκράτευς (.5), Κλευμήδης (.6), etc.

The same spelling occurs in lamellae from Dodona in two participles in 
-έων:

[...] ἔπειτα χρ[όν]ον ἦ αὐτὰν μόναν πεπαμένος καὶ ἐποικοδομηῦν (Lhôte 
2006, no. 118, 4th c. BC)
θεός. τύχαι ἀγαθᾶ[ι. ἐπι]κο(ι)νῆτα[ι] Ἱππόστρατος τῶι Δὶ τῶι Νάωι καὶ τᾶι 
Διώναι ἦ μὴ ν[α]<υ>κλαρη[ῦ]ν λῶιογ καὶ ἄμμεινομ (sic) πράσσοιμι (Lhôte 
2006, no. 93, 4th-3rd c. BC; ν[α]λκλαρη[ῦ]ν lam.).

In Lhôte 2006, no. 118, coordination with πεπαμένος makes ἐποικοδομηῦν 
undoubtedly a present participle of ἐποικοδομέω.

Following a suggestion of Carl Robert, Pomtow (1883, 321-322, no. 9, 
n. 30) proposed an infinitive ν[α]υκλαρῆν in Lhôte 2006, no. 93,41 accepted 
by Hoffmann (SGDI 2, 1583),42 who also explained the awkward syntax as a 
careless blending of two different constructions, often attested in oracular 
lamellae: ἦ μὴ ναυκλαρῆν λῶιον καὶ ἄμεινον αὐτῶι (εἴη/ἐστι)43 and ἦ μὴ 

39	 Cf. also some examples of -εος for names in -ις in Attic inscriptions (Threatte 1996, 213) 
and in Ionic inscriptions (Thumb – Scherer 1959, § 312.5). The inflection with gen. sg. 
ἱερέος is attributed to the koiné by some grammarians: διὰ τοῦ <εο> κοινῶς οἷον Ἀχιλλέος, 
βασιλέος (Hdn. II 673, 36-37).

40	 For the date, see LGPN I, s.v. Τιμοκρῆυν. The readings with <ΗΥΝ> are confirmed by 
Susini (1963-1964, 271).

41	 He also proposed ἦ μηνύων Κλάρην ‘if denouncing Clares’, but there is no enough room for 
the <ω>.

42	 The editor princeps (Carapanos 1878, 78) had failed to see that his no. 16 and no. 17 were 
part of the same lamella.

43	 Cf. αἰ ἀ<ν>εκτ[ό]ν ἐστι τᾶ Θέμι<σ>τι καὶ βέλτιον ἐσκιχρέμεν (Lhôte 2006, no. 8B, 3rd 
c.-167 BC).
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ναυκλαρέων λώιον καὶ ἄμεινον πράσσοι.44 However, as Pomtow had 
already seen, the breaking point allows for an additional letter. Consequently, 
restitution ν[α]<υ>κλαρη[ῦ]ν by Lhôte is to be preferred (cf. Méndez Dosuna 
2008, 66 n. 20).45

A third case of <ηυ> for <εω> appears in the 3rd pl. subj. χρηῦνται (= Att. 
χρῶνται):

[οἱ δεῖνες ἐπικοινῶνται τῶι Διὶ] τῶι Νάωι καὶ τᾶι Διώναι ἦ μὴ χρηῦνται 
Δωρίωι τῶ[ι] ψυχαγωγῶι (Lhôte 2006, no. 144, 420-410 BC)

Although the deliberative subjunctive is rare with a 3rd pl., it is attested 
again in the lamellae: πότερον αὐτεῖ οἰκέωντι (Lhôte 2006, no. 131, 4th c. 
BC; see Lhôte, l.c., p. 343-344; Méndez Dosuna 2008, 55-56; for other 
examples in Greek authors in indirect questions, see GG II, 318).

Admittedly, χράομαι/χρῶμαι ‘use’, ‘consult (an oracle)’ exhibits three dif-
ferent conjugations outside Attic: a) χρήομαι (probably El. χρεστ[αι], Minon 
2007, no. 6.3, Elis, 525-500 BC; χρηόμενος > Ion. χρεώμενος; etc.),46 
b) χρέομαι (χρεύμενος, Lhôte 2006, no. 89, Aa, 4th c. BC) and c) χρηέομαι 
(χρηείσθω, Syll3 1009.7, Κalchedon, 1st c. BC). Therefore, χρηῦνται can 
either stand for 3rd pl. subj. χρήωνται47 or χρέωνται.

