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two markedly different sources: Gregory of Corinth’s Ilepi AioAidog and the anonymous lexicographical com-
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specific. Given the secondary nature of the evidence, these criteria cannot be applied mechanically; rather, they
serve as a heuristic tool for evaluating the internal logic and reliability of the lexicographical traditions under
consideration. Particular attention is paid to the role of literary language, poetic diction, and interdialectal influence
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are evaluated, whereas the I'Adooot katd Toleig lack any explicit reference to a standard variety and instead reflect
classificatory practices derived largely from literary authority. In both cases, dialectal normativity emerges as
prescriptive and scholarly rather than descriptive of vernacular usage. The findings underline the difficulty of
defining a “dialectal” lexicon for Ancient Greek and suggest that modern lexicographical approaches must take
greater account of the literary, chronological, and scholarly filters through which dialectal material has been trans-
mitted.
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One of the central difficulties in researching Ancient Greek dialectal varieties lies in de-
termining how to interpret the lexical items attested in, or attributed to, specific dialects. In
particular, the question arises whether these should be regarded merely as ‘Greek words of
one region’ or whether they ought to be considered ‘specifically dialectal’ (cf. Garcia Ramoén
1999: 524). The criteria proposed — such as those put forward by Garcia Ramén, which
attempt to compare attested forms in one dialect with their synonyms in others — may be
effective in epigraphical contexts. Such contexts allow for variation in chronology, potential
influences from outside the region, and factors such as stylisation mimicking other dialects
or poetic idioms. However, these criteria are not operational when examining the more elab-
orate literary varieties arising in different dialectal regions or the grammatical and lexico-
graphical sources that preserve many rare words (yAd®coot) or notable terms (AéEeig). In
many cases, these sources transmit words without contextual commentary — for example,
without identifying their ultimate source or commenting on their regional distribution. There
is also a persistent tendency in scholarship to treat these secondary sources as mere ancillary
tools rather than as scholarly works in their own right. Generally, little attention is paid to
the reasons why certain lemmas were quoted or included in a lexicon, or to the methodology
and linguistic reasoning behind specific interpretamenta (Tribulato 2019).

The conception of what constitutes a dialect is clearly crucial in this context. In the case
of Ancient Greece, defining the notion of dialect with any precision is notoriously problem-
atic. The existence of different dialects in the first millennium BCE cannot be understood
against the background of any form of standard language prior to the emergence of the xowvn.
This situation contrasts with that of most modern languages, where one variety frequently
attains dominance.! Greek dialects are not simply regional variations of a single language,
and they differ notably in the chronology of their formation. Nevertheless, “Greek dialects
often follow parallel lines of development, but they follow them at different times and dif-
ferent speeds. No correct exegesis of epigraphical — and one may add, literary — texts can be
attempted if this is not kept in mind” (Morpurgo Davies 1968: 85).

It also seems likely that the Greeks experienced some degree of ‘ethnic unity’ despite the
evident differences in their speech. They probably possessed an abstract notion of the ‘Greek
language’ (at least by the fifth century BCE; cf. Thucydides, who uses the verb éAAnvilewv
in the sense of ‘to speak Greek’) and, as Morpurgo Davies emphasises, “an extensive passive
knowledge of different dialects” (Morpurgo Davies 1987: 13). They were certainly aware of

! “dialect: variety of speech differing from the standard or literary language’ (OED 599). Compare this with
the views of ancient scholars, who recognised only four dialects, aligned with the historical and cultural divisions
of the Greek tribes. For example, Clem. Alex. Strom. 1.21.142 states: d1dAextog 8¢ €0t AEELS 1d10v yapakTipa
Tomov Eupaivovoa, fj AEELS 1010V 1j kKowov (4) EBvoug émpaivovoa yapaktiipa. eoci 6¢ ol "EAAnveg dwdéktovg
givon Tog Topdt oiot &', Athida, Tada, Aopida, AloAida kol TEUmTNY THY KONV, ATEPMTTOVS 8 0DGag TG
BapPBapov eovag unde dwdéktoug, AL YA®ocag Afyesbar... ‘A dialect is speech that displays the distinctive
character of a place, or speech that displays the distinctive — or common — character of a people. The Greeks say
that there are five dialects among them: Attic, lonic, Doric, Aeolic, and, as a fifth, the Koine. The speech of
the ‘barbarians’, however, being unlimited in variety, is not called dialects but languages...” Also note the diffe-
rence between the terms ‘dialect’ and ‘vernacular’/‘accent’ (e.g. German Dialekt vs. Mundart), which in many
languages reflects the number of shared isoglosses among smaller dialectal units, contrasted with larger regional
groupings.
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the existence of distinct regional varieties and displayed various attitudes towards them.? The
exact situation of spoken, everyday Greek in the Archaic and Classical periods, however, is
difficult to reconstruct, as literary sources very rarely preserve genuine dialectal forms or
passages. It is nevertheless likely that, in official-political discourse, representatives of indi-
vidual poleis addressed one another in their own dialects, and that official documents were
often prepared in a ‘bilingual’ (or rather ‘bi-dialectal’) manner.> A separate issue is the use
of dialectal features or forms in poetic performance, such as in Attic comedies. One must
assume a certain degree of recognition of particular linguistic features as dialectal, which
could then be exploited to provoke a comic effect (cf. Colvin 1999 on the use of ‘dialects’ in
Greek literature).

The Attic dialect was certainly not the medium of communication outside the Ionic part
of the Greek world before the age of Alexander, even though it exercised a hegemonic role
in certain political environments at particular points in time (Bonner 1909: 363). Whether
this process can be associated with the concept of ‘normativity’ — understood as the set
of rules, conventions and standards governing language usage within a specific community
or region — remains unclear, at least before the rise of grammatical scholarship several cen-
turies later.

If one assumes that linguistic normativity establishes a framework for what is considered
correct or acceptable within a given social or cultural context — embracing both formal and
informal norms and reflecting conventions developed within a community over time (e.g.,
grammatical rules or conventions of pronunciation, accent, intonation, vocabulary, idiomatic
expressions and politeness strategies) — then it is doubtful whether we may speak of any such
framework in Classical times. However, if one instead assumes that the notion of a ‘norm’
provides a shared set of guidelines, expectations and concepts enabling speakers to com-
municate effectively and to be understood by others, then the situation appears different.

This paper addresses the broader question of what was — and what should be — considered
a genuinely ‘dialectal’ lexicon, especially in the case of secondary evidence (glosses). It does
so through a comparison of two markedly different works: the systematic treatment of the
Aeolic dialect by Gregory of Corinth, and the anonymous list of lexical items attributed to
various Greek dialects known as the [Adcooon kata worelg. Both works attempt to illustrate

2 Cf. the persistent belief that Greek tribes in remote, less urbanised areas developed distinctive linguistic
traits that made their speech difficult for neighbouring groups to understand. For instance, the Eurytanians of
mountainous Aetolia were reportedly ‘most ignorant of the language and savage in habits’ (dyvoototatotl 6¢
yA@ooav kol dpogayot gioiv; Thuc. 3.94). Their archaic way of life led contemporaries to question — and even
contest — their Greek identity.

3 E.g. Demosthenes notes the difficulty Arcadians and Laconians had in speaking Attic (Dem. Meyahom.
16.2). Similarly, the vernacular of Lesbos — though celebrated in Aeolic poetry, which was edited, read, and trans-
mitted in Athens during the 5th and 4th centuries BCE — was considered inferior, even ‘barbaric’ (§v omvi]
BapPapw tebpappévog; Plato Protagoras 341C). For the reception of Sappho, see Yatromanalakis (2007), summa-
rised in Coo (2021: 264-276). While some Athenians may have possessed passive comprehension of other dialects,
the extent to which Greeks understood regional varieties remains unclear. Literary sources do not attest individuals
fluent in multiple Greek dialects, although multilingualism in foreign languages certainly existed (Bonner 1909:
356-363).
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dialectal differences extensively through lexical examples. Whether they do so successfully
is, of course, another matter.

