Chapter 5
Attic in the flesh: The language of late Attic
comedy and its Atticist reception

1 Preliminaries

In the previous chapter, we approached the history of Classical Attic from a cul-
tural-historical perspective. We discussed the emergence of literary Attic and its
interaction with other traditions (Chapter 4, Section 2) and explored the ideologi-
cal aspects associated with different varieties of ‘good’ or ‘had’ Attic in 5th-cen-
tury BCE sources (Chapter 4, Section 3). We also examined changing attitudes
towards the innovative features of 4th-century BCE Attic and how they relate to
Athens’ changing social and cultural environment (Chapter 4, Section 4). So far,
we have observed the evolution of literary Attic mostly from the point of view of
three genres: comedy, historiography and, to a lesser extent, oratory. As we have
shown, the 4th century BCE represents a significant turning point. The linguistic
evidence from this period clearly shows the competition between innovative and
conservative tendencies, which are already discernible in 5th-century BCE texts.
More importantly, it also documents how this tension was increasingly overcome,
and with it the emergence of a new form of Attic that gradually but inexorably
acquired legitimacy. This phase precedes the affirmation of the koine, which is
already a distinct entity in some of the latest sources we have discussed (see
Chapter 4, Section 4.3).

The present chapter thus provides the linguistic basis for investigating what
was approached from a wider perspective in Chapter 4. To this end, we have se-
lected a self-contained corpus as a test-case — Middle and New Comedy - to exam-
ine what it can tell us about the evolution of the dialect." This analysis selects
some diagnostic features of the language of late Attic comedy and is organised

1 Our corpus consists of the following authors: Alexis, Amphis, Anaxandrides, Anaxilas, Anaxip-
pus, Antidotus, Antiphanes, Apollodorus Comicus, Apollodorus Carystius vel Gelous, Apollodorus,
Araros, Archedicus, Aristophon, Athenion, Axionicus, Baton, Charicles, Clearchus, Cratinus Iunior,
Crobylus, Damoxenus, Demetrius II, Demonicus, Dexicrates, Diodorus, Dionysius, Dioxippus, Diphi-
lus, Dromon, Ephippus, Epicrates, Epigenes, Epinicus, Eriphus, Euangelus, Eubulides, Eubulus, Eu-
doxus, Eumedes, Euphanes, Euphron, Hegesippus, Heniochus, Heraclides, Hipparchus, Laon,
Lynceus, Menander, Mnesimachus, Nausicrates, Nicon, Nicolaus, Nicomachus, Nicostratus, Ophe-
lion, Philemon, Philemon Iunior, Philetaerus, Philippides, Philippus, Philiscus, Philostephanus,
Phoenicides, Posidippus, Simylus, Sophilus, Sosicrates, Sosipater, Sotades, Stephanus, Straton, The-
ognetus, Theophilus, Timocles, Timotheus, Xenarchus, and Xenon. No systematic examination has
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according to linguistic levels: phonology (Section A), nominal morphology (Section
B), verbal morphology (Section C), and syntax (Section D). As a constant point of
reference, in our survey we have taken into account the contemporary data from
other Attic literary genres and inscriptions. The guiding principle of this selection
has been to compare this evidence with the Atticist reflections on the very same
linguistic phenomena, and to analyse how comic language contributed to defining
the parameters of Attic according to the Atticists.”

The choice of the language of Middle and New Comedy as a case study is justi-
fied on several grounds. Firstly, as previously remarked, the language of Middle
and New Comedy contains significant innovations compared to that of Old Com-
edy. The more ‘realistic’ orientation of later comedy goes hand in hand with the
use of a more colloquial language: this allows us to gain a reasonably faithful un-
derstanding of the evolution of late Attic and its incipient development into the
koine (see Chapter 4, Section 5). Comic texts not only represent a larger and more
informative body of evidence for the linguistic innovations of (late) Attic than any
other literary genre, but they also represent a linguistically more uniform corpus.
Oratory, on the other hand, despite its considerable number of texts, does not
offer an equally suitable case study: its high degree of linguistic variation bhe-
tween authors does not provide a very homogeneous and consistent linguistic pic-
ture. This was recognised by the Atticists themselves: while they routinely single
out orators such as Demosthenes as models of ‘good’ and ‘pure’ Attic, they some-
times treat others like Lysias and Hyperides with suspicion. Likewise, 4th-century
BCE historiography would provide a relatively limited test case, since only Xeno-
phon is preserved to an appreciable extent. Despite the great linguistic interest of
Xenophon (see Chapter 4, Section 5.1), the evidence offered by Middle and New
Comedy is also more varied in terms of chronology, since it ranges from the early
decades of the 4th century BCE to the first half of the 3rd century BCE. Naturally,
a systematic study of the language of 4th-century BCE Attic prose, including Plato,
and its reception in Atticist lexicography would be highly desirable. However, the
ongoing lack of comprehensive collections of data on this wide corpus makes an
investigation of this kind an unmanageable undertaking.

One further reason for selecting comedy as a case study is that it was of para-
mount importance first to Hellenistic philologists and later to Atticist lexicogra-
phers: comic language of any period proved to be the litmus test for the definition
of the Atticist canon(s). This, however, does not mean that the innovative language

been carried out on the comic adespota, but despite the general uncertainty about the date of most
fragments, we have tried to include as much material as possible and appropriate.

2 A more extensive collection of the Atticist materials will be provided in Ancient Greek Purism
Volume 2.
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of late comedy did not prove challenging for the Atticists. The language of Middle
and New Comedy was the battleground for the competing stances of Atticist lexi-
cographers, divided between those who accepted a larger canon of Musterautoren,
also including the poets of Middle and New Comedy, and those who refused to con-
sider post-5th-century BCE comedy as a benchmark for defining ‘good’ and ‘pure’
Attic (see Chapter 1, Section 5.1).

We have already provided a historical contextualisation of the evolution of
comic language in the previous chapter (Chapter 4, Section 5.2), but a few addi-
tional remarks are in order. Previous attempts to place the language of comedy
within a wider cultural and historical context have largely privileged Menander
and the linguistic aspects related to the characterisation of individuals according
to age, gender, and social position.® There has been only a sporadic interest in
locating the language of late comedy within the historical development of Attic
and its reception in antiquity. In this respect, a few studies — most of them predat-
ing many of the papyrological findings — have analysed Menander’s vocabulary
and other aspects of his language, partly in the wake of the ancient lexicogra-
phers’ interest.* At present, there are only a few studies to turn to for a historical
placement of Menander’s language — to mention the most recent: Rosenstrauch
(1967);> Horrocks (2010, 102-5); Cartlidge (2014); and Vessella (2016b).° These stud-
ies, though they differ widely in scope, all come to the conclusion that Menander’s
language is still Attic, despite the increasing affinities with the koine.

Compared to these studies, we have taken a rather different approach here.
Firstly, we have aimed to offer a broader view of the language of Middle and New
Comedy, i.e. not to focus exclusively on Menander. Secondly, we have program-
matically selected as our primary goal to investigate those linguistic traits that
are diagnostically more relevant for understanding the later Atticist reception.
For this reason, for instance, syntax is discussed only tangentially, since it is well
known that syntax received only sporadic attention from Atticists. On the con-
trary, for obvious constraints of time and space, the lexicon, the Atticists’ main
concern, has not been taken systematically into account, though some features

3 See, e.g., Zini (1938); Sandbach (1970); Webster (1974, 99-110); Del Corno (1975); Katsouris (1975);
Bain (1984); Arnott (1995); Krieter-Spiro (1997); Dickey (1995); Macua Martinez (2008); Scafuro
(2013); Ferrari (2014).

4 See Bruhn (1910); Durham (1913); Klaus (1936); Lépez Eire (2002); Lamagna (2004b).

5 We could not profit from Rosenstrauch (in Polish).

6 Korte (1931, 751-3) and Cartlidge (2019) are also successful in condensing much information in
very limited space.
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are discussed in Sections B and C.” Moreover, the study of the language of later
comedy is important because later Attic is a witness to many linguistic develop-
ments which remain productive throughout the later history of Greek. Therefore,
our inquiry aims to place the evidence from later comedy in the wider history of
Greek. Finally, beyond the primary focus on the Atticist reception, we have in-
cluded a discussion of a few issues (e.g. the ‘long’ datives, see Section B.1.2) which,
although they are not known to have been discussed by the Atticists, allow us to
appreciate the evolution of comic language from Old Comedy to Middle and New
Comedy, and also to recognise the transformations between the language of Mid-
dle Comedy and that of New Comedy.

7 For bibliographical references on these areas of language not covered in this enquiry, espe-
cially syntax and lexicon, see Willi (2002a, 21-3).
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1 Generalities

The language of the poets of Middle and New Comedy does not show major pho-
nological differences from standard Classical Attic. Some elements of phonologi-
cal variation (see list below), attested in the manuscript tradition of the poets of
Middle and New Comedy (and sometimes already of Old Comedy) and foresha-
dowing koine Greek, have already been discussed by earlier scholarship, and a
thorough treatment of these features will not be provided here.

[oi/ > [o:/ and /o/ before a vowel: typically in moléw (and related forms) and tolottog (see Arnott
1996, 100 and 695-6; Arnott 2001a); genitive oidg (from 61g ‘sheep’) with a short first syllable in
Mnes. fr. 4.47 is exceptional and probably due to literary parody. -t and -n as the 2nd-person
middle and passive ending (see Arnott 2001b). Word-initial /e:u/ > /eu/ in the augmented verbs
in ev- (see Arnott 1996, 77; Arnott 2002, 198). ytyv- > yuwv- (see Arnott 2002, 195-6; Favi 2022a).
Initial kv-/yv- (see Willi 2003b, 42-3; Gerbi 2024b). /rs/ > /rr/ (see Hunter 1983, 201; Arnott 1996,
697; Arnott 2002, 207-8). /tt/ and /ss/ (see Arnott 2002, 210-4). adTLg/a0OLg (see Arnott 2002, 194;
cf. Orus fr. B 55: adtig kai abdig ékatépwg Aéyouvoty, and Alpers ad loc.). T08an6g, TOTATOG (Ar-
nott 1996, 248; Batisti forthcoming c). 008eig/ov0eig, undeic/unbeig (see Arnott 2002, 200-1). 6AL-
yog > OAiog (see Cassio 1981, 86-7; Favi 2017, 132-6; Chapter 4, Section 3.3). Apocopated
prepositional prefixes (see Chapter 4, Section 5.2).

Other phenomena require detailed consideration. After reviewing the functions
of retained /a:/ (Section A.2), we shall examine the possible sociolinguistic rele-
vance of retained /a:/ in oaths (Section A.2.1). We will then focus on the different
treatment of the diphthongs /aj/ and /uj/ in a prevocalic position as evidence for a
broader phonological change which was already underway in Attic (Section A.3;
Section A.4). Finally, we shall discuss some instances of the development /oi/ > /ei/
that may also reflect the evolving phonology of Attic (Section A.5).

2 Retained /a:/

The so-called alpha purum fulfils a variety of functions in Attic comedy, from liter-
ary parody to the depiction of foreigner talk. In Middle and New Comedy, dialect
parody is far less common than in Old Comedy and it tends to be associated with
stock characters such as the (fake) Doric doctor (see Alex. fr. 146, Men. Asp. 439-68).
Retained /a:/ may also be a lyric feature (see Men. Th. 36, 39, 41), especially in the
context of the parody of dithyramb so common in Middle Comedy (see Mnes. fr.
4.59). This should prevent us from normalising cases of retained Ja:/ 8

8 The instances of retained /a:/ in the riddle in Diph. fr. 49 are more difficult to interpret. Per-
haps, this riddle, comprising the three answers to the initial question, was a story narrated by
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Anaxandr. fr. 6 is a good example. The retained /a:/ in y&g and hyper-Attic /a:/ in Staveki (see
Threatte 1980, 132) are part of a quotation from Timotheus (fr. 798 PMG). The MS A of Athenaeus’
Deipnosophists, the source of our fragment, has a superscript n above a in Stavekij (i.e. Stpvexi)
and ydg (i.e. yfjc). Millis (2015, 60) argues that while Siavexij is the common Attic form, one
should adopt Sinvexi as a direct quotation from Timotheus. Accordingly, Millis also prints yfjg in
place of ydg. This solution is unconvincing. Regarding Stavekij and Suvexi, the superscript n is
not an emendation: it simply indicates that the form used by Anaxandrides corresponds to the
more common 8unvekig. It is also perfectly possible that Timotheus used Siavekrg with the /a:/
vocalism, which also occurs in Corinna (fr. 657 PMG) and Philoxenus of Leucas (fr. 836b.22 PMG).
The same applies for yag and yijg: Millis does not explain on what ground he restores the Attic
vocalism, nor how the form with /a:/ may have come about. Here again, the superscript n indi-
cates that ydg corresponds to expected yfig. Additionally, since in the following line Anaxandrides
glosses Timotheus’ obscure phrasing, it is more reasonable that év mupikritotlol yég is in fact a
quotation from Timotheus, as suggested by the /a:/ vocalism and the presence of an obvious poet-
icism like mupixTitog (on which see Millis 2015, 61). On this fragment see also Section C.4.9.

2.1 Retained /a:/ in oaths

The oaths with retained /a:/ are a more peculiar case. The first evidence is ¢ Ad-
patep in Old Comedy (Ar. PL 55 and 872, Theopomp.Com. fr. 24). It is quite likely
that this oath is a foreign import into colloquial Attic.” As stressed by Willi, inter-
jections ‘form part of a lexical subgroup where foreign elements are integrated
most easily’.'” Due to the presence of foreigners in Athens, particularly in the
lower strata of the population, such ‘Doric’ oaths may have spread in sociolinguis-
tically informal contexts."! However, oaths with the foreign vocalism may also
have been adopted in colloquial Attic because the /a:/ was seen as an element that
strengthened their power. Indeed, Willi has suggested that in the Plutus passage
the retained /a:/ might give the utterance a comically solemn tone. Two fragments
by Epicrates, a poet of Middle Comedy, may provide additional evidence.

one of the actors. If we assume that the riddle originated from a dialectal environment other
than the Attic-Ionic one, then this story may have become popular in the form with retained /a:/.
9 See Willi (2003b, 59) on Plutus, with previous bibliography; Farmer (2022, 89) on Theopompus.
Willi convincingly argues that in Plutus @ Aduatep was ‘a usage imported from, or inspired by,
other parts of the Greek world’, whereas Farmer weighs the option, inevitably speculative, that @
Adpatep in Theopompus Comicus may betray the speaker’s provenance from a Doric-speaking
area.

10 Willi (2003b, 59).

11 See Cassio (1981, 81).
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Epicr. fr. 8.2-3: émopvvovoa tav Kopav, Tav Apteuwy, | tav deppépattav. Epicr. fr. 10.6-7: Tdde
HoL TTVLT®G, €l TL KaTel8wg | fikels, Aé€ov, mpog Tdg.

In fragment 8, the speaker reports a procuress’ words, including her oaths. These
regularly display the non-Attic retained /a:/ vocalism. However, the common Attic
form ®eppépartta stands out, which is also adopted by Aristophanes (Th. 287, Ra.
671), Plato (Cra. 404c.5, 404d.8), and Demosthenes (54.8 fIJsppeq)drrLov),lZ as op-
posed to Iepoépaoca/®epoépacca used by the tragic poets.”® Thus, this woman
uses a mixed language, juxtaposing the retained /a:/ vocalism alongside the typi-
cal Attic deppépatta. It may be that the procuress is a foreigner (and possibly a
former prostitute) living in Athens.'* Alternatively, she may be an Athenian who
uses Doric-sounding forms to emphasise the oath, but then ends up using the
local Attic form of Persephone’s name (and the position of this form at the end of
the sequence may have heightened the comic effect).

Epicrates’ fragment 10 is a dialogue between two unidentified characters,
both of whom adopt regular Attic phonology elsewhere in the fragment. Hence, 11.
6-7 are no obvious evidence of foreigner talk. The line (delivered by speaker A) is
an (incomplete) anapestic tetrameter, but the /a:/ vocalism does not necessarily
relate to the use of this metre." It has recently been suggested that the setting of
the (unknown) play from which this fragment derives may have been a Doric
city, which would explain not only the vocalism in mpog I'éic, but also speaker A’s
interest in Plato’s Academy (see 1l. 1-7) and speaker B’s report about what he wit-
nessed first-hand at the Panathenaea (see 1. 8-37)."° These conclusions are sensi-
ble, although they are not the only possible ones, and we cannot rule out that the
two speakers are Athenian citizens."”

12 Itis also defended by Atticist lexicographers (see Moer. ¢ 29, Thom.Mag. 378.1-2).

13 On Persephone’s name, its etymology, and the variant forms, see Wachter (2007-2008); Nuss-
baum (2022). Cf. OAvtTtévg/OAvocéug for O8vaoeg and other popular spellings of literary and
mythical names (see Cassio 1981, 83-4).

14 See Schulze (1896, 245).

15 Speaker B of this fragment later on utters LikeAdg &t yéc to make fun of Sicilian doctors (fr.
8.28; anapestic dimeter), but this is an obviously parodic mimesis of the doctor’s imagined
dialect.

16 See Nesselrath (2016, 241).

17 Firstly, it does not look as though the speakers of Epicrates’ fragment are talking about
Athens as a faraway place; rather, it is the environment of the philosophers of Plato’s Academy
that they perceive as distant from their own. Secondly, the account of the Panathenaea is not
about the festival itself, as it might be if speaker B had travelled to Athens, but about what he
witnessed at the festival. Finally, from the fact that speaker A is unaware of what the philoso-
phers of Plato’s Academy talk about it does not follow that he was living in a different Greek city:
for speaker B is only able to learn about these topics during the Panathenaea by overhearing a
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In conclusion, in both fragments the speakers who pronounce the oaths with
a retained /a:/ vocalism may well be Athenians who, like Chremylus and Carion in
Aristophanes’ Plutus, adopt forms with a retained /a:/ to emphasise their oaths. It
is likely that these foreign oaths had entered the Attic dialect and functioned as
emphatic markers. This may be a colloquial use. It is probably not accidental that
in Epicrates’ fragment 8 the forms with /a:/ vocalism are pronounced by a procur-
ess, and that in Epicrates’ fragment 10 the two speakers voice an ‘anti-intellectual-
istic’ feeling, which is particularly explicit in the adoption of coarse humour.

3 The diphthong /aj/ in prevocalic position

In Ionic and particularly in Attic, when the diphthong /ai/ occurs before the
sounds /a/, /e/, and /i/ (but not before /o/ and /u/),*® typically (but not only) in the
case of -au- and *-atpV-, the diphthong has a tendency to be simplified to -G-. In-
terestingly, many ancient sources, especially Atticist lexicography, present this as
a typical Attic phenomenon (see below). The exact nature of this process remains
uncertain.' The case of -au-/au(f)t- has been explained as a sort of a quantitative
metathesis /a(i).i/ (> /a.(i)i/?) > /a.i:/ > /a:.i/ or as a form of ‘compensatory lengthen-
ing’ (/a(i).i/ > /a:.i/).2° For -atfV- > -6FV- (except in the case of -atft-, which falls into
the previous group), an intermediate stage /auuV/ or /aiiV/ has been postulated.”
The evidence from the Attic inscriptions shows this development particularly
well in the forms aiel, ABnvaia, and aietég, which gradually evolve into del,
ABnvaa/ABnva, and detdc.? This overlaps with the evidence from the literary re-
cord, and comparison with Middle and New Comedy proves particularly relevant.
Other cases where the diphthong /ai/ undergoes a development are the demotics
in -atevg and the adjectives in -awog. Unlike the other category, in this case
the second element of the diphthong is treated as a glide and the result is /a/.
Moreover, this development of the diphthong is less attested and more short-lived
than the previous type. Further evidence that this is a separate development
from the previous group is that while in these cases the ancient sources mostly

conversation between some members of the Academy. Thus, nothing stands in the way of think-
ing that the two speakers may be Athenians.

18 Lejeune (1972, 247).

19 Lejeune (1972, 247).

20 See Schwyzer (1939, 265) for the former interpretation. Since in words like aiet6g quantitative
metathesis is not an option, the alternative view is more attractive; see also Fiori (2022, 67).

21 Schwyzer (1939, 266).

22 Threatte (1980, 270-94).
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agree that -at- > -a- in prevocalic position is an Attic trait (except for some forms),
this is never the case with the demotics in -aietg and the adjectives in -atog. Addi-
tionally, while the demotics in -ateg are well attested in 4th-century BCE Attic
inscriptions, the treatment of the diphthong in the adjectives in -atog is rare in
both literary and inscriptional sources. Thus, the demotics in -atevg and the adjec-
tives in -alog represent two separate cases.

3.1 aietdg and aetog (< *aifetog)

While in Old Comedy the regular spelling is aietdg (also standard in tragedy), in
Middle Comedy the spelling is aetég with a long first syllable.

Epicr. fr. 3.3-4: nemovOévat 8¢ Tavtd pot Sokel | Tolg detolc. Here Athenaeus’ MSS have the read-
ing aetolg, which is also printed by Kassel, Austin (Casaubon and Nauck restored aietolg).

The evidence from Epicrates is apparently earlier than that from the Attic inscrip-
tions, which usually retain the spelling with the diphthong in aiet6g and derived
words before 300 BCE.>® However, the retention of the diphthong spelling on the
inscriptions was probably due to the fact that aiet- occurs in the technical vocab-
ulary of architecture (aietdg ‘pediment’, see LS] s.v. IV).** Thus, the epigraphic ev-
idence is hardly relevant to support Casaubon’s and Nauck’s view that aietoig
should be restored in Epicrates. The form aetdg, like ¢éAaia > éAda > €Ad, ABnvaia
> ABnvda > ABnvd, and the verbs kAaiw/kAdw and kaiw/kdw, is defended as Attic
by the ancient lexicographical sources.

Moer. a 31: detév Attikol- aietdv "EAAnveg. Cf. Phot. Amphilochia 24.238-9; Et.Gen. o 184; EM
31.50; [Zonar.] 66.9-11.

23 See Threatte (1980, 277-8). The spelling detd¢ is the norm in papyri (see Mayser, Gramm.
vol. 1,1, 84-5; Gignac 1976, 196).

24 See also Schwyzer (1939, 266): ‘ai inschriftlich in der architektonischen Bedeutung, also wohl
nicht einheimische Form’.
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3.2 KAaiw and KAdw, Kaiw and Kaw

In KAaiw (< *kAaiFw) and kaiw (< *kaifw) the spelling of the diphthong varies consid-
erably.” The evidence from Middle and New Comedy fragments is collected by Ar-
nott (2002, 199). The first vowel is usually long in all metrically guaranteed cases.”

The form with monophthongisation is also regarded as the proper Attic one
by Atticist lexicography.

Moer. k 46: KAdewv kal kdew oLy ¢ a Attikol- uetd 8¢ To0 L "EAAnveG.

3.3 é\aia, €Ada, and éAd (< *éAaifa)

In the manuscript tradition of Middle and New Comedy, ¢éAaia and éAda always
have a long middle syllable.

€laio: Mnesim. fr. 4.29. éAaiag: Posidipp. fr. 37. éAa@v: Antiph. fr. 140.3. Modern editors retain
the spellings of the sources.

¢\da is already found in Old Comedy.?” Ancient scholars also recognised £Ada as Attic.

Eust. in I1. 1.266.16-8: [. . .] xal éAaia, avTo T€ TO YLTOV Kal O KapTdg. avTOG 8¢, pdAtota Siya T0d
L €Ada yap ATTKGS, 6 Thig éAatag kapmdg.?®

Aristophanes (fr. 122) also attests to €éAd{w, which presupposes the derivation
*ENAF-Ilw > EAAIlw/ENAlw and where the development of -atfp- before the verbal
suffix -{{w regularly produces -a(f)-.2

But éAaia > éAda gave rise to a more advanced development. The presence of
two /a:/ sounds in adjoining syllables caused the contraction of /a:a:/ into /a:/ (i.e.
éAala > éAda > €Ad). The contracted €Ad is attested in two late-4th-century BCE in-
scriptions,®® and must also be restored in the relevant fragments of Alexis and
Diphilus (see Favi 2018).

25 The development -atfV- > -aV- would not normally take place before the /o/ sound (see Section
A.3), but the analogy with the rest of the inflection, notably cases like -ai(F)e-, must have caused
this development also before the /o/ sound.

26 On the evidence from papyri see Mayser (Gramm. vol. 1,1, 85; vol. 1,2, 119); Gignac (1981, 273).
27 See Kassel, Austin (PCG vol. 3,2, 98-9 ad Ar. fr. 148.2).

28 On the made-up semantic distinction between éAaia and €Ada, see Threatte (1980, 278).

29 Cf. Phot. € 551 (= Et.Gen. AB = EM 326.20-1 = Et.Sym. € 270). On the other forms collected by
Herodianic sources see Wackernagel (1885, 278-9); Schwyzer (1939, 265-6); Section A.3.9.

30 See Favi (2018, 174-5).
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Alex. fr. 263.3: ¢’ g &MEKELT 00 TUPOG 008’ €AGV yévn. The MSS of Athenaeus’ epitome have
é\a@v, which would require a short middle syllable. This is unlikely on several accounts (¢Ada
with a short second syllable is foreign to Attic (see below) and this option is not available in
Diphilus).

Diph. fr. 14.3-5: 008¢v pa Ala tolg épolg PAiToLg | dpota mpaypat ovsE Taig BAaotals eAai. Athe-
naeus’ MSS have ¢Aadig, and so Kassel, Austin (like earlier editors) print tai¢ 6Aaotaic éAaaig as
the beginning of a new line (i.e. dpola mpayuar ov8E Talg <x _ _ _> | BAaotalc éAaatc). In this case
a short middle syllable cannot be posited, since the anapestic ¢éAaaig would be impossible in the
sixth iambic element of the trimeter. In both cases the best available solution is restoring the
forms of contracted éAd, éAGG.

The contracted form ¢A& appears in Ptolemaic and Roman papyri.® It is also de-
fended by Aelius Dionysius, presumably on the basis of the comic evidence.

Ael.Dion. € 29: élaia kal éAda Kal MG ATTIK®G 6 TG EAaiag Kapmog. Kal EAA0AOYETY TO GUAAEYELY
é\atag (= Eust. in Od. 2.302.31-2: AéyeL 8¢ 6 avtog [i.e. Aelius Dionysius] kai 6Tt éAaiag kat €Adag
AtTiKol TOV Kapmov Eheyov Kal eAtg SLoLAAGBWG Kal EAaoA0YETV TO cLUAAEYELY éhaiag). Eustathius,
probably relaying on Aelius Dionysius, regularly considers -ata > -aa an Attic development (see
Eust. in II. 1.133.4-8: oUTw kal v ABvnv Abnvaiav @actv dAAot te xal 6 monTrG. ot pévrot
Votepov anmofdArovteg 0 L Tiig at §1pBdyyou kal ABnvaav molobvteg, omep v éatav erdav
ATTIKGG, 010V “Tig Tfig £éAdag mapétpayev;’ [Ar. Ra. 988]. ABnvdav pév ol eacy, T 8¢ §vo a Kip-
vvTeg Aéyovaly ABnvav, Eust. in Il. 1.322.7: éAaia ij ATTik®¢ €Ada, Eust. in I1. 3.522.3-5: 10 8¢
EAdivov i} amo ToD élala yéyovev amobéael Tol L Tig §1pBdyyov, | ano tol éAda Attikod, Eust. in
Od. 1.266.17-8: (omep kal éAaia, avTd T€ TO PUTOV Kal 6 KAPTOG. avTOg 8¢, pdAoTta Sixa ToD L
EAGa yap ATTik®G, 0 Tiig éAatag kapmog).

Moreover, it is likely that the earliest occurrence of éAd, éAG¢ in Attic can be
traced back to Aristophanes (Ar. fr. 408.1: OAaotdg motelv €Adag according to the
MSS, but there is a very good chance that £Aég should be restored).** In support of

31 See Favi (2018, 175-6); Mayser (Gramm. vol. 1,1, 85); Gignac (1976, 196-7).

32 However we try to adapt the transmitted text to the iambic trimeter or the catalectic trochaic
tetrameter, there is no easy solution. It is not impossible that the metre was neither the iambic
trimeter nor the catalectic trochaic tetrameter, but this is less likely on several accounts. Among
other things, given that the iambic trimeter and the catalectic trochaic tetrameter are by far the
most common metres in comedy, it would be a little counterintuitive to force this fragment into
a different metre. Torchio (2021, 75) scans €Adag in Aristophanes’ fragment as _ _ _ (see also Torchio
2021, 72 regarding Ar. fr. 406.2). It might be a lapsus, but in any case it is foreign to Attic (7oteiv
in Ar. fr. 408.1 must have a short first syllable, so é\dag must count as two syllables). The instan-
ces of éAda with a short second syllable in late hexameter poetry and epigram (collected by Ar-
nott 1996, 734) should be explained as metrical licences inspired by the exceptional treatment of
-at- in prevocalic position, rather than as rare cases where the diphthong reflects an exceptional,
but somehow sprachecht, development with an /a/. For some words, this treatment is old and
abundantly attested in Attic as well (see Section A.3.6), but for the most part this is not the case.
Not only is Menander’s mpdile®’ (fr. 672) the only other case in Attic texts (see Section A.3.9), but
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this, we must stress that the development éAaia > éAda > éAd is in no way different
from A6nvaia > ABnvaa > ABnvd, a development which is already well underway
in 5th-century BCE Attic and is attested at least once in Aristophanes (see Sec-
tion A.3.4).

3.4 ABnvaia, ABnvda, and ABnvd

This theonym is the only case where -at- > -0- does not occur before /u/ or /i/. How-
ever, while this process may conceivably have been triggered by analogy, this
does not imply that this is a later development. Indeed, ABnvd is already solidly
attested in 5th-century BCE sources. It occurs 1x in Aristophanes as part of an
oath (while ABnvaia occurs 4x). Even more interestingly, ABnvd occurs 3x in Thu-
cydides and 4x in Antiphon, while ABnvaia is unattested in either writer. In
4th-century BCE prose, AOnvd is predominant: it is the standard form in Xeno-
phon (10x; ABnvaia occurs only in An. 7.3.39, but the fact that it is part of an oath
formula probably makes it an archaism), Plato (20x; ABnvaia occurs 1x in the con-
text of a discussion about traditional oaths; the excursus on AGnvaa in Cratylus is
the only literary occurrence of this form), and Demosthenes (11x; ABnvaia occurs
2x only in quotations). This picture reflects the epigraphic evidence: in the 5th
century BCE Afnvaia is the only form attested in public inscriptions and is also
the most common form in private texts, but ABnvda and ABnvi are also occasion-
ally attested; from the 4th century BCE ABnvi becomes the standard form.*
ABnvd is regular in Middle and New Comedy. The only occurrence of ABnvaia is
in the plural, which makes it a special case.

ABnvi: Alex. frr. 204.1, 233.2, and 247.14; Bato fr. 7.7; Men. Asp. 319, Col. 23, Col. fr. 2.5, Pc. 113,
Sam. 213, Sic. 116 and 144, frr. *96.2, 77.1, 296.14, 362.1, 420.1; Nicostr. fr. 29.2; Philem. fr. 82.3.
A@nvaia: Philem. fr. 69.2 (tag Abnvaiac).

ABnvi was also regarded as the proper Attic form in antiquity.

Phryn. PS 128.14-5: wpatav: Thv Gpav. i) 8¢ Tolavtn Tpom ATTIKolG <€otv> i8la. ABnva Abnvaia,
{on loaia, o0Tw Kal Gpa Gpaia.

we also lack any example with nouns. In Poliochus we can retain éAda without any difficulties
(fr. 2.7-8: OAaoT T €Ada, Kad TLEWV oivaplov Av | aueiBorov).
33 See Threatte (1980, 271-4).
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3.5 The diphthong /ai/ before nominal and adjectival suffixes beginning with
vocalic /i/

We will now introduce a larger category of forms, those in which the diphthong /aj/
occurs before an /i/ sound (i.e. -au-/ouft- > -@i-). This is typically the case in suffixed
forms in -auk6g/-aikog, -aug/-aic, -atiokog/-aiokog, etc. depending on adjectives (more
rarely nouns) in -awog. In these formations, both spellings are attested in the ancient
sources, and modern editorial choices vary accordingly.

Antiph. fr. 46.6: év 701g & ékelvwv €Beatv 1080’ apyauxog (codd. dpyaixdg). Mnesim. fr. 8.3-4:
apd mov | omtv kateoBiovol TOAW Axaukrv. Philem. fr. 115.3-4:  ¢x 100 MAataukod Te Tapa-
KoAoLOODVTA Tva | TavTy kattAlwmntewv. The title of Alexis’ play Ayaig (codd. vary between
Ayatic and Ayaig).

Unlike in the case of aietdg > detdg, éAaia > €Ada > €Ad, ABnvala > ABnvaa >
ABnvd, and of the verbs kAaiw/xAdw and kaiw/kdw, Atticist lexicographers typi-
cally recommend -att- as the Attic treatment over -ai-, which in turn they consider
to be the koine form.**

Phryn. Ecl. 26: AAkaikOv Gopa 8t évog L o0 xpi AEyewv, AN év Tolv §VoTv, AAKALKGV, TPOXALIKOV.
Phryn. Ecl. 191: dpyatikov Aéye €v Suolv L m¢ AAkalikov kal tpoyatikév. Phryn. PS 38.9-11:
apyatixa @povelv (Ar. N. 821) avtl ToD 01BN Kal udpa EPOoVelv. T0 yap dpyaiov ent 1o evrboug.
&heyov 8¢ Toug dpyaiovg kal Kpovoug kal Kodpoug. Antiatt. a 131: apya<t>ik®g avti Tl apyaiwg.
Aptotopavng NepéAatg (821). Eust. in I1. 3.483.19-21: iotéov 8¢ 6TL KowvdTepov UV ot Dotepov wG
amo Tijg Axaiag Ayaikov Aéyouaty, ol 8¢ modatol PriTopeg AXatikov Qaot Sev ypagew S T@v 8v0 L,
06 Kal apyatikov, eaot, kal yevvatikov kai Skatikov. Thom. Mag. 6.10: AAKaLiKOV Aopd, 0UK AAKa-
KOV, B¢ Kal TPoXAKOV, 0V TPOXAKOV.

Kassel, Austin have generally followed the ancient lexicographers’ opinion. But
despite the Atticists’ claims, the situation in the literary and epigraphic sources is
highly dishomogeneous.* Presumably, Atticist lexicographers too noticed this
confused situation and applied a general principle to impose order. The fact that
these formations all depend on forms in -ato¢ may be another reason for the At-
ticist prescription, in that the adoption of -au- would ensure better morphological
clarity. To complicate things, not only are the spellings -aw- and -ai- interchange-
able, but the manuscript evidence is hardly reliable for assessing this variation.

34 However, if we look beyond the discussion of the adjectives in -auk6g, we also find evidence
for the opposite view, namely, that the simplification of -au- into -ai- is an Attic feature, as dis-
cussed in Homeric scholarship by schol. (ex.) Hom. Il. 13.612a (bT), and by Eustathius concerning
¢hata/éAda (see Section A.3.3).

35 This was duly acknowledged in earlier scholarship (e.g. Lobeck 1820, 39; Rutherford 1881, 112).
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In Antiph. fr. 46.6, the reading in Athenaeus’ MS A is apyaikog, while apyauxdg
is Kock’s emendation (accepted by Kassel, Austin). In this case past and present edi-
tors explicitly follow the prescriptions of Atticist lexicographers, who recommend
dpyaukog over dpyaikog. In Aristophanes’ Clouds (821), apyatikd is transmitted by
the MSS Rav. 429 and Ambr. C 222 inf. (the other MSS have apyaikd), and the editors
regularly print dpyatikd. Still, we have no proof that this is the original spelling: it
may well be that the scribes adopted the prescribed orthography.®® In 4th-century
BCE Attic, apyaikog is attested in Aristotle (Metaph. 1089a.2). The restoration of
apyauxdc in Antiphanes is in keeping with the convention upheld by Atticist lexi-
cographers (whose main interest was probably Aristophanes, although they recom-
mended -au- more generally), but it tells us nothing about the original 4th-century
BCE form.

The case of Mnesim. fr. 8.3—4 is different: Athenaeus’ MSS read Ayauxiv, but
this is problematic. We may start by considering the parallel case of Alexis’ title
Ayaic. The sources quoting this title give both -au- and -ai-, so Kassel, Austin print
Axatig. However, Arnott (1996, 128 n. 1) chooses to adopt the spelling -ai- since, he
writes, ‘the form with one iota was already accepted in 4th-century Attic’. We
should add that while Ayau- is the normal form in tragedy and Herodotus, Ayai-
is already the regular form in Thucydides and Xenophon for the choronym Ayata
and the ktetic Ayaikog (incidentally, Ayding is already in Semonides, fr. 23.1
West). Returning to Mnesimachus’ Ayauxnyv, it may well be that Ayauxrv in Athe-
naeus’ MSS is the regularised rather than the original spelling (cf. the case of
dpxalikd in Ar. Nu. 821 discussed above): one is therefore tempted to consider re-
storing Ayaikijv in Mnesimachus as well.

A partially similar situation is found in the case of Philem. fr. 115.3—-4. The
reading of the MS of Clement of Alexandria is ITAatauko®D. The spelling ITAatatt- is
standard in Herodotus and Thucydides (ITAatatig: Thuc. 2.71.4, 2.74.2, 3.58.5), while
ITAatai- appears in 4th-century BCE Attic texts (Lys. 3.5, Aeschin. 3.162, Thphr. HP
9.18.4). As in the case above, then, -auxk- in Philemon’s fragment may be due to
scribal normalisation, and the other evidence from 4th-century BCE Attic writers
might suggest ITAataikod instead.

It is difficult to establish a strict chronological rule that applies to all forms.
While it is true that there is a gradual evolution from -aut- to -ai-, one cannot gen-
eralise and say that the spelling is -aut- in 5th-century BCE Attic and -ai- in 4th-cen-
tury BCE Attic. For, while in tragedy the adoption of -au- seems to be consistent,
in other genres the treatment of this diphthong varies from case to case. For ex-
ample, Thucydides regularly uses ITAatatig (see above), just as he also uses Avat-

36 See Dover (1968a, 200); Fiori (2022, 68 n. 135).
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(tng (3.19.2) and Avaluitig (8.61.2), whereas he never uses Ayatt-, but only Ayai- (see
above).*’ It therefore appears that although the phonological development re-
flected by the spelling change -aut- > -ai- was probably well underway by the 5th
century BCE, the fact that it surfaces in some forms earlier than in others proba-
bly reflects the different chronology of each form.*®

3.6 aiel and dei (< *aifei)

In all cases examined so far, the outcome of monophthongisation is a long vowel
(i.e. /ai/ > /a:/). This is only partly the case for aiel > dei, where /a/ is the more
common treatment.

The epigraphic evidence shows that aiel is the standard form before 450 BCE,
but aiet and del coexist in official inscriptions between ca. 450 and 350 BCE (with
ael being the more common form), and aiel becomes very rare after 350 BCE. This
is confirmed by the literary evidence, where the regular spelling is without the
iota. As for the length of the first syllable, already in Aristophanes both /a:/ and /a/
are attested. The evidence from the New Comedy papyri (mostly Menander) is col-
lected by Arnott (2002, 192-3), who shows that in 18 cases the vowel length is /a/
and in two cases it is /a:/ (in a further nine cases the syllable is anceps). This collec-
tion can be supplemented with the evidence from the Middle and New Comedy
fragments known through the indirect tradition.* Here, the occurrences of et
with metrically guaranteed /a/, which typically occurs in the final iambic element
of the final metron of the trimeter, are by far the most numerous (50 occurrences).

aiel with metrically guaranteed /a:/: Dionys.Com. frr. 2.3 and 2.22; Ephipp. fr. 2.2.

aei with metrically guaranteed /a:/: Alex. frr. 63.2 and 178.14; Anaxipp. fr. 1.28; Antidot. frr. 2.4
and 227.5; Antiph. fr. 254.2; Diod.Com. fr. 2.21; Men. frr. 374.1 and 878.2; Philem. frr. 60.2 and 103.5.
aei with metrically guaranteed /a/: Alex. frr. 34.5, 35.2, 53.3, 133.4, 145.15, 165.2, 177.1 (see Arnott
1996, 518), 205.7, 219.4, 222.10, and 242.3; Anaxandr. fr. 35.1 (4ia,); Antiph. frr. 80.4, 121.7, 132.1,
194.11, 205.1, 228.4, 229.2, and 253.1; Apollod.Com. fr. 9.2; Axion. fr. 2.3; Demetr.Com.Nov. fr. 2.2;
Diphil. frr. 95.2 and 137.1; Drom. fr. 1.3; Ephipp. fr. 2.3; Eub. frr. 9.6, 69.1 and 122.1; Men. frr. 17.1,
163.4, 219.6, 286.3, 343 (4tr,), 373.5, 412.3, 686.1, 760.2, 804.10, 602.3 and 655.2 (4tr,); Philem. frr.
31.7, 92.4, 92.10, 162, and 164; Philipp. fr. 8; Phoenic. fr. 4.8; Sophil. fr. 4.1.

37 Moreover, some of the nouns and adjectives deriving from adjectives in -atog, like Onpaiog
and Kwmatog, do not seem to have ever occurred in the form -au- (see Wackernagel 1885, 278).

38 For the treatment of these formations in the papyri, see Mayser (Gramm. vol. 1,1, 85).

39 These lists do not include the cases where the first syllable of det occurs in an anceps position.
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The development of the diphthong /ai/ in the first syllable of aiei/del is a different
case from the previously discussed evidence for the development of /ai/ in prevo-
calic position. Although there is some evidence of other (generally late) forms
where the development of -at- is a short vowel rather than the expected long one
(see Section A.3.9), aet stands out because the form with a short first syllable is as
old as Homer (see Schwyzer 1939, 256). Perhaps, due to its being a high-frequency
form, del was more subject to phonetic erosion, and the sequence of two long
vowels may have undergone a shortening of the first element.

3.7 Other cases of prevocalic /ai/ and their treatment

In the cases discussed above, with the partial exception of aiel > dei, the outcome
of the monophthongisation of -auw- and -atpV-, plus -awa in ABnvaia, is a long
vowel (i.e. /ai/ > /a:/). We will now compare two categories where the second ele-
ment of the diphthong /aj/ is treated as a glide in prevocalic position.

3.7.1 Demotics in -aLevg

Epigraphic evidence shows that in demotics, ethnics, and toponyms in -atetg, sim-
plification into -aevg is less common than the preservation of the diphthong, as is
also shown by the later spelling -ee0¢, which presupposes the preservation of the
diphthong and the development /aj/ > /e/ (Threatte 1980, 279-86). Compared with
the treatment of the diphthong in the cases discussed above, another major differ-
ence, which becomes apparent in the poetic occurrences vs the prosaic ones, is
that the development -atevg > -aevg produced a short vowel /a/, like in [elpatetg
with a short middle syllable. That this was not a problematic development al-
ready in 5th-century BCE Attic is also shown by Old Comedy (Ar. Pax 145 and
fr. 683).

Ielparevg with /a/: Alex. fr. 247.1; Crito Com. fr. 3.4; Men. Epit. 752; Philisc. fr. 2.

At the same time, ITelpatevg/Ielpaevg is the only demotic for which the forms
without iota are almost as well attested in the Attic inscriptions as those with iota
(see Threatte 1980, 282-4).

But later comedy also offers metrically guaranteed evidence for the retention
of the diphthong in demotics in -atevg.

Antiph. fr. 209.1: §fpov 8 AAatevg éatwv. (B) €v yap toUTo poL.

The epigraphic record shows that the form Alagtg without iota, only attested in
the 4th century BCE, is comparatively much rarer than the original spelling AAatetg
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(and, except in one case, limited to private texts: see Threatte 1980, 280-1). It is
therefore particularly interesting that the title of one of Menander’s plays is trans-
mitted as AAaelg rather than Adaieig (Men. test. 41.13 (P.Oxy. 27.2462.13, 2nd century
CE = TM 61494) = A)aelg test. i).*> We may wonder whether this occurrence reflects
Menander’s spelling of the demotic.

3.7.2 Adjectives in -alog

The comic evidence for the development /aj/ > /a/ collected by Arnott (1996, 695) is
(almost) limited to first-class adjectives, and all the instances are from Old Com-
edy except one case in Eubulus and one in Menander (which is problematic).**

Eub. fr. 115.13: ypnoty - tig v pévtoy; tig; oiuotl Seidatog. Men. Sic. 169: @ yepalé, Uelvov &v
napaotdfo Souwv.

Unlike the cases discussed in the previous sections, where the development of the
diphthong /aj/ resulted in /a:/, in this group the second element of the diphthong
is treated as a glide and re-syllabification takes place (/ai.V/ > /a.(i)V/). The fact
that these forms are (nearly) all adjectives in -aiog, and that the evidence is rela-
tively scanty, probably indicates that the comic poets adopted this treatment only
occasionally and purely for metrical convenience. The evidence from Attic in-
scriptions confirms that the treatment of the second element of the diphthong /ai/
as a glide is extremely rare in the adjectives in -aiog (Threatte 1980, 292-4). This
puts us in a better position to judge the two cases from Middle and New Comedy.
Eubulus fr. 115.13 employs the traditional expression ofpot 8eidatog, which often
occurs at the end of the iambic trimeter in Old Comedy (10x in Aristophanes).
Thus, this occurrence must probably be taken as a metrical licence in line with
the earlier comic tradition, rather than as a reflection of a phonological develop-
ment of 4th-century BCE Attic.* In Menander, the debated occurrence of yepaié

40 The other testimonia to the title of this play tend to have a corrupt form, but this is easily
traced back to AAaelc.

41 The forms are A6nvaiog in Eup. fr. 37, Pherecr. fr. 39, Polyzel. fr. 12, ptiabnvaiog in Ar. V. 282
(uncertain), and oipot 8efdaiog at line-end in Ar. Eq. 139, Nu. 40, 165, 202, 1150, Pax 233, Av. 990, Ec.
391, 1051, PL 850 (only in this last passage without oipou). The only case which is not a first-class
adjective is avtal in Ar. Av. 1018: @Oaing dv- émixewvta yap €yyvg avtait. Perpillou (1984) discusses
this and other evidence to suggest that the process /aj/ > /e/ was already underway in the 5th cen-
tury BCE. Note, however, that the forms he discusses often show different phonetic forms. In the
case of the forms in -atog, it is more likely that re-syllabification is taking place (see above).

42 Tt is intriguing that oipot eidatog occurs at line-end and as the first words of the new speaker
in all previous cases except Seidatog (without oipou) in Plutus, which is the chronologically closest
occurrence to Eubulus’ fragment. Hunter (1983, 216) compares this with oiag with a short first
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in Sic. 169 is part of a passage in which tragic parody is evident.** The metre

would require a short middle syllable. However, since this treatment is unparal-
leled in tragedy for passages in iambic trimeters and catalectic trochaic tetra-
meters, Arnott (1997, 26-7) has plausibly suggested deleting & (note that yepaté
may also stand alone in tragedy). Kassel, Schroder retain the transmitted text and
compare the line from Sikyonioi with ¢ yepaté in Eur. Or. 863, the tragic passage
alluded to. However, in addition to Arnott’s considerations, we should also add
that in the passage from Euripides’ Orestes, yepaté does not occur in the same
metrical position, nor does it mark the beginning of a new conversation (it occurs
in mid-conversation, as is typical in tragedy).** Thus, although the Sikyonioi pas-
sage is parodic, this does not require a close imitation of the source text.

Further, Kassel, Schroder also compare the line from Sikyonioi with a similarly problematic case
in Epitrepontes 348: oUkETL Sikatov- €l Tt TV ToUTOL o€ 8¢€l. Here the editors actually make the
opposite choice regarding the treatment of the diphthong. The Cairo codex has the reading ovkeort,
which would require dikatov. Kassel, Schroder rightly regard this as an unwelcome treatment and
therefore print Sudhaus’ oUkétt instead, despite the attempts of earlier scholarship to defend
Sikatov on the basis of the other evidence for -aiog in Old Comedy (see above). Similarly, /ai.V/ >
/a.(i)V/ may not be taken into account in Men. Dysc. 568: (i€lov {8€lv. GAAQ <T@> yOvala TadTd poL.
The text transmitted in the Bodmer papyrus is G&lov i8etv T1v’. aAAd yovata tadtd pot. This re-
quires either the split anapest in the second iambic element of the second metron,* or that the
middle syllable in yUvawa is short. But the best solution, also accepted by Kassel, Schréder, is to
emend the transmitted text into éA\a <tée> yovata tadra.*®

In conclusion, except for the demotics in -atetg and the comic idiom ofpot Sei-
Aatog in Eubulus, there is not a single instance in Middle and New Comedy
where /ai.V/ > /a.(i)V/ represents a concrete possibility.*” If we also consider the

syllable in Eub. fr. 67.5 (on which see Hunter 1983, 156), but the treatment of the two diphthongs
is different.

43 See Ingrosso (2021).

44 The identification of the speakers in this section is notoriously problematic (see Favi 2021; In-
grosso 2021; Kassel, Schroder, PCG vol. 6,1, ad Sic. 169), but it is certain that at Sic. 169 a new
speaker begins to speak with Smicrines.

45 Since GAAd is a prepositive, the split anapest may be less obtrusive. For the anapest in this
position of the iambic trimeter one may compare, e.g., Men. Dysc. 577: ¢k 100 @péatog BovAouévn
700 Seomotov (but here, as expected, the split anapest corresponds to the three final syllables
contained in a single word, and so this parallel is only partly convincing).

46 See the discussion by Gomme, Sandbach (1973, 222-3).

47 We leave aside the emendation ITaviotdg for the transmitted ataviotdg in Men. Dysc. 230.
Handley (1965, 172-3) suggested retaining it, but the evidence he gathered in support of this sug-
gestion concerns either to the diphthong -ot- or the demotic [Ielpatevg, neither of which is really
similar to the case at hand (see Section A.1; Section A.3.7.1). Furthermore, none of the other possi-
ble examples mentioned by Handley are usually accepted by the editors (see above; note that
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other reasons discussed above, Arnott’s deletion of ¢ in the line from Sikyonioi is
therefore the likelier option.

3.8 ‘Eppdiokog

A fragment of Alexis contains an occurrence of Epuatokog that we can compare
with the epigraphic evidence.

Alex. fr. 120.1: £{6’ 6p® tOv Epuaiokov Tv a8pdv ToUTWY TVA.

Alexis’ Eppaiokog is the spelling of the Athenaeus MSS and is printed by Kassel, Aus-
tin. Arnott (1996, 333) also stresses that the more common spelling in Attic inscrip-
tions is -ai- (6x) as opposed to -au- (2x). The short /a/ is not just required in Alexis’
fragment, but it is the regular prosody, as also shown by Epuaixdg. This is unsur-
prising, given the formation of the word (there never existed a stem Eppat-).*® We
may thus infer that the two epigraphic occurrences of Eppatiokog with the non-ety-
mological -1- are the engraver’s mistake. This is even more plausible if one considers
that the inscription where the two occurrences of Eppatiokog appear (IG 2%1588.4—
5) is also the only Athenian inscription in which the form Afnvatikdg is attested
(IG 2%1588.14). The two examples of Epuatiokog are probably a case of hyper-correc-
tion. However, documentary sources show that a base form ‘Eppautt- actually began to
appear in late Attic (Eppatioxog in IG 2%8858.2) and in post-Classical Greek (IG 7.973,
FD 3.3.95.2, ID 1734.1, ID 2622.b.col. ii.7).