3.1.  Phonetic explanation

According to some scholars (Ross 1846, 62, Babington 1874, 119, and 
independently Lhôte 2006, 392-393)48 the spelling <ηυ> in Τιμοκρηῦν 
and Ἑρμοκρηῦν can be explained as ‛inverted quantitative metathesis’ fol-
lowed by synizesis to the right. The conventional theory (see Lejeune 1972, 
§§ 283-284) contends that in normal ‘quantitative metathesis’ a short vowel is 
lengthened after shortening of a preceding long vowel: βασιλῆος > βασιλέως. 
In the ‘inverted quantitative metathesis’ a short vowel is allegedly lengthened 

44	 Cf. ἢ ἡρώων ἢ δαιμόνων εὐχόμενοι καὶ φύοντες λῶιον καὶ ἄμεινον πράσσοιεν (Lhôte 
2006, no. 8A, 3rd c.-167 BC), ἐπερωτᾶι Λοχίσκος [...] εἰ [...] [πλ]αζόμενος εὐτυχοῖ καὶ 
βέλτιον πράσσοι (Lhôte 2006, no. 91, late 4th c. BC).

45	 The interchange of the 3rd person in the main clause (ἐπι]κο(ι)νῆτα[ι] Ἱππόστρατος) and 
the 1st person in the interrogative (πράσσοιμι) is common in the lamellae, cf. ἐπερωτῆι... 
τίνει... πράξαιμι (Lhôte 2006, no. 47), ἐπερωτᾶι... ἦ ἔσται μοι (Lhôte 2006, no. 48) and 
ἐπερωτεῖ... [α]ἰ πράσσοιμι (Lhôte 2006, no. 92); cf. also περὶ πανπασί αὐτοῦ... τίνι θεõν 
εὐχόμενος πράσ(σ)οιμι (Lhôte 2006, no. 116).

46	 Cf. also Rhod. καταχρῆσθαι from *χρή-εσθαι (Ruijgh 1993, 243).
47	 From χρήωνται or χρηέωνται.
48	 Björkegren (1902, 34) posits a reduction of /ͻ:/, but he does not explain the origin of the 

spelling with <η>.
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as a consequence of the shortening of the following long vowel: Τιμοκρέων > 
*Τιμοκρῆον, Ἑρμοκρηῦν > *Ἑρμοκρῆον, ἐποικοδομέων > *ἐποικο­
δομῆον. In this view *Τιμοκρῆον, *Ἑρμοκρῆον, *ἐποικοδομῆον eventually 
developed into Τιμοκρηῦν, Ἑρμοκρηῦν, ἐποικοδομηῦν, with an evolution 
/ε:ο/ > /ε:u/ similar to /eo/ > /eu/.49

As for χρηῦνται, Lhôte (2006, 392-393) posits an ‘inverted shortening’: 
χρήωνται > *χρήονται. Allegedly, this is the reverse of the shortening rule 
which applied in Ionic βασιλήων > βασιλέων. Like the examples above, this 
further developed into χρηῦνται through synizesis of /o/.

Lhôte hypothesizes that this feature was characteristic of popular Doric, a 
fact which allegedly accounts for the scantiness of examples.

3.2.  Phonetic implausibility

Unfortunately, the above phonological evolution is far from convincing (cf. 
already Méndez Dosuna 2008, 66).

To begin with, the purported phenomenon, ‘inverted quantitative metathe-
sis’, is unheard-of both in Ancient Greek or in the other languages of the world, 
past and present.

Moreover, a ‘transference of quantity’ /eͻ:/ > /ε:o/ is unlikely. According 
to Méndez Dosuna (1993b), ‘quantitative metathesis’ in βασιλῆος > βασιλέως 
is the result of synizesis with concomitant compensatory lengthening. The loss 
of syllabicity of the first vowel, which naturally entailed the reduction of 
the weight of the syllable, was partially compensated by the lengthening of the 
following one: [basilέ:os] > [basilεͻ̯́:s].

Theoretically, we could contemplate the ‘inverted quantitative metathesis’ 
presupposed in the formulation Τιμοκρέων > *Τιμοκρῆον as a special case 
of synizesis followed by compensatory lengthening: [εͻ:] > [εͻ̯] > [ε:ͻ̯]. But 
this is phonetically questionable. As it happens, in various Ancient Greek dia-
lects <ιV> for <εV> attests to the synizesis of antevocalic /e/ (see § 2.2): Lac. 
μογέομες > μογιόμες,50 Heracl. Τιμοκράτεος > Τιμοκράτιος, Cret. ἐόντες > 