In this contribution, I apply the criteria for examining Ancient Greek vocabulary formu-
lated by Garcia Ramon (1999: 522f.; reiterated with slight refinement in Garcia Ramén 2018:
58-60). Particular attention is given to forms that are attested exclusively in one dialect with-
out corresponding forms elsewhere, or that may be specific to one dialect with different,
synonymous forms being employed contemporaneously in others. The use of these theoreti-
cal premises is challenging, given that the material is not drawn from primary sources. The
dialectological analysis serves to assess the general reliability of the sources, and the over-
arching aim is to clarify expectations concerning what may legitimately be termed a ‘dialec-
tal’ word.

Gregory of Corinth, Ilepi AioAidog

Gregorios Pardos (Gregory of Corinth) is generally regarded as a representative Byzan-
tine scholar, active in both theological composition and grammatical scholarship, and likely
working in the eleventh or twelfth century, although his chronology has long been the subject
of debate (cf. Laurent 1963, Becares 1988, Montana 1995: xlviii—xlix, Dickey 2007: 82f.).
In addition to his treatises on syntax and rhetorical figures (drawing upon Trypho), and his
didactic commentaries on classical literature, he is most widely known for his treatise on the
Ancient Greek dialects. This work is the only surviving dialectological treatise transmitted
neither anonymously nor with uncertain attribution.*

Drawing upon earlier grammatical treatises and traditions (cf. Bolognesi 1953: 101), as
well as on his own extensive reading (Bolognesi 1953: 107), Gregory provides an account
of the Attic, Ionic, Doric, and Aeolic dialects, formulating general grammatical rules, sup-
plying illustrative examples, and — particularly in his treatment of Attic and Ionic — offering
substantial quotations from literary authors (Schoubben 2019: 1-2). He discusses both diver-
gences and affinities among the principal dialects of Ancient Greek, occasionally referring
to ‘minor’ varieties such as Boeotian and Thessalian. His work situates itself within the
established grammatical tradition, exemplified by figures such as Dionysius Thrax and Apol-
lonius Dyscolus, who classified dialects primarily on phonetic, morphological, and syntactic
grounds. Gregory nonetheless introduces several original elements, including the systematic
use of examples drawn from both poetry and prose, the comparison of dialectal forms with
what he treats as standard Attic, and the explicit evaluation of dialectal usage in terms of
correctness and stylistic elegance (cf. Wilson 1996: 188).

In the chapter devoted to Aeolic (specifically the Lesbian variety, kleinasiatisch-
-aiolisch), the dialect is described in a formalised and schematic manner. Gregory presents
a series of rules defining the dialect, drawing attention to those features that he interprets as
deviations from an underlying linguistic ‘norm’. The structure of this account reflects its

4 Cf. the presentation of the oeuvre in Kominis (1960), Donnet (1966, 1967), Wilson (1983a: 184-90), Bolo-
gnesi (1953), Glucker (1970), Montana (1995), Robins (1993: 163-72), and Hunger (1982).
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principal source, namely the fragments of Johannes Grammaticus (Philoponus) preserved in
the Compendia Ilepi Aiodidog (for the textual tradition see Hoffmann 1897: 204-222). Prior-
ity is accorded to the phonetic and phonological system, followed by the morphology of
nouns and verbs. A final section lists lexical items which, in Gregory’s view and according
to earlier authorities, are peculiar to the Lesbian dialect. These appear in §§57-67, cf.

57 To &yo mepiondotv, EyAV AEYOVTEG, Kol EUL® ‘The form &yo is twisted into €ydv, and Eua
UV becomes Euav.’

‘The form oV corresponds to TV, as the Dorians

58  To ov 1 opoing toic Awpiedot Aéyovat also say.”

59 Ko 0 iy Sy, Ausic e Similarly, Nuiv corresponds to dppv, and fpeig

to dppeg.’
60  To €vOade, tiide ‘The form £v0ade corresponds to tfjd€.’
61 To d\ooe, £Tépoce ‘The form dAloce corresponds to Etépoce.’
62  Ta yeipova, yéppova ‘The form yeipova appears as yéppova.’
63  TO émovd, aivnu ‘The verb €mowvd is rendered as aivnu.’
64 Tao ipdria, Eppoto ‘The word ipdtio appears as Epporo.’
65 H pia, io ‘The feminine form pia corresponds to io.’
66 'H yijpoc, yapos ‘The noun y1jpoc is rendered as yagag.’
67 To éotpwton, E5TOpNTOL ‘The verb £otpwton appears as £é6topnTaL.’

Although this structure is not markedly different from that employed in many modern
treatments of the Greek dialects, it must be emphasised that Gregory’s categorical distinc-
tions are frequently imprecise. Lexical items are at times deployed to abstract phonological
or morphological rules, and certain purely morphological alternations are misinterpreted as
dialectal phonetic processes. Moreover, some lexical items (e.g. §22 &dovtac 6566vtag,
€00vag: dovvag) are cited despite now being recognised as morphological or phonological
variants rather than genuine dialectal forms.

A close examination of the lexical section of the Aeolic chapter demonstrates that only
four of the ten items cited may be regarded as authentically dialectal. These are primarily
associated with the poetic register of the dialect — a predictable outcome, given that the
sources upon which Gregory and earlier lexicographers rely are largely literary.

appes (§ 59)

One such form, frequently cited as characteristic of the Lesbian dialect, is the nominative
plural éppeg ‘we’. Gregory presents it together with the dative plural gupwv (Kot to fuiv
Gy, Nuelc dppeg), thereby conflating two observations in the Compendium of John Philo-
ponus (Comp. III §§60 and 61). This brief entry conveys linguistically reliable information
with a solid foundation in both inscriptional and literary Aeolic (Buck 1955: 98ff., Thumb
& Scherer 1959: 99ft.; cf. the attestations in Hamm 1957: 107 and Voigt 1971: 385).
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In the epigraphical record the first-person plural pronoun appears, for example, in
the genitive appemv and dative appu,® and functions also as a possessive adjective, as in the
formula tog appag moiog (MAT 010, 35; ERE 010, 73.90; MYT 163, 14), which is attested
as late as the Tiberian period.®

Both dppeg and dppv occur in Homer” and Hesiod,® and appear also in non-epic poetic
authors such as Pindar (v 4%, e.g. Hymn 42.2 poybog dppuv — to0td yvé tot €pém) and
Theognis (dppwv 2%, e.g. Elegiae 418 ypocdg, vmepteping 6’ appy &veott Adyog). In the
ancient grammatical tradition these forms are consistently assigned to Aeolic, e.g. Herodian
(Tepi dpBoypapiag 3.2.517.141): \ueic: auéc yap Aéyovot oi Awpieig koi dppec ol Aioleic.”
The entire Aeolic paradigm (i.e. Lesbian and Boeotian) is discussed in detail by Apollonius
Dyscolus (De pron. 93.23-103.12). A geminated form of dippec is even erroneously described
as Doric in certain scholia (cf. Schol. Hom. Il. 8.352.1-3. 1-3 o0kétt v&i] Kowvi] NUiv- Ampieig
vap eoaowv aupes, "Attikoi 0 vo, “loveg Nuéoac. €ott 8¢ Avimvopia dvikn opbiig kal
OUTIOTIKTG TTOGEMG. €AV O GLV TQ v, UV KOl NUIV).

The dialectal evidence appears to confirm the use of /a/ and of a geminate /m/ in Lesbian.
The personal pronouns of the first- and second-person plural attracted particular interest
among ancient grammarians owing to their presence in Homer and in Lesbian lyric. In the
Homeric poems two plural paradigms coexist: one based on @upeg, conventionally labelled
‘Aeolic’ (with aspiration and recessive accent), and one based on fpeic, conventionally la-
belled ‘Ionic’. The Aeolic series comprises nom. dupeg, acc. dppe, dat. dppuv), with no
distinct genitive (only fpéwv is attested). The Ionic series includes nom. Mueig, acc. MuUEG,
and dat. piv (Chantraine 1948: 268; for additional forms, such as acc. fjucag/Mfuog, dat.
fuwv/Mutv, and the artificially extended gen. Yueiw, cf. Chantraine 1948: 268-271).

