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A. Main sources

(1) Moer. v) 6: pea€ pe AtTixol: 1jpeTE KOt XOWVOV.
Cf. schol. rec. Ar. Ra. 103 (B.1). xowév C: om. VF

Users of Attic [say]| fpecé ue (‘it pleased me [acc.]’); fjpea€ pot (‘it pleased me [dat.]’) [is] common.

(2) [Hdn.] Philet. 88: 1o dpéoxet pfipa od uévov Tf) altioting) TTOoEL TUVTATTOUTW, olov dpéoxetl pe TOSE xai
obx dpéoxel ue, GAAG xal ) Sotued). xal 6 Anuocdéw. el pév ¥ipeoxé Tl pot Tav OTd TovTwY Prdévtwy. & xal
MAAAOY YN TTEOV.

Cf. [Hdn.] Philet. 29; Su. o 3827; Anon. Ilepi cuvtd&ews o 57 with references.

They (i.e., Attic authors) combine the verb dpéoxet with the accusative as dpéaxet ue t63e (‘1 like
that’) and ox dpéaxel pe (‘that does not please me’) but also with the dative. Demosthenes (4.1): ‘ei
MEV Hpeaxé Tl pot TV VMO TovTwyv pndévtwy’ (‘if something he has said pleased me’). This

[construction]| should rather be used.


https://doi.org/10.30687/DEA/2974-8240/2025/02/031

B. Other erudite sources

(1) Schol. Ar. Ra. 103: o¢ 3¢ a0t dpéoxet- dvtl Tod gol. dTTNds.
Cf. schol. Ar. Lys. 509 (RT'); schol. Ar. PL 353; schol. (Tz.) Ar. Ra. 103; schol. Eur. Or. 210.02 (rec. exeg.) Mastronarde.

¢ 3¢ tadT’ dpéaxet (‘you like that'): [o€ is used] instead of ool in the Attic manner.

(2) Lesb.Gramm. De figuris 11.1-6: tév &l i Aciag EAAvwy- ‘Gpéoxet e’ vt 100 pol. obtwg 3¢ yivetat:
TUVTAOTOUEWS SOTIXTG TTWOEWS PYUacly adTol éml aitlaTiey mpogépouat: [...] xal Attcol, wg xal

AplaTodvng 6 xwpixds ‘ApEarel Me' Aéywy | ...].

The Greeks in Asia [say] apéoxet e (‘it pleases me [acc.]’) instead of pot (‘[it pleases] me [dat.]’).
This came to be in the following way. Although the verbs are combined with the dative, they (i.e.
the Greeks in Asia) use the accusative. [...] And the Attic writers too, like the comic playwright
Aristophanes (Pl 353) who says ‘dpéoxel ue’ (‘it pleases me [acc.]’).

(3) Lesb.Gramm. De figuris 13B.18—22: xai petd aitiatuciis 8¢ tadta cuvtdooouaty, olov cuvivineé pe Qv
oD Epoi- wg xal APIaTOPAVNG O KWUINOG GPETHEL UE AEYWY. XAl ETL TA META YEVIXTG TUVTATTOUEVO PYIUATA

altiotieg) cuvtdooouaty, olov adTés ue Hpeto xai dpatpettal pe vt Tod Euod.

And they combine these with the accusative as in cuwvtyoé pe instead of éuol. Just like the comic
playwright Aristophanes (Pl 353), saying ‘dpéoxet ue’. And they also combine verbs which are
constructed with the genitive, with the accusative as in ‘a0tés pe jpeto’ and ‘dpaipeital ue’ instead

of ‘€uo?’.

(4) AO 4.286.5: dpéaxw- doti) ) O Tolg TOANOTG dpEaxwy.
dpéaxw: With the dative. ‘He who does not please many people’ (Gr.Naz. Or. 43.64.4)
(5) Greg.Cor. De dialectis 2.23: dvti Sotuefig ToOAAdXIS TV alTiortienv yarxaaty. &g 6 @ovxudidng: el odv ti
g€ TOUTWV GpEaxel, TEUTE dvdpa ToTov €ml BdAagoav. xal XogoxAig- ob ydp W dpéoxel YADTTd gou
ey péwn. vl ToD 0d ydp pot. xal SAwg pupio eDPYTELS Av TOV AeYopévwy Ta Ttapadelyparta, xal ap’ ‘Ounpw
xal Tapd ATt Tolg ATTINITTAIS.
Cf. schol. Ar. PL 72, which is probably Gregory of Corinth’s source (see Hedberg 1935, 91); cf. also schol. rec.
Ar. Pl 73.

Instead of the dative, they often prefer the accusative like Thucydides (1.128.7): ‘el 00v i o€ ToVTWY
dpéoxel, méume dvdpa miotoy €l BdAacoay’ (‘if something of these things pleases you, send a
trustworthy man to the sea’) and Sophocles (Ai. 584): ‘00 ydp W’ dpéaxel yYAQaad gov Telnypévy’ (‘for
I do not like your sharpened tongue.’) instead of ‘o0 ydp pot’. And in short, you will find that the

examples of what I am saying are numerous, especially in Homer and in the Atticising authors.