3.9 wpdlw and wpai{w

In one instance the verb wpdlw represents a rather complicated case.
Men. fr. 672: ()¢ Gpailed’ | TUXN TPOG TOLE Bioug.

The metre requires ®pdile® with a short second syllable. However, the deriva-
tion wpaiog > wpat-ilw would have suggested opailw/opdlw. In fact, in a frag-
ment of Eupolis and in one of the comic adespota on papyrus, the form with the

tepéav in Men. Dysc. 496 is an entirely different case: see Kassel, Austin, PCG vol. 7 ad Posidipp.
fr. 28.21 and Kassel, Schroder, PCG vol. 6,1 ad Dysc. 496). Gomme, Sandbach (1973, 172), who accept
the emendation of ITataviotdg to Iaviotdg, are too tolerant of the possibility that -at- could be
read as a short syllable.
48 See EDG s.v. Epuiic.
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long diphthong ®pélw is metrically guaranteed.*® This is the expected treatment
of the verbs in -{{w deriving from adjectives in -atoc.’® The first to draw attention
to this unusual treatment of -at-, was Walckernagel.51 It is quite remarkable that
the same unusual treatment is found in dei, where it must be as old as Homer.>
As regards the verbs in -i{w Wackernagel compares the rare instance of avapydi-
oag at the end of the pentameter in an epigram of the Hellenistic epigrammatist
Dioscorides (AP 7.707.6, in place of the expected /a:/, as in apyatkdg/épyaixoc).>
Since Menander’s mp(i(ed’ and avapydioag in Dioscorides are the only examples
of this treatment, one might reasonably argue that they should be regarded as
occasional licences rather than as evidence of an alternative treatment of the
diphthong. Indeed, one might suggest that the verbs in -i(w, which were formed
by attaching the verbal suffix to the a-stems and contained an /a/, may have influ-
enced the (occasional) adoption of forms like (p&iled’.>* Moreover, although the
long diphthong /a:i/ was still retained in Menander’s time,* confusion with /ai/
was very much possible.

49 See Eup. fr. 393: wpafopévn kat Opumropévn and com. adesp. fr. *1110.17: JeABelv wpaouevol
(despite the fact that the papyrus reads wpaiCopevol, the anapestic metre requires it to be a fi-
ve-syllable word, just like in Eupolis’ fragment). Based on this evidence, Kassel, Austin also print
0pélesBat in Cratin. fr. 298 (= Antiatt. w 2) against the MS’s reading vpaiesdat (S. Valente 2015b,
248 retains the transmitted reading, but comments that wp@leafat would be more correct).

50 To the list of verbs in -@{w collected by the ancient Herodianic sources, which are followed by
Wackernagel (1885, 278-9) and Schwyzer (1939, 265-6), we must now add é\d{w in Aristophanes
(fr. 122 (= Phot. € 551 = Et.Gen. AB = EM 326.20-1 = Et.Sym. € 270)). Note that the lemma of these
lexicographical entries is always ¢AaiCewv, which was then emended to é\a{w by Kaibel (see the
above discussion of ®palw and opailw in Cratinus, Eupolis, and the comic adespoton). The verb
ypiilw is an entirely different case, in that /a:/ is etymological (i.e. it is the result of the laryngeal in
the root *gréh,-, not of the process -ati{w > -Gi{w as in the previous verbs in the list; see EDG s.v.).
51 See Wackernagel (1885, 276-9).

52 See Section A.3.6.

53 See Section A.3.5. Compare Homeric Sai{w, with /a/ in place of /a:/ (for which see 8dc, 8a84c), to
the exceptional Sai8ag and Saidwv, for which Wackernagel (1885, 277) envisages either a derivation
from the older stem *8afig or the same shortening he discusses in the case of the stem A{§-.

54 One may think of verbs like ayAaifw and énayAaiw, always with /a/, which in comedy occur,
respectively, in Eup. fr. 419, Antiph. fr. 294, Ephipp. fr. 3.6, and Eub. fr. 148.3 and in Cratin. fr.
334.1, Ar. Ec. 575, and Ar. fr. 700.

55 See Vessella (2018, 61-2).
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4 The diphthong /ui/ in prevocalic position

The treatment of the diphthong /uj/ in prevocalic position presents several simi-
larities with the case of prevocalic /ai/, insofar as the process typically develops
as /ui.V/ > fu:.V/. The two main pieces of evidence for this are the noun vi6g > 04¢g
and the treatment of the ending of the feminine active perfect participle. It is use-
ful to discuss this evidence separately since, notwithstanding the general similari-
ties, they raise partly different problems.

4.1 vidog and 04g

In Middle and New Comedy, the word vidg is spelled as both viog (always in the frag-
ments known via the indirect tradition, sometimes in the papyri) and 06¢ (mostly in
the papyri).”® Whatever the spelling, in Middle and New Comedy vi6g/0d always has
a long first syllable. In Old Comedy, instead, 06¢ may also occur with a short first
syllable (Ar. Ach. 741, V. 36, P1.Com. fr. 27.2-3, Pherecr. fr. 107). It seems that while 0d¢
in Middle and New Comedy presupposes monophthongisation, and thus the develop-
ment of a long first syllable (/hui.os/ > / hu:.os)),” in Old Comedy the second element
of the diphthong is treated as a glide and the syllable boundary is shifted, resulting
in a short first syllable (/hui.os/ > /hu.ios/). The fact that this was not an option in
Middle and New Comedy probably reflects the data from the inscriptions, which
show that by 350 BCE 06¢ had become the normal spelling.®® The Atticists selected
VO¢ as the Attic form.

Orus fr. A 81 (= [Zonar.] 1765.6-9): 0O¢ dvev T0D L ol AtTikol. Aéyw 8¢, 6mdTe év Pl ovAAapi
QWVHEVTL UITOTETAKTAL, EEatpel<tar> dAwg, olov uba, V6G, eipnkla, memonkda, KAGeW Kal T
duota.

This reminds us of similar statements concerning aietdg > detog, éAaia > gAda >
€A, ABnvaia > ABnvdaa > ABnvd, and the verbs kAalw/kAdw and Kailw/Kaw.

56 See Arnott (2002, 215-6).
57 See Lejeune (1972, 247).
58 See Threatte (1980, 340-2). On the inflection of viog as a thematic stem, see Favi (2022w).
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4.2 Endings of the feminine perfect participle active -uia, -0a, -ela

The ending of the active feminine perfect participle displays a major degree of
allomorphy.* -via is the standard ending in literary sources. Inscriptions show
that starting from the 5th, and increasingly in the 4th century BCE, this ending
developed into -Ua. After 320 BCE, yet another ending appears, -€iq; this is the
only ending attested in 3rd- and 2nd-century BCE Attic inscriptions. The develop-
ment /ui.V/ > /u:.V/ may be explained along the lines of viog > 06¢, which similarly
presents a chronological progression from the 5th to the 4th century BCE (Lejeune
1972, 247). The case of -€la is more complex, and both a phonological and a mor-
phological interpretation have been advanced.® As regards the morphological so-
lution, it has been postulated that an analogy with the adjectives in -0g, -€la, -0
must have come into effect. However, this interpretation obviously does not ex-
plain what functional similarity might have triggered the analogy. On the contrary,
the phonological explanation is based on more abundant comparative evidence,
namely the fact that also in the nominal stems a similar development /ui.a/ > /ei.a/
seems to have occurred (the most famous examples being kwéuvia > kwéva >
kwdewa).t

As mentioned above, in the manuscript tradition of all Attic writers, the end-
ing of the feminine perfect participle active is -vila, while neither -0a nor -€la are
attested. However, Cartlidge (2017a) has recently drawn attention to the linguistic
relevance of Cornelia Romer’s reading Jkela[ ] in P.Mich. 4752a (= TM 61496) (2nd
century CE), which would allow the reconstruction of the reading of the Michigan
papyrus in Men. Epit. 807 as ndwnxkelalv] (see Romer 2012, 118; the other papyrus
witness, P.0xy. 50.3532 (= TM 61498) (2nd century CE), has the more common end-
ing -vlav). Considering it unlikely that the R8wnkelav of the Michigan papyrus
may be a scribal error caused by phonetic confusion between -vila and -€la, Car-
tlidge explores the possibility that this occurrence may be a lucky case in which
the late papyrus preserves the ending which, as the Attic inscriptions show, was
common in Menander’s time and which Menander may actually have adopted.
However, the reading Rdwnxkelalv is far from certain: Peter Parsons and Lucia

59 See Threatte (1980, 338-9); Threatte (1996, 470-1); Cartlidge (2017a).

60 Cartlidge (2017a) offers a re-examination of the whole issue and collects the relevant
bibliography.

61 For the evidence see Kalén (1918); Cartlidge (2017a, 37-8), with bibliography. Another example of
an early development that may be compared to the perfect participle is the theonym (E)AeiBu(Va,
which appears as early as 400 BCE in the form (E)iAU6ewa (see Threatte 1980, 342-4, who makes the
comparison with the ending of the feminine perfect participle active -via/-Oa/-€la but rightly stresses
the presence of /u/ in the antepenultimate syllable).
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Prauscello (personal communication), after re-examining the original, read Réwn-
[k]uelalv instead (i.e. the regular ending -via with the common iotacistic spelling
of /i)).

5 Instances of the development /oi/ > /ei/

Three forms show the rare development of the diphthong /oi/ into /ei/, namely,
Svolv > Svely, oikol > oikel, and molog > melog. The latter form is unattested in
ancient sources, so we cannot really discuss it. The genitive-dative dual Svelv is
attested 3x in Middle and New Comedy, although the manuscripts are sometimes
divided between this reading and the more standard Svoiv (see Section B.1.1.2). As
regards oikel, although this form is unattested in the papyri and book fragments
of Menander, we are briefly informed by John Philoponus that it did appear
somewhere in Menander.

Men. fr. 499 = Ioannes Philoponus Praecepta tonica 172 Xenis: td eig -et §igBoyyov Afjyovta <81oUA-
AaBe> émpprpata 6&uvopeva dvo €oti [. . .]. Bapvtova 8¢ T0 typet [. . .] xal €Tt 10 oikel mapd Me-
vav8pw avti o0 oikol.

The cause of the phonetic or phonological development in these forms has rarely
been identified. As regards Svelv, earlier scholarship speaks very vaguely of the
later form as a ‘phonetic treatment’ of 8V01v.% In the case of oikel, however, it
has been suggested that it derives from an earlier adverbial *oikel, which was
then distinguished from the verb oikel after the alternative form oixo..®® What-
ever their origin, these three forms Svelv, oikel, and melog were recognised by
ancient erudition as typical of (late) Attic.**

Eust. in Od. 2.257.33-6 (= Heracl.Mil. fr. 60 Cohn): &1L ioTéov kal 61t 0 ‘molol K’ elte’ TauTdV €0TL
10 ‘motarnol v €oecbe’, xat otL Th¢ VoTépag ATBiSog ¢otl To moloL. 1) yap dpyaia £tepoiav £6i5ov
napdAn€w Tij TolavTn Aé€el, Mg kat HpaxkAeidng SnAot, évBa Aéyetl ToLG ATTIKOUG TNV oL Sipboyyov
€(¢ TNV €L HETATOLELY, TO SVOTV AéyovTag SUETy, Kal TO oikol oikel, kal TO 010G TET0G.

62 See Schwyzer (1939, 589); Chantraine (1961, 147). Schwyzer (1939, 196) suggests that Svolv >
Svelv may also be the result of dissimilation due to the progressive development from /oj/ to /u/,
which he sees as already underway in the 4th century BCE, while other scholars are sceptical
about so early a date for this process (see Threatte 1980, 337-8).

63 Schwyzer (1939, 549).

64 For the interpretation of Eustathius’ passage and Heraclides’ doctrine see Cohn (1884, 106).
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1 Nominal endings
1.1 Dual number

The dual number is well documented in Attic literary texts of the 5th century
BCE, particularly those we think may be closer to colloquial speech (Aristophanes,
Euripides).®® The vitality of the dual is confirmed by inscriptions, where it is sys-
tematically employed until the late 5th century BCE.%® On the contrary, the dual is
avoided by writers who choose a more ‘international’ and less parochial lan-
guage, such as Thucydides. In 4th-century BCE Attic, the tendency to neglect the
dual is even more pronounced. Verbal inflection is the first part of speech in
which the dual begins to disappear, followed by nominal inflection. According to
previous calculations, Plato is one of the few authors who still use the dual to a
significant extent, but he only uses it in 25% of the cases where he could have
used it. In the orators, the dual occurs even more rarely. All this is evidence that
the dual was rapidly dying out in the main varieties of 4th-century BCE Attic, in-
cluding in both literary texts and public inscriptions. The scanty evidence for the
dual in Middle and New Comedy confirms this. Yet, some aspects are worthy of
attention, notably, the distribution of the extant dual forms across articles, de-
monstrative pronouns, and nouns (see Section B.1.1.1), and the genitive-dative
case of 6vo (Section B.1.1.2). Despite the uneven distribution of the dual in literary
texts, Atticist lexicographers recognise it as an Attic feature.

Moer. v 2: v §UikGG AtTikoi- Npels "EAANves. Moer. a 4: dBavdtw ayfpw Attikoi- abdvarot ayn-
patot "EXnveg.”

1.1.1 Dual nouns, adjectives, and pronouns

Alex. fr. 60.4: peteiye & aueolv tolv pubuoiv. Alex. fr. 172.2: vi| t® 6e0). Amphis fr. 9.4: O At
0ok6pw. Antiph. fr. 75.13: Tw xelpe. Antiph. fr. 98.2-3: movnpw {wypdyw [. . .] dpavitovat (the
duals are restored by Morelius). Antiph. fr. 192.15: nivvn kal tpiyAn ewvag (60 8V’ éxovaoal.
Antiph. fr. 222: otaxtj Svolv pvaiv. Bato fr. 3.2: yutpide Aaupavewv 8vo. Diph. fr. 72.2: aiovg

65 See Willi (2003a, 253—4); Willi (2003b, 467 and 66) with previous bibliography.

66 See Threatte (1996, 18-20 specifically on 8edg and Bed; 91-5); Threatte (2020). Threatte (2020,
273) indicates IG 13.426.22 (dated to around 414 BCE) as the first instance of the use of the plural
in place of the dual to refer to two items.

67 In these entries there is an intersection with Homeric scholarship, a recurring feature of Moeris’
lexicon: see Pellettieri (2023b); Pellettieri (2023c); Pellettieri (2023d); Pellettieri (2023e); Pellettieri
(2023f). On the discussion concerning Homer’s use of the dual in Alexandrian and Pergamene schol-
arship, see Matthaios (2018).
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Altpawy Svotv. Eub. fr. 81.1: o yaAkiw. Eub. fr. 117.10: Svolv modolv. Henioch. fr. 5.15: yuvaike
& avtag Vo tapdattetov Twve (on the dual verb see Section C.1.6). Men. Georg. 24, 109; Dysc. 878;
Ep. 543, 722; Mis. 576, Sic. 33: (u&) to 0gw. Men. Dysc. 192: ¢ Alookopw @idw. Men. fr. 200: ¢k
8votv Aigwvéowv. Men. fr. 241 and *457: v@v. Men. fr. 411.1-2: Taiv a8eA@aiv Toiv SUEY | TadTaw.
Men. fr. 491: Tolv Suolv Aooképouv. Nicostr. fr. 5.5-6: Suolv | 6oAolv.

Clearly, in most cases the dual is simply retained for things that naturally come in
pairs, such as body parts (hands, feet), deities (the Dioscuri, on whom see below),
or for the influence of duow (as in Alex. fr. 60.4). There seems to be no rule con-
cerning currency units. Beside the examples of dual Altpa, uvd, 6polog, and
XaAkiov, there are cases where the numeral 6o occurs with a plural rather than
dual currency unit.% In the other cases, the dual seems to be used for metrical
convenience (as in Antiph. fr. 192.15 and Bato fr. 3.2), or in cases where the num-
ber two may be particularly important (as in Men. fr. 411.1-2, probably a passage
from a prologue explaining the story of two sisters who will be reunited at the
end of the play), or it may sharpen a poignant joke (cf. e.g. Men. fr. 200, where a
ypadg T1¢ KakoAdyog is evil-speaking because both her parents were from the
deme Aexone).®® The numeral §Vo frequently accompanies dual nouns: while un-
necessary, it possibly reinforced the dual. This might also be seen as an element
of colloquial speech, which ultimately led to the erosion of the use of the dual.”
The case of the name of the Dioscuri might also point to this conclusion. Inter-
estingly, the Attic form (i.e. without the third compensatory lengthening) is the
one normally found in the dual number, whereas the plural form has the third

68 See Philipp. fr. 30.1-2: 6 TpayVtatog 8¢ cukoEAVTNG PVdg SVo | Aafwv dneloy or Men. Dysc.
327-8: ToUTW TaAdvTwY 0T {owg TouTl Selv | TO kTijpa. But note that in both cases pvd and
Taldavtoly are metrically possible. Indeed, the use of doubly marked constructions, i.e. with §vo
accompanying a dual form, is truly pervasive also in Attic inscriptions with the expressions of
measurement and with amounts of money: this use endures much longer than any other use of
the dual (see Threatte 2020, 271; 275).

69 On this characterisation of the people from Aexone, see Goebel (1915, 22-3). See also Men. fr.
491, which is the only instance in which the name of the Dioscuri is accompanied by §vo (in the
Attic inscriptions too, as in the case of Tw 0ew, dupw, and Avake, this is never the case; see
Threatte 2020, 273). Considering that Menander’s fragment reads 6 8dtepog uév totv Svotv At-
ookopotv (‘the other one of the two Dioscur), it is very likely that this exceptional case of double
marking with a ‘superfluous’ §0o was intended to emphasise the point being made about one of
the two Dioscuri. Examples of this kind confirm Threatte’s (2020, 277-8) refutation of Wackerna-
gel’s claim that the presence of the numeral §vo is an indication that the two items are presented
as unrelated.

70 On the double marking of the dual see Threatte (2020: 271-6). On pleonastic expressions see
Collard (2018, 56-60).



1 Nominal endings =—— 251

compensatory lengthening and is therefore influenced by literary language.”
This corroborates the view that the dual was an element of colloquial Attic
speech. Atticist lexicographers had different views on the name of the Dioscuri
(see Batisti 2024a).

Phryn. Ecl. 205: Atbokovpot: 6pBGTeEPOV AldokopoL. yeAdoeLg 0DV ToLg oLV T¢) L Aéyovtag (i.e. the
prescribed form of the plural is Aldokopov). [Hdn.] Philet. 44: oi Atbokovpol GOV TQ L 6TAV TIAN-
BUVTIK®G AéyovTal To ALOoKOpW &€ v T¢) SUKG ApBu@ &vev T00 v (i.e. the prescribed form of
the plural is Atdokoupot, but Atookdpw in the dual).

1.1.2 Genitive-dative of 600

The numeral §vo is a special case. The original genitive-dative form of §vo is Svotv.
However, later Attic developed a competing form Sveiv,”” the first occurrences of
which are in Aristotle’s Constitution of the Athenians and Menander, but which is
also occasionally attested in the manuscript tradition of earlier writers.” This new
form was later replaced by duci(v) (already common in the corpus Hippocraticum),
which is documented in the corpus Aristotelicum and in Theophrastus and then be-
comes the koine form.” This later form is evidently analogical on the dative plural
of the athematic declension, and as such is only used as a dative. The epigraphic
evidence shows roughly the same distribution.” The older form Suoiv is standard
until 329/8 BCE, when Svelv is first attested; then, Svotv is abandoned, its last occur-
rence being in a 285/4 BCE inscription. However, the post-Classical form duai(v),

71 Note, however, that the plural form without the third compensatory lengthening occurs in
Eur. EL 1239 and Hel. 1644, arguably for metrical convenience. The occurrence of t&v Alookopwv
in Thuc. 3.75.4 is not a counterexample, since Thucydides avoids the dual, although it is interest-
ing that he effectively creates a stylistic hybrid between the Attic equivalent (cf. the lack of the
third compensatory lengthening) and the more ‘international’ form (cf. the avoidance of the
dual). Additionally, note that the plural Aldokouvpot with the third compensatory lengthening is
also adopted by Xenophon (Smp. 8.29, but AtookovpoLv in HG 6.3.6), Plato (Euthd. 293a.2, but Ato-
okOpwV at Lg. 796h.5), and Aeneas the Tactician (24.1 and 24.13).

72 On this process see Section A.5.

73 Note that Svelv is also the reading of MS A in Thphr. Char. 2.3, but Diggle (2004) adopts the
Svolv of the other manuscripts (see Diggle 2004, 187: ‘The evidence of mss. counts for nothing:
they regularly impute dvetv to fifth-century authors’).

74 See Mayser (Gramm. vol. 1,2, 71-3). The use of these forms in the koine is complex. Polybius
uses Suelv for the genitive and Suaiv for the dative (see de Foucault 1972, 66). A further case in
point is the morphosyntax of 8o, Svolv, uvelv, and duai(v) in LXX Greek: because of the even
more advanced disappearance of the dual number in the Septuagint, the form 800 can be used
both as a nominative-accusative and genitive-dative, whereas duciv functions only as a dative
(see Helbing 1907, 53).

75 See Threatte (1996, 415-6).
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which appears at the end of the 3rd century BCE and then remains in use until
Late Antiquity, is attested much later in inscriptions than in literary texts, probably
due to the conservative language of public inscriptions.”®

Sdvoiv: Antiph. frr. 222 and 232.2; Diph. fr. 72.2; Eub. fr. 117.10; Men. Her. 16, frr. 200 and 491.
Svelv: Men. Dysc. 327; Men. fr. 411.1 (the sources are divided between the reading veiv and
8volv, Kassel, Austin print §uetv); Hegesipp. fr. 1.6 (Svelv is the reading of Athenaeus’ MS A, cor-
rected to duaiv by Porson 1812, 94 without explanation, but later scholars rightly resist this emen-
dation). uaiv: Timocl. fr. 16.6.

Since both dvolv and Svelv are potentially at risk of being corrupted one into the
other, it is difficult to always be sure of the correct reading. At any rate, the poets
of New Comedy and Aristotle seem to attest to the phase in which §voiv was gradu-
ally being replaced by Svelv. The occurrence of §uciv in Timocles fr. 16.6 is there-
fore quite remarkable. The fragment is quoted by Ath. 8.339d (only preserved by
MS A). This would be the first ever occurrence of a form otherwise unattested in
4th-century BCE comedy and literary prose, except by a more ‘technical’ writer like
Aristotle (see above). The passage in question is cUveatt canépdaig Svaty, | xal
TadT dvaAtolg Kal mAatuppuyyolg tiolv (Timocl. fr. 16.6-7): Suaiv may be a copyist’s
mistake for Svolv, anticipating Tiotv at the end of the following line. Alternatively,
we can consider the possibility of a copying error caused by the palaeographic sim-
ilarity of omicron and sigma in majuscule writing. However, it is also possible that
Timocles used Suaiv precisely because the context contains four other datives plu-
ral rather than dual; alliteration may also have played a role in the choice of the
plural over the dual. In such a case, uai(v) was probably already an emerging var-
iant in colloquial Attic that simply did not find its way into written literary and
documentary texts.

Atticist lexicographers, and ancient linguistic scholarship more generally,
took a great interest in votv, Svelv, and Suaiv.”’

Ael.Dion. 8 31-32 (from Eust. in II. 3.60.15-22): kai, Tt 70 Svolv Kal £l SOTIKAG TaAPA ATTIKOTG, OlOV
‘Suotv yuvaikotv elg aviip ol otépyetar (com. adesp. fr. 189). &v £tépw 8¢ TéMW @not kai, Tt Svo
Kal v ¢ 0w §Vw, fyouv Vo 81 00 0 pkpoD Kal SVw Katd EKTacwy, ATTIKOL AEyouoLy EKATEPW,
Svolv te émil yevikiig kal §oTikig, 0 8¢ Svelv omdviov mapd Tolg maAalolg, €0tt § duwg mapd
Ooukudidn (8.101.1 Suely uépawv). Aéyovat 8¢ kal T®v 8Vo kal Tolg Svo. T0 8¢ Suai Bdppapov, pnat,
Kal Katd Xpiiowv ATTIKNVY Kal Katd AGYoV ypaupatikov. Aéyet 8¢ xai, 6Tl vewTépwy T0 ypagewv
SUETV. 0VBEV yap Suikov eig elv Afyely @aoly ot avaroywkol. Phryn. Ecl. 180: Suct pn Aéye, GAA
Svotv. Phryn. Ecl. 181: Suelv €o0TL pev SOk, T § GAAOKOTWG avTd Ypfiobal Twag émtapdrteTar
énl yap pévng yevikiig tibetal, ovyt kat Sotikiic. [Hdn.] Philet. 225: votv mapd Anpocbével aet
(passim). ot 8¢ AlotL Suelv Aéyovotv. Thom.Mag. 90.15-91.10: Svotv, o0 Svaiv. doa yap u ov-

76 The first instance of Suai(v) in Attic inscriptions is in IG 2%.849.52-3 (see Threatte 2020, 277).
77 For a brief discussion of these theories see Tosi (1988, 183—4).
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VepQaivel yévog, 008¢ TTOOLY SéyeTal HOMEP TO Ol TPELS, TV TPLRV, TOTG TPLALY, EXEL TNV KALOLY:
TOPAKELTAL YAP AVTOTG 0VSETEPOV TA TPlar OpOiWG Kal T(® Téooapeg Ta Téooapa. Kal Tadta pev
dpuvLyog, amayopevwy kabdmag to Suaiv. ebpntat pévtol kat ToiTo mapd Toig priTopat. Oovkudisng
(8.101.1) “¢miottioduevat Suoly Nuépatg’. kat Aptoteidng év 1@ Iepl pnTopikiis mpwtw (2.14 Lenz-
Behr (= 45.4.14 Dindorf)): ‘AN’ anédwike Suol kal TpLoly AvTeUTelY’. KpeltTov pévtol 0 Suotv. yi-
vwoke 8¢ xal todto, 6Tt T0 Vo 0V pdvov Emt evbeiag Kal aiTiatikiig, AAAL Kal €l yevikig Kal So-
TIKiig TiBeTal. Oovkusidng (1.82.2): ‘SteAbovTwY V0 £TOV’. Kal ABdaviog (Epist. 339.7) ‘600 Alpéat
TOUG €l aTOV KatapevyovTag ¢5€ato’.

Opinions vary, but dvotv is unavoidably regarded as correct from the point of view
of analogy (the dual typically ends in -owv, not in -ewv) and because it is attested in
the canonical Attic writers (e.g. Demosthenes). The new form Svelv is acceptable,
because it is occasionally attested even in canonical writers (e.g. in Thucydides,
though we know that it is not a genuine reading, see above),”® but its use is subject
to various limitations. The most recent form 8uci(v) is to be avoided.”

1.2 ‘Long’ datives -atoi(v) and -ote(v)

The poets of Old Comedy retained the use of the ‘long’ dative of the thematic de-
clension long after this morpheme had disappeared from inscriptions. The latest
occurrences of -olou(v) on Athenian public inscriptions date to the 420s BCE
(Threatte 1996, 25-32): since the language of official inscriptions is rather conser-
vative, we should probably infer that this morpheme had already disappeared
from spoken Attic. The ‘short’ dative -o1g is predominant in Aristophanes, but
-olol(v) is still a well-documented recessive variant even in his later plays, and
thus it constitutes an element of morphological conservatism (Willi 2003a, 241).
The use of the ‘long’ datives of the d@-stems can be presented in very similar terms
as a literary convention in the language of Old Comedy (Willi 2003, 241-2).
Various explanations have been proposed for the retention of these mor-
phemes after their disappearance from the spoken dialect. Colvin (1999, 184) sees
the long datives as “invisible’ poetic licenses which did not give an aura of high
poetry’, and he therefore regards them as a staple of literary language whose use
is purely due to metrical convenience. On the other hand, Willi (2003a, 241) thinks
that metrical convenience is not a sufficient explanation, and to support this con-

78 Note that while Eust. in Il. 3.60.18-9 quotes Thuc. 8.101.1 as evidence for the use of Svelv (the
Thucydides manuscripts also have Svelv uépawv), Thom.Mag. 91.2-3 quotes the same passage
with Suotlv uépatg as evidence that Svai was also acceptable.

79 Thomas Magister is the only Atticist source to defend it, although the evidence on which he
relies is problematic (see the previous footnote).
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clusion he points out that a poet like Menander clearly avoids using the long da-
tive. These opposing interpretations can be reconciled. The ‘long’ dative is a genu-
ine morphological archaism, the retention of which must be due to metrical
convenience. The fact that this old morpheme is still common as a non-marked
and non-parodic feature in Old Comedy (and in Middle Comedy too, see below)
may indicate that in this part of morphology the sociolect of Old (and Middle)
Comedy is less mimetic of everyday speech than the language of New Comedy.*
If we compare the evidence from 4th-century BCE Attic prose, we find that the
Attic orators never use the ‘long’ dative (toutoloi contains deictic -{), and that
Plato alone occasionally seems adopt this morphological archaism (most instances
come from the Laws, a dialogue characterised by a more conservative diction in
keeping with the theme of ‘old age’).* This evidence confirms that the adoption of
‘long’ datives in Old (and Middle) Comedy is an element of conventional literary
language that the poets of New Comedy can do without.

1.2.1 -owol
The evidence for the long’ datives of the thematic declension is substantial.

Alexis: petpiolat [. . .] motnpiotg (fr. 9.9), avbpwmotat (fr. 44.2), lavabnvaiolow £v 10ig ixbVow (fr.
57.3), avtoiol (fr. 57.5), Aentolol YAwpoig (fr. 84.5), kovtolol Tovtolg (fr. 103.15), Tolg mpdypacty &
avrotot (fr. 165.2), Tovtolot (fr. 168.6), dpotat (fr. 168.7), (wuolowy (fr. 168.7), év tolot poyxdnpoiow (fr.
187.2), év to1g yduotowv (fr. 233.3). Amphis: épiotot (fr. 27.1). Anaxandrides: mupwtiotot (fr. 6.2),
uvpolg Meyarréiotat (fr. 47.2), éavtolowv (fr. 55.3). Anaxilas: év oxutapiolg pantoloot (fr. 18.6).
Anaxippus: éupatiolg yragupoliot (fr. *1.35), év tolol & €pyolg (fr. 4.3), Oeotow (fr. 6.4). Antiphanes:
Bpotolat (fr. 1.3), Toig Beolat (fr. 85.1), avBpwymotaw (fr. 94.1), év Bataviowow (fr. 95.2), avBpwoLat
(fr. 98.1), ev€apévolowy (fr. 145.4), yevopévolay (fr. 157.2), mapa nuetépolg mpoyovolowy (fr. 172.4),
701G Bewpévotat (fr. 189.16), olot (fr. 192.8, hexameter), £épyotat (fr. 195.13), Aoutnpiotow (fr. 206.3),
vnobétotaty (fr. 206.4), idlotat (fr. 207.3), kawoiol (fr. 207.3), avbpwrmolow (fr. 209.7), koiroig fuboiat
(fr. 216.3), &lpnedpotat (fr. 216.19), Tolg Aaunpolot (fr. 226.6), mapd peibpotat xewdpporg (fr. 228.3),
dootal (fr. 244.1). Aristophon: avtoiow (fr. 9.8), uévoiot (fr. 12.3), rovtotot (fr. 12.4), toig [. . .] peo-
tolow (fr. 12.6), Tolg mTwyolat (fr. 14.1), Toig kakolol (fr. 14.2). Athenion: Toig Oeolow (fr. 1.18). Crati-
nus Iunior: dA\Aota (fr. 4.2), é&v Aedgotiow (fr. 12.2). Damoxenus: avOpwmolow (fr. 2.22), avtolot (fr.
2.37). Diphilus: Kopw6iotow (fr. 31.2). Ephippus: toiot atpouvbioig (fr. 6.4), é&v Tolowv avAolg (fr. 7.2),
701G Nuetépotal maryviolg (fr. 7.3), kvupiotot (fr. 9.2). Epicrates: mapa toiow (fr. 10.5). Eubulus: kav-
Aotowv (fr. 6.3), t6eotatt (fr. 8.1), Tolg éuolow (fr. 26.3), mpog TovTolow (fr. 63.1), &v uéoolg avtolow
(fr. 71.2), omAdyyvotowv (fr. 75.5), apveiotot (fr. 75.5), Beolow (fr. 76.2), Luvetolot (fr. 106.3), apapaxi-
vouot (fr. 107.3), év péoolot tnyavolg (fr. 108.3), avtoig 8¢ toig Beoiot (fr. 127.1). Hipparchus:
avbpwmotowy (fr. 2.2). Menander: 6eoiat (Pk. 268), pog Tolowv ANoLg (Sam. 516), avtolo<iv> (fr.
425), Totol Sovolg (fr. *451.2). Nausicrates: vavtidotot (fr. 1.2). Nicolaus: év tovtolat (fr. 1.27). Phi-
lemon: pévotat (fr. 28.2), mapa toig dAAotatv (fr. 39.1), k&v Bpotolat kav Oeoig (fr. 60.1), Tupoiow (fr.

80 See also the brief remark by Wilamowitz (1925, 155).
81 See Benardete (2000, 227, and n. 39), who also discusses the use of ‘long’ datives.
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82.6), mpo¢ Toig kaxolow (fr. 94.9), mpoyovotawy (fr. 96.9), éyyovoiawy (fr. 96.9), avbpwmotat (fr.
103.2), moAdotot (fr. 106.3), év avBpwmotat (fr. 110.2), Etépototv (fr. 110.4), Tovtolat (fr. 116.1), Tékvol-
ot (fr. 169). Philemon Iunior: toig 6ntoiot (fr. 1.2). Philetaerus: év vekpotot (fr. 13.5). Phoenicides:
npog tovTolat (fr. 3.1). Sosipater: kav nototow [. . .] (wdioig (fr. 1.29), toig dYotow (fr. 1.43), €v T0ig
otpatnywolow (fr. 1.55). Sotades: Opiotat (fr. 1.27). Timocles: ¢v Adyotat (fr. 4.7), Tolg véolow (fr.
32.2). Timotheus: 6eotow (fr. 2.3). Xenarchus: daovvtdrolat (fr. *1.2), £ni Tolol mopveiotow (fr. 4.4),
ayvpolow (fr. 4.12), 6eotowv (fr. 7.8), £ml uév mayovpolg toig 6oig £xOpoiat (fr. 8.2).

A general observation that can be made is that the ‘long’ datives are clearly more
common in nouns and adjectives than in pronouns and especially in the article: it
is telling that while Toiot occurs 8%, even within this smaller sample 701g is attested
20x. If we examine more closely the larger corpora, that is, the fragments of Alexis,
Antiphanes, Diphilus, Eubulus, Menander, and Philemon, some further differences
seem to emerge. The poets of Middle Comedy make greater use of the long’ datives
of the thematic declension than the poets of New Comedy. Menander’s case is par-
ticularly revealing. Even though he is represented by the largest extant corpus in
Middle and New Comedy, only four occurrences of the ‘long’ dative survive. This
may not be entirely coincidental. There are 13 occurrences of the ‘long’ dative in
Philemon. We should probably infer that the use of the long’ dative is one of the
features that characterises Philemon’s language as closer to that of Middle Comedy
(see also Section B.1.2.2).%

1.2.2 -awoL
The long’ datives of the a-stems are less widely attested than the ‘long’ datives of
the thematic declension.

Alexis: avtaiot (fr. 103.13), éni taig apuptdxatot (fr. 145.13), taig mAeiotatot (fr. 153.1). Amphis:
£tépatg te totavtatot (fr. 23.4). Antiphanes: otoAaiol (fr. 38.1), pupaiot (fr. 55.2), ebepoovvalg 60-
uatot (fr. 78.3), taig Bealg | macatot (fr. 204.2-3), owvatowy (fr. 206.4), EavBaiow avpaig (fr.
216.22), xAayktalot ewvaig (fr. 231.4), mpog Movoatat (fr. 272.1). Apollodorus of Carystus: éTapal-
ow (fr. 8.1). Diphilus: taig omovdaiot (fr. 42.15), év talg Tpaywdiaiow (fr. 74.5), év nuépatowy (fr.
98.1). Menander: taig aAnbeiaiat (Theoph. 25), Stafolaiot (fr. 764.1), taig atvyiaiot (fr. 860.1).
Mnesimachus: katandAtaiot (fr. 7.9). Philemon: év taig moAeot mdoatg, v Taig oikialg | mdoatg
(fr. 95.7-8), 86&aiowv (fr. 96.8), taig dAnBeiatow (fr. 118.1), év moAidiow oixkialg (fr. 148.1).
Timocles: frialg wvaiow (fr. 17.2), év alow (fr. 23.4), anaiaiol xepoiv (fr. 24.6), aintaiot
(fr. 31.4).

The evidence is relatively limited. The ‘long’ feminine dative only appears with

nouns and adjectives, very rarely with pronouns, and never with the article. As in
the case of the thematic declension, the long’ feminine dative seems to be far less

82 On the conservative traits of Philemon’s language, see also Section D.3.1; Favi (2022v).
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common in New Comedy compared to Middle Comedy. This is particularly notice-
able in the case of Menander, whose corpus, despite being the largest, contains
only three instances of the ‘long’ feminine dative. What has been said above (see
Section B.1.2.1) above Philemon’s use of the ‘long’ datives of the thematic declen-
sion holds equally true for his use of the long’ datives of the a-stems.

1.3 The neuter nominative and accusative singular of ta0té(v), torolto(v),
and tocoito(v)

The inherited nominative-accusative ending of the neuter demonstrative pronouns is
*-d (as in Latin id, istud, aliud, quid, etc.), which, like all word-final stops, disappears
in Greek in historical times. At a later stage, the innovative form tavt6v with analog-
ical final -v was created (after the neuter nominative and accusative singular of the
nominal declension). In Attic, the neuter pronominal form tavt6v appears with or
without the final -v proper to the nominal inflection. The form with final -v is com-
mon in 5th-century BCE Attic.%* Both forms are attested in Middle and New Comedy.

TaOTo: Antiph. fr. 54.5, fr. 229.3; Apollod.Com. fr. 14.8; Diphil. fr. 101.1; Hegesipp. fr. 1.21; Men. Asp.
179, Asp. 352, Dysc. 810 and 933, Epit. 411, Pc. 306.

TawTov: Alex. frr. 35.3, 63.4, 146.7; Antiph. fr. 221.5; Men. Asp. 124, Pc. 56 and 300, fr. 409.7; Philem.
fr. 82.13; Theophil. fr. 7.3.

This evidence seems to suggest that later comic poets, while still using tavtév, are
are more keen on the analogical form than the poets of Old Comedy. This squares
well with the evidence for two other neuter pronominal forms, tototo(v) and
t0o00070(v), for which the poets of Middle and New Comedy use the analogical
forms, which in turn are not attested in Old Comedy and in Attic inscriptions.®

totodTo and towodt(0): Alex. frr. 35.1, 275.4; Antiph. frr. 55.15, 79.1, 123.4, 192.13; Eub. fr. 40.8;
Men. Georg. 82, Dysc. 76, 156, 353, 631, 752 [supplement], Epit. 881, Pc. 236, Sam. 210, Sam. 375, Sam.
627, Sic. 276; Philem. fr. 96.4; Philem.Iun. fr. 1.3; Phoenic. fr. 3.4.

toroUtov: Alex. frr. 178.14, 24.176, 265.7, 304.1; Amphis fr. 37.2; Athenio fr. 1.3; Diphil. fr. 31.17; Men.
Asp. 204, Dysc. 694, Epit. 476, Heros 6, Sam. 299, Sam. 587, fr. 858.2; Nausicr. fr. 2.2; Philem. fr. 75.3.
TocoUto and tocoDt(0): Alex. fr. 128.2; Diph. frr. 32.8 and 96.3; Men. Asp. 240, Dysc. 402 (adver-
bial); Philem. fr. 94.6.

tocoUtov: Men. Asp. 401, Epit. 437, Pc. 293.

83 See Willi (2003a, 244) who provides the data on tavtdv in Aristophanes. See also Threatte
(1996, 330) on the neuter avtdv, which is very rare and only attested before 400 BCE.

84 See Willi (2003a, 244) on Aristophanes’ almost exclusive use of tolotov and Tocotov and
Threatte (1996, 329) on the neuter toloftov and tocoUtov as the only forms attested in the Attic
inscriptions. Homer also used only the forms with final -v.
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This use of both the non-analogical and the analogical forms is reflected not only
in tragedy, but also in 4th-century BCE prose, where the manuscript evidence
shows a considerable oscillation between the two options.®® It appears that the
poets of Middle and New Comedy not only use a wider range than the poets of
Old Comedy, but they also adopt a more innovative morphology (although such a
distinction may become irrelevant from a synchronic point of view).

Atticist lexicographers, presumably inspired by the evidence from 5th-cen-
tury BCE Attic, recommend the forms with -v:

Moer. T 14: Ta0tév AtTikol: T0 avtd "EAAnveg.

2 Nominal stems
2.1 a-vs d-stems

The evidence from Middle and New Comedy is also relevant to some peculiar
forms of the a-declension, which show an alternating a- and Gd-stem.®®

0¢pun (not attested in Middle and New Comedy) vs 0éppé (Men. Georg. 94). koAokvvty (Diphil.
fr. 98.2; Mnes. fr. 4.30 [metrically guaranteed]) vs koA0kvvOd (not attested in Middle and New
Comedy). véipxn (‘stingray’: Alex. frr. 38.1 and 49.1 = 115.9;* Antiph. frr. 127.3 and 130.2; Mnes. fr.
4.37)®8 vs vépxé (‘numbness’: Men. fr. 388.2).5% t6Aun (not attested in Middle and New Comedy)
vs TOAud (Men. fr. 177.1).

This evidence is also discussed by Atticist (as well as non-Atticist) sources.

Phryn. Ecl. 13: duuvav pn einng, aAN eig pijpa petafdrAwv audvacbar mavta yap ta <tod> prpa-
T0G 80KLpa, apuvotpal, audvacdal, fuLUVAPNY, GULVOTUEY, Auuvopal 0 8¢ dvoud A8OKLUOV.
Phryn. Ecl. 304: 8épua: obTtwg 6 Mévavspog (Georg. 94) 8ia T00 a, AN’ o0Te BoukuSidng 0B’ 1y
apyaia xwpwsdia ovte MAdtwv, Bépun 8¢ (and see below the Herodianic passage discussing
TOAUN). Phryn. Ecl. 405: koAdxuvBa- nudptntal 1j éoydtn cuAAapn St ol Ba Aeyopévn, §€ov Sti
700 TN ©¢ ABnvaiol. Phryn. PS 114.20-1: t6Aun kal toAua, mpopvn kat mpopva. vapkn 8¢ e tol

85 See K-B (vol. 1, 606-7).

86 The most comprehensive collection of evidence is provided by Solmsen (1909, 236-70). His
overall conclusion is that most d-stem forms are post-Classical innovations, but some may date
back to the 5th century BCE. The relationship between the inflection as a-stems and d-stems is
not etymologically justified (see Chantraine 1933, 102).

87 On these shared verses in multiple plays see Arnott (1996, 168; 315; 318).

88 See Mastellari (2020, 419).

89 The derivation of vapxn ‘stingray’ from ‘numbness’ is obvious (one may think of the famous
comparison between Socrates and the stingray in P1. Men. 80a.6, 80c.6, and 84b.7).
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N. Hdn. Iepi kaBolkijg tpoowdiag GG 3,1.253.7 (= [Arc.] Epit. 237.6 Roussou): koAdkuvOa 1y AT-
TK®OG koAokOvTN. Hdn. Mepi kaBoAwkijg mpocwdiag GG 3,1.255.15-6 ([Arc.] Epit. 237.7-8 Rous-
sou): Ta eig pa BnAvka omdvia 6vta Bapvverar TOApa, Oépuar ATTIK®G 8¢ TOAUN Kal Bépun. Ath.
7.314b: Mévavspog & &v daviw St tod o épn (fr. 388)- ‘VmeAALOEY ¢ pov | vépka TIg GAov TO
8épua’, undevog v madaiv obtw kexpnuévov. Moer. a 151: duuvav 1 Kowr| cuvhBetar Aéyel 8¢
TOV ATTIK®OV 008elg. Moer. 8 6: Ooivn Attikoi- Ootva "‘EAAnveg. Moer. p 8: pivn Attikol: ptva “EA-
Anveg. Philemo (Vindob.) 394.16: {evyAnv: oUyl CeOyAav. Philemo (Vindob.) 395.6: koAokOvTny,
00 KoAdkLVOQ.

These forms present different problems and thus require a separate treatment. In
the case of kolokVvtn and ToApa, the poets of Middle and New Comedy still use
the standard Attic form. As regards koAoxvv1n, the evidence from 5th-century BCE
sources shows that this is the original form in Attic (see Ar. Nu. 327 and fr. 581.6,
Hermipp. fr. 69.2, Metag. fr. 16.2 [but the source of this fragment trivialises the read-
ing into koAékuvBal).’ In the 4th century BCE, the variant form xoAékuv@a® begins
to appear (e.g. in Aristotle’s Historia animalium), in many cases as a competitive var-
iant of xoAokvOvtn within the same corpus (koAdkvvOa it is a less attested form of
kolokuvTn in the corpus Hippocraticum and Theophrastus).”> However, the poets of
Middle Comedy still adopt the earlier form koAokuvtn. As regards t6Aua, the form
with /a/ is metrically guaranteed in Menander, and we should point out that this is
precisely the standard Attic form (which occurs in Thucydides, Euripides, Sophocles,
Isocrates, Xenophon, etc.; in poetry it is also metrically guaramteed).93 The form with
the long final syllable toAun (< T6Aud), only occurs in non-Attic texts (e.g. Pindar)
and then in post-Classical sources.**

90 The original Attic form is also the gemeingriechisch form: cf. Alc. fr. 117b.8-9 Voigt (Aeolic),
Epich. fr. 152 and Sophr. fr. 33 (Doric).

91 Furnée (1972, 190) includes this among the examples of the (pre-Greek) oscillation /t/ ~ /t"/.

92 In post-Classical times, koAokOvTn and koA6kvvOa alternate, but individual writers seem to
have their idiosyncratic preferences for one or the other (e.g. LXX, Dioscorides, and Galen almost
exclusively use koAdxuvBa). In late antique and Byzantine sources, we also find the form koAo-
KuvTa, a compromise between kolokOvtn and koAdkuvBa. Furnée (1972, 190 and 365) also men-
tions the late masculine forms koAUkuvOoc/koAdkLVTOC and KOAVKLVTOG.

93 Solmsen (1909, 266) believes that T0Apd is secondary and may have been formed on toAudw
by analogy with cases like yévvi: yevvaw, Slattd: Staitdw, uépLpvd: ueplpvdw, €peuva: Epeuviw.
94 LSJ s.v. ToAua rightly mentions that the papyrus of Sophocles’ Ichneutai has the reading toA-
unv in Soph. fr. 314.17: mpog ToAuav meoelv, which however is not metrically guaranteed. Solmsen
(1909, 266) also mentions that the transmitted text of Eur. Ion 1416 requires toAud, but the line is
emended by modern scholars.
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In the case of 6¢pua and vapka, later comedy adopts the more recent form.
Despite Phrynichus’ claims regarding 6épud in Menander’s Georgos (whose
length is metrically guaranteed), both 6¢pun and Bépua are attested in Old Com-
edy (Bépun in Pherecr. fr. 169.2 [metrically guaranteed], 8épua in Ar. fr. 346.2
[the length of /a/ cannot be confirmed by the metre, since the syllable is followed
by a consonant]).”> Perhaps, the evidence for 8¢ppa was not abundant enough
for Phrynichus to approve of the form with /a/, which he may have regarded as
late and suspicious, particularly because of its occurrence in Menander. Phryni-
chus thus condemns it from an ideological standpoint. Indeed, in the case of
vapkn/vépxa ‘numbness’, Menander adopts the form with /a/,’® but since Aristo-
phanes uses vapxn (V. 713: oluol, Ti mémove’; wg vapkn pov Katd THg XELPOg Kata-
¥eltaw), it is easy for Phrynichus to prescribe vdpxn and proscribe Menander’s
vapka.”’

2.2 ‘Attic’ declension

The ‘Attic’ declension of the nouns Aewg and vewg and of the adjective {Aewg is
still the norm in Middle and New Comedy.

Alex. fr. 41.2-3: Abivng énebuunoev kopng | dvBpwmnog katékAelaé 6’ avtov T@ ve®. Ephipp. fr.
6.6-7: eVBwC T aele v | avtol T0 Avmolv kaméSelev iAewv. Epicr. fr. 3.8: £ml ToUg vewg
Covol mewv@®vTeg kak®Og. Men. Leuc. 5: 1 {axopog i koopoboa tov vew, Tékvov. Philem. fr.
127.2-3: el eig OV vewv | katékieloev avtov. Posidipp. fr. 31.1: vaoi 8v’ eioiv kal otod (Mei-
neke suggested restoring vew, but Kassel, Austin retain the transmitted reading vaoi).

The occurrences in Alexis, Ephippus, Epicrates, and Philemon are all metrically
guaranteed. This evidence is consistent with the other literary and documentary
evidence from contemporary Attic. As regards 4th-century BCE prose, writers like
Plato, Demosthenes, and Isocrates invariably use vewg rather than vaog. An im-
portant exception is Xenophon, who alternates vadg and vewg even within the

95 The occurrence in Aristophanes is still treated as a neuter noun in -pa in LS] s.v. (for this
interpretation see Rutherford 1881, 414-5), while this information is corrected in GE s.v. 6¢pua 1.
96 After Menander, vapxa ‘numbness’ with -a- occurs in Imperial medical texts, Marcus Aurelius
(10.9.1), and Clement of Alexandria (Paed. 2.8.71.3). Solmsen (1909, 268) explains vapka as a later
form, although no explanation of its origin is given. Solmsen (1909, 269) alternatively suggests
that Menander’s vépka may be due to metrical needs, but parallels in other late texts go against
this view.

97 Other occurrences of vapxn are in the corpus Hippocraticum, Diodorus (2.12.3), and Imperial
medical texts.
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same work.”® In addition, if we trust the manuscript evidence, vaog also occurs
once in Hyperides and twice in Aeneas the Tactician.”® In Hellenistic high-register
koine, Polybius apparently used both vaég and vewc.'®® Similarly, forms like Aadg
and vaog only begin to appear on the Attic inscriptions from the late decades of the
3rd century BCE.'™ The late date of the comic poet Posidippus, who was active in
the first half of the 3rd BCE century, led Kassel and Austin to resist Meineke’s resto-
ration of vew in place of the transmitted vaot. Still, considering that the newer
form did not immediately take over in koine Greek, and also that the New Comedy
poets seem to have retained the ‘Attic’ declension, Meineke’s proposal for Posidipp.
fr. 31.1is worth considering.