Although both Aeolic and Ionic forms derive from the same proto-form, they reflect
different outcomes of the so-called ‘first compensatory lengthening’. Aeolic diverges mark-
edly from the lonic-Attic treatment of *-Vsm-, yielding a short vowel plus a geminate
(Lejeune 1972: 122f., Thumb & Scherer 1959: 95f., Scarborough 2023: 131-134). Thus

5 Cf. gen. petomepumopevay oppenv kol Epeciov dikaompiov MAT 010.29 (mid-2nd century BC; cf. also
MYT 026.8, 11; 209.4; 225.15); mapayeyovav g tap morv appov ERE 010.61; dat. eovteg app ocuyyye[veeeg]
LES 01.8 (late 3rd century BCE; cf. also MAT 010.30.51; ERE®010.68.96); [aneoteAiev] appt LES 05.5 (1st cent.
AD); dedocban d¢ (...) moArreton mop' appy MAT 010.48.

¢ Cf. also [rr]po&evog tog modog apfp(e)ov] EOL 05, c. 3 (late 3rd cent. BCE); kt<t>ctav 10,6 TOAMOG GUUEDY
MYT 225.15 (Ist century AD). See also the catalogue of forms in Hodot (1990: 134). A similar situation occurs
in Thessalian and Boeotian: Thess. gen. appeovv, acc. appe; Boeot. gen. apemv (apiwv Ap. Dysc. De pron. 95.21;
Bliimel 1982: 267).

7 Gupeg occurs 4%, e.g. 1. 21.432 16 kev 3N méhar dppeg drovcauedo ntorépoto; dupv occurs 4%, e.g.
1. 13.379 "Apyeoc éEoyarydvteg Omuipey, €1 ke oLV Gupiy, but dut appears as many as 16x.

8 E.g. Scutum 88: | dhdym — téya 8 Supec EMmMAOUEVOY EVIGVT@Y, etc.

° Also Apoll. Soph. Lex. homericum 24.26-28: dupe Aiohkdg avti Tod fudc [...] 10 8¢ G fpiv. Eustath.
Comm. ad Hom. Il. 1.172.26: gipi éupi- npeig dupec. Eustath. Comm. ad Hom. 1l. 4.73.16-74.4: t0 fuiv Guu
Aéyovov ol AloAglg, Papvvovieg avtod Kol GUGTEAMNOVTEG TV ANyousay. ~ATOAAMVIOG: «HppL YE UV voog Eviov
atvletom. Awpleig 6¢ apiv, cuoTEALOVTEG TO 1 KOl 0EUVOVTEG [...] 6TL TO MuElS Gpeg Aéyovotv ol Awprels, dppeg 8¢
ol AioAgic.
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*ns-mé > *asmé > Aeolic /amme/ uué!® stands in contrast to Ionic-Attic /a:me/ apé-,
whence Mpé-, to which case endings were subsequently added: *ps-mé-es > 1ueig in Ionic-
-Attic; *ps-mé-s > apéq (Doric) and &pupec (Lesbian) (Rix 1992: 178, Dunkel 2004: 18ff.).

It is plausible that the retention of both sets of forms in the Epic tradition reflects metrical
constraints: Lesbian dppe(c) is metrically equivalent to Proto-lonic *njué(c) (Wyatt 1992:
170f.). Yet there remains a substantial difference between the two series, e.g. Gupeg vs. UElG
and dupe vs. nuéoc. lonic forms tend to be spondaic, whereas Lesbian forms are predomi-
nantly trochaic (particularly in the third foot) and may even be monosyllabic. As Miller
observes, dialectal (non-Ionic) forms may in certain cases occupy analogous metrical posi-
tions, e.g. Nuwv (8x) ~ dppu(v) (7x) at the beginning of the third foot, and Mpiv (21%) ~ Euui(v)
(4x) at the beginning of the sixth foot. In the latter case, the Aeolic forms may serve to raise
the stylistic level of the verse (Miller 2014: 316; cf. Meier-Briigger 1986: 127-143 for
a comprehensive documentation and interpretation of Aeolic pronoun forms in Homer). Yet
the question remains whether the ‘Aeolic’ forms of the personal pronoun in Homer — despite
being normalised in accentuation and psilosis under the influence of the transmission of
Sappho and Alcaeus — should be interpreted as genuine survivals of an Aeolic linguistic
substrate and of an ‘Aeolic phase’ in the development of Greek epic, or whether they are in
fact archaisms inherited from the pre-alphabetic stage of the tradition. A definitive answer
remains elusive.!!

aivnu (§ 63)

In paragraph 63 (To érnawv®, aivn), Gregory cites the athematic verb form aivnut as
specifically Aeolic in contrast to the thematic aivé®, which is the regular Greek form (cf. e.g.
Hom. aivelt' ® 9). The verb aivém (‘to praise, glorify, approve’) is frequent in poetic diction
but appears only rarely in Attic prose, where the derivative énawvém is strongly preferred.

The form aivnu does not occur in the surviving Lesbian lyric corpus, nor is it attested in
epigraphic material from Lesbos, Thessaly, or Boeotia. From a formal perspective, it
represents a shift from the class of so-called verba vocalia (contract verbs) to athematic
forms — a development characteristically associated with the Aeolic dialect (cf. Scarborough

10 With /am/ < *[n] (Rix 1992: 66).

1" See Miller (2014: 317), who assumes that a treatment similar to the Aeolic ‘first compensatory lengthening’
can already be observed in Mycenaean and in archaic Arcadian forms from the Peloponnese. Cf. the document
from Megalopolis, 207/6 BCE (L.v. Magn. 38, see Dubois 1986 II: 273 ff.): line 24: exovteg evvo®OG TPOG QLYLE;
line 22: mpog mavtag Tog Ko ape gapnuevog; line 18: tar dg moAr ton apetnpot ape (accusative ‘us’). Another
interpretation is offered by Dubois (1986 I: 79), according to whom ope is a regular form with lengthened /a:/,
whereas appe represents an Aeolic form erroneously recorded by an Ionic scribe. If in Mycenaean there indeed
existed a treatment analogous to the Aeolic (geminated sonant; compare a-ke-ra>-te PY Vn 493.1 /agerrantes/ or
/angellantes/, see Peters 1986: 3068, 313), then one may also postulate the existence at this stage of the form
tammeé. In this scenario, the Homeric dppe could similarly be regarded as an archaic Mycenaean element. Within
the Mycenaean-Ionic poetic tradition, aupé(c) may have been preserved precisely because of its metrically dis-
tinctive structure. Subsequently, forms such as appé(c), later modified to Gupe(c), entered poetic usage under the
influence of Lesbian poets. For ordinary speakers, however, the archaic and artificial appé(c) was naturally re-
placed by forms still current in the living dialect of the Aeolians of Asia Minor.
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2023: 136-142). The grammatical tradition itself acknowledges this tendency, citing the pair
aivéo : aivnut alongside forms such as @IA® : eiAnu.'?

The verb aivéo functions in parallel with the thematic noun aivog ‘story, tale’ (1. ¥ 652),
which could suggest that, as in many other cases of /-eo:/-forms, we are dealing with
a denominative formation (cf. Risch 1974: 300-319). The situation is, however, complicated
by the aorist formation: Ionic-Attic aivéw constructs an aorist in -g&(c)ca, whereas Homer
consistently employs a form in -nco.

