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101. Phrygian

1. Introduction 5. Morphology
2. Phonemic inventory 6. Syntax
3. Morphonology 7. References

4. Historical development

1. Introduction

Phrygian is an extinct Indo-European language of West and Central Anatolia, the written
sources of which span the period between the 8 century BCE and 3™ century CE.

1.1. Greek sources refer to Phrygians either as Bpiyeg (Herodian, Strabo, Stephanus
Byzantinus), BpOyec (Strabo), Bpdyot (Strabo), Bpiyavteg (Herodian) or as ®piyec (Ho-
mer). According to Herodotus (VII 73), the Phrygians originally were neighbors of the
Macedonians and were called Bpiyeg as long as they dwelt in Europe. When they
changed their home to Asia, they also changed their name. A similar account is also
given by Strabo (VII 3, 2).

1.2. The time of the Phrygian migration to Anatolia is heavily debated, as is also the
question of whether we can identify the Muski of Assyrian sources with the Phrygians.
Homer has the young king Priam aiding the Phrygians against the Amazons (ZI. II1 189);
in return, Phrygians come to Trojan aid (II 862 ff.). If true, these two facts would place
the Phrygian migration before the collapse of the Bronze Age, i.e. the 12" c. BCE; but
the Homeric account can easily be anachronistic. At any rate, in the 8" ¢. BCE, Phrygi-
ans established a powerful kingdom with the capital Gordion (Gk. I'6pdiov, now Yassihii-
yiik) at the river Sangarios (now Sakarya), where Alexander the Great famously severed
the knot on his way to Egypt. Other ancient sites include the so-called Midas city (near
Yazilikaya in Eskisehir province), Daskyleion (near Bandirma), and Dorylaion (now
Eskisehir).

Thriving under the legendary king Midas, the Kingdom of Phrygia was sacked by
the Cimmerians around 695 BCE and then frequently changed hands: it was first a part
of Lydia (7"-6'" ¢. BCE), then of the Persian Empire (6!"—4® ¢. BCE) and of the Empire
of Alexander (4" c. BCE). Later, Phrygia was ruled by the Kingdom of Pergamum (24
c. BCE), until it was added to the Roman province of Asia during the late Republic.
During the Roman period, Phrygia, lying to the east of Troas, bordered on its northern
side with Galatia, on the south with Lycaonia, Pisidia, and Mygdonia and on the east, it
touched upon Cappadocia.

1.3. Phrygian is most closely related to Greek. The two languages share a few unique
innovations, such as the vocalization of the laryngeals (4.3), the pronoun auto- (5.2) and

https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110542431-022



101. Phrygian 1817

the 3sg. imperative middle ending (5.3). It is therefore very likely that both languages
emerged from a single language, which was spoken in the Balkans at the end of the
third millennium BCE.

1.4. Written in two distinct scripts — one native and the other Greek — Phrygian inscrip-
tions can on the whole be divided into two corpora: the Old Phrygian (OPhr.) corpus
written in the native script, and the New Phrygian (NPhr.) corpus written in the Greek
script. Old Phrygian, as opposed to New Phrygian, is customarily romanized with the
exception of the disputed signs 1, @ and V.

1.5. The native script is an alphabet consisting of 21 characters:

AIB | T |N|E|[F|I &K |MIMPINMo | |[P|S|T|Vr |T ¢ |Y

a|b|lg|d|e |v|i |y |k |l 'm|n | o |p|r |s |t |u [T |D VY

Similar to the archaic Greek alphabets, the native script is essentially distinguished by
the arrow and the yod. The last two letters of the table above, which look like Greek
phi and psi, are very rare. @ occurs only once as a variant of the arrow, while ¥ (ten
occurrences) most probably stands for /ks/. The yod does not appear in the oldest OPhr.
inscriptions and was introduced somewhere during the 6™ ¢. BCE (Lejeune 1969), first
in prevocalic and word-final positions (e.g., areyastin, kuryaneyon, yosesait; tedatoy,
aey, materey, avtay, etc.), later also as a second element of i-diphthongs (ayni, ktevoys,
etc.; Lubotsky 1993). Most inscriptions from the North-West of Phrygia (Vezirhan,
Daskyleion, etc.) show some deviations from the usual OPhr. alphabet. The yod has a
different shape, and there are two types of s, usually transcribed as s and s (for an
overview and discussion of these peculiarities, see Brixhe 2004: 26-32). Since these
inscriptions normally lack the arrow sign, it seems reasonable to assume that s and the
arrow indicated the same sound. Words are often separated by a colon consisting of 2,
3, or more vertical dots and occasionally by spaces.

About two thirds of the OPhr. inscriptions run from left to right (dextroverse) and
one third from right to left (sinistroverse); a few are written boustrophedon. In North-
West Phrygia, however, the proportion is exactly the opposite, two thirds of the inscrip-
tions being sinistroverse.

The OPhr. corpus currently comprises more than 400, unfortunately mostly very short
and fragmentary, inscriptions and dates from the 8" to the 4™ ¢. BCE; ca. one fifth of
the inscriptions are on stone and the rest on pottery or other small objects. The inscrip-
tions are found across a huge area, far outside Phrygia proper: as far east as Bogazkoy
and Tyana (Hittite Tuwanuwa), as far south as Baymdir (near Antalya) and as far west
as Daskyleion. The largest number of inscriptions comes from Gordion (ca. 80 %).

The standard edition of the OPhr. corpus is Brixhe and Lejeune (1984). The inscrip-
tions are cited by the region where they are found and by a number. Each inscription is
hence assigned a siglum: B — Bithynia; G — Gordion; P — Pteria; M — Midas City; T —
Tyana; W — West Phrygia; HP (i.e. hors de Phrygie) — from outside of Phrygia; NW —
North West Phrygia (Dorylaion); Dd (i.e. documents divers) — of unknown origin. The
corpus continues to be updated by means of supplements (Brixhe 2002, 2004).
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1.6. NPhr. inscriptions are written in the Greek alphabet, of which only 21 characters
are used: <o, B,v,90,&, N, LK, A, 1w, v, & 0, p, 0, T, V, Yy, ®>. Greek aspiratac are
notably absent, except for Greek names (e.g., AdiOpepax, dat.sg. Khevpayot) and loan-
words (e.g., dat.sg. Bolopedn ‘sepulchral chamber’). The letters & and y are very rare
(found only in the name Zevv- and vyodav ‘above’, respectively), while eta and omega
are practically confined to final syllables. New Phrygian by default does not practice
word separation.