(6) Schol. Thuc. 1.128.7 Kleinlogel: b’ (c«... dpéaxet:) dvti o0 gol. Attinn 8¢ xal dpyaio 1) epdatls dvtl SoTixi|g
aitateg) cuvtd&at (O [ABFC?® PIUdPe®]). b* Attixf) xat dpyaic cuwnbeia (O [G]).

(b") (oe... dpéoxer:) instead of ‘ool’. It is an Attic and ancient way of speaking to construct [the verb]

with the accusative instead of the dative. (b*) in the typical Attic and ancient usage.

(7) Schol. rec. Ar. Ra. 103: g¢...dpéaxel] ool peatd atvetal [...] xal CUVTATTETAL XOVRG KEV SOTIXT) ATTINAS

3¢ aitiaTixg).

gt...apéoxet]: They seem pleasing to you [...] and it is constructed with the dative in the common

language but with the accusative in the Attic way.

C. Loci classici, other relevant texts

(1) Hom. Il. 4.362—3:
AN 10t tadto 3'8miofev dpeaadped’ €l Tt xandy viv
elpnton [...].

But come on, we'll amend these things later, if something bad has been said |...].

(2) Hom. 1. 19.179-8o0:
adTap émerta ae douti évi wAlaiyg dpecdadw
Telpy).

Cf. Hom. I. 9.112,19.183; Hom. Od. 8.396, 8.402, 8.415, 22.55.
But then let him appease you in his hut with a rich feast.
(3) [Hes.] Sc. 255-6:

[...] ol 3¢ ppévag 0T dpéaavto

alportog dvdpopéov |...].
But when they satisfied their souls with human blood [...].
(4) Thgn. 1.762-3:

1uels 3¢ amovdag Beolawv dpeaadevol

mivepey [...].

Let us drink, after appeasing the gods as far as libations.

(5) Aesch. Supp. 655:

Torydp ot xabapolat Buwpois Oeodg dpéaovtal.



Because they will please the gods by means of clean altars.

(6) Apoll.Rh. 3.300-1:

adTol Te Alapoiaty EpatdplhvavTto AoETPOlS,

domacing 36pmw Te ToTHTl TE BUpdY dpeTTam.
See also [Hes.] Sc. 255 (= C.3; gpévag); Call. fi. 265.17 SH (Bupuév); Nonn. D. 25.370 (Bupdv); SEG 35.1055.15-6 (= C.o;
0éuw); Epitomi sanctorum Flori et Lauri 1.19 Halkin (6 0éAnua adtod).
They (i.e. the servants) had freshened themselves up with warm baths and gladly satisfied their
heart with food and drinks.

(7) D.C. 38.2.2: [...] petarypdnpew 1) xal ToavteA®S dmadeiPewy el Y€ Tw uv) ApETELE T,

VTTOTYOMEVOS.

[...] he promised to alter or even completely erase [it] if he would not like it.

8)D.C. 38.3.3: [...] &y m&v duds xait Sucaotag Tob vouov xal xupiovg Emomaduny, §mwg, i Tt
YW MEV VI M P Naaun

) dpéaetey DUAS, und’ &g Tov Sijpov Eaeveydein

[...] Thave made you judges and masters of the laws so that, if something should not please you, it

would not be brought before the people.

(9) SEG 35.1055.9-16 [Tibur, area around Aquae Albulae, Italy, ca. 365 CE]: o0tog «t>00 xAéog
g0pL | xartd xB6var xal xaTd TEVTOV, | 6 XAUTOS WG 0UTLS | xal dogdg WG OAlyol, | Yeltovag Edpag

Exwv BagAnidog | yyiev alyAng | 4v8’ éxatopfoiwy | v Oéuwy Npéaaro.

This man, renowned on land and at sea, illustrious like no one and wise like few others, who, having

his seat near imperial majesty, liked justice over the sacrifices of a hundred oxen.

D. General commentary
The metalinguistic observations collected in the sources above (see Sections A. and B.) provide valuable
insights into the argument structure of the verb dpéoxw (‘to like, to please’) and its compound dmapéorw
(‘to dislike, to displease’), especially from a diachronic and stylistic point of view. While both verbs — but
not other compounds such as cuvapéoxw (‘to please together’) or related derivatives like ebapeatéw (‘to be
well pleasing’) — alternate between taking an accusative or a dative argument alongside the nominative
(i.e. Nominative—Accusative or Nominative—Dative), this variation appears to be constrained, as the
entries above suggest (see also the brief mention in Monaco 2024, 55 and Cluyse, Barddal in prep., for a

larger study of these two verbs).