49	 In my opinion, <ηo> for <εω> in θεοκολῆον Ἀγήσω⟨ν⟩ Εὐβολλέος in a 4th c. BC phiale 
(Rizakis 2008, DY 11, ‘planche IV’) is doubtful. The interpretation of the text as a date mark 
with a nominative θεοκολέων (“étant théocole Hagéson, fils d’Eubouleus”, Rizakis) is 
wrong. In fact, a genitive is expected, cf. θεοκολέοντος δὲ τῷ Ἀσκλαπιῷ τῷ ἐν Ἀμφί[σ- 
σ]ᾳ Ἀρχία τοῦ Θεοδώρου (IG IX 12, 755, b.3-4, Amphissa, 1-50 AD), [θεοκο]λεούσας δὲ 
Μεγαρίστας Φιστυΐδος (IG IX 12, 98.7-8, Phystion, 2nd c. BC), etc. It must be read instead 
θεοκολήον(τος) Ἀγήσω(νος) Ευβόλλεος. For prevocalic <η> instead of <ε> in NW Doric 
dialects, see Méndez Dosuna (1985, 229).

50	 For the accentuation, see Méndez Dosuna (1993a).
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ἰόντες, etc. This synizesis may spawn compensatory lengthening of the fol-
lowing vowel (cf. Méndez Dosuna 1993b): μετρεόμεναι > Heracl. 
μετριώμεναι, ὀμεόμεθα > Lac. ὀμιώμεθα (Ar., Lys. 183), εὐωχεομένων > 
Epich. εὐωχε̯ουμένων (fr. 113.242 PCG, K.-A.). However, synizesis to the 
right is never followed by compensatory lengthening of the preceding vowel: 
[eo] > [eo] > [eu] (cf. Lat. ego > *eo > Port. eu ‘I’), not [eo] > [eo] > **[ε:ͻ̯].

The different behaviour is easy to account for. Unlike in left-orientated syn-
izesis (A), in synizesis to the right the result is systematically a heavy syllable 
(B):

A. S ynizesis to the left: /Ceo/ > /Ceo/ > /Cjo/
B. S ynizesis to the right: /Ceo/ > /Ceu/. 
Crosslinguistically, elements to the left of the nucleus are predictably irrel-

evant to syllable weight (see Gordon 2006, 189-191 for some exceptions). But 
in the alleged ‘inverted quantitative metathesis’ the newly created sequence 
would have been a diphthong [eͻ̯] and accordingly the syllable, heavy. There-
fore, compensatory lengthening of /e/ would be phonologically unmotivated.

Finally, the purported ‘inverted shortening’ in χρήωνται > χρήονται lacks 
convincing parallels. On the one hand, synizesis of /ε:/, not shortening, accounts 
for the evolution βασιλήων > Ion. βασιλέων. On the other, forms like Ion. 
χρέος, πλέος, βασιλέος from older *χρῆος, *πλῆος, βασιλῆος (vs. Attic 
χρέως, πλέως, ἵλεως, βασιλέως with regular ‘quantitative metathesis’) are 
nothing but paradigmatic regularizations (see Wackernagel [1955]-1979, I, 
576, Rau 2008, 174-175, Passa 2009, 81-83).

3.3.  An alternative interpretation of -ηυν for -εων

In the Doric dialect of Telos the regular phonetic change /eo/ > /eu/ had 
generated an anomalous inflection in personal names in oκρέων: nom. 
Ἑρμοκρέων vs. genitive Ἑρμοκρεῦντος.51 According to Bechtel (1923, 612) 
the nominatives Ἑρμοκρηῦν and Τιμοκρηῦν were created after the following 
proportional analogy (cf. already Bechtel ad SGDI 3488, followed by Meyer 
1896, 213, Brugmann – Thumb 1913, 62, 105, Buck 1921, 265, Thumb ‒ 
Kieckers 1932, § 161.7, GG I, 200):

Παρμένοντος: Παρμένων:: Τιμοκρεῦντος: x, where x = Τιμοκρηῦν.

The inflection Παρμένων: Παρμένοντος exhibits a typical ablaut: short 
vowel in the oblique cases as opposed to a long vowel in the nominative. In a 

51	 For Ἑρμοκρῶν, cf. infra in the text.



	 Some like it short? On <ευ> and <ηυ> for <εω> in Doric� 131

similar way, in the new inflection Τιμοκρηῦν: Τιμοκρεῦντος the short diph-
thong of the oblique cases corresponds to a long diphthong in the 
nominative.