Morphologically, verbs of the type pilém — 1o — fica derive from -o-stems (wWhence
aivo¢ might be expected), while the aorist in -&(c)ca is largely restricted to -es-stems (cf. e.g.
aioéopar). Consequently, it is difficult to determine decisively whether aivéw is a denomi-
native formation or whether aivog and related nouns are instead back-formations from the
verb (cf. Tucker 1990: 372, 94). Matters are further complicated by the fact that aivéo itself
lacks a convincing etymology (cf. Frisk 1960: 40-41, Beekes 2010: 39-40). Comparative
evidence from Tocharian and Hittite may, however, appear promising — cf. Hitt. enant ‘tame’
(MAS.GAL enanza ‘tame goat’), an intransitive participle in -ant- from en- (< ain- ‘to be
agreeable’; Puhvel 1984 1I: 271), and Toch. A/B en- ‘to instruct, teach, chastise’, e.g. tumem
lyama asanne enssate-me ‘then he sat down on his seat and taught them’ (Adams 2013: 87).
Should these comparanda indeed relate to Greek aivéw (aivog), they must be explained as
continuants of PIE *hzej-n- (Peters 1980: 80).

Setting aside these etymological questions, it seems clear that Gregory quotes aivnu be-
cause of its morphological character, which the ancient tradition viewed as typically Aeolic.
Interesting in this regard is its single literary attestation outside Homer, namely Hes. Op. 683:
ob pv Eyoye || aivnp', 00 yop Epd Bopud kexopiopévog €otiv. This form has been interpreted
as a specifically Hesiodic Aeolism (Thumb & Scherer 1959: 8), given that the Iliad and Odys-
sey consistently employ the thematic forms. It almost certainly entered the grammatical tradi-
tion via the scholiastic commentaries; cf. Schol. in Op. (Prolegom. Schol. 681.1-2): AINHM".
Atvnu, aivd, kol Kot mopoayoyny “ATTIKNV oiviu.

éupata (§ 64)

The noun &upo, meaning “‘dress, garment’, is cited twice by Gregory: in paragraph 64 and
again in paragraph 20. The form appears in grammatical and lexicographic sources; cf. Hsch.
E 2355 &upo- ipdtov ‘garment’, and Hsch. T' 319 yéppata- ipdtio, which preserves an ortho-
graphic tradition employing I rather than the expected *F (*réupata). For the spelling <I™>
in place of digamma <F> and the historical development of PIE */w/ in Aeolic dialects, see
Sowa (2011: 166-167). Herodian explicitly classifies the word as Lesbian, cf. Ilepi dp0.

12 E.g. Eustath. Comm. in Hom. Od. 1.80.11-13: 6poing 1@ 1%® Silnu [...] kai t@ @kéd eiinu [...] kol td
aiv®d oivnut... Od. 2.247.31 ff.:0¢ 10D aitd 10 aitnut kai T0d eI To eikn, Kol tod aivd 10 aivnut...: “Just as
Suld gives rise to oiln, and LG to eiknu, so aivd gives rise to aivnu; .... likewise, aitd forms aitnu, MG
forms @ikn, and aivd forms aivnue.”
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3.2.500.28: &ipo 10 ipdtiov 1t TG €1 Spddyyov- Eupo yap eactv oi Aiokegic.!? Likewise
Compendium III §54 lists ta ipdtio Eppoto as Aeolic.

Although the word does not occur in surviving Lesbian inscriptions, it appears three times
in the transmitted Lesbian poets, e.g. Alc. fr. 58.21: [ Jt' dvaprtarg yépp' Amd 1 EUpatov;
Sapph. fr. 62.12: 10 T Eppoara kaf; Sapph. fr. 276 (2) col. 3.41: xov.[.]Jew.[ Epiyvioo[]nep
gupat[o]v. It is also classified as an Aeolism in Lyrica Adespota fr. 9.2 (Ps.-Alcman): maicot
mopBevikai, Toicon kaAd Eupat’ Exoicalt].

Related forms appear in Doric, particularly in Crete (e.g. /C IV Gortyn 72 V 40; 75 B 3:
FELOG, FEQog k* avmdépag), and in East Ionian inscriptions, e.g. Chios 505 (4th c. BCE):
avnp epo Tupt koteka, where epa is plausibly equivalent to eipo (Hernandez Véazquez 1994:
205).14

gupo is a regular equivalent of Ionic eipo /he:ma/ and should be interpreted as a neuter
formation with the suffix -mn (cf. Risch 1974: 49f., Rix 1992: 33), compare Olnd. vdsma.
The derivational base is the verbal root ués- (cf. Greek &vvop < yes-nu-mi) ‘to be clothed,
to dress oneself”,!5 also attested in other Indo-European languages, such as Hittite wésta- ‘to
be dressed in (something)’ and Vedic imperfect vdste ‘he had on’ (see LIV2: 692f. for com-
parative material).

From the perspective of dialectal phonology, &upa exhibits the typical Aeolic treatment
of the consonant cluster */sm/, which regularly develops into the geminate /mm/. The or-
thography found in lexicographical sources, using gamma <I"™> instead of digamma <p>, can
be considered a result of textual transmission. Although (y/F)éuua does not appear in epi-
graphic material from Lesbos or neighbouring areas of Asia Minor, the form should still be
interpreted as part of the actual dialectal layer in Lesbian lyric poetry. It cannot be considered
an element of the Homeric epic tradition, as all examples of the noun in epic consistently
display the expected Ionic form eipa.

The plural &upota is attested in poetry, for example Sappho fr. 62, 12 (1 T° &upota
k@[...]) and in Pseudo-Alkman (Lyr. Adesp. fr. 9, 2), in a distinctly dialectal literary verse,
yielding traces of the Lesbian variety (noicol mwapOevikai, moicot kaAd Eupat’ €xoiocaft]),
with a dialectal treatment of the group */ns/ — moiocat (instead of mdoat), €xoica[t] (for
&yovoan). This evidence further supports the interpretation of Eupo/gupata as typical dialec-
tal forms.

13 Cf. the context 28 ff.: glpo 10 ipdriov S Tiig €1 SipBoyyov- Eupa yép pootv oi Aiokeic dmopéiiovreg 0
L Kol durhootaovieg TO cOppmvov, Gomep Keipw KEPPm, EOeipm POEPP®. T 3¢ indTIov Kai o o’ aHTO TAVTOL
318 10D 1ypapeTar, otov ipatilm, ipatiopds, ipoTo@dpog kol ipotonding. .. ‘The word eipa (‘garment’) is written
with t rather than &1 because of the way Aeolic treated diphthongs. The Aeolians, it is said, would drop the 1 and
double the following consonant, as in keipw — képpm or eOeipw — POéppw. All words related to ipdriov — such
as ipatilm, ipatiopds, ipatiopdpog, and ipotionding — are likewise written with .

14 Cf. however the use of iuétiov in the East-Ionic dialect (Samos 3x, 346-345 BCE, Samos 133 = IG XII,
6 1:261, lines 27, 31,33) ipdtiov Agvkov, 1| dmicbe 0£og Exel, ipatia Eppém ‘A white garment, which the goddess
holds behind her; garments of Hermes’ (Hernandez Vazquez 1994: 338).