Dating from the 27-3™ ¢. CE, the NPhr. corpus currently comprises 113 inscriptions,
all of them found in the highlands roughly between Eskisehir and Konya. They are
numbered from 2 to 129: occasionally, a number is skipped since certain inscriptions are
in the meantime considered Greek. A new edition of NPhr. inscriptions is a desideratum.
The largest collection (up to No. 110) is presented in Haas (1966: 114-129); editions of
Nos. 111-129 are scattered across various publications (Nos. 111-114 = Brixhe 1978a:
3-7; No. 115 = Brixhe and Waelkens 1981; No. 116 = Brixhe and Neumann 1985;
No. 117 = Laminger-Pascher 1984: 35; No. 118 = Mitchell 1993: 186, fig. 33; Nos. 119-
125 = Brixhe and Drew-Bear 1997; Nos. 126-128 = Drew-Bear, Lubotsky, and Uyiimez
2008; No. 129 = Brixhe and Drew-Bear 2010; cf. also an overview in Brixhe 1999).

Typically opening with 10g vi cepovv kvovpavel kakovv addoket ‘whoever inflicts
harm upon this grave’, NPhr. inscriptions usually consist of a curse following a Greek
epitaph, but there are a few Phrygian epitaphs, too.

1.7. As expounded in the preceding sections, the chronological difference between the
OPhr. and the NPhr. corpora is normally matched by the use of different alphabets: the
native alphabet in the case of OPhr. inscriptions and the Greek alphabet in the case of
NPhr. inscriptions. There is, however, one exception: the Dokimeion inscription from
the 4" century BCE, which most probably represents an epigram, is written in the Greek
alphabet. This must no doubt be due to the increased influence of Greek during Alexan-
drian times.

1.8. Apart from the inscriptions, Phrygian words are known from Greek sources as well.
Plato (Kratylos 410a) quotes wop ‘fire’, Ddwp ‘water’ and kvveg ‘dogs’ as shared lexical
items. The dictionary of Hesychius quotes some forty words and names with a remark
like ®pOyeg or mapa Opuéi, e.g. yYhovpea: ypdoea. Opyeg; (Euerev: BapPapov avdpdmo-
dov. Opiyeg; Malevg: 0 Zevg mapa Opuéi, etc. These glosses are of questionable value,
however. The remark “®pvyec” does not guarantee Phrygian provenance of the gloss,
because it could also refer to Anatolians, or even to foreigners in general. Of these
glosses, Béxog ‘bread’ (also mentioned by Herodotus II 2) is arguably the most famous
one.

2. Phonemic inventory

2.1. Vowels

— OPhr. /a/, /e/, /o/, /i/, ln/ /al, 1o/, (1/, o/ ?);
— NPhr. /a/, /e/, /o/, /i/, n/ (/e/, 106/ ?7)
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Although vowel length is not expressed in writing, Old Phrygian must have had long
vowels, at least /0/, as follows from the fact that OPhr. <o> has two different reflexes
in NPhr.: o or ov, depending on its origin. OPhr. o that goes back to Proto-Indo-European
(PIE) *o corresponds to NPhr. o: OPhr. yos, ios, relative pronoun < PIE *ios ~ NPhr.
1og; OPhr. 3sg. med. ending -foi, -foy < PIE *-toi ~ NPhr. -tot. On the other hand, OPhr.
o that goes back to PIE *o corresponds to NPhr. ov: OPhr. 3sg. med. imperative ending
-do < *-sdho (cf. Gk. -60w) ~ NPhr. -dov; OPhr. dat.sg. ending -oi, -0y < PIE *-oi (cf.
Gk. -®) ~ NPhr. -ov.

Presumably, there was no OPhr. phoneme /€/, since PIE *¢ and *eh; merged with
*eh, into OPhr. a, cf. OPhr. matar nom.sg. ‘mother’ < PIE *meh,ter, NPhr. avap ‘man’
< *-ér, OPhr. da'Pet ‘to place, make’ < *deh;-k-, etc. There are no certain examples of
OPhr. /1/, /i/, so that their existence remains hypothetical.

During the NPhr. period, short and long vowels of OPhr. apparently merged and gave
rise to a vowel system without a length opposition: /a/, /e/, /o/, /i/, /u/, at least in initial
syllables (thus already Brixhe 1990: 98). The absence of long vowels is further indicated
by the use of the hexameter in New Phrygian, where we only find dactylic rhythm and
where the function of long vowels was taken by vowels which are long per positionem
and by diphthongs (Lubotsky 1998). The status of NPhr. 1 and ®, which mostly occur
in final syllables, is unclear, but they might have represented close long [§] and [3].
NPhr. 1 most often appears in the final syllable: in the dat.sg. ending of the consonant
stems, where it varies with -g/-t and -ei, cf. kvoopovn dat.sg. ‘grave’ ~ kvovpave(y),
kvovpavt, Tin dat.sg. ‘Zeus’ ~ Tu(e), Zgvvn PN ~ Eevve; in the ending -ang, cf. dekpov-
Tamg ~ dexpovtarg; in the ending -ng, cf. matepng (No. 98) nom.pl. ‘parents’ (< *-eies),
for NPhr. pavkng (No. 86) see 5.1; the function and meaning of d[a]kepng (No. 116)
and moptng has not yet been clarified. A few times NPhr. n is found in prevocalic
position: poipapnav, Timov, ekotnoc. For a discussion of this grapheme, see Lubotsky
(1998). In contemporary Greek, n had already merged with 1. NPhr. o is confined, with
very few exceptions, to the dat.pl. ending -w¢, which goes back to PIE *-ois (this ending
is spelled with <o> only three times). It typically occurs in the formula pe (epelog ke
dem¢ ke ‘among men and gods’.

The Phr. short diphthongs are: /ey/ = <ey, ei, 1>, /ew/ = <ev, gv>, /oy/ = <oy, oi,
o1>, /ay/ = <ay, ai, au>, and /aw/ = <av, av>. The existence of the diphthong /ow/ is
uncertain. In NPhr., it would at any rate be indistinguishable from ov = /u/. In OPhr.,
we find it once in the nom.sg. Vasous PN (P-03), next to Vasus (P-05) < *uasous (?),
and once in final position in ofekonov (B-01). This enigmatic ending -ov is reminiscent
of forms like tubetiv and deraliv (B-05) or apelev (B-07) and is likely to be due to a
dialectal North-Western development.

Besides short diphthongs, there must have been at least two long diphthongs in OPhr.,
that is, /0y/, cf. OPhr. o-stem dat. sg. -oi, NPhr. -ov < PIE *-6i (see above), and /ai/, cf.
OPhr. g-stem dat.sg. -ai, NPhr. -a (see further 4.1).