Men. Leuc. 5 is a particularly important occurrence. This line is known via the
indirect transmission as Men. fr. 686 Koérte—Thierfelder, where the Etymologica
have the trivialisation vaogv instead of the ‘Attic’ declension. The Attic form vew
could be restored thanks to P.Oxy. 60.4024.5 (= TM 61471) (1st century CE), published
by Parsons (1994), where the first reading of the papyrus was actually vewv, but
then the final ny was blotted out with a dot. This reading in the Menander passage
has important consequences. For a start, it shows that Menander’s use of the ‘Attic’
declension is in line with the evidence from the inscriptions, since the accusative
ending - ‘is probably universal after 350 BCE’ (Threatte 1996, 39, who explains
VEWC, VEWV > VEWG, VEW as deriving by analogy from £wg, £éw). Additionally, we may
wonder whether the reading vewv in Philem. fr. 127.2-3 too may be a copyist’s
normalisation.'**

Atticist lexicography shows an interest in the ‘Attic’ declension (and related
forms).

Phryn. Ecl. 261: pAo¥¢ xat toBto nuaptnrar ot yap ABnvaiot pA¢wg Aéyovaty, Kal Td and ToUTov
mAekOpeva EAEIva kadeltat. Moer. o 67: avamiewv <ATTIKO> avdnmAeov <'EAAnvec>. Moer. v 1:

98 See Gautier (1911, 79; 152). Gautier considers vaog a Doric form in Xenophon rather than an
‘international’ archaism. On the limits of these traditional approaches to Xenophon’s language,
here exemplified by Gautier, see Chapter 4, Section 5.1.

99 See Vela Tejada (1991, 124-5); Lopez Eire (2002, 82).

100 See de Foucault (1972, 65). Thumb (1901, 243) explains vadg in the koine as the result of the
competition between Ionic vnog and Attic vewg. But the spreading of vadg must also relate to the
influence of analogy and the tendency of the koine towards simplification, that is, to avoid the
word’s complicated inflection in Attic (cf. the replacement of vadg with mAotov in the koine).

101 See Threatte (1996, 39-40).

102 In the case of Theophrastus’ Historia plantarum, judging from the edition by Amigues (1989),
the accusative gpAewv occurs 2x (4.10.4, 4.10.6) and the accusative @Aew 1x (4.8.1). The coexistence
of the two forms may well be original and also partly motivated by the need to disambiguate
with the genitive 00 @Aew) (which occurs 5x in the same sections: twice in 4.10.4, twice in 4.10.7,
and once in 4.11.12).
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VEWS TNV eVBETaY VKOG Kal 6ELTOVWS ATTIKOL* vadg "EAAveg. Moer. 1 6: TAéwv Kal KATATAEWV
Attikol mApN “EAANveg. Moer. 7 55: TAéwv oivov Attikol- TApn oivov "EAAnves. Moer. 7 83:
mAéw Attikol- mApetg "EAAnves. [Hdn.] Philet. 29: 1ov fjpw, T0v Mivw, T0V Ao W, TV II00el80
Gvev to0 v ol Attikol. TOV Aaywv kal Tov vewv, TOv Aayw Kal Tov vew, dvev ol v | 6LV Q) V.
Orus fr. A 66 (= [Zonar.] 1390.13-5): TOV vewv, fj altiatikiy oLV Td v, Kal Aaywv kat Kov- 1 8¢
yevikn Kal i) otk dvev oD v+ ToD ved kal @ ved. The fact that Orus points out that vewv is the
accusative, while the (by his time) homonymous forms ve® and ve® are the genitive and the da-
tive, may have been encouraged specifically by the late-Attic accusative singular vew, which is
documented in the writings of the poets of Middle and New Comedy (but cf. the more tolerant
approach of the entry in Phileterus). Orus fr. B 10 (= Phot. a 1305, cf. Su. a 1702): Au@iépaog xat
AUQLAPENS: EKATEPWE AEYOUaLY: ‘@ SéoToT AueLapag moAutiunt dvag’. Orus fr. B 26 (= £ a 1558 =
Phot. a 2176 = Su. a 2823, ex ¥): afdyxpewv: €V T® w A€youot, Kal Aeumdvewv. kal td ov8Etepa ol
{yap} madawol dpoiwg. T0 8¢ aloypeov BdpPapov.

2.3 Contracted thematic nouns and adjectives

In Attic, the declension of the thematic nouns and adjectives typically involves
the contraction of the final vowel of the stem and the thematic vowel or the end-
ing (e.g. 6aT00V < d0TéOV, QrTAolg < amAdog, mopeLPolG < TopEvpeog, etc.). How-
ever, there is one rare case in Middle and New Comedy where the uncontracted
form is adopted: xvavéaig (Xenarch. fr. 1.7). This example is very isolated com-
pared to the more common contracted forms, although it finds an earlier parallel
in the ypvoéav used by Theopomp.Com. fr. 4.1. Both occurrences are used to par-
ody poetic diction.'®® A comparison with Demosthenes, Isocrates, Plato, Xeno-
phon, and Lysias also shows that the adjectives ypUaoeog, dpyUpeog, xdAkeog, and
Kuaveog occur exclusively in the contracted form. Atticist lexicographers usually
prescribe the contracted forms, which they probably found to be more in line
with other typical Attic outcomes, such as the ‘contracted’ genitive and accusative,
singular and plural, of the eu-stems.'®* A partial exception is Philemon.

Phryn. Ecl. 178: xpOoea, apyvpea, xaAkea, kKuavea: tadta Takd Statpovyueva. xpr odv Aéyewv
Xpuaod apyvpd Kuavd tov attikifovta. {ypvoolc Aéye: 0 yap xpvoeog Takov. opoing Kat xpuoods,
apyvpolc, xaAkods, kuavodg, GAAA ui xpvoeog, apyvpeog). Phryn. PS 43.17-9: anAd, SutAd, Tpt-
TG Kad T@ Bpola mepLoTdoty, <ov> yap vrtomintel T Twviki] Statpéoel, olov Suthda SUTAd kal Ta
6uota. Phryn. PS fr. *367 (= Su. ¥ 553): ypuvod: 10 Al kal SUTAG Kal TOAAQTAG Kal TavTa Ta
Toladta mepLon®aty ot ATTikol, apyupd, xpuaod, Kal kKepaped amo T00 kepapeodv, Kal powikd ano
700 @owikodv. Antiatt. 6 1: Bpodg Bovkvdidng & (4.66.2). Moer. o 27: 66tolv ATTIKO(* 0GTEOV

103 See Kassel, Austin (PCG vol. 7, 710-1); Farmer (2022, 38) on Theopompus; Nesselrath (1990,
263) on Xenarchus.

104 On the forms in -tvoc which derive from these contracted nouns and their assessment in
Atticist lexicography, see Fiori (2022, 31-9).
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"EAMNveg. Moer. X 3: xaAkoOg XoAkij adtatpétws ATtikol: xaAkeog yadkéa "‘EAAnveg. Moer. y 4:
XpLoolc kal xpuoi] Attikol: xpvoeog kal xpuaéa EAAnvec. Moer. x 28: yadkijv xpuoijv ATTikoi:
SlaAedvpévwg 8¢ “EAAnveg. On all these entries see Batisti (2023a); Batisti (2023b). Philemo
(Laur.) 356: 46poog u¢ dyplog. Philemo (Laur.) 358: Swkpolv, wg ypvaodv. Philemo (Vindob.)
396.28: powvikeov: o0 @owvikodv. Orus fr. B 126 (= Phot. 0 566): 06T00v* §10VAAGPWS, 0VK OaTEOV
Aéyovotv ot Attikol. A different type of contract forms is discussed by Philemo (Laur.) 356: xai
Bopiig kai Bopéag exdTepa.

2.4 Genitive -gog of i-stems

In the genitive of i-stems, Attic and the high koine retain -ewg (which is the out-
come of -nwog > -nog > -ewg with ‘quantitative metathesis’). Most other dialects,
however, especially Ionic, developed a regularised, analogical inflection as mdALg,
TOALOG or as TOALG, TOAe0g, which is closer to the ending -og of the other genitives
of the third declension (-eog originates from the shortening of /e:/ before another
vowel).'” Both méAlog and méAeog are attested in Homer, while only the former is
standard in Herodotus. In Attic texts, the genitive -eo¢ is used for metrical conve-
nience in tragedy, while the only occurrences in Old Comedy dialogues are
0UBpeog in Ar. Pl 1044 (metrically guaranteed) and @voeog in the comic poet Theo-
pompus (fr. 33.3; restored by Porson, whose emendation is accepted by Kassel,
Austin).'*® Willi (2003b, 57-8) rightly sees UPpeog as influenced by the Ionic dia-
lect: an analogical and de-Atticised form. Among the poets of Middle and New
Comedy, the -e0g genitive of i-stems UPpLg and moALS is attested only in Eubulus.

moAeog: Eub. fr. 118.8. OBpeog: Eub. frr. 67.9 and 93.7.

In all three cases, the corresponding -ewg genitive form would be unmetrical, and
so the use of -eog is due to metrical convenience. The rarity of such forms and the
fact that they are only used for metrical convenience make it likely that we
should not regard them as evidence of an extensive de-Atticisation of 4th-century
BCE Attic, but simply as prosodic possibilities exploited by a few poets. In 4th-
century BCE Attic inscriptions, words with an i-stem very occasionally have -gog
instead of the expected -ewg (and also words with an eu-stem, but a genitive like
8[1Jad86oeog, which occurs in IG 22.1749.76, dated to 341/0 BCE, is unattested in

105 The genitive -106 is the most common form in most Greek dialects, particularly Ionic (see
Buck 1955, § 109.1-2).
106 See Willi (2003b, 57-8), who provides further references.
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Middle and New Comedy).'®” Most likely, -1og/-o¢ was admissible in spoken Gro-
Rattisch.'®® Note, too, that Xenophon at least once adopts the analogical genitive
-to¢ of the i-stem common noun tUpaolg ‘bastion’ (i.e. Tijg TOpaotog in place of Tijg
TOpoews in X. An. 7.8.12, whereas in the plural Xenophon always uses the older,
non-analogical inflection of this noun). Given that topaoig is a word of the mili-
tary jargon, it is possible that the Ionic inflection of this term was also standard
in Attic texts (hence, the retention of non-assimilated /rs/).® The fact that in the
plural Xenophon retained the expected Attic inflection with apophonic alterna-
tion (i.e. TOpoeLg, TUPGEWVY, etc.) is probably no mere coincidence. Considering
that the plural of i-stems did not undergo an analogical remodelling in post-Clas-
sical Greek, it is quite possible that in Grofsattisch too the analogical inflection
of the i-stems had only spread in some cases, notably the genitive singular. This
may thus explain the adoption of the -eo¢ genitives in Aristophanes, Theopom-
pus, and Eubulus.

2.5 Nominative plural of u-stems

The older nominative plural ending -Ueg, which is still common in 4th-century
BCE literary Attic, is occasionally replaced by the nominative plural -0¢ in Middle
and New Comedy.

ix00¢: Eub. fr. 108.3; Alex. frr. 47.2 and 263.9; Antiph. fr. 233.3; Men. Sam. 98. udg: Antiph. fr. 191.1.

These forms developed by analogy with the accusative plural, where -0¢ is the ex-
pected ending."'® The forms in -U replace the standard forms in earlier Attic,
which are still attested in 4th-century BCE comedy when they can be metrically
useful (iyBveg in Telecl. fr. 1.6 and Archipp. fr. 30, poeg in Anaxandr. fr. 42.61).""
This morphological development shows that later comedy aligns with a tendency
already visible in Attic documentary inscriptions at the end of the 5th century

107 See Threatte (1996, 213).

108 In Ptolemaic papyri, the genitives -l0¢ and -eog are both attested in common nouns (see Mayser,
Gramm. vol. 1,2, 23-4). In Imperial papyri, besides -tog and -eog, the genitive singular of i-stems may
also end in -1¢ (as in Modern Greek, cf. moAn, moAng; see Gignac 1981, 75; CGMEMG vol. 2, 534-5).

109 On military jargon see Chapter 4, Section 4.2. On Xenophon’s language see Chapter 4,
Section 5.1.

110 See K-B (vol. 1, 439); Schwyzer (1939, 564, esp. on ai épxug in Xenophon’s Cynegeticus). See
also Section B.2.6.

111 Sommerstein (2013, 134).
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BCE.™ It seems that this development attracted the interest of Aelius Dionysius
and other Atticist sources, who defended the admissibility of both.

Ael.Dion. x 17 (= Eust. in Od. 2.165.13-4): ai 6¢ toladtal kplBal Kal Kéypug SLoVAAAPWG Kal EKTETA-
pévwg EAéyovto katd Aidlov Alovislov Oniuke.™® Philemo (Laur.) 359: 8piic kal Spveg gauév,
see Batisti (2023c).

In the case of u-stems which present an apophonic alternation (*-u/-eu), such as
miyvg, Mxewg, the older nominative plural -eig (from *-eF-g¢) is retained (see
¢yxéAelc in Antiph. frr. 191.1 and 233.5, Eub. fr. 36.3, and Men. fr. 224.5)."** This trig-
gered the development of the analogical accusative plural éyyéAelg, which is at-
tested in the poets of Middle and New Comedy (see Antiph. fr. 104.3, Alex. fr. 78.7,
and Timocl. fr. 11.6).""® This innovative accusative plural will attract the criticism
of the Atticist lexicographers.

Antiatt. n 17: fuioeag: avti 100 fuicelc. Phryn. PS 73.4-6: uioeag kai uioels duow pév ATtikd.
ATTIKWTEPOV 8¢ TO Nuiceag. nuicelav ovv @ L fuiov — Ruicews — Huioea, AN’ ovyL fuion. See
Fiori (2022, 37-8).

2.6 Analogical accusative plural -vag of u-stems

The expected accusative plural of u-stems is -0¢ (< *-uns). However, in post-Classi-
cal Greek the analogical accusative ending -vag was developed, modelled on the
athematic stems."® An early example of this, pvag, occurs in Posidippus (fr. 15.3),
a poet of late New Comedy (first half of the 3rd century BCE).""’

Atticist lexicographers duly indicate -0¢ as the proper Attic ending.

Phryn. PS 77.14-5: iy80¢ 1 aitiatikn t@v mAnBuvtik@v Attikwtepov fimep (x0Vag (see Batisti
2023c).

112 See Threatte (1996, 219-20), who discusses the use of the nominative plural otdyvg in place
of aTdyveg.

113 This doctrine seems to have enjoyed wide diffusion. The other occurrences, most notably
including Moer. k 18: kdypug Attikoi- kptbal me@puyuévat ‘EAAnveg and Phot. k 509: kdypug kpL-
Bal meppuypévay, are collected by Theodoridis ad Phot. k 509.

114 The word éyyelvg is obviously a special case, insofar as in the singular (éyyeivg, £yyéivog,
from *éyyeAv-) it does not show the same apophonic alternation as in the plural (¢yyéAetg,
gyxérewv, from *eyyeAeF-).

115 See Section B.2.9.

116 See Gignac (1981, 80).

117 For early evidence of this morphology in Homer, see Batisti (2023c).
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2.7 ‘Contracted’ genitive and accusative, singular and plural, of eu-stems

In 5th- and early-4th-century BCE Attic, the genitive and accusative singular and
plural of eu-stems typically underwent a process of ‘contraction’ (especially
after -Cu-, -at-, and -et-). This process resulted in the consonantisation of the vowel
[e/ before the ending, the merging of the resulting glide with the preceding semi-
vowel, and the displacement of the accent to the final syllable (Threatte 1996,
248-57).

éx IMewpawide: Alex. fr. 247.1; Crito Com. fr. 3.4. Iletpawdt: Men. Epit. 752. yot: Anaxandr. fr. 33.1;
Epin. fr. 2.8; Eub. fr. 80.4; Men. fr. 442 (none of these occurrences is metrically guaranteed). xodg:
Alex. fr. 15.19; Damox. fr. 1.3; Epin. fr. 2.5 (this last occurrence is metrically guaranteed).

The problems posed by the ‘contracted’ forms of xoevg (i.e. xo0¢, x06¢) will be
discussed in Section B.2.11. As a general tendency, the non-‘contracted’ forms of
eu-stems become increasingly common during the 4th century BCE, and then,
from the 3rd century BCE onwards, the ‘contracted’ forms almost disappear.
ITelpatevg is a special case compared to the other ‘contracted’ eu-stems: this
form is the only one that continues to appear in the ‘contracted’ form after the
3rd century BCE.® In the case of ¢Alevg (fisherman’), unlike ITetpatevg, it ap-
pears that the poets of later comedy preferred the ‘uncontracted’ forms.

aAtéwv: Anaxandr. fr. 33.15; Alex. fr. 76.5. @Atéag: Antiph. fr. 188.17; Alex. fr. 155.1.

GALevg is rare, but the ‘contracted’ genitive singular aAw®g is known to have oc-
curred in the 5th-century BCE comic poet Pherecrates (fr. 215)"° and the accusa-
tive plural AAwdg of the toponym AALElg is attested in Thucydides (1.105.1). Overall,
the poets of later comedy seem to follow the prose writers of the 4th century BCE
in using the ‘uncontracted’ form, which will then become the standard inflection
in post-Classical Greek.

2.8 Accusative singular and plural of eu-stems

The phonetic development behind the formation of the accusative singular and
plural of eu-stems has been examined in a seminal article by Méndez Dosuna

118 Note, for example, that the accusative Ileipatd also occurs in Machon (388 Gow).

119 Quoted by ZP a 981 = Phot. a 975 (this entry was edited by de Borries as Phryn. PS fr. *154).
This Attic peculiarity is also commented upon by Hdn. IIept kaboAwiig mpoowsiag GG 3,1.430.18—
9 = Ioannes Philoponus Praecepta tonica 89 Xenis.
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(1993h)."° To put it very briefly, the encounter of the nominal stem with the case
ending yields the following four options: (1) -€a(g) in synizesis, (2) -a(c) as the out-
come of contraction, (3) bisyllabic -ea(g) with /a:/, (4) bisyllabic -ea(c) with /a/. The
more common outcomes in Classical Attic are (1) or (3). In all dialects other than
Attic, (4) is the norm, but this prosody was also occasionally adopted in Attic trag-
edy (though only with povevg). Middle and New Comedy provides evidence for
all four outcomes.'*

Synizesis: dAléag (Antiph. fr. 188.17).

‘Contracted’ -@i(c):"** yod (Anaxandr. fr. 33.1; Epin. fr. 2.8; Eub. fr. 80.4; Men. fr. 442) and yodg
(Alex. fr. 15.19; Damox. fr. 1.3; Epin. fr. 2.5) (‘contracted’ from *yoéa and *yoéag, accusative singu-
lar and plural of y0e0g); €ig IMetpatd (Men. Epit. 752, ‘contracted’ from *Tletpatéa, accusative of
Melpateve).

Ja:/: Axapvéa (Timocl. fr. 18.6); Tnpéa (2x in Timocl. fr. 19.3); NnAéa (Men. Epit. 326); IIpoun6éa
(Men. fr. 508.2); Tovg iepéag (Anaxandr. fr. 40.10).

/a/: Tov Tpo@éa (Theophil. fr. 1.3); Yuyéa (Euphro fr. 3.1); yovéag (Antiph. fr. 261.2); keotpé(a)
(Philem. fr. 83)."%

The occurrence of the accusative otpwpatéa in a fragment of Alexis (fr. 120.3) is a
thorny case, since it would be compatible with three options: synizesis, /a:/, and /a/."*

It is perhaps no coincidence that the /a/ is predominantly attested in trisyllabic
words with a tribrachic form. Not only does this hold true for the comic occur-
rences listed above (except Philemon’s keatpé(a)), but it also finds confirmation in
the fact that, in tragedy, @povevg is the only word for which an accusative @ovéa
with /a/ is attested (see above). One might think that in words with this form the /a/
proved to be a suitable metrical option.

Atticist lexicographers, particularly Moeris, are keen to recommend the long
prosody for the accusative singular and plural.

Moer. a 12: augopéa tALéa paxp®g Attikol Bpayéwg "EAAnves. Moer. a 13: dyuld pakp®dg v ent
Téloug Attikol- ayutd "EAAnveg Bpayéwg (on this more problematic entry Vessella 2018, 126-9).

120 See further La Roche (1897, 1-4); K-B (vol. 1, 448); Schwyzer (1939, 575); Vessella (2018,
144-6).

121 In the following cases the length of the final syllable in bisyllabic -¢ag is unknown because
the syllable is closed: Tovg ALéag (Alex. fr. 159.1), keatpéag (Henioch. fr. 3.3), Tavpéag (Antiph. fr.
188.4). No instances of the accusative singular or plural at the end of a iambic trimeter are listed
since in that position the syllable can be either short or long.

122 See Section B.2.7.

123 See Arnott (1996, 334). He also mentions paciAé(d) in Machon 171 Gow.

124 Arnott (1996, 334) opts for /a/ on the basis of the parallel examples from later comedy, but
there is no decisive argument in favour of this over the other two possibilities. Synizesis seems
an attractive option.



2 Nominal stems = 267

Moer. t 4: innéa aAéa Baoéa pakp®g Attikol. Moer. t 18: inméag pakp®¢ ATtikoi- Bpayéwg “EA-
Anvec. Philemo (Laur.) 355: Atpéa, WG BactAéa, 0 a pakpov. Orus fr. B 115 (= Phot. o 46): O8vo-
oéar 1) €oYdTn pakpd, kal ta dpota. Orus fr. B 132 (= Phot. 7 809): Ilepoéa kal Onoéa xail aiyéa
Kal AyAAéa kal TV opoiwv mavtwy éxteivouot o a to teAevtaiov {kal} ént Tfi¢ aitiatikic ntw-
oewd. A similar development is discussed regarding the accusative of the proper names in -fig,
-00¢ (< -éng, -éoug). See Phryn. Ecl. 127: HpaxAéa, IlepikAéa, OepiotokAéa émekteivwv v
£oyamv Aéye, AN un HepakAfv kai ITepkAijy kal OnuiotokAijv (on which entry see also Section
B.2.10). Other sources are collected by Alpers (1981, 248) ad Orus fr. B 132 (= Phot. 7t 809).

Vessella (2018, 146) finds it somewhat surprising that the Atticist lexicographers
were so concerned about forms such as innédag, since they must have been very
marginal in the koine. The evidence for the short prosody provided by Anti-
phanes’ yovéag, Euphro’s puyéa, Philemon’s keotpé(a), and Theophilus’ tpo@éa
suggests that it may have been the evidence from later comedy that prompted the
Atticist reaction, possibly as a response to those who relied on similar cases to say
that the post-Classical prosody with /a/ was also good Attic.’®

2.9 Analogical accusative plural of eu-stems

The accusative plural of eu-stems in Attic is -éag (from BaciAnF-ag). In post-
Classical Greek, under the influence of the nominative plural (and perhaps also
after tag moAelg) a new accusative plural ending -€i¢ was developed, which then
became predominant in the koine."® Some early examples of this development
can already be found in Middle and New Comedy.

yoveig (Philem. fr. 168, Men. fr. 824, com. adesp. fr. 237), but yovéag is still attested in comedy
(Antiph. fr. 261.2) and is the norm in 4th-century BCE prose (for instance, Xenophon, Lysias,
Plato, and Demosthenes regularly use yovijg/yovelg in the nominative and yovéag in the accusa-
tive, but note that Isocrates alternates the older accusative yovéag, which occurs 6x, with the an-
alogical yovelg, which occurs in 1.14 and 1.16).

inmelg (Men. fr. 204), as part of the proverb inmnelg npokaAeioBat eig mediov, but inméag is also
used (Apollod.Com. fr. 5.20). It is conceivable that the proverb adopted the innovative form in-
nielg, which was presumably more colloquial at the time. The innovative form inmnelg is also vari-
ously attested as a variant reading of innéag in Xenophon’s manuscripts and is discussed by
ancient scholars along with vopeig in place of vopéag.*’

keoTpelg (Antiph. fr. 136.1), but keatpéag is also attested in Alex. fr. 11.8, Henioch. fr. 3.3.
ypaoeig (Alex. fr. 20.5), as opposed to the accusative {uyypagéag/ovyypa@éag in Thucydides
(8.67.1) and Isocrates (18.58).

125 That the correct prosody of the accusative singular and plural of eu-stems is with /a:/ is also
discussed in grammatical sources, collected by La Roche (1897, 1).

126 See Mayser (Gramm. vol. 1,2, 29-30).

127 See Sgobbi (2004, 234-5; 250-2).



268 —— Chapter 5 Atticin the flesh

otpwpateis (Apollod.Com. fr. 2), but this is a comparatively new word in 4th-century BCE Attic
(the earliest attestation is in Middle Comedy),"?® and there is no evidence for the non-analogical
ending (see also Thphr. HP 4.2.7: To0¢ Kpikoug TopveDOULGL TOVG €i¢ TOVG OTPWUATELG TOUG
SlamotkiAovg).

In principle, one cannot rule out the possibility that some of these occurrences of
-€l¢ may conceal instances where an original -éag scanned in synizesis."® Still, the
parallel evidence from other 4th-century BCE texts suggests that these analogical
endings were indeed expanding in late Attic. Atticist lexicography is critical of the
analogical development.

Antiatt. y 18: yovéag kal ypagéag kal té dpotar oV PRV yovelg, o08¢ ypagels, wg olovtal Sev
Aéyewv. Philemo (Vindob.) 394.8: ¢punvéag ovy épunveis.

2.10 The inflection of s-stems as masculine d-stems

Already in Attic inscriptions of the 5th century and then especially of the 4th cen-
tury BCE,™®” s-stem personal names (e.g. Zwkpdtng, Zwkpdarovs) develop new ana-
logical forms modelled on the a-stems (i.e. Zwkpdtng, Zwkpdrov, etc.).”®! The
epigraphic evidence is extensive (see Threatte 1996, 154-78). These analogical
forms are also attested in literary texts, such as Old Comedy — where, contrary to
the practice of modern editors, they should probably be retained (see Willi 2003a,
250) — and prose.”** The evidence for this analogical treatment in Middle and New

128 See Arnott (1996, 335).

129 See Section B.2.8.

130 See Threatte (1996, 173-8), who points out that while the analogical accusative -nv became
pervasive after the 370s/360s BCE, the vocative usually retained the inherited ending -€c.

131 This was only possible in Ionic and Attic, since the phonological process /a:/ > /e:/ is typical
only of these two dialects. It should be noted that the opposite process may also have taken
place, i.e. names with an a-stem may have been inflected as if they were s-stems, but the evi-
dence for this is controversial (see Threatte 1996, 89-91; Lopez Eire 2002, 93-4).

132 Some names, like ‘Ynepeidng and Oeokpivng, are inflected exclusively as analogical a-stems
even in the literary sources. As regards Lwkpatng, the analogical accusative Zwkpdatnv occurs in
Eup. fr. 386.1 (but the passage is textually problematic), Pl. Phdr. 236¢.5, Grg. 514d.7, and appar-
ently in Hyperides (fr. 55 Jensen). Hyperides also employs the analogical accusatives ABnvoyévnv
(Ath. 3, 4, and 5 Jensen) and EVBukpdtnv (fr. 76 Jensen), although in the new Hyperides which
has resurfaced in the Archimedes palimpsest, there is an oscillation between the analogical An-
woaBévnv (Contra Diondam 4 (= f. 137v 1. 6) Horvath) and the original Anpuoo9évn (Contra Di-
ondam 9 (= f. 145r 1. 20) Horvéath). As regards the vocative case, unlike Menander, who uses the
analogical vocative in -n, Hyperides uses the older vocative ABnvoyeveg (Ath. 16, 20, and 26), in
line with the preference for the non-analogical vocative in inscriptions (see Threatte 1996, 178).
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Comedy is confined to the name Ztpato@davng, the main character in Menander’
Sikyonioi.

Vocative Ztpato@davn for older Ztpatoé@aveg: Men. Sic. 128 (integration), 135, 142, 377, 381, Sic. fr.
3.1.1*® Accusative Ztpatwedvny for older Ztpato@dvn: Men. Sic. 365.

This development points to the koine.”** Atticist lexicography is obviously critical
of analogical inflection. The interest of Atticist lexicography in these analogical
developments of the s-stems also concerns the plural forms, but in this case, they
recommend the analogical form modelled on the d-stems.'*

Antiatt. 6 21: Onpapévng v KANTKAY. T@Ammidngt Kobopvoig (Philonid. fr. 6). Moer. & 48: An-
uoabévag Attikol- AnpocBévelg <katt> t0 avaAoyov “EAAnveg (see Pellettieri 2023i). Moer. ¢ 23:
LwKkpdtn ATtik®¢ Zwkpatnv ‘EAAnveg (see Pellettieri 2023h). For a parallel not involving s-stems,
see Phryn. Ecl. 127: HpaxAéq, IeptkAéa, OcUIoTOKAED EMTEKTEIVWY TIV €0YATNV AEyE, AAN Wi
‘HpaxAijv kal IepkAiiv Kal OnULOTOKARV.

2.11 Heteroclisis and metaplasm

It is not uncommon in Greek for several nouns to have allomorphs belonging to
different inflectional classes (heteroclisis) or to be transferred from one inflectional
class to another (metaplasms). The motivating factors vary, although analogy and
morphological regularisation or simplification undoubtedly play a major part.

yuvij: the innovative, analogical nominative plural yuvai in place of yvvdikeg occurs in Men. fr.
*457 and Philipp. fr. 2, earlier examples of which in Old Comedy are the vocative yvvyj in Alc.Com.
fr. 32, the accusative singular yuvijv in Pherecr. fr. 96, and the accusative plural yvvag in Pherecr.
fr. 206. Since the context is missing, it is almost impossible to say whether any of these cases is
unmarked."* In Attic inscriptions, yuvijv occurs in the defixio Peek, Kerameikos II1.C.3.73 (4th cen-
tury BCE) (see Chapter 4, Section 5.2). These forms of yuvi, reformed as an analogical a-stem, at-

133 The fragment known via the indirect tradition is quoted by Phot. ¢ 613 with the precise aim
of stressing this morphological peculiarity. No attempts have been made to identify the source of
the entry in Photius’ lexicon. We can only surmise that it may have been an Atticist source en-
dorsing a milder form of Atticism.

134 See Mayser (Gramm. vol. 1,2, 37-40).

135 As evidence for these forms, we may mention Aptotoedavag (PL. Smp. 218b.2), Anpocbévac,
and Eppoyévag (Plu. Quaestiones convivales 613d.4).

136 See Cassio (1981, 84). This distinction was already considered an important one by ancient
scholarship. See the sources discussing éuavtog in Plat.Com. fr. 83 as well as the nominative 06
npdowmog and genitive To0 ydAa in PLCom. fr. 247. On Aristophanes of Byzantium’s engagement
with these forms (Ar.Byz. fr. 25) see Chapter 7, Section 2.2.
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tracted the interest of Atticist lexicography, see Antiatt. y 1: yvvai- avti 100 yuvaikeg. ®AUnidng
ASwvialovoag (fr. 2), Pepekpatng KpanatdAroig (fr. 96) “Tijv yoviv’ (see Batisti 2023d).

0 kAG8og, o0 kAdSov: while Euripides and Aristophanes use the athematic accusative plural
KAGSag (Eur. Tr. 256) and the dative singular kAaSi (Ar. Lys. 632) as well as the dative plural kAd-
8eat (Ar. Av. 239) as from 70 kAd8og, T00 kKAGSovG (DELG s.v. hypothesises that 8évSpeat served as
a model), the evidence we have from Middle and New Comedy is limited to the form of the the-
matic declension (dative plural kAddotg in Alex. fr. 124.5). We should point out that 6 kAd8og is
the better attested form already in 5th-century BCE Attic texts, not only in tragedy but also in
comedy (see Cratin. fr. 105.4; Amips. fr. 24). Thus, Alexis used what we may regard as the normal
Attic form.

uéaptug: we know from Photius (u 120 = Men. fr. 557) that in the accusative singular Menander
adopted not just the far more common inflection as a consonantal stem, i.e. pdptupa (for which
see Men. Fab.incert. 6, unless one accepts Sudhaus’ supplement pdptupalg), but also the (innova-
tive) inflection as a u-stem, i.e. pdptuv (but on the etymology and inflection of uaptug see DELG
s.v.; EDG s.v.). The accusative pdptov is first attested in Simonides (fr. 11 West) and then occurs
again in Imperial and late-antique prose (Josephus, Plutarch, Chariton’s Callirhoe, Clement of
Alexandria) and poetry (Nonnus), in Byzantine texts, and in a late-antique documentary papyrus
containing the deposition at a trial, where pdptuv occurs together with udaptupa (P.Lips. 1.40.col.
ii.8-9) (= TM 33700) (Hermoupolis, last quarter of the 4th century CE).

dpvig: the accusative plural of this form can occur either as the older i-stem, i.e. 6pvelg/6pvig
(see Men. frr. 115.1, 132.2, and 132.3 [in the latter case, the manuscripts have 6pvibag, which is
corrected metri causa to the accusative of the i-stem], and Apollod.Car. fr. 24.4), or as a dental
stem in -0-, i.e. dpviBag (Men. fr. 115.2). In post-Classical Greek the two inflections still coexist, and
it appears that Phrynichus also regarded the nominative plural forms 6pvelg and 8pvifeg as
equally acceptable (Phryn. PS 93.10: 6pvelg kat 0pvifeg: SITTGOG <T0 TANOLVTIKOV>).

o1\, 6e0¢;: the old s-stem form, which is still attested in an unattributed fragment of New Comedy
(com. adesp. fr. 1084),"*” was later replaced by the analogical t-stem form ofig, ontéc, which is
first attested in the nominative plural ofjteg (as opposed to the older form oéeg) in a fragment of
Menander (fr. 761.5). The new ¢-stem form became a competing alternative to the s-stem form
during the 4th century BCE and established itself as the more common inflection of this noun in
post-Classical times (the s-stem form is only attested twice in Philo and once in Lucian, though
both of them alternate it with the ¢t-stem form). Unsurprisingly, the older s-stem form was recom-
mended as the proper Attic one by Atticist lexicographers (see Moer. ¢ 1: cée¢ ATTIKO{* OfjTES
"EAMnveg and other sources discussed by Batisti 2023e).

ok0To¢: while 6 ok6t0g is the rule in Old Comedy (see Ar. Ach. 1168-9, V. 256, 275, and 911, Pax
691, Av. 1483, Lys. 72, Ec. 288, 314, 375, and fr. 156.1), in later comedy it occurs only once in a frag-
ment of Archedicus, a poet of New Comedy (fr. 1.3 év 70 0k0T®); T0 0KOTOG is the more common
option and is attested in Alexis, Diphilus, and Menander (Alex. fr. 222.12, Diph. fr. 91.3, Men. Dysc.
428) and also in two comic adespota, probably belonging to later comedy (com. adesp. frr. 247.9
and 1001.6; regarding the identification of the latter fragment, see the discussion by Kassel, Aus-
tin, PCG vol. 8 ad loc.). In the light of this distribution of masculine and neuter okdtog, the re-
mark by Moer. ¢ 34: ok6t0¢ 008eTépwg ATTikol: okotia “EAANveg is rather surprising, in that it

137 On the authorship of this fragment see Favi (2019a).
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completely overlooks the fact that the masculine 6 ok6tog rather than the neuter 10 ok6tog is the
rule in 5th-century BCE Attic (see Batisti 2023f).1*® An entry in Photius’ lexicon (which depends on
either Aelius Dionysius or Orus) credits Ameipsias with the use of both ok6tog and ok6tov.™ As
suggested by Orth (2013, 337), this ambiguous remark must indicate either that Ameipsias used
both forms, or that he was a rare example of an Old Comedy poet who used neuter 0 okdtog; in
the latter case, Orth concludes, Ameipsias may have been one of the earliest Attic writers, along
with Thucydides, to use t0 ok0T0G.

ok0og: this form alternates between the masculine 6 ok0gog and the neuter 10 okV@og already
in archaic and Classical times. To take an example from an Attic text, in Euripides’ Cyclops we
have evidence of the inflection both as a masculine (Cyc. 256, 556) and as a neuter (Cyc. 390, 411).
Similarly, in Middle and New Comedy we find both the masculine 6 ok0@og (Dion.Com. fr. 5.3,
Epinic. fr. 1.8) and the neuter 10 oxV@og (Alex. fr. 135, Epig. fr. 3).

TapLyog: the neuter 70 tdpiyog is the norm in 5th-century BCE Attic and is still quite common in
later comedy (see Antiph. frr. 27.22, 78.1, 140.4, Alex. frr. 15.13, 77.2, 178.8 [on which see Arnott
1996, 527-9], 191.5, Anaxandr. fr. 51.2, Men. Epit. fr. 5.2, fr. 409.11, Philipp. fr. 9.4, Athenio fr. 1.33);
however, the masculine 0 téptyog, which is already attested in Old Comedy in Crates (fr. 19.2),
Cratinus (fr. 44), Aristophanes (fr. 207.1), and Plato Comicus (fr. 49) (outside of Attic texts, it also
occurs in Epicharmus, fr. 159, and Herodotus, 4x in 9.120.1-2), is also used by the poets of Middle
and New Comedy (see Timocl. fr. 16.5 and Philipp. fr. 34). The preference of 5th-century BCE Attic
authors for the neuter 70 tapuyog is correctly indicated by Atticist lexicographers, although the
masculine 6 téptyog was also acknowledged by less strict Atticist lexicographers and by other
grammarians too. See Poll. 6.48: kal 0U8eTépwG pev 10 TdpLyog ol ATTikoi, Twveg 8¢ kal AwpLelg
Appevik®g kal Tdv ATTiK@V év AlovuoaretdvSpw Kpativog (there follows Cratin. fr. 44) and
Moer. T 20: TdpLyog 008eTépwg AtTikol apoevik®s "EAAnves. Regarding the masculine 6 tapuyog,
see also Ath. 3.119b and Herodian quoted by Eust. in Il. 1.117.12-6.

vi6¢:*° the more ancient form is vivg, whereas the thematic vidg is secondary and probably de-
veloped by dissimilation (i.e. to avoid the repetition of /u/, see DELG s.v. and EDG s.v.). The form
vivg, which remains unattested in literary sources, is well documented in inscriptions (Threatte
1996, 221 for Attic evidence). vivg is inflected as a u-stem, but with an alternation and subsequent
generalisation between the full-grade *vieF- and the zero-grade *viv-/*viF-. The older form as u-
stem is progressively replaced by the thematic form vidg. In Classical Attic, viog becomes pre-
dominant from the 4th century BCE. While Xenophon, Demosthenes, and Plato alternate the two
types of declension, the poets of Middle and New Comedy use the thematic form almost exclu-
sively.**! The only exception is the accusative plural vielg in Alexis (fr. 77.1), but this form is not

138 Moeris’ entry may have undergone epitomisation: his original entry may have been similar
to that of Phot. ¢ 337 (we should thus correct o08eTépwg to ékatépwg or integrate <ApoevVIK®G
kai> before o08eTépwc).

139 See Phot. o 377 (edited as Ael.Dion. ¢ 26 by Erbse, who compares Eust. in Od. 1.19.8-14, and
as Orus fr. B 148 by Alpers): okdTog Kai 0KOTOV- EKATEPWS. 0UTWG Apewdiag (fr. 38). Further refer-
ences to ancient grammarians and erudite sources are collected by Alpers ad Orus fr. B 148.

140 For a more detailed discussion of the phonological and morphological problems related to
this form, see Favi (2022w).

141 Similarly, in Attic inscriptions, the form as a u-stem disappears outside of metrical texts
after the mid-4th century BCE (see Meisterhans, Schwyzer 1900, 144-5; Threatte 1996, 220-2).
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without suspicion and it may be the result of corruption (see Arnott, 1996, 211). The accusative
plural viag which occurs in a hexameter fragment of Theopompus Comicus (fr. 30.1) is a parody
of the Homeric formula viag Ayaiiv.

X00¢, X06¢:*** building on the o-grade of the apophonic root of y£w (*xef-,*X0F, *xU-), this noun
was sometimes inflected as a thematic stem (i.e. xo0g, xo0 < *y0F-0g, *X0F-0v), as an ou-stem (i.e.
X006, X006 < *XOF-¢, *XOF-0¢), and as an eu-stem (X0€0¢, X0£wG < *YOFNF-G, *XOFNF-0G; this under-
went ‘contraction’ in Attic, the resulting inflection being yoe0g, xo&¢, xoel, xod, plural o€,
X0V, xoedal, yotic)."*® The thematic inflection is never attested in literature in Classical times,
while it is well documented in Attic inscriptions'** and in post-Classical Greek."** The inflection
as an ou-stem is thought to have developed analogically after fodg, Bodc. In Attic inscriptions, it
seems to be standard in the plural.**¢ At some point, a new accusative was formed analogically
after the development of the consonant stems, that is, x6a and y6ag (in place of the original yodv
and x00¢)."*’ As a consequence, the ou-stem and eu-stem inflections almost overlapped in the ac-
cusative (think of y6a and yod, x6ag and xodg). In the literary sources, this is reflected in the
manuscript evidence, which oscillates between the accentuation as an ou-stem and as an eu-
stem. This situation has made it difficult for the editors to decide what to print. However, since in
a few passages of Aristophanes the forms yod and yodg (from the inflection as an eu-stem) are
metrically guaranteed, the editors of Aristophanes, Menander, and the comic fragments now sys-
tematically restore the contracted forms of xoetg in (almost) all places.**® As regards Middle and
New Comedy, the evidence for the inflection as an eu-stem is the accusative singular yo& (Anax-
andr. fr. 33.1, Epin. fr. 2.8, Eub. fr. 80.4, Men. fr. 442) and accusative plural yodg (Alex. fr. 15.19,
Damox. fr. 1.3, Epin. fr. 2.5), but note that of all these cases only xodg in Epinicus is metrically
guaranteed. In support of the modern editors’ choice to print yoé and xodg, we should add that
ancient grammatical sources going back to Herodian say that Menander’s yod has a long vowel
and a perispomenon accent, which means that it is the outcome of a contraction based on the

142 See Egli (1954, 62-3) and Perpillou (1973, 164-6), who also collect the evidence from sources
other than comedy, especially the corpus Hippocraticum.

143 See Section B.2.7.

144 See Threatte (1996, 267-8).

145 See, e.g., Mayser (Gramm. vol. 1,2, 27).

146 See the discussion by Threatte (1996, 267-8), whose conclusion that the singular inflection as
an ou-stem was a back-formation from the plural is likely (but the inference about how to inter-
pret XOA is a less uncontroversial one).

147 It is possible that the analogical forms were created to make it easier to distinguish between
the nominative singular and the accusative plural xo0g.

148 See Cratin. fr. 199.3, where Kassel, Austin also collect the evidence in Old Comedy for metri-
cally guaranteed accusative plural yodg and accusative singular yod. To their data one must add
the very interesting, and mostly neglected, occurrence of the genitive plural Xoéwv in com. adesp.
fr. 1035.18 (a fragment of Old Comedy?). Although the modern editors’ choice is reasonable enough,
little attention has been paid to the metrically guaranteed occurrence of the dative plural Xovot in
Ar. Ach. 1211. This case shows the shaky ground on which modern editors’ decisions rest. On the
genitive x06¢ and xo®g see the discussion by Kassel, Austin (PCG vol. 5, ad Eup. fr. 379).



3 Comparatives and superlatives = 273

full grade (*yopn(F)-a)."* It should be noted, however, that the inflection of o0 as an ou-stem is
also metrically guaranteed at least in one case, namely the dative singular xoi in Anaxandrides
(fr. 42.13).°° But since this is a passage in anapestic dimeters, one may at least wonder whether
this is a one-off licence. Atticist lexicography prescribes the accusative yéa (or more likely xod?)
over the koine form yov (Moer. ¥ 26: 6a T0 uétpov Attikol: xoOv ‘EAAnveg).™™

3 Comparatives and superlatives
3.1 Short and long primary comparatives

In Greek, besides the more widespread n-stem inflection of the comparative (e.g.
uetlwv, peiovog, i.e. the longer forms), the old s-stem inflection has survived in the
accusative singular of the masculine/feminine (tov/tnv peilw, i.e. the shorter
forms), in the nominative and accusative plural of the masculine/feminine (oi/at
ueiCoug, Tovg/Tag peioug), and in the nominative/accusative neuter (tét peilw).™** In
Aristophanic comedy, the distribution of the longer and shorter forms does not
easily suggest that the former had already overtaken the latter (Tab. 1).> If we
analyse the evidence for the ten most common primary comparatives, the data
from Middle and New Comedy generally confirm a similar conclusion, albeit
with some nuances.

The longer forms seem to be slightly better attested than the shorter ones,
but the tendency towards the longer forms is not particularly strong. Further-
more, as is already the case in Aristophanes, the long forms are often found at
line-end in the iambic trimeter and the catalectic trochaic tetrameter, which is

149 See Choerob. in Theod. GG 4,1.238.1-6 (= Hdn. Ilepl kAloewg ovoudtwy GG 3,2.706.1-8). The
‘contracted’ forms of the eu-stems are discussed by several sources which depend on Herodianic
materials (see Section B.2.7).

150 The metrically guaranteed /i/ makes it certain that this form derives from yo¥g, x0d¢ (if it
were a form of yo0eug, one would have yoel or possibly ol with /i:/). The metrical interpretation
of this line as given by Millis (2015, 204) is therefore incorrect, in that the third anapestic metre
of the line contains a dactylic resolution (¢v xot), not a spondee.

151 In the light of what has been said above, and in view of the unreliability of the manuscript
evidence, the paroxytone accent univocally transmitted in Moeris’ manuscripts should be
emended into perispomenon yod. On the inflection of xo0¢ and its compounds in the Imperial
koine, as witnessed by the papyrological sources, see Gignac (1981, 83-4).

152 See Schwyzer (1939, 536-7).

153 See Willi (2003a, 243-4). As discussed by Threatte (1996, 311-2), it is only in Roman times that
the longer forms become predominant over the shorter ones in Attic inscriptions.
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Tab. 1: Distribution of the longer and shorter forms in Middle and New Comedy.

Singular Plural
Shorter Longer Shorter Longer
BeAtiwv BeAtiova: Men. BeAtiw: Men. fr. 322.2, BeAtiova: Men. fr. *871.4
Dysc. 282, Apollod.Com. fr. 9.2
BeAtiov’: Men.
fr. 273.3
ENATTWV €\attov’: Philem. fr.
145.2
Néiwv ndiova: Apollod.Car. fr.
5.16
ATtwv fttov’: Philem. fr. 31.6
KPEITTWY  KpELTTW: Kpeittova: Kpeitrovag: Men. Epit.
Axion. fr. 8.6, Men. Th. fr. 1.13, 329
Cratin.Iun. fr. kpeittov’:
8.5 Philem. fr. 120.2
peillwv  peifw: peidova: Diphil.  peiloug: Anaxandr. fr. peiloveg: Alex. fr. 294.1,
Ephipp. fr. fr. 45.3, peidov’: 42.11, Philipp. fr. 28.4, peilovag: Philem. fr. 98.7
5.4, Men. fr.  Men. Sam. 526,  peifw: Antiph. fr. 157.5, (2x), peilova: Philem. fr.
728.2, Men.  Sophil. fr. 4.2 Epicr. fr. 9.2, Men. Dysc. 31.6, peidov’: Timocl. fr.
fr. 763 825, Philem. fr. 94.1 6.17
mAeiwv  mAeiw: Alex. mAelova: Alex.  TAeloug: Antiph. fr. 203.2, TAeloveg: Posidipp. fr.
fr. 257.3, fr. 263.4 Men. fr. 208.5, Men. fr. 30.1, mAelovag: Diphil. fr.
Damox. fr. 877.6, Philaet. fr. 14.2, 5.1, Eriph. fr. 2.9,
3.1 mAeiw: Diphil. fr. 4.3, mAeilova: Men. Epit. 795
Men. Epit. 656 (2x), Men. fr. 91.2,
(integration), Men. Sam. mAeiova: Sotad. fr. 1.32
230, Philaet. fr. 3.1,
Posidipp. fr. 6.6 (or
singular?)
Xelpwv Xeipovag: Men. Th. fr.

1.18, xeipova: Diphil. fr.
84.2
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possible in the case of trisyllabic forms, since Porson’s bridge does not usually
apply in comedy (except in paratragedy). Although the long forms are well at-
tested in authoritative Attic writers, Atticist lexicographers unsurprisingly recom-
mended the use of the ‘short’ forms as being typically Attic and foreign to the
koine.

Moer. a 75: aueivw ATTikol: dueivova "EAAnveg. Moer. n 10: jTtw ATTikol: fjocova kowvov. See
Pellettieri (2023g).

3.2 Primary comparatives with /i/

The regular prosody of the primary comparative ending -iwv is with /i:/, as op-
posed to /i/ in Ionic."* Although the regular prosody is still the rule in the poets of
Middle and New Comedy, it appears that /i/ is at variance with the standard

Attic /i:/ in two lines of Alexis:'>®

Alex. fr. 25.6: TOpBale, Mavn- yaotpog ovdev i{Stov. Alex. fr. 158 (= Antiatt. n 5) j510v- AAeELG
'08V0CET AMOVITTOUEVW.

Beside the gloss of the Antiatticist (Antiatt. n 5), Phrynichus too may have touched
upon the vowel length in the primary comparatives, but the interpretation is not
univocal.

Phryn. Ecl. 264: £yylov €1l 100 €yy0Tepov wi Aéye, GAN ¢yyutepov- £l 8¢ ToD év Tf] yij, olov €y-

yewov Ktiua’, &l Tig xp@To, plota &v xproatto, 0g Kai Anpoadévng ([D.] 34.24)- ‘€yyelov TOKOV’
Aéyel16

3.3 Primary comparatives with alternating -iwv/-twv

The treatment of the suffix of the primary comparative in Greek is complicated by
the fact that the comparative suffix appears both in the form -{wv (as in n8iwv),
where the preceding consonant remains unaffected, and -iwv (as in 8docwv), where

154 But the situation is not as clear-cut as is often claimed (see Barber 2013, 151-2).

155 On the Antiatticist gloss, the interpretation of the reference to Alexis, and the relevant ante-
cedent in Ar.Byz. fr. 347, see Tosi (1997, 173-4); Chapter 7, Section 2.2.8.

156 For a collection of sources other than Atticist lexica discussing the prosody of the primary
comparatives, see Callanan (1987, 31-2).
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the consonantal /i/ causes the palatalisation of the preceding consonant.”” This dif-
ferent treatment produced some doublets, that is, adjectives which have both a com-
parative formed with -{wv and one with -lwv (e.g. yAvxiwv and yAboowv, Bpayiwvy
and Bpdoowv, etc.).

Téywov: Men. fr. 296.16. This occurrence is disputed. The fragment only survives in Aulus Gellius’
Noctes Atticae, so the readings are somewhat uncertain. The passage with tdytov is particularly
thorny. Not only is the meaning uncertain,®® but téytov is also unprecedented in Attic texts (the
comparative tayiwv only begins to appear in the koine). Kock was inclined to retain tdytov in
Menander. In support of this view, we may cite two occurrences of tayiwv in the Hippocratic cor-
pus (Mul. 1.27 and Dent. 30),"° as well as the fact that, although primary comparatives are recessive
in historical times, secondary formations of this type spread to replace the older forms (besides
Toyiwv, we may mention mayiwv, BeAtiwv, and aioyiwv).'® On the contrary, Kassel, Austin obelise
Tdylov, stressing that Menander elsewhere uses only the adverb tayéwg and adverbial tayv. This
instance of tdytov is probably best regarded as uncertain, and the matter requires further
investigation.