15 This nasal infix present is a Greek innovation, not attested in other IE languages, cf. however, Hom.-Ion.
pres. glpon < *yés-mai, used as a perfect to &vvopu, which should, therefore, be considered more archaic (LIV?:
692 t.); cf. also Hsch. A 1363: deppa- 16&ov (Call. Hymn. 2,33), ipdtiov.
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Therefore, it appears that the information provided by Gregory is accurate and that the
quoted form is genuinely dialectal. Nevertheless, doubts remain regarding the context and
interpretation proposed by the author. From a modern perspective, one cannot claim that
a graphic sign such as iota (or its equivalent) changes into another letter, for example to
represent a liquid or nasal sound. Rather, the ‘rule’ offered by the author should be under-
stood as an application of the ancient theory of ma6n (modifications), whereby one letter
could be substituted for another to explain a word’s etymology. This paragraph, which
groups various forms as the result of different phonological laws, is a typical example of
such a ‘change’ (uetdAnyig; cf. Dickey 2007: 246, 250).

ia (§ 65)

In this paragraph Gregory introduces the Lesbian feminine form of the numeral ‘one’, ia,
in place of the Ionic-Attic form pio. This observation is supported in the grammatical tradi-
tion and is quoted directly from §55 of Compendium 111. Gregory correctly situates the form
within the Aeolic context, as the feminine {o/io constitutes an isogloss uniting Boeotian,
Thessalian, and Lesbian (Buck 1955: 94, Thumb & Scherer 1959: 4, Bliimel 1982: 271).1¢
The psilotic Lesbian variant {a is regarded as a secondary innovation, comparable to Boeo-
tian forms such as the genitive 1o (SEG 3:359.10) and the accusative fav in Corinna;!” and
to Thessalian accusative wv (IG IX? 517.22, 44; SEG 13:3958). In Lesbian, the form is
attested only in literary contexts (acc. sg. iav in Sappho 56.1 and Alcaeus fr. 350.6). The
epigraphic record is sparse: Mytilene yields one nominative form, undeio (MYT 04, 12),
alongside Koine forms [ovdg]piag (MY T 024.56, 2nd c. BCE) and [p]ndemmoc (MY T 026.10,
12, 1st c. CE), which renders its interpretation ambiguous. It is equally plausible that undeio
represents a feminine form of the adjectival pronoun fog (Hodot 1990: 152; literary attesta-
tions in Hamm 1957: 109).

Forms of this type also occur in Homeric Epic: nominative ia (A 437), accusative lov
(& 435), genitive ifjg (O 173, Q 496), and dative ifj (I 319). A metrically motivated neuter
dative i@ (Z 422) is also attested. This raises the question of whether such forms represent
dialectal innovations (perhaps indicating an ‘Aeolic’ element in Epic diction; cf. Thumb
& Scherer 1959: 210), archaisms, or analogical developments. According to Garcia Ramon,
reflexes of the inherited feminine *smikhz- (cf. Arm. *mi < *smija-) lost the initial */m/ to
align the feminine with the masculine and neuter forms &i¢ and &v (Garcia Ramén 1975: 65;
similarly, Ruijgh 1971: 601). Yet this model of proportional analogy is problematic — it pre-
supposes the development of {- /i-/ from masculine nominative &i- /he:-/ or oblique é- /he-/,
instead of the historically expected T&o (< €ic, T8a, £&v). The motivation for such alignment
is unclear (Parker 2008: 448; cf. already Schmidt 1900: 391-399), particularly as other Greek

16 The consistent placement of ia in editions of Boeotian and Thessalian inscriptions is influenced by the
Lesbian and Homeric {o. This contradicts both the etymology of the form and the phonology of Thessalian and
Boeotian, neither of which are psilotic dialects (Scarborough 2023: 1224).

17 Cf. taw 8' fav Mrj[ag] dyabog (Corinna iii.17; cf. Page 1953: 57).
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dialects did not attempt to regularise the paradigm and continued to employ the suppletive
feminine pia.

An alternative explanation for the emergence of the feminine form {o/io has been pro-
posed by Parker, building on Schmidt’s assumptions. Parker argues that, due to phonological
developments between the Proto-Indo-European (PIE) period and the Proto-
-Greek stage, the inherited feminine form took the shape nom./acc. *smia-, obl. *sia-. This
allomorphism later gave rise to the forms pia/ia through analogical alignments during the
formation of the Greek dialects (Parker, ibidem). He proposes a generalisation of the zero-
grade form *sm-i¢h, from dependent cases at an early stage. The disappearance of the /m/
segment between the spirant /s/ and the non-vocalic /i/ resulted in *siéh»-, as seen in Hittite
Si- ‘one’ (Kloekhorst 2008: 750f.), reflecting a parallel development in the Indo-Iranian pro-
nominal system. In Proto-Greek, this process produced the allomorphism *smjia- in the nom-
inative/accusative and *sia- in the dependent cases. In the nominative/accusative, regular
assimilation yielded *sm- > *m- (nia, piov; see Lejeune 1972: 120f.), whereas the develop-
ment of {o- from *sia- is less straightforward. It is likely that the sequence *si- assimilated
to *ji-, analogous to the treatment of the intervocalic group *-si-, producing forms such as
idg, id (or, via metathesis, *iia- > *iha- > *hia-).

Alternatively, the Lindeman variant suggests that monosyllabic forms developed into bi-
syllabic forms (*smia-/*sia > *miia-/hiia), comparable to bisyllabic variants attested in the
Balkan area, for example in Albanian and Armenian.'® Thus, at the stage of dialectal differ-
entiation, Greek inherited an allomorphic alternation *smia- : *sia-. The Aeolic and Homeric
forms a/ia are best understood as levellings from dependent-case *sia- to the nominative/
accusative, whereas pia, piov exhibit the opposite direction of analogical spread. Gregory,
therefore, correctly identifies a noteworthy phenomenon, albeit one limited in its distribution.
The rarity of fo/ia in Greek is unsurprising — analogical levelling typically proceeds from the
main cases to the dependent ones and not vice versa (Scarborough 2023: 122-126).

The remaining forms adduced by Gregory as exclusive lexical items cannot, for several
reasons, be regarded as dialectal. Many belong to the literary dialect, others derive directly
from Homeric diction, and several are unattested in epigraphic or literary sources. Their in-
clusion as ‘typical’ Lesbian forms is therefore difficult to justify.'” The examples cited by
Gregory reflect a strong dependence on the grammatical and literary tradition, which serves
as his principal source. Throughout the treatise, Gregory demonstrates a consistent prefe-
rence for Attic as the most refined and authoritative dialect of Greek. Attic is implicitly

8 Arm mi, gen. mioy < *smiio-; Alb. njé < PAlb *smio-s < IE *smijo-, both form understood as secondary
masculine formations derived from feminine *sm(i)ia < *smi(i)a- < *smih:-. This has been interpreted as one of
the isoglosses supporting the assumption of a Balkan-Indo-European linguistic area (Matzinger 2012: 151).

19 See, for example, paragraphs 60 and 61, where Gregory draws attention to allegedly dialectal forms of the
adverbs 1f)0¢ and £tépoce, which, however, cannot be attested for Lesbian. In both epigraphic and literary evi-
dence, the alternative forms tvide and dAAvvdirot should be considered the genuinely dialectal ones (Sowa 2024:
229-231). This observation is corroborated by the evidence and observations of ancient grammarians and lexico-
graphers (e.g., Hsch. T 1615 notes: t0de- évtadBa. Aiokeig; Schol. In Il. E 298 pnmote 8¢ icodvvapel 1@ map'
Aloiedot 'toide'; Ale. Fr. 392 000¢ Tt povapevog kot o vonupa). For the formation of adverbs in the Lesbian
dialect, see Bechtel (1921: 103), Buck (1955: 103), Thumb & Scherer (1959: 109), Hamm (1957: 113), Risch
(1974: 358), Rix (1992: 170), Rodriguez Somolinos (1998: 101, 205).
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treated as the normative standard against which other dialects are evaluated; hence, the fre-
quent remarks such as “contrary to Attic” or “against Attic usage”. Gregory occasionally
criticises forms diverging from Attic norms (“they... falsely... with regard to pronuncia-
tion”). He praises Attic for its richness, clarity, and harmony, attributing its excellence to
the cultural achievements of Athens in literature, philosophy, and politics. He regards Attic
as the language of educated Greeks and advises his students to imitate its style and vocabu-
lary. The normative role of Classical Attic is thus maintained, even though Gregory is aware
that the linguistic standard of his own day is the Byzantine kown (cf. remarks such as “in our
dialect/use™).