2.2. Consonants

= /p/ =<p, m>; [t/ = <t, ©>; /k/ = <k, k>
— /b/ =<b, B>; /d/ = <d, 6>; /g/ = <g, y>
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- /z/ or /dz/ = <%, (>

— /s/ =<s, 6>

- /m/ = <m, p>; /n/ = <n, v>

- N =<, A>; i/ = <1, p>

— /w/=<v, o(v)>; ly/ = <y, i, 1>

The phonological interpretation of the OPhr. arrow <1>, which is probably identical
with <$> (see 1.5), and of NPhr. <{> remains controversial. Since OPhr. <1> only
occurs before front vowels (i, e), it is likely that this letter represents a sound which
arises through palatalization. In NPhr. inscriptions, <> appears in two words, {epehmg
dat.pl. ‘men’ (< PIE *d"$™emelo-, cf. Gk. yOapodoc, Lat. humilis ‘low, humble’) and
Cepa(1) of unknown meaning and function. If OPhr. siray = tiray of the Vezirhan inscrip-
tion is the same word as NPhr. Ceipat, we have to assume that NPhr. <> and the OPhr.
arrow indicated the same sound, presumably a voiced affricate or /z/.

For a possible voiceless geminate nn, see 4.2.

In the Greek alphabet, /w/ is written either <ov> or simply <o> in prevocalic position,
cf. ovevaoviag, ovavaktay (No. 88), oav og avtatl (No. 116), kopoav (W-11).

3. Morphonology

Morphemes, both suffixes and roots, show ablaut. In nominal inflection of the consonant
stems, the suffix changes its vocalism, e.g. nom.sg. -tar (<*-tér) vs. obl. -ter- in matar,
materey, materan ‘mother’; nom.sg. -an (< *-én) vs. obl. -en- in opovav, opovevog,
opovevay ‘warden’; iman, i(n)meney, imenan ‘monument’; nom.sg. -ou- vs. obl. -u- in
Vas(o)us, Vasos (< *uasuos). Examples of ablaut in the root are: da- < *d"eh;- “place,
do’ (t-e-da-toy, e-daes, addaxet) vs. de- <*d"h;- (3eto(v)v ‘monument’, a fo-participle);
teik- < *deik- ‘show’ (1oteker, thus to be read in No. 88, cf. Brixhe 1999: 304, fn. 46
~ Gk. éx-dgikvopr) vs. tik- < *dik- (tit-tetikpevog ‘condemned’ ~ Gk. da-dwdlom ‘1
judge’).

In Phrygian, word final *-on is raised to -un, for instance, in the acc.sg. ending of o-
stems, cf. OPhr. acc.sg. akaragayun (M-02) ‘part of the monument’, avtun ‘himself” (W-
01b), NPhr. kaxovv ‘damage, wrong’. The latter word often appears as kokov in NPhr.
inscriptions and sometimes as kaxtv, Kokov. A parallel raising of e to i before nasals is
possibly attested in OPhr. iman, imen- ‘monument’, if we assume with Vine (2010) that
it goes back to *en-mén, en-men-os (~ Gk. éupevég ‘continuously’), and in NPhr. mvke
(No. 116), if it means ‘five’, PIE *penk’e. Further, o was raised to u in the position
before ri, li, cf. OPhr. kuryaneyon (W-01c), which was borrowed from Gk. kopavéwv
‘giving orders; ruling’ < *kori- in Mycenaean times (Lubotsky 1988: 23).

Another development in word-final position is *-ans > -ais, which follows from the
inflection of titles or patronymics in -evais (arkiaevais, memevais, kanutievais): nom.sg.
-evais, gen.sg. -evanos < *-evans, -evanos, most probably going back to *-euants,
*-eyantos < *-eunts, *-eunt-os (for the development of *-nz- see 4.2). For a parallel, cf.
Greek Lesbian taig < *tave. It is further attractive to assume that the ending OPhr. -ais,
NPhr. -ong, -a1g is acc.pl. in some contexts and reflects PIE *-ns (Brixhe 2004: 41-42);
similarly, OPhr. -ois can go back to *-ons.
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Final clusters are reduced, cf. OPhr. °vanak nom.sg. ‘king’ < *-kts, cf. OPhr. dat.sg.
vanaktei, NPhr. acc.sg. ovavoktav, Gk. dvag, -ktog ‘lord, master’; Bag nom.sg. (name
of a deity) < *-ts (acc.sg. Batav), ag prep. ‘to, towards’ < *-ts (= ad + s, cf. Gk. &ig
beside év and €& beside €x); NPhr. dakapev 3pl. ‘they made erect” (No. 98) < *-nt; 3sg.
aor. ending OPhr. -es, NPhr. -eg < *-est.

The vowels /e/ and /i/ show some vacillation, presumably in pretonic position, both
in Old and New Phrygian, cf. kubeleya (B-01) and kubileya (W-04) ‘Cybele’ (epithet of
the Mother Goddess), dewg (passim) and dwwg (Nos. 4, 5, 39), dvwg (No. 113) dat.pl.
‘gods’; apPepetop (Nos. 73, 75) and affipeto (No. 25).

In clusters consisting of a dental and a stop, the dental becomes completely assimilat-
ed to the stop. The resulting geminate is often simplified in NPhr., cf. a(p)Bepet (:d°)
‘bring’, tiy-yeyoaptrpevog (tit®) ‘devoted’. Also other geminates are regularly simplified,
cf. a(d)daxet (ad°) ‘inflict’, ti(t)-teTkpevog (t1t°) ‘condemned’. In external sandhi, in
prepositional phrases, we encounter the same results, cf. NPhr. a(k) ke ot and o(t) tie
(for ad). This loss of contrastive gemination has led to hypercorrect spellings like kvoop-
povet, kvovvpavet for kvovpavet or awvt ppvpo for ot popa.

More controversial is the assimilation of word-final -s to a following velar, but there
are a few good examples in NPhr., cf. -s k- > -k k-: adiOpepox Egvveor (No. 31),
kvawkav (No. 116); -s g- > -k g-: mok yoviov (No. 116), presumably via -4 k-, -h g-.

4. Historical development

4.1. Vowels

The Indo-European vowels seem to be well preserved, except for the changes already
mentioned in the preceding sections. Here are a few more examples of vocalic phonemes.

— *i : OPhr. kin, NPhr. kv ‘which’ < PIE *k"im; NPhr. yeyapirpevog ‘devoted’ < PIE
*srHit- (Gk. €v-keyoplouévoc);

— *e : OPhr. ke, NPhr. k& ‘and’ < PIE *k"e; NPhr. ofBepet, uepepet < PIE *b’er-;

— *o : OPhr. -os, NPhr. -oc, nom.sg. m. of the o-stems < PIE *-os;

— * : NPhr. (o)uyodav adv. ‘above; on the top’ < PIE *(H)upsod'n (cf. Gk. Dyd0e[v]
‘[from] above’); NPhr xvovpoav- n. ‘grave’ < PIE *knu- (cf. Gk. xvbw ‘I scratch’);

— *a (*hye): NPhr. ad preverb ‘to, at, by’ < PIE *h,ed (cf. Lat. ad ‘id.”);

— *¢ : NPhr. opovav nom.sg. ‘father, guardian’ (gen.sg. opovevog; acc.sg. opovevay) <
PIE *soruén (cf. Gk. obpog ‘watcher, guardian’);

— *eh; : NPhr. (ad)doxet 3sg. ‘inflicts’ < PIE *d"eh;-k- (cf. Gk. aor. £0nka);

— *eh, : NPhr. Ppatepe dat.sg. ‘brother’ < PIE *b’reh,-ter- (cf. Skt. bhrétar-, Lat. fia-
ter);

— *ehs : NPhr. acc.sg. povpov[v] (No. 100), acc.pl. n. ppvpa (No. 25) ‘stupidity’, cf.
Gk. pudpoc, popog ‘stupid’.