https://inscriptions.packhum.org/text/331370
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In the texts of Classical Greek authors such as Sophocles, Aristophanes, and Thucydides, the verb dpéoxw
governs either an accusative or a dative argument, as observed by the pseudo-Herodianic Philetaerus (A.2)
and corroborated by further sources (B.1, B.2, B.3, B.5, B.7). The substitution of the dative for the accusative
reflects a broader tendency in (Attic) Greek towards case variation in argument structures, where one case
is ‘replaced’ by, or rather alternates with, another case (cf. B.2, B.3; in general see Agnostopoulou, Sevdali
2015; de la Villa 2017, 2025; Luraghi 2020, 238—9, 272—9, among others). While the Nominative—Accusative
versus Nominative—Dative alternation with dpéoxw does not seem to entail any obvious semantic
difference (cf. Schwyzer 1939, 73; Luraghi 2022, 241; pace Smyth 1956, 355), Atticist testimonia suggest that
the two case markings are not stylistically interchangeable. Moeris (A.1), two Aristophanic scholia (B.1,
B.7), and Gregory of Corinth (B.5) characterise the use of the accusative as a prototypical Attic feature,
which could therefore appeal to Atticist writers. This association is articulated most explicitly by Moeris
(A.1) and the scholium on Aristophanes’ Frogs (B.7), both of which contrast the ‘Attic accusative’ with the
dative, labelling the latter as ‘xowév/xowég’ (‘of the common language’). As Monaco (2021, 32—3; 2024, 46—
69) and others (AGP1, 68-74; Pellettieri 2024) have rightly noted, however, the term xowév in Moeris can
cover a broad spectrum of sociolinguistic registers, and its precise interpretation must be determined on
a case-by-case basis. In this instance, the label likely reflects Moeris’ subjective assessment of the
construction (see also Monaco 2024, 55; Pellettieri 2024): while the accusative might have sounded more
‘Attic’ to him, its actual use is restricted to a limited group of authors (as discussed below). Moreover, the
dative is significantly more frequent than the accusative in Classical Attic Greek and comes to serve as the
standard case marking of the second argument in Post-Classical Greek, the period in which Moeris himself
wrote. This view aligns with Moeris’ broader tendency to contrast forms widely attested across different
genres and periods — which he classifies as ‘xowév/xowdg — with more ‘marked’ forms, perceived as
distinctly Attic, whether favoured by Attic writers or simply rarer in use (Monaco 2024, 51—4, 63; Pellettieri
2024). Moreover, as case alternations of this kind (a phenomenon that ancient grammarians would have
called avtintwaig) were considered a typical feature of Attic Greek, they became a point of interest for
Atticist sources like Moeris. Moeris therefore dedicates his attention primarily to the general deployment
of the accusative case (see Hedberg 1935, 83—96 for more on dvtintwoig and Atticist scholarship). His
preference for the accusative over the dative is thus not rooted in factual evidence — frequency or
universality — but in a subjective assessment of the construction, likely also shaped by his choice of textual
sources (see on Moeris, Sakalis 1977; Roumanis, Bentein 2023, 12—3; Monaco 2024, 39; Pellettieri 2024; and
similarly on the Antiatticist, Tribulato 2021, 184—6). Hence, while Moeris (A.1) correctly observes that the
accusative occurs in Attic Greek, his strict dichotomy between Attixol (accusative) and xowév (dative)
oversimplifies the evidence and obscures the accusative’s limited use. On the other hand, as described in
more detail below, the opposition between the two configurations does capture a real stylistic distinction
(arTieddg — xowdg): the ‘Attic’ accusative is limited to middle- and high-register texts, whereas the dative is

attested consistently across all registers, including non-literary papyri, e.g., P.Sakaon 38.32 (= TM 13056)


http://www.trismegistos.org/text/13056

[Theadelpheia, 17 Aug 312 CE]; O.Did. 415.12—3 (= TM 144976) [Didymoi, 140-150 CE]; CPR 25.14.3—4 (= TM
92445) [Arsinoites (?), 6th century CE]; and inscriptions, e.g., /G 7,190.25 [Megaris, Pagai, 1st century BCE],
IG 22,1368.17-9 [Attica, after 178 CE].

In contrast to Moeris’ largely descriptive approach, other lexicographers and grammarians adopt a more
prescriptive stance. While acknowledging that both constructions occur, the pseudo-Herodianic
Philetaerus (A.2) explicitly prescribes the dative over the accusative, adding @ xai pd@\ov ypnotéov (‘this
should rather be used’) after exemplifying the dative construction (on the meaning of ypijois and related
expressions see Valente 2013). Notably, this entry (A.2) illustrates the ‘correct’ or ‘preferable’ dative usage
with an example from Demosthenes while the dispreferred accusative equivalent is exemplified using the
(formally unattested) phrase dpéaxet ue t63¢ — though the expression odx dpéoxet pe does occur and is likely
derived from Aristophanes’ Wealth 353. Given pseudo-Herodian’s strong evaluative stance in favour of the
dative, his entry appears to be shaped by the overall proclivity of dpéoxw to pair with the dative across
Classical and Post-Classical Greek, rather than by the idiosyncrasy of the accusative. Supporting this trend,

the Anecdota Oxoniensia (B.4) mention only the use of the dative, omitting any reference to the accusative.