To my mind, it is not coincidence that <ηυ> for <εω> in the oracular lamel-
lae also occurs in two nominatives of the -nt- inflection: ἐποικοδομηῦν 
and ν[α]<υ>κλαρη[ῦ]ν. Bechtel’s hypothesis can also explain the two 
participles:

φέροντος: φέρων: ἐποικοδομεῦντος: x, where x = ἐποικοδομηῦν

Admittedly, nominatives are often reshaped under the influence of oblique 
cases. Personal names in oκλῆς (with regular contraction from -κλέης) were 
replaced by oκλέης under the influence of -κλέα, -κλέoυς/-κλέος, etc (see 
Threatte 1996, 183). Phonologically regular μείς has been replaced in Attic 
by μήν and in Epidaurian by μής after regular μηνός, μηνί (Meissner 2006, 
147). In Elean μεύς was brought about by Ζηνός: Ζεύς (cf. Solmsen 1888, 
62).52 A new nominative/accusative οὖας (Simon. fr. 543.20 PMG, Page) or 
ὦας (Sophr. fr. 4.4 PCG, K.-A.) was formed after gen. οὔατος/ὤατος, etc. (cf. 
for the details Wackernagel 1888, 141 and de Lamberterie 2009, 
100-102).

Coming back to Bechtel’s hypothesis, the proposed analogical nominative 
-ηῦν is only expected in a dialect with <ευντ> for <εοντ>. This spelling is not 
attested in the inscriptions of the NW Doric dialects (see Méndez Dosuna 
1985, 79-85). As it happens, in Epirote documents <εο> rarely competes with 
<ου> of the koiné: ἔοντι (SEG 50, 542.2-3, Dodona, ca. 340-330 BC), 
προστατέοντ[ο]ς (SEG 50, 542. 7).53 Lhôte (2006, p. 368) hesitantly attrib-
utes no. 118, where ἐποικοδομηῦν occurs, to Epirus,54 but there is no further 
indication of this origin.55 Since <ευντ> for <εοντ> may appear in other Doric 
dialects,56 the specific provenance of ἐποικοδομηῦν and ν[α]<υ>κλαρη[ῦ]ν 
in Dodona remains uncertain.

52	 An evolution *meh1-n-s(s) > *mēns > *mens > μεύρ is unlikely, since *-ons and *-eh2-ns 
yields -οι/ρ and -αι/ρ in Elean. Only Cypriot attests -ans > -aus (see Egetmeyer 2010, I, 175).

53	 It is also found exceptionally in Delphic decrees: παρεῦντ[ες] (CID 2, 55.2, Delphi ca. 337 
BC), ποιεῦντα (SGDI 2, 2011.5, 195 BC).

54	 He classifies no. 93 among the lamellae with uncertain Doric dialect.
55	 The evolution οἰκέοιεν > οἰκέοεν > οἰκεῦεν (lam. οἰκεῦεγ) in a consultation made by a 

sympoliteia of Corcyra and Oricos (Lhôte 2006 no. 2, 350-300 BC) is contested by Méndez 
Dosuna (2008, 66). A monophthongization [οi] > [y:] is unexpected in the 4th c. BC.

56	 It further appears in colonies of Megara (στραταγεῦντας, Syll3 645.74-75, Seleukeia on the 
Kalykadnos < Kalchedon, 172 BC) and in the Doric dialect of Theocritus (φιλεῦντι, V 80; 
οἰκεῦντες, VII 116).
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As far as I know, the evolution oκρεoντ- > oκρευντ- is never attested for 
names in οκρέων in Telian or Rhodian inscriptions: Ἑρμοκρέων 
Ἑρμοκρέοντος (IG XII 1, 46.241, Rhodes < Telos, 69 BC), Ἐχέβουλος 
Ἁγησικρέοντος (Tit.Cam. 27.10, Kamiros, ca. 235 BC). But the change at 
issue is confirmed by 3rd pl. and participles in the Doric islands: 
ἀποδωσεῦντ<α>ι (IG XII 1, 694.7, Kamiros, ca. 325 BC), νοσεύντ[ων] (Syll3 

943.5, Cos, 3rd c. BC), ἐπι[σ]τατεῦντος (IG XII 3, 178.1-2, Astypalaia, 2nd 
c. BC), τῶν κατοικεύντων (IG XII 3, 1269.12, Syme, 2nd c. BC), etc.

That /eo/ > /eu/ was on its way in Rhodes already in the first half of the 5th 
c. BC is supported by the poet Timocreon of Rhodes (fr. 727 PMG, Page): 
ἐ͜όντα (.5), Θεμιστοκλέ͜ος (mss. Θεμιστοκλέους). Unsurprisingly, <εο> is 
monosyllabic in Τιμοκρέ͜οντα (.10).57

Be that as it may, personal names in oκρέων show traces of analogical level-
ling. The -ω- of the nominative has been extended to other cases: Ἑρμοκρέωντος 
(SEG 12, 360.12, Rhodes, ca. 400 BC), Μεγακρέωντος (SGDI 5657.4, Chios, 
5th c. BC), Διοκρέωντος (Syll3 272, I.23, Miletos, 350-300 BC), Νεοκρέωντος 
(CEG 674.2, Paros, 350-300 BC). 

