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This book is for Arturo, who has waited so long.
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Introduction

Eine erschöpfende Darstellung der gr. Komposition nach heutigen modernen Gesichtspunkten fehlt. Meier-Brügger (1992a: 34).

1   Overview

This book provides a study of the diachronic development of compounds with a verbal first constituent (V1 compounds) in Ancient Greek (AG), with a special focus on issues of compound orientation. V1 compounds are just one category— and not even the most prominent one—within the very productive AG compound system. Compounding is a means of word formation which Greek inherited from its parent language, Proto-Indo-European (PIE). But while many features of the Greek compound system are shared with other languages of the IE branch (most notably Sanskrit), AG introduced significant innovations, reshaping inherited categories, developing new ones and dooming others to extinction. For these reasons, AG presents the student of word formation (in Greek, as well as in other languages) with many challenging and fascinating questions, some of which have been only sketchily investigated from a modern perspective, if at all.

The analysis provided in the present book aims to offer a contribution in this direction. Although the study is chiefly addressed to scholars interested in Greek language and literature, it also has the ambition of reaching a wider readership of linguists and of drawing their attention to the many fundamental morphological questions posed by compounding in AG: a language whose far-reaching impact on the development of modern European culture is known to all, but which is becoming increasingly marginalized in modern morphological theory and in typological language models—as though the antiquity of its attestation made it merely the relic of an old-fashioned and outdated linguistic past, which we should now strive to leave behind1

2   Studying AG V1 compounds: scope and aims

Within the rich AG compound system, the place occupied by V1 compounds is far from negligible. These formations compound a verbal lexeme (a root or a stem) and a nominal one, and are mostly used to indicate agents or instruments. For instance, the root φερ- of the verb φέρω ‘to carry’ may be compounded with the stem of the noun ο[image: image]κος ‘house’ to form φερέοικος [carry house] ‘one who carries (his) house (with himself)’, an adjectival agentive compound used in Greek to refer to the snail (Hesiod), as well as to nomadic peoples (Herodotus). In another example, κλεψύδρα, the verbal stem κλεψ- ‘steal’ is compounded with the stem [image: image]Δρ- of the word [image: image]Δωρ ‘water’ to create the instrument noun for the water-clock (literally, something which ‘steals water’).

V1 compounds pose specific challenges to morphologists, particularly as concerns the interface between morphology and syntax, and the impact of syntactic structures (including word order) on the patterns of word formation which become productive in a given language. The interest aroused by V1 compounds is visible in most of the many studies on word formation which have appeared over the last decade: from the Oxford Handbook of Compoundingedited by Lieber and Štekauer (2009a) to the many publications connected to the work of the Bologna-based Morbo-Comp project or arising from the International Morphology Meetings and the Mediterranean Morphology Meetings. A new study of AG V1 compounds has many insights to offer linguists debating the properties of the V1 category cross-linguistically. Moreover, the most recent monographic studies of AG V1 compounds were published way back in 1946 (Th. Knecht’s Geschichte der griechischen Komposita vom Typ τερψìμβροτος) and 1978 (Ch. Frei-Lüthy’s Der Einfluß der griechischen Personennamen auf die Wortbildung). Both these works are based on methodological premises which have been largely superseded nowadays, among them a tendency to bypass systematic data-collecting and statistics in favour of analyses closely focusing on literature (Knecht) or early linguistic stages (Frei-Lüthy, who does not go beyond Mycenaean and Homeric Greek: for both, see Chapter 3, section 9).

Since the question of the origin of the V1 type in PIE is central to its understanding in AG, most of the nineteenth- and twentieth-century contributions addressing V1 compounds also have tended to privilege historical reconstruction over the systematic study of the V1 category in its diachronic development within AG (a desideratum which the present monograph aims to fulfil) and of the morphological and semantic phenomena characterizing AG V1 compounds as a whole. Combining the methodology of classic philological studies of AG V1 compounds with that adopted in typological studies of compounding, the investigation of AG V1 compounds provided in this book aspires to offer a multi-faceted approach addressing the diachronic dimension (i.e. how V1 compounds developed from the late PIE phase to Mycenaean, Homeric and Classical and post-Classical Greek) as well as the synchronic dimension (i.e. which verbs produce V1 compounds and how these are used in specific contexts).

3   Methodology: V1 compounds in the context of the AG compound system

The methodological premise underpinning this study as a whole is that V1 compounds should not be examined in isolation, but in the wider context of the AG compound system. In Greek, the very existence of the V1 type is surprising, since its left-oriented structure goes against the right-headed orientation of the compound system. More importantly, V1 compounds have a powerful competitor: the large class of verb-final (V2) compounds, many of which express the same agentive semantics by combining a nominal first constituent (FC) with a verbal second constituent (SC). Compounds of this kind are sometimes the exact counterpart of V1 ones: the adjective ο[image: image]κοφόρος ‘carrying the house’, for example, combines the same lexemes and has the same meaning as φερέοικος, the V1 compound quoted above.

The fact that in AG both patterns survive and are productive raises several questions. Are V1 compounds formed through different processes compared to V2 compounds? Do V1 compounds express different semantic nuances compared to their V2 counterparts? Is the productivity of V1 compounds tied to specific linguistic registers or chronological periods? In other words: are V1 compounds marked formations that stand in contrast to V2 ones, to be interpreted as the standard, unmarked ones? Some of these questions have received more attention than others in past investigations of the AG V1 type. In particular, there has been a noticeable fascination with issues of style and register, which has produced works aiming to prove that V1 compounds fulfil different semantics and functions than V2 ones (e.g. Benveniste 1967). Contributions focusing on the comparative perspective have also attempted to explain the ‘markedness’ of V1 compounds by arguing that they reflect the marked word order of the parent language and, consequently, that they arose to fulfil specific semantic functions, such as the expression of wishes or orders2

My methodological perspective is profoundly different. I do not hold the investigation of syntactic structures, both in AG and at an earlier stage, to be unfruitful, but I maintain that this is not the central issue to be investigated by anyone wishing to understand the productivity of V1 compounds in AG. In order to explain why these V1 ‘exceptions’ exist and are relatively numerous in a right-headed language such as Greek, we need to investigate them from the point of view of their structural and semantic relation to the V2 type. The analysis of each of the one hundred and fifty-eight V1 compound families collected in the present study shows that many V1 types were produced as a means to overcome the morphological or structural constraints of the V2 type. Moreover, any understanding of the morphological factors affecting the development and use of a V1 form alongside or in opposition to a V2 compound must necessarily be based on an understanding of the morphological behaviour of the base Greek verbs and their PIE roots, as well as on a deep knowledge of the agentive verbal formations produced by these verbs, i.e. agent nouns and V2 compounds in -ος (e.g. ο[image: image]κοφόρος ‘carrying the house’), -της (e.g. κυνηγέτης ‘dogleader, hunter’) and -ης (e.g. θυμο-Δακῄς ‘soul-biting’). These methodological premises inform the synchronic analysis contained in the central section of the present study, Chapters 5 and 6. These two chapters investigate the formation processes and productivity of V1 compound families, comparing them with the V2 compounds and/or simple agent nouns produced by the same base verbs. The parallel existence of other left-oriented compound categories in Greek (on which see Chapter 2, section 7) suggests that V1 compounds were preserved and further developed in Greek precisely to fill the morphological and semantic gaps left by the pervasive right-oriented type. The detailed comparison of V1 and V2 compounds provided in Chapter 6 will show how the low or late productivity of many V2 compound families goes hand in hand with the relatively high productivity of V1 compounds.

4   The Corpus

As mentioned above, none of the previous investigations of AG V1 compounds attempt to build a full corpus of forms, since these studies either focus on a limited timespan (often coinciding with the language of a specific author, usually from the Archaic or Classical period), or select examples from different centuries, without an overarching treatment of the development of the V1 type over time3

The Corpus provided in the Appendix is the fullest collection of V1 compounds attempted so far. It is based on existing corpora (such as LSJ, Buck-Petersen, Schwyzer (1939), Tserepis (1902), Waanders (2008) and the LGPN), but reorganizes their data according to chronological and morphological criteria. For each verb producing V1 compounds the entry in the Corpus also lists the type(s) of FC, the appellative compounds (‘appellative’ is a term which simply identifies non-onomastic formations) and the onomastic compounds with their meanings, as well as any simple agent nouns or V2 formations derived from the same verbs. All these data have been coordinated by making extensive use of the online TLG, which enables lemma and substring searches: through these, it has been possible to search for all derivations from a given root/stem, thus obtaining a comprehensive picture of the interaction between V1 compounds, V2 compounds, agent nouns and other verbal formations from the same roots. Although the present investigation focuses on AG, which extends between 1400 BC (Mycenaean) and the end of the sixth century AD, data from Byzantine Greek have also been included in the Corpus, especially when they provide important insights into the development of certain compound categories or agent nouns.

5   Structure (I): Defining compounding and compound categories

Along with the need to study V1 compounds in relation to V2 ones, a more general assumption underpins the present study: that the comparison between V1 and V2 compounds must take into consideration the prevailing tendencies in the AG compound system (above all, orientation), as well as the development of certain other compound categories. For this reason, the study of V1 compounds is preceded by two more general chapters devoted to compounding as a linguistic phenomenon.