As far as we can see, the diphthongs remain unchanged in Old Phrygian, but in New
Phrygian the long diphthongs /ai/ and /6i/ often lose their second element in final posi-
tion, while word-final /ei/ gradually becomes monophthongized and is then written as
<-g, -1, -n>. PIE *-0is shows a special development to NPhr. -wg:
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— *h,ei/*eh,i : OPhr. ai, NPhr. ax ‘if’< PIE *h,ei (cf. Gk. Aeol., Dor. ai ‘if”); OPhr.
ayni, NPhr. awvt ‘and/or’ < PIE *h,ei-ni; NPhr. kvowkov acc.sg. f. ‘wife’ < PIE
*g"neh,ikm (cf. Gk. yovaiko);

— *hyeu : OPhr. avtoi dat.sg.m., NPhr. avtog ‘self” < PIE *h,euto- (cf. Gk. avtoc ‘self”);

— “*ej : NPhr. yeypswuevav acc.sg. f. ‘written’ < PIE *g"reiH- (cf. Gk. ypio ‘I touch’);
OPhr. dat.sg. ending of the consonant stems, e.g., materey ‘mother’, Tiei ‘Zeus’ (NW-
101), NPhr. T, Ti, T dat.sg. ‘Zeus’, kvovpovet, -g, -1, -n dat.sg. ‘grave’ < PIE *-ei
(cf. Lat. -ei, -1);

— ey : OPhr. bevdos acc.sg. n. ‘statue, image’ (B-01) < PIE *b"eud"os;

— *oi : OPhr. 3sg. med. ending -foi, -toy, NPhr. -tor < PIE *-foi; NPhr. tetucpevol
nom.pl. m. ‘condemned’ < PIE *-oi;

— “*@” : OPhr. a-stem dat.sg. -ai (Midai, Atai), dat.sg. f. pron. °esai-t (W-01b), NPhr.
dat.sg. f. dem. pron. ca(1), pron. avtot, dat.sg. f. pavioa(r) ‘stele’ < PIE *-ehei, cf.
Gk. -at, -nt, Lat. -ae;

— *0i : OPhr. o-stem dat.sg. ending -oi, -oy, NPhr. -ov < PIE *-4i (cf. Gk. -o); NPhr. o-
stem dat.pl. ending -og < PIE *-4is.

4.2. Resonants

Consonantal resonants have undergone few changes. Word-final /m/ and /n/ have merged
into /-n/ in Phrygian, just as in Greek, cf. OPhr. o-stem acc. sg. ending -un, NPhr. -ovv,
-ov < PIE *-om. Possibly, *u was lost before a following*o in Phrygian, cf. OPhr. nom.sg.
vas(o)us PN (P-03, P-05), gen.sg. vasos (P-02) < *uasuos (Brixhe 1990: 65). The appar-
ent counterexamples, OPhr. fovo and devos, go back to *foho < *toso and *dehos <
*d"),s0s, respectively, where -v- is a Hiatustilger.

The development of the cluster *n¢ in Phrygian is unclear. First of all, it is remarkable
that this cluster is very rare in Phrygian texts: among well-attested words we find only
the possible borrowings OPhr. panta (B-05.4), maving (W-11), NPhr. mavta (No. 35) ~
Gk. mdc, mavt- ‘all, every’ and NPhr. [Tovvtag (No. 48) ~ Gk. ITovtog ‘Pontic region’
(Lubotsky 1997: 123 with refs.). On the other hand, the ending of the 3pl. imperative,
which presumably goes back to *-nto (parallel to 3sg. impv. ertov < *-19), is spelled in
NPhr. as -ttvov (aderrtvov No. 12) and -vvov (tvvov Nos. 35, 71). These spellings may
point to a voiceless geminate nn, IPA [nn]. Also the OPhr. spellings tn, ntn, found in
apaktneni (B-01.8), eventnoktoy (B-00), seem to point in this direction (cf. Lubotsky
1997: 121-122). However, Annelies Himmig points out to us (p.c.) that adeirtvov in
No. 12 must rather be read adewvov, which would mean that *-nt- > -nn- in Phrygian.
See further 3 on OPhr. -evanos < *-euantos < *-euntos.

The vocalic nasals have become ah, cf. OPhr. onoman acc.sg. n., NPhr. ovouav-
‘name’ < PIE *hsnhzmp (cf. Gk. évopa ‘id.”); NPhr. kvowav acc.sg. f. ‘wife’ < PIE
*gWnehyikm.

The reflexes of vocalic *7 and */ are less certain. OPhr. por, NPhr. movp prep. ‘for’
< PIE *pr (cf. Gk. ndp, Goth. faur ‘id.”) seems to indicate that * has developed into
*or, but this is the only example. For NPhr. yeyopirpevog ‘devoted, at the mercy of” <
PIE *g’rHit- see the next section.
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4.3. Laryngeals

Vocalization of the Indo-European laryngeals shows the same “triple representation” as
in Greek and, being a common innovation of the two branches, it is an important indica-
tion of the dialectal position of Phrygian. Initial laryngeals develop a prothetic vowel,
ie. *n,C- > eC-, *h,C- < aC-, *h;C- > oC-: OPhr. eu- ‘well’ (?) < PIE *hsu- (cf. Gk.
€0-, Skt. su- ‘id.”); NPhr. avap m. ‘husband’ < PIE */i,nér (cf. Skt. ndr-, Gk. avnp ‘id.”);
OPhr. onoman acc.sg. n., NPhr. ovopav- ‘name’ < PIE *hsnhsmp (cf. Gk. dvopa, Skt.
naman- ‘id.”). In a similar fashion, interconsonantal laryngeals are vocalized to e, a, o,
respectively: NPhr. dewg instr.pl. m. ‘god’ < PIE *d"h;s0- (cf. Gk. 0gog ‘id.”); NPhr.
detovv m./n. ‘monument’ < PIE *d"},to-; OPhr. -meno-, NPhr. -pevo- middle ptc. < PIE
*-mh;no- (cf. Gk. -uevo-); NPhr. tatepng nom.pl. ‘parents’ < PIE *ph,ter- (cf. Gk. motip
‘id.”); NPhr. tit-tetikpeva nom.pl. n. ‘condemned’ < PIE *-/, (cf. Gk. -a, Lat. -a, Skt.
-i); OPhr. onoman, NPhr. ovopav- ‘name’ < PIE *hsnhzmn.

