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 Homeric γόον ‘bewailed’ (Ζ 500) 

Alan J. Nussbaum 

Abstract: The 3rd pl. indicative γόον at Iliad Z 500 has always presented problems. It 

means ‘bewailed’ and belongs to present γοάω but might be imperfect and might be aorist. 

Neither is straightforward in form. Imperfect, the analysis of most of the ancients because 

it is ‘κάλλιον,’ is shown here in addition to conform to a particular pattern of Homeric 

narration, while aorist, following the minority ancient view, requires either an 

indefensible, effectively pre-Greek, ancestral form or a morphological analogy that is 

unworkable. The form taken by this consequently demonstrable imperfect has most often 

been explained via an elaborate phonological scenario that is questionable, it is argued, in 

both of its key points. It has also, less usually, been morphologically accounted for as a 

slightly disguised version of the expected 3rd pl. imperfect of the “Aeolic” inflection of 

Ionic etc. γοάω. This is the correct view, it is maintained here, but can be made a much 

stronger hypothesis by a demonstration that there are two (but not three) additional pieces 

of evidence for the “Aeolic” inflection of this very verb in epic language—one of which, 

pres. infinitive γοήμεναι, is standardly recognized as “Aeolic,” but never evaluated and 

deployed in the discussion of γόον; while the other, the irregularly short iterative imperfect 

form γόασκε in the Hymn to Aphrodite, has never been utilized as evidence bearing on the 

problem of γόον at all. 

 

Keywords: Homeric language, Greek dialects, Greek phonology, Greek verb, “Aeolic” 

inflection 

 

1. The passage in the Iliad where the peculiar-looking verb form γόον appears1 is in Book 

Z right after the meeting between Hector and Andromache: 

	 		 	 	 …	κιχήσατο	δ’	ἔνδοθι	πολλὰς		

ἀμφιπόλους,	τῇσιν	δὲ	γόον	πάσῃσιν	ἐνῶρσεν.		

αἳ	μὲν	ἔτι	ζωὸν	γόον	Ἕκτορα	ᾧ	ἐνὶ	οἴκῳ·		 	 (500)	

οὐ	γάρ	μιν	ἔτ’	ἔφαντο	ὑπότροπον	ἐκ	πολέμοιο		

ἵξεσθαι	προφυγόντα	μένος	καὶ	χεῖρας	Ἀχαιῶν.		

Andromache goes home, joins her maidservants there, and starts them lamenting. Then 

comes the sentence with the anomalous form: ‘And they bewailed Hector, while still alive, 

in his own house.’ 

 
1  A number of mss. offer γόων, unambiguously 3rd pl. imperfect of γοάω, in this line. See 

Ludwich (1902–7); Allen (1931), ad loc. This reading, with its iambic shape, would manifestly 
be unmetrical in this spot. But Meister (1921), 612, stressing the occurrence of γόων beside 
γόον, audaciously proposes a γόων scanning as a single long by synizesis in this third biceps—
a marked versification, to be sure, inasmuch as metrically monosyllabic words scanning as a 
long are so placed only about 4% of the time in Homer (O’Neill 1942, 139 [Table Two]). 
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2. The conspicuous difficulty is that beyond the identification of the form as a 3rd plural 

belonging somewhere in the averbo of γοάω ‘(be)wail’ (< *gow-ayo/e-2), it is not 

immediately clear how to parse this γόον. For a γόον scanning as ˘ ˘ is not trivially 

analyzable either in form or in meaning. It would obviously help if we could decide for 

sure whether its meaning is that of an imperfect or an aorist. It would also solve the 

problem if the surface shape of the form were unambiguous. But neither a 3rd pl. imperfect 

nor a 3rd pl. aorist, since both would be morphologically problematical, seems the obvious 

choice at first glance.3  

The three aims of this note, in connection with this difficulty, are (1) to support the 

parsing of the form as an imperfect, (2) to point out a difficulty with what may fairly be 

called the standard phonological and morphological account of how a 3rd pl. imperfect 

*góaon acquired the metrical shape that γόον exhibits here and (3) to defend an old but 

rarely adopted analysis of the form. 

 
3. Uncertainty surrounded the question already in antiquity, as is shown by the relevant 

entry in the Etymologicum Magnum: 

Γόον:	Οἱ	μὲν	ἔτι	ζωὸν	γόον	Ἕκτορα	δῖον.	

	 Ἀντὶ	τοῦ	ἐγόων,	ἐθρήνουν.	Ὁ	μὲν	Ἀπολλώνιος		

δευτέρας	συζυγίας	αὐτὸ	εἶναι	λέγει,	καὶ	παρατα-		

τικοῦ·	ὁ	δὲ	Ἡρωδιανὸς,	δευτέρου	ἀορίστου·	ὥσπερ		

κτυπῶ	ἔκτυπον,	οὕτω	γοῶ,	ἔγοον.	Κάλλιον	οὖν	κατὰ		

συστολὴν	λέγεσθαι	παρατατικοῦ	χρόνου.	Πειθόμεθα		

Ἀπολλωνίῳ.	Οὕτω	Ζηνόδοτος.	

3.1 The entry analyzes the form (exampled in a partial line containing an expression that 

is neither quite identical to the one in Z 500 nor found elsewhere) as an imperfect (Ἀντὶ 

τοῦ ἐγόων) and glosses it as one as well (ἐθρήνουν). The further points made4 are (1) that 

 
2  The root, at any rate, is inherited. See IEW, 403; LIV2, 189; GEW 1, 317; DELG2, 22. Also 

EDG s.v., where it is proposed, however, that βοάω and γοάω jointly reflect a *gw-initial root, 
with *gw- > *g- in zero-grade *gwu- somewhere in the prehistoric averbo of γοάω, and a 
semantic differentiation between the two presents that ‘can easily be secondary’ despite the 
certainly accurate observation that they ‘se distinguent franchement’ (DELG2, 222). The 
problems besetting this scenario would be to identify some cogently reconstructible form(s) 
in *gwu- that triggered the paradigm split, and to offer an adequate explanation of the semantic 
divergence of the two verbs, inasmuch as βοάω seems to be punctual and perfective (as 
suggested by its well-attested aorist forms in Homer—beside only a small number of present 
forms) while γοάω (with no Homeric aorist forms at all) apparently has processual and 
imperfective value. 

3  GEW 1, 317 is judiciously neutral on the imperf. vs. aor. question, as is DELG2, 221 (in accord 
with Chantraine 1958, 3921 and Chantraine 2013, 3795), both s.v. γοάω. So too Risch (1974), 
2407. 

4  Much the same information and analysis, with some omissions and some additions, is 
presented in the scholia to Z 500 and in Eustathius 658, 3ff. ad Z 499–500. 
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this was the analysis favored by Apollonius Dyscolus; (2) that Herodian, on the other 

hand, took it as a thematic aorist (ἔγοον to pres. γοῶ like ἔκτυπον to κτυπῶ); but (3) that 

an imperfect with shortening (συστολή) of (ἐ)γόων to γόον gives better sense (κάλλιον); 

(4) that the EM itself, as the entry already implicitly says at the top, is following 

Apollonius, and (5), apparently, that “Zenodotus” did too.5 

3.2 A couple of comments on the EM’s treatment are perhaps in place. One is that it does 

seem, in agreement with EM’s ‘κάλλιον,’ that an imperfect gives better sense than an 

aorist in Z 500.6 Only one line before, Homer uses an aorist to describe Andromache’s 

prompting of the bewailing (γόον … ἐνῶρσεν).7 And it would be attractive to think that 

γόον in line 500 indicates that once Andromache got them going, the women were 

carrying on with it as the scene closes (‘And so they were bewailing Hector, though still 

alive, in his own house’). 

3.3 More than this, however, there is positive support in Homeric usage for a pattern of 

narration in which a character specifically arouses a γόος with aorist ὦρσε—or it 

spontaneously arises with aorist ὦρτο—and the action consequent to the arousal is 

regularly imperfect, at least if that action is weeping or the like:8 

•	Ὣς	φάτο,	τῷ	δ’	ἄρα	πατρὸς	ὑφ’	ἵμερον	ὦρσε	γόοιο·	 	(Ω	507)	

	 …	

 
5  According to Schneider (1910) (= Grammatici Graeci II.3: Apollonius Dyscolus, fragments; 

see II.3, 111), this EM entry incorrectly attributes to “Zenodotus” (fourth century BCE) a 
judgment that was really that of Zenobius (second century CE)—if, indeed, Οὕτω [Ζηνόβιος] 
was really meant to attribute an opinion to Zenobius in the first place, and not just to credit 
him as the source of the view reported as that of Apollonius.  

6  So too Monro (1891), 37 (§32.3): ‘γόον … makes better sense as an Impf.,’ as well as Bechtel 
(1906), 319.  

7  The unique expression |tr γόον πάσῃσιν ἐνῶρσεν# in Z 499 is highly reminiscent of the much 
better embedded |tr ὑφ’ ἵμερον ὦρσε γόοιο# (Ψ 108, 153; Ω 507; δ 113, 183; τ 249; ψ 231) 
and is obviously related also to |7 γόου ἵμερον ὦρσε#, which is also unique (Ψ 14). 

8  Though one may note that this aorist + imperfect sequence occurs more generally—as in, to 
take one example at random (cf. Chantraine 1963, 193 [§287]): 

Καὶ	τότε	δὴ	θάρσησε	καὶ	ηὔδα	μάντις	ἀμύμων·(A	92)	
When somebody arouses something emotional in others with the aorist ὦρσε, the consequence 
of this arousal, in the progress of the narrative, can also be an aorist—if that consequence is 
the kind of action that would be most naturally expressed by an aorist anyway and/or the verb 
in question is an actual or virtual aoristus tantum: 

•	Ἂψ	δ’	αὖτις	Τρώεσσιν	Ὀλύμπιος	ἐν	μένος	ὦρσεν·	 (Θ	335)	
οἳ	δ’	ἰθὺς	τάφροιο	βαθείης	ὦσαν	Ἀχαιούς·	

Conversely, it would seem anomalous at first glance that the action of starting up (ἐξάρχειν) 
a γόος or anything else is always expressed either by an imperfect or a present participle: 

|7	ἐξῆρχε	γόοιο#	(Σ	51+)	and	|5	ἁδινοῦ	ἐξῆρχε	γόοιο#	(Σ	315+)	
#	μολπῆς	ἐξάρχοντες|tr	(Σ	606	=	δ	19)	

But ἐξάρχειν has no forms but these in Homer and no aorist forms at all (which remain very 
rare even after Homer). 
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…	ὃ	μὲν	Ἕκτορος	ἀνδροφόνοιο	

κλαῖ’	ἁδινὰ	…	

αὐτὰρ	Ἀχιλλεὺς	κλαῖεν	ἑὸν	πατέρ’	…	

	

•	ὣς	φάτο,	τοῖσι	δὲ	πᾶσιν	ὑφ’	ἵμερον	ὦρσε	γόοιο.		 	 (δ	183)	

κλαῖε	μὲν	Ἀργείη	Ἑλένη,	Διὸς	ἐκγεγαυῖα,	

κλαῖε	δὲ	Τηλέμαχός	τε	καὶ	Ἀτρεΐδης	Μενέλαος	

	

•	ὣς	φάτο,	τῷ	δ’	ἔτι	μᾶλλον	ὑφ’	ἵμερον	ὦρσε	γόοιο	 (ψ	231)	

κλαῖε	δ’	ἔχων	ἄλοχον	θυμαρέα,	κεδνὰ	ἰδυῖαν.	

