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3. Reflexes of I in the Alphabetic Greek dialects

3.1 Introduction

This chapter discusses the outcomeroih*the dialects of Alphabetic Greek except foriéen
Attic. It must be stressed that the epigraphic evag is sometimes too scanty to allow for a
sharp conclusion. In many dialects, much dependsheninterpretation of lexicographical
glosses (Cyprian, Elis) or on the literary evidelicesbian). Let us again focus on the two
guestions mentioned in chapter 1.

First of all, we have to determine whether theolored reflex in various dialects was
regular, and under which conditions. As was renthikesection 1.1.1, there is currently no
consensus on this matter. However, the evidenca-¥ocalism should not be overestimated.
As discussed in section 1.2, some previous disoussf the dialectal reflexes of the syllabic
liquids were hampered by a lack of insight in tlewelopments that yieldedp- in all Greek
dialects™®® This issue has been clarified by e.g. Garcia Ra(h885) and Haug (2002), and
we do not need to discuss it in detail here.

The second main issue concerns the regular vovel isl the outcome of r*
Surprisingly few previous discussions have pai@rdaibn to this question, as they almost
exclusively focused on the color of the vowel. Tisiglue to the dogma which supposes that
all Greek dialects show the same hesitation betweenand pa- as found in lonic-Attic,
where pa- is somehow thought to be the normal, regularerefHowever: (1) We have
already seen examples where the dialects behafezedhifly (cf. section 2.5). (2) It appeared
that the regular Mycenaean reflex gf was eitheror- or preservedr-: it can be definitely
excluded that the regular outcome was. (3) In the following chapters, we will find thite
regular reflex of ¥ in Proto-lonic wasap-, rather thanpa-. The evidence for the vowel slot
in the other dialect groups (West Greek, Aeolia;ao-Cyprian) will have to be reconsidered
in this light. 1 will now first discuss the commassumption that Cretanp- is due to liquid
metathesis®!

3.2 The alleged Cretan liquid metathesis

It is normally assumed thaf *yielded ep-/-pa- in West Greek, withpa- as the normal,
regular reflex. On Crete, however, a large numbefooms with op- appear. Since Hirt
(1901: 232-38) and Bechtel (1921-24, 1I: 710ffhe tstandard view has been that Cretan
underwent a metathesis @f- to -op-. The examples given by Bechtel &Fé:

- dopyua, dapyva ‘drachme’ (lon.-Att.dpoyun)
- kaptog ‘violence’ (lon.-Att.xpdroc) and related words: PNs withoptng, Koprtat-
(lon.-Att. «xpatng, Kpatai-), kaptounod- ‘cattle’ (Pi. kpatainod-), kaptepog (lon.-Att.

180 E g. Morpurgo Davies (1968).

181 The epigraphic evidence from lonic-Attic hardlydadanything to the picture obtained from literaoyrses,
and will therefore not be treated separately is thiapter. Note that Threatte (1980) has no sepaesttment of
the syllabic liquids. Even so, the following poirdeserve to be noted. One of the few cases wheie At
inscriptions add to the literary evidenceggpycou (inscr.) besideppaéar (literary mss.). This case will be
discussed in section 9.2. In Western lonic (Eubae)development of the syllabic liquids was ideaitto that
in the rest of lonic-Attic (see del Barrio 1991 hel Euboean colonies in Italy add one interestingfto the
evidence:ayappic (Naples) probably contains the expected zero gradge whereas the literary foriyepoig
‘mustering of an army’ (Hdt.) introduced the fullagle of the synchronic verbal root. See the disonssf Arc.
navayopolg in section 3.5 below.

182 Bechtel does not include Craipmoc, which could be the regular reflex of its pre-foRr. *krpo-. But it
must also be noted that the word hgs in all dialects where it is attested.
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Kaptepdg, Hom.kpatepoc) e

- otaptog ‘band, clan’, also in proper names (lon.-Attpatog ‘army’)
- moptt ‘towards, against’ (lon.-Attzpog, Hom.zpoti)
- Agopduta (lon.-Att. Appoditn)

That we are dealing with a metathesis, rather ti#im-op- as the outcome ofrfis supposed
to be proven byop- in moptt and Apopdita, forms which are thought not to have contained
*r. To these forms, we definitely have to add the poumded names inueptog, which are
well-attested in Cretan. Bechtel did not discusst&r forms with pa-, which also exist but
where the liquid metathesis apparently did not {alkee. As appears from his own words, he
did not actually try to establish the conditionsaafegular sound change: “In einigen Woértern
und Wortfamilien werden die Lautgruppea, po zu ap, op umgestellt. Wie weit dieser
Vorgang rein lautlicher Natur sei, wie weit anatmyie Wirkungen ihn begunstigt haben,
kann nicht immer entschieden werden” (I.c.).

In a more recent discussion of the supposed Chepaid metathesis, Bile (1988: 125),
citing the same examples as Bechtel, does attemexkplain the distribution betweepa-
and ap-."®* She proposes that the metathesis took place nropén syllables, and thato-
was preserved in closed syllablé3indeed, ep- or -op- is followed by a single consonant in
most of the forms cited by Bechtel, and the idgahisnetically plausiblé® It is contradicted,
however, bysopyupa / dapyva, as well as the following materidi’

- Four Cretan verbs hawevocalism in tense stems where lonic-Attic hasamade'®®
The attestations are (see Bile 1988: 124):
PN Ztpayievne (Pyloros, 29 ¢.), cf. Classotpépo ‘to turn around’
pres.amotpayev (Olous, ), cf. Classtpéyew ‘to run’
tpanot (Eleutherna, B c., = Classtpépot ‘may feed’),tpamev (Lex Gortynlll.49, =
Classapégpew), presapogoviov (39 c.)
fut. [e]lmrpayio (Lyttos, = Class.tpeyén), cf. Classtpéno ‘to turn, direct’*®
- ypaoo ‘to write’ (= Classypaow)
- kpovog ‘time’ (Class.ypovoc)
- tetpamod- ‘cattle’ (IC IV 41, 11l 8-9) and other compounds witkrpa-
- tetpad- ‘fourth day’ (Classzetpdc)
- dpopog ‘course, race track’, whenépopevg ‘young adult’ (Classépopog)

183 Bechtel comments: “weapt- entsprungen ist, lasst sich nicht erkennen”. lmduestion, see chapter 5.

8 |n some cases, Bile gives additional attestatibosn more recently discovered inscriptions, ecgpret
(1988, No. 12, A 3-4) andddokaptng (1988, No. 13).

185 Bile remarks that the adveripoba (for lon.-Att. tpoc6ev) is merely a simplified spelling of an originalrfo
with geminate:npof0a < mpocbo. For this reason, she excludes it from the coemtdence against the
distribution she proposes. Singgoffa (rpdcbev) does not derive from a pre-form with, it fits in with the
distribution to be proposed belowsp- < *r is regular in Cretan after a labial consonant.

186 On the other hand, the solution proposed by O'NE8I71: 43-44) is phonetically unlikely and factyal
impossible. He posits a liquid metathesis in Cér@ratan only in front of dental or velar stopst bot in front
of labial or (original) labiovelar stops. His evite consists of the presentsitev andypaoeev, but the idea is
refuted bytpayev.

187 collected these forms by searching Bile’s index.

'8 The phenomenon seenipago etc. is often supposed to be a general West Graitk However, the only
epigraphic form in another West Greek dialect thave been able to trace is the aaotpayor (Delphi, CID
2:34, col. II, 31; & c. BC, for lon.énootpéyar). This form could owe its vocalism to a preseatptoo, but
note that the original locus of tlaevocalism may also have been the passive aorisieomiddle perfect.

189 Note that Herodotus attests baiftine/o- and tpénc/o- as present stems. The situation is hard to judge,
because in a number of places the evidence of §® has both variants (see further Rosén 1962wkb,
literature). As long as the augmented forms of ghesent stem kept thevocalism, there was no danger of
confusion with the thematic aorist forms.
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The present-stem forms withvocalism could be explained as secondary (seeehut the
forms kpovog, tetpomod-, tetpad-, anddpouog cannot be easily explained away. Since these
four forms containpa- or po- in an open syllable, they contradict Bile’s distition. It will

not do to merely call these counterexamples “except (Bile 1988: 125): for that, they are
too numerous.