The grammarian Lesbonax (B.2), by contrast, draws attention to regional variation, attributing the use of
the accusative to both Greek speakers in Asia and Classical Attic writers, though no surviving evidence of
this so-called ‘Greek from Asia’ exists to verify this claim (see Blank 1988, 139—40, 142—3). In contrast, a
scholium on Thucydides (B.6) describes the accusative configuration (¢pdaig) as Attum (‘Attic’) and
apxaio (‘ancient’), and Attiegj xal apyaila cuwBeia (‘in the typical Attic and ancient usage’). In Atticist
testimonies, the labels maAatég and dpyaiog refer to the use of certain constructions by ‘the ancients’, which
sometimes coincides with those by ot Attwoi (‘the Attic writers’) but can likewise be opposed to them
(Sakalis 1977; Strobel 2012; Matthaios 2013, 117—24). Given that the scholium (B.6) distinguishes between
both, it seems plausible that dpyaio here denotes the use by Greek authors before the Classical Greek Attic
writers, perhaps Homer. In this regard, one may note that Atticists sometimes associated Homeric
language with ‘(Old) Attic’, grounded in Aristarchus’ assumption that Homer was Athenian and that his
language represented an older Attic dialect (see Probert 2004, 288—90; Montana 2015, 140-1, especially n.
371 with references; Schironi 2018; Monaco 2024, 43—6; Pellettieri 2024). This connection between Homeric
and Attic usage is further corroborated by the Byzantine grammarian Gregory of Corinth (11ith-12th
century) (B.5), who remarks that the accusative is found in ‘Homer and all Atticising/Attic authors’ (mop’
‘Ounpw xal mapd mdat tolg Attixiortals), explicitly acknowledging Homeric instances of the accusative
construction. In this regard, the term Atticiotai, rare in Atticist lexica, is used in the extant evidence to
denote specifically Atticist writers (Sewell 2023, 146; AGP 1, 85), though it might also refer to Attic writers
themselves, since Gregory does not seem to differentiate between the two labels (Hedberg 1935, 91 n.1).

Taken together, these testimonies (B.5, B.6) suggest that the accusative occurred in Homer as well as in
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Classical Attic authors — a conclusion supported by the available evidence (see C.1, C.2, F.1), though largely

overlooked in other Atticist sources.

These observations underscore the need for a rigorous analysis of all attestations before assessing the
validity of the prescriptions found in these Atticist lexica, and highlight the differences between the
interpretations offered by individual lexicographers and grammarians. A corpus-based investigation
confirms that both the accusative and the dative occur with dpéoxw and dnapéoxw in the Classical period
(5th—4th century BCE), though with markedly different frequencies (K-G vol. 1, 293—4; Schwyzer 1939, 143—
4; 146). Both case markings are attested in Plato, Euripides, Aristophanes, Thucydides, Xenophon,
Sophocles, and (possibly) Antiphanes whereas only the dative is found in other authors such as
Demosthenes, Aristotle, Herodotus, Isocrates, Lysias, the Hippocratic corpus, and Aeschines, among

others. Table 1 below summarises the distribution of the two configurations across Classical Greek authors.

Table 1: Distribution of the accusative and dative in Classical Greek authors (5th—4th century BCE)

Author Accusative Dative
Plato 12 39
Euripides 3 (+1) 4 (+4)
Aristophanes 5 4
Xenophon 1 29
Thucydides 1 12
Sophocles 1 6
Antiphanes (1) (1)
Aeschylus 1

Demosthenes 17 (+1)
Aristotle 15 (+3)
Herodotus 14
Isocrates

Lysias 3
Aeneas Tacitus

Hippocratic corpus 2
Aeschines 1
Aristoxenus 1
Isaeus 1
Antisthenes (5)
Callisthenes (2)
Diocles (1) (2)



PURA
Theopompus (2)
Alcidamas (1)
Antiochus (1)
Heraclides (1)

Ion (1)
Nicostratus (1)
Total 24 (+3) 159 (+25)

Table 1 includes both finite and non-finite verb forms (i.e. imperatives, participles and infinitives),
including impersonal forms such as (dm)apéoxel, (am)vjpeoe etc. where the subject is expressed by an
infinitival construction or finite dti-clause, but such forms can still occur with an accusative or dative (Viti
2017, 374-8; see also van Emde Boas et al. 2019, 465-7; 470; Spangenberg Yanes 2017, 136 with references).
The data, taken from the online TLG database, shows that dpéoxw is far more frequent than dnapéoxw; the

latter occurs only twice among the examples gathered in Table 1 (i.e. Pl. Tht. 202d.8 with accusative, Thuc.

1.38.4 with dative). While the accusative is attested 24 times, the dative accounts for the majority of the

examples, totalling 159 cases.