Phryn. Ecl. 52: Téylov "EAANveg o0 Aéyouaty, Battov 8¢. Moer. 6 18: 6Gttov <ATTiko{> Tdyl0V <'EA-
Anveg>. Moer. T 7: Tdylov o0 Aéyetat map’ ATTikolg dAAG Bdttov. [Hdn.] Philet. 18: 6dttov €peig,
oyl Téylov- kai PpasiTepov, ovyl Ppdsdiov- kal aicylov, ovxi aicypdTepov: kai kékiov duoiwg. e

3.4 Analogical extension of the comparative and superlative endings -£otepog,
-€0TATOG

We have only one example where the comparative and superlative suffixes
-é0TepOg, -é0TaT0G are employed in an uncontracted first-class adjective.'®?

157 For a full treatment of this issue (which falls within the realm of Sievers’ Law), see Barber
(2013).

158 The sentence would mean something like ‘the young female servant is obsequious and faster
than a word’, probably meaning that she is very willing to carry out orders even before she is
asked.

159 For the dating of these works respectively to the years between the late 5th and the early
4th century BCE and around the early 4th century BCE, see Craik (2015, 206); Craik (2015, 61) (but
the dating of De dentitione is more uncertain).

160 See Barber (2013, 175; 182; 185; 378).

161 One may also compare the criticism of €yylov in Phryn. Ecl. 264: €yylov ént 100 €yyvTepov Ui
Aéye, GAN &yyutepov- &mtt 8¢ ToD &V Tij Yij, olov ‘Eyyelov KTijuc’, &l TIg xp@To, dplaTa &v xprioatto, 6§
Kal Anpoc6évng ([D.] 34.24)- ‘€yyelov Toxov’ Aéyel (on this entry see also Section B.3.2).

162 The use of the comparatives and superlatives in -éotepog, -éotatog, originating from the s-stems
(6AnBNg > aAnBéatepog), spread more widely to the n-stems (e08aipwv > ebSarpovéatepog) and to the
contracted adjectives of the first class (aAolg > dmhoBotepog). For a discussion of the development
of these comparatives, see Wackernagel (1897, 2-3).
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evlwpéatepog: Antiph. fr. 137; Ephipp. fr. 3.11; Eub. fr. 148.8.

The regular form €0{wpdTepog is also attested in comedy (see Cratin. fr. 453 and
Eup. fr. 452, both quoted by Phryn. Ecl. 62, and Diph. fr. 57.2), as is the simplex,
(wpdtepog (Antiph. fr. 147.2, a hexametrical fragment; Ephipp. fr. 10). Metre is
probably key in the use of the regular or the analogical form. Whereas e0{wpo-
1epog and {wpotepog, in the only two cases where we are able to judge (Diph. fr.
57.2, Ephipp. fr. 10), occur in the first two metra of a iambic trimeter, all three
occurrences of eb{wpéatepog are at verse-end. It seems that in the first two thirds
of the line, the forms that would have required a higher number of solutions in
the metre were preferred, while e0{wpéatepog was used as a metrically conve-
nient alternative form to accommodate the adjective in the final metron. Perhaps,
this new comparative ev{wpéotepog was perceived as less of an oddity due to the
parallel development of ¢ikpatog > dxpatéatepog (possibly due to confusion with
axpatng, first attested in Hyp. Dem. fr. 9 col. x1.34-5 Jensen, as reconstructed by
the references in Ath. 10.424d and Poll. 6.24), which had a similar meaning and is
far more widely documented.

We should mention that earlier comic parallels for eb{wpéatepog are the ana-
logical ebwvéotepog in Epicharmus (fr. 119) and a@bovéotatog in Eupolis (fr.
330.2). It is intriguing that Epicharmus’ ebwvéatepog has the same prosodic form
as ev{wpéatepog, but since the Epicharmus line in which the analogical compara-
tive occurred is lost, one can only wonder what position it occupied in a trochaic
or iambic metre. As regards Eupolis, since agpBovéotepog and dpbovéaTatog are
also attested in Pindar (0. 2.94) and Aeschylus (fr. 72) (later also in Plato, R.
460b.2, and Xenophon, Mem. 4.3.6), it is possible that Eupolis may be using the
analogical superlative not only in the wake of 6go@uAeatdtny in the previous line,
but also as a means of raising the tone (possibly a tongue-in-cheek praise of a
city: whether Athens or another one, it remains uncertain).'®® Eupolis’ use of the
analogical comparative may thus represent a different case from the use of such
formations by later Attic writers.

In Atticist lexicography, the analogical extension of the comparative and su-
perlative endings -éotepog, -éotatog was probably approached differently, de-
pending on the ideological standpoint of the lexica. This subject also attracted the
interest of grammarians more generally.

Antiatt. a 74: agBovéatepov- Iivapog Envikiotg (0. 2.94). Antiatt. a 75: dpyaiéotepov: IivSapog
“Yuvoug (fr. 45 Snell-Maehler). On these entries see Tribulato (2022e). It is possible that Phryn. Ecl.
114: Twpdtepov’ 6 TONTAG, oL 8¢ Aéye ‘e0lwpov képacoVv’ Kal ‘€0lwpoTePoV’, wg AploTo@dvng (Ec.

163 See Olson (2014, 25).
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137; 227) xat Kpativog (fr. 453) kat EdmoALg (fr. 452) originally dealt with the occurrences of evlw-
péotepog in Middle and New Comedy (see Tribulato 2022h).

We should add two more examples of the analogical extension of the comparative
and superlative suffix -éatepog, -éo0tatog in 4th-century BCE Attic texts that may
be of interest for their reception in Atticist lexicography, namely douevéotatog
(PL. R. 329c.3-4 and 616a.7)"** and paSiéotepog (Hyp. fr. 86 Jensen).'s

3.5 Comparative and superlative endings -iotepog and -iotatog

Comparatives and superlatives in -{otepog and -iotatog occur with a typically de-
rogatory nuance in 5th-century BCE comedy.'*®

AaAiotepog: Alex. fr. 96.1; Men. fr. 309. AaAictatog: Men. fr. 129.1.

These three examples still retain the derogatory nuance of comparatives and
superlatives in -iotepog and -{otatog in earlier comedy. In earlier sources, the
comparative AaAiotepog is attested twice in Aristophanes (Ran. 91, fr. 684); in 4th-
century BCE texts it occurs in Theophrastus (Char. 7.7), always with a derogatory
tone. The superlative AaAiotartog is rare and, apart from Menander, occurs only in
Eur. Cyc. 315 (again, a text whose genre allowed for the use of a language perhaps
closer to the colloquial register). The comparatives and superlatives in -{otepog and
-lotatog have attracted the interest of ancient scholars, including Atticist sources.

Poll. 2.125: kal 70 Aadelv 8¢ kal 6 AdAog xal AcAiotepog. [Hdn.] Philet. 297: AaAiotatol,
ovogayiotatol, kAentiotator 10 LnepOeTikdv. Further sources are collected by Theodoridis
(1976) ad Philox.Gramm. frr. *337 and *350.

164 The indirect tradition attests that in R. 329c.3-4 there was a variant reading dopevaitata (see
Philox.Gramm. fr. *337a-b, which is reconstructed from the Etymologica and Eustathius). Phryni-
chus claims that the correct comparative of éapevog is dopevmtepog (PS 18.10: aopevwtepog St T
w. T0 8¢ énippnua dopevaitata), no doubt from an analogical standpoint, and this view is supported
by only one occurrence in the Hippocratic corpus (Art. 33: dopevwtdtn avtolow 1 Pabein moin
eatverau). It is likely that in discussing these forms Phrynichus was not only concerned with the
occurrence in Plato, but was also implicitly condemning dopevéatepog and dopevéataro.

165 This Hyperides passage is certainly alluded to by Pollux (5.107), though instead of padiéo-
tepog Pollux gives the reading paSiwtepog (otherwise unattested).

166 See Willi (2003a, 243).
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3.6 Analytic comparatives in place of synthetic comparatives

Analytic comparatives of the type udA\ov + positive adjective, already attested in
Aristophanes,'® are also occasionally attested in Middle and New Comedy.

Kata@aveig udAiov: Timocl. fr. 34.2. ud@AAov @vociov: Xenarch. fr. 7.5.

The synthetic forms are well attested in 5th- and 4th-century BCE prose and po-
etry. Note that pdAlov kata@avig occurs 2x in Plato (Plt. 266d.4, Lg. 645c.3). The
analytic construction originally belonged to a more colloquial register, but it may
also be metrically convenient. avocuwtepog and katagavéatepog have the same
prosodic form, so it may not be a coincidence that these two forms are replaced
by their analytic equivalents. These synthetic comparatives are long words whose
position in the iambic trimeter of comedy is subject to limitations (i.e. they tend
to be placed in the right part of the verse, see Orth 2015). In the fragments of
Timocles and Xenarchus, analytic comparatives replace synthetic ones in places
where the latter forms would not fit the metre. There is some discussion of ana-
lytical comparatives in Atticist lexicography.

Ael.Dion. a 10 (= Eust. in Od. 1.9.30-1): <ayaB6c: 1} OYKpLoLG piiAdov dyabdg kal 1 UépOeots pd-
Alota ayabog>. ayabwtepog <8¢> kal dyabwratog map’ ovSevi @V EAMjvwy keltal. Phryn. Ecl.
65: ayaB0g pddkov Aéye, un dyabwtepog, kal avti tol ayabwrtatog dyabog pudiota. See Favi
(20220).

4 Pronouns
4.1 Reflexive pronouns

4.1.1 The reduplicated personal pronoun autog as a reflexive pronoun (adtog
aovtov)

To express the reflexive pronoun, Greek can reduplicate the personal pronoun

avTég, as in avtog avtév.’®® In addition to occurring in epichoric and literary dia-

lects other than Attic, this use is well attested in tragedy,'® while the evidence

from Old Comedy is very scanty (Ar. Ec. 402, Crates fr. 16.2). Although Middle and

167 See Willi (2003a, 243).

168 See Favi (2020, 364-5). The correct spelling is the one with the smooth breathing on
the second avTOG.

169 See the evidence in Favi (2020, 365 n. 786).
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New Comedy provide a smaller corpus, the evidence is more abundant than for
Old Comedy.

Apollod.Car. fr. 5.9-11: ¢ yap pdAiov v npoeideto | [. . .] Aemouévoug opdv | avtovg V¢’
avt®v (or should we restore UT’ avT®v?). Diph. fr. 92.1: 601L¢ yap avTOg avTOV O0VK aioyvvetal |
oLveldod’ avtd eadia Swamempayuévw. Men. fr. 844.8: avtol map’ avt®v Etepa mpoomopiloyev.
Philem. fr. 113.4: abtog & €w’ avTtod’ oTwv movnpog kal mikpdg. Philem. fr. 122.2: To0g avTog
avToD BovAea®’ Vylaivewy @itoug. Timocl. fr. 6.19: Ta¢ adTOG AOTOD GLUPOPAS HTTOV OTEVEL

The Antiatticist may have devoted an entry to this topic, arguably with a view to
defending the admissibility of this construction, but the interpretation is uncertain.

Antiatt. a 4: Tavt06t a0TOV- AvTl T00 éuavtdv. This interpretation of the entry (and of the follow-
ing two) originally goes back to Sicking, but S. Valente (2015b) now accepts a different interpreta-
tion (see Section B.4.1.2).

4.1.2 The 3rd-person singular reflexive éautod/adtod in place of the other
reflexive pronouns (¢pautod, ceautod, etc.)

In poetry (but not in Homer) and prose, the 3rd-person singular reflexive pro-
noun £avtod/avtod can replace the corresponding forms of the other persons
(both singular and plural).!”® While the tragic evidence is solid, no occurrence is
found in Aristophanes.” As regards prose, this use is attested only once in Hero-
dotus and Thucydides, while it becomes more common in 4th-century BCE prose.
It appears that later comedy follows 4th-century BCE prose in allowing this use of
the reflexive pronoun against the common 5th-century BCE usage.

Crobyl. fr. 1: tapdottov adTdoLToV: aTOV Yoiv Tpéewv | Té TALloTa oUVEPAVIOTOG €1 T6 SeamdTn
(instead of 2nd-person singular pronoun). Men. fr. 64.5-6: viv aAnBwov | &ig mélayog avTov &u-
Badels yap mpayudtwy (instead of the 2nd-person singular pronoun). Men. fr. 632: _ _ v’ o0y a0t®
TAPETPAPNV, GAAG ool (instead of the 1st-person singular pronoun). Men. fr. 844.8: avtol nap’
avtdv Etepa mpoantopilopev (instead of 1st-person plural pronoun).'” Philem. fr. 116.3: v &¢ &¢
gautovg €o0ued’ €otepnuévol (instead of the 1st-person plural pronoun). Posidipp. fr. 30.2-3: o¥
uev attikiCelg, nviK’ v ewvnv Aéyng | avtod Tiv’ (instead of the 2nd-person singular pronoun).

This use of the reflexive pronoun is discussed in several entries of the Antiatticist,
apparently in order to defend it against the criticism of more rigorous Atticist lex-
icographers. The Antiatticist may have used the poets of later comedy as a source.

170 See K-G (vol. 1, 572).

171 See Willi (2003a, 256).

172 Here it is the reduplicated demonstrative pronoun avttdg that is being used (see Section
B.4.1.1).
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Antiatt. a 5: a0T00 avti 100 oavtol. Antiatt. a 6: aOTE* Avtl T00 Euavtd. It is also possible that
the entry Antiatt. a 4: ta0TOGT aOTOV: AvTl To0 £pavutov dealt with this use of avtog, if one agrees
with S. Valente’s (2015b) interpretation that tavtogt is either a scribal error or the remaining
lemma of an entry whose interpretamentum has been lost (according to this interpretation,
S. Valente hypothetically envisages two entries: Antiatt. a 4a: a0Tt0G <t*x> and Antiatt. o 4h:
avTév: avtl Tod éuavtov). S. Valente thus rejects the interpretation offered by Sicking, who
thought that the three consecutive entries of the Antiatticist were concerned with the reflexive
pronoun formed by attog + avTod/adT®/avTov (see Section B.4.1.1). Among the parallel sources
collected by S. Valente (2015b, ad Antiatt. a 4-6), see especially Priscian. 18.177 (GL 3.290.3-6): £av-
TV proprie quidem tertiae est personae, invenitur tamen et primae et secundae adiunctum. Mévav-
8pog (fr. 632): ‘tv’ ovy AT TaPETPAPNV, GAAG GOU, TOUTEGTLY OUK EUAVTE.

4.1.3 Personal pronoun in place of the reflexive pronoun

The replacement of reflexive pronouns with personal pronouns is not uncommon
in Greek, particularly in tragedy, but it is foreign to comedy.'”® The evidence from
Middle and New Comedy is limited.

Philem. fr. 18: o®{e oavtév, ¢yw & £ué. Anaxandr. fr. 63: Unép oeavtod T mpdrte!™ 8tu év oot
8oxk{j, | éyw & vmép £uod.

Both these fragments are quoted in the entry on this topic in the Antiatticist,
which presumably meant to defend this use against its proscription by other At-
ticist lexicographers.

Antiatt. € 19: €pé- avtl 100 €uavtév. oé- avtl to0 oavtdv. Pjuwv Fapotvrl (fr. 18)- ‘c®le cav-
TV, £yw 8 Epé’. Avagavspidng (fr. 63): “Unép oeavtod mpdtte OTL &v oot Soxij, | Eyw & Umep €uol’.
S. Valente (2015b) ad loc. collects the parallel passages where grammatical treatises and scholia
discuss the use of the personal pronoun instead of the reflexive pronoun.

4.2 Deictic -i in demonstrative pronouns and adverbs

The use of deictic -{ in pronouns and adverbs is extensive in Old Comedy, with
over 600 occurrences in Aristophanes alone.'” According to Dover’s (1997, 64) cal-
culations, in Aristophanes the forms with deictic -{ are 1/4 of the equivalent ones

173 See K—G (vol. 1, 559); Millis (2015, 298).

174 Kassel, Austin (PCG vol. 2, 274) put the crux to signal the problematic hiatus in npdtte 87t
To the corrections proposed in earlier scholarship and collected ad loc. by Kassel, Austin, one
should now add mpégov 6 Tt offered by Sansone apud Millis (2015, 297-8).

175 See Willi (2003a, 244-5). Orth (2018) provides a valuable study (with earlier bibliography) of
the main uses of deictic -{ in Greek Comedy, with particular attention to Aristophanes’ corpus.
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without deictic -."”® However, since the forms with deictic -{ are virtually limited
to dialogue, it is easy to infer that they are an element of colloquial language,
which is confirmed by the fact that they are much less frequent in prose than in
Aristophanes (besides, they are never found in tragedy)."”” In Middle and New
Comedy these deictic forms are comparatively less common than in Old Comedy.

Forms of 081 occur 16x (126x in Aristophanes, the ratio with forms without deictic -{ is 1:2.5). 08
Arar. fr. 16.2; Alc.Com. fr. 22.1; Antiph. fr. 166.3; Alex. fr. 19.1. To8i: Alex. fr. 191.5; Diphil. fr. 19.3;
Men. Asp. 262, Dysc. 400, Sam. 180, Fab.Incert. 30. Tovdi: Anaxandr. fr. 42.66. Tov8i: Antiph. fr.
57.1; Diphil. fr. 45.3. Tnv8i: Henioch. fr. 5.7; Men. Dysc. 212. tadi: Men. Sic. 141. tovedi: Antiph. fr.
225.11.

Forms of ovUtooi occur 140x, plus four possible cases (340x in Aristophanes, the ratio with forms
without deictic -{ is ca. 1:4). o0toot: Alex. frr. 177.3, 177.15, 245.1; Antiph. frr. 27.15, 35.1, 151.2, 212.1,
214.1, 221.8; Athenio fr. 1.27; Axionic. fr. 1.1; Eub. fr. 119.1; Euphro fr. 9.15; Men. Asp. 139, 527, 536,
Georg. 106, Georg. fr. 6, Dysc. 143, 167, 212, 480, 607, 753, Epit. 138, 294, 299, 302, 320, 384, 386, 387,
406, 447, 576, 1105, Car. 19 (a likely restoration), Mis. *424 (the reading of the papyrus, ovToael,
may be either ovtooi or 00tog €]), 702, Pc. 88, 229, 281, 338, Sam. 127, 549, 563, 639, 716, Sic. 29, 247,
260, 368, 378, Sic. fr. *11.3, frr. 60.1 and 143; Philem. frr. 8 and 63.3; Posidipp. fr. 1.9. Tourti: Alex.
frr. 140.8 and 212.2; Anaxil. frr. 3.1 and 4.1; Antiph. frr. 101.3 and *127.7 (ftouty); Apollod.Gel. 2.1;
Ephipp. fr. 5.19; Nicostr.Com. fr. 9.2; Xenarch. fr. 12.1; Men. Dysc. 173, 180, 218, 224, 327, 393, 431,
464, 559, 613, Epit. 386, 404, *418 (8wt Touti of the papyrus is often, but not always, emended to
81 tolito by the editors), Pc. 142, 243, 341, 344, 357, Sam. 399, 466 (tovtoy(), 684, Phasm. 50, frr.
1.2, 297.2. Tovtovi: Antiph. frr. 27.13 and 150.1; Athenio fr. 1.7; Diod.Com. fr. 3.1; Dionys.Com. fr.
2.36; Hegesipp. fr. 1.23; Men. Asp. 88, 247, 333, 387, 430, 467, Dysc. 5, 47, 412, 549 (a nearly certain
restoration), 659, 964, Epit. 466, 514, Col. 66, Mis. 470, 537, 715, Pc. 226, Sam. 72, 155, 165 (a possible
supplement), 280, 309, 322, 499, 539, Sic. 144, frr. 364.2, 844.3, 884.1 (a most likely supplement).
Tavtnvi: Anaxipp. fr. 8.1; Eub. fr. 3; Sophil. fr. 6.3. Tavti: Men. Asp. 113, Dysc. 419, Epit. 376, 526,
573, Th. fr. 3.2, Mis. 695, Sam. 687, Sic. 260, Phasm. 23, fr. 397.3.

Forms of o0Twot occur 3x (7 in Aristophanes, the ratio with forms without deictic -{ is 1:15): Men.
Asp. 401, Sam. 645, Leuc. fr. 4.

€kewoot is unattested (10 in Aristophanes, the ratio with forms without deictic -{ is 1:18).

7010081 is unattested (3x in Aristophanes, the ratio with forms without deictic -{ is 1:2.5).

Forms of totovtoai occur 8%, a ninth occurrence is uncertain (17x in Aristophanes, the ratio with
forms without deictic -{ is 1:4). Torovtooi: Anaxandr. fr. 34.7; Men. Epit. 256. totovti: Pc. 107 and
339. Totavtnol: Men. Epit. 1060. Torovtovi: Men. Epit. 246 and 445. *towavti: Epicr. fr. 10.31
(Athenaeus’ MSS C and E have totadta, which violates the metre and for which Meineke, among
others, has suggested the correction Toladti).

TooovTooi occurs 1x in Anaxandr. fr. 29.2 (10x in Aristophanes, the ratio with forms without
deictic -{ is 1:2.5).

TnAwkouTooti is unattested (2x in Aristophanes, the ratio with forms without deictic -{ is 1:3).

176 The data concerning Aristotle’s writings are collected and discussed by Martin de Lucas
(2013).

177 Significantly, the only occurrence of deictic -{ in Thucydides is contained in a direct speech
(see Dover 1997, 63).
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8evpl occurs 2x in Mnes. fr. 4.23 and Men. fr. 129.2 (18x in Aristophanes, the ratio with forms
without deictic -{ is 1:9).

£vBadi occurs 15x but only in Menander (15x in Aristophanes, the ratio with forms without deic-
tic -{ is 1:3.5): Men. Asp. 532, Dysc. 24, 89, 302, 557, 881, 919, Her. 21, Thphr. 28, Col. 34, Sam. 587, Sic.
130 and 195, Phasm. 105, fr. 893.1.

€v0evsi is unattested (1x in Aristophanes, the ratio with forms without deictic -{ is 1:10).
évtevBevi is unattested (15x in Aristophanes, the ratio with forms without deictic -{ is 1:1.5).

vuvi occurs 50x (77x in Aristophanes, the ratio with forms without deictic -{ is 1:3.5): Anaxil. fr.
22.15; Antiph. fr. 122.7 and 188.16 (vuv8{); Apollod.Car. fr. 5.4; Apollod.Com. fr. 4.2; Athenio fr. 1.7;
Clearch. fr. 3.4; Epicr. fr. 10.3; Alex. frr. 47.3, 85.1, 130.2, 131.4, 187.5, 257.3, 287.1; Anaxipp. fr. 3.4; Men.
Asp. 94, 137, 176, 209, 352, Georg. 11, Dysc. 25, 158, 238, 288, 382, 643, 856, Epit. 412, 418, 457, 463, 1121
(a certain restoration), Her. 27, Cith. 45 and Cith. fr. 1.6, Col. fr. 51, Mis. fr. 9.2, Pc. 79, 245, 330,
Perinth. 11 (uncertain restoration), Sam. 93, 333, 420, 576, frr. 602.17; Philem. frr. 69.1 and 98.5.

@81 might occur 1x, but the text is uncertain (14x in Aristophanes, the ratio with forms without
deictic -{ is 1:1.5): *Apollod.Com. fr. 5.13 (Athenaeus’ MS A has tw8etf, which among other possibil-
ities has been interpreted as w8{).

These data would require a far more detailed examination than can be provided
here. We can take two forms as test cases, ovtooi and vuvi, both of which are
sufficiently well paralleled in Aristophanes and in prose for us to make a compar-
ison in their usage.'”® Due to the nature of the evidence from Middle and New
Comedy, it seems best to use the data from Menander as the corpus to be tested.
Regarding ovtooi, let us consider the evidence from Menander’s five better-
preserved plays (Aspis, Dyscolus, Epitrepontes, Perikeiromene, Samia), where
most occurrences are found. In this corpus, ovtoot occurs 78, whereas the form
without deictic -{ occurs 532x. The ratio between ovtoot and obtoc is therefore ca.
1:6.8. This figure, while distant from the ratio of 1:4 in Aristophanes, is very close
to the ratio of 1:7 in Demosthenes. As for vovi, it occurs 31 times in the fragments
of papyrus plays (also including the fragments of indirect tradition which belong
to these plays), as opposed to 190 occurrences of viv. The ratio between vuvi and
vV is therefore ca. 1:6. This is an interesting figure: Menander ranks third among
the writers who use vuvl in the least number of passages (Antiphon 1:13, Isocrates
1:7, Demosthenes 1:6, as opposed to Plato 1:4, Andocides 1:4, Isaeus 1:3.5, Aristo-
phanes 1:3.5, Lysias 1:2.5)."”°

178 According to the table in Dover (1997, 64), these are the only two forms which are attested in
the whole corpus of texts he examined (Aristophanes, Plato, Antiphon, Andocides, Lysias, Iso-
crates, Isaeus, and Demosthenes).

179 Interestingly, vuvi is far more common than ovtoci among 4th-century BCE prose writers
and orators (with the exception of Demosthenes), who may have had fewer opportunities to use
ovutootl than vuvi. Concerning the limited use of deictic -{ with demonstrative pronouns in 4th-
century BCE prose and oratory, see the data in Dover (1997, 64).
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To conclude, the use of deictic -{ in pronouns and adverbs in Middle and New
Comedy is less common than in Old Comedy, but also, in the case of vuvi, than in
certain varieties of 4th-century BCE Attic prose.’® The difference in the use of
deictic -{ compared to Old Comedy may reflect the increasingly ‘quieter’, less ex-
pressive, and more down-to-earth style of later comedy.'®!

5 Derivational morphology

Later Attic witnessed the development of several nominal categories that re-
mained productive throughout the later history of Greek. The present overview is
limited to selected phenomena which are informative about the development of
Greek and which have also attracted the interest of Atticist lexicographers. This
selection leaves out important categories (nouns in -ua, nouns in -atg, compound
verbal adjectives in @- . . . -t6g, and the nouns, adjectives, and verbs with the pre-
fix 8u0-, to mention only a few).'®

5.1 Adjectives in -(T)tk6g

-0 is one of the most productive suffixes in the history of Greek.'® It typically
denotes pertinence (in various senses) to someone or something, and it later also
developed the notion of aptitude for something.'®* While adjectives in -tkdg are
comparatively rare in archaic Greek (except for ethnic vocabulary), the suffix

180 Other extensive searches conducted during the collection of data show that the evidence for
the use of other deictic pronouns and adverbs may give even more divergent results for
Menander than for Aristophanes and 4th-century BCE prose.

181 See Dittmar (1933); Tacho-Godi (1965). The different use of deictic -{ is not related to a differ-
ent use of stage props. Studies of the use of props in Aristophanes and Menander have not ad-
dressed the use of deictic -{ (see English 2000; English 2005; English 2007; Tordoff 2013). Still, after
a purely preliminary overview, it is noticeable that while the total number of props in Menander
is not always very different from that in Old Comedy, props are rarely mentioned with a demon-
strative with deictic -{. If we take Menander’s Dyskolos as a test-case, only three times do the
demonstrative 8¢ and o0tog with deictic -{ indicate an object on stage (tnv8i at Dysc. 212, tavti
at Dysc. 419, toutovi at Dysc. 964).

182 See Durham (1913); Vessella (2016b, 427).

183 For an overview of the adjectives in -(t)wk6g, their derivation, functions, and history
see Mayser (Gramm. vol. 1,3, 104-11); Buck, Petersen (1945, 636-8); Chantraine (1956, 97-171);
Blass, Debrunner (1976, § 113.2); Schmid (Atticismus vol. 4, 699 and 701); Willi (2003a, 139-45).

184 See Chantraine (1956, 119); van Emde Boas et al. (2019, 264).
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-wko¢ rapidly becomes very productive in the 5th century BCE, particularly in the
intellectual and technical vocabulary; this development would culminate in the
4th century BCE."®

The number of adjectives in -(7)ikog of late comedy is substantial, as they
amount to 101 different forms.®® These adjectives are mostly denominal, but this
is not the only possibility. In some cases, there is evidence of ancient scholarly
debate about their derivation.

A good example is modatotpikdg (‘of/for the gym’). Although this adjective clearly derives from
nodalotpa ‘gym’, Atticist lexicographers such as Pollux and Phrynichus sought instead to recom-
mend using maAatotkdg (Poll. 3.149: AN Kal TAAALOTNG Kal TAAALOTIKOG, TaAA{OUATA TOAALOTL
k&G, Phryn. Ecl. 212: nadalotpikog AXegiv [fr. 326] paowy eipnkéval, 6 8¢ apxaiog ToAALOTIKOV
Aéye), which they regarded as ‘older’ — which in their mind presumably means that it was more
correct — based on an alleged derivation from forms such as maiaiw and moAalotig.

Ethnics and ktetics (28x) form a separate group (on these categories see also
below).

A€wViK6g, ApKadikog, ATTIKOG, Axatikog, Axapvikog, Bputtikog, T'adeipkdg, Askedekos, EANVL
k0¢, Epetpikdg, EVBoikog, OeTtaiikdg, Twvikog, Kapikdg, Kepapekdg, Kpntikog, Aakwvikog, AvpL-
k0¢, Meyapkdg, 0Tpuvikog, Ilepoikog, MAatatikog, ITovtikdg, LikeAkog, Tavaypukdg, Dainpkag,
DOoVIKIKAC, XAAKLSIKOG.

We can see that many forms (28x) are already attested in 5th-century BCE Attic
texts or even before (but notice that, for many of these forms, the 5th-century
BCE evidence is limited to one or two occurrences).

av8pkdg (Crates Com.; Ar.), apyatikog (Ar.), BapBapwkdg (Hdt.; Thuc.; Metag.), BaciAikog (Hdt.;
Eur.), yevvikdg (Ar.), Seumvntikog (Ar.), Snpotikog (Hdt, Thuc.), 5ovAkog (Ar.; Phryn.Com.), eipnvt-
KOG (Ar.), ¢pwTkog (Thuc.), Bewpkog (Eur.), payelpkog (Ar.), pavikog (Ar.), povowdg (Ibyc.; Pi,;
Thuc.; Soph.; etc.), veavikog (Eur.; Ar,; Hermipp.; Eup.), viowwtkdg (Hdt.; Thuc.; Eur.; Ar.), Eevikdg
(Alcm.; Aesch.; Thuc,; etc.), OAtyapykdg (Thuc.), madukdg (B.; Thuc.; Soph.; Eur.; etc.), mapBevikog
(Hom.), moAepkdg (Thuc.), motwcdg (Ale.Com.), TpakTikog (Ar.), TwAkog (Aesch.; Soph.; Eur.), otpa-
TWTKOG (Thuc.; Ar.), Tpaykdg (Anacr.; Ar.), optnywkog (Thuc.; Dionys.Com.), popTIKOG (Ar.).

Most of the forms (40x) are first attested in Attic in 4th-century BCE texts (occa-
sionally with earlier instances in the Hippocratic corpus), and a few are comic
primum dicta.

185 Willi (2003a, 142-3) provides up-to-date data and discussion.

186 The adjectives in -Tik6g are a sub-category of those in -1kdg (see Chantraine 1933, 395-6). The
formations in -tixdg originally depended on agent nouns in -tng or verbal adjectives in -t6¢, but
once -Tik6G became productive, it began to be attached to verbal roots even in cases where there
was no previous agent noun in -tng or verbal adjective in -t6¢. In the list, the occurrences of
adverbs in -@¢ are grouped together with the adjectives.
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aiobntkog (PL; Arist.; Alex. fr. 85.5), apbpttikog (Hippocr.; Damox. fr. 2.49), appovikog (PL; Arist.;
Damox. fr. 2.49), apyitekvtovikog (PL; Arist.; Sosip. fr. 1.36), obevikog (Arist.; Men. Phasm. 22), do-
TpoA0YLKOG (Arist.; Nicom.Com. fr. 1.18), yepovtikdg (PL; Thphr.; Apollod.Com. fr. 7.1), yewueTpIKog
(PL; Arist.; Nicom.Com. fr. 1.19), ypappatikdg (X.; PL; Arist,; Eub. fr. 69.1, Men. fr. 318), Stakovikog
(Ar. Pl 1170, PL; X.; Arist.; Men. fr. 110.1), évBeaotikdg (PL; Men. Dysc. 44 and 688 [conjecture]), ev-
voixdg (X.; Isocr.; D.; Amphis fr. 1.1), ebpetkdg (PL; Arist.; Men. fr. 37.1), Oepanevtikog (X.; PL; Arist.;
Men. fr. 296.15), iatpikog (Damox. fr. 2, Nicom.Com. fr. 1), ioyvpkdg (PL; Alex. fr. 199), KOAAKIKOG
(PL; Arist.; Men. Dysc. 492), kpttikog (PL; Arist.; Posidipp. fr. 1.4), kpovikog (Ar. PL 581, PL; Alex. fr.
63.2), Kuvikdg (Men. fr. 114.2), kwpkog (D.; Aeschin.; Alex. fr. 103.13), ueAayyoAwkdg (Hippocr.; Arist.;
Men. Asp. 339), vikntikog (X.; Alex. fr. 274.2), vouwdg (PL; Arist.; Alex. fr. 40), ‘Ounpwkog (PL; Arist.;
Strato fr. 1.30), maAatotpkdg (Arist.; Alex. fr. 326, com. adesp. fr. 1032.23), netotikdg (X.; PL; Arist.;
Men. fr. 362.4), mvevuatikog (Arist.; Nicom.Com. fr. 1.31), moutwcdg (Isocr.; PL; Arist.; Alex. fr. 236.5,
com. adesp. fr. 53.5), mpovontikdg (X.; Aen.Tact.; Arist.; Men. Epit. 561), otpatnywdg (Isocr.; X.; PL;
Arist.; Sosip. fr. 1.18-44-55, Men. fr. 608), cuyyevikog (Hippocr.; Arist.), Taxtikdg (X.; PL; Nicom.Com.
fr. 1.37), tapaxtikog (Hippocr.; Men. Epit. 578), tepevikog (Anaxandr. fr. 12.2 [text uncertain]),
@Blowdg (Hippocr.;Men. Asp. 646 and fr. 761.8), povtiotikdg (Arist.; Antiph. fr. 268.2), puAakTikog
(X.; Arist.; Men. Dysc. 95), puotkog (X.; Arist.; Apollod.Com. fr. 8.1), Yuywdg (Arist.; Alex. fr. 339).

Finally, a handful of forms (5x) are comic hapaxes.

npookavoTikos (Posidipp. fr. 1.7), otpatevtikwratog (Alex. fr. 236.2), Tonaotikog (Men. Epit. 557),
Velko6g (Axion. fr. 9.2), yvavotikdg (Posidipp. fr. 1.7).

This distribution of the evidence fits well with what we know about the massive
increase in the use of the suffix -tkd¢ during the 4th century BCE, although it is
clear that these formations are already productive from early on in the history of
Greek.

Some of the uses of the adjectives in -kd¢ in Middle and New Comedy can be
grouped into the following categories.'®’

Forms existing besides or replacing other adjectives formed with a different suffixation (av-
Spelog—avSpkog, dabeviig—aobevikog, doTelog—aoTIkAg, Bacieloc—PactAtkog, yevvalog—yevvikog,
YEPOVTELOC-YEPOVTIKAG, LaXLPEG—ioYUPLKOC, Oprpelog—0unpukds, ® Betog—i(e)kdg). The semantics
of the two related adjectives does not always overlap completely (dotelog has the metaphorical
meaning ‘urbane, elegant, pleasant’, while dotikog the literal meaning ‘urban’, as in Dysc. 41), but
in some cases it does (e.g. avépelog and avpkdg ‘manly’, as in the case of av8pwkog in Men. Sic.
215 which corresponds to and clarifies avSpelog of Eur. Or. 918;'® dcBeviig and doBevikdg ‘weak,
frail’ in body and mind, as in Phasm. 22; BaciAelog and Baclkdg ‘royal’; yevvaiog and yevvikog
‘noble’; yepdvrelog and yepovtikdg ‘of/for an old man’; ioyupog and ioxvpikog, as in Alex. fr. 199
according to Antiatt. 1 8; Helog and 0(e)ikdg ‘of a pig). 1>

187 On the forms in -atikdg/-aikog (pyatikog, Axatikdg, IMatalikog), see Section A.3.5.

188 This case is discussed by Fraser (2009, 203-5).

189 See Chantraine (1956, 144-5); Belardinelli (1994, 177).

190 But notice, for instance, that there is no Boewkog beside Boetog (Eub. fr. 6.8, Diphil. fr. 122).
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Doublets of this kind attracted the interest of Atticist lexicographers, who occasionally refer to
their occurrences in later comedy. Phryn. PS 35.1-2: avbpwmikog pdbog (Ar. fr. 35)- 6 mept
avbpuwmneiwy mpayudtwv. Antiatt. 1 9: ioxvpikwTepov- IMAdTwy Oeaititw (169h.6). Antiatt.  8:
tloxvploxoct: avti ToD ioyupdc. AAegig IlpookeSavvupéve (fr. 199; on ioyvpwkdg as the correct
lemma see also Phot. t 252: ioyupwol: ioyupol and Arnott 1996, 576). Antiatt. m 8: TpouvovOTEPOG:
avtl To0 TPOVONTIKWTEPOG. LOPOKAIG AlavTL HaoTlyo®opw (Al 119). Antiatt. T 16: TaSKOV: AvTl
700 Tadaplddeg. Areélg drabnvaiw (fr. 252). [Hdn.] Philet. 106: matpikog ¢iog, ovxl TATPHOG.
kal 6 Kpativog (fr. 306) ‘matpkog v &évog | muvBdvopal tade oov’. Phryn. PS fr. *33 (= schol. D.T.
(scholia Vaticana) GG 1,3.224.1-6): paci 8¢ Twveg (ABpwv kal ®puvixog add. cod. C), wg oV Sel Aéyetv
Matwvikov BAiov, aAAd MAatwvelov. IMatwvikov yap BLBAlov Aéyetal To mepléxov mepl Idtw-
vog, Gomep kal PAuTnikol Adyol Aéyovtal ot mepl PAinmov <mep>€yovteg kal Tuponvikal iatoplat
ai ept Tuponv@V TepLEyouoaL. AUAPTAVOLOLY 0DV oi Aéyovteg Ounpkov moinua. ‘Ouipelov yap Set
AéyeLy, v yap mepiéxel mept Oprpov, AN Ounpov €otiv T Toinua.

Ethnics and ktetics:'! This is one of the earliest uses of -tké¢ in Greek, which is early as Homeric
poetry. In some cases, the adjectives in -ixd¢ may indicate provenance from a generic geographi-
cal location (vnowwtikog). The ethnic and ktetic functions are also discussed by Atticist lexicogra-
phy. Antiatt. 1 3: Trtodwkov- ITAdtwv Topyia (493a.6). Antiatt. A 16: Adxawav: v napBeévov gaot
SElv KaAely, TV 8¢ ywpav Aakwvikiv. AAeglg EAévng aprayfi (fr. 72). Phryn. Ecl. 318: Adxawvav
uév yuvaika €peig, Adkawvav 8¢ v xwpav o08audg, aAAd Aakwvikiy, el kal Evputidng mapars-
Yws enotv (Andr. 194)- ‘g Adkawa Tdv @puydv peiwv oA (on both entries see Favi 20221).
Technical and professional terms: 40TPOAOYIKOG, YEWUETPLIKOG, YPAUUATIKOG, {ATPLIKOG, UAYELPL-
KOG, LOLGLKAG, OYAPTLTIKAC, TIELOTIKOG, OTPATNYLIKOG, TakTIKOG. They may also describe the person
and their field of expertise (dppovikdg, HOLGLKAG, VOULKAG, OTPATEVTIKWTATOG, OTPATLWTIKAC) Or
more generally a person (or a thing) based on their personal talents, inclination, or suitability for
something (also with a negative connotation) (e0peTiKOg, BepATEVTIKOC, KOAUKIKOG, KPLTIKOC,
TPOOKAVGTIKOG, TOTAGTIKOG, PPOVTIOTIKAG, XvavoTikdg, Yuxikdcg). In Middle and New Comedy,
many of these adjectives in -1kdg are typically used by the cooks who describe their profession.'%*
These uses of the adjectives in -1x0g are often the object of interest in Atticist lexicography: Anti-
att. y 19: ypappatikovg avtl Tod ypapuatiotds ypaupatiotag 8¢ avtt tod voypageis. Antiatt.
Y 38: Ypaupuatikog: 6 moAAd ypapuata ei8ws. Antiatt. 8 47: Sidaokaiwkdc ITAdTwy Fopyia (455a.3)
(in the locus classicus, §18aokaAkog means ‘in charge of instructing, expected to teach’). Antiatt.
v 4: vopukov: Tov EmeTigova TV vouwv. <AAeElg Takateia (fr. 40)>. Antiatt. » 3: SKig avtl
700 €0 d8wv.

Medical and scientific vocabulary: dpBpttikog, UeAayyOAKOG, TVELUATIKOG, TAPAKTLKOG, POLOLKOG,
@uowkdc. This origin is confirmed by the early parallels in the Hippocratic corpus.

Atticist lexicographers clearly had an interest in these adjectives in -1k6g, even the
less obvious ones, and they criticised the forms that were clearly post-Classical.

191 On these concepts, see Gschnitzer (1983, 140) (= Gschnitzer 2001, 2). See also Dittenberger
(1907, 1); Fraser (2009, 39).

192 See, e.g., Athenio fr. 1; Damox. fr. 2; Hegesipp. fr. 1; Nicom. fr. 1; Posidipp. fr. 28; Sosipat. fr. 1.
This pre-eminence was already noticed by Peppler (1910, 435-6). The cook who discusses his
Téxvn is a staple of Middle and New Comedy (see Dohm 1964).
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Phryn. PS 58.1: yauuka uéAn: ta €nt 101§ yapolg Aeyopeva vuvikd. Phryn. PS 96.1-2: ol eiul Ba-
810TKOG (Ar. Ra. 129)- oUk €iBlopat o08E peperétnka mepuatelv. Phryn. PS 104.6-7: mepavTikog
priTwp (Ar. Eq. 1378)- 6 mépag Toig AdyoLg EmLTBElS €v Tdilg amodeieat St Svauwy Adywv. Phryn. PS
125.11: Yaplotkog: 6 MOANOTG yap{ouevos. Phryn. Ecl. 331: Blwtikdv: andng 1 Aé&g Aéye olv
xpnotpov év o Biw. Antiatt. a 63: dplotnTKog avti 100 €00¢ Exwv dplotéiv. EbmoAlg Afjpolg. Anti-
att. B 42: BovdevTikd: AéyeTal yuuvaota év moAlals moAeotv kal ouvodol Tveg, dmov ol BovAeutal iy
goTvTal f| meputatodowv. Antiatt. € 131: émBatikd: koadodowv & ol vauTikol TapevBikag AEyouaty.
Antiatt. 7 17: naSka avtt To0 épwpevov. Moer. 8 15: Bpektikdg ATTikol: TpoyaoTikdg "EAANVeG
(Tpéyw > BpekTkog, later Tpoyalw > Tpoxaotikog, which is also morphologically more transparent).

5.2 Adjectives in -Lakog

In the case of thematic stems, the suffix -u6¢ may be replaced by -tax6¢.'** The evi-
dence in Middle and New Comedy is scarce, and the ethnics are in the majority.

mAovolakog (Alex. fr. 266.5: Arnott 1996, 746 maintains that it does not imply any ‘stylistic or
technical overtones’ compared to the usual adjective mAovatog). KopwvBuakdg (Men. Pc. 125). ‘Po-
Suaxo6¢ (Dioxipp. fr. 4.2; Diphil. frr. 4.2 and 5.2; Epig. fr. 5.1; Steph. fr. 1.4). Eaptaxdg (Antiph. fr.
*212.2 = Alex. fr. *245.2).

Interestingly, these forms begin to appear with Attic writers in the 4th century
BCE. This too is part of the general explosion in the use of the suffix -k6¢ in 4th-
century BCE Attic (see Section B.5.1).

5.3 Nouns in -(c)pég

Within the category of the nomina actionis formed with the suffix -uoc, the nouns
ending in -ouoc are the expected outcome in the forms deriving from verbs in
-@Cw and -{Cw with a dental stem (or with a velar stem that later merged with the
dental stems), except for those forms in which the verbal stem already ends with
a sibilant; but notice, too, that as soon as -4{w and -{{w become productive suf-
fixes for the formation of denominal verbs from any stem, new nouns in -oudg
were created even when they did not rely on a dental or sibilant stem (see, e.g.,
avéoyog > avaroyilw > avaroytopdg).®* Since the class of verbs in -4{w and -{{w

193 See Chantraine (1933, 393-4).
194 See Chantraine (1933, 138-41); Buck, Petersen (1945, 184).
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was already growing massively in Classical times,'®®> many new nouns in -ouég
begin to appear in the 5th and the 4th centuries BCE."®® The evidence from Middle
and New Comedy is substantial.

ayamnoudg (Men. fr. 338.2, hapax in Men.). dkkiopog (Philem. fr. 3.14, first in Philemon, then
much later in Imperial prose). dvayvwpiopog (Men. Epit. 1121; Arist. 2x in Poet., Satyrus in Euri-
pides’ life, Imperial and later prose). dvaAoyiopog (Men. fr. 333.3; Thuc., X., D.). apyaicuég (Men.
fr. 330.2: first occurrence in Men., see Chapter 4, Section 4.1, then Imperial and later prose).
apaviopog (Apyvpiov apaviopdg title of Antiphanes, Epigenes, Philippides; Apyvpiov agaviouog
already a title of Strattis; Arist., Plb., LXX). BaAAtoudg (Alex. fr. 112.5, hapax in Alexis). Bacavic-
uog (Alex. fr. 292.2; then LXX, NT, Christian literature). Braocuog Men. Epit. 453; Eupolis, Aeneas
the Tactician, Satyrus, Imperial prose). yapyaiiouog (Hegesipp. fr. 1.16; Ar., P, corpus Hippocra-
ticum, Arist.). yaotpiopog (Sophil. fr. 7.1). yoyyvouog (Anaxandr. fr. 32; then LXX, NT, Christian
literature, very common in late and Byzantine texts). €Biopog (Posidipp. fr. 27; corpus Hippocrati-
cum, Arist., Epicur., PIb.). émnpeaocuog (Men. Dysc. 178; Arist., D.S., grammatical and lexicographi-
cal sources, late and Byzantine texts). éopo6g (Epin. fr. 1.7; Aesch., Eur., Hdt., Ar., X., P, Arist.).
Oeoudg (Alex. fr. 153.19; Hom.+). ktykAtouog (Men. fr. 369; corpus Hippocraticum and related
scholarship). kpavyasuég (Diphil. fr. 16, hapax). Aeywoudg (Antiph. fr. 205.2; Diod.Com. fr. 1.3;
Men. Dysc. 344, 719, Mis. 803, Sam. 420, 620, Sic. 25, 115, frr. *67.2, 191.2-5, 282, 286.3, 641.2; Philem.
fr. 94.10; Thuc., Ar., Isocr., X., P, Lys., corpus Hippocraticum, D., Arist.). peptondg (Men. Epit. 461;
PL, Aen.Tact., Arist., Thphr., PIb.). puktnpioudg (Men. fr. 615; LXX, Tryphon devoted a treatise to
this, common in later prose). vouBetnouog (Men. fr. 629, hapax). 0Ywviacudg (Men. fr. 624; Plb.,
Imperial prose, later and Byzantine prose). mapaioywepog (Men. fr. 738.1; Lycurg., Arist., Plb.,
LXX). ITuBayoprouog (Alex. fr. 223.7, hapax). cetouog (Antiph. fr. 193.6; Thuc., Soph., Eur., Hdt.,
Ar., X.). allovplondg (Diph. fr. 17.11, hapax). otactacpog (Men fr. 574; Thuc., Aen.Tact., Arist.).
ovykAvoudg (Men. fr. 420.6; Arist., Men., 1x in Alexander’s De figuris, 1x in Ps.Callisth. Historia
Alexandri Magni [recensio vetusta]). Tnyaviouog (Men. fr. 195; very rare in late and Byzantine
prose). xoptaoudg (Anaxandr. fr. 79; late and Byzantine prose). YtBuvpiopog (Men. Mis. 540; LXX,
NT, Phld., Imperial prose, late and Byzantine prose). ®0iopé¢ (Anaxandr. fr. 34.7; Thuc., Hdt,, X.,
Plb., Imperial prose).

Most of these forms derive from verbs in -alw, -iw, and -0{w (the last of these
only in the case of yoyyvopog and ovykAvopog). A different case is that of the
forms £oudg (the sibilant is part of the verbal stem: DELG s.v.), Beopdg (the origin
of the sibilant is obscure: see Chantraine 1933, 140), and oelopog (the sibilant is
part of the verbal stem: DELG s.v.). Among the nouns in -opdg attested in Middle
and New Comedy, several are already attested in earlier texts, particularly in
Thucydides, and for Atticist lexicography this may be a confirmation that these

195 See Section C.4.9.

196 This category of nouns will continue to be productive in post-Classical times. See Mayser
(Gramm. vol. 1,3, 61-4) for the evidence for these forms in Ptolemaic papyri and Schmid (Atticismus
vol. 4, 687) on Atticist writers.
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forms are good Attic. However, in other cases the opinion of the Atticists is less
clear or even openly critical (e.g. yapyaAiopdg).

Antiatt. B 12: Braouog EdmoAlg A0ToAUKw (fr. 72). Phryn. PS 56.9-10: ydpyaAog 6 ¢pebiopdg. xal
Yapyailopos. o 8¢ yapyaAifeobal ovk Attikdv. Moer. y 23: yapyarog Attikol: yapyoatopdg ‘EA-
Anveg. Poll. 6.147 and 9.23 (on ©0ioudg). Moer. » 4: ®oTlopdg MOouog Attikol woudg “EAANveG.

Several other forms are first attested in 4th-century BCE Attic prose or in the cor-
pus Hippocraticum and then mostly remain in use in the koine (dvayvwptloudg,
€0LoUOC, EMNPEACUOG, KLYKALOUOG, UEPLOUOG, TAPAAOYLOUOG, GUYKAUGUOC).

Antiatt. € 36: €0lop0¢ avti To0 £€00¢. ITooidutnog drondtopt (fr. 27).

The more conspicuous category, however, consists of those forms which are ha-
paxes (some of them obviously created for comic purposes) or which are paral-
leled only in very late texts, and because of this peculiarity, they are often
discussed (with a more or less tolerant approach) in Atticist lexicography.