Chapter 1 addresses the theoretical premises that shape compounding as a universal phenomenon. The need to provide a general chapter of this kind before embarking on a very technical study of a specific class of AG compounds springs from the observation that the state of research on compounding in AG is still very much biased towards the traditional approaches of comparative philology, which grew out of German nineteenth-century linguistics and are much influenced by Sanskrit studies. Although numerous contributions tackle individual AG compound categories and their morphological properties from a modern linguistic perspective, Classical (and more generally comparative) linguists are well aware that a comprehensive study of compounding in AG and a study of IE compounding from a modern perspective are both yet to be produced.4 This book, which focuses on one class of compounds in relation to others, is obviously unable to fill this gap. However, Chapter 1 aims to make a contribution to the way we may think about AG compounds from a modern perspective, focusing on areas which are central to the current debate on compounding (headedness, exocentricity, incor- poration in verbal compounds) and, at the same time, valuable for the study of V1 compounds (see in particular the debate concerning the thorny classification of the so-called synthetic compounds—or compounds with a verbal SC).

While this viewpoint is geared towards students of Greek linguistics, the chapter also pursues the broader aim of making the AG material more accessible to students of general linguistics. For this reason, the AG forms quoted in this book are all translated, and basic information that may be redundant for Classical linguists is included. In particular, Chapter 1 dwells on the peculiarities of AG compounding (stem compounding, linking elements). These properties are often overlooked in typological models of compounding, which are overwhelmingly slanted towards non-inflectional languages (English) or on lexeme-based systems (as Romance is, to some extent).

Chapter 2provides a comprehensive overview of all AG compound categories. This sets the ground for the morphological investigation offered in the book, while also serving a different purpose: to provide an accessible and at the same time exhaustive introduction to Greek compound categories for non-Classicists. The very decision to investigate V1 compounds from a perspective which is first and foremost morphological and structural, and only secondarily stylistic or literary, has been made in the hope of providing a useful point of reference for linguists working on V1 compounds in other languages. Those characteristics which separate V1 compounds from other types, including their contiguity with syntactic structures, are amply discussed in the relevant sections of Chapters 1 and 2; the latter pays special attention to the left-oriented compound categories and their morpho-syntactic properties.

Chapters 5 and 6, which exclusively focus on AG, offer other useful insights into linguistic issues such as the thematic roles fulfilled by AG V1 compounds and the factors determining their productivity (for instance the need for morphological transparency), as well as their interaction with other compound categories (chiefly synthetic compounds). In this regard, we shall often pay attention to the great productivity of AG V1 compounds in the onomastic lexicon, a feature which is well known to those who study V1 compounds in English and Germanic, since in these languages V1 compounds, an otherwise marginal category, are mostly of an onomastic nature.

6   Structure (II): The historical perspective

Aside from the issue of the interaction between V1 and V2 formations in a compound system which is particularly rich in verbal compounds, AG V1 compounds present historical linguists with the more pressing question of their origin. As already mentioned, V1 compounds exist in other IE languages of ancient attestation, ranging from the Indo-Iranian branch (where this type is more productive) to isolated examples of more difficult interpretation in Latin, Germanic and Celtic (instances of V1 compounds in Romance and Slavic are briefly discussed in Chapter 4). This suggests that the V1 type did not arise independently in Greek and Indo-Iranian but was a feature shared by both, and most probably inherited from PIE. Indeed, the PIE origin of V1 compounds has been a dominant assumption in studies of IE compounding since the birth of comparative philology. The comparison between the Greek and Indo-Iranian examples, however, brings out a number of controversial issues centring around two key questions: first, whether the Greek V1 type characterized by -si- and synchronically linked to the s-aorist has its roots in a linguistic stage which precedes Greek itself; and secondly—and more importantly—whether V1 compounds in PIE were created according to the principle of stem compounding (the most prevalent form of compounding in AG) or whether they are early examples of inflectional compounding, arising from syntactic phrases. This issue, which is related to the debate on the rules of PIE word formation, also has a huge impact on the way scholars describe the diachronic development of V1 compounds in the early phases of Greek (i.e. Mycenaean and Homeric Greek) and consequently the mechanisms governing V1 compounds at a synchronic level.

Since the diachronic perspective is so central to the study of AG V1 compounds, the synchronic analysis provided in Chapters 5 and 6 is preceded by two chapters which address the historical issues in detail. Chapter 3 looks at the ways in which AG and ancient IE compounds have been studied over the past two centuries, and functions as a hinge between the theoretical and structural issues studied in Chapters 1 and 2 and the analysis of Greek compounds provided in Chapters 5 and 6 (and to some extent Chapter 4). Far from providing unnecessary padding, Chapter 3 examines the roots of certain ways of thinking about V1 compounds which have deeply influenced the subsequent linguistic debate. The controversies over whether the FC of V1 compounds was originally a noun, an inflected verbal form or a verbal stem—a small chapter in the history of the early development of comparative philology—have shaped contemporary interpretations of Greek V1 compounds. The present investigation does not refrain from identifying areas of semantic or structural overlap between syntactic phrases and V1 compounds, an approach which has its roots in the works of scholars from Jacobi (1897) and Brugmann (1905–1906) down to Benveniste (1967) (all of whom variously favour the hypothesis of a syntactic origin of the V1 type in PIE) and which has more recently informed interesting studies on IE phraseology (briefly sketched in Chapter 6, section 6.3). At the same time, however, the morphological analysis provided in this book takes a step towards the identification of the FC as a verbal root or stem, thus contributing to parallel debates in the field of Romance linguistics. Different FCs are distinguished by different markers: -e- for stems connected to the thematic present, -si- for stems connected to the s-aorist, -o- for a variety of thematic stems (some of them going back to nouns). In the long history of Greek some of these markers clearly evolved into mere linking devices, semantically empty elements which have the function of bridging the transition from the FC to the SC (Kompositionsfuge) and of ensuring the morphological transparency of the stem.

This idea is fully developed in Chapter 4, which provides an investigation of the prehistory of AG V1 compounds. In order to understand the morphology of the FC and of its final elements it is necessary to start by studying the early attestations of the V1 type ending in -ti- in Mycenaean Greek. The uniquely onomastic nature of the Mycenaean V1 compounds and the difficulties inherent in Linear B spelling conventions require considerable caution as concerns the identification of linguistic forms and their meaning. The part of Chapter 4 focusing on Mycenaean and Homeric Greek V1 compounds in -ti- is mostly concerned with highlighting the factors which contributed to preserving this inherited type against its transformation into the -si- type. The proposition of Chapter 4 is that FCs in -ti- were prototypically based on bare roots which found their appointed verbal formation in the root aorist, as opposed to those based on present stems (marked by -e-). This hypothesis is presented within a brief overview of the PIE verbal system which, according to the most authoritative reconstruction, seems to have been based on a formal, semantic and aspectual opposition between the present and the aorist.

The connection of at least one AG V1 category with the aorist is clear: as already noted, compounds characterized by -si- are synchronically derived from the stem of the s-aorist and this view is not disputed. The origin of the -si- element however continues to be debated. An influential explanation maintains that -si-arises from -ti- through the sound change of assibilation: the corollary of this is that -si- forms are a uniquely Greek innovation. Scholars who adopt this view also tend to posit the origin of -ti- compounds in PIE nouns (specifically, action nouns in -tis) rather than verbs. The question is not easily settled, but Chapter 4 contributes two insights which count against this view: firstly, the fact that—as just mentioned—many Mycenaean compounds in -ti- may be interpreted as being connected to simple roots rather than action nouns; and, secondly, the fact that the proposed structure, with action nouns in the FC, goes against the structural tendencies of the IE compound system.

In order to critically assess the traditional ‘action noun hypothesis’, it is important to pay due attention to the handful of V1 compounds in -ti- attested in Vedic. The present study is only tangentially interested in the Sanskrit compound system, and the overview of Sanskrit V1 compounds provided in Chapter 4 is necessarily sketchy and dependent on the work carried out by other scholars. However, in section 4.3.2 I consider the view that Vedic -ti- compounds are affected by specific Vedic-internal and mostly poetic factors (such as rhyming phenomena and an artificial inversion of the constituent order), which raise the question of whether Vedic faithfully reflects the PIE situation.

The picture of AG V1 compounds which emerges from Chapter 4 is that of a system in swift evolution at the turn of the second millennium BC. Greek inherits V1 compounds characterized by -e- and -ti- from PIE and perhaps (though this proposition must necessarily remain speculative) also the category of V1 compounds linked to the s-aorist. While this tripartite system seems to endure in Mycenaean, the transition to the next linguistic stage, testified by Homeric Greek, leads to the loss of the -ti- type and to the widespread development of compounds with FCs in -si-. Compounds in -e- with their subtypes in -o- and -i- (sections 3.1–3.2) are used throughout AG, but the type in -si- achieves a high level of productivity, becoming part of a derivational cycle which also includes the s-aorist, the future, and action nouns in -sis (which appear to have greatly increased from the fifth century onwards, partly as a consequence of the tendency towards nominalization, section 4.2).

The historical investigation is particularly useful to correct views about the productivity and specialization of V1 compounds in Greek and my analysis will particularly concentrate on individual families which have remained productive throughout the history of the language. Although I make only sporadic forays into MG and its compounds, the evolution of the V1 type from Ancient to Medieval Greek and finally Modern Greek deserves a study in its own right. Works in this direction (e.g. Andriotis (1938)) have shown that V1 compounds, together with other left-oriented types of AG, survive throughout Medieval and early Modern Greek: the perception of them as learned or marginal formations must therefore be revised in the light of this linguistic continuity.