Also in other positions, the development of the laryngeals in Greek and in Phrygian
is identical, cf. NPhr. yeyapitpevog ‘devoted, at the mercy of” < PIE *g’yHit- (cf. Gk.
Ev-kexapiopévos “id.”, xapc, xaprrog ‘love’); NPhr. yAovpeog ‘golden (?)’ (for the mean-
ing, cf. the above-mentioned gloss by Hesychius yAovpea: ypvoea, Opiyeg ‘golden items
[Phrygian]’) < PIE *g"[h;-ro- (cf. Gk. yAwpdc ‘green’).

4.4. The single Phr. fricative /s/ is practically restricted to word-final position and to
clusters with a stop, cf. OPhr. o-stem nom.sg. -os, NPhr. -og < PIE *-0s, NPhr. 3sg. s-
aor. gotaeg ‘established’, OPhr. 3sg. subj. da¥et /dakset/ ‘will do’. In other positions,
word-initially and intervocalically, it was lost, cf. NPhr. opovav ‘warden’ < PIE *soruén;
OPhr. egeseti, NPhr. gysott, eyedov ‘hold, experience’ < PIE *seg”-; NPhr. dat.pl. deog
‘god’ < PIE *d"};s0-.

PIE *s was further lost in the clusters *sy- and *-sd”-, cf. OPhr. ven- ‘self’, NPhr.
nom.pl. n. ova ‘own’ < PIE *sue/*syo- and impv. ending -do, -Sov < PIE *-sd”5. The
intervocalic /s/ in the s-subjunctives OPhr. egeseti, NPhr. eyeoit, mentioned above, has
probably been generalized from postconsonantal positions, just like in Greek.

4.5. Stops

It is clear that PIE tenues are reflected as Phrygian tenues, and mediae aspiratae as PIE
mediae, cf. OPhr. 3sg. primary act. -ti, NPhr. -t < PIE *-i; NPhr. motepng nom.pl.
‘parents’ < PIE *ph,ter-; NPhr. dat.pl. dewg ‘god’ < PIE *d"}i;s0-; NPhr. acc. sg. yeypeip-
gvav ‘written’ < PIE *g"reiH-; NPhr. Bpatepe dat.sg. ‘brother’ < PIE *b"rehter-, etc.
The fate of PIE mediae is more controversial, but there is a growing body of evidence
that they have become Phrygian tenues (cf. Lubotsky 2004 for more examples and a
discussion of the counterevidence), cf. NPhr. acc.sg. Twav, gen. sg. Tiog, dat.sg. Ti(e),
OPhr. Tiei ‘Zeus’ < PIE *diém, *diuos, *diuei; NPhr. acc.sg. xvokov ‘wife’ < PIE
*g"neh,ikm (cf. Gk. yvvaika); OPhr. forv- (B-05) ‘wood’ < PIE *doru-/*dyu-; NPhr.
(tr-)teTikpevog ‘condemned’ < PIE *deik-, cf. Gk. d10-8ucdlo ‘I judge’, kota-Sucalm ‘I
condemn’. PIE labiovelars have lost their labial feature, cf. OPhr. ke, NPhr. ke ‘and’ <
PIE *k"e, NPhr. acc. sg. xvaukav ‘wife’ (116) < * g"neh,ikm.
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In view of the close relationship of Phrygian and Greek, it is likely that Phrygian is
a centum language, too, cf. OPhr. egeseti, NPhr. eyeotit, eyedov ‘hold, experience’ < PIE
*seg’-; NPhr. (tut-)tetikpevog ‘condemned’ < PIE *deik-; NPhr. yeyapitpevog “devoted,
at the mercy of” < PIE *¢”rHit-; NPhr. yhovpeog ‘golden (?)’ < PIE *g¢"]hs-ro-. This
implies that {gpedmg dat.pl. ‘men’ (< PIE *d"g™emelo-) must be due to a special devel-
opment of the initial cluster and that the Phrygian demonstrative pronoun s- (OPhr.
acc.sg.n. si, acc.sg.m. sin; NPhr. gen.sg. f. oag, dat.sg. ca(1), dat.sg.n. ogpovv, see 5.2)
must reflect PIE *4j- with palatalization (as indicated above, 4.4, PIE initial *s- shows
a zero-reflex in Phrygian).

5. Morphology

5.1. Nouns

Phrygian nouns are inflected for case, gender and number. There are at least 4 cases:
nominative, accusative, genitive and dative; other cases, possibly unidentified, could
have existed as well; cf., for instance, the puzzling NPhr. kvawko ‘wife’ (No. 116) or
kavarmoyo (B-01) next to acc.sg. kavarmoyun in the same inscription. There are three
genders (masculine, feminine, neuter) and two numbers (singular and plural). Nominal
stems can be divided into o-stems, a-stems and consonant stems (C-stems). Poorly attest-
ed stems include i-, u- and “e”’-stems (i.c. Anatolian names in -es, like Afes, Bateles,
Iktes). We make no distinction between substantives and adjectives, since their inflection
is identical.

When we cite the actually attested forms and inscriptions, we use brackets as follows:
[ ] = reconstructed portion of the text, < > = omitted portion of the text, ( ) = mistake
of the engraver. Damaged letters are indicated by a subscript dot.

singular
o-stems a-stems C-stems
OPhr. NPhr. OPhr. NPhr. OPhr. NPhr.

Nom. -0s -0G -af,-a(s)m. | -af -s, -0 -G, -0

Gen. ? -ovo -0V - -0G -0s -0g

Dat. -0i, -0y -0V -ai, -ay -0, -0 -ei, -ey -&(v), -, M

Acc. -un -ovv, -ovV | -an -av -an, -0 [n.] | -ov, -0 [n.]
plural

Nom. -oi -a [n.] - -ag -a [n.] -ng

Gen. - -ovv - - - -

Dat. ? -oys -G - - - -

Acc. ?-0ys,-a[n.] | a [n.] - -01G, -0mg ? -ais ? -omg, -0ug

Nominative singular:
— o-stems: akenanogavos title (M-01a), Tittetikpevog ‘condemned’ (passim) < PIE *-os;
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— a-stems: Kubeleya ‘Cybele’ (B-01), OPhr. pavka ‘stele’ (W-11) < PIE *-eh,; Midas
(M-01d), the name of the second king of Phrygia, most probably of Anatolian origin;
other Anatolian names appear both with and without -s in the nominative, cf. Baba
(M-01b) next to Babas (G-06), Kaliva (B-05), but Kuliyas (G-127), etc.; PN in -es
always have a sigmatic nominative: Ates (M-01a), Bateles (W-08), Eies (G-108), lktes
(G-02), etc.;

— C-stems: the sigmatic nominative is attested with the i- and u-stems Tuvatis PN (G-
133), Alus PN (W-09), Vasous PN (P-03) next to Vasus (P-05) < *uasous; with stems
in stops: Manes PN (B-07), Bag ‘Bat (name of deity)’ (No. 99) < *-ts, Modrovanak
‘king of Modra’ (M-04) < *-kts and with OPhr. patronymics in -evan-: arkiaevais (M-
01a), kanutievais (P-03) < *-yans < *-unpts; the regular r- and n-stems have an asigmat-
ic nominative: matar ‘mother’ (W-04), avap ‘man’ (No. 15) < *-ér; iman ‘monument’,
opovav ‘father, warden’ (No. 48) < *-én; kuryaneyon ‘commander’ (W-0lc) is bor-
rowed from Greek.