However, Gregory does not dismiss the other dialects entirely. He recognises that differ-
ent dialects are suited to different genres: lonic for Epic, Doric for choral lyric, and Aeolic
for erotic poetry. He allows some degree of contextual variation and acknowledges that dia-
lects possess their own merits and peculiarities. He also accepts that Doric and Aeolic appear
to share elements of a common linguistic history distinct from lonic or Attic and even pro-
poses that the Lesbian dialect is a precursor of Latin (cf. §29 todtoic... kaba on kai oi
Popoiot, Tovtov dvieg dmoucot). Overall, the material he cites reflects a tendency — charac-
teristic of late antique and Byzantine scholarship — to interpret archaic or irregular forms,
especially those found in early poetry, as dialectal, and often specifically as Aeolic.

I'h@coo kota woLerg

The anonymous lexical list transmitted under the title IToion yYA®ooot Kot TOAELG consti-
tutes an intriguing document relevant to the study of dialectal vocabulary. It presents a list
of one hundred forms assigned to various dialects, regions, and even specific cities, and is
preserved in Urb. gr. 157 of the Vatican Library. Bekker published the text in Anecdota
Graeca 111 (1095-1096) without commentary, and subsequent scholars of the Greek dialects
—notably Hoffmann, Meister and Bechtel — have consulted the list principally as supplemen-
tary material for regional vocabularies. A critical edition is still lacking (cf. Latte 1925: 136
for the essential information on its textual tradition). Beyond the Vatican witness, at least
two further copies survive in Madrid (Royal Library, cod. XL and cod. XCV; cf. Iriarte 1769,
146 and 378), together with three later exemplars in Italian libraries.?’ With the exception of
short studies by Latte (1925: 136-147) and Bowra (1959: 43-60), the document has attracted
little scholarly attention; the occasional references that do occur typically treat the list as
a reliable source of dialectal evidence (e.g., Peters 1994: 210).

20 The two copies preserved in Madrid were transcribed within the circles of disciples of the Greek humanist
Konstantinos Laskaris and form part of codices containing various grammatical writings, including Philoponus
and the grammar prepared by Laskaris himself. Two further manuscripts are held in Italian libraries: Bibl. Laur.
Plut. 58.19, fol. 188r-191 (copied by Francesco Filelfo), and Venice, Biblioteca Nazionale Marciana, gr. X. 026
(coll. 1305), fol. 202v-203v. An additional copy of the list by Filelfo is preserved in the Biblioteca Ambrosiana in
Milan (Ambr. F 14 sup., ff. 161v-165v) — an exemplar unknown to Latte in 1925. The fact that the list circulated
and was copied in humanistic circles in the later 15th century already indicates a concrete interest in the didactics
of Greek dialects at that time, and, consequently, an awareness that Greek appeared in various forms in the literary
texts transmitted to the Renaissance.
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Unlike other extant ancient sources reflecting on Greek dialects — preserved mainly in
Byzantine lexicographical tradition, such as Gregory of Corinth’s Ilepi diaAéktmv or Johan-
nes Grammaticus’ Compendia [Tepi AioAidog, which approach the dialects primarily in terms
of phonetic or morphological differences — this document attempts to assign particular lexical
items to specific regions of Greece. This feature alone renders the list noteworthy.

Although the collection may appear unimpressive at first glance, it raises several ques-
tions that remain unresolved: What exactly is the nature of the list, and for what purpose was
it compiled? What might be inferred regarding its origins and sources? Can any of the forms
be plausibly regarded as genuinely ancient or reliably attributed to specific dialects? Finally,
to what extent is the list a trustworthy source for dialectological research? Bowra’s sugges-
tion — that although the items are poetic, the compiler regards them as current in various local
vernaculars (Bowra 1959: 45) — deserves consideration, though it remains difficult to sub-
stantiate.

From a strictly dialectological perspective, the list cannot be treated as a dependable
source of data. The overwhelming majority of the items are archaic and predominantly po-
etic. Poetic register appears to have been a decisive factor — of the hundred forms, eighty-
five are attested in Homer, though they also occur elsewhere in poetry. Eleven additional
forms belong to poetic vocabulary outside traditional Epic diction — appearing in choral lyric,
iambus, tragedy, or Hellenistic epic — and most of these have no attestations in prose (Bowra
1959: 46). According to Latte and Bowra, three items appear corrupted through the history
of transmission: ¢vg, given as Doric; a supposed Aeolic kekpvedieog (but see Sowa 2011:
173f.); and the Aetolian obAog (Bowra following Latte, ibidem). Of the whole collection,
only one form — &ot101, glossed with the puzzling meaning ‘dead’ and attributed to the Ar-
cadian city of Cleitor (KAettopiwv &otiol = vekpot) — lacks any parallels in literary sources.
Whether this constitutes genuine evidence for the vernacular of the region remains doubtful.

The entries are arranged according to twenty-two geographical areas, some correspond-
ing to recognised dialect regions, others referring to single cities — an interesting feature in
itself.?! For example, within the Arcadian group, a general dialectal label (ApkaSwv) appears
alongside separate subgroups assigned specifically to the speech of Cleitor and Phlius. These
cities belong, of course, to the Arcadian sphere, but they are not otherwise treated separately
in lexicographical sources. A similar situation arises in the case of Argos, which appears
both as a dialectal region (Apysiov: oica ~ poipa, KTOTOC ~ YoQog, uijta ~ TpdPata) and,
independently, through the forms attributed to the Argive city of Hermione, which likewise
receives a pair of lexical items.

Kvunpiov topyog ~ yoy

In modern scholarship, Cypriot dialectal vocabulary has generally been regarded as
belonging to a particularly archaic stratum of Greek, directly continuing a number of Myce-

21 The list includes the following regions and towns (in the order presented): Athens, Argos, Arcadia, Achaea,
Aetolia, Acarnania, Ambracia, Aeolis (referring to Lesbos and the Aeolic cities of Asia Minor), Hermione, Thessalia,
Cyprus, Boeotia, Doris, lonia, Cleitor, Crete, Corinth, Corcyra, Laconia, Magnesia (in Thessaly), Sicily, and Phlius.
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naean forms. This has led to the frequent characterisation of the Cypriot dialect — alongside
Arcadian — as among the most archaic of the Greek linguistic varieties. Numerous archaic
formations attested both in Homer and in Cypriot (or Arcadian) have been traced back to the
so-called ‘Achaean’ layer of Epic diction. According to Ruijgh, this label denotes elements
in the language of Homer that predate both the Aeolic and the Ionic strata. On this view, the
‘Achaean’ dialect represents forms of Greek spoken in the Peloponnese and the adjacent
Aegean islands during the Mycenaean period; its remnants persisted into classical times
chiefly in Arcadia and Cyprus, while its earliest attestations are to be sought in the Linear B
tablets (cf. Ruijgh 1957).

Under the heading ‘Cypriots’, the anonymous compiler of the [Adccon includes the form
topyoc, glossed as “yOoy’, the name of a bird (‘vulture’). The noun is also attested in other
lexicographical sources, though occasionally assigned to different dialect regions. Thus,
Hesychius T 1161 attributes the form to Sicily: topyoc: €160g yomdg oipotop<p>6@ov. Tt
8¢ kai 0 yoy mopa Xikehdtolg. Without dialectal specification the term appears in Suda
T 788, t6pyoc: mapd Avkogpovi O kKokvog: Aéyetor 8¢ kol O yoy, and in Photios T 388,
topyoc: O yOv.

The word is found exclusively in learned Alexandrian poetry. It appears in Callimachus
(fr. 647: txabvddel TOpyoc Ekomte VKV ‘torgos struck the corpse with its beak’) and in
Lycophron (Alexandra 88): fiv topyog Vypdgoitog €xhoyevetan ‘the wet-nesting torgos
broods over it’). The scholia to Lycophron further comment on the semantic development
from ‘vulture’ to ‘swan’ and the scholiast’s elaborate mythological explanation is well
known.?? The glosses, however, reflect literary interpretation rather than living vernacular
usage.