7   Structure (III): The use of V1 compounds in context

The synchronic analysis provided in Chapters 5 and 6 also aims to offer a systematic investigation of the contexts in which individual V1 compounds occur. Part of this investigation obviously concerns literary texts, particularly those of a poetic nature. The study of the incidence of compounds in relation to literary style lies at the core of the pioneering monograph by G. Meyer (1923), according to which the higher or lower frequency of compounds in a given text is connected to the level of ‘pathos’ of its style. This kind of approach, which investigates the use of compounds vis-à-vis stylistics and pragmatics (and not merely because they are found in a given author or literary genre), has generally not been followed by other scholars, with the notable exception of Williger (1928) and da Costa Ramalho (1952)—the latter having focused on compounds in Aristophanes’ comic style.

In the analysis of individual V1 compounds, attention will be paid to phenomena of register variation, allusion, and structural artificiality. Previous studies of Greek V1 compounds have often highlighted these characteristics of the category, but this approach has also led to the frequent generalization that V1 compounds are specific to poetry, or indeed almost exclusive to it. It is not surprising that compounds, including V1 ones, are frequently used in poetic language, given its predilection for condensed and allusive modes of expression. While paying due attention to phenomena which are clearly of a more ‘poetic’ or ‘artificial’ nature, the analysis of Chapters 5 and 6 will also consider the use of V1 compounds in technical prose and in what may justifiably be perceived as ‘standard language’. Greek literary language also employs compounds which do not have an especially poetic flavour, which are simultaneously attested in inscriptions and which, therefore, were probably common in the spoken language too. Obviously, our reconstruction of a ‘common’ or ‘popular’ language is bound to rely on written documents, almost all of which are standardized: but the fact that V1 compounds are also attested in non-literary documents is evidence in favour of their use in ‘standard’ or at any rate less literary language.

A similar perspective informs the analysis of the role played by V1 compounds in Greek onomastics. It is undeniable that V1 names are an important part of the Greek onomastic stock. In a way, this is self-evident: since V1 compounds represent condensed verbal expressions, it is hardly surprising that they prove popular in the prototypical description of individuals, identified either through the actions/qualities which their parents wish to associate them with, or those they habitually perform (the latter being a function specifically tied to nicknaming). Indeed, even in languages in which V1 compounds are not a productive type, their use as onomastic expressions is high. Yet we should be wary of inferring information about the remote origin of the V1 type in a given language or even in the parent language from this state of affairs. The notion that V1 compounds were prototypically created as onomastic expressions—and thus that they were endowed with a particular meaning and function (a notion which also affects the interpretation of their FCs as imperatival or desiderative forms)—is pervasive in the literature on V1 compounds in PIE and in Greek. The monograph by FreiLüthy (1978) spells this out in its very title: Der Einfluß der griechischen Personennamen auf die Wortbildung. However, it is only necessary to go through the collections of Greek PNs in Bechtel (1917) or in the LGPN to see that V2 compounds are equally present in the onomastic stock, but this has not led anyone to claim that the origin of individual categories of V2 compounds in PIE is onomastic.

The sensible way to look at the interaction between V1 compounds and onomastics is to analyse the mechanisms ruling individual compound families in order to gain insights into the behaviour of onomastic patterns more generally. Most V1 names are part of larger groups of formations from the same verbs and their structure and productivity are almost never independent from those of the base verb and its other formations. Rather than thinking in terms of an influence of onomastics on Greek word formation patterns, it may be more fruitful to pay attention to the considerable impact of ‘general’ (i.e. appellative) word formation patterns on Greek onomastics. Drawing these threads together, the analysis of Chapters 5 and 6 aims to contribute towards a better understanding of the use and semantic specificities of the V1 type in AG.


Chapter One

Compounding and the Classification of Compounds

1   Introduction

This chapter provides an overview of the main issues concerning compounding from a typological point of view and has two aims. The first is to introduce Classicists to concepts which are useful for the analysis of Greek compound categories and to the topics which are most vigorously debated in current morphological research. This is a particularly urgent requirement in Classical studies, since available accounts of Greek compounding usually adopt a traditional framework, which largely disregards the methodologies developed by modern linguists. In particular, this chapter clears the ground regarding the definition of compound-hood, the spelling of compounds, the analysis of accentual patterns, the study of headedness and the distinction between exocentricity and endocentricity, thereby setting the stage for the classification of AG compound categories provided in Chapter 2.

Since a study of AG compounding within a modern framework remains a desideratum, the second aim of this chapter is to make the defining characteristics of AG compounding better known to linguists who work on modern languages.5 It may come as a surprise that in the recent Oxford Handbook of Compounding edited by Lieber and Štekauer (2009a) there are no chapters focusing on individual ancient IE languages and even the diachronic overview by Kastovsky (2009) has some notable omissions.6 With this in view, the present chapter dwells on those elements which characterize compounding in Greek vs. compounding in English (the use of stems, the presence of a linking vowel at the end of the FC), as well as on general areas of interest (writing and accentuation patterns, the orientation of compounds).

2   Compounds and compounding

By its most basic definition, a compound is a word formed by two or more lexemes (e.g. girlfriend) or lexical stems (e.g. Francophile). The morphological process through which a compound is created is called compounding (‘nominal composition’, nominale Kompositionor, simply, Kompositionare more common terms in Classical linguistics).7 The kind of compounding studied in this book and introduced in this chapter does not involve forms combining a prefix and a verbal basis (English type overlook, AG [image: image]πιγράφω ‘write over, incise’), nominals derived from them (e.g. overlooking, AG [image: image]πιγραφῄ ‘inscription’) or the combination of two verbs (English type sleep-walk, MG type τρωγοπìνω [eat drink] ‘eat and drink’), which is unattested in AG8

Compounding is a widely exploited type of word formation cross-linguistically, which has been studied from a wide range of methodological perspectives. In recent decades the study of compounds and their classification has seen the English language attain a particular prominence. This is the consequence of two facts: the high productivity of compounds in English, which has prompted in-depth studies of their characteristics; and the development of new linguistic approaches in English-speaking countries. As a result, the bulk of bibliography on compounding has, as a sine qua non, always engaged with English and its compound categories. Although this has favoured the use of a largely shared terminology on the part of linguists belonging to different schools, it has also caused some disadvantages. This chapter focuses on some elements of tension between current approaches to compounding and the approaches and traditional terminology used in the study of ancient IE languages, and AG in particular.

3   The definition of compounds

The previous section began with a basic definition of what a compound is, which non-experts may consider satisfactory. Yet we need only browse a number of introductions to compounding to realize that the status of compound (‘compoundhood’ in linguistic jargon) is a hotly debated topic, perhaps the very heart of the disputes between linguists of different credos.

Let us start from a simple definition:

A compound is a word which consists of two or more words. Fabb (1998: 66).

This description of compounds, which is provided in a general introduction to compounding in a general handbook of morphology, echoes the following classic definition of English compounding:


When two or more words are combined into a morphological unit, we speak of a compound. Marchand (1969: 11).

Both definitions can be criticized from two angles. First, they assume that the concept of ‘word’ does not require any further definition. Secondly, they ignore the problem that a large number of compounds result from the joining of elements which do not occur as independent words in the lexicon of a given language. Although this is a problem of minor importance in English (the language to which these definitions apply), we can appreciate its relevance by considering an English word such as Gallophile: neither member of this compound is an independent word in English.

An alternative definition may thus prove to be more accurate and unambiguous:

Compounding is the process through which a compound lexeme is derived from two or more simpler lexemes.

Matthews (1991: 83).

In this case, the problematic term word is replaced by the technical term lexeme. This substitution brings some advantages.9 For instance, it allows for the presence of constituents which are not entire words, but simple or complex stems, i.e. ‘uninflected parts of independent words that do not themselves constitute independent words’.10 A large number of languages use stems in compounding: Greek, both Ancient and Modern, is prominent among them. In our example, Gallophile ‘lover of French culture’, both constituents can be analysed as Neoclassical simple stems. In its derivation Gallophilia ‘love of French culture’, the lexeme -philiais a complex stem: it is formed by the simple stem phil- ‘love’, followed by the morphological suffix -ia, which is specialized for the derivation of feminine nouns.

Not all linguists will agree with this view. Radical morphologists may contest that, from the point of view of English, Gallo- is a prefix and -phile is a suffix: Gallophile therefore is not a compound, but a derivation. Such analyses look at the status of constituents from a synchronic point of view, aside from their histor- ical origin. Yet it has equally been noted that the exclusion of Neoclassical forms such as Gallophile from compounding is unsatisfactory precisely on synchronic grounds, since these forms share many characteristics with native compound patterns and are usually granted compound-status by native speakers.11 Consider for instance the now pervasive term gastropub, a form which combines a Neoclassical stem (gastro-) with a common English word (pub) to identify a pub serving restaurant-like food. Again, grammars treat gastro- as a prefix, but most speakers who know the Neoclassical word gastronomy would conclude that gastropubis nothing else than a compound.

These examples show not only that theoretical definitions of compounds can differ considerably, but also that the interpretation of individual forms is a matter of debate. As a consequence, much work has been devoted to the study of other interpretative approaches, with the aim of reaching a more problem-free definition.

3.1   Defining criteria: spelling, accent, inflectional markers

In order to circumvent some of the problems inherent in classifications of compounds which are based solely on the morphological description of the constituents, other approaches focus on criteria as diverse as spelling, phonetics (particularly accent), semantics, internal syntax and lexicalization. Some of these criteria are easily criticized, especially if they aspire to be universal. For instance, spelling (i.e. the writing of compounds as one graphic unit, with or without internal hyphens) is not a sound criterion for English, where the orthography of compounds is notoriously variable and where even the same form may be spelled differently. A case in point is the spelling of one of the terms with which this book is concerned: both word formation and word-formationare used in the literature, and both forms are considered compounds. Other provisos may apply to languages whose orthography and writing traditions differ from those of modern-day Europe, and we will return to this point apropos of AG in section 4.4.