A nominative oκρῶν (see Buck 1921, 261 n. 1 for the accentuation), alter-
nating with oκρέων, is attested for a Telian citizen (see Stavrianopoulou 
1997, 128-129): Ἑρμοκρῶν Ἑρμοδόκου (IG XII 1, 46.219, Rhodes < Telos, 
ca. 100 BC) and Ἑρμοκρέων Ἑρμοδόκου (IG XII 1, 47.11, Rhodes < Telos, 
ca. 100 BC). The -ω- of the new nominative oκρῶν is generalised to other 
cases, following the model of oφῶν: oφῶντος, oσῶν: oσῶντος, as shown by 
the alternation in the same Telian individual: [Ἑρ]μόδοκος Ἑρμοκρῶντος 
(IG XII 1, 107.20, Rhodes < Telos, ca. 100 BC) as against Ἑρμοκρέων 
Ἑρμοκρέοντος (IG XII 1, 46.241, Rhodes < Telos, 69 BC). Significantly 
enough, the inflection oκρῶν, oκρῶντος occurs also in the name of the great-
grandfather of Τιμοκρηῦν: Ξενοφῶν Τιμοκρῶντ[ο]ς (SEG 25, 852.14, Telos, 
ca. 275 BC).58

57	 Hartung (1859, 220) edited Τιμοκρεῦντα and Hermann (1844, xix), Θεμιστοκλεῦς. The 
transmitted ὑπόπλε ͜ως (.10) is also probably an Atticism for the expected ὑπόπλεος or 
ὑπόπλευς.

58	 Bechtel (ad SGDI 3488) considered forms in oκρων in Telos and Rhodes as hypocoristics of 
oκράτης, oκριτος or oκρέων, and rejected a contraction oκρέων > oκρῶν. He accordingly 
accentuates Ἑρμόκρων, Τιμόκρων, etc. But if the latter were Kurznamen, we would expect 
an inflection oκρων, oκρωνος, like Boeotian Ϝαναξὼ Καλλίκρωνος from Καλλικράτης 
(SEG 28, 444.2-3, Chaironeia, 2nd c. BC).
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3.4.  Long diphthongs and ablaut

Lhôte (2006, p. 392) quaintly dismisses Bechtel’s interpretation: “[L’]ex- 
plication est évidemment absurde”.59 But ablaut of a diphthong in morphologi-
cal paradigms is attested in Ancient Greek and Vedic.

To begin with, verbs with initial εὐ- show a long diphthong in the secondary 
tenses of the indicative in Ancient Greek: εὔχομαι vs. ηὐχόμην.

The nominative πειθώι for Attic πειθώ occurs in several dialects: Ἀριστώι 
(CEG 2 816, ii.19, Argos, 303 BC), Τροπώι (CEG 2 683, Samos, 4th c. BC), 
etc.60 Some scholars consider this nominative without *-s to be inherited in the 
amphikinetic inflection nom. *bheidh-(h2)ṓi, gen. sg. *bheidh-(h2)ói-o/es (see 
Dobias-Lalou 2000, 97; Wachter 2001, 204, n. 800; Weiss 2009, 242). The 
prevalent belief holds, however, that πειθώι is a form built on the voc. -οῖ 
(dubitanter Rix 1976, § 160e; Sihler 1995, 333, n. 1; Hamp 1997-1998, 55-6): 
Ἄπολλον: Ἀπόλλων:: πειθοῖ: x, where x = πειθώι.61 Whatever it may be, 
nom. -ωι originated from the ablaut of a short diphthong.

The sigmatic aorist originally showed a long grade in the active paradigm 
of the indicative/injunctive singular (Jasanoff 2003, 174-178).62 In Vedic the 
long grade was extended to all persons (cf. Narten 1964, 18): present bharati 
‘bear’ vs. aorist 1sg. ábhārṣam, 2nd. du. ábhārṣṭam. As it happens, roots with 
/u/ or /i/ take Vrddhi, i.e. a long diphthong: pr. yuyomi ‘separate’ (<ο> = /au/), 
vs. ao. injunctive 1st. pl. yauṣma, 3rd. pl. yauṣur (<au> = [a:u]); pr. jáyati 
‘conquer’ vs. ao. ind. 1sg. ájaiṣam, 1st. pl. ájaiṣma (<ai> = [a:i]).