Moer. a 100: dkkiopog Attikol- mpoomoinalg ‘EAAnveg, also Thom.Mag. 15.11-5 (who quotes Liba-
nius and Synesius). Ath. 8.362a-d (BaAAioudg, BaAAilw). Poll. 2.168 and 2.175 (yaoTtploudg).
Phryn. Ecl. 335: yoyyvouog kat yoyyOZev- tadta aSokipa pev ovk €otiy, Takd §€. DwKLAISnV yap
ol8a kexpnuévov adT® OV MIAGLov, Gvépa maratdv opodpa (fr. 5 Diehl): ‘kal 108e dwkuAisew:
XPN ToL TOV €Talpov ETaipw | @povTiew, toa’ v meptyoyyLiwaot moAltal. dAAd ToTTo pev Twaty
aoeiobw, Nuelg 8¢ tovBpuouov kal TovOplLley Aéywpev 1j vij Ala obv T o TovBopuouov kal
TovBopUleLv. Antiatt. y 12: yoyyvopog avtl Tod <tov>Bpovoudg. Avagavspidng Nnpet (fr. 32).
Phryn. Ecl. 314: xpavyaopog mapakelpuévou 1ol kekpayuog einetv Epel Tig dpabhg kpavyaoudg.
Antiatt. x 9: xpavyaouog: avti Tod kpavyn. Atptaog Amofary (fr. 16), Thom.Mag. 196.7-8. Poll.
9.139: Ta 8¢ mpdyuata vovbeoia kai K¢ MAdTwy (?) voubetela: @adrog yap 6 Mevdvdpou vou-
Betiopdg (fr. 629). Poll. 6.38: maundvnpov & 6 Mevavdpov (fr. 624) 0Ywviaocuog. Phryn. Ecl. 394:
[. . .] B&ABov tov dno v Tpddiewv, 66 €ig Tocolto mpobupiag kal Bavpatog ket Mevavspov,
(ote kal Anpoadévoug apeivw Eyyelpely amogaivev tov Aéyovta [. . .] 0pwviaoudg (fr. 624). Poll.
10.98: Awotplov, 8 TIveg Taynvoatpd@Lov, Kal Tdynvov 8¢. aAAd pnv Kal tiyavov &v €xolg evpetv
elpnuévov év Edwav EvmoASog (fr. 155), kat €v TnAexAeidov Apevséoty (fr. 11) ‘Té 8¢ tiyava |
CéovTd oot poAUvVeTal. YIopavAot yap ot év Tnmokduw Mevavspou (fr. 195) Tnyaviopot. 10 pévtol
plita 0 Tnyavifesbatl €otv €v AmokAetopévn Mooeldinmmnov (fr. 5)- xaitol 16 ye Spdpa Aploto-
@avoug Taynviatai. Poll. 6.43: 10 8¢ yoptdlewv Aploto@avng (Pax 139) eipnke, kal T YopTaleadal
Apapwg (fr. 21), Ava&av8pidng (fr. 79) 8¢ kal yopTacuov.

Some of these nouns became competitive with the nomina actionis in -otg, of
which they often represented the more recent alternative. This dualism was a
focus of attention in ancient scholarship, also with reference to the forms attested
in Middle and New Comedy.

Orus fr. B1 (= " a 84 = Phot. a 123 = Su. a 152 (ex £); cf. EM 8.53): &yannouog: ayamnopov Aéyou-
ow (Attikoi add. Phot.) kal aydmnowv v @Ao@pocuvny. Zuvaplotwoatg Mévavspog (fr. 338)-
‘Kal TOV &1L Kak® | ywdpevov dAAwy ayamnouov olog Av'. Antiatt. € 37: ¢€etaoudg avti tod
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£E4Ta01G. AnuooBévoug év ¢ Yriep T0T oTedvou eindvtog (18.16), o0 @act §0kiwov elval o0UTwg
TIB¢uevov. Phryn. PS 65.2-3: §¢01G 0 800G, (G GPTACLS <O APTAYUOG> Kal AGYLOLG O AOYLOUAG.
Phot. ¢ 503: oTaclacuov: TV oTdoy Mévavspog (fr. 574).

As anticipated, the general approach of Atticist lexicographers to nouns in -opég
is permissive: these forms are approved if attested in canonical Attic writers.

Phryn. PS 58.14: ypuAilewv kal ypuAlopog: ent g v Yolpwv @wvijg. Phryn. PS 104.5: mi-
Onkiopol (Ar. Eq. 887)- ai mavoupyiat. Phryn. Ecl. 311: éumupilopdg obtwg Yrepeidng (or. 2 fr. 3
col. 45.29 Jensen) HueANUEVWG, 80V Eumpnopog AEyelv. Antiatt. € 126: £unuplopdg Ynepeidng
‘Yrep Avkoepovog (or. 2 fr. 3 col. 45.29 Jensen). Antiatt. y 10: yuvakiopdg AtokAig Bdxyaig (fr. 4)
yuvatkiewv enot xat yvvaknpov. Antiatt. § 57: t8wiopdvt MAdtwv IoAtteiag ¢ (cf. 573e.1,
where Savetopot occurs, and 620e.3, where §ivng occurs; see S. Valente 2015b, ad loc.). Antiatt. &
37: é¢eTaopuog avti o0 é¢étaantg. Anpocbévoug év @ Yrep tol atepdvou eindvtog (18.16), o0 paat
Soxov elvat oUtwg TIBéuevov. Antiatt. € 111: ¢tacudv- Tov é€etaocuov. Antiatt. 0 4: 8eplopdv:
avtl o0 auntov. Hpodotog & (4.42.3), EVoAlg Mapikd (fr. 215). Antiatt. 1 30: TANGLACUOG: GVTL
700 piglg. Moer. a 85: a8ayuog addgacbal Attikol- kvnouog kvijcacbat “EAAnveg. Moer. € 9:
£yyuTpLopog N Tod Bpépoug Ekbeatg, émel év yVTpalg getibevto.

However, forms that are evidently late may be proscribed even if they are at-
tested in writers normally regarded as canonical (Antiatt. € 37 on Demosthenes’
¢Zetaopdg is an instructive example). This proves that Atticist lexicographers un-
derstood that the nouns in -oud¢ multiplied especially in late Attic (and then in
the koine).

5.4 Nouns in -6tng, -0TNTOG

These abstract nouns are common in prose texts, particularly in philosophy and
science.”” Of the six nouns in -tng that occur in Aristophanes (out of a total of 12
occurrences), several refer to sophistic or scientific vocabulary (Willi 2003a, 139).
These nouns are rare in Aeschylus and Sophocles,'*® while they are more com-
mon in Euripides.’® They are also rare in Ptolemaic papyri (Mayser, Gramm.
vol. 1,3, 81), while they become relatively common in the New Testament.?®® The
evidence from Middle and New Comedy is ample.

197 See Chantraine (1933, 293-8); Buck, Petersen (1945, 464-8).

198 They occur 3x in Aeschylus (@Adtng, Aetdotng [only Pr.], xaxdtng [only Pr.]) and 4x in
Sophocles (wuoTnG, HapyoTng, EIAITNG, OKALOTNG).

199 They occur 15x (kov@QOTNG, VEOTNG, KAKOTNG, YEVVALOTNG, OAVAITNG, HapydTNG, XPNOTOTNG,
TKPOTNG, PAOTNG, MUOTNG, TTAAALOTNG, {60TNG, VYPATNG, GEUVOTNG, ABPOTNC).

200 See Blass, Debrunner (1976, § 110.1).
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i810tng: Damox. fr. 2.41 (X, P1., Arist., Thphr.). kawvétng: Anaxandr. fr. 55.6 (Thuc., Isocr.).
ueTpLéTng: Men. Asp. 257 (Thuc., Isocr., X., PL, corpus Hippocraticum, Aeschines, Arist.). veo-
™n¢: Men. Sam. 341, fr. 57.3 (Hom.+). oikeldtng: Men. Asp. 202, Dysc. 240 (Thuc., Hdt., Isocr.,
Isaeus, And., X., P1, Lys., D., Arist.). mi@avotng: Men. Asp. 390 (P1, Arist.). aTippoTng: Timocl. fr.
24.3 (hapax). otuyvotng: Alex. fr. 201.6 (then Polybius). cpodpotng: Alex. fr. 247.12 (X,, PL, corpus
Hippocraticum, Arist., Thphr.). tanewaétng: Men. fr. 740.12 (Thuc., Hdt., Isocr., X., PL, Arist., Thphr.).
Vypotng: Crobyl. fr. 4.2-3 (Eur., X., PL, corpus Hippocraticum, Arist., Thphr.). xpnototng: Aristo-
phon. fr. 13.4, Timocl. fr. 8.17, Men. frr. 362.1, 754, 758, 771.1 (Eur., Isaeus, Lys., Arist.). @udtng: Men.
Mis. 685 (Eur., Soph.,, Isocr., X., D., Arist.).

These forms are regularly deadjectival from thematic stems. Many are already
used in 5th-century BCE poetry and prose and even earlier. A few other forms
clearly belong to the philosophical and scientific vocabulary of the 4th century
BCE. Two interesting forms are otippotng in Timocles (fr. 24.3) and otuyvotng in
Alexis (fr. 201.6). The former, a hapax, is the abstract noun corresponding to the
better attested adjective oTippog, which already occurs in Aristophanes (fr. 134)
and Xenophon, and then multiple times in 4th-century BCE Attic texts.””" Timocles
uses otlppotng to describe the firmness of a young female body (a typical use of
oTLPPOG, see Ar. fr. 148.3 and Men. fr. 343). Thus, the fact that otipp6TnG is unpar-
alleled may be due the fact that the abstract otippdtng only developed in late
Attic as part of the general increase of this nominal category. As for atuyvdTng,
after Alexis this word occurs 2x in Polybius, 1x in Heraclitus the Allegorist, 4x in
Plutarch, and then mostly in Christian literature. Arnott (1996, 584) considers it a
mere coincidence that this typically koine form is first attested in Alexis, given
that the adjective otuyvog is common in earlier Attic. Yet, as suggested by the
comparison with otippotNg, it may also be that the abstract noun otvyvdtng did
not develop in parallel with the use of atuyvog, and thus otuyvotng may be a gen-
uinely late Attic form. Atticist lexicographers are interested in this category of
nouns, for which they judge on a case-by-case basis whether such a form is good
Attic or not.

Phryn. PS 104.3-4: TukvoTnG TpOTOVL (see Ar. Eq. 1132-3: kal oot TukvaTng éveaT | €v Td TpOTw):
énl ouvetol kal @povipov. Phryn. PS 107.15-6: oxAnpdtng dpKwv: OMOTAV TIG OUOCT PPIKOSELS
TG dpkoug. Phryn. Ecl. 84: Oeppudtng Aéye, cAAa ur Beppacia. Phryn. Ecl. 329: abBexaotoTng dA-
AOKOTOV: TO pév yap avBékaatog KaAALaTov Gvopa, T0 8¢ mapd Tolto memouévoy avBekaoToTng
K{pSnAov. Antiatt. v 11: ikavotng Avciag IIpog Mavtaréovta (fr. 264 Carey). Moer. t 12: (66Tng k)G
apdtng AtTikol: iooTg wg Ppapevtrg “EAANVES.

201 On this adjective and its appraisal in Atticist sources, see Favi (2022t, 314-5).
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5.5 Adjectives in -wéng

The adjectives in -08ng are interesting for observing the evolution of later Attic.
This morpheme was used to create adjectives indicating what is ‘similar to’ or
‘reminiscent of what is expressed by the (nominal or verbal) stem.2’* This cate-
gory of adjectives plays a crucial role in early Ionic prose, where it influences the
language of philosophy and science. In turn, these formations are poorly attested
in poetry, with Euripides being the one writer who uses them the most, and in
the Attic orators. As regards Old Comedy, judging from Aristophanes, most occur-
rences are in Plutus, while the evidence is very limited in the first ten surviving
plays. The likely conclusion is that -wéng was an Ionic element that gradually
spread in later Attic.”® The evidence from Middle and New Comedy is important
to assess the later development in the use of this suffix.?**

Aiyvntindng: CratIun. fr. 2 (hapax). AAegavépwdng: Men. fr. 598.1 (hapax). BAtyavwdng: Diph.
fr. 17.15 (hapax in this form, pAyw8ng in later medical texts). Boppopwdng: Men. fr. 27 (corpus
Hippocraticum, Pl., Arist.). §poo®8ng: Antiph. fr. 55.13; Alex. fr. 129.12 (Eur. Ba. 705, Pherecr. fr.
114.2). ¢pywdng: Men. Asp. 317, Dysc. 966, fr. 58.2; Philipp. fr. 9.9; Nicom. fr. 2.1; Sosip. fr. 1.24 (cor-
pus Hippocraticum, Isocr., X., Arist.). Onpuwdng: Athenio fr. 1.4 (Eur., Hdt., corpus Hippocraticum,
X., P, Aesch., Arist.). iwéng: Men. Sic. 285 (Soph. [but the text of fr. 198a is corrupt], corpus Hippo-
craticum). xoAAwdng: Clearch. fr. 2.1 (corpus Hippocraticum, Pl Arist.). kotw8ng: Alex. fr. 202.2
(corpus Hippocraticum, [Arist.] Probl). paviwéng: Alex. fr. 222.9 (Thuc., Eur., X., corpus Hippocra-
ticum, Plb.). wiAtwdng: Eub. fr. 97.6 (Agatharchides, D.S., Str.). potx®8ng: Men. Sic. 210 (Ptole-
maeus’ Apotelesmatica). voxkap®8ng: Diph. fr. 18 (hapax).

A few of these forms are already paralleled in 5th-century BCE Attic, particularly in
Euripidean poetry (§poowéng, Onplwdng, iwdng, pyaviwsdng). Many more appear in
4th-century BCE Attic texts and/or in the koine (BopBopwéng, £pywdng, koA WSNG,
KOTWANG, HATOSNG, potywdng). Finally, a few are 4th-century BCE comic hapaxes
(Atyvntiwdng, AAeEav8pwdng, PAavwdng vwkapwdng). A few remarks can be
made: (1) Some forms are unmarked and generally descriptive (¢pywéng, iwdng,
UAT®WENG, potywdng); (2) The hapax forms document the potential of the suffix
-w8ng to create parodic neologisms (Atyvntiwdng, AreEavSpwéng, PAavwdng, vo-

202 See Chantraine (1933, 429-32); Schmid (Atticismus vol. 4, 698-9). Regarding the origin of this
morpheme, we probably have to agree with Wackernagel (1889, 44-7) that -wdng originally be-
longs to 6w ‘to smell (of something)’ (see also Willi 2003b, 44).

203 Willi (2003b, 43-4).

204 Durham (1913, 24-5); Vessella (2016b, 427) stress the importance of the adjectives in -w8ng in
Menander as an indication of his evolving Attic. See also Bagordo (2013, 99-100), who also gathers
the evidence from the comic adespota and Epicharmus.
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kapwdne);?®® a parodic intention is also evident in the comic reuse of Euripides’
8p0andng;”® (3) Some of these adjectives, whether or not they are attested in 5th-
century BCE Attic, are also used in treatises of the Hippocratic corpus of the 5th
and 4th BCE centuries and/or in Herodotus (BopBopwéng, ¢pywdng, Onplwéng,
O8NS, KOAWSENG, KomWENG, Havimdng).2”’ As a result, the use of some of these adjec-
tives in comedy, while not a direct parody of scientific and/or medical vocabulary,
may well be influenced by their technical nature;”®® in some cases, this may add a
further nuance to the philosophical tone of the passage.”*

The evidence for the adjectives in -wén¢ in Middle and New Comedy repre-
sents an advanced stage compared to the evidence from Old Comedy. It is highly
significant that the evidence from later comedy is more substantial than that
from Old Comedy (where Aristophanes is the only known writer to make some
use of the adjectives in -w8ng). It therefore appears that, when Atticist lexicogra-
phy discusses these formations and their stylistic usefulness, it may be quoting
from the plays of Middle and New Comedy if the sources are unnamed.

Phryn. PS 51.18-9: avdpanodwdelg ndovai (Crates Theb. SH 352.4)- onpaivel tag eikalovg xat
droylotoug i8ovdg. Phryn. PS 52.14-5: BopPopwdng: mapa tov BopPopov kal tov 686vTa, Tov Su-
owdn 10 otoua. Phryn. PS 100.9: nayet®deg (Soph. Ph. 1082) kat Yuyxpdv. Phryn. PS 109.19-20:
oTpayyalwdng avBpwmog (com. adesp. fr. *663)- 6 ovy amAodg, GAN émitetapaypévoc. Phryn. PS
112.15-7: TuvTA@8NG Kal Anpwdng Adyog (com. adesp. fr. *670): olov 6 mematnuévog Kai Kowaog.
TOVTAOG Yap 0 [mematnuévog] mnAdg. Phryn. PS 116.1-3: vmoluywdng dvBpwmog (Ar. fr. 751 and
com. adesp. fr. *547): 6 Wn €K Tii¢ £avTol MpoalpEoews Kal mpodupiag TL TPATTWY, AN €K THG
ETEPWV KEAEVOEWG, (WOTTEP Kal Ta LTTOCVYLA.

205 See Bagordo (2013, 99-100); M. Caroli (2014, 86).

206 See Arnott (1996, 374) on Alex. fr. 129.12.

207 BAyavwdng is paralleled as BAyw8ng in later medical texts. Hesychius (B 740) claims that
BAyw8N¢ already occurs in a Hippocratic passage (VC 19), but the manuscript tradition has
YALoXp®WENC.

208 This interpretation may be considered for vwkapwdng in Diph. fr. 18, even though it is a
hapax. On the use of the suffix -08n¢ in scientific vocabulary, as exemplified by Theophrastus,
see Tribulato (2010b, 489-90).

209 See Arnott (1996, 627-8; 631) on paviwdng in Alex. fr. 222.9. The form konwdng in Alex. fr.
202.2 is part of the discussion about Pythagorean health prescriptions and diet. The context
around 6npwwdng in Athenio fr. 1.4 reminds one of the philosophical topos of the progress of
mankind.
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5.6 Diminutives

Recent approaches to diminutives in various, mostly Indo-European, languages
have seen the rise of the notion of evaluative morphology, which represents a
more precise way of identifying and describing the prerogatives of actual diminu-
tive forms.”® Greek evaluative morphology is limited to diminutives (there are no
augmentative formations in Greek). These constitute a large and highly productive
category of Greek derivational morphology, while at the same time being limited to
a relatively restricted number of suffixes, particularly -ov (and its derivatives
-aplov, -t8tov, -apidiov, and -axiov) and -iokog. Lists of diminutive formations in
Menander, with a focus on those in -lov, are offered in previous bibliography,"*
while the corpora of the comic poets other than Aristophanes and Menander are
generally less studied." For the purposes of this selective treatment, we shall focus
only on three suffixes: -{6tov, -dplov, and -iokog. The reason for this choice is two-
fold: these formations are among the most widespread in Greek, and Atticist lexi-
cographers devoted considerable attention to them.

5.6.1 Suffix -i&lov

This suffix, which derives from the re-segmentation of the diminutives created
with the suffix -lov attached to dental stems (e.g. aomid-lov > dom-iSov), already
enjoyed great popularity in the 5th century BCE (not just in comedy: e.g. vnoidiov
occurs 3x already in Thucydides).””> Among other things, the suffix was useful to
create the diminutives of the nouns in -lov that have no diminutive meaning, or to
reinforce semantically faded diminutives. -i§tov also remained productive in the
koine, although it is far less common than -lov and -dptov in the New Testament.?™*
The presence of these diminutives in Middle and New Comedy is substantial:*"®

aiyiSiov: Antiph. fr. 21.4; Eub. fr. 103.1. dpyvpi8iov: Diphil. fr. 19.2. Boi§tov: Men. Sic. 184. BLBAi-
Swov: Antiph. fr. 160. yAavkiSiov: Antiph. fr. 221.1. yhavkwidtov: Amphis fr. 35.2. ypddiov: Men.
Georg. 97, Mis. 629. ypaupateidiov: Men. fr. 238.1. SamiSrov: Hipparch. fr. 1.3. éAd8tov: Arched.

210 See the overview by Grandi (2013).

211 See Durham (1913, 23); Boned Colera (2015); Cartlidge (2017h, 248).

212 On the diminutives in Aristophanes and their place in the history of Greek, see Lopez Eire
(1991, 11-5). See below for further bibliographic references to Aristophanes’ diminutives.

213 See Petersen (1910, 212-40); Chantraine (1933, 68-72).

214 See Mayser (Gramm. vol. 1,3, 38-9); Blass, Debrunner (1976, 90); Watt (2013, 72).

215 Some other cases are problematic because they are hapaxes (évtepidiov in Alex. fr. 84.2, on
which see Arnott 1996, 225-7, tAeonpidiwvt in Apollod.Com. fr. 13.16) or because they have been
created by a modern conjecture (AtBaviSiov is Bentley’s conjecture in Men. Car. fr. 1.1, but since
it is unattested, the restoration is not accepted by Kassel, Schréder in PCG vol. 6,1).
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fr. 2.11. éTaupi8rov: Men. Epit. 985. Oepamawvidiov: Men. Dysc. 460. OpattiSiov: Anaxandr. fr.
28.2. kpauBidrov: Antiph. fr. 6. kpeddiov: Alex. fr. 84.2. kwBidtov: Anaxandr. fr. 28.2; Sotad. fr.
1.22. x@8wov: Men. Col. 31, Sam. 404. Ao@i8wov: Men. Asp. 59, Dysc. 100. oikiSrov: Men. Pc. 199.
ovoidLov: Nicom. fr. 3.1. matpidrov: Men. Dysc. 499 and 930; Theophil. fr. 4.3; Xenarch. fr. 4.15.
mepkidlov: Anaxandr. fr. 28.2. mnpidiov: Men. Epit. 331. mAiStov: Antiph. fr. 35.4. mopviSiov:
Antiph. fr. 236.3; Men. Pc. 150, fr. 410.4. motnpidiov: Men. fr. 26.3. poidrov: Men. fr. 83.2. cavi-
Swov: Men. fr. 156.3. onmidtov: Alex. fr. 159.3; Ephipp. frr. 3.9 and 15.4; Eub. frr. 109.2 and 148.6.
omAayyvidiov: Diph. fr. 14.2. tapieidtov: Men. Sam. 233. tev@i8iov: Ephipp. fr. 15.4; Eub. fr.
109.2. tpyidtov: Alex. fr. 159.3. Umoyacstpidiov: Eub. fr. 137.4. xAavidiov: Men. Pc. 392.
xotpidiov: Diph. fr. 90.3; Men. fr. 409.3. yutpiStov: Alex. fr. 246.2. xwpidtov: Men. Dysc. 23.
YukTnpidov: Alex. fr. 2.7.

The diminutives of food items are frequent in culinary lists, which are a particu-
larly common feature of comedy throughout the centuries. This explains why a
large number of the above-forms are related to eating. Many of these forms are
already attested in 5th-century BCE Attic (unsurprisingly, they are paralleled es-
pecially in comedy): aiyi8tov, apyvpisiov,'® Boisiov, ypasiov, ypauuateisiov,
Kkpeddiov, kwdlov, oikidlov, matpidiov, mnpidov, mAislov, mopvidiov, cavidiov,
onmiSlov, Tevbidiov, YAavidiov, yoipidiov, yutpidiov. Others are paralleled in 4th-
century BCE Attic writers, such as yvtpiStov, but most of these are hapaxes or
rare forms that are first attested in Middle and New Comedy and then live on in
post-Classical Greek: BtpAiSiov,” yravkisiov, yravkwisiov, SamiSiov, AdSiov,
etaipidlov, Bepamawvidiov, OparttisSiov, kpappisSiov, kwBidlov, Aoeidlov, ovaidiov,
nepkiSlov, motnpiSlov, poidlov, omAayyvidiov, tauteidov, tpiyidiov, vroyaotpi-
81ov, Yuktnpidiov.™®

The diminutives in -{§lov attracted considerable attention from Atticist lexi-
cographers. They do not usually find fault with these forms: on the contrary, they
tend to prefer -{81ov to other diminutive suffixes.*

216 While apyvpidov normally means ‘money’ without any further implication (which is indi-
cated as the current use of the word by Atticist sources, see Phryn. PS fr. *257 (= Z> a 2085 = Su. a
3789, ex L)), it sometimes has a contemptuous meaning (see Eup. fr. 124 and Isocr. 8.4; cf. Olson
2017, 434).

217 A rare form otherwise attested only once in Pseudo-Demosthenes and Polybius, it is dis-
cussed by Olson (2022, 225) who rightly compares it with BiASdpiov in Ar. fr. 795 (to be ex-
plained as -{8(tov) + -dplov, see Petersen 1910, 262).

218 On this form and the problems concerning the length of the vowel /i/ in the antepenultimate
syllable of the suffix -t81ov, see Arnott (1996, 59-60).

219 Note, however, that Phrynichus and the Antiatticist discuss the admissibility of the analogi-
cal suffix -8tov (e.g. they debated whether the analogical povStov and voudlov may be accepted
in place of the regular forms BoiStov and voi§iov). The suffix -8tov is analogical and results from
a different type of re-segmentation of dental stems like domis-tov > domi-8lov based on the com-
parison with the nominative domnig.
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Phryn. PS 6.18-9: avaomdv yvwuidlov (Ar. fr. 727): kwpwdikdg eipntat, olov ¢k BuBod Slavoiag
<@v>dyewv. Phryn. PS 47.19: avaomndv BovAevpa kal avaomdv yvwuisiov (Ar. fr. 727). Phryn. PS
70.9-12: ¢ dxpwv KABNobe TV TLUYSiwv (Ar. Ach. 638): énl TV EMAPOUEVWV KAl KAUYWUEVWV
S1a kodaxetav iy émawvov. SnAotl yap 0 pite teAéws kabijobat pite Eotdvat, 6AN €v uéow @épecat
S yavvotnTa Yuyfic. Phryn. PS 75.18: Bvnoeidlov: pdddov pntéov i kevépplov. Phryn. PS 76.14:
inmidtov- ov pévov imndplov. Phryn. PS 84.22-3: kuvdplov (Alc.Com. fr. 33) kat xuviSov: <duew>
8oxiua. Phryn. PS 102.5-6: mpoyoiStov (Cratin. fr. 206.1)- UokopLOTIKGG, [WG] ATTd TOD TPAYOUE. WG
obv Bolg Boislov, obtw TTPdYOLS TTpo)0iSiov. Phryn. PS fr. *257 (= IP a 2085 = Su. a 3789 (ex L)):
apyvpiSlov- wg Nuets. EbmoAlg Anpolg (fr. 124) ‘¢yn 8¢ supuyrioaca tapyvpidiov’. Phryn. Ecl. 50: ko-
plov 1j kopiSlov fj kopiokn Aéyouvatv, T 8¢ kopdalov mapdioyov. Phryn. Ecl. 61: voiSiov kat BoiSiov
apyaia kat Sokua, ovyl vouslov kai Bovdtov. Phryn. Ecl. 151: xuviSiov Aéye. Oeomoprnog 8¢ 6 Kw-
uw80g dmag mov (fr. 93) kuvdplov elnev. Phryn. Ecl. 223: poislov Siapobvteg Aéyouaty ol duadeig:
Nuelg 8¢ poiStov. Phryn. Ecl. 362: otnBvviov opviBiov Aéyoval Tveg oy LYLG. €l yap xpr LITOKO-
PLOTIKGG AEYEL, <Aéye> atnBiSlov- el § 00K £0TLV LTTOKOPLOTIKOV, TIOBEY eloekwpace Kal TOUTO TO
KooV Ti TV EAMvwv @wvij;. Phryn. Ecl. 398: ABdplov mévu UAGTTOU AéyeLy, AB{SLov 8¢ Aéye.
Antiatt. B 37: BovSia- o0 pévov Boidia. ‘Epuurnog Képkwyt (fr. 36.2). Antiatt. § 10: SaxtuAiSiov- o0
8etv paaiv vmokopilesdal, 0V &v WKPOVY . Antiatt. K 85: KAapLa: oV udvov KAwisia. Aptato-
@avng AattaAedov (fr. 250). Antiatt. k 87: Kuvdplov- 00 pdvov Kuvidlov. AAkalog Kwukag (fr. 33).
Antiatt. p 18: poiyidlov: 0 €k powyod yeyevnuévov. Ymepeidng év @ Katd Apiotoodvtog (fr. 42
Jensen). [Hdn.] Philet. 47: Suthoi§lov 0 Suthobv iudtiov. For a discussion see Tribulato (2022f).

As regards the ancient appraisal of the diminutives in -18wov, it is important to
note that it was mostly Middle and New Comedy that provided the main source
for later scholarship, especially concerning rarer and later forms.”

5.6.2 Suffix -dpLov

The diminutive suffix -aplov derives from the resegmentation of nouns with a
stem ending in -ap (e.g. oivapov > olvdp-lov oiv-aplov, ¢oxdpa > Eoyap-ov >
¢oy-aptov).??! It can also be attached to other diminutive suffixes (e.g. veaviokog
> VEAVLoKAPLOV). -aplov is not particularly productive in Classical times. Accord-
ing to Peppler’s calculations, 31 forms in -Gplov are attested up to Aristophanes,
but 21 of these are only attested in Aristophanes.””* However, in post-Classical
Greek -Gplov becomes the most productive diminutive suffix besides -10v.”* At-
testations in Middle and New Comedy are substantial ?**

220 Many fragments of Middle and New Comedy where diminutives in -{§tov occur are quoted
by writers like Athenaeus and Pollux precisely to exemplify these diminutives.

221 See Petersen (1910, 260-71); Chantraine (1933, 74-5).

222 See Peppler (1902, 11-2).

223 See Mayser (Gramm. vol. 1,3, 43-4); Blass, Debrunner (1976, 90); Watt (2013, 73); Tribulato
(2022f); Tribulato (2022g).

224 We omit from the list the textually problematic forms kapi8aptov, kwpidaplov, and okwvda-
ptov, which are the transmitted readings in Anaxandr. fr. 28 (see Millis 2015, 135-6).
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anedaplov: Men. fr. 652; Xenarch. fr. 4.15. §eunvdpurov: Diphil. fr. 64.1. {w8dprov: Alex. fr. 144.
iotaplov: Men. fr. 79. kw8dpLov: Anaxandr. fr. 35.11. Aoydprov: Theognet. fr. 1.2. ute@daptov: Di-
phil. fr. 42.34; Men. fr. 220.2. uvaddprov: Diphil. fr. 21. vitrdprov: Men. fr. 652. oivapiov: Alex. fr.
277.1; Antiph. fr. 132.4; Apollod.Car. fr. 30.1; Diphil. fr. 60.8. évéptrov: Diphil. fr. 89.1. 6pviBaprov:
Anaxandr. fr. 42.63; Nicostr.Com. fr. 2.2. 0Ydaprov: Alex. frr. 159.2 and 177.2; Anaxil. fr. 28.1-2; Di-
phil. fr. 42.31; Lync. fr. 1.21; Men. Car. fr. 1.2, fr. 151.2; Mnesim. fr. 3.7; Philem. frr. 32.2 and 100.5.
mawddaprov: Alex. fr. 212.3; Diphil. fr. 18.2; Men. Asp. 222, Epit. 245, 464, 473, 646, 986, Col. 6, Mis.
989, Sam. 411, 425, 649, fr. 323.2, fr. 764.3, fr. 832.2; Philipp. fr. 22; Xenarch. fr. 10.1-3. Tar8iokd-
pov: Men. Mis. fr. 8.1, fr. 296.15. mAotdprov: Men. fr. 64.9. moSdprov: Alex. fr. 115.15. oitdprov:
Philem. fr. 100.3. okevapiov: Diphil. fr. 19.2. okvtdplov: Anaxil. fr. 18.6. wvdprov: Clearch. fr.
2.3. yrtwvaplov: Men. fr. 471.2. yop8dprov: Alex. fr. 137. @aprov: Anaxandr. fr. 80; Ephipp. fr.
24.3. wtaprov: Anaxandr. fr. 44.

The sheer number of forms (26) is quite impressive, considering that -dplov
did not enjoy much popularity among Classical Attic writers. Several of them
are already paralleled in 5th-century BCE Attic, particularly in comedy (x@dd-
plov, uebapiov, vnttdplov, oivdplov, ohaplov, matddplov, maoldplov, modd-
plov, oKkevdpLlov, pwvdplov). Two more, {wddplov and Aoydplov, are paralleled
in 4th-century BCE Attic writers. However, most of the forms collected above
are hapaxes first attested in Middle and New Comedy, and then attested in
post-Classical Greek: angdplov, Setvaplov, iotdptov, pvasddplov,** dvéplov,
opviBaplov, matdlokaplov, GLTApLoV, OKUTAPLOVY, XLTWVAPLOV, XopSdplov, ®a-
plov, wtdplov. Among these, we may single out maidtokdplov, which has a dou-
ble suffixation. The fact that 14 new forms are attested for the first time in
Middle and New Comedy is quite remarkable compared to the fact that only 21
forms in -dplov are attested in Aristophanes’ far larger corpus.*® This is prob-
ably an indication that Middle and New Comedy already document the spread-
ing of -dptov. Like those in -{§lov, the diminutives in -dptov also attracted the
interest of Atticist lexicography.

Ael.Dion. x 11 (= Eust. in Il 4.270.2-6): YLTWV<t0V>* 0 {WOTOG <XLTWV> Kal YUVAUKELOG, O 8¢ AvSpelog
XTwvioKog, 6 Tveg Emev8UTNY, TO 8¢ PPyl YITWVIOKAPLOV. XLITWVIOV 8 Kal YITWVAPLOV AETTOV EV-
Supa yuvaikelov moAuteAés. Mévavdpog (fr. 471)- Aedovpévn yap népa kat Slagavég | yltwvdaplov
gyovoa’. Aptotopavng (fr. 641)- €vSUg 10 yvvaikelov todt yttwviov'. Phryn. PS 76.14: inniSov- o0
uovov inmaplov. Phryn. PS 84.22-3: xuvdaptov (Alc.Com. fr. 33) kal kuviSlov: <duow> Soxiua.
Phryn. PS 88.4-5: AioTplov (Ar. fr. 847). 10 UTO TGOV TOAGY KaAoVpEVOV KoyAldptov [. . .J. Phryn.
PS 91.13-4: dYdplov (Ar. fr. 45)- 0 6Pov, oUxl ToUg (X006, ot 8¢ viv Tovg i8¢ <obTw> Aéyouotv.
Phryn. PS fr. 197 (= Phot. a 1984): avBpwmndplov- EOTOALG. ‘00K €¢ kdpakag, avOpwmdplov,
amo@beipn;’. Phryn. Ecl. 147: napoyig 10 dov, ovyl 8¢ T0 ayyelov- Tolto 8¢ TpOBALOV 1} Aekdplov

225 On the morphology of this form and the presence of the analogical suffix -8aptov, see Pe-
tersen (1910, 262).
226 See Peppler (1902, 11-2).
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kodoUow. Phryn. Ecl. 151: xuviSlov Aéye. Ogdmoumnog 8¢ 0 Kwuwdog amag mov (fr. 93) xuvdaptov
glnev. Phryn. Ecl. 292: koyAdplov- To0to Alotpov Aploto@dvng 6 kwuwdomotdg Aéyet (fr. 847)- kal
oL 8¢ o0Twg Aéye. Phryn. Ecl. 398: AlBdplov mdvu @uAdttov Aéyely, ABiSlov 6¢ Aéye. Antiatt. y 11:
yuvawdptlov- AwokAijg MeAtttaig (fr. 11). Antiatt. y 34: yryyAdplar ol avAntat Aéyouat yévog 6pyd-
vwv. Antiatt. { 6: (wdaplov- Adeglg Avkiokw (fr. 144). Antiatt. k 85: kAwdplar oV pévov KAWISLa.
Aplotopavng Aattaiedotv (fr. 250). Antiatt. k 87: Kuvdplov: 00 HOVOV KLVISLOV. AAKAT0G KWUKDG
(fr. 33). Antiatt. A 24: hoydpla- VTTOKOPLOTIKGOG A0YApLd pot Aéyel, PaiSwv <ZwKPATIKOG> ZwTOpw
(fr. IIL.A.10 Giannantoni). Antiatt. p 41: pvadapla: VTOKOPLOTIK®G TAG Uvic. Aipog Bakaveiw (fr.
21). Moer. 7 62: tauSaptov kal o Buydatplov Attikol: maddplov pévwg o Gppev “EAAnves. Moer. 6
20: owdaptov “Eppurnog (fr. 93) 0 0@’ udv covddptov. [Hdn.] Philet. 194: dpyvpobrkn, 0 viv
apyevtaplov karovpevov: map AKAEL (fr. 15)- &otL 8¢ oltog Tiig dpyaiag kwuwsiag momnTAg.
[Hdn.] Philet. 216: inviov, 0 oi vOv uiidplov. [Hdn.] Philet. 217: koyAwpuyov, T0 vOv KoyAdplov.
[Hdn.] Philet. 226: d\aBaoctpobrixnv éAeyov ot dpyaiol kal 6 AnpocBévng (19.237)- 6 ot viv keAAd-
plov. [Hdn.] Philet. 283: naiSiokdptov 8¢ ént Tijg SoUANG SovAdplov ov8EnoTe €Ml T0D Appevog,
G énl To0 BrjAeog,

The forms in -dplov are more likely to be regarded with suspicion by the Atticists
than those in -(§10v, no doubt because of the very high productivity of the former
type in post-Classical Greek.”’ Indeed, while the Atticist lexica record and ap-
prove of some diminutives in -dplov already attested in 5th-century BCE Greek,
which may also occur in Middle and New Comedy (6{dplov), some of the forms
attested only in Middle and New Comedy attracted special interest from the Anti-
atticist, which probably sought to defend their admissibility against the views of
more restrictive Atticists (kw8dptov, Aoydplov, pvaddptov). Still, in some cases the
Atticist prescriptions correspond to the way these diminutives are used in Middle
and New Comedy (ratStokaplov for female servants in Men. Mis. fr. 8.1 and Men.
fr. 296.15, as prescribed by the Philetaerus; maidaplov for both male and female
children, as in Men. fr. 323.2 and as prescribed by Moeris, not just the male ones).

5.6.3 Suffix -Lokog

Unlike -{§tov and -éptov, -iokog is an IE suffix.””® The semantic development of
this suffix in Greek has been thoroughly investigated.”® Besides the diminutive,
hypocoristic, and deteriorative uses, -iokog also indicated similarity. Due to the
existence of the competing and far more productive suffix -tov, the forms in

227 See Tribulato (2022f); Tribulato (2022g).

228 It probably represents the conglomerate of *-is (the zero grade of the comparative suffix
*-ies/-ios/-is) and *-ko- (see Petersen 1913, 144). The IE meaning of these formations may have
been ‘approximating to the condition designated by the primitive’ (thus Petersen 1913, 145-6,
who rightly compares this with the primary meaning of *-ko-), and then each language devel-
oped this further.

229 See Petersen (1913); Chantraine (1933, 405-13).
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-lokog were probably perceived as less common and therefore more expressive.
-lokog is unattested in Homer and Aeolic lyric poetry, but it is already documented
in the rest of archaic lyric poetry, and it is then quite productive in 5th-century BCE
Attic writers. There is ample evidence in Middle and New Comedy.**°

yAavkiokog: Arched. fr. 3.1; Damox. fr. 2.18; Bato fr. 5.16; Philem. fr. 82.21. inickog: Crat.Iun. fr.
5; title of one of Alexis’ plays, Aywvig | Inniokog. kadaBiokog: Men. fr. 497. kanpickog: Crobyl.
fr. 7.2. xopiokn: Timocl. fr. 24.1. kpeiokog: Alex. fr. 194.1.2" kpwpakiokog: Antiph. fr. 214.1. pep-
akiokog: Alex. frr. 37.2 and 183.7; Men. Asp. 128, Georg. 4. veavickog: Alex. fr. 116.5; Men. Asp. 133
and 332, Dysc. 39, 414, 792, Georg. 69, Pc. 9, Th. 20, Fab.Incert. 54; Theophil. fr. 4.1; title of one of
Antiphanes’ plays. 6peAiokog: Anaxipp. fr. 6.1; Euphro fr. 1.32; Sotad. fr. 1.10. oiviokog: Eub. fr.
129.2. maudiokn: Anaxil. fr. 22.26; Men. Asp. 141, 266, 384, Her. 18 and 39, Her. fr. 6, fr. 97.3. mwa-
kiokog: Epig. fr. 1.3; Lync. fr. 1.6. xnvickog: Eub. fr. 14.3. xitwviokog: Antiph. fr. 35.3; Apollod.
Com. fr. 12; Men. Sic. 280.

Most of these forms are already attested in 5th-century BCE writers (mostly, but
not only, in comedy): kaAaBiokog, Kopiokn, veaviokog, 6feAiokog, oiviokog, mal-
8toxn, mvakiokog, xttwviokog. One of them, pelpakiokog, is first attested in the
4th century BCE (Plato). Finally, the remaining six forms are hapaxes, or they are
first attested in Middle and New Comedy and then live on in post-Classical Greek:
yAavkiokog, inmiokog,* kanpiokog, kpeiokog, kpwuakiokog, ynviokog. This distri-
bution of the evidence, especially when compared with that of -i§tov and -dptov,
shows that -{okog was no longer very productive in 4th-century BCE Attic. This
anticipates the fate of -ioxog in post-Classical times: the suffix is of limited diffu-
sion and productivity in the koine,** where it was productive only in technical
texts, specifically with the meaning ‘similar to’ the base word.”** The diminutives
in -{oxog are discussed by Atticist lexicography, usually with approval (Moer. y
34), in relation to issues of semantics (Phryn. PS 22.14-5, Ecl. 210, Moer. 7 56), mor-
phology (Phryn. Ecl. 50), or both (Ael.Dion. y 11).

Ael.Dion. x 11 (= Eust. in Il. 4.270.2-6): YITOV<L0V>* 0 {WOTOG <YLTWV> Kal YUVAKELOG. O 8¢ avEpelog
XTwviokog, 6 Tveg Emev8uTNY, T0 8¢ BPayl XITWVIOKAPLOV. XLITWVLOV 8¢ Kal XITWVAPLOV AETTOV EV-
Supa yuvakelov oAvterég. Mévavspog (fr. 471)- Aedovpévn yap NTépa Kal SLaQaveég | xLtwvaplov
gyovod’. ApLoto@avng (fr. 641) ‘€v8Ug 10 yuvaikelov o8t yttwviov’. Phryn. PS 22.14-5: avBpwniokog

230 Diminutives of personal names are not included (on these, see Petersen 1913, 189-202; Chan-
traine 1933, 411-2). They begin to appear in Herodotus and Thucydides and correspond to the
normal uses of -iokog (i.e. the diminutive/hypocoristic one and that of indicating similarity).

231 On the gender of this specific form and references to the earlier debate on the gender of the
forms in -iokog, see Arnott (1996, 568 n. 1).

232 This form indicates a head ornament, so -iokog indicates similarity (see Petersen 1913, 162).
233 See Mayser (Gramm. vol. 1,3, 44-5); Blass, Debrunner (1976, 90); Watt (2013, 73-4).

234 See Petersen (1913, 155-6, who also provides ample documentation).
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@adAog: olov 6 arTAoDg Kal undev motkidov £ywv. o pévtol avBpwmiokog &l katappovioewg TibeTaL
Phryn. PS 23.6-7: (imupov mvakiokov (Ar. fr. 547)- kawov, upmw mupl mtpocevnveyuévov. Phryn.
Ecl. 50: x6plov i} kopiSlov ij kopiokn Aéyovatv, 10 8¢ Kopdatlov mapdioyov. Phryn. Ecl. 210: mat-
Siokn: ol viv ént tijg Bepamaivng Tobto oy, ol & apxatot &t Tfg vedvidog, oig akolovdnTéov.
Moer. 7 56: nawdioknv kal v éAevbépav kal v §0VANV Attikol: TV SoVAnV pévov “EAAnve.
Moer. ¥ 34: yitwviokog XITwv ATtikol UmodVTnY Kat énevdvv "EAAnvec. [Hdn.] Philet. 282: mar-
Siokn €l Tiig EAevBEPAG Aéyoual 8¢ olTw TV Vé.
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1 Verbal endings
1.1 1st-person plural middle-passive ending -pec6a

The 1st-person plural ending -puecfa, common in epic and lyric poetry, is also
widely used as a metrically convenient form in 5th-century BCE tragedy and com-
edy (see Schwyzer 1939, 670). According to the data collected by Willi (2003a, 245),
-ueaBa is attested 76 times in Aristophanes. Dunbar (1995, 147) points out that in
0ld Comedy -pecBa is mostly parodic or intended to heighten the tone. In Middle
and New Comedy, however, where a more colloquial language is used, -ueca is
mostly avoided.”*

anwAAbuecda: Men. fr. 644. BovAdueaOa: Philem. fr. 72.2; Euang. fr. 1.3. StautwpecBa: Antiph.
fr. 108.1. ev@pawvouesd(a): Philem. fr. 145.2. NAattopesd(a): Philem. fr. 77.3. nOpolopecda:
Men. Asp. 60. @elaopead(a): Philem. fr. 111.4.

Since -uecBa does not occur in Attic prose or inscriptions, it is likely that it never
belonged to spoken Attic.”*® When -peofa is used in Middle and New Comedy, it is
not usually to heighten the tone. For example, in Philem. fr. 72 droBavovpeba oc-
curs twice side by side with BovAdpeaba, but the two endings seem to be used with-
out any appreciable distinction, metrical convenience excepted. Similarly, in the
Euangelus fragment, BovAdpeaBa fits perfectly with a trochaic metron. Occasion-
ally, however, -uecBa may not only be metrically convenient, but also contribute
an element of more heightened diction alongside other features. In the opening
scene of Menander’s Aspis, Davus reports the (alleged) circumstances surrounding
his master Cleostratus’ death. Since Davus’ narrative is full of tragic and poetic fea-
tures, -ueaBa too can be considered an additional element of marked language.

235 yoptalopesba was restored by Porson in Amphis fr. 28.2, but Kassel, Austin retain the
yoptagopeva of Athenaeus’ MS A.

236 On the rare occurrences in Ptolemaic and Imperial documentary papyri, see Mayser
(Gramm. vol. 1,2, 92); Gignac (1981, 358). While the only known instance of -puecfa in Ptolemaic
papyri may be explained as an attempt to use a more formal language, the few occurrences of
the ending -pecBa in late-Imperial and Byzantine papyri are more plausibly interpreted as evi-
dence of a new ending formed analogically to -00¢ of the 2nd person plural (hence, the Medieval
and Modern Greek personal endings -uecbe(v)/-peote(v) and -paote; see CGMEMG vol. 3,
1449-57).
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1.2 Optative

1.2.1 ‘Aeolic’ and ‘non-Aeolic’ aorist active optative endings

The ‘Aeolic’ aorist active optative endings -(o)etag, -(o)ete(v), and -(o)etav were
regular in 5th-century BCE Attic (see Willi 2003a, 246). In Middle and New Com-
edy, the ‘non-Aeolic’ 2nd-person ending -(o)aig replaces -(o)eiag, but the ‘Aeolic’
endings -(0)ele(v) and -(o)ewav still hold their ground. The evidence for the ‘Aeolic’
3rd-person singular optative ending -(o)ele(v) in Middle and New Comedy is
substantial.

anokvaicelev: Antiph. fr. 239.2. anmokteivetev: Men. Epit. 903. Bon@ncetev: Men. Dysc. 620 and
621. Stakoyetev: Anaxandr. fr. 42.69. StapBeipew(e): Diph. fr. 62.3. eixkdoerev: Men. Epit. 882. ¢-
Aenoele: Men. Epit. 855. éuBAépere: Damox. fr. 3.4. évavoew(e): Diph. fr. 62.3. émrpipetev: Tim-
ocl. fr. 1.4. xatakoveeLev: Dioxipp. fr. 2.1. katastioeiev: Alex. fr. 117.5. kep8avere: Men. Epit.
335. Avmnoete: Alex. fr. 244.3. 6voudoete: Philem. fr. 95.4. mvevoeie: Alex. fr. 47.1. oTGELEV:
Men. Dysc. 915 and 929. oweoei(e): Diph. fr. 74.4. cwoee(v): Timocl. fr. 1.1; Philem. fr. 178.4; Apol-
lod.Com. fr. 14.12; Euphro fr. 4.2. bmokpovoetev: Henioch. fr. 5.4. bmoueivete: Men. Dysc. 368;
Aristophon fr. 12.10. @pdoei(e): Diph. fr. 62.62.2.

The evidence for the 3rd-person plural ‘Aeolic’ optative -(g)elav is more limited:

amoAéoerav: Men. Dysc. 139, 221, 601, 927. §pdoerav: Antiph. fr. 170.2. mofeelav: Men. Dysc. 313.

The five occurrences of the ‘Aeolic’ 3rd-person plural optative -(6)elav in Menander
are all in oaths, but we should not infer that the ‘Aeolic’ ending was retained only
in fixed formulas and expressions as opposed to the ‘non-Aeolic’ ending. In fact, the
3rd-person plural optative is a very rare form to come across: there is not a single
example of ‘non-Aeolic’ -(c)atev in the whole of Middle and New Comedy.

Atticist lexicography regarded the ‘Aeolic’ ending as Attic.*’

Phot. 7t 997 (Ael.Dion. 7 46 according to Erbse, Phryn. PS fr. *348 according to de Borries): mouj-
oetag kal ypdpelag kal moujoetav katl ypdypetav: Attikol pdArov, ot "Twveg 8¢ obtw kal moujoalg
Kal ypavatg.

237 On the use of the ‘Aeolic’ and ‘non-Aeolic’ aorist active optative endings in Atticist writers,
see Schmid (Atticismus vol. 3, 30-2; vol. 4, 26; 588); Lucarini (2017, 18-9). The fact that the ‘Aeolic’
optative is regularly used in Roman and Byzantine papyri, while it is extremely rare in Ptolemaic
papyri (Mayser, Gramm. vol. 1,2, 87-8), may be due to the influence of Atticism (see Gignac 1981,
360).
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1.2.2 Analogical extension of -n- in the plural forms of the optative

The plural forms of the optative developed new analogical forms that extended
the -n- of the singular forms (see €inv, €ing, €in) to the plural. The occurrences in
5th-century BCE texts are only a handful (Thuc. 6.11.4 c@aleinuev and 7.77.7
owbeinte, Ar. Ra. 1448 owBeinuev: note that Aristophanes uses the same syntagm
as Men. fr. 644, also at the end of a iambic trimeter), but then this optative ending
becomes increasingly common in a linguistically bolder writer like Antipho (Tetr.
1.10 einoav, 2.9 einuev, 4.6 einoav), and then especially in 4th-century BCE prose
(passim in Xenophon, Lysias, Demosthenes, etc.; in Isocrates only 6.57 pvnofein-
pev and 19.16 newgBeinte). Three instances of the new analogical optative occur in
Middle and New Comedy:

owBeinuev: Men. fr. 644. apeint(e): Men. Per. 4 and 6.

This development was criticised as being foreign to Attic by (the stricter voices
within) Atticist lexicography.
Antiatt. € 74: ginoav: avti Tod elev. Eevoe®v Anopvnuovevudtwv o (but notice that in the MSS

the situation is much more fluid, that is, einoav and eiev alternate). Moer. B 5: rafeiuev Pra-
Bette PAapetev Attikol PAaBeinuev PAapeinte BraBeinoav “EAAnveg.