Similarly, the so-called ‘stress test’, widely applied for the identification of compoundhood in English, is not uncontroversial. In its basic formulation, the stress test assumes that the accentual pattern of compounds is different from that of phrases and predicts that proper compounds will bear only one accent, usually on the left-hand element. The classic examples adduced in this case are blackbird([ˈblækbз[image: image](r)d]), a compound which indicates a specific bird, belonging to the Turdus genus, vs. black bird ([ˈblæk ˈbз[image: image](r)d]), a phrase indicating any type of black bird.12 However, mono-accentuation alone cannot be considered an infallible criterion for compoundhood either, since both constituents may preserve their original accentuation (word-formation[ˈwз[image: image](r)d fɔ[image: image](r)ˈmeɪ[image: image]n]) or one of them may acquire a secondary stress for emphasis (as in man-made [ˈmæn ˈmeɪd]).13 When we turn to AG, any consideration concerning accent must take into account writing practices and the transmission of texts, as we will see shortly in section 4.3.

Another criterion, again developed for English, looks at the way inflectional markers are placed within compounds. It predicts that these markers will only be placed in the head of compounds, which for the time being we may define as its leading constituent: this is the so-called ‘isolation rule’ (or ‘inseparability’ / ‘lack of modification’ of the FC). If a given form receives inflectional markers in its non-head, it is probably not a compound. Black cat may be changed into blacker cat, but the compound blackbird has no form such as **blackerbird, because the isolation rule predicts that comparative suffixation, as is the case here, can only occur in the head (which is bird).14 Consider a further example, the sequence student book. If it is a compound, this sequence will receive the plural ending on its head, giving us student books. If, on the other hand, the sequence takes inflectional markers in its non-head, as in the form students’ books, it is not a compound, but a phrase referring to the books owned by individual students.

It is useful to note that tests such as the ‘isolation rule’ have their source in the fact that, typically, English compounding involves a large number of what morphologists call ‘syntactic compounds’ and which the uninitiated may simply describe in terms of being ‘more than one word’: word formation and student book are two examples of syntactic compounds. The isolation rule and the stress test are applied precisely to distinguish English syntactic compounds from mere noun phrases. The isolation rule too falls short as a criterion, however, since the results which it produces are frequently doubtful. Consider for instance the sequence women’s literature. The presence of number marking and inflectional ending in its non-head women’s goes against the isolation rule; moreover, the sequence has two stresses. Yet semantics and lexicalization encourage us to treat this phrase as a syntactic compound, contradicting the results of the previous two tests. As concerns AG, section 6.4 will consider the case of forms displaying an inflected FC: under discussion will be the question whether and to what extent it may be useful to speak of univerbations in these cases, and we will also take the opportunity to note that, crucially, in AG some linking elements look like inflectional endings, a phenomenon which does not occur in English.

4   Ancient Greek compounding as stem compounding

Unlike the Sanskrit grammarians (see section 9.1), ancient Greek scholars did not devote a lot of attention to the definition of compounds. They contented themselves with distinguishing compounding proper (σύνθεσις, with its derivation σύνθετον ‘compound’) from the process of juxtaposition (παράθεσις: essentially forms with an inflected FC, παράθετα), and the extant sources do not offer any form of theorization.15 The first characteristic that distinguishes Greek compounds from those of many other languages, particularly English, is that the usual basic definition ‘a compound is the joining of two or more words’ does not apply.16 Greek compounds typically involve a FC that does not correspond to a full ‘word’ but to a stem, and a SC which may consist of either a stem or an independently attested word, but which usually displays special derivational suffixes when used in compounding.

While the English compound classroomcan be described as being composed of two words, it is more problematic to say the same of the Greek compound κουροτρόφος lit. ‘young men-nurturer’, i.e. ‘nurturer of young men’, and even more so of the form βουπλῄξ ‘ox-goad’. In κουροτρόφος the FC κουρο- corresponds to a stem, not to a full ‘word’, which in its nominative singular is κο[image: image]ρος ‘boy’ (κόρος in the Attic dialect); the SC, -τρόφος, corresponds to the autonomous word τροφός ‘nurse’, but we should note, in the first place, that the compound does not retain the accent of the simplex. In βουπλῄξ the FC βου- is a stem, corresponding to no autonomous form of the word βο[image: image]ς ‘ox’; the SC consists of the verbal root πληΓ- (the same on which the derived present πλῄσσω ‘strike’ is based), which in the nominative singular is followed by the inflectional suffix -ς (yielding -πληξ). The literature classifies βουπλῄξ as a ‘verbal root compound’ on account of the fact that the stem or noun contained in the SC lacks an overt derivational morpheme (Chapter 2, section 6.1). The general principle that can be derived from these examples is that, on the whole, Greek compounding is stem compounding. In its basic definition, a stem is

a word-class-specific lexeme representation stripped of any inflectional endings, which has to combine with additional derivational and/or inflectional morphemes in order to function as a word.

Kastovsky (2009: 324).

According to Ralli (2009: 457), the use of stems rather than words is connected to the fact that certain languages, including Greek, have stem-based inflectional morphology: the exclusion of inflectional or derivational markers from the FC would appear to be the defining characteristic of compounding in these languages. Far from forming systematic categories, Greek compounds with inflected FCs are exceptional cases, and their syntactic origin (however remote) is easy to prove. The question also has important consequences for the analysis of Greek V1 compounds. In Chapter 2, section 7.5.4, and Chapter 4, the idea that the FCs of such compounds represent old inflected forms is criticized: going in the same direction as current analyses of [V N] compounds in Romance and other languages, I maintain that the FCs of Greek V1 compounds contain roots or stems, to which compound markers may be attached. The morphological criteria behind V1 compounds therefore follow the general properties of Greek compounding.

With regard to the nature of the SCs, as already noted, it is possible to distinguish between compounds in which the SC corresponds to an autonomous word (the case of κουροτρόφος vs. τροφός) and compounds in which the SC is a bound form (the case of βουπλῄξ).17 However, our capacity to draw such a distinction attenuates considerably when our focus is on a language which is no longer spoken. Any conclusion drawn from AG depends on the state of the documentation and may be overturned by the discovery of new texts or by a fresh analysis of familiar ones. Some AG autonomous words are attested suspiciously late in comparison to their compound forms, and historical linguists are often led to conclude that some simplicia are back-formations from compounds. For instance, simple s-stem adjectives in -ῄς such as ψευδῄς ‘false’ derive from the very common class of s-stem compounded adjectives in -ῄς (Chapter 2, section 6.2); while agent nouns in -της (Chapter 2, section 6.4) are thought to arise from their compounded counterparts. Depending on how the relation between compounds and simplicia is judged, the interpretation of these two compound classes changes considerably, with consequences for our understanding of AG compounding as whole18

Another category that linguists often debate is the productive type of verbal compounds ending in -ος, of which κουροτρόφος is representative. This category displays both SCs that correspond to autonomous words (as κουροτρόφος) and SCs which do not, among which two common subgroups are those in -ποιός ‘maker’ and -ουργός ‘worker’. There is, therefore, no consensus as to the original status of this category: are they prototypically compounds, from which later simplicia derive as back-formations? Or are they the compound forms of autonomous words? The fact that the accent of the compounds is usually different from that of the simplicia is often used as proof that these formations ought not to be treated as [N N] compounds. We will return to this issue in section 9.2 and Chapter 2, section 6.3.2.

4.1   A typical morphophonological feature: the linking vowel

The FC of Greek compounds can be an adverb (e.g. ε[image: image]- ‘well’), a preposition (e.g. [image: image]ν- ‘in’), a nominal stem (e.g. κουρο- ‘young man’) or a verbal stem (e.g. φερε- ‘bring’: on the interpretation of such stems, see Chapter 4, sections 3 and 6.1). An ambiguous case is represented by the so-called particles (e.g. ἀ(ν)- ‘without’, δυς- ‘badly’). Classic accounts of AG compounding rank them among compound constituents, but since these particles do not occur as autonomous words in the language, it remains an open question whether, from the point of view of morphological theory, formations like [image: image]μορφος ‘without form’ and Δύσμορος ‘ill-fated’ should not be considered derivations rather than compounds.

When adverbs and prepositions feature in compounds their formal appearance is the same as when they are used as autonomous words, but nominal and verbal FCs are usually represented as bare stems. The most common stems end in -ο- or -[image: image]-/-η-, -ι- and -υ-: these stems derive from either a root provided with a derivational suffix (the most common of which are -ο- and -[image: image]-/-η-), or from vocalic stems, as in examples (1a–d) below:

(1)




	a.
	Noun
	[image: image]ππος ‘horse’



	 
	Stem:
	[image: image]ππ- (root) + -ο- (suffix)



	 
	FC:
	[image: image]ππο-



	 
	Compound:
	[image: image]ππόδαμος ‘horse-tamer’



	b.
	Noun:
	βουλῄ ‘counsel’



	 
	Stem:
	βουλ- (root) + -η- (suffix)19



	 
	FC:
	βουλη-



	 
	Compound:
	βουληφόρος ‘counsel-bringing’



	c.
	Noun:
	πόλις ‘city’



	 
	Stem:
	πολι-FC: πολι-



	 
	Compound:
	πολìαρχος ‘city-ruler’



	d.
	Noun:
	[image: image]ςτυ ‘town’



	 
	Stem:
	ἀστυ-



	 
	FC:
	ἀστυ-



	 
	Compound:
	ἀστυάναξ ‘city-lord’.