In Proto-Indo-European the so-called “Narten presents” (cf. Narten 1995, 
97-101) had a lengthened ablaut in the singular indicative/injunctive: *dēk- 
(Ved. 3rd sg. dāṣṭi ‘make offering’) vs. *dek- (Gr. δέχαται). In Vedic the 
original situation is preserved with minor alterations.63 In roots with /u/ 
the active singular indicative takes Vrddhi, whereas other persons have a zero 

59	 To my mind, Lhôte has misunderstood Bechtel’s hypothesis: “Bechtel suppose [...] que 
-κρηυν = -κρεῡν, et que l’alphabet ne permettant pas de noter la quantité de υ, cette quantité 
a été notée en remplaçant ε par η”.

60	 Cf. also Εὐφρώι (IG IV2 1, 321, Epidaurus < Argos, 3rd c. BC), Νικώι (IG XII 3 Suppl., 
no. 1665, Melos, 4th c. BC), λεχώι (SEG 9, 72.16, Cyrene, 4th c. BC), Πεισώι (IC III, iv, 
no. 31, Itanos, 2nd c. BC), Χαρώι (SEG 39, 333D, Aegina, 6th/5th c. BC).

61	M essenian Ἀρετοῖ (IG V.1, 1500), etc. are considered old vocatives (Thumb – Kieckers 1932, 
§ 114b).

62	 This ablaut is partially preserved in various languages (see Meiser 1998, § 135.2). In fact, this 
may have been the situation in Proto-Greek before the action of Osthoff’s Law: *édēiksm̥ > 
ἔδειξα.

63	 The expected full grade outside the singular forms has been replaced by zero grade (see Jasa-
noff 2003, 42).
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grade: 3rd sg. stáuti (< *stēu-) ‘praise’ vs. 3rd pl. stuvanti (*stu(u)-; cf. Gr. 
στεῦται), 3rd sg. ksnauti ‘whet’ vs. past participle ksnutá.

The above examples show that a diphthong can be lengthened in morpho-
logical paradigms. In my opinion, Bechtel’s morphological hypothesis for the 
creation of the nominative -ηῦν remains the most convincing interpretation.

3.5.  χρηῦνται: an alternative explanation

If the above explanation of -ηῦν for -έων in personal names and participles 
is correct, χρηῦνται remains in isolation.

A relic of the regular evolution subj. χρήωνται > χρήονται (eventually 
χρηῦνται with synizesis to the right), due to Osthoff’s law, is unlikely. Even 
if we endorse Nassivera’s (2000, 67) view, who posits a post-Mycenaean 
chronology for this phonetic change, there is no further evidence in Ancient 
Greek of 3rd pl. thematic subjunctive -οντι, -ονται.64 Therefore, since a pho-
nological motivation is ruled out (cf. also § 3.2), we are inevitably forced to 
search for a morphological explanation.

The conjugation of -εo/ε- verbs was highly irregular as a consequence of 
phonetic changes. Contraction applied naturally in -εε-, -εει- and -έη-, whereas 
-εο- and -εω- remain unchanged,65 or underwent different evolutions: -εο- > 
-ευ- (synizesis to the right),66 -εο- > -ιο-, -εω- > -ιω- (synizesis to the left),67 
-εο- > -ιω- (synizesis and compensatory lengthening),68 -εοντ- > -oντ-69 or 
-εντ- (‘hypheresis’).70 Evolution may differ depending on the phonetic context 
even in the same dialect. For instance, in a decree of Entella, /eo/ remained 
unchanged in ωἰκέομες (IGDS I, 204.6, 254-241 BC?) and οἰκέομες (IGDS 
I, 204.10), but was contracted after a vowel in ποιοῦντι (IGDS I, 204.11). In 
West and East Crete /eo/ underwent e-hypheresis before nt, but was contracted 
in open syllables (see Thumb – Kieckers 1932, § 141.4):71 συντελόντε<ς> 

64	 The purported Rhod. 3rd sg. subj. [β]ώλεται and βούλεται, with a short vowel, have been 
discarded by Ruijgh (1993, 242).

65	 Ind. διατελέοντι (Syll3 637.6, 13, Delphi, 178 BC), subj. οἰκέωντι (SGDI 3/1, 3621.14, Cos, 
late 3rd c. BC), συντελέωνται (Syll3 953, A.73, Calymna, early 3rd c. BC).

66	 ἐπιστατεῦντος (SGDI 3/1, 3661, Cos, 1st c. BC), εὐορκεῦντι (Syll3 953, A.32, Calymna, 
early 3rd c. BC), τελευμέναις (Syll3 1006.5, 9, Cos, ca. 350 BC).