In my view, the liquid metathesis assumed since Was designed merely to save the
idea of a regular Proto-West-Greek development *pa-, parallel to the supposed lonic-
Attic development. Instead, | propose thgi--and ep- represent the regular development of
*r in Cretan, whereop- is conditioned by a preceding labial consonahis Tneans that we
will have to explain the origin of all Cretan forma&th -pa-.

3.2.1 Cretan ap- < *r: evidence and counterevidence

A regular Cretan development * -ap- immediately explainsaptepog < *krter6- and
related forms,ctoptog < *strtd-, and dopyua, dapyva (if from *dorkhmrﬁ). It would also
explainkapmog < *Krpo-, but here it must be noted that all dialects whieieword is attested
have the fornkapnog, like Homer and lonic-Attic. The forms witpa- have various different
origins. As fortetpa-, the compositional form also behaves differerithm the ordinal in
Classical lonic-Attic tétaptog. In section 2.6, | have proposed that lon.-Attrpo- is
analogical aftebexa-, évvea-, €énto-, and this explanation could also be invoked foetén.
The collective numerals inas- probably derive from a form with syllabic nasaind
originated indexad-, which continues PIEdeim-t- (although the origin ofs- is debated).

It remains to explain how the “Doric presents” bé ttypetpdyw came into being. In
Cretan, the only directly attested present fornmatiaretpooo, tpaym, andypapo. Let us
stress again that their reflepo- presents counterevidence to the assumed liquidthesis,
and that neither Bile nor Bechtel gives an explanafor this. Thea-vocalism attested
epigraphically in Cretan could be older within WEstek, because there is also evidence for
it in literary sourced® In Aristophanesgpaga for tpéew is reputed to be Megarean, and the
form is also attested in Pindar and perhaps in @iites >°* Corresponding to lorpéye, we
find tpayov (Pi. Pyth 8.32; but alsarpéywv Ol. 10.65) andétpayov (Theoc. 2.147, v.l.
&tpeyov). Even if the aspectual status of some of thediteforms is unclear, the Cretan
formstpagw, Tpaym, andypagw are certainly genuine present formatiors.

The Pan-Greek-vocalism ofypaoo is problematic for any account which derives this
form from PIE frb"™e/o- It could be explained from a pre-form PGrgrfiph-e/o-, a
suggestion which will be further elaborated in &et9.21% Again, the fact thatpaoo is
non-ablauting in all Greek dialects makes it argjroounterexample to the liquid metathesis
assumed for Cretan.

The present sternpagpe/o- cannot have been the result of influence of axistiag
thematic aorist, because in this way the charattedistinction in root vocalism between e.g.
the aoristttpagov and the impfZtpepov would have been blurréd? Moreover, as we will

1 For this reason, these forms are known as “Dori&sgnts”. Note, however, that almost all epigraphic
evidence for this formation comes from Crete.

191 Megar. inf.tpagev (Ar. Ach 788), &tpoge (Theoc. 3.16, with v.l.). From Pindar, empdget (Isthm 1.48,
with v.1. tpéeer), Tpapew (Isthm 8(7).44)papowsa (Pyth 2.44), etc.

192 See Letoublon & de Lamberterie (1980: 324-5), winaw attention to examples of aspectually uncertain
forms oftpépw in Homer, as well as to the variation betwéeepe andétpaee in the ms. tradition dt. 23.91.
Moreover,tpdoe seems to be an aorist in Riem 3.53, even if the same author uses the prapénpty (see the
examples listed in the previous note).

193 Theo-vocalism of the nominal forpogevc is probably analogical (see section 9.2.2).

194 Beside the attestations of the pragsiow in Pindar, there is one case of a thematic agpigpe (Nem 3.53).
Further, we only find the sigmatic aoriéyar and the intr. aortpaeijvar. It seems possible to me that the
aoristtpaoe is a Homerism in Pindar.
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see in chapter 8, the Homeric aoéspagov is an artificial creation. Therefore, the West
Greek presenttpdpm must have replacedpépowm by taking over the vocalism of the
intransitive aoristpagijvat. Such a leveling aéi-vocalism through the entire verbal paradigm
is paralleled by the Cretan forms witbpay- (which are also found in Delphi) amplowy-.

The origin of the Cretan presempoy® is more complicated. Letoublon & de
Lamberterie (1980: 316, 326) assume that a thenzatrcst ’thorkh-e/o- existed earlier in
Greek®® If one follows this idea and assumes th&k*-e/o- became Cretampoyg/o- by
influence of the presenpeyel/o-, it is not clear how the aorist eventually camedplace the
older presentpeye/o-. If one would assume, on the other hand, thaGa R"rk"-e/o- was
aspectually ambiguous between present and aorisPrimto-Greek, both the Cretan
vocalization pa- and the lonic-Attic formepéyw are difficult to explain. It does not help to
invoke the influence ofpoydc ‘wheel’, because this form would also have to bigjexct to the
assumed metathesis. Possibly, the root vocalis@refantpay® was influenced by that of
dpauely, its regular suppletive aorist.

We may conclude that Cretapaoo, tpaym, andypoem do not contain a reflex ofr*
Their a-vocalism is of a different origirepagw andtpaym must have replaced an older form
with e-grade, andpagpw may derive from a pre-formg’mph-e/o-. In this way, these forms
can be reconciled with a regular developmert &p in Cretan.

3.2.2 Cretan op- < *r after a labial consonant
This leaves us with three cases @f--(found inmopti, Apopdita, and toptog) versus po-
(in dpopog andkpovog = ypovoc). Clearly, the two examples gio- never containedr* If a
pre-form with * can be made plausible for the three forms wifh,-a distribution can be set
up for the reflexes ofr* -op- is found after a labial consonant, whitg- is regular in all
other positions. This distribution makes sense feophonetic point of vieW?®

Before Cretamopt ‘towards’ can be compared with forms in other #iaduages, the
Greek dialectal forms of this preposition must &leet into account. A full discussion of the
material will be provided in section 7.2.5. As Wy#1978: 119-20) remarks, the only
evidence for the supposed pre-form PQGuroti consists of lon.-Att. (plus Lesbzpog, Hom.
npoti, and Cretamopti. The latter form can be included only if it is poged to be due to
liquid metathesis. Since Wyatt is able to show tHaim. npoti is an artficial form, he
explains lon.-Attpoc from *poti contamined with ther- of npo, mopd, nepi (0.c. 122). He
also shows that the Cretan forptt only occurs in Central Cretan: the rest of Creds h
nott. This means that Central Cretan is the only Wesek dialect which does not point to
*poti, from which Wyatt (o.c. 121 n. 78) concludes thgiti is a conflation oftott andmnept.

Wyatt's idea that Proto-Greek only knewati is an attractive reduction in itself, but
in my view ultimately incorrect: for PGr. we hawe reconstruct poti beside prti. The pre-
form *prti may underlie not only Cretatprti, but also Mycpo-siand especially Homepog,
which would explain the regulanuta cum liquidascansion of this form in a natural way (see
chapter 7). This means that Hparza‘-wards’, which KloekhorstEDHIL, g.v.) has recently
reconstructed as continuing PIfrti, can be directly compared with Cretaspti.'®’

195 | etoublon & de Lamberterie (1980: 316, 326) ptisit earlier existence in Greek of an aori§tk"-e/o- on
account of the Armenian aorisarjay ‘to (re)turn, change’ < d'rg"-e/o- (with derived presentiasnam <
*darjnam). Hsch. attests the glo8sa&eitar- mopevoeton ‘will go’ (a so-called “Doric future”), but this ost be a
secondary sigmatic formation based on the “Dori@sgntpdyo.

1% Note that a similar distribution has been propdsedvycenaean and Arcado-Cyprian (e.g. Morpurgeifs
1968, see section 3.5 below).

197 For the zero grade presupposed by Hifiieza Kloekhorst refers to Cretarpt as deriving from PIE pirti.
Although Kloekhorst does not mention the normallergtion ofrmoptt (viz., liquid metathesis), the present
analysis may vindicate his suggestion.
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The assumption that Aphrodite containgds® more hypothetical. Although the name
has no etymology, a pre-form witlt ¥ implied by its Homerienuta cum liquidascansion,
and perhaps also by the Pamphylian forms@icuvg, ®opdicuvg (See section 3.6).