	Some consonantal stems of the third declension may create compound FCs which show the bare stem:
(2)




	a.
	Noun:
	π[image: image]ρ ‘fire’



	 
	Stem:
	πυρ-



	 
	FC:
	πυρ-



	 
	Compound:
	πυρκαιά lit. [fire-burning] > ‘funeral pyre’



	b.
	Noun:
	[image: image]πος ‘word’



	 
	Stem:
	[image: image]π- (root) + ος-/-ες- (suffix)20



	 
	FC:
	[image: image]πες-



	 
	Compound:
	[image: image]πεσβόλος lit. ‘word-throwing’ > ‘speaking hastily’.





In practice, though, this distribution is perturbed in Greek by the intervention of analogy, often responding to needs of morphological transparency or phonological convenience. The most common phenomenon is the spread of -o- from FCs of the second declension to other stems, as in (3a) and (3b):21

(3)




	a.
	Noun:
	π[image: image]ρ ‘fire’



	 
	Stem:
	πυρ-



	 
	FC:
	πυρ-ο-



	 
	Compound:
	πυροβόλος ‘fire-darting’



	b.
	Noun:
	[image: image]λη ‘wood cut down’



	 
	Stem:
	[image: image]λ- (root) + -η- (suffix)



	 
	FC:
	[image: image]λ-ο-



	 
	Compound:
	[image: image]λοτόμος ‘woodcutter’.



	Synchronically, πυροβόλος and other third-declension consonantal FCs look as if they have derived from the genitive singular (-ος) and this formal similarity may perhaps be behind the spread of -ο- to these stems:
(3)




	a.
	Noun:
	ἀσπìς ‘shield’



	 
	Stem:
	ἀσπιδ-



	 
	FC:
	ἀσπιδ-ο- (cf. the gen. sg. ἀσπìδος)



	 
	Compound:
	ἀσπιδοφόρος ‘shield-bearing’.



	b.
	Noun:
	κύων ‘dog’



	 
	Stem:
	κυν-



	 
	FC:
	κυνο- (cf. the gen. sg. κυνός)



	 
	Compound:
	κυνοκλόπος ‘dog-stealer’.





In (4a–b), -ο- is a semantically empty element, whose morpho-phonological function is limited to providing a bridge between the constituents: it does not signify gender, number or case. With the passing of time, -ο- became the only linking vowel in Greek, an element which according to Ralli (2009: 455) signifies compoundhood itself in MG: ‘items such as this -o- constitute markers, the primary function of which is to indicate the process of compound formation’. Ralli further argues that the obligatory presence of such marking is to be explained by the inflectional richness of Greek and the fact that its compounds are stem-based: in languages with no inflection, or where compounding is mostly based on lexemes which occur independently, this marking is not needed22

In AG, compound markers of this kind were originally much more numerous than the -o- which has survived into MG. Just as in the case of -o-, vocalic elements originally belonging to stems were detached from them and used as linking vowels.23 For instance, -ι- is originally at home in three types of FCs: those from i-stem nouns, as in (2a); those from s-stem nouns belonging to the ‘Caland system’, such as καλλι- from κάλλος ‘beauty’;24 and those in which -ι- is the relic of an old dative (e.g. δουρικλυτός ‘spear-famous’, probably deriving from the phrase Δουρ[image: image] κλυτός ‘famous for the spear’). From these prototypical categories, -ι- spread to other FCs, where its function was restricted to that of a mere linking element. We can see this clearly in the development of compounds with the FC πυρι- as opposed to πυρ-, as in (1a), or πυρο-, as in (3a), and, more importantly, in V1 compounds of the types τερψìμβροτος ‘delighting men’ and βωτιάνειρα ‘feeding men’, where -ι- is not part of a stem or root and is devoid of any meaning: it may have been imported into this category by analogy with other classes25

Even -η- was extended from Attic-Ionic first-declension constituents, such as those in (1b), to other types of stems: see for instance [image: image]λαφηβόλος ‘deer-shooting’ vs. [image: image]λαφος ‘deer’ and θαλαμηπόλος ‘bedchamber maid’ vs. θάλαμος ‘bed-chamber’. These early examples feature in the language of the Homeric poems and are most probably influenced by the metre, since the expected [image: image]λαφoβόλος and θαλαμoπόλος, with their sequences of more than two light internal syllables, would not fit the hexameter. The FC may therefore employ a linking vowel according to the morpho-phonological features of the compound and to the needs of the texts in which it is used. Vocalic stems in -υ- and -αυ- are much rarer than those in -ο-, -[image: image]-/-η- and -ι-.

Many compounds whose FC is a verbal stem feature -ε- at the end of the FC: this most probably derives from the thematic vowel, which may be attached to roots (e.g. φερ-) to form the stem of the thematic present (φερ-ε/o-). It is more problematic to infer from this that the FC of φερέοικος compounds was an inflected verbal form—for instance the present imperative φέρε ‘carry!’—from which the compounds would have derived by way of univerbation.26 There are many problems with this hypothesis. Most accounts do not clarify whether or not in the individual Greek specimina this -ε- is still endowed with syntactic and semantic functions (most notably the expression of time and verbal number). Also, the Greek forms are clearly not univerbations any longer: for the sake of the argument, even if the remote source of φερέοικος were the phrase φέρε ο[image: image]κον ‘carry the house!’, the fact remains that the resulting compound contains the adjectival suffix -ος and has therefore undergone a process of derivation (on the role of these suffixes, especially in exocentric compounds, see Chapter 2, section 5.1). It may be safer to assume that φερε- and comparable FCs are composed present stems in which -ε- derives from the thematic vowel but does not have a semantic function (Chapter 4, sections 3 and 6.1). The verbal semantics of the FC is expressed by the verbal stem as a whole.

4.2   Vocalic encounters: hiatus, elision, contraction and lengthening

Because of the spread of linking elements, the majority of AG FCs end in a vowel, even when the stem from which they derive is consonantal. This poses special problems when the SC itself begins with a vowel, as AG tends to not tolerate vocalic hiatus.27 There are four possibilities in this case:

(1) The hiatus is preserved: examples include compounds in -οεργός, in which -ο- is the linking element and -εργός is the SC meaning ‘worker’; or [image: image]ωρος ‘untimely’, in which the negative prefix ἀ- encounters the SC derived from [image: image]ρα ‘time’. Hiatuses of this kind often conceal older stages in which the SC began with phonemes later lost in Classical Greek: [w], as in [image: image]ερΓ- ‘work’ yielding -εργός, and [h] (< *s- or *j-), as in [image: image]ρα ‘time’ (< *j-). In some varieties of Classical Greek (includ- ing Attic) the initial aspiration of the SC -ωρος may also have been pronounced word-internally (the phenomenon known as ‘interaspiration’), but in most other varieties it was probably lost at an early stage (and even in Attic internal [h] is likely to have been articulated very feebly).

(2) The linking vowel is elided: see e.g. φιλάνθρωπος ‘loving mankind’ < *φιλo- ανθρωπος vs. φιλό‑ςοφος ‘loving wisdom’.

(3) The two vowels are contracted: this solution is taken in many compounds in -ο-oργός, whose contracted version is -ουργός. Similarly, compounds in -ουχος ‘having’ derive from -ο-οχος, in which -o- is the linking element, while -οχος derives from [image: image]χω ‘to have’. These contractions usually replace the hiatuses created by the conditions described under (1).

(4) There is no linking element and the initial vowel of the SC is lengthened rather than elided or regularly contracted. Examples include:

–   στρατ[image: image]Γός ‘army leader’ vs. [image: image]Γω (expected situations **ςτρατ[image: image]Γός or **ςτρατωγός).

–   [image: image]ππῄλατος ‘driven by horses’ vs. [image: image]λάω ‘drive’ (expected situations **[image: image]ππέλατος or **[image: image]ππούλατος);

–   [image: image]μώνυμος ‘having the same name’ vs. [image: image]νομα ‘name’ (expected situations **[image: image]μόνυμος or ** [image: image]μoύνυμος).

The phenomenon described in (4) is known among Indo-Europeanists as ‘Wackernagel’s lengthening’, since it was first explained by J. Wackernagel.28 The lengthened vowels in question have been traditionally viewed as the result of special ancient ‘contractions’: they cannot be regular contractions as the resulting long vowel is always wrong.29 The phenomenon is now viewed as a kind of compensatory lengthening triggered by the loss of the IE laryngeals in Greek, which colour and lengthen the preceding vowel.30 Thus, -[image: image]Γός shows reflexes of the initial *h2

of [image: image]Γω, -ηλατος of the initial *h1 of [image: image]λάω and -ώνυμος of the initial *h3 of [image: image]νομα.31 Classical Greek extended or ignored this type of lengthening largely according to analogy, and often out of rhythmical concerns, such as the need to avoid a sequence of too many light syllables.