 

•	ἀμφοτέροισι	δὲ	τοῖσιν	ὑφ’	ἵμερος	ὦρτο	γόοιο·	 	 (π	215)	

κλαῖον	δὲ	λιγέως,	ἁδινώτερον	ἤ	τ’	οἰωνοί	

This extends to a case in which weeping as a consequence of the instigation of a γόος is 

only indirectly noted:  

…	μετὰ	δέ	σφι	Θέτις	γόου	ἵμερον	ὦρσε.	 (Ψ	14)	

δεύοντο	ψάμαθοι,	δεύοντο	δὲ	τεύχεα	φωτῶν	

δάκρυσι·	…	

3.4. A positive drawback, moreover, to the analysis of γόον as an aorist is that if it is one, 

it is virtually the only aorist form of γοάω—regardless of morphological type—ever 

found, at least until very late. Although a future γοήσεται is already Homeric in the 

repeated line segment # ἐνθεμένη λεχέεσσι γοήσεταιǁ (Φ 124, Χ 353), the only aorists one 

may cite are a γοῆσαι from the AP (VII 608.3) and on an undated inscription in hexameters 

from Amorgos (IG VII,7: 445); a γοησάμενοι on an inscription in elegiacs, also undated, 

from Teos (SEG 2: 616. 5); as well as an ἐγόησαν, also from the AP (VII 611.3); and a 

γοήσατο from the third century CE Quintus Epicus (10.465).9 It is thus difficult to avoid 

the conclusion that γοάω denoted an activity that was so processual as to make an aorist 

unuseful and an imperfect exactly right.10 Herodian’s justification, moreover, of a 

thematic aorist parsing (ὥσπερ κτυπῶ ἔκτυπον, οὕτω γοῶ, ἔγοον [Περὶ ῥημάτων 3.2: 

802.22]) makes crucial use of an Attic present form κτυπῶ, which can scarcely be invoked 

either in a parallel to or in a model for a pairing to which a Homeric ἔγοον/ γόον could 

have belonged. 

3.5. Taking all of this into consideration, the “bottom line” of what is said in this EM entry 

is that an imperfect parsing is supported by native intuitions of the aspectual value of γόον 

 
9  A [γ]ό[η]σε is read on IG II2 6983, an Attic inscription. 
10  The only verb forms from this root that LIV2, 189 registers as even potentially reconstructible 

for PIE are a neutral present and an intensive present. 
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in Ζ 500, which is further buttressed by Homeric narrative patterns more generally.11 In 

contrast, the analysis as an aorist, for which the language demonstrably had no use 

anyway, was motivated only by an attempt to see the form as belonging to a pattern that 

a single ancient authority aligned, unworkably, with what seemed to be a parallel pattern 

elsewhere. 

 
4. To finish up the preliminaries, it is necessary to make specific mention of one other 

form that will obviously be relevant to 3rd pl. γόον. It occurs in the Odyssey:  

ὣς	ἐφάμην,	τοῖσιν	δὲ	κατεκλάσθη	φίλον	ἦτορ,	

ἑζόμενοι	δὲ	κατ’	αὖθι	γόων	τίλλοντό	τε	χαίτας·	(κ	567)	

This tells of the unenthusiastic reception that Odysseus’ men give to the news that there 

will be a detour to Hades on their way home: ‘sitting down on the spot, they kept wailing 

and tearing their hair.’ The 3rd pl. γόων in this line, transmitted without notable variant,12 

will clearly have to figure somehow in any verdict on 3rd pl. γόον. In function it is 

practically certain to be an imperfect. Still more so is the shape of the form as transmitted. 

But there are two possible accounts of it. The simplest is just to see this γόων as the 

contracted outcome of the “normal” imperfect: *góaon > γόων,13 and thus simply a 

“recent” form. A more involved scenario, but not decisively a better one,14 would be to 

assume that γόον, the peculiar imperfect that we saw in the Iliad, has gotten replaced here, 

in a typical kind of normalization, by exactly that same contracted imperfect—no matter 

what we end up doing about the Iliadic form: *γόον τίλλοντό τε >> γόων τίλλοντό τε. The 

only important point is that whatever is made of γόων in κ 567, it shows either directly or 

indirectly that Homeric language eventually had access to what we would call the normal 

Ionic imperfect of γοάω—unless, indeed, we insist somewhat arbitrarily upon supposing 

that this γόων is merely an artifact of the very early textual transmission, and that a γοον 

(= γόον) in a “prehistoric” exemplar written in an alphabet with no ω (epichoric Attic as 

the default) was eventually transcribed as the equally metrical γοων, the only form by 

then, when the text was put into the Ionic alphabet. 

 
5. May we then simply proceed on the understanding that γόον is an imperfect?15 Not 

quite. The aorist analysis, though not well vindicated, as noted above, by the purely verbal 

present – aorist analogue proposed by Herodian, has been recast by some modern 

scholarship in a denominal—or, at least, nominal-involved—form. 

5.1 One reads already in Monro (1891), 37 (§32.3), in substance, that γόον may belong to 

a small class of thematic aorists derived from thematic nominals (though the paragraph 

 
11  Most recently adopting the impf. analysis is Forssman (2019), 112 (§9.3.2). 
12  See, e.g., Ludwich (1889); West (2017), ad loc. 
13  So, most recently, Forssman (2019), 112 (§9.3.2). 
14  In its favor is only that irresolvably contracted -ων < -aon is a markedly rare thing in Homer. 

See Forssman (2019), 112 (§9.3.2). 
15  A theoretically possible but barely advocated view is that beside present stem *gowao/e- 

Greek just happened to have a simple thematic with o-grade root—i.e., a *gowo/e-. On this 
Forssman (2019), 109 (§9.2.2 I) says that ‘Eine Nebenform γοε- wegen Inj. γόον … ist 
unwrsch.’ It would be difficult to disagree. 



120  HOMERIC ΓΟΟΝ ‘BEWAILED’ 

 

actually says, but does not mean, ‘nouns’). Putative aorists of this type, according to 

Monro, would be θέρμετε ‘warm!’ (pl. imv. θ 426) and θέρμετο ‘grew warm’ (Σ 348, θ 

437), from θερμός ‘warm’; ὅπλεσθαι (Τ 172, Ψ 159) ‘get ready’ from ὅπλον ‘implement’ 

(: pres. ὁπλέω); our γόον (Ζ 500) ‘bewailed’, from γόος ‘a wail’ (: pres. γοάω); and 

ἁμαρτεῖν ‘miss’ from an *amarto- (viz. *n̥-mr̥-to-) ‘with no part in’ (apparently invoking 

the *mer- of, e.g., μέρος). In the note to this section, however, Monro adds that ‘[s]ome 

at least of these instances may be otherwise explained,’ pointing out, i.a., that ‘[f]or 

ὅπλεσθαι we may read [pres.] ὁπλεῖσθαι,’ and that γόον may perfectly well be an 

imperfect rather than a thematic aorist (on which more below). For the record, Monro’s 

privative compound *amarto- as the basis of aor. ἥμαρτον etc. is an obsolete construct at 

best and is not even mentioned in modern handbooks, which treat the etymology of the 

verb as unknown.16 Now the thematic verb stem that appears in Homer as the active imv. 

θέρμετε (with factitive meaning [θ 426: || θέρμετε δ’ ὕδωρ#]) and as the dictionally related 

middle indic. θέρμετο (with fientive value [Σ 348 = θ 437: || θέρμετο δ’ ὕδωρ#]) 

indubitably shows the -m- of the unambiguous nominal formant of θερμός ‘warm’. There 

is consequently no denying that this adjective was directly involved in the creation of the 

verbal stem.17 But θέρμετο all by itself is enough to show by its meaning that these are 

forms of a thematic present stem rather than aorist. 

5.2 The derivation of a very small number of thematic aorists from nominals is also 

mentioned, though as a mere possibility, in Leaf (1900), ad Z 500, where Monro’s 

ὅπλεσθαι : ὅπλον and θέρμετο : θερμός are repeated, and a new example, which should 

have been given as ἔκτυπε (Θ 75+) ‘crashed, thundered’ : κτύπος (Il.+) ‘sound, noise’,18 

is added. But ὅπλεσθαι, even if real, is still not an assured aorist, and θέρμετε, θέρμετο 

are positively best taken as forms of a thematic present. Aor. ἔκτυπε : nominal κτύπος, 

however, would in fact be parallel to aor. γόον : nominal γόος—if an explanation by way 

of a model for the creation of an aorist γόον, rather than an imperfect, were really wanted. 

In addition, the extreme rarity of a pairing like ἔκτυπε : κτύπος must cast some doubt upon 

the theory of its recruitment as a model for further examples. 

Nevertheless, the idea not only of making γόον an aorist, the less satisfactory option, 

but also of explaining it as directly derived from the verbal abstract γόος on the model—

uniquely deployed here—of ἔκτυπε : κτύπος was adopted in Chantraine (1948), 392, 3921 

(§186). It appears in all the re-issues of the original version of this fundamental work and 

has been retained without change in the revised Chantraine (2013), 379, 3791 (§186). 

5.3 Leumann (1950), 186–7 envisions ‘ein primäres Praeteritum 3. sg. γόε, 3. pl. γόον,’ 

which apparently amounts to an underived thematic aorist on the root (necessarily non-

ablauting, if so) of γόος ‘lamentation’. The pres. γοάω (Hom. γοάοιμεν, γοόωντες etc.) 

that goes with this aor. *γόε, γόον is explained, in this scenario, as a denominative to γόος 

that has been redone as an -άω pres. on the model of βοάω ‘shout, roar’ (Hom. βοάᾳ, 

βοόωσι etc.), a regular denominative to βοή ‘a cry’ (Hom.+). Neither the ancient 

 
16  See GEW 1, 87; DELG2, 68; GED s.v. ἁμαρτάνω; Sommer (1905), 30–8; Schwyzer (1939), 

7047.  
17  See Rau (2009), 116. 
18  What Leaf’s note here actually says is ‘cf. “κτύπε” by “κτυπέω”,’ which is not intelligible in 

the context. 



ALAN J. NUSSBAUM  121 

 

preference for an imperfect meaning of γόον nor the peculiarity of an o-grade in a primary 

thematic aorist is addressed. 

 

6. Even if it can be said with some cogency, however, that γόον at Ζ 500 is an imperfect, 

nailing down the precise history of that imperfect is somewhat more difficult. For two 

different accounts—neither decisively vindicated—have been proposed in the past. 

6.1 One way of explaining an imperfect that takes the shape γόον in the text, and which 

may fairly be labeled the standard view, seems to go back to Bechtel19 and involves a two-

step phonological development: *γόαον > *γόεον followed by *γόεον > γόον by 

“hyphaeresis.” 

6.1.1 The first step is to invoke a sound law first formulated by Johannes Schmidt,20 by 

which a Proto-Greek short a became e in hiatus before any kind of o vowel. The effects 

of this rule, according to Schmidt, would be conspicuously displayed in Delphian 

inscriptions, for example, where they would be especially frequent in forms of σῡλάω 

‘take away; rescue’: 

επιτιμεων (IG IX,1²: 1.95 etc., none before third century); συλεων (BCH 110 [1986], 438.4 
etc.); συλεοντες (BCH 91 [1967], 87A.15 etc.); συλεοι (SGDI II: 1696) vs. συλητω (SGDI 
II: 1705); συλην (SGDI II: 1802). 

But putative examples can be quoted from other dialects as well.21 In Cretan, for instance, 

they are not uncommon: 

Gortyn Law (IC IV: 72) μοικιōν, εβ̄ιον̄, επαριομενον (all with aō̆ > eō̆ and then regular 
Cretan eō̆ > iō̆ where the eō̆ sequence results from lost intervocalic *s (> *h) or *y but not 
*w22). 

And a number of other Doric (including NW Greek) dialects also exhibit presumptive 

traces.23 

Outside of Doric, the dialect that shows a good number of apparent cases in one way 

or another is, in fact, Ionic,24 where the examples all come from two morphological 

categories. Contract presents of the -aō̆- type show -eō̆- or its outcome in a fairly large 

number of forms: 

ἤντεον, ἐσύλεον (Hom.); μωμεύμενος (Theogn.); ἐφοίτεον (Hdt.) etc. 

The peculiar thing about these verb forms is that eō̆ for aō̆ is found only in forms 

transmitted in literary Ionic texts. Inscriptional forms regularly show -aō̆- or its 

contraction: 

 
19  Bechtel (1906), followed without comment by Schwyzer (1939), 252, 683. Most recently, 

Forssman (2019), 117 (§9.3.11) supports the view that ‘3. Plur. I γόον Z 500 zeigt wohl 
Hyphärese (*γόαον oder *γόεον),’ though without confronting the issues that that account 
entails. 