A third instance of Cretarop- < *r after a labial consonant are the personal names in
-uoptoc. They appear not only in Cretan, but also in Theaad Lesbian. A simplex is
attested only in post-classical sources: (1) asgloptoc: dvOpwmog. Ovntodc. pélag, eatdc. ot
0¢ poptov gact (Hsch., with internally conflicting accentual egitte). (2) This gloss is
confirmed by a fragment (No. 467) of Callimachusken from Ammonius’ (8 c. AD)
commentary to Aristotle’®e interpretatione(38.16):610 kol 10 “&deipapev doteo poptoi”
pnow 6 Kvpnvaioc.%®

Is it possible to assume that bdihotéc and poptoc continue PGr. mrt6-? This
depends on the evaluation of the second memlgrec in onomastic material, which has
been collected and discussed by Masson (1963).gBanable to explainpeptoc in West
Greek proper names frommrto-, Masson reconstructs a pre-formmdrto- beside mrto- for
Proto-Greek® This would imply that Greek, like Indo-Iranian,egerved more than one
inherited word for ‘mortal’ from this rodt’

The PIE words for ‘mortal’ and ‘dead’ are notoribushard to reconstruct, but
Masson’s identification ofioptog and Ved.marta is problematic. In his view, the pair
*moérto- beside mrtd- would be a retention from PIE times. But sincetrablaut is hard to
motivate in a thematic stem, one suspects thaiobtigese forms (frté-) is secondary, and
the other (Mmérto) inherited. The accentual mismatch betweeptoc and Vedicméarta-
could in principle be explained as due to a secon@aeek development;! but it is quite
possible that Vednarta- derives not from tmorto-, but from *mérto.2%

But the main problem with Masson’s analysis isluk of unambiguous evidence for
PGr. *mérto- (or *mortd-). He claims that the names poptog are general Aeolic and Doric-
NW Greek, but all secure examples of these namesattested in Lesbian, Cretan, and
Theran?® In the present context, it is possible to assuragubpro- is the regular outcome of

198 The grammarian Orion {5c. AD) cites the fragment @8sipapev dotia poprot. If the lectio difficilior dotia

is the genuine form, it would have to come fromaeatt withe >1 before a vowel (a common dialectal change
in Greek) and preserve a different acceat(ta).

199 Masson concludes (1963: 221): “... on ne saurais ffirmer comme jadis qugoptog est une forme
exclusivement éolienne, soit chez Callimaque, dants I'onomastique. En effet, I'existence des fa e noms
propres en dorien et au nord-ouest assurepgpedg n'est pas un simple doublet de(B)potdg, Ppotdc, qui
comporterait lui aussi un traitement éolien a pattin modéle i.-e. mrt6-, mais avewp au lieu depo. La
forme correspond plut6t & un i.-endrto-, avec vocalisme de la racine ther.” Masson’s judgment is followed
by DELG (s.v. poptéc) and was already anticipated in the earlier etpgichl dictionaries (Boisacq and Frisk
S.V. Bpotdc).

29 ndo-Iranian has three forms for ‘mortal’: Vadarta, OAv. (hapaxma- < PlIr. *marta-, OAv. manta- <
Pllr. *mart&, and Vedmartya, Av. masia-, OPmartiya- < PIIr. *martia- (cf. EWAias.vv. MAR andmarta).
Furthermore, Vedmrta- and Av.nmorata- mean ‘dead’, not ‘mortal’. Since Indo-Iranian geeves the verbal root
mar- ‘to die’, it cannot be excluded that at least sashthese formations are secondary creations.

1 That is, the accent ofrirt6- may have influenced that offorto-. It would be imprudent, however, to attach
any value to the barytone accentuatiom@jtog in Hesychius, because the form might stem frorakect with
recessive accent.

22 The Greek evidence adduced by Masson for a P fon6rto- can be contrasted with the Uralic evidence
adduced by Katz (1983) for a PIE pre-fornmérto (see e.g. Mayrhofer's discussion EWAia s.v. marta).
Katz argues, among other things, that Finno-Ugdirdwings point to a pre-form (early) Plirm#érb- (where
Plir. *> notes the outcome of PIE1n closed syllables), to be equated with (latdfy. P marta-. This would
imply that PlIr. ‘marta- cannot be directly compared with a putative P®teek ‘mérto-.

203 The first attestation of y¥&-poptoc in the Aeolis is in the %c. (but this case is only attested secondarily in
Diogenes Laertius). The only “Aetolian” attestaticited by Masson (1963: 220) is found in an inga@ipfrom
Egypt, and refers to an officer serving under RtylePhilopator (reigned 221-205 BC). The same peison
mentioned by Strabo and Polybius. If this nameoiss@dered compelling evidence at all, one wonddrsther
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*mrto- in Cretan and Theran. A pre-forrmfto- could also explain the Callimachean simplex
noptoc if that form stems from his native dialect, Cyreaa®*

This means that only the names witlioptoc in Lesbian remain as a basis for
Masson’s reconstructiomforto- Here, it must be noted that afvocalic reflex of T would
need no further explanation in Lesbian. But the eloslot is awkward: one expeciso-. In
this context, the glosgioptev- anébavev (Hsch.e 2399) deserves attention, because it shows
that a reflex of the verbal rootfer may have existed in some Greek dialé%tdf the name
Avyepoproc is indeed genuinely Lesbian, we may have to assafieence of the verbal root
*mer on the vocalization taueptoc for a pre-stage of this diale®f

In sum, the onomastic evidence does not offer &cgrit reason to reconstruct an
additional form maorto- with the same lexical meaning asrto-, for Proto-Greek. As for
Cretan, we have found a distribution between fomntk -op- and ep- (deriving from ¥) and
forms with pa- and po- (not from %, or of analogical origin). The difference betweep-
and op- can be explained as conditioned by the precedinigl consonarft’’

3.3 Other West Greek dialects

In this section, | will pay attention to Laconiamdaits colonies (especially Theran and
Cyrenaean, 3.3.1), then consider the evidence fribenary Doric (3.3.2), and finally make
some remarks on the dialect of Elis (3.3.3). | dbintend to give a complete overview of all
West Greek dialects, but merely to give an idedhef precarious nature of the evidence.
Among the other West Greek dialects, | have foundhateworthy details for the dialects of
Megara (and colonies), for Rhodos, Karpathos aedother Doric-speaking islands in the
Dodekanesos, nor for Messenia. For other regiomhd@a, Sicily, North West Greek), the
details are not very interesting either, as appieans the respective dialectal grammats.

3.3.1 Laconian and colonies
The dialect of Sparta itself is not very well doanted in the (pre-)classical period, but its
colonies have produced quite a lot of inscriptidnsMagna Graecia, Heraclea and Tarente
are important colonies, while in the Eastern Meditieean, Thera and thence Cyrene were
founded from Sparta.

The evidence for Theran consists mainly of persarahes. As far as hames are
trustworthy evidence, they provide evidence for togalization to ap- (and ep- after a
labial consonant) that we just established for &ret

enough is known about the syllabic liquids in Agtnlto accept Masson’s conclusion that PGr. knesearate
form *morto-

2041t is, of course, impossible to establish theetitdl provenance afoptog in Callimachus with certainty. It is
also difficult to draw a conclusion from the glogsptofdtv- avBpomofdtv vadv (Hsch.), in view of the
absence of a dialect identification.

205 According to Klingenschmitt (apudV? s.v. *mer), this is an older middle in te which was reshaped as an
active form.

2% Eor analogicalop- in Lesbian, cf. Alcéupoppsvov ‘having as a share’ beside Hofpuope, ipopran.

27 On the vocalization of|*in Cretan, see section 10.6. The conditioninghefdistribution betweea- ando-
vocalism in Cretan could be challenged by the BNgsoug (IC 1l, 23.37, 23.53, Polyrhenia, dated between the
3% and f' c. BC) and®opvuotopte (IC I, 13.7, Elyros, 2 ¢. BC). But in Masson’s view (1972: 292, accepted
by Leukart 1994: 191), the names w@hpov- are an “élément ... du substrat pré-dorien ou “anhén Créte”.

208 For North-West Greek, see Méndez Dosuna (1985)tHe colonies in Magna Graecia, see the various
grammars by Arena and Dubois. The Argolic eviderc@otentially interesting, but | have not sepdyate
discussed it for the admittedly poor reason thatrttaterial was not accessible in a convenient way. {n a
dialect grammar). Note that Argolic has forms witip- (such aspop&ic ‘fence’, see section 9.2.3), as against
-pa- in ypobuo ‘letter’ < *grap’ma It would be worthwhile to check the evidence tois dialect more
thoroughly.
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- @apvnzg&suog (1G XI1.3 787) and®appv[pay (IG XII.3 814), both from the archaic
period:

- Kopri- is attested in Kptidopac (passin) and in Kaptivicog (IG XI1.3 419, 3%¢.), see
Bechtel (1917: 256)*°

- Ztapro- in Ztaptogoc (IG XI1.3 330, 29¢.).