4.3   Phonological features: accent

In the Greek texts printed in modern editions, all the forms identifiable as compounds show only one accent which, in keeping with the rules of Greek accentuation, falls on one of the last three syllables: this corresponds to the situation in MG.32 In principle, however, there is no certainty that these texts faithfully represent the situation in spoken Greek, an issue that is also relevant to the spelling of compounds. First, the diacritics for marking accent are a Hellenistic invention, but most manuscripts omit to use them regularly until the seventh century AD. More importantly for our purposes, AG also applies monoaccentuation to sequences of two or three ‘words’ which form a unit in accentual terms. In this case, Greek grammars distinguish between the ‘enclitic accent’, when a word loses its accent and is joined to the preceding one from the point of view of accentuation (e.g. καì μιν ‘and him’) and ‘proclitic’ accent, when a word loses its accent and is joined to the following one from the point of view of accentuation (e.g. [image: image]κ κεφαλ[image: image]ς ‘from the head’). Moreover, in some archaic texts word division is represented in a different way from later texts and the guiding principle is clearly accent: punctuation, when used, tends to mark off accentual units rather than ‘words’.33 These examples show that inferring the status not only of the notion of ‘compound’ but also of that of ‘word’ from accent is highly problematic in AG and caution should be exercised when accent is used as a test to determine compoundhood34

Modern texts are often edited in view of the practical rules described by the AG grammarians, chiefly Aristophanes of Byzantium, Aristarchus and Herodian.35 Even these instructions betray a high degree of variation, however, and this prompted Vendryès (1945: 188) to conclude that incoherence is more frequent than regularity. Keeping this in mind, we may note that the following phenomena are typical of those lexical units identifiable as compounds:

(1) When the SC corresponds to an autonomous word, the accent of the compound will often be different from that of the autonomous word: the compound, that is, behaves as a new lexical unit, to which the general Greek accentuation rules apply.36 Thus, although ἀκρόπολις ‘high city’ is arguably a type of πόλις ‘city’, its accent nevertheless moves to the antepenultimate syllable (this is possible because the last syllable is light).

(2) In some well-defined categories of compounds, the accent can go against the general rules of Greek. For instance, while passive V2 compounds of the type ὁρεσìτροφος ‘reared on mountains’ (Chapter 2, section 6.3) follow the trisyllabic rule (acute accent may go on the penultimate or antepenultimate syllable if the last one is light), their active counterparts, formed with the same type of SC, tend to keep the accent on the penultimate syllable: thus κουροτρόφος against **κουρότροφος, which would be equally possible.37 This accentual opposition is fundamental to the distinction between the passive and the active understanding of the SC (-τροφος) and is generally consistent (see too Chapter 2, section 6.3.1).

(3) In s-stem compound adjectives in -ης, the accent falls mostly on the last syllable, where it tends to be acute if the antepenultimate is light (ε[image: image]Γενῄς ‘well-born’), but may also be circumflex, usually if the SC contains an old contraction (thus περικλ[image: image]ς < περικλέ[image: image]ης). If the antepenultimate syllable is heavy, however, the accent tends to be paroxytone (e.g. θρασυμῄδης ‘bold of plan’).38 As περικλέ[image: image]ης shows, this retraction of the accent also affects compounds with light antepenultimate syllable when they are used as PNs: compare the name Διογένης vs. the adjective Διογενῄς ‘born of Zeus’.

Other rules, concerning specific sub-classes, are listed in Debrunner (1917: 77–79) and Vendryès (1945: 189–199); we will return to some of them in the context of the classification of AG compounds in Chapter 2.

4.4   Writing of Greek compounds

In section 3.1 we saw that the way in which compounds are written is not a helpful criterion for distinguishing English proper compounds from syntactic phrases on account of the lack of a fixed orthographic rule. In AG and other languages of ancient attestation we face two additional practical issues: the orthographic rules in use at the time when a given compound entered the text, and the transmission of the text itself. As noted above, in addition to being written mostly in capitals and without diacritical marks for a large part of its history, AG was also usually written in scriptio continua, i.e. without word separators. The epigraphic texts which do use word separators are rare enough to constitute a self-contained group, which means that scholars are unable to derive detailed rules about the perception of compounding vs. syntactic phrases. A notable exception are the second-millennium Mycenaean Linear B tablets, which make systematic use of word separators, but even in this case issues of detail remain unclear: see for instance the discussion of the apparently two-word compound ke-re-si-jo we-ke ‘Cretan-made’ (in which the word separator is usually taken to be a mistake) in Chapter 6, section 4.1.

Rather than external appearance, the real differentiating criterion for compoundhood in AG is to be found in the fact that the inflectional nature of the language allows for an automatic distinction of syntactic phrases from compounds. In phrases, the relation between the constituents is made clear by inflectional markers, as in κούρου τροφός ‘nurturer of the child’. In compounds, by contrast, the inflectional elements with the responsibility of indicating the relation between the constituents are lost, as in κουροτρόφος ‘rearing children’. The difference between the two forms is therefore morphological, not graphic. To take another compound class, the difference between a prepositional phrase and a prepositional compound is usually evident from the fact that in the phrase the noun governed by the preposition is inflected in the case-form required by the preposition (e.g. [image: image]ν κεφαλ[image: image] ‘inside the head’), whereas the compound is marked by the derivational suffix -ος (sometimes also -ιος) in place of the governed case: [image: image]Γκέφαλος ‘within the head’ > ‘brain’39

AG still contains a number of ambiguous cases, however. Consider the Homeric adjective κορυθαιόλος ‘with glancing helmet’ (discussed in Chapter 2, section 7.2.2). Its SC corresponds to an adjective autonomously attested in Greek: α[image: image]όλος ‘quick-moving’. This fact is important for the interpretation of κορυθαιόλος, because there are no morphological markers (such as the suffixes mentioned above) that distinguish the SC of the compound from the simple adjective. Accentuation too is an unhelpful criterion for compoundhood in this case. κορυθαιόλος is variously accented in modern texts: the most common accentuation is regressive (κορυθαìoλoς) but the grammarian Herodian (3.1.228.12–13 Lentz) advised that the compound was to be accented like the simplex and this is why the accentuation in LSJ is κορυθαιόλος.40 More importantly, there are no morpho-phonological features such the presence of a linking vowel or the lengthening of the initial vowel of the SC that signal Kompositionsfuge. In principle, we may even doubt that κορυθαιόλος is a compound at all. The sequence <κορυθαι-ολοΣ>, written in continuous writing, can be rendered as both κορυθαιόλος and κόρυθ’ α[image: image]όλος: the latter is a two-word phrase in which κόρυθ(α) is an accusative of respect restricting the meaning of the adjective (‘swift/glittering as concerns the helmet’: essentially the same meaning as the compound). Thus there is no formal criterion which guarantees the classification of the Homeric adjective as a compound, and if we tend to do so it is because in our texts the form is written (and hence interpreted) as one word rather than as a phrase.

This leads us to the second practical problem, the mode of transmission of AG texts. The Homeric poems are a good example. It is assumed that these texts were written down after a relatively long oral phase sometime around or after the eighth century BC. The graphic conventions in use at the time involved scriptio continua, the use of capitals, the absence of diacritics and (in most local varieties of the alphabet) the absence of graphemes for /e:/ and /o:/ sounds. At some point, this old text was transliterated into a more modern script (the phenomenon known as metagrammatismós), a transformation which requires interpretative choices in the realms of phonology (particularly as concerns the quality of /e:/ and /o:/ sounds and initial aspiration) and word-division. In the particular case of κορυθαιόλος we are lucky to have Herodian’s testimony, which shows that the interpretation as one word has ancient authority. In most other cases, however, linguists depend entirely on the choices made by ancient and modern editors, a fact which underlines the differing nature of the challenges facing ancient and modern linguists.

5   Semantic approaches to compounding

The previous sections briefly brought semantics into the picture through a consideration of its role in the definition of compoundhood. Before reviewing some of the proposed approaches, we must pay attention to the term ‘semantics’ itself. Although the term evokes the idea of ‘meaning’, investigating the semantics of compounds involves much more than an elucidation of what a compound means, and it has become part of complex conceptual models, such as the Parallel Architecture theorized by Jackendoff (1990) or the Lexical Semantics posited in Lieber (2004).

Lieber (2006), Lieber (2009a), Jackendoff (2009), and Jackendoff (2010) all propose models to investigate the semantics of complex words (and thus also of compounds), and these models focus on the semantic functions of minimal units such as affixes and simple lexemes. These minimal units are classified within a model of representation which, in turn, allows the semantic classification of more complex units, on the assumption that ‘the meaning of a compound is a function of the meanings of its constituents’.41 Lieber identifies basic semantic functions (which she calls the ‘semantic skeleton’): one example is ‘material’, which defines substances and essences and corresponds to the syntactic function of ‘noun’. To these quite abstract functions Lieber adds more concrete ones, which she calls the ‘semantic body’: these are functions influenced by culture and personal perception, for instance the notion of ‘animate’ as an embodiment of the semantic function of ‘material’42

Recent contributions have applied these theoretical frameworks to the definition of compounds, which in turn is intimately bound up with the classification of individual compound categories.43 Although in principle these are two separate questions, they share many assumptions: to classify compounds according to different criteria (semantic, morphological, syntactic…) means first to have a notion of which criteria rule the joining of individual lexemes into compounds. By applying conceptual semantics to their classification of compounds (to which we will return later) Bisetto and Scalise (2005), followed by Scalise and Bisetto (2009), for instance implicitly recognize its differentiating role in telling compounds apart from non-compounds.

Another recent semantic approach to compounds is Onomasiology, which has flourished in Central Europe and posits that meaning drives patterns of word formation. Onomasiology privileges the cognitive analysis of word formation over its formal analysis, focusing on the roles of the speaker and the hearer, and on their perception of language. Conceptual structures are expressed by means of general categories (e.g. ‘substance’) which are then further classified according to their properties (e.g. ‘quality’, ‘action’, ‘agent’, though the details are very different in each model) and these in turn are used to describe compounds and other patterns of word formation. As pointed out by Grzega (2009: 218), onomasiological accounts of word formation do not usually distinguish compounding from other morphological processes, since all are analysed according to the same onomasiological categories. Grzega’s model is the only one which distinguishes the ‘junction of morphemes’ (and thus not only lexemes) from other types of ‘name-giving processes’ (e.g. loanwords) by the use of the term ‘composite’.