67	 Cret. ptc. κοσμίοντος (IC IV 72.51-2, Gortyn, 480-450 BC), subj. κοσμίωντι (IC I, xvi 3.12, 
Delos < Lato, 120-115 BC).

68	 Ptc. μετριώμεναι (DGE 62.18+, Herakleia, 4th/3rd c. BC).
69	 Arg. κοινανόντι (Vollgraff 1909, 450-455, no. 22.14, Argos, 4th-3rd c. BC).
70	 Ptc. δαμιεργέντων (SEG 11, 2.12+, Cyrene, 4th c. BC).
71	S ee however ind. παρακαλῶντι (IG XII 5, 868.5, Tenos < Lappa, 2nd c. BC).
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(IC II.i, 2, B.15, Allaria, early 2nd c. BC) vs. εὐχαριστῶμες (IC II, i 2, B.26), 
κοσμόντων (IC III, iii: 4.62, 78, Hierapytna, early 2nd c. BC) vs. ὠνωμένος 
(IC III, iii 4.16 = Att. ὠνουμένους).72

Unsurprisingly, the highly irregular paradigms resulting from the above phe-
nomena were often modified. Let us see some examples.

Forms like Delph. ποιεῖνται for ποιέονται or πoιοῦνται (IG IX 1, 97.13, 
Elateia, 300-250 BC), ποιείμενος for ποιούμενος or ποιεόμενος (Syll3 734.5, 
1st c. BC), etc.73 were created from forms with regular contraction, like 
ποιεῖσθαι and ποιεῖσθε (see Méndez Dosuna 1985, 500).

The 3rd sg. subj. WLocr. λιποτελέι (IG IX 12. 3, 718.14-15, Chaleion, 
500-475 BC), δοκέι (IG IX 12. 3, 718. 39), Delph. ἀδικέη (SGDI 2, 2088, 
Delphi, 140-100 BC), ποιέη (FD III.3, 32.8, Delphi, ca. 148 BC) were based 
on truly uncontracted forms like 3rd pl. ἀδικέωντι, ποιέωντι (Méndez Dosuna 
1985, 225-230). Quite similarly, in Argive the imperfect ἐποίεε (Bull.Épigr. 
1987, 613.1, Argos, no date) was formed after uncontracted ἐποιέομες (Nieto 
Izquierdo 2009, 83).74 

All things considered,75 in a Doric dialect with 3rd pl. χρεῦνται (and prob-
ably 1st sg. χρεῦμαι, 1st pl. χρεῦμες), cf. χρεόμενος > χρεύμενος (Lhôte 
2006, no. 89, Aa, 4th c. BC), the subjunctive χρέωνται may have been reshaped 
following the analogy of the thematic conjugation: φέρονται : φέρωνται:: 

72	 An unexpected contraction in the present (type ὁρκοῦντι) is attested in late inscriptions in 
some Doric areas, probably due to the influence of the contracted paradigm in the koiné. This 
was further extended to the Doric future (πραξοῦντι, IG XII 3, 330.258, Thera, 210-195 BC, 
etc.). Nieto Izquierdo (2009, 187) contends however that -σεοντ- > -σουντ- is genuine in 
Troezen: ἐκδωσοῦντι (IG IV 841.18, Kalaureia, 3rd c. BC), θυσοῦντι (IG IV 841.21), etc.

73	 Cf. also συντελείντω for Delph. συντελεόντω (Syll3 671A.2, Delphi, 160 BC), χρείμενος 
for χρεόμενος (Syll3 395.4, ca. 277 BC), Cret. χρημένονς for χριομένονς (IC IV 184.8, 
Gortyn, 200-150 BC).

74	 According to Lhôte 2006, 394, in ὠνόμ[ε]νο(ν) for ὠνεόμενον (Lhôte 2006, no. 95, ca. 
400-390 BC) e-‘hypheresis’ has extended from forms with -εοντ- > -οντ-. But the word shows 
traces of other misspellings due to lack of space.