20  Schmidt (1889), 321–37. 
21  Buck (1955), 125 (§161.2). 
22  Buck (1955), 22 (§9.7); Bile (1988), 80 (§21.11), 83–5 (§21.121). 
23  See Méndez Dosuna (1985), 223–5. 
24  Schwyzer (1939), 242–3; Buck (1955), 125 (§161.2); HGD 2, 275 (§312 9b); Stüber (1996), 

113–5. 
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ἐνικων (Ceos IG XII,5: 608; IG XII,5: 444 Paros etc.), αισυμνων (Teos SGDI III.2: 5632), 
αἰσυμνωντος (SEG 4, 427.1; Syll3: 57), αδικωνται (Delos IG XI,4: 599 late 4c) etc. 

The other place where the rule is said to be reflected in Ionic is the paradigm of neuter 

nouns in -ας, -α-ος etc. Descriptively, these switch, outside the nom.-acc. singular, to the 

more common -ε-ος etc. type in Ionic: 

τέρας: τέρεος, τέρεα (Hdt.); γέρας: γέρεα (20x Hdt., inscrr. Miletus [SEG 15: 677, SEG 4: 
445, SGDI III.2: 5496, Dittenberger Syll.3: 1037] 4c and Cos [IG XII,4 1: 297); κέρας: 
κέρεος κέρει κέρεα κερέων (Hdt.). 

The idea is that these represent a generalization based on the gen. singular and plural, 

where the -e- was phonologically regular: 

-a-os, -a-ōn > -e-os, -e-ōn ⇒ -e-i, -e-a, -e-si. 

And this time, in contrast to the situation in the -aō̆- verbs, there is at least some evidence, 

even if indirect, for e in place of etymological a beyond textually transmitted cases: 

γερεα (inscrr. Miletus and Cos, as above). 

On the basis of this kind of evidence, in any event, Schmidt suggested the Proto-Greek 

rule described above, supposing in addition that the dialects that show practically no traces 

of it (e.g., Attic [regularly τῑμῶμεν, τῑμῶσι etc.] or Laconian [hεβοντι, ενhεβοhαις with 

hεβο- = *hēbō- < *hēbaō̆-]) and others25 have eliminated the eō̆ forms that would have 

been phonologically regular under this theory by paradigmatic leveling.26 

6.1.2 But whatever else may be thought of this sound law, it can no longer be considered 

Proto-Greek. The only parallels in Greek for dissimilatory vocalic fronting and raising—

of /e/ before both /o/ and /a/, as it happens—are (1) the eō̆ > iō̆ rule mentioned above for 

Cretan but found in many other dialects as well (Thess. θιος [θεός], Boe. ιοντος [ἐόντος], 

Lac. ανιοχιον̄ [ἡνιοχέων], Heracl. αδικιων [ἀδικέων])27 and (2) a rarer but analogous ea 
> ia development (Cypr. we-pi-ja [ἔπεα] ICS 217.B 26). And since this lone parallel is 

evidently a vowels-in-hiatus kind of phenomenon, an ao > eo development, also 

amounting to a dissimilatory fronting, would lose the support of its only parallel if it too 

were not limited to a v1_v2 environment. But it has long been the communis opinio that 

Proto-Greek had neither h-loss nor y-loss hiatuses. For the former, the settled doctrine (1) 

that the Mycenaean sign a2 spells /ha/ (e.g., a2-te-ro = ἅτερος ‘[the] other’), and (2) that 

pa-we-a2 therefore represents pharweha ‘cloaks’ (Hom. φᾱ́ρεα),28 which entails h > Ø/ 
v__v much later than Proto-Greek. The chronology of y-loss between vowels is less easy 

 
25  See, e.g., Buck (1955), 37 (§41.2). 
26  It is fair to doubt, however, that very frequent Ion. γέρεα has really gotten its stem-final -ε- 

from the gen. sg. and pl. 
27  Buck (1955), 21–3 (§9). 
28  Cf. also we-a2-no ‘robe’ (: *wes ‘wear, be dressed’ [LIV2, 692–3; IEW, 1172–3). 
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to pin down,29 but the weight of contemporary opinion30 is that y > Ø/ v__v was still 

ongoing in the Bronze Age—though even the completion of y > Ø/ v__v by the time of 

the Linear B tablets would not, of course, show that the loss was Proto-Greek. This means, 

naturally, that the aō̆ > eō̆ rule proposed by Schmidt was at best an independent 

development of the dialects that show it—or, in other words, more or less the same sort 

of thing as the eō̆/ aō̆ > iō̆/iā̆ change that happened in quite a few dialects too. For the 

dialects with no evidence of Schmidt’s sound law, it could still be assumed that the traces 

were leveled out. But if the whole thing is now a post-Proto-Greek matter altogether, there 

is no reason to suppose that an aō̆ > eō̆ ever happened in those dialects in the first place.31 

6.1.3 Getting back to Bechtel’s explanation of γόον, this all means that the first step in 

that proposed development, and therefore the whole process, can only have happened 

within the history of some dialect. And for the scenario to work, three things now have to 

be true of that dialect: 1. It obviously must be a dialect that contributed to epic language. 

2. It must be a dialect that had the putative sound change aō̆ > eō̆. 3. It must be a dialect 

that kept thematic inflection of “contract” presents, at least up until the time when putative 

aō̆ > eō̆ was effectuated. 

 
29  This question is obviously too complicated to be addressed here in any detail. But as an 

illustration of what is involved, we may point out that some of the most conspicuous evidence 
in favor of the standard doctrine is debatable. There is a frequently encountered view, to be 
specific, that the vacillation of Myc. -Ce-jo and -Ce-o in “material” adjectives (< *-eyo-)—
e.g., e-re-pa-te-jo vs. e-re-pa-te-o ‘of ivory’—demonstrates that the loss of intervocalic y was 
still in progress in the Mycenaean era (e.g., Lejeune 1972, 169 [§171]). But this is quite unsure. 
For there is the possibility that the subphonemic transitional glide /j/, always written between 
an /i/ and a non-front vowel (wi-ri-ni-jo ‘leathern’, ke-ra-i-ja- ‘of horn’ [fem.]), was generated 
also in the sequences /ea/ and /eo/, but was merely less robust there—which both explains its 
inconsistent notation and indicates that “real” phonemic y had simply been lost 
intervocalically by the end of Mycenaean period, as is shown anyway by the spelling o-u and 
never *o-ju for ou ‘not’ (οὐ) < *h2oyu (Cowgill 1960, 347–50). 

30  See Bartoněk (2003), 139; Hajnal-Risch (2006), 232–7 (C. §82.B); García Ramón (2016), 
213. 

31  In fact, a close study of the evidence pertaining to the appearance of eō̆ for etymological aō̆ 
in Greek, which obviously cannot be presented here, indicates that the entire phenomenon, in 
no matter what dialect, is the product of analogies and not of a sound law at all—with one 
type of analogy producing secondary -εε/ο- for -αε/ο- inflection in Doric contract presents, 
and other types responsible for -εε/ο- in place of “expected” -αε/ο- in literary Ionic compound 
presents (e.g., φωνή beside προσεφώνεε etc. already in Hom.) and some decompositional 
simplexes (e.g., φωνέω Thgn.+]) as well, on which see Forssman (1966), 82–3. 

  In this particular case, the idea that nom.-acc. pl. γέρεα (beside Ion. γερα [= γέρᾱ < *géraa] 
SEG 17: 377.3) has its -ε- analogically from gen. sg. *-e-os and/or gen. pl. -e-ōn is badly 
undermined by the distribution of forms: γέρεα is attested many times (20x in Hdt., nearly a 
dozen times in Ion. inscriptions [especially from Cos and Miletus]), while *γέρεος is never 
found at all, and γερέων is vanishingly rare (once in a fragment of Menecrates [4.11], quoted 
later by D.H [Ant. Rom. 1.48.3.11], and on one inscription from Mytilene [IG XII,2: 484.2]). 
This will be discussed in detail in another place. For now, see again Méndez Dosuna (1985), 
223–5. The explanation by way of Schmidt’s sound law is, however, maintained by Stüber 
(1996), 113–5. 
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The only dialect that satisfies these criteria is Ionic. In the other dialects from which 

Homeric forms can stem, what Schmidt regarded as an aō̆ > eō̆ sound change cannot be 

shown to have operated, and the “contract” presents show athematic inflection. It may not 

be much progress, but now at least it can be specified that the question is whether 

Bechtel’s account will work in Homeric Ionic. 

6.1.4 An answer may start by asking why there have to be two stages to the development 

(*góaon > *góeon and then *góeon > γόον) at all, or why it could not have been *góaon 
> γόον directly. For if a vowel is going to be lost by hyphaeresis in any case, it is not 

immediately clear why it should change first. Bechtel does not say anything explicit about 

this, but the reason seems to be that although there are post-Homeric Ionic parallels for 

what looks like the loss of /ĕ/ between two /ō̆/ vowels32—  

 *-o(iy)eont- > -o(iy)ont-: ποιοντος (Chios BCH 1913, 194–202, no. 20, ca. 400); *-oeont- 
> -oont-: ομονοοντες (Amorgos SGDI III.2: 5363, after 300), *-oeont- > -oont- > -ọ̄nt 
(νοῦνται [Democritus Frag. 129. 2 and 3]) 

—there are no such inscriptional and/or literary parallels for the loss of /ă/ in the same 

position. In Homer in particular, no form would point to the loss of ă preceded by ŏ in a 

sequence of three consecutive vowels, unless it is claimed that γόον itself is a unique 

example of it. It therefore looks as if Bechtel wanted to take advantage of forms like 

ὁμονοοντες to get from a three-syllable imperfect *góaon to the two-syllable γόον that we 

have. 

6.1.5 But it is difficult to believe very confidently in this vowel loss for γόον. First, there 

is room for some doubt that what would happen before medial -nt- would also happen 

before final -n, though this is hard to judge for very many dialects because of the scarcity 

of evidence bearing on the treatment of *-oeo- altogether, and especially in these two 

positions specifically. But to judge by the analogous hyphaeresis of simple -eo- before -nt- 
and -n, where preservation is the rule in most dialects, but which shows reduction to -ont- 
and -on in some (κατοικοντες [IC III.iii: 5, SEG 36:811] and επεστατον [IC III.iii: 3 C.16] 

E. Cret. [Hierapytna]), the treatment is not always uniform in both environments (Delph. 

θεαροντōν [FD 3: 4.369] vs. παρεκαλεον [SGDI II: 2675]. One may note, possibly 

tellingly, that in the rather full treatment given to this -eo- > -o- phenomenon in Schwyzer 

(1939), 252–3, the available examples of -eoCC- > -oC- (including but by no means 

limited to -eont- > -ont-: Eub. Θοκλος [IG XII.9: 56, no.454 ca. 475], Meg. Θογνειτος 

[SGDI III.1: 3025.63] < θεο-) far outnumber those attesting -eoC > -oC (E. Cret. 

επεστατον [IC III.iii: 3 C.16], as above). There is consequently no guarantee that any 

variety of Ionic ever underwent hyphaeresis of *-(o)eon > *-(o)on even if there are traces 

of *-(o)eont- > *-(o)ont- there. 

Beyond mistrust of an Ionic *-(o)eon > *-(o)on assumed on the basis of *-(o)eont- 
> -(o)ont- (ποιοντος [Chios], ομονοοντες [Amorgos]), however, there is the possibility of 

making a case that -oeō̆- hyphaeresis itself was post-Homeric altogether in Ionic. Homer 

 
32  See SGDI III.2: 555 sub no. 5363 and, in more detail (with more examples drawn from more 

dialects than just Ionic), Schwyzer (1939), 252–3. It should be noted, however, that many 
supposed examples of etymological -eea- and -eeo- surfacing in the end as -ĕa- and -ĕo-are 
probably to be explained in a different way: *-eea/o- > -ēạ/o- > -ĕa/o- (Nussbaum 2018, 271–
302). 
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has a decent number of -oeō and -oeō̆- forms of νοέω (< *noheyo/e- with two old hiatuses, 

one may note): 

νοέω 3x Il., 5x Od.; νοέοντι 1x Il., 1x (in a 3x repeated line) Od.; νοεούσῃ 1x Il.  