The form is exceedingly rare in Greek. It is unattested in the epigraphic material of any
region. Consequently, there is no evidence to support the compiler’s attribution of the word
to the Cypriot dialect (cf. Egetmeyer 2010: 245). From a formal perspective, its etymology
is highly uncertain. Attempts to derive it from *#réhsg/g- ‘to gnaw’ are unconvincing on
phonological grounds; one would expect a reflex *#hsg/g- > trog- with lengthened vowel
(cf. Greek tpayeiv ‘to gnaw’), or a remodelled zero-grade aorist *trehsg/g- :: *trhsg/g- (LIV?
651; see also DELG s.v.; Hadjioannou 1977: no. 237, van Windekens 1986, Beekes 2010:

22 Schol. in Lycoph. 88: topyog vypdgpottog — 6 Zedg fi 1| Népeoic, mapdcov kbkve drmeucacdsic 6 Zedg
Nepéoet tf] Qreavod cvvijhev, &€ fic yevviitar dov, dmep Aafodoa 1| Anda £0épuatve kai Eteke Thv EAévny Kod
T0VG AloGKODPOVG. TO 8& VYPOPOLTOG YPapETAL KOl DWIPOLTOG. TOPYOG Kupicg O YOy VDV O€ TOV KOKVOV AEYEL, OV
HNoGpevog 6 Zedg cuvepiyn tf ANde. vypdeottog 8¢ O €v Toig VYPOIS POITdV Kol GVAGTPEPOUEVOS. O YO VDV
3¢ TOV AeToV 1) TOV KVKvov Aéyetl. Eafe 0¢ (Ddov vl {dov. Zedg yap opombeig kikve Nepéoet ti] 100 ‘Qreavod
Buyatpi cuvijhbev gig yfva, g Anpodowv (Ap. III 127), advtiv petafordv: 1 8¢ texodoa @OV &v T@ VIKAG i 00Tt
moAkoi &’ vt anébavov. ‘The moisture-loving (0Vypoportog) torgos — either Zeus or Nemesis, since Zeus, ap-
pearing in the form of a swan, united with Nemesis, daughter of Oceanus. From this union an egg was produced,
which Leda, having taken it, warmed and gave birth to Helen and the Dioscuri. The term vypd@ottog is also written
Vyigorrog. torgos properly means the vulture, but now refers to the swan, which Zeus, imitating it, adopted when
he united with Leda. ‘Moisture-loving’ refers to one who moves about and frequents watery places. The word gyps
now also denotes the eagle or the swan. He (the scholiast) has taken ‘animal’ for another ‘animal’. For Zeus, having
assumed the form of a swan, united with Nemesis, daughter of Oceanus, as a goose, according to the mytho-
graphers (Apollodorus III 127), transforming her; and she, after giving birth, produced an egg on account of which
many perished.’
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1494). Thompson (1895: s.v.) proposed a Coptic origin (Coptic #(o)re, ere ‘kite’), which
remains speculative. A putative connection with Proto-Germanic *sturkaz (German Storch,
English stork) is likewise highly improbable.

The reasons why such a rare form was selected for inclusion in a supposedly dialectal list
remain obscure. What can be stated with certainty is that its designation as specifically Cyp-
riot is untenable.

LIKEMDV KOPO OGS — KEPUAAS

The forms from Sicily are not very frequent in the ancient lexicographical sources (cf.
four glosses of Sicilian origin in the Lexicon of Hesychius). It is, therefore, interesting to find
words ascribed to this island in the List. One should observe from the outset that the form
k6poag occurs alongside formations such as péiabpov- oikia, voiel oikel, or eopuyE:
xk18épa, which doubtless entered the List via Epic poetry (cf. Bowra 1959: 53, on vaiet).

The noun is attested from Homeric times, although in Epic, the Ionic form x6pon
is generally preferred. In Attic, the form k6ppn is applied, and in Doric, the related k6ppa. is
also attested (cf. Theoc. 14.34). Aeolic poetry employed the form kopoa (cf. Alc. 34: adtap
apei kopoat). The noun has several meanings, of which the glossed ‘head’ is only one; it
may also denote the ‘temple’ or ‘side of the forehead’ (e.g., E 584: Elper jAace kOponv), the
‘jaw’ (especially Attic expressions matd&ot €mi kOppng ‘smack on the jaw’; Pherecr. 155b
[CAF iii, p. 716]; cf. Plato, Gorgias 486c, 508d, 527a: émi képpng tomtew), ‘hair’
(e.g., Aesch. Agamemnon 282: hevkag 0¢ K. TNO €mavtélhev), and ‘head’ (Empedocles 57.1:
K. avodyeveg; cf. Nic. Th. 905; Opp. C. 3.25). In Attic, the meaning may extend to the whole
head and neck, whereas in lonic, it refers only to the head.

The form is primarily poetic, with a prose counterpart in kpdtagpoc, though Attic usage
demonstrates possible application in prose. The meaning ‘hair’ should likely be interpreted
metaphorically (Frisk 1960: 923), with a primary semantic sense of ‘haircut on the head’.
Hesychius, however, lists the various meanings, e.g. ‘hair of the eyebrows, jaws, summits,
headlocks, ramparts, bulwarks, crowns of towers, temple, staircases’ without reference to
any particular dialect (cf. K 3660ff.).2}

There is broad consensus that the form derives from an o-grade kors-o- ‘that which is
shaven’, linked to the verb keipewv (cf. Hsch. K 3665ff. kopoov- koppdv, kopoodv: keipewv)
< (s)ker- ‘to shave’ (cf. Alb. shgerr; LIV?: 560f.). However, some forms may derive from
the root kers- (LIV%: 358f), as indicated by the presence of /s/ in compounds such as
axepoexoung ‘with unshaven hair’ (DELG: 568, Frisk 1960: 923, Beekes 2010: 755). Since
the form exhibits an /o/ vowel via apophony, this cannot serve as proof of its dialectal affil-
iation, e.g. as an Aeolic or Arcado-Cypriot treatment of the sonorant ;.

2 képoar oi TV 6QpYOV Tpixeg Katapépovsat gic Todg 6@OaALOVE. T Yvabol. fj kopvgai... kepaiidac,

EmaAEelc, Tpopoy®dvac. ote@dvor TOpymv. 1 KpoTapol. §j Khipokes; kKOpen: KePor. Enarils. KATHaE. KpOTaPOG.
Cf. however Schol. In Il. 4, 502a, 502b attributing the meaning ‘jaw’ to Attic, cf. kOponv: tOv kpodTapov: €ml
KOpomng yap Aéyovoty “Attikol TV yvaov.
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Considering internal developments of Greek, the form exhibits no distinct Doric features,
as might be expected for Sicily,?* and the Doric variant k6ppa appears in Theocritus (14.34:
Tapoc &ym, tov Toaig 0, Ovaviye, TOE €mi kOppoc). The alternative form kdpong occurs in
the work of the same author (25.255: k6pong tmep avov deipog) likely for stylistic variation
to avoid repeating xepalr].> The forms k6ppn or kOpon are semantically indistinguishable
from kpotagog (Pollux 2.40: xpaviov, with some calling kpotdpovg or k6ppac; Rufinus,
Eph. Onom. 13: 10, 6¢ éxatépwbev 100 Ppéypatog kOpoat kol kpotagot). The expression €mi
kOpp1¢ denotes striking someone’s ears with the flat of the hand (Demosth. 21.72).