Yet, the distribution of the data is affected by three main methodological constraints. First, Table 1 excludes
instances of passive or medio-passive verb forms where the accompanying dative clearly functions as an
adjunct, since in such cases the dative does not belong to the verb’s core argument structure. Although the
context generally suffices to determine the dative’s function, additional cues such as its inanimacy can
further support this interpretation (see Luraghi 1987; de la Villa 1989 for detailed criteria). Second, the
textual transmission of several Classical texts is highly fragmentary; many passages survive only through
indirect transmission (e.g., Athenaeus, Sextus Empiricus, Plutarch). In such cases, it is impossible to verify
the textual reliability or authorship of the surviving material. Despite these uncertainties, such fragments
remain informative for assessing the broader distribution of the accusative and dative with (&m)dpéoxw;
they are therefore included in Table 1 between brackets. Finally, certain examples from Sophocles,
Euripides, and Aristophanes raise interpretative issues due to the phonological clash between the final
vowel(s) of an accusative or dative pronoun and the initial vowel of a form of dpéoxw e.g., Soph. Ai. 584: 00
yap W dpéaxel YAQaad aov Tebnypévy (‘I do not like your sharpened tongue.’). It is unclear whether p’ here
represents the accusative pronoun pe or the dative pot. Later sources like schol. rec. Ar. PL 72, schol. Ar. PL
353, and Greg.Cor. De dialectis 2.23 (B.5) assume the former, as do Cooper (1998, 295) and Finglass (2011,
309). Méndez Dosuna (2014, 231), while confirming that elision of -e before &- and #- is common in Attic
drama, questions other cases such as Ar. Th. 405: 16 xp@ua 10016 W 0dx dpéaxet T x6pvs (‘This girl’s hue
doesn’t please me’), suggesting a potential crasis of not and odx (pace Cooper 1998, 295; Austin, Olson 2004,
182; see also Ar. Ach. 189, Ar. PL 353). Since there is no decisive evidence that u’ + 6-/o0- represents a crasis

of not + 6-/00- rather than an elision of pe/pot + 6-/o0-, these examples have not been included in Table 1.




Even in Soph. Ai. 584, the assumption that p’ results from the elision of p(¢) rather than y(ot) remains open

to question, although Méndez Dosuna (2014, 231) considers such cases to reflect elision of -¢.

Examining the distribution of the accusative and dative across genres, the accusative appears
predominantly in dialogic contexts — tragedy (Aeschylus, Sophocles, Euripides), comedy (Aristophanes,
Antiphanes) and Plato’s dialogues — whereas historiography and oratory overwhelmingly favour the dative
construction, even though the latter is also intended for oral delivery. This pattern might indicate a genre-
related preference, though such a hypothesis would need to be corroborated by investigating other

linguistic phenomena (see further below).

In sum, while the Atticist entries accurately register the use of the accusative configuration in Classical
Greek, they do not differentiate between writers who employ it and those who do not (see Table 1).
Nevertheless, these sources reveal a distinction in register: the Attic accusative occurs in (middle-) and
high-register texts, whereas the dative appears consistently across all registers, a pattern that may also
reflect the influence of discourse modes, with the accusative surfacing primarily in dialogic texts, while

monologic texts employ the dative in Classical Greek.

Still, beyond stylistic variation, these lexicographers and grammarians overlook the diachronic
development of the argument structure with dpéoxw and dmapéoxw. Crucially, they fail to recognise that
the accusative was already in use prior to the Classical Attic period — a point likely outside their intended
scope (but see B.2, B.5, B.6). Most strikingly, Homeric Greek presents only accusative arguments with these
two verbs, which are almost exclusively attested in the aorist middle (C., C.2 and see F.1). The sole
exception is a formulaic verse featuring the active aorist infinitive dpéoat (Il. 9.120;19.138) — though its usage
may be semantically middle (see E.1) (further discussion in Cluyse, Barddal in prep.). Similarly, Aeschylus
(C.5) provides a clear instance of a core Nominative-Accusative pattern, with xaQapoiot Bwpois behaving as
an instrumental dative (Sommerstein 2019, 271), comparable to mieipy in the Homeric example (C.2 and
cited examples) (K-G vol. 1, 439; Schwyzer 1939, 167-8). The pseudo-Hesiodic example (C.3) too
demonstrates a Nominative-Accusative argument structure, unusually extending the use of the (partitive)
genitive. This genitive, typically associated with verbs of satiation, appears to encroach on dpéoxw’s
domain, replacing the instrumental dative, which is regularly found in other instances (Luraghi 2022, 236
referring to Luraghi 2020, 101-3). In this case, the verb is best translated as ‘to satiate, to satisfy’ rather than

‘to please, to like’ (see also C.6 and Hunter 1989, 132 on ‘satisfy’ in that verse).

By contrast, early post-Homeric evidence already features a dative constituent, attesting to the early use
of the dative alongside the accusative — something that was neglected by Luraghi (2022), who claims that
the dative is a novel construction first observed in Herodotus. A line by Theognis (ca. 7th century BCE)

showcases an accusative alongside a dative in the same sentence (C.4). This combination can easily



obscure the verb’s precise argument structure, i.e. whether Nominative—Accusative or Nominative—
Dative. Hudson-Williams (1910, 224), in his commentary on this line, takes the accusative omovddg as a
direct object and the dative Oeoiow as a regular indirect object (cf. also K-G vol. 1, 414 who translate it as
‘einem etw. angenehm machen’). To support his claim, he draws on a proposed comparison between the
argument structures of yapilopat Tt Twi (Accusative—Dative) / Twi Tt (Dative—Dative) and dpéaxopat tva
Tt (Accusative—Dative) / Tt Twi (Accusative—Dative), aiming to show that different argument structures
can still convey the same meaning (see also van Groningen 1966, 294). Instead, I prefer to analyse the
fundamental argument structure as Nominative—Dative, taking the accusative cmovddg as an accusative of
respect — a specific function of the Ancient Greek accusative used to delineate the scope of the predicate’s
application (Romagno 2017, 2020) (see also Cluyse, Barddal in prep.). Other instances of the Nominative—
Dative pattern are likewise more economically explained by assuming an accusative of respect (e.g. NT

1Cor. 10.33).