In every case the etymological /oeō̆/ sequence is metrically guaranteed as still trisyllabic.33 

Homer does not have many other verbs in -oeō and -oeō̆-, but the forms that can be found 

also fail to show the vowel loss on which Bechtel’s explanation has always depended: 

λόεον34 ‘washed’ 1x Od.; οἰνοχοεῦντες35 ‘pouring (wine)’ 1x Od.; contrast ποίεον 2x Il. 
with ποιοντος (Chios), as above. 

 

It therefore seems anything but obvious that γόον would be an already-Homeric 

hyphaeresized form of *góeon (however that may itself have arisen36). 

6.1.6 The dispositive point in all this, however, is perhaps that the very verb under 

discussion here (γοάω) never shows any other form in Homer or even after Homer in 

which a vowel would seem to have been hyphaeresized between the two o-vowels, at least 

on the surface. The relevant Homeric forms are: 

With unmolested -oao-: γοάοιμεν (1x Il.), γοάοιεν (1x Il.) 

With -oaō̆- “distracted” to -ooō-: γοόωντα (1x Od.), γοόωντες (1x Od.), γοόωντας (1x Od.), 
γοόωσα (3x Il. [in 4 appearances], 5x Od.), γοόωσαν (2x Od.) 

 
33 So too νοέων (Hes. Op. 286). It would be arbitrary to insist that νοεῦντες (Hes. Op. 261) stands 

in the place of an “original” †νόοντες, of course. 
34 It is not especially plausible that 3rd sg. impf. λό’ (λόε) at κ 361 is analogical to a putative 1st 

sg. and 3rd pl. *lóon that was produced by a hyphaeresis of impf. λόεον (δ 252) (: fut. 
λοέσσομαι [ζ 221], aor. λοέσσαι [τ 320] etc.) to a present *loweyo/e- (> λούω [Hom. λούεσθαι, 
fut. -λούσομαι, aor. λοῦσαι etc.]). The attestation in Homer of unhyphaeresized λόεον is itself 
a bit of an embarrassment to this account of this λόε, as is the existence of a λόω in, e.g., Attic 
(see LSJ 1062, col. 1), which is not otherwise much of a hyphaeresizing dialect. Hom.+ λόω 
can in any case be explained as a different, and inherited, simple thematic present formation, 
with Lat. lavō, -ere as an exact correspondent (by “Thurneysen-Havet’s Law”; see, e.g., Weiss 
2020, 152). 

35 It would again be arbitrary or even tendentious to contend that οἰνοχοεῦντες is “really” 
†οἰνοχόοντες, though it would be reasonable to wonder whether -χοευ- in this form, with 
“recent” Ionic but thoroughly Homeric -ευ- from -eo- (Chantraine 2013, 61–5, especially 63–
4), might not have been triggered by the separate present οἰνοχοεύειν (2x Il., 2x Od.).  

36 The dubiousness of a putative *góeon > γόον obviously undermines the plausibility of a 
*góeon that arose in some way other than via Schmidt’s aō̆ > eō̆ rule as well. Specifically, 
Leumann’s idea (see §5.3 above) that the present γοάω represents a denominative in original 
*-e(y)o/e- to the verbal abstract *gówo- ‘a groan’ (> γόος) that was remade as an -a(y)o/e-
present in assimilation to βοάω, leaving only *góeon > γόον as a trace, would also be strongly 
disfavored if *-oeon > -oon cannot be counted on. But Leumann’s overall scenario has other 
problems too (on which see again §5.3 above)—to which it may be added that γοάω, as a 
virtual praesens tantum, is less likely than it might seem to have followed the lead of an averbo 
like βοάω: (ἐ)βόησα, in which the present is the marginal member (as observed above). 
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With -oaŏ- contracted to -oō-: γόων (1x Od.), γοῶντες (2x Il., 1x Od.)37 

If fifteen times we have uncontracted forms that rule out hyphaeresis in the first place, 

and if three times we have contracted-looking forms that also rule it out at least as they 

stand, then invoking hyphaeresis to explain the last remaining form must inspire 

skepticism. Furthermore, the Homeric present stem forms of the rhyme-verb βοάω 

‘shout’—as comparatively few as they are, and with no form occurring more than once—

show exactly the same pattern as γοάω (except without cases of unmolested -oaō̆-): 

With -oaō̆- “distracted” to -ooō-: βοόωσι (1x Il.), βοόων (1x Il. [in 2 appearances]), βοόωντα 
(1x Il.), βοόωντες (1x Il.) 

With -oaō̆- contracted to -oō-: βοῶν (1x Il.), -βοῶντε (1x Il.) 

In other words, all the available evidence suggests that at least the second step in Bechtel’s 

phonological explanation of γόον is something that did perhaps happen in Ionic, but, if so, 

only after the formational period of the Iliad and Odyssey—and may not have happened 

before final -n at all.38 

6.2 This brings us to the second way of explaining an imperfect that takes the transmitted 

shape γόον. If γόον in Ζ 500 is an imperfect, which remains the clearly superior parsing, 

but does not come from regular, expectable *góaon by sound change(s), we could resort 

to a fairly obvious alternative way of still explaining the form as an imperfect. Nor is this 

alternative especially difficult to envision. In fact, it was envisioned modo grosso at least 

as long ago as Brandreth (1841), 102, followed by Fick (1886), 320 (both ad loc.), where 

the idea was to see γόον as a rearrangement of a 3. pl. impf. in the “Aeolic” inflection that 

is indeed found in Lesbian and Thessalian, but also in Arcadian, Cyprian, Mycenaean 

and—most importantly for present purposes—in Homeric language.39 This is the well-

known athematic inflection of present stems that would belong to the so-called “contract” 

type in Attic, Ionic and Doric—which is to say -ē- in place of -eo/e-, -ā- in place of -ao/e-, 

and -ō- in place of -oo/e-. Forms pointing to this kind of present inflection include: Lesb. 

αιτηται (IG XII.2: 14), κάλημ<μ>ι (Sa. 60.4 PMG), ζαμιωσθω (IG XII.2: 1 etc.), καλησθαι 

(IG XII.2: 645 etc.), ευεργετεντεσσι (IG XII, 2 527), ποιημενος (IG XII Suppl.: 137); 

Thess. στραταγεντος (SEG 31: 577), διεσαφειμενα (IG IX.2: 1229 etc.); Arc. ποεντω (IG 

 
37 The suggestion (Bechtel 1908, 196) that γόων and γοῶντες are substitutions of contracted 

forms for forms that have undergone the hyphaeresis (*gó(e)on and *go(é)ontes) that the same 
author proposed (Bechtel 1906) for γόον < gó(e)on itself is both arbitrary and even self-
defeating, implying as it does that in γόων and γοῶντες Ionic actually had unhyphaeresized 
and contracted forms (that had furthermore not undergone an *ao > *eo change either). And 
accounting for γόων and γοῶντες as Atticisms of the tradition is surely the counsel of despair. 

38 It is far from sure or even plausible that the widely transmitted forms σόη(ι)ς (Ι 681) and σόη(ι) 
(Ι 424), apparent pres. subjunctives (see Ludwich 1902–7; Allen 1931; West 1998–2000 etc. 
ad locc.), provide evidence of a *sa(w)óēi(s) that hyphaeresized the ă in its first syllable after 
w-loss. It seems probable that these forms are of a piece with the 3 pl. pres. subj. (Ι 393) widely 
transmitted as σόωσι for σαῶσι. Cf. also Hesych. (1320) *σόεις· σώζεις? See also §6.3 below 
and the Appendix. 

39 See, e.g., Schwyzer (1939), 729–30; Buck (1955), 123–4; Blümel (1982), 167–77 (§§181–9); 
Scarborough (2023), 136–42 (§2.1.3); Dubois (1986),142–52; Egetmeyer (2010), 465–73; 
Chantraine (2013), 294–5, 486. 
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V.2 6), αδικεντα (IG V.2 6), αδικημενος (IG V.2: 6), ζαμιοντω ((IG V.2 6); Myc. tere-ja-
e (PY Ep04, Eb40) = teleyyāhen (-hen infin. to pres. teleyyā- [= *teleyyao/e-]). 

6.2.1 As is already clear from the examples just given (Lesb. αιτηται etc.), the stem in this 

type of inflection ends in a long vowel that does not alternate with a short one (except 

where the underlying long vowel has been shortened by Osthoff’s Law [Thess. 

στραταγεντος etc.]). This is especially evident from a category like the -μεναι infinitive. 

In these forms, primary or “real” athematic presents (so-called “-μι presents”) show a 

zero-grade: 

ἴ-μεναι (: εἶ-μι), ἱέ-μεναι (: ἵη-μι), ἱστά-μεναι (: ἵστη-μι < *hístā-). 

But verbs with “Aeolic” inflection show the same long vowel that they show everywhere 

else: 

Hom. ἀλήμεναι (Ε 823+), πενθήμεναι (σ 174+), ποθήμεναι (μ 110), φιλήμεναι (Χ 265), 
φορήμεναι (Ο 310). 

6.2.2 The imperfect of this kind of inflection of γοάω would have had in its original form: 

*(e)góān *(e)góāmen 

*(e)góās *(e)góāte 

*(e)góā40 *égoăn/ *góăn 

 

—with the 3rd plural expected to have a short ă as the stem-final before the ending -n, as 

an analogous paradigm like that of the Homeric “passive” aorist in invariant -(θ)η- would 

suggest: 

 

*γόᾱμεν      -(θ)ημεν 

       *γόᾱτε     =    -(θ)ητε 

       *γόᾰν41      -(θ)εν (ἤγερθεν Α 57 etc.)  

 

6.2.3 Even if the metrical shape of γόον in Ζ 500 can be explained, however, by taking it 

to represent this kind of descriptively athematic 3rd pl. imperfect, that idea still does not 

exactly impose itself. For one thing, it is necessary to determine whether it is possible that 

the 3rd pl. *γόᾰν finally gets represented by γόον. If this happened, it would have to have 

been a kind of diektasis or distraction (see also §6.1.6 above).42 This is a phenomenon 

limited to epic language—in which an old, but metrically irreplaceable, uncontracted 

 
40 To 3. sg. imperf. act. *(e)góā cf. σάω (Π 363, Φ 238) to (*)σάωμι ‘save’, the “Aeolic” 

correspondent of Ion. σαόω (-όω factitive to σάος ‘safe and sound’). 
41  As an evidence of this type of Aeolic 3rd pl. imperfect, Fick (see Leaf 1900, ad loc.) quoted a 

γέλαν (: *γέλᾱμι = γελάω ‘laugh’) from a fragment of Sappho or Alcaeus (PLF: Incert. Frag. 
8). To be sure, the quantity of the α in the final syllable cannot be determined in its context: 
γέλαν δ’ ἀθάνατοι θέοι. But the null hypothesis is that it is short—judging again from the 
indications of the 3rd pl. aor. “pass.” -(θ)εν, which is the closest available parallel, since that 
of, e.g, ἔβημεν, ἔβητε, ἔβαν is inexact because its stem does not end in an invariant -ᾱ (or -η): 
cf. dual βάτην. 