75	 The original Doric future in *-seo/e- shared the same irregularities with presents in -εο/ε-. 
Modifications affected partially the inflection of the indicative in the dialect of Syracuse. 
According to Cassio (1999, 193-195; cf. also Willi 2008, 67) λεξοῦ[μαι] (Epich. fr. 97.7 
K.-A.) and θωσούμεθα (Epich. fr. 198 K.-A.) are phonologically regular: synizesis of prevo-
calic /e/ triggered compensatory lengthening of /o/, cf. εὐωχεομένων > εὐωχε̯ουμένων 
(Epich. fr. 113.242, PCG, K.-A.). In the future, the glide from synizesis was eventually 
absorbed by the preceding /s/: /seo/ > /seo:/ > /sjo:/ > /so:/. However, 3rd pl. -σέοντι evolved 
into -σόντι, like Heraclean κοψέοντι > κοψόντι with ‘hypheresis’. Therefore, δωσοῦντι 
(Stes. fr. 222(b).278) replaced δωσόντι through the extension of the long vowel in other 
persons. According to Lhôte, fut. πραξοῦντι (Lhôte 2006, no. 7, Byllis in Epeiros, 4th c. 
BC) and λαψοῦμαι (Lhôte 2006, no. 110, 4th-3rd c. BC) attest to a similar analogical long 
vowel. Outside the future, a similar extension explains perhaps Tarent. pres. ind. ἀφορμιῶντι 
(Ps.Archyt., fr. Thesleff 45.20–30) for expected ἀφορμιόντι (< ἀφορμέοντι for 
ἀφορμάοντι).
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χρεῦνται : x, where x = χρηῦνται, with a secondary ablaut of the diphthong 
of the indicative (for this ablaut, see § 3.4). An equivalent proportional analogy 
explains the athematic subjunctives like Mess. τίθηντι for τιθέωντι, ἦνται for 
ἔωντι, Delph. ἦται for ᾖ, γράφηντι for γραφέωντι, etc. (see Buck 1955, 
§ 151).

The analogical reshaping that brought about χρηῦνται was exceptional and 
did not have much success.76 In Rhodian and in the neighbouring islands, where 
3rd pl. ind. -ευντ- was common, this analogy is unattested in the subjunctive: 
ἔωντι (IG XII 1, 155, face d, II.55, Rhodes, 2nd c. BC), συντελέωνται (Syll3 

953, A.73, Kalymna, early 3rd c. BC), οἰκέωντι (SGDI 3621.14, Cos, late 
3rd c. BC), etc.

I am aware that the absolute lack of parallels casts doubts on the analogical 
origin of χρηῦνται. Therefore, until new data come to confirm my interpreta-
tion, we cannot exclude the possibility that χρηῦνται betrays a misspelling for 
χρή<ω>νται (for χρήομαι, cf. § 3). Oracular lamellae, like defixiones, are 
known for their careless language and errors (Méndez dosuna 2008, 63). Pace 
Lhôte, the morphologically aberrant optative πραμι (Lhôte 2006, no. 22, face 
Bb, 3rd c.-167 BC) is nothing but a mistake for πράσσοιμι (cf. the discussion 
in Méndez dosuna 2008, 65). Similarly, dat. ἐπιδημοῖντι (Lhôte 2006, 
no. 52, ca. 300-167 BC)77 stands for ἐπιδημοῦντι.

4. C onclusions

Despite claims to the contrary, <ευ> and <ηυ> for <εω> in Doric dialects 
do not show a development /eͻ:/ > /eu/. First of all, Κλεύνυμος for Κλεώνυμος 
in Rhodian amphora stamps is a ghost form and Μενεσθεῦς is not the phonetic 
result of Μενεσθέως, but of the expected outcome of genitive Μενεσθέος. 
Furthermore, in Telian Ἑρμοκρηῦν for Ἑρμοκρέων, Τιμοκρηῦν for 
Τιμοκρέων and in two participles from Dodona, ἐποικοδομηῦν for 
ἐποικοδομέων and ναυκλαρηῦν for ναυκλαρέων, there is no ‘inverted quan-
titative metathesis’ /eͻ:/ > /ε:ο/. In a dialect with the evolution -εοντ- > -ευντ-, 
a new nominative -ηῦν is likely to have replaced -έων after alternations like 
Παρμένων: Παρμένονος. Finally, the unique subj. χρηῦνται was perhaps 
created to shun the anomalous alternation ind. χρεῦνται vs. subj. χρέωνται, 

76	 Other subjunctives in Dodona may belong to different Doric dialects: αἰτέωμαι (Lhôte 2006, 
no. 61B, ca. 350-250 BC), οἰκέωντι (Lhôte 2006, no. 131.3, 4th c. BC), πωλέω(ν)τι (Lhôte 
2006, no. 101, 4th c. BC), ὠνέωμα[ι] (Lhôte 2006, no. 50, ca. 350-300 BC).

77	 Lhôte’s text has ἐπιδημοῦντι, but cf. his own reproduction and Parke (1967, 133).
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following the model of the thematic inflection φέρονται: φέρωνται. However, 
due to the lack of parallels, it is perhaps safer to correct χρή<ω>νται until new 
data come to confirm my hypothesis.
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