Overall, both Homeric and post-Homeric sources already attest the presence of the accusative
construction with (&m)dpéoxw, alongside the dative which emerges almost contemporaneously (C.4), well
before the Classical period. Yet, this conclusion should be supplemented by an important observation
concerning the diathesis of the verb forms governing the accusative. In Archaic and (Early)-Classical Greek
(i.e. Aeschylus), the accusative argument consistently depends on a middle verb form (see C.1, C.2, C.3,
C.5), and invariably denotes an animate (human) referent, always expressed through a full noun. In fact,
throughout the history of Greek, the accusative is almost exclusively associated with animate entities,
regardless of the governing verb’s diathesis, with only a handful of exceptions (see C.6 with references).
Even in those rare instances where the accusative is inanimate, it frequently refers to parts of the human
body, preserving an underlying human association (¢pévag x1, Oupév x3). In Classical Greek, by contrast,
the accusative shows a strong correlation with active verb forms, is always animate, and can be expressed
by either a pronoun or full noun, though pronouns cover the majority of the instances (22 pronouns vs. 2
nouns). The handful of exceptions to this always involve animate (full noun) accusatives with middle verb
forms (see Aesch. Supp. 655 (C.5); Eur. fr. 948; X. Mem. 4.3.16). Datives in Classical Greek are likewise
primarily animate with active verb forms, whether pronouns or full nouns, though they may occasionally
be inanimate — Isoc. 3.16, Is. 1.34 are the only two instances out of 149 cases. With medio-passive verb forms,
the dative is typically inanimate (9/16 instances), raising the issue of whether it functions as a core
argument within the Nominative—Dative configuration or as an adjunct expressing instrument or reason.
An interesting point in this regard is raised by the Latin grammarian Priscian who likely relied on Atticist
sources when comparing the argument structure of dpéoxw with its Latin equivalent placeo/placo, writing
18.33.3—4 Rosellini (3.302.11—2 Hertz): Illi ‘dpéonw adtdv’ xal ‘@péaxopat adTt®)’. Nos ‘placo illum’ et ‘placor ab
illo’ vel ‘placor illi’ et ‘placeo illi’. As noted by Spangenberg Yanes (2017, 135), Priscian seems to imply a

relationship between the diathesis of the verb and the case marking of the argument, with the active verb
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forms governing the accusative, while the medio-passive ones license a dative argument. However, as the
examples in Section C. demonstrate (see also LS] s.v. 1.2—3, II, III), dpéoxw occurs with both case markings
in the active and medio-passive, while Latin distinguishes between placeo with the dative and its causative
counterpart placo which governs the accusative (see also Cluyse, Somers, Barddal 2025, 331). In any case,
not all of these subtleties are captured in the Atticist testimonies. Only three sources mention the use of
the accusative in Pre-Classical Greek (B.2, B.5, B.6), and they do so solely with reference to active verb
forms, as is the case in the other Atticist testimonies (A.1, A.2, Ba, B.3, B.7), despite the fact that the
accusative is always governed by middle forms in Pre-Classical Greek. The Atticist testimonies thus do not
seem to make a distinction between the accusative with active and middle verb forms, though this

opposition proves important when assessing the degree of Atticism in later periods (see below).

Turning to the Post-Classical Greek period (3rd century BCE-6th century CE; cf. the periodisation system
of Bentein 2016), the accusative remains attested throughout, although its frequency stays considerably
lower than that of the dative. In the Early Post-Classical period (3rd-1st century BCE), 14 instances of the
accusative construction can be identified, distributed across a diverse range of authors: Theocritus (1.60);
Apollonius of Rhodes (1.353, 1.963, 2.462, 3.187, 3.301 (C.6), 3.668, 4.246); Menander (fr. 156.1); Callimachus
(fr. 265.17); Herodas (4.81); Maiistas (v. 11); Dionysius of Halicarnassus (1.88, RA. 8.14), and Parthenius (6.6).
Unlike in the Classical Greek period, where accusatives correlate primarily with active verb forms, in Early
Post-Classical Greek, it occurs predominantly with middle verbs — the only exceptions of active forms
coming from Apollonius of Rhodes (C.6) and Menander fr. 156.1. This distribution thus aligns more closely
with that observed in Archaic Greek than with Classical usage. Yet, whereas accusatives surface only as full
nouns in Archaic Greek and Classical Greek displays a clear predominance for pronominal accusative
arguments (22 pronouns vs. 2 full nouns), full nouns outnumber pronouns in Early Post-Classical Greek (9
vs. 5 cases). Moreover, as in earlier periods, most examples of the accusative are found in poetry, although
the small number of attestations cautions against drawing firm generalisations. The dative, by contrast,
exhibits patterns broadly consistent with those of Classical Greek: it is overwhelmingly governed by active
verbs (108/117 cases), typically denotes animate referents (107/117 instances), and, when inanimate, is
associated with medio-passive verbs (7/10 cases). However, it displays an almost equal split between
pronouns and full nouns (56 vs. 61 instances), whereas there is clear prevalence for dative pronouns in

Classical usage (58 nouns vs. 101 pronouns).