42  Chantraine (2013), 77–84 (Ch. V). 
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sequence, especially of ă plus ō̆, is represented by a twο-syllable version of the vowel, 

namely ō (= ω), that would have been the eventual contraction product. 

a. The commonest type, with ăō by “nature” or position retained as οω, can be exemplified 

by: 

ὁράω	→	ὁρόω,	ὁράουσι	→	ὁρόωσι,	ὁράοιτε	→	ὁρόῳτε,	ὁράοντες	→	ὁρόωντες	

b. The next most frequent is an āō or āoCC sequence that is replaced by “distracted” ōō 
or ōocc: 

μνά̄οντο	 →	 μνώοντο,	 -δρά̄ουσι	 →	 -δρώωσι,	 μαιμά̄ουσι	 →	 μαιμώωσι,	 ἡβά̄ουσα	 →	
ἡβώωσα	

c. But what is needed for γόον as a representative of *γόᾰν is the diektasis of two vowels 

in hiatus that are both the nuclei of metrically short syllables. This is rare, but not 

unexampled. For at least ăŏ sequences are found that take the form ŏŏ in Homer: 

σάος, σάον → σόος (τ 300), σόον (Η 310 etc.) and cf. σόοι (A 344 etc.)43 

Nom. *Πείραος → Πείροος (B 844, Δ 525) 

 Cf. nom. *Πείραος > Πείρως (Δ 520) 

  gen. ǁ *Πειράο᾿ υἱόν# represented as ǁ Πείρεω υἱόν# (Υ 484) 

  patronymic Πειραΐδαο (Δ 228) 

Ιf distracted renditions of these non-identical vowels in hiatus in fact take their cue from 

what would be the contracted outcome of such sequences, and since oa gives the same 

contraction product as ao in Ionic, it does seem possible that γόον is indeed a diektasized 

rendering of a *γόᾰν. As an additional factor favoring this eventual representation of the 

form, it is unquestionably the case that γόον as we have it looks more like the normal Ionic 

γόων than a hypothetical Aeolic *γόαν could. In addition, the Homeric paradigm of γοάω 

has a good number of more banal diektasis forms: 

γοόωντα,	γοόωντες,	γοόωντας,	γοόωσα,	γοόωσαν;	v.ll.	γοόῳμεν,	γοόῳεν	

And these necessarily have three o-vowels in a row, and even two consecutive short ones, 

which might have something to do with this slightly unusual γόον as well. 

d. All in all, then, it seems at least possible that an “Aeolic”-type athematic form could 

have gotten a diektatic treatment of ŏă and ended up as γόον. 

 

6.3 Nor would γοάω ‘bewail’ be the only case in Homer of a present stem that very 

specifically shows “Aeolic” inflection in its imperfect indicative (+/- other forms) beside 

 
43  This despite Chantraine (2013), 83, since there is no particular reason to rule out an analogical 

explanation of fem. σόη (Ο497) and neut. σόα (Ω 382 +). And the idea that the adjective had 
an o-grade root is hardly tenable against the evidence of σαόφρων (δ 168) and related forms 
(σαόφρονα [Φ 462, H. Bacch. 49], σαοφροσύνης [ψ 13], σαοφροσύνῃσι [ψ 30] and several 
more in Archil., Theogn., Pind., Simon., Bacchyl.) together with σαώτερος (A 32), σαώσεις 
(A 83) etc., and σῶς, σῶν in the epics themselves as well as in Attic (including, e.g., Thuc., 
Ar., Antiph.), together with indications like Cypr. PN sa-wo-pi-o /Sawobiō/ (ICS 255) or Boe. 
Σαυκρατες̄. (IG VII 1888 c, 8). 
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the “contract” forms that would be regular in Ionic. Another clear case is that of the verb 

meaning ‘save’.44  

The extra-presential forms of this verb in Homer include a fut. act. and midd., a very 

well represented aor. act., and a much less frequent aor. pass. The fut. forms are of the 

shape σαώσω, -εις, -ει etc. (Il., Od.) and σαώσεαι (Od.). The aor. act. forms are what 

would be expected to go with this future:  

ἐσάωσα (Od.), σάωσας (Il.), (ἐ)σάωσε (Il., Od.), ἐσάωσαν (Il.); subj. σαώσῃς (Il.), σαώσῃ 
(Il.), σαώσετον (Il.), σαώσομεν (Il.,Od.); opt. σαώσειας (Il.), σαώσαι (Il., Od.), σαώσειαν 
(Il.); imv. σάωσον (Il., Od.), σαώσατε (Il.); infin. σαωσέμεναι (Il.), σαωσέμεν (Il.); aor. 
pass. ἐσάωθεν (Od.); imv. σαωθήτω (Il.); inf. σαωθῆναι (Il., Od.). 

These fut. and aor. forms guarantee that the present of this verb, if any, would be non-

“Aeolic” σαόω, which would itself be unambiguously analyzable as the -όω factitive to 

σάος ‘safe and sound’. This, in turn, is consistent with such forms as 3 pl. pres. indic. 

σαοῦσι (Tyrt. IEG 11.13), 2 sg. imv. σάου (H. Dem. 3), 3 sg. opt. σαοῖ (Thgn. IEG 1.868). 

In the epics themselves, this present is presupposed by the imperfect iterative σώεσκον 

(Θ363), representing *σαόεσκον|tr ‘I often saved’. Beside this, however, strong traces of 

an -ωμι inflection for this present are found: 2. sg. pres. indic. σάως/σάωις (Alc. [PLF: 
313]) and, crucial for the present point, the Homeric forms 3 sg. impf. σάω (Π 363, Φ 238) 

and 2 sg. imv. σάω (ν 230 [2x], ρ 595), which is already enough to establish an instance 

in which Homeric language (if the Hymns qualify as such) has both “Aeolic” and non-

“Aeolic” present inflection side by side in one verb. 

Other Homeric forms of this present are either interestingly ambiguous on this score 

or provide additional evidence of -ωμι beside -όω inflection.45 

 

6.4 So far, consequently, there is nothing actually against this “Aeolic” athematic 

explanation of γόον. But it would obviously corroborate the case if something positive 

can be said for it. What is needed is some evidence that this particular verb did in reality 

inflect, at least in part, according to the athematic Aeolic pattern in the epic dialect. In 

fact, there are a couple of indications that it did. 

6.4.1.a. The first such thing that comes to mind is the pres. infinitive γοήμεναι (Ξ 502).46 

Infinitives in -ήμεναι to -άω presents are not at all common in Homer. They are much less 

common, in any case, than -ήμεναι to -έω. There are only γοήμεναι itself (: γόων [κ 567], 

γοάασκεν [θ 92], γοόωσα [Ε 413+] etc.), ἀρήμεναι ‘pray’ at χ 322 (: ἀρᾶται [Ι 240+], 

ἠρώμην [E 114+]) etc.), and πεινήμεναι ‘starve’ at υ 137 (: πεινάων [Γ 25] etc.). Each 

occurs only once. 

6.4.1.b. Furthermore, ἀρήμεναι is peculiar, since it is the only active form of this otherwise 

deponent verb (which occurs in the present, imperfect, future, aorist and perfect) that is 

found in Homer or elsewhere. But the explanation of ἀρήμεναι is obvious. The phrase at 

χ 322 that contains this uniquely active form is: 

…	ἀρήμεναι	‖	ἐν	μεγάροισιν#	

 
44  See also Forssman (2019), 41 (§2.2.1 II). On the supposed “Aeolic” pedigree of imperfect 

dual forms in -ήτην to -άω presents see, for now, note 51. 
45  See Appendix. 
46  See also Forssman (2019), 41 (§2.2.1 II). 
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And this may justly be suspected of having been modeled on the one at Ξ 502 in the Iliad, 

where γοήμεναι appears instead: 

…	γοήμεναι	‖	ἐν	μεγάροισιν#.	

Active inflection in the present is, after all, the invariant rule for γοάω. One is entitled to 

suppose from this that γοήμεναι already belonged to the epic morphological inventory 

when the exceptional ἀρήμεναι was created. 

6.4.1.c. Πεινήμεναι, for its part, is an infinitive not to a banal -ăo/e- present, but to 

an -āo/e- present with -ā- throughout. This is not unambiguously clear from the Homeric 

forms that happen to occur: 

(πεινᾱì ων	[Γ	25],	πεινᾱì οντα	[Σ	162],	πεινᾱì οντε	[Π	758]).	

These forms, if made to an -ăo/e- present of the usual sort, would all present an 

unavoidable cretic sequence (†πεινάων etc. = ˉ ˘ ˉ), impossible to place anywhere in a 

hexameter. Consequently, the Homeric forms, in the absence of further information, could 

be suspected of showing a frequent type of metrical lengthening.47 But residual Attic 

forms (though this present joined the ordinary -ăo/e- type later48) confirm a real, 

etymological -āo/e- present stem (> Att.-Ion. *-ǣo/e- > Ion. *-ήω > -έω, -ήει > -ῇ) here:  

infinitive πεινῆν (Ar. Ach. 794 +); indic. πεινῇς (Hdn. Περὶ παθῶν 3.2: 315.11), πεινῇ (Ar. 
Eq. 1271+); subj. πεινῇ (Pl. Phaedo 85a +). 

The other relevant factor is that the segments making up υ 137 (# σίτου δ’ οὐκέτ’ ἔφη|5 

πεινήμεναι ǁ εἴρετο γάρ μιν#) do not seem to suggest a secondary explanation of 

πεινήμεναι like the one that looked plausible for ἀρήμεναι above. Nevertheless, a 

secondary explanation based upon the very unusual coexistence of an older Att.-Ion. 

πεινηο/ε- with a newer πειναο/ε- may be considered. Since this verb for ‘starve’ is at least 

as well represented in the imperfect as elsewhere, we may perhaps conjecture that the 3 

sg. of the older inflection, which would have been *(ἐ)πείνη (< *[ἐ]πείνηε), played a role 

in the creation of πεινήμεναι. This impf. *(ἐ)πείνη would have become more or less 

opaque as soon as the newer and less marked πεινάω inflection began to compete. It was 

then, in this scenario, that it became eligible to play a role in the analogical creation of a 

purely epic infinitive by a process like (ἐ)δάμη (Β 860 = 874, I 545+) : δαμήμεναι (Κ 403 

= Ρ 77+) = *(ἐ)πείνη : x, which would reliably produce the infinitive πεινήμεναι, of 

course.49 

 
47  Chantraine (2013), 100–1 (§44 A. a). 
48  3 pl. pres. indic. πεινῶσιν (Ar. Plut. 504), impf. ἐπείνων (Ar. Aves 1282, Ach. 535+; Xen. 

Hell. VI, 2.15.2), pres. ptcpl. m. dat. pl. πεινῶσι (Ar. Aves 580+). For additional forms see 
Veitch (1887), 518. 

49  An equivalent solution—on an understanding that -ήμεναι to an -έω is more cogent, because 
more frequent, than -ήμεναι to an -άω—could start with recognizing that an -ηο/ε- present like 
πεινηο/ε-, in Ionic, would develop, e.g., an indic. 1st sg. *πεινέω (< *πεινήω) and 3rd pl. 
*πεινέωσι (< *πεινήουσι), with the latter analogically redone as *πεινέουσι to conform to the 
usual indicative rather than subjunctive pattern. This would have led to a pres. indic. 
inflectional pattern *πεινέω, πεινῇς, πεινῇ, *πεινέουσι and enabled *πεινέω : πεινήμεναι on 
the model of καλέω : καλήμεναι, πενθέω : πενθήμεναι, φιλέω : φιλήμεναι, and especially—
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6.4.1.d. This leaves γοήμεναι as the one and only Homeric active infinitive in -ήμεναι that 

goes with an unremarkable active present in -ăo/e-. But, as suggested above, it also 

appears likely that γοήμεναι was actually the model for the unexpected active infinitive 

ἀρήμεναι, from which it was concluded that γοήμεναι must therefore have been around in 

epic language for at least a relatively long time. This means at the same time, however 

that γοάω is the only verb in Homer that displays the pattern -άω, -άεις, -άει etc. : -ήμεναι. 

In other words, that pattern is completely unproductive in epic language, which, in turn, 

means that as far as can possibly be told, γοήμεναι was probably not itself analogically 

formed by an epic poet, since no model—or at least no exact model—seems to exist. But 

if γοήμεναι was not analogically formed, and is therefore not a creation of epic language, 

then the Homeric repertory presumably came by it honestly, so to speak. It may be 

considered, that is to say, an epic Aeolicism that has merely Ionicized *-ᾱ́μεναι 

to -ήμεναι.50 

This infinitive is therefore one indication that the epic dialect, to put it synchronically, 

inflected γοάω at least partly in the athematic-looking “Aeolic” fashion. If so, we would 

now have a small piece of positive support for the idea that γόον in Z 500 represents a 3rd 

plural imperfect *γόᾰν of just such a paradigm.51 

 

6.4.2 There are, however, two other features of the Homeric averbo of γοάω that are 

relevant here. By themselves, neither would necessarily mean very much, but in light of 

what it seems possible to conclude from γόον itself and from γοήμεναι, they at least 

deserve to be mentioned. 