Apart from the odd theoretical foray into the definition of compounds vis-à-vis other types of word formation, Onomasiology—like Lexical Semantics—is mostly tailored towards the classification of individual compound types, providing an alternative model for thinking about the relation between compound constituents. It is interesting, for instance, that the different onomasiological models agree on separating forms such as strawberry, gooseberry and raspberry—which in traditional accounts belong to the same compound category, [N N] subordinated compounds—into different classes44

5.1   Lexicalization and idiomaticity

When a word is adopted into the lexicon of a language and becomes a readily available means of denoting a required concept, we speak of the lexicalization of that word. In compounds, lexicalization entails that two or more lexemes have become indissolubly linked from a semantic point of view, so that the determiner cannot be substituted without a complete change in meaning (for a definition of ‘determiner’, see next section).45 For instance, while in the phrases red clothes and black clothes the difference in meaning caused by the change of determiner is limited (both indicate something which remains the same regardless of its colour), the compound blackbird (indicating a specific species of bird and not just a black bird) cannot be changed into **brownbirdwithout the semantics of the whole word being considerably altered.

A consequence of lexicalization is idiomaticity.46 Spencer (1991: 312) draws attention to the fact that ‘compounds are often subject to a semantic drift ofa kind associated with stored words, which means that their meaning becomes non-compositional or even totally idiosyncratic’. He exemplifies this with the Turkish compound şIp sevdi, lit. [plop! + he-has-fallen-in-love] > ‘impressionable’. Idiomaticity stems from the combined effect of three phenomena: the specialization of certain lexemes as compound constituents, resulting in their subsequent grammaticalization; their parallel disappearance from common language as independent words; and phonetic and morphological changes. It is this phenomenon which has turned Old English compounds into Modern English ‘words’, and OE words into Modern English suffixes: see for instance lord, deriving from the OE compound hlafweard‘master of the loaves’ > ‘master of the house’ (from hlaf‘loaf’ and weard ‘keeper’), and childhood, deriving from the OE compound childhad, where had is the word identifying state or condition.

5.2   Lexicalization and idiomaticity in Ancient Greek

Lexicalization and idiomaticity are also frequent in AG. The former is a very common feature of compounds, but not all lexicalized compounds have constituents which are semantically and morphologically obscure: the V1 compound κλεψύδρα lit. ‘steal-water’ does not immediately evoke the idea of a water-clock, but its meaning is nevertheless explicable from the semantics of the individual constituents. Idiomaticity on the other hand is typical of forms whose meaning has no immediate connection with the original semantics of the constituents. An account of idiomaticity in Greek compounding is beyond the scope of this chapter and indeed of the whole volume, but the fact that the V1 compounds collected in our Corpus remain quite transparent makes such an account a pressing desideratum.

A special case of idiomaticity concerns forms whose morphological make-up has been obscured by changes in phonology, morphology and the lexicon, with the result that the individual components were probably difficult to analyse for speakers. For instance, in Δάπεδον ‘floor’ the SC is the semantically transparent πέδον ‘ground’, but only comparative linguistics clarifies that the FC is the zero grade *d[image: image]- of the root *dem- ‘to build’, which is also behind the word Δόμος ‘house’. δάπεδον meant therefore literally ‘the floor of a house’, but the structure of the compound was obscured in AG. In the word for ‘stool’, δìφρος, the FC can still be linked to the adverb Δìς ‘twice’, but the SC is a bound form which speakers are unlikely to have linked to the verb φέρω ‘to carry’: again, the original meaning of the compound was literal (a stool is something that can be ‘carried at both sides’), but the morphology of the form was unclear in Classical Greek. A similarly obscured SC is contained in [image: image]ριστον ‘breakfast’, which features the adverb [image: image]ρι ‘early’ and the zero grade of the root *h1ed- ‘to eat’.47

6   Syntactic approaches to compounding

In section 5 strawberry, gooseberry and raspberry were defined as ‘[N N] subordinated compounds’, and this classification is based on a syntactic criterion. Syntactic analyses play a significant role in studies of compounding. They inform the approach that scholars take to issues which go beyond the definition of compoundhood and affect the structure of compounds, for instance headedness (section 7.1). Our starting point is again Marchand’s definition, in which compounding is described in the following terms:

The coining of new words proceeds by way of combining linguistic elements on the basis of a determinant / determinatum relationship called syntagma. When two or more words are combined into a morphological unit on the basis just stated, we speak of a compound. Marchand (1969: 11).

Marchand begins by emphasizing the relationship between the compound constituents, a relationship which can only be clarified by transposing the constituents into a syntactic phrase (‘syntagma’). Let us first consider two simple cases. Blackbird is a bird (determinatum) which is black (determinant), girlfriend is a friend (determinatum) who is a girl (determinant). In both cases, the determinatum occurs on the right, while the determinant, either an adjective or a noun, occurs on the left; more recent accounts would term the determinatum ‘head’ and the determinant ‘non-head’ (or ‘determiner’, or ‘modifier’)48

Syntactic transposition is particularly useful for the analysis of [N N] compounds whose structure, and consequently meaning, are less straightforward: only through a syntactic conversion can we clarify that a steamboat is not a boat which is a steam (as in the examples blackbirdand girlfriendabove), but a boat (determinatum) powered by steam (determinant). The structure of the compounds is superficially identical, but their underlying syntactic structure is different, since in steamboat steam is not a predicate substantive (> ‘the boat is a steam’, as in blackbird > ‘the bird is black’ and girlfriend > ‘the friend is a girl’) but a complement of means.


6.1   Synthetic compounds

A very high number of compounds resist being subsumed under Marchand’s definition and some of the points of contention will be discussed in the sections at the end of the chapter dealing with the classification of compounds. A brief consideration of some of these problematic issues, however, is useful for an overview of syntactic approaches to compounding. Our starting point is the issue of compounds with a verbal constituent, e.g. taxi-driver.

This is a very common type of compound in English, and in Germanic languages generally. Because the non-verbal FC mostly functions as the internal argument (in this case the direct object) of the verbal idea expressed by the second element, these compounds are usually called ‘synthetic compounds’ (another common term is ‘verbal compounds’). The term ‘synthetic’ draws attention to the fact that these compounds represent the synthesis of a structure involving a Noun and a Verb in which the Noun fulfils the function of the argument of the Verb (he drives a taxi). In generative terms, the difference between these verbal/ synthetic compounds and other types of compounds is that ‘in verbal derivations we often have more than one argument available for co-indexing’.49 Put more simply, this means that synthetic compounds project more than one argument into the syntax, making their lexical interpretation more complex than that of other compound types. Although non-linguists may think of taxi-driver as simply another [N N]N compound, linguists tend to hold that, by and large, these forms arise from phrases containing a verb. Many accounts thus explain the structure and meaning of these verbal synthetic compounds by focusing on the underlying syntactic structures from which, according to some (but by no means all) linguists, synthetic compounds derive by way of transformation50

Synthetic compounds are analysed according to two basic structures: [[N VStem]er]N (i.e. a structure which is formed with a noun and a verbal stem, to which the derivational suffix -er is added to turn this structure into a noun) or [N N]N(i.e. a structure in which a verbal noun is compounded with another noun). The first model, which has mainly been developed by Lieber (1983), does not work perfectly in that, as shown by Booij (1988), [N V] compounded verbs such as **taxi-driveare seldom attested in English.51 Drawing on the second model, therefore, Booji (1988) suggests a somewhat different derivational path. He assumes that synthetic compounds are [NN] formations in which the head is a verbal noun, a structure which can be represented as [N [Ner]]N. Structurally, synthetic compounds do not derive from compounded [N V] verbs, but semantically they display a special feature, termed ‘inheritance of argument structure’, in virtue of which ‘the verbal noun inherits the Patient argument of the verb, and the left constituent receives this Patient role’52

This leads us to a second problem, the interpretation of the relationship between the verbal SC and the nominal FC. Although theoretical discussions of synthetic compounds usually focus on compounds in which the FC functions as the direct object of the verbal SC, across languages (and AG is no exception), the nominal FC often conveys other functions, for instance location (e.g. Skywalker, moonwalker), time (e.g. day-dreamer) or adverbial modification (e.g. big spender).53 Stricter accounts limit the category of synthetic compounds to those forms in which the FC is an argument of the second, satisfying one of the thematic roles (simply put, these are the arguments that each verb syntactically requires). All the others, in which the FC adds a ‘locative, manner, or temporal specification to the head, but would not be said to bear a thematic relation, or satisfy the argument structure of the head’, are excluded54

These two issues connected with the interpretation and definition of a compound category which is prevalent in many languages give us a fair picture of how syntactic analyses, sometimes of great complexity, can affect both how we describe the processes at work in the formation of individual types of compounds and how we distinguish between compounds and other linguistic structures. Synthetic compounds are also much-discussed as concerns the morphological interpretation of their verbal constituent, which in many languages tend to be stems: this phenomenon is well-known to Sanskrit and Greek scholars, but also applies to some English compounds.55 We will return to this problem in two different places: in section 9.2, which discusses the notion of government, and in Chapter 2, section 6, which is specifically concerned with Greek compounds possessing a verbal SC.