The accusative persists into the Middle Post-Classical period (1st—3rd century CE) and the Late Post-
Classical period (4th—-6th century CE), showing a marked increase in frequency around the Second
Sophistic, where 43 instances are attested. Most of these occur in Cassius Dio (11x), Dio Chrysostom (10x),
and Aelius Aristides (4x), all of whom also employ the dative construction alongside the accusative

(compare C.7 and C.8; see also Anon. Ilept ouvtdEews a 57; Schmid Atticismus vol. 1, 108; vol. 2, 82; vol. 3,
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103). This co-occurrence is not unexpected, as even Atticising authors of the Second Sophistic did not
consistently adhere to strict Atticist prescriptions (Kim 2011, 478-81; Kim 2017; AGP 1, 13—20; 64). That is,
although they tend to favour more Atticising constructions, they do not entirely avoid features
characteristic of the koine — perhaps to temper excessive purism or because they did not perceive such
usages as dispreferred (Kim 2010, 481). In contrast to the Early-Post-Classical Greek period, which largely
mirrored the patterns of Archaic Greek, the accusative in the Middle Post-Classical Period is primarily
governed by active verbs (39 cases), with only a few examples involving middle (3) or medio-passive (1)
verb forms, thereby aligning more closely with the Classical Greek period. The distribution between full
nouns and pronouns is slightly skewed towards the latter (17 vs. 26 cases) while inanimate accusatives
remain rare overall (see above and C.6 with references). The dative, with 659 attestations, preserves the
characteristics observed in earlier stages: it is typically licensed by an active verb form, encodes an animate
referent except when paired with medio-passive verb forms, and occurs with both full nouns and pronouns

in roughly equal proportions.

This trend culminates in the Late Post-Classical period, during which the accusative attains its highest
attested frequency, with 69 examples. Most examples are found the historical works of Procopius (21x) and
Agathias (17x), with smaller numbers found in Proclus (5x) and Theodoretus (4x). The accusative retains a
strong preference for active verb forms (60x), pairing rarely with middle (7x) and even less often with
medio-passive verb forms (2x). Full nouns and pronouns are distributed with comparable frequency,
though full nouns (39x) slightly exceed pronouns (30x). The accusative is not confined to literary works,
as illustrated by a 4th-century inscription from Italy (C.g). This example, however, comes from a high-
register metrical epigram by Eudemus of Laodicea and thus rather resembles the language of literary texts
(Agosti 2020, 319—20 with references). Notably, other examples of a middle verb form governing an
accusative in Late Post-Classical Greek are likewise limited to metrical texts (Gr.Naz. AP 8.182.4, 8.144.2;
MPG 37.397.1; 37.1321.3; Nonn. D. 13.14—5; 25.370). Still, this pattern does not reflect a strict dichotomy, since
datives may also occur in such contexts; Gregory of Nazianzus employs the dative in his carmina, though
not in the same poems in which the accusative appears (see MPG 37.797.2; 37.864.10; 37.1188.9; 37.1341.8;
37.1353.5). Nonetheless, the line from the metrical epigram (C.q) is best regarded on par with the rare afore-
mentioned cases of middle verbs licensing accusatives in metrical contexts and other instances with an
inanimate accusative (see on C.6). As for the dative, its functional properties remain unchanged since the

Early Post-Classical period, though its frequency increases further, reaching 1529 attestations.

Whether this increased use of the accusative — from 24 examples in Classical Greek to 69 in Late Post-
Classical Greek — correlates with the overall decline of the dative and its replacement by other cases or
prepositional phrases (see E) is difficult to determine conclusively, since such patterns of ‘substitution’ or
alternation take place at different rates in literary and non-literary texts (see Stolk 2017 for instance). This

is largely due to the conservative nature of literary and official writing, in which linguistic innovations tend
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to emerge much later than in colloquial or non-literary sources. Further evidence from a larger diachronic
corpus study would be required to determine whether this phenomenon concerns a genuine grammatical

development or a stylistic tendency limited to certain registers.

In conclusion, Atticist sources accurately record the alternating use of the accusative and dative with
(am)apéoxw in Classical Greek, though the former is restricted to a subset of Attic authors (see Table 1). The
distinction between dttidv/atTinéds (accusative) and xowdv/xowds (dative) indeed carries stylistic
implications, since the former is confined to texts of middle- (hagiography) or high-register (epic poetry,
historiography, etc.) while the latter is employed across the full register spectrum, from low- to high-
register works (cf. the register continuum of Bentein 2013). Yet, with the exception of three potential
instances (B.2, B.5, B.6), Atticist sources do to pay attention to three main points: first, that the accusative
was already in use in Pre-Classical times; second, that the accusative was restricted to middle verb forms
in that period and can therefore not be treated on par with the accusatives governed by active verbs in
Classical Greek (see A, A.2, B, B.3, B.7), although these testimonies equate them; and third, that there
might be a genre-related preference, with accusatives occurring frequently, and at times predominantly,
in poetic or dialogic texts. However, as mentioned earlier, these aspects might admittedly be outside the

scope of the Atticists’ interests.