It is difficult to decide which form should be considered more ‘authentic’ in Theocritus’
literary dialect. Conversely, the nominative plural k6poat in Alcaeus should be treated as
Aeolic. The cluster /rs/ cannot be assigned to the literary Lesbian dialect. In Aeolic, -Vrs-
generally develops into a short vowel plus a geminated sonorant, whereas other dialects yield
a long vowel plus a single sonorant (cf. Lesb. oteddewv vs. non-Aeolic otetrewv; Lesb.
oppavog vs. non-Aeolic ovpavoc). In literary Lesbian, further simplification of geminated
resonants for metrical reasons also occurs (Bliimel 1982: 102). Forms retaining /rs/ and /ls/
are widely spread in certain words (e.g., Hom. kéAcat, Ekepoev, dponv, and Eponv), whereas
in some dialects the cluster /rs/ assimilated to /rr/ without affecting the preceding vowel
(Attic appnv, Bappog), sometimes under the influence of Ionic. Similar phenomena occur in
Western Ionic and Arcadian (e.g., p0epar < Bepoar; Lycophr.), Elean, Doric (Thera, Del-
phi), and authors such as Aleman, Epicharmus, Sophron, and Plutarch. Even in dialects that
regularly have /rr/, original /rs/ may be retained by analogy (e.g., Attic kaBdapoig), reflecting
Ionic (Homeric) or later Koine influence.

Thus, the form kdpoag in the List, allegedly Sicilian, likely represents a form retaining
the consonant cluster. It is plausible that it is in fact Ionic or Homeric, erroneously ascribed
to Sicily. While a memory of Ionic presence in Sicily may have survived in grammatical
tradition, this is unlikely, given that Ionic usage in Chalcidian colonies (Zancle, Himera,
Leontinoi, etc.) ceased after the fifth century BCE, with only Doric traces thereafter. The
true rationale for classifying kdpcog as Sicilian remains obscure. It is possible that the form
k6pon was used by Empedocles (B 57: kdpoar dvavyevec EfAdotncav) and became associ-
ated with him (e.g. dvavyevog képon and other phrases attributed to Empedocles, Simplicius
in Cael. 586.30; cf. Cat. 337.2;%¢ Joh. Philoponus, In libros de generatione animalium 14.3,

24 Cf. Mimbrera (2012: 191-222) for the description of dialectal situation in Sicily in Classical period.

25 Scholia in Theocr. 14, 34a 2 k6ppnv yop TV YvaOov kol claydva oi “Attikol. <kOppog:™> TAG GLaydVag
H tog piviyyog

26 Arist. De caelo T' 2. 300b 25

ML OALOL pév kopoat avoyeves EBAdoTnooY

yopvol &' émhélovro Bpayioveg ebvideg duwv,

Supaté T oi(a) Emhavéito mEvnTENOVTA HETOT®Y.

‘On it (the earth) many heads sprung up without necks and arms wandered bare and bereft of shoulders. Eyes
strayed up and down in want of foreheads’ R. P. 173 a.’; cf. also Simpl. De caelo 586, 29 dv €in pi&emg onpaviikov
1] Gvanyyevog kopon kai TdALe 6 Vo Tod "EumedokAéove Aeyoueva “yopvol ... peTdnov’ kol moAAd A, dmep
oV ot pifewe Tapadeiypatol.
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27, 311f.: 1o dvadyevag kopoac).”’ Given Empedocles’ Sicilian origin, the Homeric/Ionic
form he used may have been mistakenly associated with Sicily as the ultimate source.

kkk

Setting aside the dialectological assessment of individual items, the principal issue con-
cerns the rationale behind the Compiler’s ordering of forms and, more broadly, the relation-
ship between the List and the lexicon of Hesychius — the most substantial surviving lexico-
graphical source. All items in the List (with the exception of odAag and &oti01) are found in
Hesychius, though without dialectal labels. As argued elsewhere (Sowa 2011: 172-179),
these labels reflect neither linguistic reality nor vernacular usage. They derive instead from
Homeric diction and have been arbitrarily, even randomly, assigned to dialects by the Com-
piler. This does not preclude the possibility that certain words are genuinely dialectal, but if
so, their dialectal affiliation seldom corresponds to that suggested in the List (Sowa 2023:
122 ff.). Taken together, the analysis of the List and its relationship to Gregory of Corinth
illustrates that ancient conceptions of dialectal ‘normativity’ were literary and prescriptive
rather than descriptive in the modern sense. Both works illuminate ancient conceptions of
Greek dialects, showing how literary and scholarly authority, rather than spoken practice,
shaped perceptions of dialect correctness. The Compiler’s assignment of forms to dialects
reflects an interpretive tradition rooted in poetic and scholarly authority, rather than obser-
vation of vernacular usage. This reinforces the need to distinguish between ancient notions
of dialect correctness and modern dialectological methodology.

The works of Gregory of Corinth and the anonymous ['A@ooon are fundamentally diffe-
rent, yet both illuminate ancient conceptions of Greek dialects. Returning to the initial ques-
tion — whether a form of normativity can be posited in the lexical systems of Ancient Greek
dialects — one must distinguish clearly between the ancient grammatical tradition and modern
dialectological analysis. From the modern perspective, dialectal texts exhibit highly hetero-
geneous forms: vernacular dialectal items intermingle with literary or poetic usage, particu-
larly in metrical funerary inscriptions; obsolete forms are replaced by newer or more frequent
ones, or by forms belonging to a prestigious dialect (e.g. Attic or the ko). Greek dialects
undoubtedly possessed social varieties, like any language, though the epigraphic record sel-
dom allows such nuances to be recovered (Garcia Ramén 2018: 64).

Linguistic variation continued to be conspicuous well into the Classical and Hellenistic
periods, as inscriptions with vernacular features demonstrate. Literary practice also shaped
contemporary expectations — Homer, studied intensively in education, familiarised

27 G0 kad T oo oD ' EunedokAéong Aeydpeva ad0vatd EoTl, KAV CUUPMVOTEPA TOIC PULVOLEVOLS TUYYOVT).

Kol g advvara, Emdyer Gomep yap, enoi, kol peydda Svia T dvopolopepti, Nvika TO VelKog Tiig @hiag
sn&:Kpamcsv ovk Ndbvato Euyuya eivar (Epuyiyovg yop Kai afcbnow €rovoag Eleye TAG AVAVYEVAG KOPOAQ)
domep oDV ai peydhar keivar kepakoi ovk dVVavto Euyuyot eivor ‘Even what Empedocles says is impossible,
even if it seems more in line with appearances. How so? He explains that large, heterogeneous things, when
dominated by the strife of friendship, cannot be living beings. For example, he claimed that the “neckless korsai”
had life and sensation — but in reality, just as those enormous heads could not be alive, these too could not truly
possess life or feeling.’



82 WOJCIECH SOWA LXVII (2)

Athenians with non-Attic forms; the Doric of tragic choruses and mélos exposed audiences
to further dialect features. Phonological contrasts such as the Ionic-Attic shift /a:/ — /e:/ or
dialectal pronominal forms were readily perceptible to such educated readers. Only local
slang and specialised vocabulary may have posed difficulty.

Gregory of Corinth’s approach to dialectal ‘normativity’ is neither rigid nor absolute; he
does not enforce a single standard but provides criteria for choosing among alternatives.
He acknowledges and explains linguistic diversity rather than suppressing it and treats nor-
mativity as a tool for clarity and stylistic refinement. By contrast, the 'A@coor do not refer
to any standard form; instead, they consistently classify forms rooted in poetic diction as
dialectal. As with modern languages, a dialect may constitute a complete linguistic system,
but in Ancient Greek the high degree of shared material makes it difficult to determine what
constitutes a specifically dialectal item, what merits lexicographical inclusion, and what is
‘non-standard’ relative to a presumed norm. In effect, the entire corpus is ‘non-standard’,
and lexicographical treatment must therefore accommodate interdialectal influence, stylistic
or functional variation, and chronological stratification. Ancient grammatical and lexico-
graphical sources largely treat Homer as the repository of all non-standard Greek forms. By
the time of Diogenianus, Hesychius, and Kyrillos — prior to the Atticist movement and its
purist ideology — the dialects appear to have become an abstract construct — a storage place
for all rare, obsolete, or otherwise anomalous words.
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