The syntactic approach is also frequently applied to V1 compounds, which are studied in relation to parallel phrases in order to gain insights into their origin, orientation and morphological make-up. As we shall see in Chapter 2, section 7.5.4, the syntactic approach has prompted a few scholars to interpret V1 compounds as a ‘more syntactic’ category than others that still preserves an inflected verb in the FC (this is usually interpreted as an imperative or third person singular present). According to these interpretations, syntax overrides morphology, but it is open to debate whether this is the correct way to view the origin of individual V1 compounds cross-linguistically: as concerns AG, our analysis will show that the productive formation patterns of V1 compounds are morphological, not syntactic.

6.2   Romance compounds

The syntactic approach is also fundamental to the investigation of compounding as a result of the lexicalization of phrases, and to the differentiation of compounds from syntactic phrases. As mentioned above, it is typical of English to have forms such as word formationwhich are not univerbated but whose morphological and phonological properties, on the whole, allow for their classification as compounds. Romance, by contrast, has a limited number of straightforward compounds (most commonly of the [N N] and [V N] types) but a large number of phrases whose status is hotly debated. In this case, our analysis of the properties displayed by these forms will determine whether we define them as compounds.

Romance phrases that are open to being interpreted as compounds include the following types: – Forms in which the constituents are linked by a preposition (also termed

‘   binomial compounds’): Fr. pied à terre [foot on ground] > ‘small living unit’, pomme de terre [apple of earth] > ‘potato’; Sp. estrella de mar[star of sea] >‘starfish’, It. casa di cura[house of treatment] > ‘nursing home’; Port. boca de incêndio [mouth of fire] > ‘fire hydrant’; Rom. lapte-de-pasăre [milk of bird], a kind of dessert.

According to many accounts, all such forms ought to be considered lexicalized phrases (also termed ‘syntactic compounds’ or ‘improper compounds’) rather than proper compounds because they lack the morpho-phonological variation typical of compounding.56 However, other scholars maintain that many of these forms should be classified as true compounds, since they represent conceptual units and score positively in the isolation test. This means that it is impossible to separate their constituents with determiners or quantifiers, as in e.g. pomme de terre **fertilelit. ‘apple of fertile soil’, estrella de(**l) mar, or casa di cura **inten-siva‘house of intensive treatment’.

–   Forms in which the FC is a preposition: Fr. sans papier[without paper] > ‘clandestine’, Sp. sin vergüenza / sinvergüenza[without shame] > ‘scoundrel’, It. controluce[against light] > ‘backlight’, Port. după-amiază [after-noon]. These forms can be used as adjectives or nouns57

Again, a heated debate surrounds the analysis of these prepositional forms. They may be classified as proper compounds on account of their lexicalized status (some are even univerbated),58 but they may also be considered prepositional phrases.

–   Forms in which a noun is modified by an adjective to its right (Fr. guerre froide [war cold] > ‘Cold War’, It. carta telefonica [card of-the-phone] > ‘phone-card’, Sp. fiebre amarilla [fever yellow] >‘yellow fever’) or to its left (Fr. premier minister ‘prime minister’, Sp. media luna ‘half moon’).

These forms display a high degree of lexicalization and idiomaticity, both of which semantic properties are typical of compounds: the adjectival constituents cannot be replaced by a synonym (e.g. guerre glaciale [war icy] > ‘icy war’) or by another adjective of the same class (e.g. fiebre roja [fever red] > ‘red fever’) without the expression losing its characteristic meaning. At the same time, these forms lack some of the elements which characterize compoundhood in the individual Romance languages, with the result that some accounts class them among improper compounds. For instance, Spanish [N A] compounds usually display special morpho-phonological markers: in pelirrojo ‘red-haired’ we find the linking vowel -i- and the first sound of the SC -rrojo doubled, whereas the corresponding phrase pelo rojo does not display the same markers.59 The Italian [A N] form terzo mondoand [N A] form carta telefonica show internal agreement, a property which distinguishes them from proper compounds.60 Forms such as premier ministre also follow the general syntactic formation rules of French61

–   Left-headed forms in which a noun is modified by another noun: Fr. cigarette filtre[cigarette filter] > ‘filter cigarette’; Sp. perro policía [dog police] > ‘police dog’; It. effetto serra[effect greenhouse] > ‘greenhouse effect’62

These are usually considered to be proper rather than improper compounds, though it is recognized that they share many properties with phrases and appositions (both syntactic categories)63

This brief overview of Romance types shows how the same category of forms can elicit very different responses from scholars depending on their theoretical framework. In all cases, however, the role of syntax is of primary importance. According to the classic study of Di Sciullo and Williams (1987), Romance compounds are produced by syntax before being subjected to a morphological reanalysis: they are not, therefore, ‘true’ compounds (ruled by morphology) but ‘syntactic words’. In her overview of Spanish compounding, Kornfeld (2009: 444) claims that ‘the constituents of compounds can always be explained by syntactic properties of Spanish’. On the other hand, Bisetto (2004) applies a semantic criterion for differentiating compounds from phrasal terms, claiming that compounds tend to be hyponyms of their heads, while phrasal terms are mostly not. The analysis of morpho-phonological elements is perhaps most useful in the case of AG, where compounds (but not phrasal terms or ‘improper compounds’) typically entail the deletion of case and agreement markers in the FC, which becomes a simple stem followed by a compositional vowel (section 4.1).

6.3   Recursiveness in compounding

A typical property of English compounds is recursiveness, i.e. the capacity of determiners to accumulate to the left or to the right of the head. Spencer (1991:48) puts forward the example of student film society committee scandal enquiry, in which the primary element enquiry is modified by various additions to its left. The textbook example for German is Donaudampfschifffahrtsgesellschaftskapitänsmütze‘cap of the captain of the Danube steam ship company’, but recursive structures are frequent in all Germanic languages, as well as in e.g. Japanese and Turkish64

The issue of recursiveness has not yet been addressed from a typological point of view. In a recent attempt to reach a unified analysis, Bisetto (2010) shows that some structures conventionally used as examples of recursiveness are in fact better explained as iterations, with modifying elements to the non-head side. This interpretative problem is central to the understanding of recursiveness in coordinated compounds (compounds whose constituents can be connected with the conjunction ‘and’: see section 8.1 and Chapter 2, section 2), the analysis of which is often controversial. For instance, the classification of the Italian form poeta pittore regista ‘poet-painter-director’ as a coordinated compound requires us to interpret its elements as head additions, the distinguishing feature of recursiveness.65 The other option is to take registaas the sole head and poeta pittore as non-head additions (i.e. modifying elements of a subordinated compound), in which case the compound would display iteration, not recursiveness.

6.4   Syntactic approaches to Ancient Greek compounding: inflected FCs and univerbations

Following the laconic differentiation between ςύνθεσις and παράθεσις made by the ancient Greek grammarians (see section 4), classic studies of AG compounding sometimes refer to ‘improper compounds’ or ‘univerbations’ when analyzing forms in which the FC is an inflected word representing an adjunct of the SC.66 An example is the toponym [image: image]λιούπολις, literally ‘of-the-Sun-city’, in which the FC [image: image]λιου- is the genitive singular of [image: image]λιος ‘sun’. Another example is πυρìκαυστος ‘burnt in/by fire’, in which the FC may be interpreted as the dative of π[image: image]ρ, expressing the location or the means of the verbal action conveyed by the SC. These forms defy the isolation rule and also go against the Greek tendency to use stems in compounding. Because of this, it is usually assumed that these compounds derive from the univerbation of two originally independent words. In itself, this is a plausible supposition, but it also makes the classification of these forms problematic: to what extent are forms such as [image: image]λιούπολις and πυρìκαυστος to be considered ‘improper’ compounds, as many scholars have claimed?67

In principle, one might even deny that [image: image]λιούπολις and πυρìκαυστος are one word at all: as in the case of κορυθαιόλος discussed in section 4.4, the sequences <ηλιουπολις> and <πυρικαυστος> could be rendered as [image: image]λιο[image: image] πόλιΣ and πυρ[image: image] καυστόΣ, which are perfectly meaningful phrases in Greek. For [image: image]λιούπολις the matter is complicated by two facts: its evident lexicalization, since it was used to refer to one place in particular, and its Latin rendition with one word, Helio- polis, rather than two. Both facts testify to the perception of this form as a compound. A similar case is the toponym νεάπολις, which clearly derives from the phrase νέα πόλις ‘new city’ (attested in Herodotus), but was imported into Latin as one word, Neapolis. The case of πυρìκαυστος is more ambiguous, particularly because passive adjectives in -τός, like καυστός ‘burnt’, are rarely compounded with nouns.

Caught between textual practice (which has handed down these and other forms as single words) and theoretical issues, we may wonder whether placing forms with an inflected FC in a separate category is really helpful for our classification of compounds. These forms, although not numerous, exerted a clear influence on other compounds, so that some of the inflected FCs spread to compounds where they were not syntactically justified. In section 4.1 we considered the case where πυρι- replaces the stem-forms πυρ- and πυρο-: here the use of -ι- as a linking element devoid of any morpho-syntactic role is likely to have been modelled on forms such as πυρìκαυστος, where -ι- is syntactically justified. A different kind of example is θεόσδοτος ‘given by god’ (Hes.): θεος- is not the stem of θεός (which is θεο-), but something which looks like (but is not) a third-declension genitive in -ος. The FC θεος- therefore was probably modelled on Διος-, which features in the synonym Διόσδοτος ‘given of Zeus’: Διος- itself is not a stem, but the genitive singular of ζεύς, which often features as compound FC68

Unfortunately the ancient grammarians do not come to our rescue.
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