Genitive singular:

— o-stems: ?0pyov ‘because of” (No. 30); the ending is pronominal, cf. OPhr. tovo (G-
02c), NPhr. tov (No. 87); Atevo PN (W-10) is probably gen.sg. of Afes, with an ending
analogical to o-stems;

— a-stems: Ovevaoviag PN (No. 88) < PIE *-eh,es; the interpretation of poavkng ‘stele’
(No. 86), which is used in the function of a dative, is uncertain: genitive (pro dat.) or,
rather, dat.pl.?;

— C-stems: Twog ‘Zeus’ < PIE *diyos (with loss of -u- before o0); Vasos PN (P-02)
< *pasuos (idem); kanutiievanos title/patronymic (P-02), opovevog ‘father, warden’
(No. 1006); Artimitos ‘Artemis’ (B-05), Manitos ‘Manes’ (B-07) < PIE *-os.

Dative singular:

— o-stems: adoikavoi PN (G-02a); xopov ‘ground for the grave’ (No. 92), a loanword
from Gk. y®poc; copov ‘sarcophagus’ (Nos. 21, 124), probably borrowed from Gk.
copdg < PIE *-oi;

— a-stems: dumeyay adj.f. ‘of the religious community’ (G-01a); povko(t) ‘stele’ < PIE
*-ehyei; cf. also midai ‘Midas’ (M-01la);

— C-stems: Tiei (NW-101), Tu(e), Tin dat.sg. ‘Zeus’ < PIE *diuei (with analogical loss
of *-y- due to leveling with other cases); materey ‘mother’ (W-01b), inmeney (B-05)
‘monument’, Bpatepe ‘brother’ (No. 31); pat[e]pe (thus to be read in No. 129, instead
of paype of the edition); kvovpave(l), -n, -t ‘grave’, dovp(e) ‘religious community’
(No. 48); vanaktei ‘king’ (M-01a) < PIE *-ei.

Accusative singular:

— o-stems: akaragayun ‘part of the monument’ (M-02), detov (No. 116) and detovv
(No. 31) ‘monument’ < PIE *-om;

— a-stems: gkinanogavan title (M-04), kopoav ‘girl” (W-11), pavkav ‘stele’ (No. 15) <
PIE *-eh,m;

— C-stems: areyastin epithet of Cybele (W-01a), svkwv ‘vow’ (No. 30), possibly a loan-
word from Gk. eoyn ‘id.” < PIE *-im; Twwv ‘Zeus’ < PIE *diém; materan ‘mother’
(W-0la) < PIE *-er-m; imenan (B-05) ‘monument’, opovevav ‘warden’ (No. 128) <
PIE *-en-m; Batan (T-02b), Batov (No. 33) ‘Bat’, duman ‘religious community’ (B-
01), ovavaxtav ‘king’ (No. 88), xvawkav ‘wife’ (No. 116) < PIE *-m. The neuters
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keneman ‘niche (?7)’ (M-01), xvovpav ‘grave’ (No. 31); bevdos ‘image, statue’ (B-
01), Bexog ‘bread’, have a zero ending.

Nominative plural:

— o-stems: tetikpevor ‘condemned’ (No. 71) < PIE *-0i of pronominal origin; n.pl.
tetikpeva (No. 12) < PIE *-h,;
a-stems: oveAog ‘relatives (?)” (No. 120) < PIE *suel-ehy-es;

— C-stems: motepng ‘parents’ (No. 93), most probably reflecting PIE *-eies. Neuter kena
‘generation’ (No. 35), if correctly analyzed, < PIE *genh,es-h,.

Genitive plural:

— o-stems: tetovkpevovy (No. 28) < PIE *-om, although the interpretation of the final
part of this inscription (10¢ Vi GELOVY KVOVWOVE KOKOVY OOOKET 10G TITETOVKLEVOVY
gtov) is far from certain.

Dative plural:
— o-stems: dewg ‘god’ (No. 40) < PIE *-gis.

Accusative plural:

— o-stems: ktevoys ‘property (?)’ (B-01), patriyiois ‘paternal (?)’ (B-04) < PIE *-ons;
neuters kgka ‘harm’ (B-05), ppopa ‘stupidity’ (No. 25) < PIE *-h,;

— a-stems: dexpovtolg ‘?° (No. 9), dexpovtong (No. 31);

— C-stems: bratergis ‘brother’ (B-04) < *-ans < PIE *-ps.

5.2. Pronouns

The proximal demonstrative pronoun (‘this here’) has the stem *se-/si- in masculine and
neuter, and *sa- in feminine. Since initial PIE *s- seems to disappear in Phrygian, the
stem is likely to go back to PIE *%i- (Goth. hi-, Lith. §i-, Gk. ofipepov ‘today’ < *«i-
aupepov, etc.) + *e-/i- (Lat. is, ea, id). The Phrygian demonstrative pronoun is often
followed by an emphatic particle appearing in the inscriptions as OPhr. ¢, NPhr. tov, 1o,
11, 7. The attested forms are:

— acc.sg. m. sin-t (B-05) < PIE *-im, n. si (M-01b, B-01) < PIE *-id; NPhr. ogpovv
(No. 31) in the function of acc. must be due to generalization of the oblique stem.

— dat.sg. m./n. ocepovv, with the variants cepov, oepov, oepy < PIE *-smoi + n (reminis-
cent of Greek vd €peAkvoTiKOV);

— gen.sg. f. (pro dat.) cog, dat.sg. f. co or ca, acc.sg. (pro dat.) f. cav (No. 60).

In OPhr. inscription W-01b, we encounter dat.sg. f. e-sai-t (materey) ‘to this very (moth-
er)’, with yet another pronominal stem e- added (type French celui-ci). If NPhr. v
(No. 31) is to be read &(c)av with Neumann (1986: 81), the same pronoun is also attested
in NPhr.