6.4.2.1. a. First there is the iterative imperfect in -σκο/ε- to this verb. As a rule in Homer,52 

contract presents both in -έω and in -άω make the -σκο/ε- imperfect from the full thematic 

stem in -εε- or -αε- (the latter regularly represented with distraction to -αα-), which is what 

would be expected of such present stems in the first place: 

κομέουσι	:	κομέεσκεν	 ἐκπεράᾳ	:	περάασκε	

ὀχέειν	:	ὀχέεσκον	 πεδάᾳ	:	πεδάασκον	

Contract presents with a heavy and metrically long root syllable, however, would 

systematically contain a cretic sequence if they were made in the same, expectable way 

(where O = syllable): Ōε̆ε̄σκον etc., Ōᾰε̄σκον etc. The Homeric solution to this problem 

 

because of semantic relatedness to πεινήμεναι ‘starve’—ποθέω : ποθήμεναι ‘miss, long for’. 
In either case, πεινήμεναι cannot count as an -ήμεναι infinitive to an ordinary -άω present. 

50  Chantraine (2013), 294–5. 
51  Another set of Homeric forms that have been analyzed as “Aeolic” -V ̄ presents corresponding 

to -V ̄o/e- stems in Ionic etc. (Chantraine 2013, 295) are a number of duals. While these forms 
made to -eo/e- presents mostly show the -είτην that would be banal as the outcome of ancient 
Ionic *-ee-tοn or *-ee-tǣn (e.g., αἰνεῖτον [σ 64], κομείτην [Θ 113] etc.), those that go 
with -ao/e- presents, instead of expected -ᾱ́την < *-ae-tǣn, regularly show -ήτην (φοιτήτην 
[Μ 266] etc.). This might seem to establish actual “Aeolic” inflection for an additional tranche 
of -ao/e- presents in epic language. But the fact that “Aeolic” -η- inflection in the -eo/e- cases 
is mostly missing argues against this, as does the circumstance that the stem-final -η- of 
these -ήτην duals to -ao/e- presents is always placed in the biceps and is thus consistently 
resolvable. 

52  For more on this see Nussbaum (1998), 64–72 with reference to Kimball (1980), 44–6. 
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was to make the iterative imperfect of contract presents with a heavy root syllable 

in -εσκον and -ασκον rather than -έεσκον and -άεσκον/-άασκον: 

ὠθεῖ	:	ὤθεσκον	 νῑκᾷ	:	νῑκάσκομεν	

πωλεῖται	:	πωλέσκετο	τρωπᾶσθε	:	τρωπάσκετο	etc.	

To judge by the completely consistent evidence of the accent as transmitted in the forms 

that could disambiguate, in addition to the complete absence of graphic contraction 

products, iterative imperfects like those just exampled are not the result of contraction: 

*οἰχνέεσκε, if it had existed, would have yielded an *οἰχνεῖσκε vs. actual οἴχνεσκε, just 

as *ὠθέεσκον would have developed to *ὠθεῖσκον vs. actual ὤθεσκον. Instead, these Ōεω̆ 

and Ōεω̆ presents act as if they were made, speaking purely descriptively, from athematic 

stems with a final short vowel. In any case, the distribution is clear and regular: in contract 

presents after a light syllable we find -έεσκ- and -άασκ-, while after a heavy syllable it 

is -εσκ- and -ασκ-. This pattern is followed by forms of 27 different contract presents that 

make iterative imperfects in Homer. 

6.4.2.1.b. There are exactly three verbs that offer exceptional forms. The first of them, 

καλέω, does makes a regular καλέεσκον, -ε (2x Il., 1x H. Pan, 1x Hes. Th.), but there is 

also anomalous καλέσκετο (Ο 338).53 Similarly, ἐάω makes an irregular-looking 

ἔασκες, -ε (4x Il.), while its by-form εἴασκον, -ε (3x Il., 1x Od., 1x Hes. Frag.) is a 

representation of regularly formed *ἐάεσκον, -ε.54 But the third present in this tiny group 

is precisely γοάω, which once makes the iterative imperfect that would be expected 

(γοάασκεν θ 92), but then, twice within eight lines of the Hymn to Aphrodite, offers two 

instances of the irregularly short form in what is essentially a repeated line segment:  

#	τὸν	δὴ	ἔπειτα	γόασκε|tr	(209),	#	οὐκέτ’	ἔπειτα	γόασκε|tr	(216).	

These abnormal short forms require an explanation, occurring as they do in only three of 

the twenty-eight contract presents that form an iterative in Homer—and appearing only in 

some such forms at that. 

6.4.2.1.c. For καλέω : καλέσκετο, a rationale is not far to seek.55 For it is guaranteed by 

κάλημ<μ>ι (Sappho PLF 60.4) and κ[άλ]η[μμι (Sappho PLF 1.16) that καλέω did in fact 

inflect as a descriptive athematic κάλημι in Lesbian and therefore, presumably, in other 

dialects showing “Aeolic” inflection as well.56 This makes it possible to suppose that while 

καλέεσκον, -ε (Il. +) was the iterative imperfect to καλέω, καλέσκετο (Il.) was the version 

of the form made from Aeolic κάλημι. The model for its formation would have been 

provided by the -σκον imperfects derived from presents inherited as athematic, in which 

the weak stem of an ablauting present preceded the -σκο/ε-, as in ἵστᾰται (Κ 173, Ο 293, 

 
53  The form is passive: υἱὸς δὲ Σφήλοιο |tr καλέσκετο Βουκολίδαο. It has dictional congeners in 

the naming construction |5 οἳ Τιτῆνες καλέονται (Ξ 279) and |5 αἳ Νηϊάδες καλέονται (ν 104 = 
348), cf. also |tr καὶ ἀθάνατοι καλέονται (Ε 342) and |tr καὶ ἀφνειοὶ καλέονται (ο 433, ρ 423 = 
τ 79). It also has versificational ones in |tr τιέσκετο Ἴλιος ἱρὴ (Α 490) and the like (Η 140, λ 
208). 

54  Nussbaum (1998), 66–70, 70–2. 
55  Nussbaum (1998), 68. 
56  So too possibly Thess. (Pelasg.) προκαλεονθαι if this is a subjunctive in *kalē-ō̆-. See 

Scarborough (2023), 138–9. 
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Χ 318) : ἵστασκε (τ 574) or φάτο (Α 188+) : φάσκε (Λ 306+),57 and where the exact model 

for κάλημι : καλέσκετο would have been provided, in turn, by ἵστημι : ἵστασκε and φημί : 

φάσκε. The pres. infinitive καλήμεναι (Κ 125) could, of course, support the idea that epic 

language really did have a present κάλημι at its disposal, but a single occurrence in the 

tenth book of the Iliad is not an ideally sturdy basis for that belief. It is not quite worthless 

either, however, since it is not as if -έω presents make Homeric -ήμεναι infinitives without 

further ado. 

6.4.2.1.d. In the case of ἔασκες and ἔασκε (Il.), the way is once again theoretically open 

to explaining the irregular short iterative as derived from “Aeolic” *ἔᾱμι rather than ἐάω, 

with *ἔᾱμι : ἔᾰσκε parallel to ἵστᾱμι/ ἵστημι : ἵστασκε. For a present of the *ἔᾱμι type is 

plausibly attested both in the Thessalian pres. imv. εατου (IG IX 2: 1229.26–7) and the 

Arcadian pres. pass. εατοι (IG V 2: 262, 1.23 [Mantinea]).58 If so, and if εἴασκον, εἴασκε 

(Il. +) is a replacement paradigm for *ἐάεσκον/-ε, it would be a second case in which an 

iterative imperfect has been derived both from a contract present and from its surface 

athematic “Aeolic” correspondent. This time, however, we lack any additional indication 

from Homeric language itself that the epic repertory included “Aeolic” present forms of 

this particular verb.  

Furthermore, it is impossible to rule out a different way altogether of accounting for 

irregularly short ἔασκες, -ε.59 For although there is reason to be skeptical of óo from óeo 
by hyphaeresis in Homer (§§6.1.4 – 6.1.6 above), that is not to say that epic language 

 
57  Nussbaum (1998), 69. It could be pointed out, however, that Hom. φάσκε is not exactly an 

Ionic iterative imperfect in the usual sense. First, forms of that class are never augmented, 
while ἔφασκον, -ες, -ε(ν) are frequent in Homer. And while some of them may be “repaired” 
(e.g., by reading *ἀλλά με φάσκες for ἀλλά μ’ ἔφασκες in Ν100), this is far from the rule. 
Furthermore, non-imperfect forms simply pointing to a pres. φάσκω are not infrequent, 
although—notably—they are all post-Homeric: Aesch. φάσκοντες (Suppl. 388), φάσκω 
(Choeph. 91); Thuc. φασκόντων (1.136.1), φάσκοντες (2.54.2) and frequently, but always as 
pres. participle; Eur. φάσκουσα (Alc. 637); Soph. φάσκοιμ’ ἂν (Aj. 1037), φάσκειν (El. 9), 
φάσκων (El. 319) etc. 

58  For the Thessalian form see, e.g., Blümel (1982), 175 (§188). On the Arcadian form see 
especially Dubois (1986), 149. It is unlikely that either of these forms is a contracted 
continuator of *e(w)ae-. First, in both these dialects an -ā- present is the default expectation 
(note 39 above) as the correspondent of an -ao/e- present in Ionic (and elsewhere). In addition, 
there is some unclarity about the contraction of -ae- both in Arcadian and especially in 
Thessalian. To be sure, -awe- > -ā- in Arcadian (Dubois 1986, 30) appears to be supported by 
sixth-century [α]ϝεθλα (IG V 2: 75 [Tegea]) beside fourth-century επαθλα, putatively epāthla 
(IG V 2: 6.5 [Tegea]), if indeed that is not a dialect borrowing from elsewhere (HGD 2, 122). 
But even so, the contraction seen in fourth-century επαθλα would seem to be a recent one, 
given that another fourth-century inscription from the very same town (IG V 2: 560 [Tegea]) 
offers uncontracted āe- in αελιος. And since IG V 2: 262, the inscription supplying εατοι, has 
been dated to the fifth century, it would appear to be too early for a contraction of *eaetoi > 
eātoi. In addition, the Arcadian crasis (Buck 1955, 80; HGD 2, 122) of ka(y) epi was evidently 
kēpi (κεπι twice on IG V 2: 113) and that of ta epionta was tēpionta (τεπιοντα IG V 2: 75), 
suggesting that *a(y)e (even in contrast to *a(w)e > ā?) might have contracted to ē. 
Furthermore, Arcadian inscriptions display forms in which a sequence of an a-vowel and an 
e-vowel appear as αε or αη (HGD 2, 122). 

59  Nussbaum (1998), 69–70. 
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shows no hyphaeresized forms at all. For a case can be made in favor of -é(w)aa > -éă in 

|5 κρέα ἔδμεναι|| (Δ 345, Χ 347), presumably representing elided κρέαα, beside κρέα 

πολλὰ (Θ 231, μ 19, ω 364 etc.) and many other such guaranteed dibrach κρέα forms.60 

Similarly, nominal s-stems in etymological *‑ĕ(w)‑ĕ(h)- that end up as descriptive ‑ε‑ 

stems in Neo-Ionic and already in Homer—i.e., *kléweh‑a > κλέα etc.—have also 

probably gotten this shape by way of a simple é(w)eha > éă development, amounting to 

the loss of one, presumably the second, of the two e-vowels.61 And the consequence is 

that there are two ways of explaining the short ἔασκες, -ε of the Iliad, neither of which 

can be decisively excluded. 
6.4.2.1.e. As for irregularly short γόασκε (H. Aphr. 209, 216), the lack of support for 

hyphaeresis, Homeric or otherwise, in the sequences ŏăŏ and ŏăĕ (§§6.1.4 – 6.1.6 above) 

would seem to open the door to consideration of the idea that although γοάασκεν (1x Od.) 
is the regular, predictable iterative to present γοάω, this γόασκε might be a congener of 

καλέσκετο to κάλημι and, possibly, ἔασκες,-ε to (*)ἔᾱμι—which is to say that this γόασκε 

was derived from the “Aeolic” *γόᾱμι that may underlie infinitive γοήμεναι and, in the 

proposal being made here, imperfect γόον (= *γόαν). 