- Mopro- as a first member iMoprtovasoc (IG XII.3 Supp. 697, early™c.). Masson
(1963: 220) takes this as the outcome of P@rorto, but in view of reasons given
above, it seems more likely that PGr. had omiytd-.

Since®appv- looks like the form of the simple adjective, iayntheoretically be the levelled
outcome t"arsu- of ablauting t"érs-u; *t"rs-éws; rather than the direct outcome dfrsu-
The form is therefore not really probative. But fbems with Kapti-, Ztapto-, and Mopro-

are not found in most other Greek dialects. The faat these forms are concentrated in
Cretan and Theran, and especially the existenca obdnditioned reflex witho-vocalism,
could suggest a common development of these dgalBat again, it must be stressed that we
are dealing with names: their bearers could orllyinae from a different dialect. In the
present case, influence of Cretan on Theran woellgdmgraphically possible.

The inscriptions from Cyrene, which was foundedTeran settlers, have recently
been edited by Dobias-Lalou (2000). She discudsesottcome of the syllabic liquids on
pages 34-35. Not too much can be deduced from \lterece for appellatives. The noun
kaproc ‘harvest, yield’ (frequent from the™sc. onwards, Dobias-Lalou 2000: 195) has the
same form in all other dialects, so that a Koinenf@annot be entirely excluded. A genuine
dialectal form may b&apeog ‘chaff’, in view of its special meaning in Cyreraae(Dobias-
Lalou 2000: 195-6). However, the reconstructiorfpoin this word is not quite certain (see
section 9.4). The formpoeevg ‘secretary’ SEG9.13, 16) is peculiar to the Peloponnesus and
Crete, but it probably does not derive from a e with *r (see section 9.2.2). The verbal
root is ypag- in Cyrenaean, like in all other Greek dialecthieTtitle otpatayog and the
denominative verlwtpatayew have the same form as elsewhere in West Greek, tvé
exception of Theran and Cretan.

Many of the personal names attested in Cyrenaeanbmadue to the influence of
Koine or Epic Greek!! This does not apply, however, to the first memi§epti- (Dobias-
Lalou 2000: 34) in Kptichevnc (frequent from the@BC — 2" CE; earlier on, Bechtel 1917:
256 could only ascribe it to the Imperial periodpptayopac (SEG9.45, 48, & ¢. BC, and
SECir. 244, &' ¢. BC), and Kptoyoc (three times in two lists of temple servants, atbu
the beginning of the CE)?

With the exception of Theran, names witlupgfi- are not found in other Greek
dialects, not even in Cretdf They therefore seem to contain information abbatregular
Theran and Cyrenaean development pfand they outweiglstpatayog, because that form

29 These forms show that Theran underwent a developme- > -pp-. The form@apoi-kpatng in another
Theran inscription is probably a Koine form. Getlgrapeaking, forms witt®apoi- may replace older forms
with *@¢pot-, as in Hom®egpoiroyoc.

210 As a second membekapt- is perhaps found inax[a] ptog (IG XI1.3 1324).

2 Kpatng (2%, 39 ¢. BC and later),kpatng, (frequent in all periodspacv- (frequent from the middle of the
4" ¢. BC, Dobias-Lalou p. 35), as a simp@poacov and @apsov (both 3% c. BC and later)gtpoto- (SEG
20.735, Dobias-Lalou p. 14) anstpatog, Apraréa (4™-39 c., CIG 5155 and & c., SEG9.92).

212_gp- is also found in the festival nameveia, as attested in the PNsmadag (47-3" ¢.), Kapvnadag (4™
c.), and Kipvndac (highly frequent from the®c. onwards); for attestations see Dobias-Lalo@(2@9). The
name belongs to the Laconian heritage of Cyrenamant is unclear whether its pre-form containeslyfiabic
liquid.

213 |n other dialects, names withpkzi- are attested sporadicallypiritmidoc (IG V.1 1385.22, Thuria,™ c.
BC), Kpati-dnuoc (Erythrae, No. 57, 54" c. and No. 60, early™Bc. BC, cited from McCabeErythrai
inscriptions, text and lissee PHI).
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could be due to Koine influené&! Even if evidence gained from personal names mest b
used with caution, it is likely that the names iapl- constitute an archaism, as opposed to
Kaprar-, Kpatai- with Epic influencé® Since Cyrene is a colony of Thera, it is probabé

the vocalization f > -ap- took place before the colonization of Cyrene.dbyean provides
no further counterevidence to this assumption.

3.3.2 The literary Doric evidence

How to evaluate the outcomep- (with a conditioned reflexop-) in Cretan and Theran with
regard to the vocalization in other West Greekadid? Unfortunately, it is difficult even to
reconstruct scraps of the situation in most Wesetdialects. The main question is whether
there is any evidence at all for the outcopre in the West Greek dialects.

For Laconian, the closest relative to Theran, fhigraphic material is sparse, but the
literary evidence may perhaps offer some clues tabloael dialectal outcome. In Alcman
(worked in Sparta), Epicharmus (worked in Syracas&ny of Corinth), Sophron (Syracuse,
5" ¢.) and some other literary sources, we find thmpmarativekappov ‘better’, from an
earlier *rtjon.”*® In Cretan, this comparative has been restorediamv-.2’ Apparently, the
zero grade of the positiverptepog has been introduced into the comparative bothratad
and in the dialect(s) underlyingippwv. But from which dialect wasappwv taken?

It is quite possible thatappwv was not the regular outcome in all Doric vernaaila
Besidexdappwv < *krtion, the Syracusan mimographer Sophron used the mpgdifect forms
Euppopéva- eipapuévo (fr. 119, acc. toEM 334.10), Euppartor- eipoptar, and the aorist
Enpadeg ‘farted’ (fr. 144 Kaibel, and only there; Attic ceedy hasérapdoov). This could
suggest that Syracusan has a regular reflex $a-, and thakappwv belonged to a general
literary Doric Koine, into which it penetrated fromme specific dialect. This dialect may have
been Laconian, given that the oldest literary &dteesn of kappov is in Alcman. A Laconian
context is further suggested by two other souroegdppovec (carm pop. 870.3, PlutPyrrh.
26.24), see Hinge (2006: 38).

If this is correct, Laconian would agree with iwlany Theran (and with Cretan) in
having the vocalizatiorup-, and differ in this respect from at least SyracugCorinthianf®
The occurrence okdappov in the two Syracusan poets Epicharmus and Soplsamot
decisive for the development in that dialect. le tilosséuppapéva, -pa- may well be the
genuine Syracusan (and perhaps even Corinthidexréf Let me repeat once again that this
is quite uncertain in view of the limited eviderfé@.

3.3.3 Elis

Apart from Syracusan, there is slight evidence*for -pa- in one other West Greek dialect:

that of Elis. Most of the evidence in the recemtlelital grammar by Minon (2007) cannot be
used to determine the reflexes gf For instance, it is impossible to determine wheth

24 That up- was regular in Theran was already suggested btBe(1921-24, 11: 534 and 556).

215 As | will propose in section 5.2.10, the first een Kapti- continues a Caland variantodptepog < *Arth;-
ré- and can be reconstructed as P@®rti* < PIE *rth;-i-. A first member Katai- is attested in Epic Greek and
in lonic inscriptions, e.g. fotawévng (lonic, plus an early example [6th c.] from an Aehn colony in Magna
Graecia), Koropiog (Delos). As expected, Cretan hasipodapag (Bile 1988: 183 n. 133; cf. Theran
Kaptidapag). The form with ei- is due to a specifically Epic metrical lengthapisee section 5.2.10.

218 Eor further attestations &fippov, seel SJs.v. and Forssman (1980: 194 n. 77).

27 See section 5.2.1.

28 The reflex ep- was probably also regular in Argolic, given forlik® pap&ic (on which see section 9.2.3).
219 did not check the evidence from non-Attic vasscriptions in Wachter (2001).