In enclitic position, we find NPhr. dat. sg. 1ov/o1 and, possibly, OPhr. yoy (B-05). The
distribution among the two NPhr. forms is determined by the phonological context. In
clear cases, o1 always appears after a vowel, whereas 1ot is found after consonants. This
means that we have to start with *ioi, which presumably is an enclitic dative of the type
Skt. me, te <*h;moli, toi (cf. Lubotsky 1997: 126), built on the stem of the *e-/i- pronoun.



101. Phrygian 1827

The pronoun to-/ta- < PIE *to- seems to have an anaphoric function, which is most
clear in relative clauses, where we often find 10¢ vt ..., Tog vt ... in NPhr. malediction
formulae. Other forms are less clear, cf. gen.sg. m. fovo (G-02¢), tov (No. 87), dat.sg. f.
tar (No. 116), acc.sg. f. tav (No. 15), acc.pl. n. zta (B-01). If the gen.sg. fovo, T0VL
is correctly identified, it probably goes back to *toso > *foho > *to-o, with v as a
Hiatustilger.

The relative pronoun is *io- from PIE *(h,;)io-: nom.sg. m. yos (W-01), ios (P-04a),
106 (passim), acc.sg. f. 1av (No. 31). It also once occurs reduplicated: yosyos (B-03).

The pronoun *auto- ‘self’ (< PIE *h,euto-, cf. Gk. adtdc) inflects like a thematic
adjective: nom.sg. m. avto¢ (No. 33), dat.sg. avtoi (T-03); dat.sg. f. avtay (W-01b). It
can be reinforced by a reflexive pronoun /we-/ < PIE *sue (cf. also Gk. éovtov):
acc.sg. m. ven-avtun (W-01b), dat.sg. f. og-avtor (No. 116). The same possessive pro-
noun may be found in OPhr. acc.sg. n. ove-vin (W-01b) < PIE *suin, cf. also Phr. kin
below; NPhr. ova ‘his own’ nom.pl. n. < *sueh,.

Finally, the interrogative pronoun in indefinite function is acc.sg. n. kin (B-01), kw
(No. 100: [ou]vt kaxovv kv ‘or whatever harm’) < PIE *k"im (cf. Skt. kim).

5.3. Verbs

Phrygian verbs are marked for tense, voice, and mood. Identified categories include 3
tenses (present, perfect, aorist), 2 voices (active, middle), and 4 moods (indicative, im-
perative, optative, subjunctive). Since the stem formation and the function of the majority
of verbal forms are still unknown, they are grouped below in accordance with their
endings.

— 3sg. -es: edaes (passim), edoeg (2 x No. 116) ‘put, placed’; eneparkes (G-125, M-
01d), everopkeg (No. 31) ‘engraved’; eotaeg ‘erected’ (No. 31); exaveg (No. 116)
‘dug (?)’; unclear are gydaeg (No. 18) and ddkeg (No. 31). These forms are character-
ized by an augment e-, which immediately precedes the root, and appear in preterital
contexts, except for eydaec (No. 18), but the reading of this inscription is uncertain.
The ablaut of the root is ambiguous in edaes and eotaeg (full or lengthened grade),
but the lengthened grade is probable in eneparkes (<*pérk-) and exavec (< *ken-). It
is obvious that this category goes back to the sigmatic aorist (-es < *-es-f), but details
are far from clear (cf. for a discussion Lubotsky 1988: 17-18, Gorbachov 2005).

— 3sg. -toi: edatoy ‘put, placed’ (B-05.2), t-edatoy (W-01a), tit-edat[oy] (B-05.1); eger-
toy ‘7 (W-01c); ektetoy ‘possessed’ (B-01.3); epaktoy ‘7 (B-01.9); estatoi ‘erected’
(G-144). The augment and the preterital contexts make it probable that we are dealing
with a middle counterpart of the -es-forms. The root usually has full grade, but zero-
grade in ektetoy (< *hje-tkh;-toi). However, the ending *-foi is primary in Greek
dialects and in Indo-Iranian, and its appearance in the aorist is unexpected. See further
below on -efor.

— 3sg. -et: daket (B-05.11), (ad)daxer ‘do, inflict’, affeper ‘bring’ in the protasis of
NPhr. maledictions ‘whoever will inflict/bring harm upon this grave’. There are two
cases of pe-Pepet (Nos. 86, 111), which occur in an apodosis Bag 101 Bekog pefepet
‘Bat will take away his bread’. Maybe, Bpeit ‘break (?)’ in the protasis 10g ke Ppett
nepPedav (No. 114) belongs to the same category. Because of the contexts, the -et-
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forms are usually considered subjunctives, but it is by no means certain that they are
morphological subjunctives. Once, in a NPhr. quasi-bilingue No. 48, addaketr seems
to be used in parallel to the Greek aorist mapefépuny.

— 3sg. -etor: addaxetop (Nos. 40, 63, 121) and apPeperop (Nos. 73, 75) appear in
exactly the same contexts as addaket and affepet. Moreover, we also find three times
affepetot (Nos. 91, 113, 129) there. The difference between forms in -ef and those
in -etor/-etoi is generally interpreted as a difference of voice (active vs. middle), but
this leaves unexplained why active and middle forms are used in the same contexts.
Probably, we must rather assume that all these forms, i.e. -et, -etor, -etoi, belong to
the middle paradigm, which is further confirmed by the forms in -seti/-set.

— 3sg. -seti/-siti: egeseti ‘will hold, experience’ (P-04a); dedasitiy ‘will do’ (B-05.9;
thus to be read with A. Himmig, p.c., instead of dedgpitiy of the edition); pe-totoccel-
T ‘will give away (?)” (No. 99) are likely to be subjunctives. These forms show that
final -i has not disappeared in Phrygian.

— 3sg. -set/-sit: daWet /dakset/ ‘will do’ (W-01b), eyecit ‘will hold’ (No. 58) are very
similar in form and function to the preceding group, and are likely to be their middle
counterpart.

— 3sg. -oi: kakoioi (G-02c¢), kakuioi (P-04b) are often considered optatives to a denomi-
native verb ‘to go bad’ (< *oit), but the syntactic analysis of these inscriptions is
uncertain.

— 3sg. impv. act. ertov ‘let become!” (passim) < PIE *-t0(), cf. Gk. -to, Skt. gachatat.

— 3sg. impv. med. lakedo (W-01b, B-03), eyedov ‘let hold!” (passim). The ending has a
close parallel in Gk. -60m (cf. Rix 1992: 265) and represents a common innovation
of the two languages.

— 3pl. impv. act. ad-etrrtvov (No. 12), tvvov (Nos. 35, 71) < PIE *-nto(t), cf. Gk. -vi®
(Rhod. ypoagoévim, Lac. avabévim, ypaydvto, cf. Rix 1992: 265).

— 3pl. ind. perf. act. daxopev ‘put, placed’ (No. 98) < PIE *-ér (cf. Lat. -ére) + an
additional 3pl. ending *-ent.