This account of the form is not at all sure but is not to be dismissed in every possible 

version either. The factor that demands attention in the evaluation of γόασκε as a potential 

artifact of an -ᾱμι inflection of γοάω in epic language is that while καλέσκετο and 

ἔασκες, -ε occur in the Iliad and never again, γόασκε does not appear until H. Aphr. and 

is found only once, in effect, even there. By the usual calculus, this would favor the view, 

as the default, that the form is an innovation vis à vis γοάασκεν in the Odyssey. 

But this is not itself a reason to rule out all possible connection between γόασκε and 

the “Aeolic” inflection of γοάω in Homer that is suggested by γοήμεναι. After all, an 

“Ionic” iterative imperfect made to an “Aeolic” athematic present is an analogical creation 

in epic language by definition. And this means that a recently formed γόασκε might simply 

be a relatively late deployment of the very same analogical process—namely ἵστημι : 

ἵστασκε = (*)γόημι : γόασκε—as operated in the earlier-attested cases of κάλημι : 

καλέσκετο and, possibly, (*)ἔᾱτοι : ἔασκε (§6.4.2.1.c.). 

A more concrete and specific version of this inner-epic analogical explanation of 

γόασκε, however, is possible—but only if Homeric language really did have the use of 

the imperfect *γόαν of which γόον in Z 500 would be the transmitted form. The idea 

would be an analogical 

impf. iterative γόασκε ← actual 3rd pl. impf. *γόαν 

on the model provided by such pairs as  

impf. iterative (ἀν)ίεσκε (Hes. Th. 157) : 3rd pl. impf. (ξύν)ιεν (Α 273)/(μέθ)ιεν (χ 377) 

impf. iterative τίθεσκεν (Hes., frag. 67 [b] M-W) : 3rd pl. impf. (πρό)τιθεν (α 112) 

and less exactly by 

 
60  Metrically guaranteed dibrach κρέα also survives into Hesiod (probable in frag. 17a.9) and 

Theognis (1.293) as well as Euripides, Teleclides, and Aristophanes. See Sommer 1957. 
61  Nussbaum (2018), 294–301 (§2.3.4). 
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impf. ἔφασκον, -ες, -ε (Ν 100+)/ φάσκε62 (Κ 331, Λ 306+) : 3rd pl. impf. ἔφαν (Γ 161+).63 

An even larger set of models—though purely formal this time—resided in the tolerably 

frequent -σκο/ε- iterative imperfects made to -σα- aorists, where pairs like  

impf. iterative ἐλάσασκεν (Β 199) : 3rd pl. ἔλασαν (Τ 281+)/ ἤλασαν (Α 154) 

impf. iterative σπείσασκε (θ 89) : σπεῖσαν (Ι 177+)/ ἔσπεισαν (ν 55) 

could also, of course, have encouraged an innovated  

γόασκε ← 3rd pl. impf. *γόαν 

The only obvious alternative to this explanation of putatively recent γόασκε, in fact, is to 

suppose that by the stage of the tradition represented by the Hymn to Aphrodite, the 

morphological rule for deriving Ionic iteratives that dictated -αεσκο/ε- after light syllables 

and -ασκο/ε- after heavy ones had simply been relaxed by generalization of -ασκο/ε- to 

any verb in which it would be convenient (with the opposite generalization 

of -αεσκο/ε-/ -αασκο/ε- to stand after a heavy syllable remaining impossible, of course). 

Such a scenario would, of course, immediately allow for the γόασκε in question here—

though it remains implausible without an explanation of why there is only one instance of 

a form that illustrates this supposed revision of the derivational rule in question. 

6.4.2.2 The final piece of the averbo of γοάω that might, at least at first glance, support 

an explanation of γόον as representing an “Aeolic” athematic imperfect, is the pres. act. 

participle—or rather some forms of it. In §6.1.6 it was already argued that the Homeric 

forms of γοάω as transmitted do not support the vowel loss that Bechtel proposed in his 

explanation of γόον. But the evidence compiled in §6.1.6 also shows that there are only 

two forms of γοάω in Homer that look contracted at all. 

One is the 3rd pl. imperfect of the Odyssey passage (κ 567) in §4. But the contracted 

form there is not metrically guaranteed (|tr γόων τίλλοντό τε χαίτας) and could 

theoretically represent a substitution of the regular Ionic form—or, later on, even that of 

the Attic one during the written tradition—for an athematic form. As noted above, this is 

completely unsure and may even qualify as arbitrary. It remains the case, however, that 

continuators of uncontracted goaō̆- in this verb (cf. §6.1.6 again) are significantly more 

numerous than contracted ones.  

But even if imperfect γόων at κ 567 is and always was the contracted Ionic form, it 

makes its first and only Homeric appearance in the Odyssey. And this leaves the 

contracted-looking forms of the pres. act. participle (γοῶντες Σ 315, 355; ι 467) as the 

only forms of pres. γοάω in the Iliad that do not continue the original uncontracted forms 

either directly or indirectly by way of diektasis. 

In and of itself, this does not mean much. But it can be added that these participial 

forms occur in two expressions of a very common shape and position: 

 
62  Necessarily analyzed as impf. to a pres. φάσκω because eligible for augment, though no form 

but the impf. occurs in Homer and Hesiod, or anywhere else, apparently, before Aeschylus.  
63  Of the 15 occurrences of this form in Homer, nine are in the expression #Ὣς ἄρ’ ἔφαν, which 

may be the form taken by a *#Ὣς ἄρα φάν. Four others occur in #Ὣς ἔφαν, where the 
augmented form is guaranteed, and which could have been the expression from which ἔφαν 
was generalized everywhere. 
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|tr ἀνεστενάχοντο γοῶντες (Σ 315 =̃ 355)  |5 τοὺς δὲ στενάχοντο γοῶντες (ι 467) 

It further emerges, moreover, that the template that produced the two expressions that 

feature irresolvable γοῶντες has other unmistakable outputs: 

 

|tr ἐπεστενάχοντο δ’ ἑταῖροι (Δ 154) |5 μεγάλα στενάχοντο θέουσαι (Π 393) 
 |5 ἐπὶ δὲ στενάχοντο γυναῖκες (Τ 301 = Χ 515 = Ω 

746, Ω 722) 
 |5 ἐπὶ δὲ στενάχοντο γέροντες (Τ 338) 
 |5 ἐπὶ δὲ στενάχοντο πολῖται·(Χ 429) 

 

Naturally, we could assume that the γοῶντες expressions appearing in Σ 315, 355 and ι 

467 just above are simply of comparatively recent origin, that they were modeled on Δ 

154 and on Π 393 etc., and that they made use of the contracted form of the participle that 

was available by then. This story of the Homeric form γοῶντες is not ruled out by 

anything. 

It might seem, however, that it could be more compelling than it is. For the fact 

remains that no other contracted form of γοάω has managed to work its way into the Iliad 
at all. In adddition, the late-origin explanation of the γοῶντες expressions (Σ 315, 355 and 

ι 467) would be more conclusive, it might be argued, if at least one of the supposed models 

(Δ 154 and Π 393 etc.) was better represented than the γοῶντες expressions are. But that 

is really not the case. For |tr ἀνεστενάχοντο γοῶντες (Σ 315 =̃ 355) and 

|5 τοὺς δὲ στενάχοντο γοῶντες (ι 467) are actually better represented—though the 

numbers as a whole are all too small to support really cogent inferences—than any one of 

the potential models. The situation might therefore be seen as leaving just enough room 

to consider the possibility that |tr ˘ ˉ ˘ ˘ ˉ ˘ γοῶντες# and |5 ˉ ˉ ˘ ˘ ˉ ˘ γοῶντες# contain a 

modernization/ Ionicization of an “Aeolic” *γόαντες# that would go together with the 

imperfect γόον (for *γόαν) itself (§§6.2.2 – 6.2.3), and with the well-embedded infinitive 

γοήμεναι (§6.4.1), and possibly also with the very unusual short imperfect iterative 

γόασκε (§6.4.2.1.b and e). Finally, a small potential benefit obtained from supposing that 

γοῶντες is a recent Ionicization of *γόαντες# is that it immediately explains a related little 

peculiarity. As things stand in the traditional text, the Iliad has only the contracted-looking 

form of the masc. participle of γοάω (γοῶντες Σ 315 =̃ 355), while the Odyssey still has 

the uncontracted form three out of four times (γοόωντα τ 119, γοόωντες μ 234, γοόωντας 

κ 209 vs. γοῶντες ι 467). Though this is hardly a serious problem, the question would not 

arise at all if Homeric γοῶντες systematically conceals “Aeolic” *γόαντες. 

But arguing that |tr ἀνεστενάχοντο γοῶντες and |5 τοὺς δὲ στενάχοντο γοῶντες—on the 

grounds that they are at least as well represented as any of the expressions produced by 

the same template (|tr ἐπεστενάχοντο δ’ ἑταῖροι, |5 ἐπὶ δὲ στενάχοντο γέροντες etc.), and 

are therefore liable to be at least as old, and may consequently continue archaic 

expressions—cannot succeed in the end. For on the one hand, the γοῶντες# expressions 

could have been created comparatively late on the model of a congener that does not turn 

out to be more frequent than they are in the poems as we have them. Furthermore, the 

γοῶντες# expressions may even be conceived as having been modeled on all of the other 

|tr ˘ ˉ στενάχοντο ̆  ˉ ˟# and |5 ˘ ˘ ˉ στενάχοντο ̆  ˉ ˟# expressions simultaneously, as it were. 
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Furthermore, the |tr ˘ ˉ στενάχοντο ˘ ˉ ˟# and |5 ˘ ˘ ˉ στενάχοντο ˘ ˉ ˟# expressions are 

themselves only one fairly small group among the outputs of two epic dictional 

“templates” that have been far more productive. Other products of the templates that 

produced our (-)στενάχοντο expressions are: 

 

To |5 τοὺς δὲ στενάχοντο γοῶντες  ι 467 To |tr ἀνεστενάχοντο γοῶντες  Σ 315, 

355 

 |5 ἐπὶ δὲ στενάχοντο γέροντες  Τ 338   

 |5 μεγάλα στενάχοντο θέουσαι  Π 393   

    

Cf. |5 τὸν δὲ λίσσοντο γέροντες  Ι 574, Σ 

448 

Cf  |tr ἐρητύοντο μένοντες,  Θ 435, Ο 

3, Ο 367 

 |5 τοὶ δ’ ἐφθέγγοντο καλεῦντες  κ 

229, 255 

 |tr καθήατο μητιόωντες  Υ 153 

 |5 ἐμὲ δὲ φθέγγοντο καλεῦντες  μ 249  |tr ἐμητίσαντο μένοντες  μ 273 

 |5 οἱ δ’ ἠσπάζοντο ἰδόντες  H Aphr  

15 

 |tr ἐσύλευον θεράποντες· Ε 48 

 |5 ἕνα ποίεον ἐξαγαγόντες  Η 435  |tr ὑποτρομέεσκον ὁρῶντες  Υ 28 

 |5 τοὺς γὰρ μινύθεσκον ἔδοντες  ξ 17  |tr ἀνήϊξαν γελόωντες  σ 40 

 |5 ἄρα θηήσαντο ἰδόντες  θ 17  |tr μάλ’ ἀσχαλόωσι μένοντες  α 

304 

 |5 στίχας ἵστασαν ἀμφιέποντες  Β 525  |tr ἐριδμαίνωσιν ἔθοντες  Π 260 

 |5 ἵνα τε ξυνέχουσι τένοντες  Υ 478  |tr ἀγαζόμεθ’ ἐξερέοντες  κ 249 

 |5 τοὶ δὲ φθινύθουσιν ἔδοντες  α 250, 

π 127 

 |tr καθεζώμεσθα κιόντες  Υ 136, α 

372 

 |5 ἕνα χεύομεν ἐξαγαγόντες  Η 336  |tr τὰ οἱ δίδομεν φιλέοντες  θ 545 

 |5 καὶ ἀλεξώμεσθα μένοντες  Λ 348, 

Χ231 

 |tr ἐΐσκομεν εἰσορόωντες  ι 321, λ 

363 

 |5 μενεαίνομεν ἀφρονέοντες  Ο 104  |tr ἵνα φθείσωμεν ἑλόντες  π 369 

 |5 κακὰ ῥάπτομεν ἀμφιέποντες  γ 118  |tr κελεύετε κερτομέοντες  θ 153 

 |5 καὶ τέτλαμεν εἰσορόωντες  υ 311   

 |5 ὅτι μ’ ἤλθετε κηδήσοντες;  Ω 240   

 |5 κακὰ ῥέζετε δυσμενέοντες  β 73   

    