220 |nterestingly, another gloss from Tarentéiswvénc 6hooyepdc. Tapavtivol (‘entirely, completely’, Hsch.).
This is probably an old West Greek form, in viewtlod cognateriaveog ‘completely, all together’ attested in
Elis. Since Tarente was founded from Sparta, weparkaps dealing with diverging treatments>*ap and 4§ >
Ao in Proto-Laconian.
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oppev (Minon 20.1) derives fromtiers or from *"rs-, becauseop- may derive from *ep-
in Elis. As in other dialects, the vefpapm and its derivatives are non-ablauting and may
contain the reflex of a syllabic nasal (section®.2Likewise, the value of most Elean glosses
in Hsch. (discussion in Minon 2007: 549-60) is eacf** But there is one good pair of
candidates to show the regular dialectal reflexe Tgloss Bpatdvav: topvvny. Hlelot
(‘stirring ladle’, Hsch.) must be an instrument ndn <vn derived from a rootwrat-.?? In
view of the meaning ‘stirring spoon’, a derivatiyom the root tiert- ‘to turn’ immediately
suggests itself: a derived instrument noun wouldeha meaning ‘turner, stirrer’. The same
root is attested in another Elean gloisataver- pailer amd voécov. HAeio (‘recovers from
illness’, Hsch.), if we suppose that the meaningetigped from “turns better” (Minon 2007:
554). This present formation idvw presupposes the existence of a thematic aotisite/c
(cf. prooctéve : Brootelv, auaptave : apopteiv). It is possible that the transitiveaorist
*wert-s presupposed by Homimdepoe ‘drove off course’ coexisted with an intransitive
thematic aorist Wrt-e/o- in Proto-GreeK?® If so, the latter form developed intwrate/o- in
Elean, and the substantigpatdva was also built on this root allomorph.

If these two glosses are to be considered relelidence, ¥ may have yieldege- in
Elis, and the disagreement with the Cretan treatnvemere we findo-coloring after a labial
consonant and a different vowel slot, would be mialale. But since the only evidence
comes from these two glosses, this conclusion @stsather shaky foundatiofS' It must
also be taken into account that the word for ‘draehis attested several times (Minon 2007:
355) asdopypo and once asapyvag, forms which could point to a pre-forndrk"mnz-.22°
Moreover,kapmog (attested ag]apropopo[ and [k]apmou[etpov) might theoretically be the
genuine dialectal reflex of PGrkrpé-. Note, however, that the word for ‘drachme’ could
theoretically be an inter-dialectal loan, and tkaprog has the same form in every dialect
where the word is attested, and also in Epic Greekler these conditions, it would not be
wise to base any firm conclusions on the evidencaiadisposaf?®

3.3.4 Conclusion for West Greek

The only West Greek dialect for which we have ckadence is Cretan, where we normally
find *r > -ap-, but op- after a labial consonant. There is very slightlemce for a regular
outcome pa- in Elis and in Syracuse, and foup- in Theran and Cyrenaean onomastic
material. If the evidence fope- in the former two dialects is taken seriously thvergence
with Cretan would show that Proto-West Greek, amneneProto-Doric, preserved .*The
vocalization would then have taken place during Bregian migrations in the early Dark
Ages. But as we have repeatedly stressed, thidusion is based on meagre evidence.

221 Thus,otepyava: mepideuvov. ‘Higlot (‘funeral meal’) has been emendated taghavé in order to connect it
with tapydw ‘to bury’. However, the latter is itself a loam, the form cannot be used in any case.

222 pIso attested agatavav- topovay (Hsch.), without dialectal identification, but apntly non-lonic-Attic.

2 |n lonic-Attic, this root is attested only residlyan HomericZppw ‘to be banished’ < wert-ie/o- (attested in
many dialects, and in Elean pgppw) and Hom.anodepoe ‘drove off course’ (of the waves) <wert-s (cf.
Forssman 1980).

224 Moreover, the scenario to be proposed for Hom&ijaucov in chapter 8 warns us that no far-reaching
conclusions can be based on a single thematict anis.

225 All the relevant inscriptions are dated to slightlefore or after 500 BC, so it is impossible tth wehich of
both forms is older.

226 One epigraphic form from Elis is highly relevant the outcome of|* aphaveog ‘completely, all together’
(Minon 4.4 and 8.3). As | will argue in section 80this form shows thatl %ielded Aa- in Elean, even in front
of a nasal. Since the outcome ¢fmay have been\e- after a labial consonant in Cretan, it seems Brato-
West-Greek still preserved.*
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3.4 The Aeolic dialects
The determination of the reflexes of the syllaliqgiids in the Aeolic dialects is complicated
in several ways. The problems have been clearpdtated by Ruijgh (1961). First, the most
abundant sources of examples are the Lesbian Bapfsho and Alcaeus, but the status of this
evidence is not always clear, because a numbeoraisf may be hyper-Aeolic or of epic
origin.??’ Second, the Lesbian epigraphic material has obljoundergone huge Koine
influence at the time when inscriptions start tpeqgr in larger quantities. Most Thessalian
evidence is also late and may suffer from the sproblem??® Third, much of the evidence
consists of personal names, where the influen&paf Greek is a factor to be reckoned with.
In addition, there is no comprehensive grammaheffthessalian dialects yet (the one
by Garcia Ramon and Helly being still in prepamdiomor of Boeotian (Vottéro, likewise, is
still in preparationf? Bliimel's grammar of the Aeolic dialects (1982) has separate
treatment of forms withpe- or pa-. Still, the combined evidence of our sources calksv
us to draw a definite conclusion: the regular refleas po- in all Aeolic dialects. | will
review the epigraphic evidence first, and then tirrthe extant fragments of Sappho and
Alcaeus. The discussion of Homeric words wipo--will be postponed to chapter 7: there
appear to be serious reasons to doubt that theyf &uesbian or Aeolic origin.

3.4.1 The numerals in the Aeolic dialects

Let us start with the interchangpa/ap and po/op in the numerals. For the attestations of
numeral forms in the Aeolic dialects, see the owsvvn Blumel (1982: 271-75). He judges
that these reflect “...verschiedene Varianten tetis\éertretung idg. silbischer Sonanten, teils
bestimmter Kompositionstypen; die Einzelheiten Abgrenzung zwischen phonologischen
und morphologischen Ursachen sind noch nicht Ubstieimend geklart” (1982: 52-53). In
section 2.6, | have discussed the idea that theemalmin the Aeolic dialects may have
undergone analogical processes also attested @ dihlects. Thus, Boeotiatttpatoc and
netpa- are not necessarily due to Attic or West Gredluamce (the commonly accepted
explanation, e.g. Waanders 1992: 379), but mayacepkretpotog and *tetpo- or even
*metpv-. The same analogy was operative in lonic-Attsggpa-, which must have been
influenced bybdexa-. Similarly, Arcadianteprotoc ‘fifth’ must be explained by the influence
of dexotog. Note that Boeotian inscriptions also hasgoatog andevatog, in contrast with
dexotog or evotog as found in Lesbian and Thessalian.

These explanations can be extended to Thessaigo-ctnpida andretpotog. The
analogical ordinal formdskotog is also found in Thessalian; again, it may havenbe
influenced by the color of the final vowel in ‘niner even ‘eight’ (cf. the shortened form
okto in Boeot. and Lesb.). The Thessalian fa&auswvov ‘period of six months’IG IX 2,
506.4) is of special importance, because it ofersther clear instance of the spread of the
“compositional vowel”, cf. lonic-Attictevta-, £€a- afterénta-, ..., dexa-2 It is not entirely
clear, then, that Thessetpo- is the regular outcome ok*etr-C-.

227« es textes de la lyrique lesbienne ont subi d&sations plus ou moins graves, surtout dansitatians de

la tradition indirecte, mais aussi dans les papyme qui a provoqué des formes de la koiné ou des
“hyperéolismes”; par surcroit, Sapho et Alcée ewmas adoptent quelquefois des éléments épiquesifglR
1961: 194)

228 vles inscriptions antérieures a 400 sont raregpatien lesbien; les inscriptions postérieuresssemt de plus

en plus l'influence de la koiné attique (ou d'ungineé grecque occidentale); en béotien et en thessdes
éléments occidentaux sont présents méme dés ¢ td@Ruwijgh, I.c.)

229 \/ottéro (1998, 2001) has announced the publicatfoa book on the phonetics and phonology of Baenti
but to my knowledge, this has not yet appeared.