E. Byzantine and Modern Greek commentary

In Byzantine and Medieval Greek, the argument structure of dpéoxw exhibits progressive diversification,
while the verb itself undergoes morphosyntactic reduction. By the time of Standard Modern Greek, only
the third person present forms apécel (sing.) and apéoouv (plur.) remain in use (Holton, Mackridge,

Philippaki-Warburton 2004, 240; for this section overall see also Cluyse, Barddal in prep.).

A first major development involves the increasing use of prepositional phrases instead of bare case
marking to express core syntactic or semantic functions (Horrocks 2010, 97; 107-8; 284—5; Rafiyenko,
Serzant 2020, 8-10). With dpéoxw, the dative argument can be realised through constructions such as év
(‘in’) or i (‘to’) with the dative, or €ig (‘to’) with the accusative. These Medieval Greek structures should,
however, be distinguished from prepositional phrases like évwmiov (‘facing, face to face’), évavtiov
(‘opposite’) or év opBaAuols (‘in the eyes of') with the genitive, all of which appear in the Greek Testament

as word-by-word translations of the Hebrew original (see Cluyse, Barddal in prep.).

A second significant shift concerns the gradual replacement of the dative by the genitive, supported by the
general decline of the dative case (Humbert 1930; Bortone 2010, 154—5; Cooper, Effi 2012). Over time, dpéoxw
pairs with a genitive argument instead of the traditional dative with increasing frequency, until the

genitive becomes the sole option in Standard Modern Greek. However, the situation is complicated by

13



case syncretism in several Medieval and Modern Greek dialects, where accusative and genitive forms are
formally indistinguishable in certain word classes, especially within the pronominal system (Mertyris 2012,
2014; CGMEMG vol. 2, 861-902; Marinis 2024). This overlap makes it difficult to unambiguously determine
the case marking of the non-nominative argument, since the (medieval) textual evidence appears to

alternate between the accusative and the genitive, at least in those dialects where we can tell them apart.

Despite this variation, the dative remains consistently attested as a core argument of dpéoxw throughout
the Byzantine and Medieval period. The accusative appears only marginally, as in Nicephorus’ Historia
breviarium 77.6 (8th—gth century): BovAydpoug 8¢ odx fjpeaxe t0 mpattopevov (‘the Bulgarians did not like
that’), which exhibits the Nominative-Accusative frame. Conversely, the genitive replaces the dative in
cases like Bellum Troianum 1340 (13th—14th/15th—16th century): OA&Vv dpéaet ) fovAy, Aot v ématvodary’ (‘all

like the plan and all praise it") (Nominative-Genitive).

This persistence of the dative, despite increasing morphological and syntactic variation, underscores the
verb’s long-standing alignment with the Nominative-Dative pattern, even as ancillary case-marking
strategies diversified across periods and dialects (for the same alignment with the Latin equivalent placeére

see Cluyse, Somers, Barddal 2025).

F. Commentary on individual texts and occurrences

(1) Hom. Il. 4.362—3 (C.1) — Hom. I/. 19179 (C.2)

The precise meaning of the verb dpéoxw in Homeric Greek, especially in relation to its argument structure,
has been called into question by Pernée (1988) and Luraghi (2022). Whereas Pernée (1988) uses close
reading to account for the distinct interpretations of the verb, Luraghi (2022, 242) proposes that the verb
has undergone a gradual semantic change co-occurring with, or determined by, variations in the verb’s
argument structure (for the meanings in relation to the etymology of the verb see de Meyer 2024, 291-8).
Though these instances are analysed in more detail in Cluyse, Barddal (in prep.), where a more convincing
proposal is advanced on the diachronic evolution of the argument structure, it's worth noting here that
neither Pernée (1988) nor Luraghi (2022) have detected that in the earliest available sources, Homeric
Greek, the accusative always depends on a middle verb form, when it is expressed (see also C.3). This
crucial piece of evidence forms the foundation of Author, Barddal’s (in prep.) novel account, which focuses
instead on the reciprocal and benefactive semantics of the middle verb forms, stemming from the fact that
all Homeric examples involve situations in which one person aims to reconcile with another person (cf.
Pernée 1988). Their account is advantageous in that the meaning of the verb is rooted in well-established
features of the middle voice, which can then explain the formulaic instances of the active infinitive dpéoat

(Il. 9.120; 19.138) as semantically middle (‘absolute’) and the two examples of the middle dpecadpeda with
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inanimate accusatives (C.1; I/. 6.526) as middle with an accusative of respect (see also C.3; Cock 1981; Nadav
2023, 14; 41). Moreover, by taking into account the differences in diathesis between the different
configurations observed in Archaic and Classical Greek, they offer a more concise and economically less

demanding explanation to the diachronic evolution of the verb’s argument structure.
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