1.3 The imperfect and perfect 2nd-person singular active endings -6a, -G, -8ag

The 2nd-person singular imperfect fofa, from eipi, has the characteristic ending
-0a. From fo0a, -0a then spread to a few other forms: imperfect £pnoa (enui)
and fjewoBa (elyy), perfect oloBa (0ida), and pluperfect fjSeioBa (0ida). Since the
ending -8a only applies to a limited number of verbs and is not very morphologi-
cally transparent, there was a strong tendency in Greek to replace this ending
with the morphologically more easily recognisable -¢. A case in point is qofq,
which in post-Classical Greek typically appears as 1i¢ (unattested in Classical
Attic).”® Atticist lexicographers were interested in g, which they proscribed, rec-
ommending the use of the form fjofa instead.”*’ This also happens with &png (see
Section C.1.3.1), 0i8ag (Section C.1.3.2), fjeig (Section C.1.3.3), and 1i8e1g.**° Alterna-

238 See Mayser (Gramm. vol. 1,2, 81); Gignac (1981, 403).

239 Phryn. Ecl. 118: g év ayopdl 60Aotkov, Aéye 00V faba. 0pBoTeEPOV 82 XpHTo &v O Aéywvy Eav
1¢ &v ayopd’’, Moer. n 4: foBa Attikol: fg "EAANVEG.

240 We will not deal with the pluperfect fj6eta8a > fidetg (discussed by Atticist lexicography, see
Moer. n 1: 1i8eloba Attikol [j8etg "EAANveg), since it is unattested in Middle and New Comedy.
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tively, the ending -6a may be re-characterised by the addition of a final -, as in
the case of oloBag and fodag (see Section C.1.3.4).

1.3.1 épng
The evidence for this analogical form in place of épno6a in Middle and New Com-

edy is limited to one example:

€¢ngc: Dion.Com. 2.37.

However, not only is the analogical form &ong/efig already well documented in
Homeric poetry (also in composition), but it also occasionally surfaces in 4th-
century BCE Attic prose writers (Pl. Grg. 466e.6, X. Cyr. 4.1.23).**! In post-Classical
Greek, this form will then enjoy great popularity, also among Atticising au-
thors.** These factors also explain the tolerance of #png by Phrynichus.

Phryn. Ecl. 206: £€png €oTL pév mapd toig apyaiolg, GAN 0Atyov. T0 6¢ mAelov €pnaoba.

1.3.2 oidag
This analogical form occurs two times in Middle and New Comedy:***

oidag: Philem. fr. 45.3; Phoenic. fr. 3.2.

In the perfect, the pressure to replace -8a with -ag must have been particularly
strong (i.e. 0i8a, oidag like AéAuka, AéAvkag, Téenva, Tégnvag, etc.). The analogical
form is initially epic and Ionic.?** Herodotus and the Hippocratic writings both
have o0i8ag (in simplicia and compounds) and the 3rd-person plural oiSaoct in ap-
preciable quantities. According to the current view, these analogical forms only
spread in Attic in the 4th century BCE. The first undisputed instances of oi8ag are
in Xenophon (Mem. 4.6.6) and the Aristotelian corpus (6x in APr. and SE). Simi-
larly, oiSapev is attested in Antiphon (Tetr. 1.3), Xenophon (4n. 2.4.6),** and then
Demosthenes (21.82, 21.93, and 21.121, i.e. only in Against Meidias). oiSaowv first oc-
curs in Xenophon (Oec. 20.14). Attic inscriptions are very conservative in this re-

241 In Xenophon’s passage, £png is transmitted by all manuscripts, but some editors neverthe-
less restore €pnoBa (thus Gemoll, Peters 1968 ad loc., while Marchant 1910 vol. 4, ad loc. retains
€pne).

242 See Schmid (Atticismus vol. 1, 233; vol. 2, 33; vol. 4, 599).

243 On the manuscript evidence see Arnott (2002, 203-4).

244 Hom. Od. 1.337; h.Merc. 456 and 467; Thgn. 1.491 and 1.957; Hippon. fr. ¥*177 West.

245 This is the reading of the manuscripts and is correctly maintained by Hude, Peters (1972, ad
loc.), while Marchant (1903, ad loc.) unnecessarily corrects it to oi8a.
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gard, and there is no evidence for the analogical forms before Roman times.?*¢ In
the koine (mostly, though not exclusively, in the lower registers), the analogical
forms oi8ag, oiSapev, oidate, and oiSact are very common,??’ in some cases they
are even the standard forms (e.g. in the New Testament).**® The analogical forms
are also attested in Atticising writers.?*® Finally, the earliest possible Attic occur-
rence of the analogical forms may be earlier than generally accepted by scholars:
in Euripides’ Alcestis, a play securely dated to 438 BCE, at line 780 we have ta
Bvnta mpdypar 1 oldag T {v &yel pvow;>° Here 0i8ag is the reading of the MSS
(except L), but the opinions of modern scholars vary. Stevens (1976, 60) plausibly
considers it to be early evidence of the penetration of the Ionic form into Attic
(see above) and concludes that o{8ag probably coexisted with oloOa already in
the 5th century BCE.*!

However early oi8ag may have been attested, Atticist lexicography is critical
of such a form anyway.**

Moer. L 22: {oaotv Attikoi- 0i8acv kowov. Moer. o 24: oloBa xwpig To0 ¢ AtTikoi: 0l8ag
"EAAnveg.

1.3.3 fjeig

The 2nd-person imperfect of elut is jelo0a. As part of the same tendency dis-
cussed & propos {g, £png, and oi8ag, fieloBa also developed an analogical 2nd-
person form, fjetg. The only possible occurrence in Middle and New Comedy is in
a textually problematic fragment of Antiphanes:

Antiph. fr. 278: pawi{vda mailwv T fjelg év dawveatiov.

The MSS CE of Athenaeus’ epitome, which quotes Antiphanes’ fragment (Ath.
1.15a), agree in this reading (i.e. fjelg). However, fjeig is unmetrical (the second syl-

246 See Threatte (1996, 570-1).

247 See Mayser (Gramm. vol. 1,2, 81); Gignac (1981, 409-11).

248 See Blass, Debrunner (1976, 72). For further examples, see Lobeck (1820, 236-7); Schmid
(Atticismus vol. 4, 599).

249 See Schmid (Atticismus vol. 1, 85 and 232; vol. 3, 13 and 16; vol. 4, 38 and 599).

250 Against the transmitted reading katoidate in Eur. Supp. 1044: @palet ei xateiSete, see the
discussion by Collard (1975 vol. 2, 376).

251 Dale (1954) also retains oisag, which is defended even by a ‘modern Atticist’ like Rutherford
(1881, 227). Diggle (1984) cautiously obelises toisagt. L. P. E. Parker (2007) accepts Blaydes’ ta
Ovnra mpdypat vy’ ola® £xel eUoLy;, although she points out that the resulting word order is
unusual (see L. P. E. Parker 2007, 207-8). Collard (2018, 127) does not take a strong position
himself.

252 See further Batisti (forthcoming d).
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lable should be short) and has therefore been variously emended.”* In any case,
this form would be perfectly appropriate in 4th-century BCE Attic. Prefixed forms
of fjelg occur in Xenophon (dmrjetg in Cyr. 5.1.25), Demosthenes (Sie€netg in 18.22),
Aeschines (mepujetg in 3.164), and Dinarchus (mepujelg in 4.35). fieig (in simplicia
and prefixed forms) is later attested in the high koine (Philo, Plutarch, and Jose-
phus), and also in Atticising writers such as Lucian (8x), Aelius Aristides (1x), and
Libanius (13x). It also appears in late-antique and Byzantine writers.

1.3.4 oiloBag and RoBag
The analogical olo®ag and foBag are part of the tendency to re-characterise the
2nd-person singular ending -8a. Despite their similarities, these forms raise partly
different questions.

oloBag is attested multiple times in Middle and New Comedy:***

Alex. fr. 15.11: o0k oloBag, @ pakdpte. Men. Epit. 480-1: Ti|v 8¢ nais<a y’> f§tig Av | olobag;.
Men. Mis. 651: 0ic]0ag oV ToGTov;. Men. fr. 246.5: 008¢v oloBag, GOAe. Men. Pc. 152: olo0ag] oi-
[6v €loTw, ofual (the supplement is Wilamowitz’). Philem. fr. 45.4-5: 0082V o0V | oloBag dyaBov
ovy(e). Posidipp. fr. 29.2: oloBag, ® PEATLab(e) (oloBag is Pierson’s correction of transmitted
olc0a). Strato fr. 1.26: ‘Ounpov ovk oloBag Aéyovta; (according to Athenaeus’ text, see Kassel
1974). Com. adesp. fr. 1017.65: o0k olc0ag.

We know from Choeroboscus that o{o8ag occurred already in Cratinus (fr. 112 (=
Choerob. in Theod. GG 4,2.111.1-2)). Stevens (1976, 60) claims that it arose from
confusion between oio6a and oiSag (see Section C.1.3.2). Although comparison
with jo8ag suggests that oioBag may well have developed independently of oi8ag,
the existence of oiag may have contributed to its spread (see below). In the ex-
tant texts, oio0ag is used either to avoid hiatus or to create a long syllable: it is
thus a metrically conditioned variant. Note that Philem. fr. 45 has all three forms
0io0a, oloBag, and oidag, all used by the same speaker. Analogical oic8ag is
widely attested in Hellenistic mime (Herod. 2.55) as well as in Hellenistic and later
prose.” In other literary contexts, oiofag has been the subject of debate among

253 See Olson (2021, 246).

254 On the manuscript evidence see Arnott (2002, 203-4).

255 Philodemus IIpog tovg étaipovg 7 Angeli (P.Herc. 1005.col. xviii.14); the Ninus romance, col.
A.2.22 and col. A.3.25 in Stephens, Winkler 1995 (note that in the first passage of the Ninus ro-
mance oioBag occurs before a consonant); Arrian Epict. 1.12.26, and also in a metrical oracle
quoted by Plutarch (De Pythiae oraculis 408a = 41 in Parke, Wormell 1956 vol. 2, where the read-
ing oloBag Gpetov is at variance with oidag dpetov transmitted by Hdt. 4.157.2 and with oiSag
Guewov transmitted by AP 14.84.1).
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ancient critics regarding its (alleged) presence in Homer.”*® The form is occasion-
ally attested in documentary papyri and once in a poetic inscription.”” Atticist
lexicography admits o{o8ag only as a metrically convenient option.?*®

Su. 0 173 = Phot. 0 150 (= Ael.Dion. o 11): oloBa: avti T00 0i8ag. Aéyetat [kai] wpig ToT o- petd 8¢
700 0 moté | St puétpov i St T0 Wi cuykpoloal wvrievta (cuykpoloal cOUPwVoV, olobag Su.:
ovykpoloat fovpgwvat Phot.). Cf. Eust. in Od. 2.90.12-3: AlAlog uévtot Atoviaolog ypdget dtL xat
70 0loBa kal T0 oloBag Guew EAMVIKE, kadd kal Roda kal fobag. Moer. o 24: oloBa ywpig T00 6
AtTikoi- 0l8ag "EAANveC.

NoBag is attested twice in Menander, and a third occurrence is likely:

Men. Epitr. 373: novnpog Robag. Men. Pc. 100: Robag. Men. Sic. 129: o0 Sokeig o0k foldag VO,
0¢ £okev (fol0ag was suggested by several scholars, the reconstruction of the full line is
Sandbach’s).

In Middle and New Comedy, the regular form fofa occurs 8x in Menander, and 1x
each in Diphilus and Philemon. Like oio8ag, fofag prevents hiatus, but no case is
preserved where it is used to create a long syllable. It is worth stressing that fo0ag is
almost unique to Menander. Unlike oio6ag, it is unattested in documentary sour-
ces.™ This difference is not easily explained. We cannot rule out the possibility that
nodag was developed by the analogy with oiofag only for metrical convenience.

Aelius Dionysius apparently discussed and admitted o8ag, but this may be
the result of Eustathius’ mistaken summary of his views (see Eust. in Od. 2.90.12-3
and Ael.Dion. o 11 (= Su. 0 173, Phot. o0 150) quoted above). As with oioBag, he may
have regarded fo0ag merely as a metrically convenient option.?*

In conclusion, oioBag may have been perceived as a compromise between the
standard oioOa and the increasingly common analogical variant oi8ag. This would
have made it possible for olofag to be used with greater freedom already at an
early date, as attested by Cratinus’ use of it. In turn, the reason why fRofag enjoyed

256 See schol. (Ariston.) Hom. I1. 1.85e (A).

257 P.Cair.Zen. 2.59207.33 (= TM 852) (Philadelphia, 255-254 BCE); PSI 6.685 (= TM 18950) (from
Oxyrhynchus, 324-327 CE); LEgypte métriques 26.1 (= TM 88325) (Antinooupolis, beginning of the
3rd century CE).

258 See further Batisti (forthcoming d).

259 A final occurrence is in Julian’s Commentary on Job (251.16-7 Hagedorn), where fRo6ag repla-
ces the fig of the LXX text (this is just one of several modifications clearly aimed at restoring a
more classicising Greek than that of the LXX). Other indirect sources quoting the same passage
have jo0a instead of fo0ag, and it would be worth enquiring whether this is an editorial normal-
isation of RaBag.

260 The Homeric scholia also attest that Rofag was used to do away with the hiatus fofa &vép-
Tepog in Hom. I1. 5.898, see the lemma of schol. (Ariston.) Hom. I. 5.898: kai kev 8i] méiat Robag
£vEPTEPOC OVPAVIOVWVY (A).
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a more limited diffusion may be that there was no disyllabic analogical variant of
noda alongside the ‘mixed’ form. In other words, once the 2nd-person analogical
imperfect i¢ was created, the opposition was only between fjc8a and fic,*"
whereas that between oioBa and oisag favoured the use of the ‘intermediate’
form oloBag. This interpretation gains plausibility when one notes that imperfect
¢pnoBa or pluperfect [j6noBa were later replaced by €png and fjéeig, while ‘mixed’
forms such as *¢pnobag and *1jdnabag are unattested (see Section C.1.3.1).

1.4 (Un)contracted 2nd-person middle-passive imperfect and pluperfect

In the imperfect, the final vowel of the stem of the athematic verbs §Uvauat and énio-
Tapat may undergo contraction with the 2nd-person middle-passive ending -(c)o
(with the result that they end up being treated like thematic verbs). However, as the
outcome is not quite morphologically transparent, the uncontracted form is some-
times retained instead. Later comedy provides evidence for either treatment:

Men. Sam. 376: (An) Tpvedv yap ovK rictac’. (Xp) ovk \motdunv;. Philipp. fr. 16.2: éneita
QLGtY SuoTLYIG 0VK NEVVW;.

As regards fmiotac(o), the uncontracted form is also attested in Sophocles (Ai.
1134; EL 394) and will reappear in Imperial and late-antique prose. However, the
contracted fniotw is attested in Euripides (Her. 344), Xenophon (HG 3.4.9), and
Plato (Euthd. 296d.1-2; Io. 531b.9), and then in the Septuagint, Dio Chrysostom,
and Christian writers (but overall jniotw is less common than the uncontracted
form). As regards SOvapat, the uncontracted form R8vvaco/é§vvaco®®* occurs in
the Hippocratic corpus (Epist. 16.15) and then in Imperial and late-antique prose
(Josephus, Epictetus, Lucian, Marcus Aurelius, Christian writers), while the con-
tracted form 8Vvw/éSUvw is attested in the Homeric Hymn to Hermes (4.405), in
Xenophon (An. 1.6.7; 7.5.5), in a fragment of Antisthenes (fr. 15.11.2, the sole paral-
lel for Philippides’ fragment for the 2nd-person imperfect with the long augment
and contracted ending), and later in Imperial and late-antique Christian writers,
but also in a 2nd-century CE private letter whose language and textual cohesion
reveal a linguistically skilled writer (BGU 3.892.10 = TM 28104, Hermopolites). We
can also compare this with *mpiauai, for which the contracted 2nd-person singu-
lar indicative aorist is énpiw (see Ar. V. 1440 and fr. 209.2; Thphr. Char. 30.8),

261 See also Moer. n 4: fo0a Attikoi: g "EAANveG. As already mentioned, fg is unattested in Clas-
sical Attic texts (see Section C.1.3).
262 For the alternation 1j-/¢- in the augment, see Section C.2.1.
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while the uncontracted énpiaco is unattested.?®® Atticist lexicographers similarly

recommended the use of the contracted forms over the uncontracted ones. Philip-
pides’ n80vw is therefore more in line with Attic usage than Menander’s fmiotago.

Moer. i 22: 8Uvw \rioTw Attikol- €80vaco émiotaco "EAANVES.

A gloss in the Antiatticist similarly attests that Antiphanes used the uncontracted
pluperfect 2nd-person middle-passive jkpoaco (despite the fact that dkpodopat is
thematic):*%*

Antiph. fr. 93 (= Antiatt. n 14): Axpdaco- avti o0 RKkpo®. AvTieavng Emdavp<i>w.

This is the only known instance of the uncontracted pluperfect ending in Attic
tragedy and comedy (see Lautensach 1896, 26). As in the case of the uncontracted
imperfect 2nd-person middle-passive, qxpoaco was arguably developed because
it was morphologically more transparent than the contracted form kpdw.

1.5 Imperative

1.5.1 Imperative 2nd-person active ending of the root aorist
The 2nd-person ending -6t is replaced by the creation of new imperatives in - by
analogy with contracted verbs:

avdpo: Men. fr. 134 (= Antiatt. a 99). anéota: Men. fr. 134 (= Antiatt. a 99) and fr. 278. Sudpa:
Men. fr. 134 (= Antiatt. a 99). katafa: Men. Dysc. 633 and fr. 134 (= Antiatt. a 99). petapa: Alex. fr.
14 (= Antiatt. u 25). napéota: Men. DE fr. 3.1 and Th. 28.

This development took place because the root aorists end in a vowel, thus expos-
ing them to analogy with the contracted verbs. As pointed out by Tribulato (2014,
20) with reference to the entries in the Antiatticist, imperatives of this kind are
already well-established in Aristophanes (éufa occurs in Ra. 378 and Ec. 478, xa-
TdBa in V. 979 and 980, mpoPa in Ach. 262) and Euripides (upa occurs in EL 113
and 128, ¢n{fa in Ion 167, £¢ofa in Phoen. 193, npoPa alongside Babt in Alc. 872). It
would seem, then, that Middle and New Comedy reflect a development that
‘belong[s] in Attic more to the spoken than to the literary language’ (Arnott 1996,

263 This is confirmed by the evidence for the 2nd-person singular imperative aorist mpiw over
nplaco (see Section C.1.5.3).

264 The proparoxytone accent indicates that this form is a pluperfect. The imperfect would be
ikpodoo (*¢- + axpod- + -€(0)o).
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85; see also Stevens 1976, 63). This type of aorist imperative attracted the interest
of ancient erudition beyond the entries in the Antiatticist quoted above.?%

1.5.2 3rd-person active plural ending -twoav

The analogical imperative ending -twoav, replacing the earlier -6vtwv, was cre-
ated by extension of the 3rd-person plural ending -cav — which originally be-
longed to the aorist and later spread to the imperfect of the athematic verbs — to
the imperative, where it was added to the 3rd-person singular ending -tw. The
same happened in the middle-passive ending -68wv > -68woav.?*® The first instan-
ces of this analogical imperative in literary texts are {twoav and éotwoav in Euri-
pides (respectively, IT 1480 and Ion 1131), and these analogical forms then become
increasingly common in 4th-century BCE prose, as documented (to mention the
most relevant examples) by Xenophon (20x), Isocrates (1x), Plato (24x in Laws),
Demosthenes (4x), and Aeschines (9x). The new, analogical ending -twoav is at-
tested only once in Middle and New Comedy:

Men. Phasm. 29-30: meplpa&dtwady o’ ai yuvaikes €v KUKAW | kal meplfewodtwoav.

Menander’s use of the analogical imperative is unsurprising, especially compared

to 4th-century BCE Attic literature. This is one of the many areas where literary

texts are clearly ahead of the inscriptions in their use of linguistic innovations.2®’”
Atticist lexicographers recommend the older -6vtwv over the newer -twoav.?®

265 See Tosi (19944, 163—4) and especially the doxography compiled by S. Valente (2015b, 109 ad
Antiatt. a 99). See also Chapter 7, Section 2 n. 12.

266 Rosenkranz (1930, 153) refers to occurrences of the analogical ending in Thucydides, but
they are not recorded in the editions by Hude (1898-1901); Jones, Powell (1942); Luschnat (1960);
Alberti (1972-2000). However, one occurrence is known from Antiphon (Diels—Kranz 87 B 49:
0épe 81 xal maideg yevéobwaoav).

267 As evidenced by Threatte (1996, 463-4), a mixed imperative -ovtwoav was developed as
early as 352/351 BCE (the first occurrence is IG 2%.204.47-8). This ‘mixed’ ending is unattested in
literature, but in inscriptions it was still used well into the 3rd century BCE. On the contrary, the
endings -étwoav (present, thematic aorist) and -dtwoav (sigmatic aorist), which are very com-
mon in 4th-century BCE Attic literature, are first attested in an inscription dating to 300/299 BCE
(IG 22.1263.44 amotwvétwoav) and then completely replace -6vtwv (and also -6vtwoav) during the
Hellenistic period.

268 The imperative ending -6vtwv is regarded as an Atticism (and thus proof that Homer was
Athenian) by Homeric scholarship (see schol. (Ariston.) Hom. Il. 9.47a: <@evydvtwv™> §Tt ATTIKHG
avti Tod pevyétwoav (A), schol. (V) Hom. Od. 1.273f: €éotwv] Attikov (E) / Katd anokomiv Tiig -oa-
(B), schol. (V (Ariston.)) Hom. Od. 1.340a.1: mvévtwv’ avti tot (H) mvétwoav (BCEGH]M*NPVYKks),
ATTIKOG (EGHM'V), schol. (V (Ariston.?)) Hom. Od. 4.214a: YELAVTWY Emiyeétwoay, ATTIKOG
(BEM®NVYsy), schol. Hom. Od. 19.599: 8évtwv] [. . .] § fepanmawidwv 0évtwv kat ATTKAy, §
0étwv avtl 100 Bétwoav (H)).
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Su. § 1537 (= Phryn. PS fr. *302): Spwvtwv, avtl 100 Spdtwoav. xpnodwv, avti 1ol xpriobwoav.
ATTIK®V 8¢ 0TV 1] GUVTAELG, MOTEP TOLOVVTWY EKETVOL, AvTl ToD ToleiTwoav, POVOLVTWY, AVTL
700 @poveitwoav, kal voouvtwy, voeitwoav (cf. schol. Ar. Nu. 439b (RVNMRs) and 453a (ENRs)).
Moer. a 27: ay6vTwy ¢86vtwv Attikol: ayétwoav adétwoay EAAnveS.

1.5.3 (Un)contracted 2nd-person middle-passive imperative ending

Already in 5th-century BCE Attic there is evidence for the use of contracted mid-
dle-passive imperatives like iotw, TiBov, and kdBov. Such forms result from the
transformation of these athematic verbs into thematic forms (i.e. iotnut > lotdw,
TiOnuL > tiBw, kédOnuat > kéBopal), which caused the elimination of the intervo-
calic /s/ of the middle imperative ending -co (i.e. athematic {oTaco vs thematic
{ota(o)o > {otw, athematic tiBeco vs thematic tie(o)o > tiBov, athematic kdbnoo
vs thematic kdBe(o)o > kdBov). In Middle and New Comedy, the evidence for
these forms is limited to k4Bov:**

kaBov: Alex. fr. 226 (= Antiatt. x 1); Anaxandr. fr. 14; Diph. fr. 8 (= Antiatt. x 1); Men. Dysc. 931 and
fr. 475.

The imperative kaBov already occurs in a fragment of Aristophanes (fr. 631), al-
though he normally uses kd0noo (Ach. 59; Ec. 144, 169, 554; PL. 724). Arnott (1996,
647) concludes that in Attic kdBov ‘was probably a colloquialism, confined so far
to comedy’. It should be compared with the 2nd-person singular present indica-
tive kaBn (vs athematic kaBnoay), which, as we know from Atticist sources, Hy-
perides also used (fr. 115 Jensen = Antiatt. x 2). In post-Classical sources kafouv is
confined to the lower koine (6x in LXX, 2x in the New Testament),?’® and it is also
condemned by stricter Atticist lexicographers, while tolerated by Orus.?”*

Moer. x 49: kdBnoo Attikol- kdBov kowov. [Hdn.] Philet. 90: kdOnoo épelg, ovyl kdOov. Orus fr.
A 57 (= [Zonar.] 1168.7-8): kdBov kai kddnoo, duew EAAnvikd. Aptotoedvng (fr. 631)- ‘o) dtL y’
€KEVOG EAayev. olpwlwy kdbov'. [. . .].

Aristophanes and Euripides prefer the older, athematic forms.?”* Except for k&fov,
the poets of later comedy seem to share this preference (note aviotaco in Men.

269 For the other verbs see Lautensach (1918, 84-5; 87-8).

270 See Blass, Debrunner (1976, 73).

271 xdBov is indicated as an Atticism by schol. (ex.) Hom. Il. 2.191al: k46noo’ kaBov Attik@g (T),
schol. (ex.) Hom. I1. 2.191a2: Tod7o oi Attikol kdBov Aéyovov (b).

272 See Lautensach (1918, 84-5 and 87-9); Willi (2003a, 247).
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Asp. 299 and Sic. 363 and éniotaco in Diph. fr. 4.1),*” which will attract the criticism
of Atticist lexicography.”’*

Moer. a 32: aviotw Attikol- aviotaco “EAAnveg. Moer. € 65: éniotw Attikol: éniotaco "‘EAANveG.

These elements make it difficult to agree with Lautensach (1918, 88-9) that later
comedy usually favours the more recent contracted forms: the only form for
which this is true is kd0ouv (which, however, is already used by Aristophanes).

1.6 Dual
A dual verb occurs only once in Middle and New Comedy:

Henioch. fr. 5.15: yuvaike § avtag §Uo TaPATTETOV TLVE.

This highly uncommon case is easily explained, as it is part of a wider Aeschylean
reminiscence (see Mastellari 2020, 260).

2 Augment and reduplication
2.1 Augmented BoUAopat and S0vapat

In Attic, BovAopat, SHvapat, and péAlw occasionally have an augment 1}-, which is
analogical on {0gAov.”’® In Middle and New Comedy the forms with ¢é- are still

273 Another occurrence of aviotaoco is at least possible in Men. Sic. 269 (see Favi 2019b, 84-7).
274 Interestingly, while kd6ov was regarded as unacceptable by the Atticists, the contracted
forms of aviotnut and éniotapat were recommended. Leaving aside the evidence from tragedy
(which is usually problematic for the Atticists), these lexicographers were probably guided by
the attestations in Aristophanes (¢€{otw in Ach. 617), Ameipsias (aviotw in fr. 31 (Z° a 1429 = Phot.
@ 2009 = Su. o 2481, ex ¥)), and also Xenophon (¢niotw in HG 4.1.38, 5.4.33, Cyr. 3.2.16, 3.3.32). This
preference for the contracted forms is confirmed by other verbs. As regards *npiauat (see Sec-
tion C.1.4), the more recent contracted aorist imperative (dno)mpiw is the better attested form
(Eup. fr. 1.2; Ar. Ach. 34-5, Ra. 1227 and 1235; Cephisod. fr. 3.1-3; Men. fr. 394.1; note that Epichar-
mus too uses npia in fr. 134.4, which means that this was a more widespread development in
Greek, not just in Attic), while the older uncontracted form mpiaco is used only by the Theban
merchant in Aristophanes’ Acharnians (870) (on this detail as a means of linguistic characterisa-
tion, see Colvin 1999, 218).

275 Poultney (1963, 367-8) discusses cases in Menander in which a plural verb is used where a
dual might have been used instead (though with varying degrees of plausibility). For the rare
case of dual verbs in Attic inscriptions, see Threatte (2020, 272; 274).

276 See Batisti (forthcoming b).
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predominant, and very often they are also metrically guaranteed (see Arnott
2002, 196-7). In rare cases, however, fovAopat and §vvauat have - instead of é-:

NBovA-: Alex. fr. 263.1 (Athenaeus’ MSS CE); com. adesp. fr. 1147.31. 38Uvw: Philipp. fr. 16.

RS6Vvw in Philippides is metrically guaranteed. novAouny is first attested in Euri-
pides (Hel. 752 and fr. 1132.28, neither metrically guaranteed) and then becomes
as common as £BovA- in 4th-century BCE prose. nduvaunv is already metrically
guaranteed in Prometheus Bound (206: o0k 8uvriOnv) and is well-attested in 4th-
century BCE prose. No instance of fueAA- is known from Middle and New Comedy
(the evidence for &ueAi- is collected by Arnott 2002, 197). The augment §- is first
attested on inscriptions around 350 BCE and then replaces é- completely after 330
BCE (see Threatte 1996, 474). In the Imperial period the forms with - are fav-
oured by Atticising writers and approved (but apparently not unanimously) by
Atticist lexicographers (see Arnott 1996, 733).

Moer. n 5: fjueAdov BovAdunv nduvapnv nugaunv dwa tod n- 8 8¢ 100 € “EAAnvec. Philemo
(Vindob.) 394.10: ¢BouAdunv: oUK fBoVASUNV.

Presumably, since ¢- is the rule in the koine, -, despite being only partly sup-
ported by occurrences in Classical Attic, was favoured because it differed from
the koine form.

2.2 Augmented and reduplicated prefixed verbs

2.2.1 Augment before the prefix
Later comedy offers some examples where the augment is added before the
prefix:

£€8laxoverg: Nicostr. fr. 34; com. adesp. fr. 1147.55-6. ékaOioav: Men. fr. 631.5.

In some cases, this development was triggered by analogy, by the need to create
morphologically transparent forms, and by the fact that the verb without the pre-
fix is scarcely, if at all, attested. Many of these forms were already standard in
5th-century BCE Attic.”” A case in point are the augmented (and reduplicated)
forms of Stakovéw, where the augment (or reduplication) appears before the pre-
fix, which are standard in Attic (see esp. 8eStaxévnkev in Arched. fr. 3.1-8),%78

277 See Lobeck (1820, 153—4; 155-6); K-B (vol. 2, 35); Chantraine (1961, 313).

278 See Lautensach (1899, 145); Orth (2013, 64). Owing to its formation (81a-, unclear derivation)
and the fact that the verbal root is very opaque (see DELG s.v. 8tdkovog; EDG s.v. Staxovog), the
verb Slakovéw was probably not felt as having a prefix (indeed, if it was perceived as a denomi-
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whereas forms like §tjkévouv belong to the koine.?’ As regards kadi{w, the earli-
est instances of the ¢ékdBioa type are found in Xenophon (An. 3.5.17; Cyr. 6.1.23),
Lysias (49.29), and Aeneas Tacticus (3.10), which makes it likely that éxdfioa was
a ‘New’ Attic feature (but in the imperfect, see already €xabifov in Ar. V. 824 and
¢énexdO1lev in Eup. fr. 102.5).25°

2.2.2 Double augment and reduplication

Double augment and double reduplication are not uncommon in literary Attic.”*"
An example in Middle and New Comedy is represented by the imperfect and per-
fect forms of mapowvéw:

énapgvouv: Men. Pc. 410. memapwvikacst: Henioch. fr. 5.18. memapwvnke: Men. Dysc. 93.

Double-augmented émapwvouv, both in the imperfect and in the aorist, is paral-
leled in Xenophon (An. 5.8.5) and Demosthenes (22.62, 22.63, 23.114, 54.4). The per-
fect with double reduplication also occurs in Aeschines (2.154) and is approved by
Atticist lexicography.

Moer. 1t 85: Tenmapwvnkev ATtikol: mapoivikev "‘EAANVeC.

No occurrences of the forms with only one augment or reduplication are known
in Attic. The forms with a double augment or double reduplication were therefore
standard.

A more problematic example of double reduplication is that of Stowkéw:

nal from 8idkovog, then the external augment is expected). See especially Antiatt. § 1 and Orus
fr. A 6a (= [Zonar.] 213.6-13), who mentions the perfect seStakévnka used by Demosthenes (51.7),
Moer. § 10, where Moeris opposes dedtakovnka employed by the users of Attic with Suykdvnka
employed by the users of Greek, and Philemo (Laur.) 359, who records eStaxdvnka. A similar
case to Staxovéw may be made regarding Staitdw, which originally is not a prefixed verb (see
Antiatt. € 3). See also Phryn. Ecl. 19 proscribing the treatment of meplocetw as a prefixed verb.
279 As regards Alcaeus Comicus, quoted by Antiatt. € 2 (¢8lakdvouv- AAkatog EvSupiwvt (fr. 13)),
Orth (2013, 64) envisages the possibility that Alcaeus’ violation of the Attic norm consisted in his
use of Snkovouv instead of ¢8takdvouy (such a hypothesis would be paralleled by Moer. § 10,
see the previous note). But the Atticist doctrines concerning the augmented forms of §iakovéw
are a more complicated case than it appears (see Antiatt. € 2; Moer. § 21; Batisti forthcoming e).
280 On the contrary, in the case of kd®nuat the type éxaBiunv is already standard in the 5th
century BCE (see LSJ s.v. kdBnuau). In Attic inscriptions, forms such as kaOnuat and kabldvw
regularly have the augment before the prefix, but the evidence is limited and much later (see
Threatte 1996, 498).

281 See Lobeck (1820, 154); K-B (vol. 2, 35); Lautensach (1899, 159-65). The only double-
augmented forms which occur in Attic inscriptions belong to the imperfect of duglopntéw
(qupeaPrtovy) (see Threatte 1996, 496).
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Sedipknuéva: Antiph. fr. 153 (= Antiatt. § 3). 8e8LwkNK®WG: Men. Pc. 82.

Unlike mapowvéw, the forms of Slotkéw with a regular augment are standard in
5th- and 4th-century BCE Attic (Thucydides, Isocrates, Isaeus, Demosthenes, etc.).
Thus, the perfect forms with double reduplication found in Antiphanes and
Menander may be an innovative development of later Attic.”*

However, there are exceptions. Although évoyAéw usually has a double aug-
ment (i.e. jvwyAovv, which is attested in 4th-century BCE prose in Isocrates, Ly-
sias, Xenophon, Demosthenes, Aeschines, etc.), Menander uses the form with only
the temporal augment.

évoyAeL: Men. Dysc. 680.

Atticist lexicography approved instead of the form with the double augment.
Phot. n 200: fveiyeto kal RvoyAet kal Rrnkoet kat AvTfiiPorer kowov v ATTIK®V iSiwpa.

The closest comparandum in literature is éviyAncev in Diodorus (19.45.1), but we
should point out that the Ptolemaic papyri provide several parallels for the form
used by Menander.?®® In this specific case, since fvwyAet would have been unmet-
rical, we may wonder whether for metrical purposes Menander used a form
which otherwise belonged to a lower register or was in some way more ‘interna-
tional’ because it had the standard augment.

Atticist lexicographers recommend the use of double-augmented and double-
reduplicated forms over the more regular ones for other verbs as well.

Moer. n 8: jvéoyeto AtTikol avéayeto "EAANves. Double-augmented verbs were discussed by
Orus as part of a larger examination of the use and placing of the augment: Orus fr. A 6a
(= [Zonar.] 213.6-13, cf. Cramer, AP vol. 4, 113.24-31 and 114.8-13): avéwye PN AEYELV Kal <ssok>
avépktal epekpdTng <koxok> (fr. 91)- ‘008l <xxx> § avéwyé pot BVpav’, kai 6 MAdTwv (Phd.
59d.5-6) ‘avewyeto yap oL mpw’ Kal 6 AnpocBévng (24.208) ‘AvéwkTtal 0 Seopwtiplov’ Kal
<forok> €V OeTTaA(”) (Men. fr. 170)- ‘Kal TO KePAULOV | AVEWYAG <k*x*>’. TO 8€ fjvolye kal volyeTo
kal fjvowktat §ewveg Bappapa, 0lg VOV xpGvTal EMEKDG Grtavtes. 0 8¢ avéwye 8Vo onuaivel, T0
ugv olov avéwkTal, T0 8 olov aveqyvu. o Ny év &rnaoct ye 1oig ouvBéTolg Tag TTPobEaels ol ATTL-
Kol QUAGTTOVGL, GAAG gloly avdparol Kail £v ToUT. émel 00V TOAADV avasuTiodol Tag TpoBéoeLs,
Aéyovot yodv kal ‘eStakovnka’ (D. 51.7) kal ‘eSwknka’ kat dAAa totadta. kal t tfig dvev
npoBéoews OoukvSisng (7.77.2) ‘SedtpTnual’ kal Anpoabévng (21.96 kat v diknv fjv katedujtnoev
anodedTnuévny amépnvev?) ‘katadedintnuévoy v Sixknv’ (the double augment or double redu-

282 See also 8edwwkntat in Machon 76 Gow and 8eSuwkijofal in Philodem. ITept pntopukiig col.
cl1a.17; c11a.21.

283 See évwyAlovpnv] in P.Cair.Zen. 3.59435.3 (= TM 1075) (provenance unknown, mid-3rd cen-
tury BCE), éviyAet in P.Cair.Zen. 4.59637.5 (= TM 1268) (provenance unknown, mid-3rd century
BCE), évwyAnon in P.Hamb. 1.27.4 (= TM 2306) (Arsinoites, 250 BCE), éviyAnkev PSI 5.539.4 (= TM
2161) (Arsinoites, mid-3rd century BCE).
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plication is standard in the compounds of -aitdw, see also Thuc. 1.132.2 £¢€e8eSujtnTo and D. 55.31
Kal vOv adtog éprpnv pov katadedujTntal Toltny £tépav Siknv) kal Nwkootpartog (fr. 34)- ‘ciné
pot Tivt E8lakdvelg’. Aéyouat 8¢ kal ‘fyyunce’ kat ‘katnyyvnoev’ kat Evputidng (fr. 1104) ‘€mpo&éver
kat Aptotopdavng (fr. 820) ‘¢mpotipwy’ kal HpdSotog ‘€ovveibucag’. kattot ot ypauuatkol gactv at
npoBéaelg ovk avadutiodvrtal (see also Theodoridis ad Phot. € 1847 for the treatment of the aug-
mented verbs with mpo-, who also refers to the parallel doctrine contained in the short treatise on
the augmented verbs in Anecdota Graeca vol. 2, 310.19-20, ed. Bachmann 1828); Orus fr. A 6b (= £°
a 1338 (= Phot. a 1905, Su. a 2282, ex ¥)): avéwye, ovYL f{VOLye, Kal AVEWYETO AEYOUOL, KOl <xok>
Opacuvréovtt y' 1] 8 (Men. fr. 184)- | & avéwye v BOpav’ <kal> Oettadi] (Men. fr. 170)- ‘kal 0
kepdutov | avéwyag 6Gelg, iepdouX’, oivov moAV. EVmoAlg IloAeowy (fr. 236)- OV 0Ok avéwéa nwmot
avBpwmolg éyw’, depekpatng Kpamatdrotg (fr. 91)- ‘008elg yap ¢8€xeT, 008’ avéwyé potl Bupav’.

3 Verbal stems and verbal conjugation
3.1 Thematisation of athematic verbs

3.1.1 Thematisation of athematic §i6wpt, tiBnut, inpy, and iotnut

Already in archaic and Classical times, the athematic verbs §i6wut, TiOnut, tnuy
and {otnut progressively developed new forms resembling those of the thematic
conjugation which arose by analogy with contracted verbs.?®* Early evidence of
this comes from 5th- and 4th-century BCE Ionic literature (e.g. Herodotus and the
corpus Hippocraticum). Through Ionic influence, this innovative conjugation of
athematic verbs penetrated into Attic, in the first stages presumably at a more
colloquial level. The fragments of later comedy testify to the use of thematic
presents in place of athematic §i6wpt and inut in the following two cases:

818000 Antiph. fr. 154 (= Antiatt. § 8). suvieig: Alex. fr. 129.6; Diph. fr. 31.13.2%°

The thematic conjugation only becomes a more widely attested development in
the koine, where it was fully developed.?*®
Atticist lexicographers are wary of the thematised forms.*®’

Phryn. Ecl. 215: §i8o0otv: €v 1@ Ilepi evyfic @aPwpivog (fr. 8) oltw Aéyel, Séov St8daoLv: 0 yap
818000ty Ao Tt onpaivel {to 8€tv}. Phryn. PS 89.4: peBlotdval kat iotavatr ovyl peblotdvely kal

284 See Schwyzer (1939, 687-8). We have already touched upon partly related problems (see Sec-
tion C.1.4; Section C.1.5.3).

285 The reasons for choosing ouvieig over cuving, which would be metrically equivalent, are dis-
cussed by Arnott (1996, 369-70).

286 See Mayser (Gramm. vol. 1,2, 122-4); Schwyzer (1939, 688). This is the context where forms
such as Modern Greek §iSw, §{8etg originate.

287 See Benuzzi (2024a).
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loTdvewv. Antiatt. 8 8: 5180001V 00 8186a0wy. TAploTo@dvnst (Antiph. fr. 154) Mntpo@®vTL. Moer.
17: lotdvat Attikol, iotdvely "EAANVeG.

3.1.2 Thematisation of the verbs in -vupt in -viw
The verbs ending in -vupt develop a new thematic conjugation in -vow, but athe-
matic forms also survive in Middle and New Comedy.

Seixvouu: deixvuot (Men. fr. 693.2), tmoSelkvuov (Men. Dysc. 840), SeikvutaySeixvut(ar) (Men.
Dysc. 768 and fr. 339.2), ewkvuvteg (Antiph. fr. 234.5). §etkviw: Setkviw (Men. fr. 607.3), vmodel-
kvvelg (Nicom. fr. 1.1), Sewkvvel (Men. fr. 74.2), Setkvvewv (Alex. fr. 110.25). Evvoul quoiévvotat
(Anaxil. fr. 34.2). katayvOw: xatayvoel (Eub. fr. 107.13). kepavvopt: kepavvutat (Men. Sam. 673;
Antiph. fr. 24.3; Alex. fr. 53.4), kepavvOval (Apollod. fr. 5.25). kepavviw: éykepavviw (Eub. fr.
*93.1), kepavvoel (Theophil. fr. 2.2), kepavviovow (Alc.Com. fr. 15.1). u(e)tyvow: pryvoew
(Damox. fr. 2.60). 6AAvpL: €€6AAvoy (Men. Pc. 230), amoAivtat (Men. fr. 64.8), anwAAvpesd(a)
(Men. fr. 644). 0AAOw: drmoAAveL (Men. Epit. 437 and 1106, fr. 420.3), aroAAbwv (Men. fr. 401.3). du-
vout dpvout (Men. fr. 239.1; Antiph. fr. 185.1), cuvouvutat (Men. Sam. 474). 6pvow: opviw (Men.
Col. 45, Pc. 95, fr. *96.1), ouvoet (Diph. fr. 101.2), dpvu(e) (Men. Sam. 311), duvowv (Men. fr. 747.1;
Alex. fr. 133.8), énopvoovoa (Epicr. fr. 8.2), dpvoovtog (Antiph. fr. 237.1), 6pvoovtt (Amph. fr. 42.1),
ouvvovat (Alex. fr. 165.1). pyvout: Stappnyvopevov (Men. fr. 316.2). aBévvopu: aBévvu (Ephipp.
fr. 5.21). okeddvvoput: §[talokedavivuvt(ay] (Men. Epit. 612). 6TOpVLUL/GTPWVVLUL: GTOPVLTAL
(Eub. fr. 132.1), ¢otpryvvuto (Men. Dysc. 943).

This process is already attested in late-5th- and early-4th-century BCE Attic prose
(5x in Thucydides, 1x in Antiphon, 8x in Andocides, 1x in Pseudo-Xenophon’s Con-
stitution of the Athenians; these occurrences are collected by Rosenkranz 1930,
152; see also Chapter 4, Section 2.1). La Roche (1893, 155-60) collects a wealth of
examples in Classical and post-Classical authors and concludes that the thematic
conjugation can occur in any form of the present and imperfect (La Roche 1893,
155). We should point out, however, that the new thematic conjugation is limited
to the active forms. As far as Old Comedy is concerned, the only evidence is kwy-
vbouot in Pherecr. fr. 152.9 and cupnapapetyvbwv in Ar. PL 719 (see Willi 2003a,
248). The evidence from Middle and New Comedy is more abundant than in ear-
lier comedy, although compared to the prose instances it seems that in comedy
we have no example of the thematic conjugation in the imperfect.

The new thematic conjugation in -vOw generally attracted the criticism of At-
ticist lexicographers, although some adopted an approach that was more nuanced
(and occasionally also tolerant, at least of ‘semi-thematic’ forms).2%®

288 See Benuzzi (2024b). The entries in Moeris’ lexicon envisage a tripartite system where the
0ld Attic form is ewkviol (< *8eikvu-vol < *8eikvu- + -vtl), the late Attic form is Sewxvvaot, and
the koine form is thematic Seixvvovol. However, forms like Seikvdol are not quite common in
Attic, and so the criteria regulating Moeris’ doctrine require more careful scrutiny.
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Phryn. PS 10.22-3: crtoAAVacty: (omep etkviaat Kal opvoaoy. ATTIK®S avTl To0 Ouvvoval Kal Set-
Kvloval Kal amoAivovsty. Phryn. PS 70.18-21: ¢mSeikvy’ TO TPOOTAKTIKOV ATTIKGG, <AvTl> T0D
émbeikvue. 0 Béua avtod Setkvuul, Gomep kat dA VUL 6AAL Kal Ta dpota. T0 8 emdelkvue Ao T00
Setkviw. Moer. a 20: Attic amoAAUG vs Greek amoAvwv. Moer. a 43: Attic armoA\vactv vs Greek
amoéAlvaoty (but the text of this entry requires re-examination). Moer. § 29: Attic ewkviot vs Greek
Sekviovowv (but note also late Attic Setcviacy). Moer. € 1: Attic {evyvout vs Greek {evyviw. Moer.
¢ 8: Attic Cevyvidowv vs Greek Cevyvuouatv (but note also late Attic {evyvuoatv). Moer. o 15: Attic
0Aacv and opvoaoly vs Greek 6AMOovoty and ouvvovcty. Moer. p 5: Attic pnyviactv vs Greek
pnyvoouvowy and prigoovoty. Philemo (Vindob.) 393.8 = (Laur.) 359: Selxvopt {edyvuur ov fevy-
vOw. Philemo (Vindob.) 394.14: (evyvuoly- oUxl {evyvoel. P a 1887 (= Su. a 3427 = Phot. a 2552, ex
¥’; this entry was edited as Ael.Dion. a 160 by Erbse and as Orus fr. B 36 by Alpers): amoAAvew kat
amoAAUvay, SLttdg Aéyouvaot. kat drmodetkvuvat kat armodetkvuety, kal mdvta ta dpota. Philemo (Vin-
dob.) 392.5 = (Laur.) 355: dvotyvboual: 00K avoiyouaot.

3.2 Aorist

3.2.1 Alphathematic aorist

By analogy with the sigmatic aorist, the thematic aorist developed a form in which
-a- replaces the thematic vowels -e- and -o-. This process becomes extremely com-
mon in post-Classical Greek, but the forms eina and fveyka are already attested in
5th-century BCE Attic and, indeed, in Homer.?®° The precociousness of this develop-
ment in the case of elra and fveyka is reflected in the approval of these forms by
Atticist lexicography.

Phryn. PS 73.1-3: fjveykov- ano Tig £VEYKWV PETO)XTG, WG amo Tii¢ (Bekker: tod cod.) Spauwv
g8papov. To 8¢ fveyka Ao Tig Evéykag. Auew pév obv 6Kia. Phryn. PS 63.8-10: Stevéykele kal
Slevéykot Auew Soxtpa. €ott 8¢ TO pév Slevéykol amo Tig 6ZLTOVOL PEToYiS, WG Spapwv Spapot,
70 8¢ Slevéykelev ano Thg Stevéykag, wg ypdpag ypayetev. Phot. n 198 (= Ael.Dion. n 10): fjveyka
Kal fjveykov: Auew Aéyovaty: 10 Uev Ao o0 évéykal, T0 8¢ ano Tod éveykelv. Eust. in Od. 1.84.22—
6: 70 8¢ £euneg, Exel TIg ypdpat xal £eunag. enot yap Aidlog Aloviotog (= Ael.Dion. € 22) §tt elnov
Kai e, auedtepa Tapd ATTIKOTG. PiAAov 8¢, TO TPOTEPOV. Kal TA TPOOTAKTIKA 82, AUPOTEPWG,
elne xal eindv. 6EuTOVWE. Kal ail petoyad, 6 einov kal 6 ginag. iotéov 8¢ dTL kaBdmep elmov kal
elna, oUTw Kai iveyka kai veykov (cf. Ael.Dion. n 10). kail péArov T0070. (G O KWHKOG &V AvotoTpdan
(943) “TéAawv’ yw. TO PASLov fveykov popov’. Tl 8¢ etépov, xpfiolg map’ Evputidy (i.e. Soph. EL 13)-
fiveyka KagEowaa'.

In turn, Atticist lexicographers proscribed any other alphathematic forms.

Phryn. Ecl. 110: e0pacBat o0k €peig mpomapoguTovwe St Tod a, dAAA TapoguTodveg St Tol € ev-
péabat. Phryn. Ecl. 154: ageiiato: 6oot St to0 a Aéyovowy, doynuovolboly, 8éov 81 oD € Aéyey
aoeiretor kal agedopnv Set Aéyewv 8t 1ol o, GAAG un 8w To0 a. Phryn. Ecl. 327: tyayov: kal

289 See Chantraine (2013, 372-3).
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70070, €l P&v uetoyiv eiye Vv aydyag, £&v Adyw &v TvL fv. Aektéov oDV Gyaye, Kal yap 1| petoyn
ayaywv, g Gvele aveAwv. Orus fr. A 16a (= [Zonar.] 357.26-358.7): a@eileto, ovk dgeirato, kat
npoe{<Ae>To Kal mAvTa T dpota, £9’ OV Kal O §evTepov TPOoWTOV SLil THG 0L CLAAAPBHS Kal TO
TPATOV L& TOD 0. &9 OV 82 TO TIPHTOV 814 TOD @, TO pEV SevTepov 81 TOT w, TO 8¢ TpiTov TEAW SLit
700 a, olov: émoodpny, £moujow, £oujoato: £ypapduny, éypdbw, Eypddarto. &t 8¢ TV TPOTEPWV:
eiAopny, eidov, eileto: RPOUNY, fipov, fipeto. Orus fr. A 16b (= £ a 2504 and a 2505, which de Bor-
ries edited as Phryn. PS fr. *287 and fr. 288 based on the parallel entry in the Eclogue): apeiieto
Kai té dpota 81i ToD &, £¢’ MV TO TPRHTOV TPOoWITOV 81t TOT 0, TO 8¢ Sevtepov Sid Tiig ov. HTe 8¢ TO
TPp®TOV L& T0D a TOTE TO SeVTEPOV LA TOD W. APENGUNY S1d T0T 0, T 8¢ PapPapa S 0T a, olov
apedunv kat aeeirato, opoing kat 70 dpeilw. 0 8¢ avaAoyov £ml TavTwy 0Tl TOV Ouoiwv. Phi-
lemo (Laur.) 354: ageideto ageirato Bdppapov.