20 Thessaetpa-youvoe (for Classzetpaymvog ‘rectangle’) (Larisa, late™c.) may be due to Koine influence.
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3.4.2 Epigraphic evidence (Boeotian, Thessalian, &leian)

| depart from the forms given in the dialect gramsn@.g. Bechtel 1921-24, |. 242-3). Most
discussions of the outcome of th the Aeolic dialects give just two forms for Exian:
names inastpotoc (extremely frequent) and those beginning wigloB (Bpoyviiog IG VII,
1908, Thespiae, 450-400 BE&Y. It is important that the word for ‘army, campaigives not
only appear in names, but also in the denominater® ssotpotevadn (IG VII, 3174 and
passim.“** Boeotian also has instancesaefocalism such asstpa- andnetpatog, but as we
have just seen, these forms may be analogical., Bitiough Boeotian does not offer much
information, otpotog definitely speaks in favor of a regular developtrian> po. There are
no data for }.2%

Neither Blumel (1982) nor Hodot (1990) has a sdeadsscussion of the reflexes of
the syllabic liquids in Lesbian. Hodot (1990: 56jmarks that the Lesbian tib@potayog is in
the process of being replaced dpatayoc, a hybrid form with dialectal ¢yog) and Koine
(otpat-) elements. The real Koine foraxpatnydg, with lonic 41-, never occurs in Lesbian
inscriptions. Other formations of the same stenmehaveady introduceepato- much earlier
in Lesbian, e.gotpatewo (Hodot, NAS 01, # c.). Thus, the titlestpotayoc suggests that
otpotog was the genuine dialectal form corresponding to.-Att. otpatog. A second
important form isaufpotnyv ‘to break the law’ IG Xl 2.1, 5), which confirms the genuine
dialectal status afpppote in literary Lesbian (on which see below). An insjo@n of Hodot’s
indices shows that there is no further evidengew- (avtiypagpevg, ypaenv etc.) is well-
attested as in all other dialects, but need no¢ ltawmtained f. The attestation afap& (MAT
03.11 and 05.16, 21, end df 8.) is late, and it could be an lonic word. In clasion, both
otpotayog andapuppotnv are good evidence for the claim that*po in Lesbian.

In Thessalian, the adjective for ‘short’ (PGmreK-u-, *rquh-ew-) is attested as a
personal name @yvg (IG 1X(2), 460.13, Krannon, Pelasgiotis!®2.) and above all in the
female name Moyo (SEG 24.406, Perrhaibia, 500-450 BC). The namgdog (SEG 26,
672.32, Larisa, Pelasgiotis, earff'2.) is unclear, and perhaps due to a later mesistfié As
we have seen, @yv- is also found as an onomastic element in BoeotRnregular
Thessalian outcomepe- is often thought to be supported hytpoetmpid- (RPh 1911,
123.26, Larisa, *Lc.). Since this form has an unexpected spellipg ef the outcome of &,
and since the inscription has a number of Koinéufes, scholars occasionally used to doubt
the evidential value oftetpo-. But meanwhile, the formetpo- has been confirmed by
netpoetelpda (SEG 17.288passim Larisa, ' c. BC or later) and by the ordinattpotoc
(SEG43.311, Skotoussa, Pelasgiotis, ealf/c2).

As we have seen in section 2.6, Mge-to-ro-and Classtetpa- may be replacements
of the older form K"etru- after the compositional form of ‘ten-’. Since teame could be
assumed for Thessaliamtpo-, this form does not provide secure evidence for *po-. Note
that the e- is also found imbexotoc ‘tenth’, attested in Larisa and SkotousS&G 27.202,
passim, and inevotog ‘ninth’ (SEG43.311, Skotoussa). It is less likely, howeveat this o-
would have spread te&etpotog ‘fourth’ if the older form was #etoptog: lonic-Attic preserves
tétoptog, Arcadian hasetoptog, and the Homeric formétpatog may have an inner-Epic

%1 E.g. Garcia Ramén (1975), Parker (2008). In thengew of Boeotian characteristics in van der Velde
(1929), the attestations of the forms in the vagidifferent localities are shown. A third form aftmentioned in
this context isepotig (plus names in foto-, corresponding to lonic-AttiEpato-), but it must be left aside
because it cannot derive from a pre-form The alleged PN®plociovotpotog is based on a false reading and
therefore cannot be used anymore (see Masson 293p:

232 This is the 3p. pf. mid. of a verorpotevopat, with the athematic endingin < *-otar, which has the
secondary6- and monophtongization od that are characteristic for Boeotian.

23 But it is perhaps relevant thEl.arow is a Boeotian-speaking town in the first millermiu

234 A retention of the regular zero grade developnterdp- from *mrk"™- (with p- for p- from the full grade, cf.
the preservation qfp- in Mpoyd) seems unlikely to me in view of the late date.
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explanation (see section 6.7.4). Therefarepotog strongly suggests that the vowel regularly
developed after the liquid in Thessalian, too. Bgain, influence of the compounding form
netpo- cannot be entirely excluded.

Another piece of evidence has been adduced by &&amoén (1999: 11-13): he
argued tha®pooia, an epiclesis of Artemis at Atrax and Larisa ie tHellenistic period, is
derived from ®pocic < *d"r-ti- ‘support’?® In his opinion,®pocia refers to Artemis in her
function as a supporter and protector of youngsteesrite of initiation. He remarks that an
alternative derivation from the rootiers- of poacic has been proposed (see ¢.8., but
objects that this adjective is continued in Theasahs 0spovg (with full grade root) on
account of a different epiclesis,0dva @cpovc.*® But no matter whether the underlying
etymon is t'r-ti- or *drs-, ®pocia may be taken as an example for the vocalizatioty of
On the other hand, the form is to be handled withes caution, because we are dealing with a
name.

Garcia-Ramon has argued on several occasions otiiatalism is the genuine
Thessalian reflex not only in contact with a labsalund, but also generally. @pocia is
mentioned correctly in this connection, then “l&sish dero-Vokalismus bei der Vertretung
von *r als nicht durch die phonetische Umgebung bedirgtnmen.” (2007c: 106). He also
refers to the (as yet unpublished) Thessalian fopeev ‘male’, which contains no initial
digamma and derives from the zero grade also tefleim Hom.&ponv. Moreover, contrary
to what is often stated, the i netpotog did not stand in a labial environment, in viewtlod#
early reduction of twr to *tr (section 2.5).

While theo-coloring of the Thessalian reflex is secure, tbgutar vowel slot is less
clear than in Boeotian or Lesbian. The direct eva#gefor po- is limited to the epiclesis
®pocta. Names like Nboyd, Bpoyuc may also be due to the ablauting full grade P@rek-,
and netpotog may have theoretically been influenceddzypo- in compounds, which itself
may have taken its-vocalism fromdeko-. In opoev, -op- may be a restoration opoe- after
the full gradegponv, or even be due to a special developmentrah*word-initial position
(see section 9.1.7 diponv). We may conclude that the Thessalian reflex wabably po-,
like in Lesbian and Boeotian, but the evidence dugsentirely excludeop-.

3.4.3 The relation between Lesbian poetry and loniEpic

The evidence from the fragments of Sappho and Akéas to be used with caution for more
than one reason. As remarked above, they may rptcontain lonic words witla-vocalism;
they may also have suffered from hyper-Aeolicisme tb the later interference of editors or
copyists. A dominant opinion, especially after terk of Lobel, has been that Sappho
composed her poems not in a literary dialect, bubé Lesbian vernacular (cf. the discussion
in Bowie 1981: 60ff.). In order to maintain thiseths (dating from the 1920’s), Lobel had to
reject a number of Sapphic fragments as ungename to assume a rather large number of
emendations in the other fragments. As Bowie remaskme fragments that were declared
non-Sapphic by Lobel had the same metre as othetshie did consider genuine. Thus,
Lobel’s criteria for emendating forms or rejectiagtire poems lack any real basis. Since the
monographs by Hooker (1977) and Bowie (1981), twiogs have become much clearer:

235 Cf, also Garcia-Ramoén & Helly (2007: 305-306).

%% 1n my view, this objection is not cogent. Firstaif, the u-stem adjectives preserved root ablaut in Proto-
Greek (see the discussion in section 4.1.1). Magoas Garcia Ramén himself remar@povc is a
substantivized feminine ‘the bold one’, “Her Boldsg of the archaic typ®dc (f.) ‘course’ besidaduc (adj.)
‘straight’ (see de Lamberterie 1990: 887f.). Thibstantivized form may have been derived from thegirade
root at an early date, and coexisted with the aideevhich later generalized the zero grade refiec-.
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(1) Sappho and Alcaeus used a literary dialect whiath &aradition of itself (Aeolic
lyric). Both poets may therefore owe a substanpiait of their vocabulary and
formulae to this Lesbian traditidn’

(2) There is substantial lonic influence on the languafjboth Sappho and Alcaeus. This
influence was, to a large degree, due to Epic GrEakhermore, it is possible that
vernacular Lesbian vocabulary used by Sappho acdefk has been influenced by
that of the neighboring Eastern lonic vernaculBenie 1981).