— 3sg. -ei: aey ‘be (7)’ (W-01), etitevtevey ‘7’ (B-03) might be perfects (for a discussion
see Lubotsky 1988: 17-18).

Perfect middle participles are athematic and reduplicated, nom.sg. yeyapttpevog ‘devot-
ed, condemned’, tit-tetikpevog ‘id.’, acc.sg. f. yeypewevay ‘written’, acc.sg. f. omeota-
pevay ‘erected’ (No. 9; cf. also cectapevov in No. 15 with restored reduplication);
possibly also apypeva ‘?” (No. 116). For this reason, oidopevov (No. 116) probably
belongs to the system of the thematic present.

6. Syntax

6.1. Word order

The unmarked word order seems to be SOV, cf. with a direct object: OPhr. baba ... si-
keneman edaes (M-01b) ‘Baba has established this niche (?)’; with an indirect object:
OPhr. ates ... midai ... edaes (M-0la) ‘Ates has established for Midas’. An indirect
object normally precedes a direct object, cf. OPhr. yos-esai-t materey ... onoman da¥et
‘whoever would make ... name for this very Mother’ or NPhr. 10¢ vt oo tov povko
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Kkakovv addoketr ‘whoever inflicts harm upon this very monument’, 10g vt GELLOLYV KVOL-
povel kokovv addaket ‘whoever inflicts harm upon this grave’. On the whole, word
order in NPhr. seems to be less strict, possibly because many inscriptions are metrical,
or at least go back to a metrical original (cf. Lubotsky 1998).

In OPhr. inscriptions, we also encounter OSV order with topicalization, e.g., sin-t
imenan kaliya titedat--- ‘this very monument Kaliya has established’ (B-05), materan
areyastin bonok akenanogavos vrekun tedatoy ‘Bonok, the high priest, has established
Mother Areyasti as an image’ (W-01); cf. further si-bevdos adi[---] kayvarmoyo imroy
edaes etovesniyo (B-01), akinanogavan tiyes modrovanak avara (M-04).

Attributives follow their heads, cf. OPhr. materan areyastin (W-01a ), matar kubeleya
ibeya (B-01), but pronouns usually precede them, cf. OPhr. si-keneman ‘this niche’ (M-
01b), avtay materey ‘to the Mother herself” (W-01b), cepovv kvovpavet ‘to this grave’
(incidentally, this consideration may be used as an argument for considering OPhr. -vin
in ovevin onoman W-01b as a pronoun, presumably meaning ‘(his) own name’, rather
than an adjective; ove- may be a conjunction ‘or’). An exception is kaxovv Kwv ‘whatever
harm’ (No. 100), for which cf. the Gk. postposed enclitic i ‘someone’. In the NPhr.
protases with povka, the pronoun and the noun are often separated, probably for metrical
reasons, cf. 10¢ vi oot kakovv addakep pavkor (No. 35; for more examples see 6.2) as
opposed to the regular 10¢ vi oo Tov povike kakovv addoket (No. 82).

Clitics (particles, conjunctions, enclitic pronouns) obey Wackernagel’s Law and ap-
pear after the first accented word of the sentence, e.g., the particle ni in OPhr. ios ni
akenan egeseti (P-04a) or NPhr. 10¢ vi cepov kvovpavel kakov addoket (No. 3). An
interesting pattern is found with the sentence conjunction ke ‘and’. It normally stands in
second position, even if the sentence begins with a preposition, e.g. ... TITETIKUEVOS OG
TIOV ELTOV, UE Ke o1 Totooceltt Bag Pexog (No. 99) “... let him be condemned by Zeus,
and Bat will deprive him of his bread’; ... tirtetikpevog ot Tt adetrtov, ak ke ot Bekog
akkohog Tpe<y>pouv ertov (No. 76) ... let him be condemned by Zeus, and let his
bread be uneatable’. Here, the prepositions pe and ok (= ad) are followed by the sentence
conjunction ke and then by a clitic pronoun of the 3™ person. If, however, prepositions
are construed with a noun rather than with a clitic, the conjunction ke stands after the
noun, cf. ... Ba[g] ot Bexog pePepe[t], at Tu ke tiretkp[e]vog eitov (No. 86) “... Bat
will deprive him of his bread, and let him be condemned by Zeus’; ... yeyapituevo<c>
€1TOV, TOLP OLAVOKTAV K& ovpaviov toTekeT (~ Gk. €kdeikvopt) Arovvewy (No. 88) “...
let him be devoted, and he will be exposed to the heavenly king Dionysos’. When used
as a word conjunction, ke appears either after each member (X ke Y xe: dewg ke {epehmg
ke), or after the second word only (X Y «ke: demg Cepermg ke) (cf. Brixhe 1978b: 1 ff.).
Incidentally, asyndetic dew¢ Cepelmg is also attested several times.

Preverbs generally stand immediately before the verb, but tmesis is also attested. For
instance, in pe ke ot totocoettt Bag fexog (No. 99) ‘Bat will deprive him of his bread’,
pe and totoooeltt are separated, in contrast with Pe<k>og 101 pe-totocOELTL GOPVAY
(No. 18; to be read thus with A. Himmig, p.c., rather than as 101066’ gvylcapvoy with
Haas 1966: 100). A slightly different case is the apodosis ‘let him be condemned by
Zeus (and by gods)’, e.g., at Tie Titetikpevog ertov (No. 94), at Tin ke tiretikp[g]vog
ertov (No. 86), at T ke demg ke Tirretikpevog gitov (No. 62), even ot Tie gitov
(No. 56), where 0 was felt by the speakers to belong to the verb, as follows from many
occurrences of the formulaic (titretikpevog) at Tie ad-ertov with preverb repetition.
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6.2. Agreement

In NPhr., we witness progressing case syncretism in @-stems, probably triggered by the
change of final *-gi to -a and thus by a merger of nom. and dat.sg., cf. the following
examples of the protasis ‘whoever will inflict harm upon this stele’: No. 35. 10¢ vt ot
Kakovv addokep paviat with “correct” endings vs. No. 69. 10¢ GOl KOKOV 00SOKET LLOV-
kav and No. 60. 10¢ vi cav kakovv ad[da]ke pavkat, which show an accusative ending
instead of a dative.

If the subject of the sentence is “A and B”, the predicate adjective agrees in gender
and number with the first member. For instance, in the apodosis of No. 33. avtog ke
ova K gpoka. yeyoprtpevog ag Batav tevtovg ‘he himself and his progeny (?) will be
condemned by Bat’, yeyapituevog agrees with avtoc. Similarly, in No. 12. (eipa ke ot
meleg ke TurreTikpevo ot Tie aderrtvov, we see that nom.pl. n. TitteTikpeva agrees in
gender with Ceipa.
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