Consequently, we shall discuss alphathematic elna and fveyka separately from
the other forms.

In Middle and New Comedy there is considerable evidence for alphathematic
eina and fveyka.

elna: elna (Men. Pc. 128; Alex. fr. 2.3; Athenio fr. 1.38; Euang. fr. 1.1; Philem. fr. 133.1), tpoceina
(Men. Dysc. 106), vmetna (Men. Asp. 130), etrag (Men. Pc. 119), avtetnag (Men. Dysc. 877), Umelnag
(Men. Asp. 330), avteinaipt (com. adesp. fr. 1000.10), eirag (Demon. fr. 1.3; Philem. fr. 42.3), mpoeinag
(Dion.Com. fr. 2.2), <Um>einag (Men. Mis. 54), einov (Men. Dysc. 410; Euphro fr. 3.3). fveyka: jvéy-
kato (restored by Kaibel in Men. fr. 296.11), elonvéykat(o) (Athenio fr. 1.29), dmevéykawut (Alex. fr.
112.6), ameveykdtw (Nicostr. fr. 19.2), Sieveykdtw (Men. Ench. 17), éveykov (Anaxipp. fr. 8.2), eloevéy-
kag (Demetr. IT fr. 1.9), évéyka[oBat (Men. Epit. 788).

fveyka is well attested in 5th-century BCE Attic literature.®® As far as the Attic
inscriptions are concerned, however, fjveyka is first attested in the 360s (see
Threatte 1996, 550-3). With regard to &inq, the evidence from 5th-century BCE
Attic literature is scantier.”* In Aristophanes, the alphathematic forms are limited
to the 2nd-person indicative einag and the imperative (23x), while the poets of
Middle and New Comedy extend the alphathematic inflection to the 1st person
(though see einov in Men. Dysc. 410, Sam. 489, fr. 447, Nicol. fr. 1.19, aneinov in
Diph. fr. 31.8), the active and middle participle, and presumably also to the 2nd
person of the imperative active (i.e. elrov in Men. Dysc. 410 and Euphro fr. 3.3;
the latter is a difficult passage, see Chapter 4, Section 4.3). There is also an occur-
rence of the optative avteimawpt in the comic adespoton commonly known as the
mulieris oratio (com. adesp. fr. 1000), which is certainly a passage from New Com-
edy (the isolated use of the alphathematic optative may, but need not, indicate a
later date).”* We cannot exclude the possibility that lra was more widespread

290 The evidence from tragedy and comedy is collected by Lautensach (1911a, 101-7).

291 An overview of the occurrences in tragedy and comedy is provided by Lautensach (1911a,
107-14).

292 On the authorship see Stama (2017); Bonollo (2017-2018).
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in the spoken language than it appears in literary texts. Although it is under-
represented in Attic inscriptions from the 5th and 4th centuries BCE, the optative
elnat already occurs in an early Classical graffito (see Threatte 1996, 549-50).

The case of nUpaunyv is different. According to Threatte (1996, 533), nupdunv
is more likely a true asigmatic aorist (i.e. like épnva) rather than an alphathe-
matic one. Despite Threatte’s claim, the latter interpretation remains more ap-
pealing. The evidence for evpdapevog in Hes. fr. 235.3 Merkelbach—West, to which
Threatte refers, is insufficient: editors of Hesiod do not accept the form on ac-
count of its rarity, especially at such an early date as Hesiod’s. There are two rele-
vant occurrences in Middle and New Comedy.

nopdaunv: avnupato (Timocl. fr. 6.4; Athenaeus’ MSS have -ato, emended into -eto by Walpole,
followed by Kassel, Austin), é&gnvpato (Men. fr. 125.4).

The occurrence in Menander is now generally accepted (Meineke had suggested
restoring é¢nupeto, although Kassel, Austin retain the unanimously transmitted
alphathematic form). On the contrary, editors are generally more cautious con-
cerning the possibility that Timocles may already have used the aorist avnoparto.

In literary texts outside comedy, the aorist nUpdunv only begins to appear in
Hellenistic and Imperial koine (LXX 2Es. 4.19 ebpayev; 4Ma. 3.14 davevpauevol,
often in the New Testament) and then especially in Imperial prose (passim in
Philo, Josephus, Plutarch, etc.). The earliest occurrences available in documentary
sources also date from Roman times.??® Thus, to accept that Menander used €g-
nupato, we would have to regard it as a very early piece of evidence for the de-
velopment of the alphathematic form. If we accept this, Timocles too may have
used the alphathematic form. However, since the alphathematic nOpdunv is hard
to find before much later times, the restoration of the expected thematic aorist in
all places is perhaps the more balanced option.?**

The aorist infinitive 6c@pécbal (from woepdunv, present 6cppaivopadt), in
place of the expected thematic form 6c@péaBat (from the thematic aorist ®o@po-
unv), is the transmitted reading of all Athenaeus MSS in Antiphanes (fr. 145.6), but
0oppéobat was restored by Elmsley and is generally accepted. Although the aorist
(oepavto is possibly also attested in Hdt. 1.80.5 (but the editors disagree),*® the

293 See Gignac (1981, 240); Threatte (1996, 533).

294 For a similar conclusion concerning this and other similar forms, see Lautensach (1911a,
114-5), who also discusses ¢vémeoav in Philem. fr. 126.3.

295 Rosén (1987-1997 vol. 1, 53) retains the unanimously transmitted reading Go@pavto, while
Hude (1927 vol. 1, ad loc.) and N. G. Wilson (2015 vol. 1, 48) adopt Kriiger’s Gho@povrTo.
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instances in Attic are very likely to be intrusions of late Greek during the trans-
mission of the text.2%

3.2.2 Sigmatic aorists in place of thematic aorists

A new sigmatic aorist éAenpa developed in place of the expected €Aunov as part of
a more general tendency towards more regular forms, documented as early as
the 5th century BCE by the use of éAe€a in tragedy and Thucydides and by é&at in
Antiphon (5.46).

Aeipag: Antiph. fr. 33 (= Antiatt. A 17).

This new sigmatic aorist is rare, though not unparalleled, in the high koine (see
napereiapey in Plb. 12.15.12 and Str. 6.3.10, mapeAeipate in Gal. De dignoscendis
pulsibus 8.784.16 Kithn), while it is especially common in papyri and Christian
writings.2%

Atticist lexicographers proscribe the new sigmatic aorists, which replace the
thematic one.

Phryn. Ecl. 250: (va Gwotv ov xpr Aéyew, GAX (va aydywaotv. Phryn. Ecl. 326: ¢av GEng ovdeig
av @ain, 6AX €av dydyng. Phryn. Ecl. 343: éxielbag o0 §0KIHov, GAAL TO EKAMWV. Antiatt. A 17:
Aetpag- avtl 100 Autwv. tAplotoeavnct Avspouéda (Antiph. fr. 33).

3.2.3 Extension of the k-suffix to the plural forms of the athematic aorists
£5wka, £0nka, and fka

A typical development of the k-aorists in Greek is the extension of the suffix -x-
from the singular to the plural persons. This kind of analogical development is
already well underway in archaic epic and then lyric poetry, but is limited to the
3rd person plural (in Homer, Hesiod, and the Homeric Hymns €5wkav/-£€5wkav oc-
curs 6%, £0nkav/-¢0nkav 9x, Akav/fkav 2x). The phenomenon probably originated
by analogy with the 3rd person plural of the sigmatic aorist (e.g. £A\voav). In 5th-
century BCE texts, these analogical aorists are common in Ionic (the evidence is
abundant in Herodotus), where they also begin to occur in the 1st and 2nd person
plural. As regards Attic texts, the comparatively high number of occurrences in

296 Kaibel (in Kassel, Austin PCG vol. 5, 306 ad Eup. fr. 7) also suspected that the reading
oo@paivesbat in Eupolis (fr. 7, quoted by Prisc. Ars 18.252), later also corrected to 6c@péaBal by
Elmsley, indicates that Priscian found 6o@péoBat. Even if this were the case (which is uncertain),
this too may be purely an ancient corruption. See also Lautensach (1911a, 94); Kassel, Austin
(PCG vol. 5, 306 ad Eup. fr. 7).

297 See Reinhold (1898, 75); Gignac (1981, 291-2).
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Euripides is probably due to Ionic influence,*® but it should be noted that some
traces of these analogical forms are also found in Antiphon (¢Swkate in 5.77) and
Thucydides (mapfijkav in 4.38.1, agfjkav in 7.19.4), where they should not be
emended. In Aristophanes and Old Comedy, the evidence is limited to just two in-
stances, Euvnkad(e) (Ach. 101) and mapéSwkav (Ar. Nu. 968; since this passage is in
anapestic tetrameter, the analogical form may be either metrically convenient or,
more likely, a poeticism).?*® The only documented occurrence of the non-analogical
form is €8ocav in Aristophon (fr. 11.9), probably a metrical expedient. The instances
in Middle and New Comedy are not many, but they confirm that the analogical
forms are increasingly common in 4th-century BCE prose, as for instance in Xeno-
phon (e.g. éwxapev/-edukapev, édwkate/-eSwkate, Edwkav/-edwkav occur 15%,
gdwkav/-edwkav alone 10x) and Demosthenes (see, e.g., é5wkate and -eSwkate
in 20.85, 20.86, 20.97, 20.120, 28.8, 57.6, though note that the older forms are still the
norm: &8opev/-édopev occurs 1x, €5ote/-é8ote 4%, and €8ocav/-¢5o0av 50x). The fact
that the analogical aorists only begin to appear in Attic inscriptions from the mid-4th
century BCE is probably due to the conservative nature of epigraphic language.**°

Sidwpu dnedoxayey (Alex. fr. 212.7), ¢é8wkate (Alex. fr. 212.5), éSwkav (Antiph. fr. 159.8), £é€e8w-
kate (Men. Fab.Incert. 51), mapéSwkav (Diph. fr. 31.11). ti®nuu: avébnkav (Men. fr. 417.2). inuu
aopnxad(e) (Men. Pc. 176).

The occurrences in Middle and New Comedy are part of a general trend that is
probably old in spoken Attic and already well-established at least by the last deca-
des of the 5th century BCE (see also Chapter 4, Section 2.1). The fact that the older
forms are almost unattested in Middle and New Comedy may well indicate that in
4th-century BCE spoken Attic the analogical forms had (almost) taken over.

3.2.4 Exchange between asigmatic and sigmatic aorist
The asigmatic aorist of yapéw (¢ynua) was gradually replaced by an analogical
sigmatic form (¢ydunoa).

Men. fr. 661: £yauncev fijv €BovAduny £yw.

298 See Lautensach (1911a, 118-9).
299 See Willi (2003a, 248).
300 See Threatte (1996, 600-2; 604; 615-9).
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Menander’s fragment is the first and only Classical evidence for the emerging
form (and as such it has puzzled scholars, see Kassel, Austin, PCG vol. 6,2 ad
loc.),*®* which was condemned by Atticist lexicography.

Philemo (Laur.) 358: yfjuat Aéyetar ov yaufoal.

The new aorist is amply documented in the koine (LXX, the New Testament, Di-
odorus, Josephus, Epictetus, Artemidorus, later Christian writers like Clement of
Alexandria and Origen, and also papyri and inscriptions) and occasionally also in
some Atticist writers (Dio Chrysostom, Lucian).

3.2.5 ‘Strong’ passive aorist in place of ‘weak’ forms
A fragment of Menander documents the replacement of a ‘weak’ aorist passive
with the corresponding ‘strong’ one:

Men. Dysc. 950: xai T1¢ Bpayeloa TPooTdAWY EVAALKOG TPOTHTIOV.

The aorist participle Bpayeloa indicates a person who has been drinking. In Euri-
pides (EL 326 pébn 8¢ Bpeybeic) and Eubulus (fr. 123.2 BePpeypévog) the verb indi-
cates someone who is drunk and loses his sense of shame; similarly, the Bpayeioa
girl in Dyscolus overcomes her shyness and dares to dance. The form used by
Menander thus overlaps completely in semantics with the instances of ¢BpéxOnv.
While ¢BpéxOnv is attested in Aristophanes, Xenophon, and Demosthenes, ¢Bpd-
xnv is first attested in early Hippocratic treatises, while in Attic literature it first
occurs in this Dyscolus passage and in Theophrastus (who alternates it with
EBpexONV); €Bpdynv is then abundantly documented in the koine. The spread of
the ‘strong’ aorist ¢Bpdynv at the expense of the ‘weak’ aorist ¢éBpéxOnv may be
an Ionic influence.

Even though it is far more common for a ‘weak’ aorist passive to replace the
corresponding ‘strong’ form (see Willi 2003a, 249 regarding Aristophanes), the
case of éBpéxOnv and £Bpdynv is not isolated.>*? The aorist passive participle vro-
tayelg in Phryn.Com. fr. 62.2 presupposes the early development of the ‘strong’
aorist passive étaynv alongside the regular étay6nv, although the first occur-
rences of étéyn generally point to Hellenistic times.**® For instance, besides the
‘weak’ aorist passive ¢BAapBnv (already attested in Thucydides, Sophocles, Anti-

301 The fragment trag. adesp. fr. *194: ¢éydunoev EAévn Tov Be0lg aTuyoLpevoy must be late: one
expects the middle or the passive to go with a feminine subject (see LSJ s.v. 1.3).

302 Only a handful of cases are discussed here. See further Lautensach (1911a, 249-67).

303 On this form and the objections raised by the scholars of Phrynichus Comicus, see Stama
(2014, 303-4).
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phon, later also in Plato and Demosthenes), in 4th-century BCE texts the ‘strong’
form ¢BA&Pnv occasionally appears too (X. HG 6.5.48, Pl. Apol. 38b.2, Lg. 769b.6)
and will attract the criticism of Atticist lexicography (see below). A similar case is
KpUMTW, whose ‘weak’ aorist passive ¢ékpvOnv is replaced by ¢kpUpnv in the
koine.>**

This kind of development is also discussed by Atticist lexicographers, who
recommend using the ‘weak’ aorist and also take future forms into consideration.
Moer. B 40: pra@Bévteg Attikol- BAaBévteg EAAnveg. Moer. n 21: ipndobn Attikol: npméyn “EA-
Anveg (this ‘strong’ aorist is not attested in later comedy yet, see Men. Asp. 86 fjpndodn and Men.
Sic. 357 apmacBév). Moer. 8 16: StailayOroopat <ATTiko> Stadlayricopat <EAANvec>.

3.2.6 Aorist passive in place of aorist middle

The middle voice is recessive, and in post-Classical times it was increasingly re-
placed by the passive.’*® A case that is relevant to the history of Attic is the re-
placement of the aorist middle of drnoxpivopat and ytyvopar with the intransitive
passive aorist.>%

anokpivopau: anokplBeig (?, Men. fr. 393). yiyvopat: £yeviin (Philem. fr. 95.2), yevn6fjg (Philem.
fr. 167.2).

The Atticist lexicographers’ claim (see below) that dnekpifnv should mean ‘I was
separated’, as opposed to dnekpvapnv meaning ‘I answered’, is well exemplified
in Classical texts (see Rutherford 1881, 186-8). However, the use of the aorist pas-
sive gradually expanded to cover the meaning of the middle, as will be especially
common in the koine.*” Rutherford (1881, 188-93) plausibly postulates an analog-
ical spread on the model of deponent verbs, which in the aorist always, or at least
from very early on, had an established passive deponent. He then collects ample
evidence for other verbs for which the passive progressively gained ground in
the aorist at the expense of the middle (though note that he also emphasises the
reverse process, whereby the passive ¢5uviinv was later replaced by the middle
¢8uvnadunv).2® As regards amoxpivw, early evidence of this extension in the use
of the aorist passive is provided by Pherecrates (fr. 56.2, for which any attempt to

304 This also developed in a new present kpOpw, condemned by Phryn. Ecl. 290.

305 See Lautensach (1911b); Horrocks (2010, 103).

306 We wish to thank Chiara Monaco for sharing her unpublished MA thesis with us, where this
subject is discussed in more detail.

307 See Mayser (Gramm. vol. 1,2, 157-8); de Foucault (1972, 72); Gignac (1981, 322—-4).

308 On the semantics of amokpivw and other ‘speech act middles’, see Allan (2003, 105-12; 163-5).
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emend this reading is pointless)** and Xenophon (4n. 2.1.22)*"° (further evidence in
Rutherford 1881, 186—7). We may plausibly conclude that amexpiOnv ‘I answered’
must already have been in use in 5th-century BCE Attic, perhaps at a less formal
level. In the case of y{yvopai, while epigraphic instances are lacking before the 1st
century BCE,*" early evidence of ¢yevi@nv in place of ¢yevouny is provided by Epi-
charmus (fr. 210 (= Phryn. Ecl. 79)), the Hippocratic writings (7x),'* Democritus
(Diels—Kranz 68 B 299), and Lysias (32.18 and fr. 62 Carey).*"® This suggests that the
instances in late Attic comedy reflect a wider development in Greek.

Atticist lexicographers proscribe the passive forms, specifying in the case of
amoxpivopat that the passive should be used in the concrete sense of ‘to be sepa-
rated’ and the middle in the sense of ‘to answer’. The same issue is discussed by
the Atticists with regard to the future forms of these verbs (which are unattested
in Attic comedy, the only instances in Attic being PL. Prm. 141e.1; 141e.6).3™

Phryn. Ecl. 78: anokpBijvar S1ttov audapmua, €del yap Aéyewv amokpivasbat, kal eidéval, 6Tt 10
Slaywplabijvat onuaivel, Gomepodv Kal T0 Evavtiov avtod, T0 cuyKpLBival, <To> &ig &v Kal TavTov
£NOeTv. £i8wg 0OV T0TTO &Ml pév Tod drododval TV EpwTnoy arokpivacBat Aéye, émi 8¢ Tod
Slaywprobijval amoxpBijvar. Phryn. Ecl. 79: yevnbijvar avtt tod yevéoBal mapa Enyydpuw (fr. 210),
Kol €07t Awplov- GAX’ 0 dtTikifwy yevéabat Aeyétw. Antiatt. a 10: arokplOfjvar ovk drnokpivasdat.
=" o 1874 (= Phot. a 25234, ex £”): amokpidijvar amoywplodijval. amokpivasdat 8& T Adyov 800-
vat €puTwpeVoy. avakpively 8¢ o St Adywv EpwTdv. Aéyetal HévTol oV AnokpiveTal Kal T Ao-
ywpiletal Phot. a 2526: anokplbeic: £mt Tod anokpvauevos. Mévavpog daviwt (fr. 393).

In the case of other verbs, Atticist lexicographers seem to regard the passive
forms as standard, possibly as a result of the early affirmation of the passive ao-
rist in place of the middle.

309 See Pellettieri (2024a, 73—4; 75-6).

310 Rutherford (1881, 187-8) rightly compared this with Xenophon’s retention of the archaism
apeifopac: in the aorist Xenophon opts for the passive jueipfnv in place of fuewpaunv. See also
Gautier (1911, 124).

311 See Threatte (1996, 555).

312 See Willi (2008, 149).

313 The authenticity of Lys. 32, the oration against Diogeiton, is extremely likely, and the speech
must date to the very last years of the 5th century BCE (see Carey 1989, 204; 208).

314 On the following entries see also Tribulato (2014, 208-9).

315 Evidence of this is the middle aorist SteAe€dunv in Aristophanes (fr. 356 (= Antiatt. § 11, Poll.
2.125)) vis-a-vis SleAéyBnv in — to mention but a few writers — Aristophanes (Nu. 425), Isocrates,
Xenophon, Plato, Demosthenes, and Aeschines and in Attic inscriptions (see Threatte 1996, 557,
but the earliest instance is in the early 3rd century BCE). The aorist middle SteAe&duny is thought
to have been used as a euphemism for having a sexual relationship with someone, but this very
meaning is also attested for SteAéxOnv, as shown by Ar. PL 1082 (see Pierson 1759, 121-2 comment-
ing on Moer. § 44: Stadéyeabal kal T0 TANGLaewy Talg yuvaléiv, wg Yrepeidng (fr. 171 Jensen)).
The middle aorist Siehe€duny is likely an archaism, since it is already attested in Homer. See also
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Although the occurrences of the passive aorist are marginal compared to the
many more occurrences of the middle aorist, that the passive forms dnekpifnv
and €yeviiBnv are not isolated early instances of ‘late’ Greek in Middle and New
Comedy is shown by the parallel development of other aorist passive forms at the
expense of the corresponding aorist middle ones, such as wo@pdvOnv in place of
wo@pdéunv in Philemon and édneAoyrOnv in place of dredoynoduny in Alexis.

Philem. fr. 79.25-6: ToUg 1{8n vekpovg, | 6Tav 6o@pavb®aot, ol {ijv maAwv. Alex. fr. 12 (= Antiatt.
a 111): dmtodoyn6ijvat avtl Tod amoloyroacdal. AAEELG AUTEAOUPYE.

Earlier evidence for ®o@pdvOny is in the Hippocratic corpus, then in the Aristotelian
corpus and in Machon.*® As regards dmeXoyqfnv, Arnott (1996, 82-3) points out that
the only parallels are in Antiphon’s Tetralogies, as already discussed by Pollux.

Atticist lexicographers also discuss and proscribe other cases where the fu-
ture passive replaces the middle in later Greek.

Moer. a 24: anaragetal Attikol: anarAayioetat ‘EAAnveg. Moer. a 36: dyBéoetat Attikol:
ayOeoBnioetal "EAAnves. Moer. y 24: yvpvdoetat Attikol- yopvacsdioetat “EAAnveg. Moer. T 16:
TiufoeTal Attikoi Tiunéoetat ‘EAAnveg. Orus fr. B 34 (= Z° o 1869 = Su. a 3367, Phot. a 2530, ex
¥): anokplveltat Aéyouat pddAov i amokplOnoetal. Mévavdpog Kavneopw (fr. 199)- ‘@ 8 dmokpt-
veltal, kv £yo Aéyowpl oot. ‘YroBoAwaig (fr. 382) ‘G¢ undev Amokpvouuévy 8 oUTW AAAETV.

3.3 Future

3.3.1 Middle future replaced by active future

A fairly large number of Greek verbs which normally occur in the active voice in
the present are middle in the future.3 In post-Classical times, however, due to the
decreasing use of the middle voice, most of these forms begin to be used in the ac-
tive in the future as well. The following lists collect the available evidence for a
selection of high-frequency verbs in Middle and New Comedy, taking into account
the evidence for both the middle and the active voice (in order to avoid clutter, we
shall not provide a systematic account of the evidence for the prefixed forms).

Phryn. PS 65.9: Stadé€aabat ov povov StaAeyBijvat, which seems to presuppose Stedéxonv as the
form normally accepted as Attic, although SieAedunv is also allowed, probably on the basis of its
use by Aristophanes. See also Rutherford (1881, 189).

316 See Lautensach (1911a, 248).

317 A list of the more common Greek verbs which have a middle future is in K-B (vol. 2, 244-5).
For a theoretical approach to these forms, see Tronci (2017).
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akovoouau: Antiph. fr. 209.2; Men. Epit. 238, Mis. 684, Sam. 521, Phasm. 91 (partly restored), fr. 42.
@oopat: Theophil. fr. 7.3. Bojoopat: Men. Mis. 721. yvooopat: Alex. fr. 1.2; Anaxipp. fr. 1.48; Men.
Epit. 355, Sam. 183 and Sam. 397, Phasm. 10; Philem. fr. 178.15. Stwopat: Men. Sam. 198. §papos-
paw: Men. Sam. 202. eiocopat: Antiph. fr. 57.10; Men. Epit. 463, Ench. 28, Pc. 145, Sam. 396; Nicom.
frr. 1.7 and 1.20. kAavcopat: Men. Mis. 621 (partly integrated). Angopar: Apollod.Com. fr. 19.2. A-
Vopau: Alex. frr. 129.9 and 132.2; Antiph. frr. 27.13 and 170.3; Euphro fr. 9.13; Men. Asp. 185, 355,
370, Dysc. 205 and 791, Epit. 570 and 1110, Car. 38, Pc. 205, Sam. 569, 586, 599, and 662, fr. 804.16.
uabnoopar: Men. Asp. 100. oipw&opar: Alex. fr. 115.19; Diphil. fr. 42.36; Men. Asp. 356, Epit. 160,
691, and 1068, Sam. 427. 6Youar: Alex. frr. 53.2 and 115.18; Anaxipp. frr. 1.24 and 2.3; Antiph. frr.
42.5,175.2, 203.4, and 242.3; Epig. fr. 6.4; Hegesipp. fr. 1.21; Men. Asp. 231 and 325, Dysc. 46 (inte-
grated), 237, and 879, Epit. 469 and 856, Cith. 65, Con. 12, Pc. 61, Sam. 391 and 555, Sic. 24 (inte-
grated), frr. 86.2, 373.6, 373.7, 744.2, 791.2; Philem. frr. 93.9 and 94.7; Posidipp. fr. 28.6. meicopat
(from mdoyw): Alex. fr. 115.6; Men. Dysc. 576 and fr. 256.4. mecoduav: Antiph. fr. 57.11. miopau:
Ephipp. fr. 11.3. mpd&opar: Antiph. fr. 208.3. suwmcopar: Men. fr. 392. pev€opat/@evioduat:
Men. Cith. fr. 3.1. ywpriocopat: Men. Col. 117.

Many, but not all, of these forms will then develop an active future in koine texts.
In some cases, Middle and New Comedy may provide early evidence of this.

@a&w: Men. Asp. 430, Pc. 247, fr. 412.2. mpd&w: Men. Cith. 98 (integrated), Pc. 441; Timocl. fr. 8.7.
Té€w (from tiktw): Men. fr. 404.2 (text uncertain). brepSpaud: Philetaer. fr. 3.3.

Concerning G&w/dgopat and mpdw/mpdopat, we should point out that Aristo-
phanes too uses the active future. Similarly, Aristophanes alternates between the
middle future té€opat (Eq. 1037 and Lys 744) and the active té€w (Th. 509). Umep-
Spap® in Philetaerus is a more interesting case. This form is the unanimous read-
ing of the Athenaeus MS, but several scholars have doubted that it may be the
correct reading because the active future 8pau® is a later development.®® Still,
since no emendation suggested so far has proved more convincing than retaining
the transmitted text, it is probably best to regard it as early evidence for the ac-
tive future Spapd, otherwise attested only from koine texts.*"?

Atticist lexicographers, especially Moeris, are particularly keen to point out that
for many verbs the correct Attic choice is the middle voice.**® However, the early
evidence for d¢w, mpd&w, and té€w in Aristophanes does not suggest that we can
draw a clear-cut diachronic opposition between the active and middle forms.>**

318 As far as later comedy is concerned, beside §papel in Men. Sam. 202 (on which see above)
one may compare the 2nd-person middle ék§papel in Diphil fr. 19.3.

319 In addition, considering vmepBaA® at the end of line 2 of the Philetaerus fragment, the inno-
vative form vnepSpap® may be used because it is functional to the word play.

320 See also Georgius Lacapenus Epistula 8 (67.14-7, commenting on 63.26-7) (ed. by Lindstam
1924): axovoopat. axovoouat SeT ypagey TOV péAdovta Kot ATTKOUG, Kal OUK AkoUow. Womepdi
kal Bpvopat kal armokpupopat. oV pRv 8¢ BpLhw Kat anokpHPw.

321 For the evidence in papyri see Mayser (Gramm. vol. 1,2, 130); Gignac (1981, 321-2).
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Moer. a 81: G&opat mabnTtik®g Attikol: GEw évepynTik®g "EAAnvec. Moer. a 83: doetal Attikol:
@oet "ENAnvec. Moer. B 33: Blacetatl <Attiko{> Bldoet <EAAnveg>. Moer. B 36: forjoetal ATtikol:
Borjoet "EAAnveg. Moer. 6 7: Onpdoetat Attikol- Onpdoet 'EAnveg. Moer. o 8: opoduatl Ouel opeitat
Attwcol- opudow oudoel "‘EXAnveg. Moer. 1 2: npagopat Attikol- mpdgw "EAAnves. Moer. 1t 3: mpdge-
Tal Attikols mpaet “EAAnveg. Philemo (Laur.) 354: amogottroopal (see Thom. Mag. 7.1-4). Phil-
emo (Vindob.) 392.7 = (Laur.) 355: drnoAavoopar ovk dmoAavow. Philemo (Vindob.) 394.34:
Bnpevoopat ov Bnpevow. P.Oxy. 15.1803.fol. ii.verso.60-9 (= TM 65081) (6th century CE): olwmi-
copal avtl 700 ow | mjow Kal clwmioel Kal | olwmioeTal wg év Td e | pl T00 aTEPAVOL: “KAY®
otép | &w xal owwnoopat (D. 12.112). kal | Mévavdpog év daviy: | ‘Clwmno<e>t TAAY €V TQ pé|
pel (Men. fr. 392). kata tlaldta 8¢ kal & |kovoopal kal akovoel Kal | axovoetal Kal mhdfjoouat.

3.3.2 ‘Attic’ future

The ‘Attic’ future is of two types. In the verbs with a stem ending in /a/ or /e/ (in
some cases after the loss of the final /s/) and in which the preceding syllable is
short, the intervocalic /s/ of the suffix -co-/-ce- disappears and a contraction oc-
curs (kaAéow > KoA®). In the verbs where the stem ends in /i/, the suffix is -ogo-/
-oee- (as in the ‘Doric’ future), and so /s/ disappears and contraction to -L®, -L€1G,
etc. occurs (vouts- + -oew > vopu(o)éw > voul®). The ‘Attic’ future is still common
in Middle and New Comedy.

aywviCopau: aywvi® (Men. Mis. 673), dywviovuevov (Anaxandr. fr. 16.5). dxkifopat: axxloBuat
(Men. Epit. 526). arap@iévvout: drop@lel (Men. Mis. 765). anoyahaxtifw: amoyoAaktiel (Diph. fr.
75.3). a@avifw: apavielg (Alex. fr. 178.18) (integration by Dobree, revised by Arnott 1996, 533). Bas-
iCw: Bladotu(ay) (Men. Mis. 573), Badiel (Men. Her. fr. 7), Badteltar (Men. Sic. 268), fadiovued(a)
(Men. Dysc. 408). yapéw: yauel (Men. Georg. 72), yapelv (Men. Georg. 117). eumvifw: Seunviely
(Diph. fr. 62.4). Stamutifw: Stamutiodo(l) (Arched. fr. 3.12). Stateréw: Swateelg (Diph. fr. 42.2).
KoAéw: mapaxor® (Men. Dysc. 783), anokalel (Men. Dysc. 366). kiOapiCw: kibaptel (Antiph. fr. 139).
kotTaBifw: kottapleite (Antiph. fr. 57.4). Aoyifopar: Aoywoduat (Eriph. fr. 2.10). pdyopat: poyodpat
(Men. Epit. 551, Sam. 605), payettat (Men. Dysc. 355), poxovped(a) (Men. Pc. 192) (by analogy with
TeMéw, see EDG s.v. pdyopay). vouiw: voutelg (Crat.Iun. fr. 8.2). mavvuyifw: mavvuylodpev (Men.
Dysc. 858). mAovti{w: mAovtiel (Timocl. fr. 4.8). mopifw: moplod[uev (Men. Dysc. 599). GLVOLKI{w:
ouvoKLely (Men. Asp. 10).

None of these future forms alternate with the later analogical ones. It thus seems
that in later comedy the ‘Attic’ future is still the standard form, which is con-
firmed by Attic inscriptions.*** Atticist lexicographers were clearly interested in
registering the Attic future as the proper form.

Phryn. PS 54.9-10: BaSofuat avti 100 aneievoopat. Phryn. PS 97.2-5: 0AokavTelv: amod tod
OAOKALT®, 00 O PEAAWY OAOKAUTIOW. AéyeTal Kai 8La T0T L OA0KALTILW, £€ 00 OAOKALTLH O ATTIKOG

322 See Threatte (1996, 526-7). For the evidence in papyri see Mayser (Gramm. vol. 1,2, 128); Gi-
gnac (1981, 285-7).
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UEAWV, 0D TO amapéueatov OAOKauTIely. Phryn. PS 104.13: moAeui®: ATTkOV, aitd 100 molepi-
Cew. Antiatt. 8 48: Siciv- avtl tod Sikdoew. Hpodotog o (1.97.1) ‘00 @naot Sikdv €tv. Moer. B 37:
BaStotuat Badiel Padieltal kal ta Gpola Attikol. Moer. & 19: Stafpd Attikol Stafipdow "EA-
Anveg. Philemo (Vindob.) 395.28: 6pBpiodpar ovk opbpicopal. [Hdn.] Philet. 230: tiv 8¢ Sia
700 -{{w Ppnpdtwv tdOv mEp §Vo GLAAABAG TOLG UEANOVTAG KATA TepLypa@nv ToD { Aéyouotv ot
AtTiKol: 0lov Kouilw koud, KBapilen KBapLe, Aakwvilw AaKwvI®. Tpokettatl Hriep §V0 CLAAABAS
81 10 mpilw, KTilw: St 00 -Ww 8¢, 1 10 KATdlw, meAdlw Kal TV opolwv- Tadta yap Ouoiwg
UV Tpoc@épovtal. amd pévtol Tol Savellw, oVKETL Saveiw Aéyovaty, o08E Savelobual, AN Sa-
velow kat Saveioopal. Orus fr. B 79 (= Phot. 6 117 = Su. 0 242): 6epl® xal kopl®d kal mopLd Kat
OpLd kal mdvta Ta ig {w Paputova Kat Viep §U0 CLAAABAG BPaYLVOUEVOV TO L EXOVTA, &V TG) HEA-
A0VTL &vev 10D 0 EkQEPouoLy ATTIKOL Ta yoOv OpLoTikd kal anapéueata: Té 8& VTOTAKTIKA 0VSa-
UGG GOAOLKLOUOG Yap TO Eav Bepldy Kal ‘eav KoL, £¢° @v 8¢ 10 L éktelvetal, kal oLV ) 0 O
UEM WY AéyeTal xpovog, Kal EKTelvouévng Tiig mapeoydtng cLAAAPIG, olov: Saveilw, Saveiow, 0v-
KETL 8¢ TO Saveld, PdpPapov olTwe Mote Kal Tovg ABnvaioug gactv abpdoug eig EkkAnaiav ov-
vaBpoloBévtag Eml TV SLaddywv, Emeldn eig dmopiav kabeloTiKeTaY XPNUATWY, EELTA TIG AVTOLG
TGOV TAOUGIWV LTILoYVETTO ApyvpLoV, 0UTW TTWG Aywv, OTL ‘€yw VUV Savel®’, BopuPelv Kal oK
avéyeaBal Aéyovtog SLa Tov BapPaplopov kat 006E AaBelv 0 dpyvplov EBéAely- Ewg aiocbavopevog
0 pétowkog 1j kat vmoPfardvtog avT@ Tvog €n: ‘Saveiow vy Tolto TO dpyvplov™ ToTe § Ematvé-
oal Kal AaBetv. S1a Todto Padiow kal Padid aueotepa SoxLua, €mel Kal avTo TO €veoTnNKOGg £Ka-
TEPWEG AEyeTal Kal EKTEWVOPEVOL Kal oLaTEAAOUEVOL TOD €V Tf| uéan oLAAAPI] L OUKETL 8¢ ayopd,
008E KOAD: 0V8E yap 6AWG T L TapoAnfyeL.

3.3.3 ‘Doric’ future

The ‘Doric’ future employs the suffix -oe- in place of the simple -o- before the the-
matic vowel -¢/o-, producing contracted forms. Only one such form occurs in Mid-
dle and New Comedy, and it is metrically guaranteed:

Men. Cith. fr. 3: el ToUg a8kn0évtag, mdtep, PevEovueba, | Tiow &v Ponboatpev dArolg padiwg;.

The ‘Doric’ future is common in Attic with pedyw and its compounds. However,
there is ample evidence in 4th-century BCE Attic prose for the use of ‘non-Doric’
sigmatic futures: for instance, Plato alternates between @evgoBuat and @evtopat.
Consequently, Menander’s use of @evgovueba, in addition to being metrically con-
venient, may not have heen a strange choice. It has recently been argued that the
‘Doric’ future in Attic texts emphasises a more pronounced epistemic modality
than the ‘non-Doric’ sigmatic future: that is, the ‘Doric’ future is typically used to
indicate some degree of uncertainty on the part of the speaker about the truth of
the possibility of an event (see Zinzi 2014). In the Menander fragment, pevoUueda
occurs as part of a question, and so it is consistent with the interpretation of the
‘Doric’ future as expressing a more nuanced epistemic modality.

We also have examples of the ‘non-Doric’ sigmatic future, such as the metri-
cally guaranteed xAavoetat (certain, though partly integrated) in Men. Mis. 621
(as opposed to kKAavoovpeba in Ar. Pax 1081). It should be noted, however, that in
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the case of kAaiw the ‘non-Doric’ sigmatic future is far more common in Attic
texts than the ‘Doric’ future.

Atticist lexicographers are wary of the ‘Doric’ futures that have entered the
koine, and tend to recommend the corresponding ‘non-Doric’ forms.
Phryn. Ecl. 22: moGpar obv @ L Aéywv 00K 0pBKg ¢pElg: miopal ydp £0TL TO Apyaiov Kal TLOUEVOG
Gvev 100 L. Alwv 8¢ 6 PAGC0POG GUV TQ) L Aéywv GuapTdvel. Moer. T 64: miopal TOL Attikol: Lod-

uat mtie “EAAnveg. [Hdn.] Philet. 276: miopat, oUxt moGpar kal 0 Sevtepov miy, kal 1o Tpitov mietal.
Kal Aploto@dvng (Eq. 1289) ‘mietal motnplov’.

3.3.4 Variation between contracted and/or different types of sigmatic future
Aristophanes and the poets of Old Comedy make use of forms like BaArjow in
place of BaA®, Sokfjow in place of §6&w, etc. (see Willi 2003a, 249-50). The fact
that BaA®, §6&w, and Spapodual (see also £€€w and oynow) are the only forms at-
tested in Middle and New Comedy suggests that the language of later comedy is
more conservative in this respect, in line with the evidence from Attic inscrip-
tions (see Threatte 1996, 524-5).

3.4 Perfect and pluperfect

Goldberg (1996, with a catalogue at 30-57) provides a full list and detailed exami-
nation of the perfect forms in Menander’s corpus. Readers may wish to consult
her study for an exhaustive illustration and assessment of the chronology of each
form. Here we shall point out a few select cases.

3.4.1 yéyova and yeyévnpat
The received perfect of y{yvopat is yéyova, whereas yeyévnuat is an innovation
also attested in Middle and New Comedy.

Alex. fr. 41.1: yeyévntal. Antiph. fr. 34.1: oi yeyevnuévotr. Men. Epit. 306: yeyevnuévog. Men.
Col. 2: yeyevnuévog. Men. Mis. 406: yeyevnuévov. Men. Sam. 600: yeyevnuévov. Philem. fr.
109.3: yeyevnuévov.
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With the exception of yeyévnrat in Alexis,*” these occurrences are limited to the

participle. Interestingly, all instances of the participle yeyevnuévog occur in the final
metron. Thus, the older and newer forms yéyova and yeyévnuat do not simply co-
exist in 4th- and 3d-century BCE comedy, as yéyova is still prevalent. To mention
only a few examples, yéyova occurs respectively 5x in the Alexis fragments (frr.
37.6, 47.4, 113.2, 130.1, 131.1), 8x in Antiphanes (frr. 46.2, 120.8, 120.9, 120.10, 120.12,
121.5, 203.4), 7x in Philemon (frr. 82.4, 94.6, 109.2 (NB yeyevnuévov at line 3), 124.1,
136.1, 140.1), and 70x in Menander’s papyrus fragments. The innovative yeyévnuat is
already well documented in 5th-century BCE Attic, but it remains far less common
than yéyova. Tragic poets are not quite so open to the use of yeyévnuat (1x in Aesch.
Ch. 379, but the passage is corrupt, 1x in Soph. fr. 10g.13a/b.9, where the text is lacu-
nose, 2x in Eur. Alc. 85 and Cyc. 637). In Aristophanes, on the contrary, yeyévnuat is
more common than yéyova (28x vs 11x, see Willi 2003a, 249). It seems that the poets
of Middle and New Comedy are very much in line with the koine in preferring yé-
yova over yeyévnuar*** This may also explain why Atticist lexicography does not
seem to have any special interest in the innovative yeyévnuat

3.4.2 pepdvnuat
yeyévnuat may have been the model for the creation of a new analogical form,
HERAVN UL

uepdvnt(a): Men. Epit. 879.

pepdvnuat replaced péunva, the older perfect of patvopar Apart from the Epitre-
pontes line, the evidence is very slim, limited to a handful of mostly post-Classical
occurrences (these include prefixed forms): Theocritus (10.31), the Sibylline oracles
(1172, 3.39, 11.317, fr. 3.40 Geffcken (= Theophilus Ad Autolycum 2.36)), Cyrillus (Gla-
phyra in Pentatheucum MPG 69.289.39).

3.4.3 améktova and améktayka
Already in Classical Attic drmokteivw developed a new perfect dméktayka replac-
ing the older form améxtova.

Men. Mis. fr. 13 (= Orus fr. B 35 (= ZP a 1872 = Su. a 3372, ex £)): 1 matep uév Opdowvi, AmekTdy-
xaot 8 o0.

323 In place of Sudhaus’ yeyévntlat in Men. Pc. 347, Cartlidge (2022, 25-6) now rightly suggests
nenon]tal, based on the consideration that yeyévntlat would be the only finite form of yeyévnuat
used by Menander (otherwise only yeyevnuévog, see above).

324 See de Foucault (1972, 76) on Polybius’ strong preference for yéyova.
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This new form probably arose by analogy with the thematic aorist danéxtavov.

The new perfect is also attested in Aristotle (Pol. 1324b.16 and 1324h.18), and it is

occasionally found in koine texts (Plb. 3.86.11, 3x in LXX, Diod. 4.55.4 and 14.47.2).
Atticist lexicography disapproved of anéxtayka.**

Moer. a 70: anéktovev Attikol- anméktaykev ‘EAAnveg. Orus fr. B 35 (= ZP a 1872 = Su. a 3372, ex
¥): dnoktivvoual Aéyovat udAlov ij armoktivviel. Kpativog Bovkodotg (fr. 17)- ‘kal mpog Tov ovpa-
VOV oKlapay®@v amoktivvuol Talg ameldais’. Kal AneKTovaoLy, 0UK AMEKTAYKAOLY. <x**> MLoov-
uéve (fr. 13)- ‘ndtep pev Opdowvt, anektdvaot § ov’.

3.4.4 ‘Strong’ perfects in place of ‘weak’ perfects

In late 5th century BCE and then especially in 4th century BCE, comedy provides
evidence for the creation of new ‘strong’ perfects replacing earlier ‘weak’ perfects
of the verbs dplotaw (jplotnka) and Seumvaw (edelmvnka).

aplotaw: npiotayev (Ar. fr. 513; Theopomp.Com. fr. 23), fplotaval (Hermipp. fr. 60). Seivaw:
Sedetmvayev (Alex. fr. 114; Eub. fr. 90), Sedeunvavan (Ar. frr. 260 and 480.2; Pl.Com. fr. 157 = Anti-
att. § 32; Antiph. fr. 141.1; Eub. fr. 91, Epicr. fr. 1.1).

These forms (which attracted the attention of ancient scholarship, see Antiatt. §
32, Ath. 10.422e, Phot. n 250) alternate with the ‘weak’ perfect forms according to
metrical convenience. Although there seems to be a greater tendency to use these
innovative forms in Middle and New Comedy than in Old Comedy, their compara-
tive rarity justifies the suspicion that they are Attic colloquialisms (see Arnott
1996, 308, with further references).

3.4.5 Aspirated perfects

An innovative feature of the Greek perfect is the development of new aspirated
forms for the verb stems ending in a velar or labial consonant. This development
most probably occurred under the influence of the 2nd-person middle, where the
aspirated stop is the standard outcome of the encounter between the velar or la-
bial stem and the ending -0B¢. This phenomenon is generally regarded as being
peculiar to Ionic and Attic, although the matter is more complicated than it is gen-
erally assumed (see Cassio 2017). Be that as it may, the Attic evidence for the aspi-
rated perfects usually dates starting from the 5th century BCE and then becomes
more substantial in the 4th century BCE, as is also attested by Middle and New
Comedy.

325 See further Batisti (2024b).
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a\doow: amidaya (Men. Epit. 416), SujAaxev (Dion.Com. fr. 2.10). avoeiyvopu: avéwyag (Men.
fr. 170). Seikvopu: 8¢8etya (Men. Mis. 590), anodéderya (Alex. fr. 263.14), 8é8etyev (Alex. fr. 270.1),
anodédetyev (Diph. fr. 73.3). TAcow: mémAnye(v) (Men. Dysc. 188, Epit. 906, Sam. 301, 367, 555).
néunw: nénop@a (Men. Dysc. 72), mémouge (Men. Pc. 164), anonénopgev (Men. Asp. 313),
ékménopee (Men. Pc. 58). mpdoow: nenpoyoteg (Men. fr. 710.2). Tpipw: cuvtétpipev (Eub. fr. 62.2).

Most of these perfects are widely paralleled in 5th- and 4th-century BCE Attic au-
thors. Others deserve closer examination.

avéwya is rare indeed. Actually, Men. fr. 170 is the only certain occurrence of
this aspirated perfect, besides dvewydta in the Pseudo-Demosthenic oration Against
Phaenippus (42.30). The exceptionality of this form explains why, despite the gen-
eral lack of interest in the aspirated perfect in Atticist lexicography, ancient schol-
ars are keen to record Menander’s avéwyag (see Orus fr. A 6a and Orus fr. A 6b,
discussed above at Section C.2.2.2).3%6

Menander’s use of the aspirated perfect némAnya is the earliest available evi-
dence for the existence of such a form. In earlier poetic texts, the unaspirated form
is common (e.g. in the Iliad), which is also the rule in post-Classical prose (though
note memAnyotog in L. AI 4.277). It is more difficult to decide what the standard form
was in Classical times. The evidence from Menander points to his using the aspirated
perfect. The only other relevant passage, X. An. 6.1.6 téAog 6¢ 6 €tepog TOV Etepov
naiel, wg miow €80kel memANyéval Tov avspar 0 8 €mece TEXVIKGOG TWC, iS uncer-
tain.**” The manuscripts and the indirect transmission are divided between nemnyé-
vat (MSS CBA, the Parisine family; also Ath. 1.15e) and memAnyévat (MSS FM, the
Italian family).**® The value of the two families of manuscripts for the reconstruction
of the text is basically the same, but editors usually choose the memAnyévat of the
Parisine family (see Masqueray 1930-1931 vol. 2, ad loc. and Hude, Peters 1972, ad
loc.). However, comparing the other 4th-century BCE occurrences in Menander and
considering that memAnyévat may well have been an obvious normalisation (the aspi-
rated perfect occurs only once in post-Classical Greek), we may wonder whether the
nemAnyéval of the Italian family should not be reconsidered. Note that the verb must
be transitive, which might further support memAnyévat.

326 The instance of avéwye in Men. fr. 184 is more likely a transitive imperfect than a transitive
unaspirated perfect (see Schwyzer 1939, 772 on the distinction between intransitive unaspirated
perfects and transitive aspirated perfects). See Orth (2013, 265-6) concerning the possible in-
stance of the active intransitive unaspirated perfect of Gvoiyw/évoiyvoul in Amips. fr. 13 (£ a
1339, Phot. o 1906, Su. a 2282). This use of the unaspirated perfect avéwya is proscribed by Phryn.
Ecl. 128 (see also Luc. Sol. 8.7-13).

327 Marchant (1903, ad loc.) suggested removing memAnyévat tov avSpa, but the editors correctly
retain it.

328 On the two families see Masqueray (1930-1931 vol. 1, 30-5); Hude, Peters (1972, IX-XI).
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As regards mempaydteg, the unaspirated intransitive ménpaya is standard in
5th-century BCE Attic.**° The new transitive aspirated perfect nénpaya is very
common in 4th-century BCE Attic and is attested in Xenophon (6%, 1x unaspi-
rated),*** Demosthenes (1x),**! Dinarchus (1x),*** and in the Aristotelian corpus
(10x),%*® but notice the intransitive nempayévat in Plato (R. 603c.7).

3.4.6 Participle é0Twg vs €0TNKWG
The older perfect ¢otwg is well-attested in later comedy.

€0Twg: Antiph. fr. 194.21; Eub. fr. 71.2. mapeotwg: Men. Dysc. 676. ¢peotwg: Damox. fr. 2.59. €o-
T@oa: Men. Pc. 40). éotwoag: Eub. frr. 67.5 and 82.4.

The newer participle éatnkwg occurs 6x (Amphis fr. 3.3 éotnkwg, Alex. fr. 131.16
¢oTnkotag, Men. Pc. 291 cuveoTnkwg, Sic. 222 ¢0tnkotag, and Philem. fr. 138.1 ka-
Beotnkwg). In Old Comedy the older and the newer forms co-exist, but the older
one is still more clearly predominant (see Willi 2003a, 249 on Aristophanes). The
evidence collected above may indicate that, although the older form is still used
for metrical purposes, the newer participle is progressively becoming the stan-
dard one (4x ¢otwe-type in Middle Comedy, 3x in New Comedy; 2X £€0TnKwG-type
in Middle Comedy, 4x in New Comedy).

3.4.7 Pluperfect: generalisation of -ct- in the indicative active

The original endings of the pluperfect active are -n (< -€a), -ng (< -e-ag), -1 (< -g-¢),
-EUEV (< -e-pEV), -€T€ (< -g-T€), -eoav (< -e-oav). Later Attic (and then the koine) ex-
tended the 3rd-person ending -et to the rest of the conjugation as though it were a
suffix, which led to the creation of the endings -ewv, -€1g, -€, -elyev, -€LTe, -eloav. 3
One example of these new pluperfect endings occurs in Menander:

329 For Aristophanes, see Eq. 683 ménpayag, Pax 1255 nenpdyauev, Lys. 462 nénpaye, Ra. 302 me-
npayayev, PL 629 nenpdyate, PL 633 nénpayev. The aspirated perfect mémpaye is the transmitted
reading in P1.Com. fr. 203.1, where Kassel, Austin adopt Meineke’s nénpaye. The pluperfect éme-
npdyeoav occurs in Thuc. 2.4.8 and 7.24.1. See also Phryn. PS 103.12-3: ménpayev- St to0 y, mpo-
kpivovaot To0 mémpayev and Moer. 7t 5 TENPAYWS €V T y ATTIKOL Mempaywg EAANveS.

330 See HG 5.2.32 ¢nempdyel, 5.2.32 mempaywg, An. 5.7.29 Swanenpdyaowy, Cyr. 3.1.15 nénpaye, 5.5.14
TENPAXWS, 7.5.42 katanenpayéval Unaspirated HG 1.4.3 TempayOTeC.

331 See 19.17 meNPAXOTWV.

332 See 6.21 TEMPAXOTWV.

333 See Arist. EN 1110b.21 nénpayev, 1111a.17 nenpayévay, Pol. 1274b.35 nempayéval, Rh. 1367b.24
nenpayota, 1374a.1 menpayéval, 1392b.19 mémpaye, 1400a.38 ménpaye, 1400b.1 nénpayev, Pr.
951h.36 mempayévay, Div. Somn. 463a.24 mempayOTEC.