Generally, the influence of lonic on the languadeth®e Lesbian poets must have been
substantial. In practice, it is often difficult tecide whether a given lonic form is due to epic
influence or to borrowing from the lonic vernaculdrut this is irrelevant for present
purpose$>® Both poets attest a fair number of epic lexicams and grammatical
characteristics, especially in poems with epic sctbmatter, but also in the more lyrical
poems.

A number of convincing cases of lonic or Epic ieftice are the following. The long
vowel s-aorist subjunctive (e.gpop&mueba, Alc. 6.7) is typical for lonic-Attic. It is higlyi
unlikely that aderpéa (Sapph. Alc. 364) < Ha—d”elph-eh- is the genuine Lesbian form,
because Thessalian has the equivalent faumoyvertog for ‘brother’ (Epickooiyvnroc), and
because of the dental reflex of the labiovelar (BoW981: 89-90). The formilépapog
(Sapph. 44.16), apparently a cross between Ledibdapopoc and the metrical structure of
Epic ITpiapoc, is probably due to epic influence (Bowie 1981; &8erring to M. L. West§>®
In a summary of his treatment, Bowie (1981: 13fher mentions the formsepitéAietan,
niAvatal, yoio (native Lesbianyd), pfia, auei + dat., motéovtar, and éotvpéMée (guttural
flexion of the aorist). This list could easily betended*°

Like eop&opeba, a number of forms attested wipw/ap from *r in Sappho and
Alcaeus may stem from lonic. For this reason, agise with scholars like O’Neil (1971) and
Wyatt24(11971) thapa/ap is the regular reflex in Lesbian under certaindibons, as it is in
lonic.

%7 According to Bowie (1981: 177), the lexicon of Bhp and Alcaeus “shares the characteristics and
components of the poetic dictions of the otherye@teek poets, both epic and lyric”. Bowie summesihis
views on the difference between Greek prose anthpas follows: “a general view given by the Greb#lects

is that there did exist this body of words whichrevéelt more appropriate to poetry. The originghi§ poetic
Koine are presumably to be sought back in the Mgean period at least, and it no doubt survived atiigms
and the splitting up of dialect groups through ¢beservative nature of poetic language, and als@dmbined
forces of metre, tradition, and convenience. Thisid community of diction was no doubt then reinéat after
the Dark Age, when interstate relations blossongadna and poets travelled from one place to anotheall of
this, epic poetry certainly played an importanerddut it should not be granted a role of total d@mce” (1981:
178).

28 Bowie is reluctant to explain words that occurtbiot Lesbian poetry and in Homer as epicisms irblas In
each particular case, the fact that a word is shhyethe Leshian poets and the epic language man riveo
things. Either the word is inherited from an earlieommon Greek poetic language, or one of theipoet
languages borrowed the word from the other.

29 As candidates for borrowing from spoken lonic ik Lesbian vernacular, where it is unnecessary to
assume epic influence, Bowie (1981: 136) mentigpss, toladta, kdptepog, the 3p. ind. aor. endingav, the

pf. ptc.éoikoteg (in Aeolic, one would expecbvteg), andijmep (enclitic tep otherwise absent from Lesbian).

40 For instance, the productive Epic suffadéoc (cf. section 4.2.2) is found ibrparéng (Sapph. 44.11), and
Alcaeus is fond ofipyoréog ‘painful’.

241 My main objection to O’Neil’'s argumentation is thraost of his explanations for forms witkvocalism are
ad hoc For instance, we read tha&tpotog opposed tatpatog by itself no more proves thatgives aeoligpo
thankpétog opposed tacpdrog proves that it givepe. It is only if a majority of forms representedattic-ionic

by pa/ap fromy are inpo/op that we may conclude that this represents the aloaevolic reflex.” (1971: 24). The
first remark is pointless, since it is well knowiratkpérog contains the older full grade, which was replaited
lonic kpdatog under the influence of adjectival forms (chapter Bhe second point contains a methodological
flaw: it is not uncommon that only one or two sigoexamples for a given sound change can be givehtheat
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3.4.4 Evidence foro-vocalism in literary Lesbian
The following forms from Sappho and Alcaeus, inhalpetical order, can be adduced as
potential evidence fope- as a regular reflexdp- analogical**?

auppote (Sapph. 5.5)

auppooiag (Sapph. 141)

Aoppodita (Sapph. 1.passin)

Bpodwv (Sapph. 55)Bpodoiot (Sapph. 2.6)Bpodondyeec (Sapph. 53; 58.19Bpododdktvrog
(Sapph. 96.8).

Bpoye’ (Sapph. 31.7§%

dpo[umpev (conj. in Alc. 6.8; note Sapphradedpounkev 31.10)

dpon[w]ow (Alc. 119.15)

gupoppévov (Alc. 39.7F4

nowiAd0pov’ (Sapph. 1.1)

tpommv (Alc. 70.9),0vérpomne (Alc. 72.8),nedétponev (Alc. 75.11)

otpotov (Sapph. 16.1, Alc. 382.2§°

The following forms with po- are found not only in literary Lesbian, but alscEpic Greek:
auppote (~ Epic augmented impf. 3§upporte), auppociog (= Epicapppdoiog), Appodita (=
Epic Agpoditn), Ppododdktorog (= Epic pododdktvorog), mowkikdBpovoc (~ Epic
vpVodpovoc).?*°

On the other handipoyvc, éupopuévov, otpotov, and the thematic aorisépope/o-,
dpome/o-, and tpome/o- cannot be due to Epic influence. This shows that reflex po-
belonged to the Lesbian poetic tradition. Moreoteg, following forms with po- are backed
up by epigraphic evidence from Lesbian or otherligadialects:auppote (apppomv I1G Xl
2.1, 5), Bpoyvs (Thess. Moyo, Boeot. BoyvAilog, etc.), andotpdtoc (Lesb. otpotayoc,
Boeot. eotpotevalbn, names in atpotog). As has already been notedrpotog (beside
Homeric and classstpatog, Cret.otaptog) shows that th@-vocalism was regular also in a
non-labial environment.

In order to judge the evidence for the regular @latthe epenthetic vowel, let us now
discuss the attested forms in more detail. Likeid@paybdc, LesbianBpdyeo and Thess.
Bpoyvs (IG 1X 460, 13) may have leveled the old full gradat $tf. Lat.brevis section 4.4.3).
There are three examples of thematic aorists aithcalism in Lesbian poetry. Of these, the

all other examples can be shown to be due to apatogo a different secondary origin. This medms bne or
two ascertained instances of Aeativocalism (such astpotog) may weigh much heavier than the combined
evidence of a dozen of forms withvocalism: the latter cas@saybe due to lonic origin.

42| leave aside the following forms: (1) Since Lesbilso attests presents itipe, Gvopoc ‘dream’ (Sapph.
63.1) is probably not fromonr-io-, but rather from &nar-io- (cf. Arm.anuy ‘id.”). (2) The original vocalism of
Spmetov ‘beast, creature’ (Sapph. 130.2) is unclear: keartonographic treatment of this form by Vine (1998
(3) uoérboxog ‘soft’ (Sapph. 46.1, Alc. 338.8) has no good etlogy, see section 10.1. (4) In spite of its similar
meaning and the glosstosioa- otoleica (Hsch.), Lesbkacnolém is probably not related to lonzédim ‘to
equip, send’, becauseéiio derives from PIE gtel. (5) ppéva. .... Boépntor (Sapph. 96.17) is now generally
derived from compounds irepog (especially HomBvpopopoc), from the root offifpdoxw ‘to devour'. (6)
yponmato (Balbilla) is probably a hyper-Aeolism in view thfe universal occurrence gsoo- in inscriptions. (7)
]-tpomte oidap[ (Alc. 179.12) may contain the Aeolic form correspling to Epicdactpante ‘to flash (of
lightning)’, but both the form and the reconstraoatof this etymon are uncertain. The only potenmgéfiex of *
(doMreec Alc. 348.3) may be either an epicism or an ingtaot* > -o\- in front of a nasal. But the case is
complicated and admits of more than one solutiea:section 10.5.2.