    

To: |5 ἐπὶ δὲ στενάχοντο γυναῖκες  Τ 301, 

Χ 515, Ω 722 

To: |tr ἐπεστενάχοντο δ’ ἑταῖροι· Δ 

154 

 |5 ἐπὶ δὲ στενάχοντο πολῖται· Χ 429   

    

Cf. |5 πυκιναὶ κλονέοντο φάλαγγες  Ε 93 Cf  |tr ἐπεσσεύοντο δὲ λαοί  Β 86 

 |5 Τρώων εἵποντο φάλαγγες  Ε 591, Λ 

344 

 |tr περὶ κτείνοντο καὶ ἄλλοι  Δ 538 

 |5 πλεῖσται κλονέοντο φάλαγγες  Λ 

148, Ο 448 

 |tr μετεσσεύοντο γεραιαί  Ζ 296 

 |5 δεύοντο δὲ δάκρυσι κόλποι  Ι 570  |tr δύω δ’ ἅμ’ ἕποντο νομῆες  Σ 

525, ρ 214, υ 175 
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 |5 τανύοντο δὲ μώνυχες ἵπποι  Π 375  |tr περισσείοντο δ’ ἔθειραι  Τ 382, 

Χ 315, H Bac 4 

 |5 κνῆμαι ῥώοντο ἀραιαί  Σ 411, Υ 37  |tr ἐπερρώοντο γυναῖκες  υ 107 

 |5 κεχάροντο δὲ πάντες Ἀχαιοί  δ 344, 

ρ 135 

  

 |5 ὅθεν ὑδρεύοντο πολῖται  η 131, ρ 

206, H Dem  99 

  

 |5 κούρας ἀνέλοντο θύελλαι  υ 66   

 

In the context of all this, it seems a particularly vain endeavor to pursue the vindication of 

a scenario in which |5 ˘ ˘ ˉ στενάχοντο γοῶντες# and |tr ˘ ˉ -στενάχοντο γοῶντες# are 

especially well embedded outputs of these templates, are therefore expressions of 

exceptionally long standing in the tradition, are consequently archaisms, and are 

accordingly likely to represent predecessors that featured “Aeolic” *γόαντες. 

 
7. A summary of the conclusions reached and the proposals made in this discussion is 

easily given. 

a. The Homeric 3rd pl. γόον is much more likely to be an imperfect than an aorist. 

b. Once the case of pres. ptcpl. γοῶντες is set aside as a plausible instance of the ordinary 

introduction of an irresolvably contracted form of a stem that otherwise appears in 

uncontracted form, the Homeric averbo of pres. γοάω includes three oddities: impf. γόον, 

infinitive γοήμεναι, iterative γόασκε. 

c. All three simultaneously cease to be odd if “Aeolic” inflection of this present, which is 

confirmed in any case by the infinitive, is assumed to have been a feature of the grammar 

of Homeric language. 

d. Adopting Bechtel’s approach produces a doubtful explanation for impf. γόον itself, and 

a rather ad hoc account of impf. γόων and ptcpl. γοῶντες, but does nothing to clarify the 

very unusual short iterative γόασκε directly, and infin. γοήμεναι would have to be classed 

as a genuinely old epic Aeolism anyway. 

 

APPENDIX: MORE ON ΣΑΩΜΙ BESIDE ΣΑΟΩ INFLECTION IN THE HOMERIC PRESENT OF 
‘SAVE’ 

 

The 3 pl. pres. subj. at Ι 393 is mostly transmitted as σόωσι: ἢν γὰρ δή με σόωσι θεοὶ|7 

(see, e.g., Ludwich 1902–7; Allen 1931; West 1998–2000 ad loc.). This is printed by 

Ludwich, while Allen and West, with some ancient authority, opt for σαῶσι. A non-

“Aeolic” σαόω should, of course, have made a subjunctive of the shape *sa(w)óōsi, which 

would have regularly resulted in the σαῶσι that the latter editions offer. But it is perhaps 

worth noting that a σάωμι should theoretically have formed subj. *să(w)ṓŏnti (short-

vowel subjunctive to athematic ω-stem [cf. aor. ἔγνω : subj. γνῷ < *gnṓei]), which could 

have given the same result. 

At Ι 424 a 3 sg. modal form of this present, perhaps subj. and perhaps opt.,64 is widely 

transmitted as σόη(ι) (see Ludwich 1902–7; Allen 1931; West 1998–2000 ad loc.), which 

is printed by van Thiel (1996), e.g. But a form of a very different shape also has wide 

 
64  Chantraine (2013), 350–1. 
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support from variants and reported ancient readings (to mention only those that are 

metrical) like σοῶ (Ven. A), σοῷ (Herodian), σόῳ, σόοι, σαοῖ (see Ludwich 1902–7; 

Allen 1931; van Thiel 1996; West 1998–2000 ad loc.). This prompted the conjecture of a 

σαῷ (Christ, Rzach), which (while Ludwich stayed with σοῷ) is printed by Allen and 

West, evidently correctly: 

ὄφρ’	ἄλλην	φράζωνται	ἐνὶ	φρεσὶ	μῆτιν	ἀμείνω,	

ἥ	κέ	σφιν	νῆάς	τε	σαῷ	καὶ	λαὸν	Ἀχαιῶν	 (I	424)	

An only slightly modified version of the same language—with a second person modal 

form in place of the third—occurs at Ι 681, where, moreover, a rather similar farrago of 

vv. ll. is found. A well-represented variant here is a form consistent with the reading σόῃ 

at Ι 424—which is to say σόῃς. But in this passage too, the tradition offers a variety of 

variants such as σοῷς (Aristarch., Hdn.), σαῷς (also Aristarch.), σόῳς, σάως, σόοις, σαοῖς 

(see Ludwich 1902–7; Allen 1931; van Thiel 1996; West 1998–2000 ad loc.), which invite 

the reading σαῷς that is one of the two attributed to Aristarchus anyway,65 and is the 

choice of Allen (1931) and West (1998–2000): 

αὐτόν	σε	φράζεσθαι	ἐν	Ἀργείοισιν	ἄνωγεν		

ὅππως	κεν	νῆάς	τε	σαῷς	καὶ	λαὸν	Ἀχαιῶν·	 (I	681)	

Syntactically, the choice between a subjunctive and an optative is not entirely 

straightforward. At Ι 424 (… μῆτιν … /ἥ κέ σφιν νῆάς τε σαῷ), a relative clause of purpose 

(‘… a better plan to save the ships …’) with a subjunctive verb and κέ might be the 

unmarked choice (cf. … κλητοὺς ὀτρύνομεν, οἵ κε τάχιστα/ ἔλθωσ’ ἐς κλισίην… [I 165–

6], and see Monro 1891, 257–8 [§282]; Chantraine 1963, 247 [§364]). But it is not as if 

optative plus modal particle is ruled out in such a situation: ἀλλ’ ἄγε δή τινα μάντιν 

ἐρείομεν ἢ ἱερῆα … ὅς κ’ εἴποι … (Chantraine 1963, 248 [§365] and cf. A 62 and Η 342, 

Φ 336, ε 166, κ 343), which, if need be, can be rationalized as a relative clause in which 

the verb is simply a potential optative (‘… who could say …’). 

The situation at I 681 is rather different. This is unlikely to be a purpose clause, since 

such clauses introduced by ὅπ(π)ως in Homer do not, as a rule, add a modal particle either 

to a subjunctive or to an optative, especially in the Iliad (Monro 1891, 261 [§264], 280 

[§306]; Chantraine 1963, 268 [§395]). Rather, the unforced reading of … φράζεσθαι … 

ἄνωγεν/ ὅππως κεν νῆάς τε σαῷς … is as an indirect question, in effect, in which the direct 

version would have had a potential optative (and see Chantraine 1963, 296 [§435], citing 

as a parallel, i.a., φραζώμεσθ’ ὥς κέν μιν … πεπίθοιμεν [I 112] ‘let us think of how we 

might persuade him’ [πεπίθοιμεν: Chantraine 1963; van Thiel 1996; West 1998–2000 vs. 

lect. fac. πεπίθωμεν: Ludwich 1902–7; Allen 1931]). To this example may be added, e.g., 

also τίς δ’ οἶδ’ εἴ κέν οἱ … θυμὸν ὀρίναις (Λ 792). That a direct question can, by the way, 

show a potential optative as its verb is demonstrated by such instances as τῶν δ’ ἄλλων 

 
65  I gratefully accept the suggestion of one of the anonymous readers of this submission that a 

footnote be added, in connection with the citation of readings proposed by ancient philologists 
and editors, in which mention is made of contemporary work exercising the question of 
whether these authorities were reporting on the received text of their time or were promoting 
conjectures of their own—a body of recent literature in which West (2001) and Schironi 
(2018) are conspicuous. 
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τίς κεν … οὐνόματ’ εἴποι … ; (Ρ 260) and, especially relevant to I 681, πῶς κε σὺ χείρονα 

φῶτα σαώσειας …; (Ρ 149). In any case, however, a subjunctive cannot be ruled out in I 

681. As pointed out to me by Hayden Pelliccia, Ρ 144–5 attests an indirect question that 

is almost perfectly parallel to the one in I 681, but with an unambiguous subjunctive: 

φράζεο νῦν ὅππως κε πόλιν καὶ ἄστυ σαώσῃς (or … σαώσεις, still subj.). 

If, therefore, I 424 and 681 have the same mood, it could be either optative or 

subjunctive. The alternative possibility—i.e., a subjunctive in one but an optative in the 

other—might seem unnecessarily complicated at first glance, especially if the composition 

of one of these lines specifically involved recycling language from the other. But a special 

circumstance is that the 2nd and 3rd sg. subjunctives of pres. σαόω would be identical to 

the 2nd and 3rd sg. optatives—σαοῖς and σαοῖ being the forms in both moods. This itself, 

however, does not explain σαῷς and σαῷ. But if we exploit the fact, pointed out above, 

that Homeric language had both a σαόω and a σάωμι, and recall, also from above, that the 

subjunctive of the athematic “Aeolic” present would be expected to have had a starting 

point of the shape *să(w)ṓeis, *să(w)ṓei, which would become *să(w)ōîs, *să(w)ōî, (cf. 

again aor. subj. γνῷ < *gnṓei), an explanation of σαῷς and σαῷ qua subjunctives of σάωμι 

is immediately provided—with the 3rd sg. *să(w)ṓei > σαῷ very possibly attested as such 

at I 424, and 2nd sg. *să(w)ṓeis > σαῷς at 681. And it is at this point that it becomes 

important to recur to the identity of subj. σαοῖς, σαοῖ with opt. σαοῖς, σαοῖ in Ionic. For if 

an Ionic-speaking poet in the Homeric tradition knew that his own subjunctive σαοῖ(ς) 

could take the form σαῷ(ς) in epic language, he would naturally assume that his own 

optative σαοῖ(ς) could likewise be converted to epic σαῷ(ς). But there is a different, epic-

internal analogical process that could have produced subj. and/or opt. σαῷ(ς) at I 424 and 

681 as well. This would take the 3 sg. impf. indic. as the starting point and operate with 

Ion. (ἐ)σάου : Ion. subj. and opt. σαοῖ(ς) = “Aeolic” σάω (Π 363, Φ 238; §6.3 above) : x, 

which would produce epic hybrid subj. and opt. σαῷ(ς). 

 

Cornell University  
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