334 See Schwyzer (1939, 776; 778).
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Men. fr. 206 (= Antiatt. € 117): EMENTOKELUEV.

As parallel evidence, K-B (vol. 2, 65) mention anwAwAeite, é6edwkelpev, and
fidette in Demosthenes (18.49, 37.12, and 58.9), and we may add rideiuev in Ae-
schines (3.82). As counter-examples, we should mention the metrically guaranteed
instances of the 1st person plural in -epev in Men. fr. 391: méTwWVY T KAl KOPWV
amavteg fidepev and the 3rd person plural in -ecav in Men. Asp. 26: énegeVyecav
and Men. fr. 395.2: Ilépoat & €xovteg puloadfag éotrikesav. The new forms pre-
dominate in the koine.*® Strict Atticist lexicographers recommended the use of
the earlier forms.

Antiatt. € 117: énentokeluev: Mévavdpog Katapevdopévy (fr. 206). Moer. n 3: 1jdn Attikol: 1jdewv
“EMnveg. ¥

But this development is not strictly limited to 4th-century BCE Attic or even to the
koine. Some early evidence can be found in the Hippocratic writings (Epid. 2.4.2
¢Eemeukeloav). More importantly, the Antiatticist tells us that Eupolis used
éreAnfeloav.

Antiatt. € 7: é\e\Beioav: peta tig T 0a 1. EdmoAlg Ai&iv (fr. 28).

This information has raised considerable doubts. Kock tried to defend éAeArjBet-
oav on the grounds that it is prosodically more convenient than éAeAri@ecav in
anapests, but it is unclear why, if this is the case, we do not have more examples
of the newer form. In fact, Meineke concluded that Eupolis’ text used by the
(source of the) Antiatticist was corrupt.®*” Although scepticism is healthy when
dealing with such problematic evidence, the objections raised against éAeArfel-
oav in Eupolis are not particularly convincing. The assumption that the Antiatti-
cist used a corrupt text is unverifiable and thus remains purely speculative;
moreover, the fact that éAeABetoav is isolated does not make it impossible. In
addition, Tribulato (2014, 208) mentions ¢8edoikelg (in place of the expected but
unattested *¢8edoikng < *¢8edoike-ac), which occurs in Aristophanes’ Plutus 684.
The use of this new pluperfect is certainly part of the distinctive trend in the Plu-
tus to adopt more colloquial language (see Chapter 4, Section 5.2).

With the unsurprising exception of the Antiatticist (see above), these newer
pluperfects are condemned by Atticist lexicographers.

335 See de Foucault (1972, 76) on Polybius; Mayser (Gramm. vol. 1,2, 85 and n. 1) and Gignac
(1981, 356) on the papyri.

336 Parallel sources are collected by D. U. Hansen (1998, ad loc.).

337 See further Olson (2017, 148) with bibliography.
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Phryn. Ecl. 119: fxnkogoav, £yeypagecav, EMENOLIKETAY, EVEVOKESAV EPETG, GAX 0 oLV T L,
Kknkoeloav. Antiatt. € 7: éheAjfeloav: puetd tii¢ T Ba . EOmoAlg Ai&lv (fr. 28). Phot. & 1427:
Emenovon: avtl tod émemdvBelv. kal wpdkn kal 1idn, avtl o0 {8ev kal éwpdaxewv. Phot. & 2530:
gwpdxn: T0 TPHOTOV MPOGWTOV, WG EMemOVON Kal énemouikn kat fidn, T ety IIAdTwV T01g TOLOV-
TOLG XPATaL OXNUATIOHOTG.

Even modern scholars are wary of including them in their editions of Classical
Attic writers.>*® Indeed, K-B (vol. 2, 65) even claim that since the newer forms of
the pluperfect did not completely eclipse the older ones in 4th-century BCE Attic
(as shown by the metrically guaranteed fj6epev in Men. fr. 391, see above), in De-
mosthenes the instances of anwAwAeite (18.49), édeSwreluev (37.12), elwbetpev
(54.3), and fSette (55.9) should be emended.®* The editors of Demosthenes, how-
ever, correctly retain the transmitted readings.

4 Notable cases: a (very partial) selection

The following sections are devoted to individual verbal categories or to individual
verbs that are worthy of attention from different points of view. A systematic in-
vestigation of the various categories of verbal derivation and their reception in
Atticist lexicography will be provided in Ancient Greek Purism Volume 2.

4.1 Prefixed verbs

A tendency that is already noticeable in later Attic is the preference for prefixed
verbs over simple ones, but without any other appreciable difference in meaning
other than intensification (see Vessella 2016b, 428). In addition, several new dou-
ble-prefixed verbs are introduced.**® A detailed investigation of the prefixed
verbs used by Menander is provided in earlier scholarship (see Giannini, Pal-
lara 1983).

338 See Finglass (2018, 545) on Soph. OT 1232, where {{8ewpev and [jSepev are metrically
equivalent.

339 Transmitted fidetoav ov§’ of MSS SF at Dem. 27.65 (MS A has &8etoav o08’) has been deleted
by the editors since Reiske, because it makes no sense in the context (see Gernet 1954, 51; Dilts
2008, 61).

340 See Durham (1913, 31-3); L6pez Eire (2002, 75); Vessella (2016b, 428).
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4.2 £0£Aw Vs OEAW

The standard form in 5th-century BCE Attic is ¢0éAw, which is regularly found in
Old Comedy and in prose, outside of fixed expressions of the type of &v 6edg 0¢An
and, only as far as comedy is concerned, outside of cases of tragic parody (see
Willi 2003a, 248 n. 79). On the other hand, 6é\w is first attested in tragedy and
then gains ground in 4th-century BCE Attic.>*! The evidence from Middle and
New Comedy is collected and discussed by Hunter (1983, 113) and Arnott (2002,
197), who point out that while up until Middle Comedy €¢8éAw could still be un-
marked, in New Comedy it seems to have become the more formal option. The
inscriptional evidence confirms this gradual development, with 8éAw finally re-
placing ¢6éAw in the 3rd century BCE (see Threatte 1996, 637-8). In post-Classical
Greek too, ¢0éAw is the marked, Atticising option (see Clarysse 2008). Indeed, At-
ticist lexicography prescribes ¢0éAw and proscribes 0éAw.

Phryn. Ecl. 305: tefeAnkévat AAeavdpewTikov Tolvoua, 8§10 apetéov AAegav8pedot kal Aiyur-
Tlotg avTo, UV 8¢ pntéov BeAnKEvaL.

4.3 Present é6w

Despite being common in epic and more generally in poetry, the active verb £€5w
is rare in Attic. The only known instances are in late Old Comedy (Alcaeus Comi-
cus) and in Middle Comedy:

£€8w: Alc.Com. fr. 30. €6ovou: Eub. fr. 27.
These instances are explained as poeticisms or Ionicisms (see Orth 2013, 134), but
they may well be elements of ‘international’ Attic. Note that in Eur. Cyc. 245 the

editors now adopt Heath’s 6i8ovteg in place of the transmitted €8ovtog (which is
still recorded in LS] s.v. £€6w).

4.4 ékpuyyavw

A gloss in the Antiatticist testifies that Diphilus used the verb ¢ékguyydvw in place
of the more common ék@evyw:

341 This issue never concerned the augmented forms, for which 6eA- is standard throughout
the history of Greek.
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Antiatt. € 80: ékpuyyavw: Aiptlog Evvovyw (fr. 7).

The form in -avw originally had an ingressive meaning (see DELG s.v. geUyw). The
simplex verb @uyydvw occurs in Prometheus Bound (513), in Sophocles’ Electra
(132), and in the Hippocratic corpus (De affectionibus interioribus 12, 7.194.13 Littré).
The compound ékguyydvw also has an early attestation in Prometheus Bound (525),
but it is especially common in the corpus Hippocraticum (16x). After Diphilus, it oc-
curs just once in Polybius (18.15.12) and then only resurfaces in late-antique and
Byzantine writers (Themistius, Arethas, Constantinus VII). This distribution is con-
sistent with that of the other prefixed formations. They are also well attested in
Ionic (Sta@uyyavel in Heracl. Diels—Kranz 22 B 86, kataguyydvovat in Hdt. 6.16.3,
VIEKPLYYAVW, Staguyydvw, and Stekeuyydvw in the Hippocratic corpus). In Attic,
apart from an isolated occurrence of Stepvyyavov in Thucydides (7.44.8), they are
rarely attested in 4th-century BCE prose (D. 23.74, Aeschin. 3.10 and 3.208), and then
reappear occasionally in Imperial prose (Arrian, Plutarch, Aristides). Interestingly,
Moeris considers @uyydvw to be more Attic than Stapedyw on the basis of an iso-
lated occurrence in Thucydides. Other forms in -dvw, such as épuyydvuw, are also
attested in 5th-century BCE Attic drama (Eur. Cyc. 523, Cratin. fr. 62.3, Eup. fr. 204,
Diphil. fr. 42.21), and they are approved by Atticist lexicography.

Phryn. Ecl. 42: ¢pevyeaBal 6 moutig (Hom. Od. 9.374)- ‘0 & épevyeto oivofapeinV’, AN’ 6 TOAL-
TIKOG épuyydvely Aeyétw. Moer. § 18: Ste@Uyyavov <Attiko(>: Stépevyov <’EAAnvec>. Philemo
(Vindob.) 393.17-20: épuyydvel <Aéyovol> oK épevyetal, [(kal)] €puyelv amepuyelv fipuyev ovK
pevEato. puyyavel 8¢ <udMov> &v dottog 1, épevyetal 8, 6tav Tig EuAnadif TPOYHG.

4.5 otpnvidw

This verb occurs three times in later comedy:

oTPNVLAW: £0Tpnviwy (Antiph. fr. 82.3), atpnvi® (Sophil. fr. 6.3), unknown form of the conjuga-
tion (Diph. fr. 133 = Antiatt. o 6).

oTpnVvidw means ‘to indulge oneself in excesses or wantonness’ (GE s.v.). It derives
from the adjective otpnvi¢ ‘shrill, piercing’ (especially of sounds) (GE s.v.), which is
also attested in Attic as otpnvog (Nicostr. fr. 38). There is also the abstract noun
oTpfvog, meaning ‘insolence, arrogance, extravagance, luxury, lust’ (GE s.v.) which
semantically comes closest to the meaning of otpnvidw in the comic fragments. The
denominal verb is also used by Lycophron in a satyr play (TrGF 100 F 2) and in the
New Testament (Apoc. 18.7 and 18.9). The fact that all the evidence for this form
points to a late date justifies the disdain for otpnvidw among strict Atticists.
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Phryn. Ecl. 358: otpnvidv- To0Tw £(prioavto ol Tig véag kwuwsiag momtai, @ 008 v paveig Tig
xprioatto, Tapov Aéyelv TpLiv. Antiatt. ¢ 6: oTpnVLEv- Ka® ol O Biog TdooeL Aipuog (fr. 133).

One reason why otpnvidw is interesting is its suffix. -1dw is initially used to de-
note an illness or a bad fixation, later also a particularly strong, almost manic,
desire for something (see Peppler 1921, 154-6 and Willi 2003a, 84-5). To quote the
evidence from Middle and New Comedy, see 00B8aAp® ‘to suffer from ophthal-
mia’ (Apollod.Car. fr. 7.2, Timocl. fr. 6.13, Antiph. fr. 246.1) and vmopntdw ‘to
arouse sexual desire’ (Men. fr. 351.11, which also has a causative meaning com-
pared to the simple verb Bwntidw ‘to strive to have sex’). As regards oTpnvidw,
however, it seems as though the suffix -ldw has a more generic intensive function,
indicating the degree to which the speaker indulges in wantonness, but this is not
the expected nuance usually associated with the suffix -tdw.

4.6 Future of ijv

The poets of Middle and New Comedy regularly use the correct Attic form Buwoo-
uat for the future of ‘to live’. The innovative future {jow occurs in Aristophanes
(PL 263) and in a comic fragment whose attribution is uncertain:

{noewg: Ar. fr. 976.2 = Antiph. fr. 330.2 CAF.

The future (fow is certainly attested, albeit to a limited extent, in 4th-century BCE
Attic prose (PL R. 465d.3 and Leg. 792e.7, but Buwoopat is far more common in the
rest of the Platonic corpus; D. 25.82, Arist. Pol. 1327b.5). Hence, the attribution of
Aristophanes’ fr. 976 to Antiphanes (as already suggested by Meineke) or to some
comic poet of the 4th century BCE, or possibly later, clearly gains in plausibility.>*?

4.7 Sigmatic aorist of pBdvw

This form occurs only once in later comedy:

@Bdoat: Men. Georg. 88.

Euripides and Aristophanes alternate between the root aorist £pfnv and the sig-
matic épBaoa. In Euripides the two options are more balanced (root aorist in Her-
acl. 120, Andr. 990, IT 669, Or. 1220, sigmatic aorist in IT 669, Phoen. 975, 1280). In

342 See also Willi (2003b, 57 n. 99). Kaibel (in Kassel, Austin, PCG vol. 3,2, 433 ad Ar. fr. 976) con-
siders this fragment unworthy of both Aristophanes and Antiphanes.
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Aristophanes the sigmatic aorist seems to become more common in the late play
Plutus (root aorist in Eq. 935, Nu. 1384, Av. 1018, Ec. 596, sigmatic aorist in Pl 685
and 1102; see Willi 2003b, 58 n. 104). However, the sigmatic form is regular in Thu-
cydides (35x vs @Bfjvat 4x) and in 4th-century BCE prose, as witnessed by Xeno-
phon (29x vs €9Bn 3x) and Demosthenes’ genuine orations (6x vs £p6n 2x). Two
early instances of the sigmatic form can be found in Aeschylus (Pers. 752, fr. 23.3).

4.8 £6paKa vs EWpaka

While the regular Attic perfect is €6paka, in 4th-century BCE Attic éwpaka begins
to appear. The only piece of evidence in Middle and New Comedy is in a fragment
of Menander where éwpakev is metrically guaranteed.

Men. fr. 187.1-2: T6ida | 008’ énpakev T0 cUVOAOV, BelOV 008 dKrKoEeY (4tr,).

The MSS evidence for édpaxa has been carefully scrutinised by Arnott (2002, 204),
who also mentions that éwpaxa is probably necessary in some passages of Demos-
thenes to avoid an unwelcome and un-Demosthenic sequence of short syllables.
We should add that if we take the MSS of Xenophon, Isocrates, and Plato as sam-
ple cases, it seems that éwpaxa is the standard, while ¢6paxa is only attested in
Xenophon. Interestingly, if we look at the apparatuses of modern editions, it also
appears that the MSS tradition of Xenophon’s writings is split: while éwpaka is
the spelling adopted in the Oeconomicus, Cyropaedia, and Cynegeticus, ¢6paka is
the one we find in the Anabasis and Hellenica. This may reflect an editorial choice
already made in antiquity, but it is also possible that Xenophon himself arranged
this polymorphic treatment accordingly (perhaps, the older form é6paka was pre-
ferred in the historical works as the more standard and international option?).

4.9 Verbs in -alw (and -i{w)

The verbs in -4{w and -i{w are among the most productive verbal categories in
late Attic and post-Classical Greek.>** The evidence from Middle and New Comedy

343 See Debrunner (1917, 116): ‘Auch wenn man den UberfluR aller iiberlieferten griechischen
Worter gebiihrend in Rechnung stellt, bilden die rund 2000 Verba auf -{Cetv und rund 1000 auf
-Ggewv einen imponierenden Bruchteil’.
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for these categories is very substantial (respectively, 68x and over 130x).3** For
reasons of space, in this section we have decided to focus exclusively on the verbs
in -4{w, whose numbers are more easily manageable.>*> Our aim is to provide an
overview of these forms, focusing on their distribution, use, formation, and,
where evidence exists, their reception in Atticist lexicography. The occurrences
are arranged according to four main chronological principles: (1) forms occurring
before the 4th century BCE; (2) forms appearing in Attic from the 4th century BCE
(comedy and other genres); (3) forms first attested in Middle and New Comedy
and then used in post-Classical Greek; (4) comic hapaxes.

The Greek verbs in -4{w were originally derived from dental stems with the
addition of the verbal suffix -i0 (e.g. 9pdlw < Ypad- + *-i6, an exception being dp-
nalw < apmay- + *-i6).3*® From there, -4{w developed as a denominal verbal suffix
in its own right and was added to stems ending in /a/, either a-stems (e.g. avdyxn
> dvaykdlw, also alongside the formation of the verba vocalia, e.g. Bla > Brdopat
and Buaouay) or others (e.g. Batua > Bavudalw), and to thematic stems (e.g. Gtiog
> atudlw) and occasionally, but already early on, it could also be added to verbal
stems (e.g. dkovw > dxovaloual, 6Tévw > otevd{w). The inflection inherited from
the dental stems generally spread to the verbs formed with -alw (e.g. éBavpaca)
and was also extended to the few originally velar stems (e.g. jpmaca in Attic as
opposed to fipnaga in the other dialects), but in some cases the opposite is the
case (e.g. otevalw is regularly a velar stem, possibly due to the other enlarge-
ments with a velar, i.e. -ayw, -oxéw, -axiCw?). The semantics of the -4{w verbs is
characteristically varied: these formations are generally factitive and are said to
‘activate the root’ (see Greppin 1997, 107) (e.g. &twuog ‘dishonoured, without hon-
our’ > atdlw ‘treat with dishonour, to dishonour’), but there remains ample
room for further semantic nuances and innovations.**’ These verbs are already
widespread in archaic and Classical Greek and remain a productive category
throughout the history of the language up to Modern Greek.>*®

344 The hapax mpwpdoat(e) in Men. Sic. 421 is more likely to derive from mpwpdw than from
TpwpAalw, as is often suggested in modern lexica (see Gallavotti 1965, 443; Belardinelli 1991; Belar-
dinelli 1994, 233).

345 A study of the Atticist approach to verbs in -4{w and -{{w will be provided in Ancient Greek
Purism Volume 2.

346 See further K-B (vol. 2, 261-2); J. Richter (1909); Debrunner (1917, 118-27); Schwyzer (1939,
734-5); Sihler (1995, 516—7); Greppin (1997); van Emde Boas et al. (2019, 274-5). Regarding the
verbs in -i{w (and those in -14w, which result from the dissimilation of *-1ilw), see also Miiller
(1915); Debrunner (1917, 128-39); Schwyzer (1939, 735-6); Schmoll (1955); Tronci (2010); Tronci
(2012); Tronci (2013).

347 For a rich exemplification see Debrunner (1917, 120-7).

348 See Efthymiou, Fragaki, Markos (2012) (who also discuss the verbs in -{{w).
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The verbs in -4lw attested in later comedy amount to a total of 65 different
forms. Most of the forms occuring in later comedy are already attested in earlier,
and often much earlier, texts, ranging from Homer to 5th-century BCE literature.

ayopdlw (Pi.; Hdt.,; Thuc.; Old Comedy), avaykd{w (Hdt.; Thuc.; Soph.; Eur.) and eicavayxdlw
(Aesch.), apmdlw (Hom.) and avapnalw (Hom.) and cuvapmdlw (Aesch.; Soph.; Eur.; Ar.), dtiualw
(Hom.), Baotd{w (Hom.), Btédw (Hom.) and €kPLadw (Soph.), Bpudlw (Aesch.; Ar.), yvpvalw (Thgn.;
Aesch.; Thuc.; Eup.), Sehedlw (Hdt.), Sikdlw (Hom.), Soxiudlw (Hdt.; Thuc.; Antiphon) and dnodokt-
walw (Hdt.; Archipp.), éykoudlw (Hdt.), eikdlw (Sapph.; Thgn.; Aesch.; Thuc.), ¢€etd{w (Thgn.;
Thuc.; Soph.; Eur.), émdkdlw (And.), épydlopat (Hom.) and anepydopat (Eur.) and €€epydgouat
(Aesch.; Thuc.; Soph.; Eur.), étolpdlw (Hom.), Bavpdlw (Hom.), xa(y)ydlw (Soph.; Ar.), KoAd{w
(Thuc.; Soph.; Eur.), kwudlw (Alc,; Thgn.; Anacr.; Pi.), petptalw (Thuc.; Soph.), vedlw (Aesch.; Soph.;
Eur.), vootd{w (Ar.), 6vopd{w (Hom.) and énovopdlw (Alc.; Thuc.; Soph.; Eur), magAdlw (Hom.),
nAnotalw (Soph.), okevalw (H.Hom.; Thuc.; Eur.; Ar.) and évokevdlw (Hdt.; Old Comedy) and
TapaokeLalw (Aesch.; Thuc.; Eur.; Old Comedy), okuBpwnalw (Ar.), omovddlw (Pi.; Soph.; Eur.),
otevalw (Sim.; Aesch.; Soph.; Eur.), pavtdlw (Aesch.; Eur.), yAevdlw (Ar.).

One consequence of the early spread of the verbs in -4{w in Greek is that some of
these formations attested in Middle and New Comedy are directly reminiscent of
poetic vocabulary.

aiyuadw: epic and tragedy, a comic hapax in Men. Sam. 629 (see Sommerstein 2013, 293).
Sapadw: it occurs in Anaxandr. frr. 6.2 and 34.15. It is already a Homeric verb, which in comedy
occurs in choral sections (Ar. Pax 564) or in poetic quotations (Pl.Com. fr. 189.9: the line is a hex-
ameter quoted from Philoxenus’ cookbook, fr. 7 Sutton; see Pirrotta 2009, 362). Since Anaxandr.
fr. 6.2 is most likely reminiscent of a passage of Timotheus (fr. 798 PMG),** it is an easy inference
that Anaxandr. fr. 34.15 too was meant to sound like marked language.**°

mukadw: a paratragic form in Men. Sam. 732 (see Sommerstein 2013, 320).

The opposite case is that of those verbs which, due to their crude or very concrete
meaning, are limited to comedy.

Aawkadw: an obscene verb (see Bain 1991, 74-7; Olson 2002, 96).
TuvTAGlw: attested in literature only in Ar. Pax 1176 and Sosip. fr. 1.35 (see Olson 1998, 288).

However, since the verbs in -alw are a category in expansion, a few of those
which occur in Middle and New Comedy only occur in other literary genres start-
ing from the 4th century BCE. This may indicate that they are more recent forma-
tions. Some of these forms are relatively common in 4th-century BCE texts.

349 See Section A.2.
350 Regarding Anaxandr. fr. 6.2, Millis (2015, 61) comments that ‘probably accidentally, the word
[i.e. Saualw] is rare in comedy’, but one cannot agree with these conclusions.
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EmUTOAGlw (Isocr.; X.; see Arnott 1996, 163-4), mapaxudalw (X.; Arist.).

Other verbs, although they are attested already in earlier texts, may be used in a
somewhat different way in later comedy. Forms belonging to this category occa-
sionally attract the interest of Atticist lexicographers.®!

acmalopar: already a Homeric verb, the instances in Alex. fr. 172.5 and Men. fr. 1.2 as a greeting
verb are paralleled in Ar. PL 324 (see Arnott 1996, 507; Willi 2003b, 62-3).

SumAddw: the verb is transitive (‘to double’, i.e. as if it were SutAacté{w) in Eur. Suppl. 781, Alex.
fr. 127 (= Antiatt. § 19) and Men. fr. 224.10. As discussed by Arnott (1996, 356 and n. 1), the entry
of the Antiatticist quoting Alexis aimed to discuss precisely this unexpected transitive use.
80&alw: already attested in 5th-century BCE Greek, it occurs in Dionys.Com. fr. 2.24 with the
meaning of ‘to be celebrated, magnified, held in esteem’, attested mostly from koine Greek (see
LS] s.v. ID).

kataokevalw: discussed by the Atticists for its semantics (Antiatt. k 55: kateokevaopévny ot
kilav- avtl tod mave’ 6oa éyovoav, which depends on X. Mem. 3.11.4).

oTtaoLdlw: already attested in 5th-century BCE Greek, it occurs in Men. Epit. 1075 with the mean-
ing of ‘to disagree’, paralleled in 4th-century BCE texts (see LS] s.v. 1.4).

oxoldlw: already part of the 5th-century BCE vocabulary, it occurs in Men. Epit. 224 with the mean-
ing of ‘to devote oneself to someone’, paralleled in other 4th-century BCE writers (see LS] s.v. II1.2).
Tpo)Glw: before Philetaer. fr. 3.1, it occurs already in Euripides (Hel. 724), Herodotus (9.66.3), and
Hermippus (fr. 73.6), then in Xenophon and Aristotle; this verb was not approved by some Atticist
lexicographers, as shown by Antiatt. T 4: Tpoxalewv: o0 @act S€tv Aéyetv, aAAd Tpéxewv (the Antiatti-
cist may have Xenophon in mind, see Lobeck 1820, 582-3, or maybe Philetaerus and Hermippus).
xewadw: already attested in 5th-century BCE texts, whether with a concrete (‘to spend the win-
ter’, ‘to expose to the cold’, ‘to raise a storm’) or a metaphorical meaning (‘to distress’, evoking
the idea of being tossed at sea and the image of the ship of state in the storm). The latter use is
common in tragedy, much less so in Aristophanes and Plato. Except in one case, the verb is al-
ways used in the middle. The instance in Men. fr. 162 is exceptional in several respects; to men-
tion but two: (i) the metaphorical meaning has developed into a faded metaphor (as opposed the
metaphor being still vivid in Philem. fr. 28.6-19); (ii) instead of the middle, Menander uses the
active with the reflexive pronoun. The Atticist Phrynichus did not approve the metaphorical
use of yewalw as good Attic (Ecl. 367: ‘Ti xewpdlelg oavtov’ (lege o<e>autov): Mévavspog (fr. 162)
elpnkev €mt To0 Aumely, kat AAegavSpels opoiwg. elotéov 8¢ Tolg Sokipolg Toig ur eidoot Tobvopa;
see Favi forthcoming c).

xoptalw: already attested in archaic texts, used for people rather than cattle in comedy and in
koine Greek (see LS] s.v. II).

A final group consists of forms that are either primum dicta (as far as Attic texts
are concerned) or tout-court hapaxes. The lack of parallels may be a matter of

351 One may compare the case of Bifd{w: although it is already a Homeric verb, it is used with a
new meaning by Alcaeus Comicus (fr. 18 (= Antiatt. p 21), see Orth 2013, 85; on Alcaeus Comicus
see Chapter 4, Section 5.2).
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chance, but some of these forms are likely to be comic neologisms. Due to their
rarity, these forms are often criticised by Atticist lexicographers.

axpodfopat: besides occurring, in place of axpodopai, already in Epicharmus and the Hippo-
cratic corpus, it also occurs in the proverb preserved by Men. Ench. fr. 2.

Stayryypddlw: a hapax in Athenio fr. 1.31 (ad hoc, a comic creation?), where the cook’s activity of
‘tuning’ the food is described by a musical metaphor. The verb ytyypalw derives from the Phoe-
nician flute y{yypag, a new instrument apparently introduced in Greece during the 4th century
BCE (see Papachrysostomou 2016, 101; Olson 2022, 39-40).

€¢181adopat: it occurs in Diph. fr. 41 (= Antiatt. € 113) and is paralleled in the Hippocratic corpus,
Aristotle, and koine texts. Atticist lexicographers recommend ££1§t6opal, more widely attested in
4th-century BCE Attic (see Antiatt. € 113: ¢€l8tdoacBat Aipwog Emtponi [fr. 41], Phryn. Ecl.
172: ¢€18Lalovtat kai To0to ®apwpivog [fr. 141 Amato, maybe de Ex. 2 according to S. Valente
2015h, 170 ad Antiatt. € 113] Aéyet kak®d¢ i8todabat yap 10 Tol0dTov Aéyouaty ot apyalo).
Buoddw: first attested in Strato Com. fr. 1.21 (used by a character who speaks normal Attic) and
then in koine texts (mostly, though not exclusively, in less formal ones).

kwverafopad: the title of one of Menander’s plays, the verb is only paralleled in Imperial Greek.
AMOdalw: first attested in Anaxandr. fr. 17 (= Antiatt. A 7: \BA&lewv- oUyL AeVEY Kal KATAAEVELV.
Ava&avdpidng OetTarolg), in Arist. Pr. 881b.1, and then in koine Greek.

Aoyyadw: it occurs in Antiph. fr. 39 (= Antiatt. A 4); the Atticist sources debate whether the vowel
of the first syllable is /a/ or /o/, but also doubt the admissibility of the verb, see Antiatt. A 4: Aay-
yager avti ol évsidwowv. Avtipavng Avtepwon (fr. 39), Phryn. PS 87.12-4: Aoyydletv- 0 Sadt-
8paokelv 10 €pyov, TPoEAOIiOHEVOVY Tva TTpdYacty kal TolTto Aplatopdvng (fr. 848, but see
Kassel, Austin, PCG vol. 3,2, 397 ad loc.) Tibnowv ént inmwv npoonolovpévewy YwAeveLy, Poll. 9.136:
@adAov yap T0 Aoyydlewv év toig KijpuéL Toig AioyvAov (fr. 112) (other lexicographical sources are
collected by S. Valente 2015b, 208 ad Antiatt. A 4).

pattuadw: a hapax in Alex. fr. 50.3 (ad hoc, a comic creation?), it has negative overtones some-
how related to the properties of the dish called pattin (see Arnott 1996, 171).

mapayopdlw: a hapax in Alex. fr. 62; Athenaeus (4.171b), who quotes the fragment, compares it
with napopwvéw in Cratin. fr. 99, of which it would represent the later (and, from an Atticist
standpoint, presumably also a less approved) equivalent.

TupPdadw: although attested in earlier literature with the transitive meaning of ‘to trouble, to stir
up’ (Hes.; Soph.; Ar.), in Alex. fr. 25.6 it is apparently intransitive and has the meaning of ‘to
revel’ (see Arnott 1996, 825-6; on the authenticity of the fragment, see Nesselrath 1990, 69 n. 13;
Arnott 1996, 819-22).

vmepomovdadw: it occurs in Men. Sam. 219 and fr. 660, then rarely in Imperial and Byzantine
prose.

To conclude this overview, the poets of Middle and New Comedy use verbs in
-Gfw, which were in (relatively) common use, but they also clearly testify to the
spread and productivity of this verbal class and document the new semantic de-
velopments of these formations.



D. Syntax
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1 Use of prepositions

The use of several prepositions (notably auoi, ava, Siya, ywpig, uetd + dative) is
already very limited in Aristophanes, where they are confined to ‘stylistically
marked contexts (parody, lyrics, dialect parts) or to specialized usages’ (Willi 2003a,
256). Later comedy confirms this. For example, 8iya is attested only once,** and the
only two instances of auet occur in one of the very rare lyric sections in Middle
and New Comedy (Axionic. fr. 4.16, a lyric hexameter).*® Some of the above prepo-
sitions, as well as others, are noteworthy.>*

1.1 dava + accusative

In keeping with the usage of Attic prose writers (except for Xenophon and a few
rare cases),* the occurrences of v in Middle and New Comedy, though inter-
esting, are limited in number and typology.

Antiph. fr. 14: d4va péoov. Men. fr. *67.1: i & ava péoov Bpavovoa. Men. fr. 602.18: GoT ava
péoov 1o Kal o Aumnpov eépe. Timocl. fr. 20.2-4: @ Tév. 6 yap TOVHAANOg 0UTwG aveiw |
Kopdf) TeBvnkwe, TV AV’ 0KT® ToVoAOD | BEpHoUg HaAGEag.

The occurrence in Timocles is an example of the distributive use of av’ oxtw (it
indicates lupins, eight of which are sold for one obol; see Apostolakis 2019, 172).
This is one of the few functions of avd already found in Aristophanes and Attic
prose.®® The other three instances are more interesting. v péoov ‘in the mid-
dle’, although attested in early poetry,®” is unparalleled in 5th- and most 4th-
century BCE Attic writers. Besides Middle and New Comedy, it is later abundantly
attested in the corpus Aristotelicum and Theophrastus. We may infer that this
idiom belonged to a colloquial register and was therefore not used in earlier Attic
literature, so that it was then only allowed in less formal genres such as comedy
and scientific prose. In koine Greek, ava péoov is common (also in the high koine,
e.g. Polybius), and its frequency is no doubt behind the univerbation of the syn-

352 See Millis (2015, 279) on 8{xa in Anaxandr. fr. 46.3 and Ar. fr. 489.1.

353 This exceptional use of apo{ is not discussed by Orth (2020, 210-1).

354 On Greek prepositions and their history, see Vela Tejada (1993); Bortone (2010). On preposi-
tions in later comedy vis-a-vis other Attic writers and the informal koine, see Kelly (1962).

355 See K-G (vol. 1,474 n. 1).

356 Willi (2003a, 256) mentions Ar. Ra. 554: av’ nuuwpoAiaia ‘in half-obol portions’.

357 See Alc. fr. 326.3 Lobel-Page = 208A Voigt, Thgn. 838, and Xenoph. fr. 1.11 West (= Diels—Kranz
21 B 1.11).
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tagm into the Medieval Greek compound adverbs avduecov/avdueoa, the ances-
tors of Modern Greek avdpeoa.®® It is quite likely that, although avd is recessive,
the idiomatic expression ava pécov expanded at the expense of év péow in late
Classical Attic and then in post-Classical Greek because of the increasing speciali-
sation of ¢v + dative with an instrumental meaning.**

Atticist lexicography took this idiom into consideration. The Antiatticist pre-
sumably produced the occurrence in Antiphanes to disprove the claim that dva
uéoov was only post-Classical >*°

Antiatt. a 86: ava péoov- avti 100 év péow. Avtipavng Aswvidt (fr. 14).

1.2 €ig, év, and £k in place of the locative and suffixed forms of ABfjvat

The standard way of saying ‘to Athens’, ‘in Athens’, and ‘from Athens’ in Classical
Attic texts (both literary texts and inscriptions) is ABfjvale (an adverbial forma-
tion from the accusative A6fjvag and the suffix -8¢), ABjvnoL(v) (a genuine loca-
tive), and ABnvnbev (an adverbial formation with the suffix -6ev). While the only
suffixed form still attested in Middle and New Comedy is locative ABvnou(v)
(which occurs in Amphis fr. 14.4 and Diph. fr. 67.2), the evidence for the corre-
sponding prepositional syntagms is more substantial:

€i¢ AOijvag: Antiph. frr. 59.5,166.1; Eub. fr. 9.5. év AOfjvaug: Alex. frr. 9.2, 224.2; Antiph. fr. 173.2;
Eub. fr. 74.2; Philem. fr. 95.6. £§ ABnvé@v: Antiph. fr. 233.5; Euphro fr. 1.7; Philosteph.Com. fr. 1.3.

This preference for the prepositional syntagm reflects the developments in the
Attic dialect, although the predominance of €v ABrvaig over the locative form
ABrvnau(v) is more evident in literary texts than in Attic inscriptions.®®

Atticist lexicography recommended the locative and suffixed forms as more
Attic.

Moer. a 52: ABijvale <ATTiko{>- ig ABjvag <EAAnvec>. Moer. a 53: ABjvnBev <ATTiko(>: €€ ABnvev
<EMN\nveg>. Moer. a 54: ABjvnoty <Attiko(> év ABjvaig <EAAnvec>.

358 See Bortone (2010, 185; 254; 279); CGMEMG vol. 2, 1186; IANE s.v. avaueoa.

359 See Vela Tejada (1993, 241); Bortone (2010, 192-3).

360 See also Hsch. a 4440: ava péoov- év uéow. Only the lemma, but not the interpretamentum,
survives of Su. a 1960: ava péoov (this entry is written on the margin of MS A).

361 See Threatte (1996, 374—6; 401-2; 406).
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1.3 peta + genitive and ouv + dative with comitative function

In Classical Attic texts, the comitative constructions (‘with someone/something’)
are petd + genitive and oVv + dative. However, their distribution is clearly polar-
ised, namely, petd + genitive is the unmarked construction normally used in com-
edy and prose, while outside poetry and Xenophon ovv + dative is confined to
fixed constructions (e.g. oUv dmAoLg, oLV Be0lg, etc.) and to passages adopting a
(possibly parodic) poetic diction.*** The evidence from post-Classical Greek con-
firms the preference for petd + genitive (which continued in the Modern Greek
uetd + accusative), aided by the fact that the dative is highly recessive.*®* The dis-
tribution of these two constructions in Classical Attic is generally continued in
later comedy, where petd + genitive is the standard construction (over 40x in
Menander alone), while ovv + dative is attested only in the following passages:

Men. Dysc. 509-10: (Zu) €pot pév otk eipnkag. (Kv) éAAa viv Aéyw. | (ZU) vij oLV kak® y’. Men.
Dysc. 736-7: voUv £yelg oLV 101G 0201, | KnSepwv &l Thg a8e@iig eikdTwg. Men. Per. fr. 8: 00§’
aOTAg iut oLV Beoig VTTOELAOG. Philisc. fr. 4: o0k £o0Twy, O pdtate, oLV padopia | Ta TGOV TOVOUV-
TWV U Tovioavtag Aapetv.

The last two passages contain the fixed idiom o0V (t0ig) 6e0ig (which will eventu-
ally survive until Modern Greek ouv @ew). The fragment of Philiscus is clearly
paratragic.®** The case of vij 6OV kok y(e) (‘though luck’) in Menander’s Dyscolus
is more difficult to interpret.*® Although the expression is not new (see LSJ s.v. 6),
this pragmatic use is unparalleled. We may suppose that it is a colloquialism, per-
haps retaining this ancient use of the preposition as an archaism.

1.4 peta + genitive with the verba sequendi

In conjunction with verba sequendi and verbs with the prefix o0Ov-, petd + genitive
gradually began to replace the bare dative already in Classical Attic. This is the
evidence from Middle and New Comedy:

Antiph. fr. 120.2-3: 10v onovdaiov akoAovBelv Epelg | €v @ Avkelw pett coglot®v. Eub. fr. 8.1-
2: étepol 8¢ T Beolal T ovumemieypévol | peta KapdBov ovvetav. Men. DE 59-60: per éuod 8 axo-

362 See K-G (vol. 1, 466-7); Willi (2003a, 237-8; 256); Vela Tejada (1993, 241-2); Bortone (2010,
166-7).

363 Schmid (Atticismus vol. 3, 289; vol. 4, 460); Mayser (Gramm. vol. 2,2, 398-401); Blass, Debrun-
ner (1976, § 221; § 227.1); Bortone (2010, 184).

364 See Kassel, Austin (PCG vol. 7, ad loc.).

365 On this passage see Handley (1965, 223).
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AovBeL kal AaBé | To [xpluciov. Men. Dysc. 969 = Mis. 996 = Sic. 423 = fr. 903.21: vikn ped’ nuav
evpevng énolt det. Men. fr. 293: cuvaxkoAoVBeL UeD’ UGMV.

The use of petd + genitive with the verba sequendi is paralleled in the late phases
of Old Comedy (Ar. Pl 823; 1209) and more commonly in 4th-century BCE prose
(Thuc. 7.57.9 is the only 5th-century BCE example, then see Lys. 12.12; P1. La. 187e;
Mx. 249d; Isoc. 5.48, 8.44, 14.15, 14.28; and D. 24.162). The only occurrence in trag-
edy is in Euripides (EL 941-4).3%® As for oUvey, the construction with petd + geni-
tive is also paralleled in the later phases of Old Comedy (Ar. Pl. 503-4, Aristom.
fr. 2.3).

Atticist lexicography was sensitive to this construction of the verba sequendi.>*’

Antiatt. a 122: GkodovBely per avTold: avti To0 avT®. Avclag ‘Tov maida Tov dxoAovBolvta peT’
avtod’ (fr. 61 Carey). Phryn. Ecl. 330: ‘Tov maida tov dxorovbodvta uet avtold™ Avoiag év ¢ Katr
Avtokparoug (fr. 61 Carey) obdtw i ouvTdEel pital Expiv 8¢ olTwG eimelv: “TOV dkoAovBobvTa
aOTE’. Tl &v 00V Qain TIg, apaptelv TOV Avaiav, i voBevew kawod oyfiuatog xpiiow; GAX énel Eévn
N ovvTadlg, mavty mapatnTéa, pnTéov 8¢ dkolovBelv abt@. Z® a 747 (= Phot. a 789, ex £”; Phryn.
PS fr. *115 according to de Borries, more convincingly Orus fr. B 7 according to Alpers) dkoAou-
Belv per avtol: 00TwW cLYTAGooLGLY oi ATTIKOL AvTl TOD AKOAOLBETV avT®. Kal yap Aveiag oltw
kéxpnrat (fr. 61 Carey) xat IIMdtwv (La. 187e.1-2; Mx. 249d.6). 6AAd kal Aptoto@davng €v IIovtw
(823) ‘€mov’ not ‘et éuod, maddplov’. kat Mévavdpog ‘vikn ped’ nuav edpevig émolt det’ (Dysc.
969 = Mis. 466 = Sic. 423 = fr. 903.21). kav tfj [lapakatabnkn ‘cuvakorovBel ued’ UGV @notv
(fr. 293).

While there does not seem to be an entry specifically dealing with cases like ov-
VeluL + petd Twvog, it is quite likely that this construction was also sanctioned.

1.5 Omép + genitive

The syntagm Omép + genitive in place of mepl + genitive is well attested in Middle
and New Comedy with the meaning of ‘about someone/something’ (Men. Dysc. 49
and 742; Epit. 128, 315; Pc. 273 and 325-6; Sam. 113, fr. 412.1; Posidipp. fr. 28.2-3;
Athenio fr. 1.44).3%® Although Unép + genitive comes very close to the meaning of
mepl + genitive, it still retains part of its original meaning of ‘in favour/defence of’
(see especially Athenio fr. 1.44: OUniép e0oepeiag oOv ageig madoal Aéywv). This evi-
dence from comedy parallels that from 4th-century BCE Attic prose (see K-G
vol. 1, 487).

366 See Willi (2003b, 48-9); Olson (2022, 77).

367 See also schol. Ar. Pl 823: €nov pet ¢uod- IAdtwv Mevegévw (249d.6). On these constructions
see Gerbi (2023).

368 Lopez Eire (2002, 85-6) collects some parallels in Hyperides.
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1.6 wg + accusative

The syntagm wg + accusative, usually with a human being as the referent and mean-
ing of ‘to someone(’s house)’,** is almost exclusively Attic.3”° The sole instance in the
Odyssey (17.218) has been explained as an Atticism, while only one of the occurrences
in Herodotus is regarded as authentic by Hude and N. G. Wilson (2.121.4).3” Further-
more, w¢ + accusative is absent from lyric poetry and from most of tragedy (e.g. it is
very rare in Sophocles, 3x). This has been regarded as an indication that this con-
struction originally belonged to a colloquial level. In Aristophanes, wg + accusative is
increasingly common in the two extant 4th-century BCE plays (see Willi 2003b, 48),
which ties in well with its increasing frequency in 4th-century BCE prose (see
Schwyzer, Debrunner 1950, 533-4). This construction is relatively abundant only in
selected high koine writers.*” (g + accusative is solidly attested in Middle and New
Comedy.

Anaxandr. fr. 57.1-2: yakem, Aéyw oo, Kal TPOoavTng, G Tékvov, | 680¢ £0Tv, (G TOV TaTép’
ameABely oikade | map’ avépog. Apollod.Car. fr. 29.1-2: xawov ye @aot Xapep®Ovt €v Tolg ydy-
ol | wg Tov 0@éAav dxAntov eiodedukéval. Crobyl. fr. 5.2-3: dmoL W’ €pwtds; wg DLovpévny,
nap’ 1| | Tamsdow’ quiv éotv. Men. Asp. 274: tov Aliov (¢ pe méppate. Men. Epit. 876: eiow
AaBodod W w¢ oeavtiv gioaye. Men. Mis. 678: (ye® w¢ toug yeitovag. Men. Pc. 179: 1j & oiye®’
¢ TOV yeltov’ e0BUG SnAadni. Men. Pc. 212: kal yap olxe® wg v Muppivinlv. Men. Pc. 401: dmel-
ow wg oé. Men. Pc. 412: mopeoed’ wg o€.

Ten occurrences is a relatively high figure, especially compared to the 46 occur-
rences in Aristophanes’ much larger corpus.®” This confirms that ¢ + accusative
became increasingly common in 4th-century BCE texts. As expected, in all these
cases the referent of the accusative governed by wg is a human being, and the
implicit sense is ‘to someone(’s house)’. It should be noted that in almost all
Menander passages where w¢ + accusative is attested, the speaker is a slave or a
hetaera (Habrotonon in Epit. 876, Sosias in Pc. 179, Doris in Pc. 212, 401, 412),
which might support the idea that wg + accusative was a colloquial feature and
that Menander used it for low-class characters. In the other two instances, the
speaker is reporting a slave’s words (Mis. 678, where Clinias repeats to the audi-
ence what the slave Getas supposedly said before entering the stage) or is being
rude (Asp. 274, where the speaker is Smicrines). Due to the lack of context, it is

369 On two (apparent) exceptions in Sophocles see Moorhouse (1982, 133).

370 For a revision of the older views about the origin of this construction and a new hypothesis,
see Méndez Dosuna (2018).

371 See Méndez Dosuna (2018, 319).

372 See Krebs (1884-1885 vol. 2, 61-2); Bortone (2010, 186).

373 No instance of &g + accusative is known in the fragments of Old Comedy.
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difficult to verify whether w¢ + accusative is also a low-register feature in the
fragments of Anaxandrides, Apollodorus of Carystus, and Crobylus.’* However,
the fact that wg + accusative is also attested in literary prose and then recessive in
koine Greek may rather indicate that the social distribution of this construction
in Menander is perhaps just a coincidence.

2 Verbal constructions

Several verbal constructions of later comedy are of interest for a study of the evo-
lution of Attic. We will focus here on only one of them, péAdw + infinitive, which
the lexicographers themselves singled out as peculiar to Attic and contrasted with
the usage in koine Greek.>”

2.1 péAAw + infinitive

The regular construction puéAdw + infinitive (‘I was going to/about to’) requires the
infinitive to be either future or present, while the aorist infinitive is very rarely
attested.’’® The construction with the aorist infinitive is attested once in Middle
Comedy.

Eub. fr. 124: yovay, | pdeavov pe vouioaa® €ig €ue o TNV KPAUTAANY | HEAAELS A@ETvaL TV, (G
€0l SOKETG.

Atticist lexicography rules out the construction with the aorist infinitive, which
reflects its rarity in Classical sources.>”’

374 The speaker in Anaxandrides’ fragment may be a father or an older woman (see Millis 2015,
281). There are several ways to identify the speaker in Crobylus’ fragment, but he is most defi-
nitely not a slave (is he perhaps some kind of parasite?) (see Mastellari 2020, 165). The speaker in
the fragment by Apollodorus of Carystus is talking about a parasite’s actions, but it is difficult to
make much of this information.

375 In some cases, the interpretation of the entries and of the doctrine behind them can be diffi-
cult. An example is offered by Antiatt. A 11: Aaopevog avti 700 AaBwv. AAe€Lg ApyAdyolg (fr. 23).
Arnott (1996, 114-5) plausibly concludes that the Antiatticist aimed to counter the objection that
Aappdvouat could not be transitive (and Arnott cites Alex. fr. 78.6-8 as an example of this con-
struction, but this fragment comes from a different play from the Archilochus/Archilochoi quoted
by the Antiatticist). Arnott may be right, but the matter remains difficult to assess with certainty.
376 See Willi (2003a, 257-8).

377 See also La Roi (2022, 220-2).
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Phryn. Ecl. 313: £uedov motfjoal, EpeAdov Betvat audptnua tdv €oxatwv &l Tig obTw cuVTATTEL
TeTpNTAL YAP { TQ EVESTMOTL GLVTATTOUEVOV 1} TH UEANOVTL, 0LOV EUEANOV TIOLETY’, ‘EEANOV TTOU]-
oeLV’: TA8E oLVTEALKA 0VSEVA TPOTIOV Apuocel T EueAdov. Phryn. Ecl. 347: €éueddov ypdat
goydtwg Bappapog ) ovvtaglg abtn- dopiotw yap xpoévw o EueAlov ob cLVTATTOUGLY Ol ABnvaliol,
GO {ToL £VEGTATL, 00V ‘EUEAAOV YPAQelY’, i UEANOVTL, Ol0V “EpeAlov ypapely’.

3 Subordinate clauses

A detailed examination of the varieties of subordinate clauses in Middle and New
Comedy is beyond the scope of this study. Atticist lexicographers very rarely, if
ever, comment on subordinate clauses. Two areas where a difference between
5th- and 4th-century BCE Attic is more easily discernible are final and causal
clauses introduced by 8107t

3.1 Final clauses

While the preferred conjunction to introduce a positive final clause in Thucydides
and Attic inscriptions is émwg (&v) + subjunctive, already in Aristophanes {va +
subjunctive takes over, and then the disproportion becomes even more apparent
in 4th-century BCE Attic writers.>”® This has been explained as an element of the
Tonicisation of Attic on its way to gradually evolving into the koine.*” There is
only one example of 6mw¢ + subjunctive in Middle and New Comedy, which is in
line with the preference of 4th-century BCE Attic writers for va.

Philem. fr. 141: moAAG pe 818dokelg aQBOVWS St BOVoV, | 6TWG AKOVWV TOAAA UNnSE €V pdbw.

The case of wg (&v) + subjunctive is more complicated. The construction of wg +
subjunctive is typical of tragedy, and in comedy it is used exclusively in paratrag-
edy, while wg (&v) + subjunctive, which is also a tragic use, may occasionally
occur in comedy without any parodic intent (arguably for metrical convenience).
That wg (&v) + subjunctive is marked language is also proved by the lack of attes-
tation in Attic inscriptions and by the very scanty traces of it in 4th-century BCE
Attic writers. In fact, the rare instances of wg (&v) + subjunctive in Middle and

378 See Willi (2003a, 264-5); Willi (2003b, 46).
379 See de Foucault (1972, 184-6) who discusses Polybius and other koine writers, though he
rightly points out that while Polybius has a strong preference for {va, not only do other koine
writers (e.g. Diodorus) make extensive use of énwg (&v), but the koine inscriptions and papyri
also show a preference for émwg (&v) over tva.
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New Comedy occur in paratragic sections (Men. Sic. 171) or in textually problem-
atic passages (Antiph. fr. 253.2, where a syllable is missing and dnw¢ may be re-
stored instead; this would be equally remarkable as the sole other instance of
final 6mwg + subjunctive in later comedy and one of the very few in 4th-century
BCE Attic).

3.2 Causal clauses introduced by &tott

The use of 8147t to introduce a causal clause is quite common in Middle and New
Comedy (Alex. fr. 99.3, Amphis fr. 14.6, Anaxandr. fr. 53.2, Apollod.Com. fr. 16.4,
Diph. frr. 60.11 and 137.1, Eub. fr. 106.14, Henioch. fr. 4.7, Philem. fr. 108.1, Timocl.
fr. 19.4. com. adesp. fr. 1093.351). This use of 6197t is paralleled in 4th-century BCE
prose (e.g. 10x in Lysias and 12x in Isocrates). It is unattested in Aristophanes and
tragedy.>®°

380 See Willi (2003a, 266-7).