23 The form Bpoyn[ in Alc. 300.9 (cited by O'Neil 1971: 24, but ofidlear interpretation) need not belong here:
it may be from a completely different lexeme, ¢hgit of Hom Bpaysiv ‘to resound’.

244 probably also in Sapph8GS 261A).

243 perhaps also ingtpot| (Alc. 300.1PL).

4% Note alsarorhesc (= Epicaoréec).
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best attested iponnv (prefixed formsdvérpone, nedétponev); dpon[w]owv and the conjecture
dpo[umpev also clearly speak in favor aFvocalism. The future otpomnyv is attested as
ovtpéyel, and the pres. inf. asutpémnv. Thus,ovétpone (etc.) have the regular reflex of the
zero grade root, as opposed to the full gradetattes the present stempen-. However, the
vowel slot could be analogical.

The corresponding Attic formipapuévoc shows thatuudpuevov is an old formation.

It cannot be excluded, however, tBatiopuevov was built on the older active perfégpiiope
(Hom.), as in the Epic replacement of middle perfeans for older active perfect forms (cf.
teTuypévog beside oldertetevymg < tetvypodg, Myc. te-tu-ku-wo-g). For this reason,
gupopuevov does not furnish compelling evidence for a regdievelopment toop- (either
generally, or in front of a nasal).

Having eliminated these cases, the remaining eeglshows that the regular Lesbian
outcome of TrT- was CroT-. The clearest instances aigppote (epigraphicauppotnyv),
otpotog (epigraphicotpotayog), and the thematic aorist form@v{tpone, medétpomev).
Unlike in lonic-Attic, Arcadian, or Mycenaean, tkeenthetic vowel regularly appeafier
the liquid in&uppote, apppotny, andotpdroc.?*’ This is a clear characteristic of Aeolic, as
opposed to Mycenaean and Arcadian, wheyewas not the regular reflex.

3.4.5 Evidence fora-vocalism in literary Lesbian
The following list contains all potential evidenéar an a-colored reflex of ¥ and ¥ in
literary Lesbian:

Bpadivoig ‘supple’ (Sapph. 44A(b).7Bpadivav (Sapph. 102.2Bpadive (Sapph. 115)
gapog ‘spring’ (Alc. 296b.3), contractegpoc (Sapph. 136, Alc. 367).
kapdiav ‘heart’ (Sapph. 31.6, Alc. 207.9)

kapmog ‘harvest’ (Alc. 119.10)

Kaptepov ‘strong’ (Alc. 119.19; probably also Alc. 302 (c@).19)
Eunopye ‘seized’ (Sapph. 58.21apya] (Alc. 61.14)

véktap ‘nectar’ (Sapph. 2.15 and 96.27)

6vop ‘dream’ (Sapph. 134)

6vnap ‘benefit’ (SLG S286(2).10)

napbevov ‘maiden’ (Sapph. 5@assim Alc. 42.8)

tapPnv ‘be scared’ (Alc. 206)appnu (Alc. 302.12)

tpayov ‘he-goat’ (Alc. 167.5)

A number of these forms must be left out of thecuksion:&uapye and népbsvov do not
occur witho-vocalism in any Greek dialect, and have no conmmetymology; fortpayoc, a
pre-form with * is uncertain in view of the strange ablaut witk firesentpayo (for all
these forms, see section 9.4). Given what has baghabove about the relations between
Epic Greek and Lesbian poetry, there is no probilerassuming that the Epic (or general
poetic) wordrapBém was also utilized in Lesbian poetry. This form noaye itsa-vocalism to
the adjectivesapparéog andartapPnc (cf. section 4.2.1). Furthermongiptepog is certainly a
borrowing from lonic, either from the vernacularfoosm Epic Greek; see the arguments in
Bowie (1981: 99-100§*8 It is also conceivable thatiproc is of Epic or lonic origin: we have
already noted that this word occurs in this shapalidialects where it is attested.

Examples for ¢p as the word-final treatment of *are évop, véktap, dvnop, and
gapoc. Given the changea > 1, vnap must be a borrowing from lonfé® The three other

247 The vowel slot of thematic aorists likeétpone may, of course, be analogical.
248 Bowie’s analysis is misguided to some extent, h@reby O’Neil’s (1971) poor treatment of the méer
249 0n Lesbn corresponding to lonig in prevocalic position, see Slings (1979, p. 2536 0névnop).
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forms also occur in Homer, and especiéhygp andvéktap are liable to be epicisms. The Gs.
gapog iIs commonly thought to have been built on thefdp.(Hom.+) < PIE ties-r The two
attestations of contractegho¢ may be of lonic origin, and uncontractégboc may be an
epicism. Thus, there is no convincing evidencetlier Lesbian vernacular development pf *
in word-final positior?>°

The two remaining forms require a more elabor&eusgsion:

(1) Both Lesbian poets usepdia as a word for ‘heart’. There is one possible, but
rather uncertain attestatiofjopdiav (Alc. 130A.4, initial k- suggested by Diehfy* On
account of the secure casepotog beside lonicotpatog, it seems excluded thawpdia
contains the regular reflex ofr *in Lesbian. Sincecapdio was certainly the synchronic
vernacular form of the neighboring lonic dialectsseems best to assume that this form was
borrowed. Ifc]opdiav is indeed the correct reading, it could be hypeolf for lon.kopdia.

(2) Bpadvog occurs three times in Sappho, and3jis certainly represents earliewt-
(see the discussion in Bowie 1981: 80°%)The word has two main applications: (1) soft or
supple body parts of women, e.g. feet, hands, chemko Aphrodite herself; (2) shoots,
branches, a whip that are ‘supple, tapeable’. Aimetogical connection with Vedirad
could therefore be envisaged, but the suffixationwvoc would remain without a clear
parallel®>® There are two options to explaipo- in this clearly poetic word. First, it is
conceivable thappdadwvog stems from the lonic Epic tradition. Secondly,csifipddivog has
no secure etymology, one might argue that a pme-faith *r is not ascertained, in which
case the word could be genuine Lesbian or belotigetéeolic tradition.

3.4.6 Evidence for Aeolim-vocalism from lexicographical sources
In general, | agree with a number of previous awghibat much of the evidence from
lexicographical sources and grammatical treatisesiat be relied upof! In many cases,
there is no dialect indication: for instang@pvauevog: poyduevoc (Hsch., cf.uapvapon ‘to
fight’) need not be Aeolic, but could also stemnfrdrcadian or Cyprian. In other cases, the
sources of the Ancient grammarians cannot be detetmFor instance, the middle perfect
forms tétopOat, pépopbar andéebopbar (quoted as “homeric” by O’Neil 1971: 26) are only
cited as Aeolic in (pseudo-)Herodian. It is hardotove that such forms ever existed in any
Greek dialect. The advetipocéwc and the noumrtoppog (for mrapudc ‘sneeze’) are only
attested in the “Compendiumapi diokéktov” attributed to Johannes Grammaticus.

Having said that, one gloss clearly supports thelidelevelopment ob-vocalism that
we established on the basis of literary and eplgtapvidencenopvauev: moieiv (‘to sell’,

20 Ruijgh (1961) proposed that the Lesbian (and Aaheutcome of f*in this position wasop, as in the (in
his view Achaean) wordgrop ‘heart’ andéop ‘sword’. He claims thafjtop is found in Alcaeus, but | have not
been able to trace the source. The only remainiideace for the Leshian development would be thepBie
form 6vopoc (fr. 63.1), but like Arm.anur ‘dream’, this form could also be derived fromrgr-io- (with
Osthoff's Law). The relation between the differatiested formations (Hondvap anddvepog, Lesh.dvoipog)
remains obscure, much like that betwe&quap, Téxuop, andtekunpiov.

1 The Cyprian form is perhapspla (ascribed to Paphos by Hsch., see section 3Bve if the &- looks like

a Leshian development, the vocalizationdp--would be at odds with the otherwise clear evigefur po- as
the Lesbian reflex.

%2 |n a number of cases (efpodondycec Sapph. 53, anflpodwv 55.2),p- has been added by modern editors.
In all three instances dipadwoc, however, the mss. or papyri have the iniflal(quasi digamma). Bowie
criticizes Hooker’s view (1977: 28) that thewas a device to indicate that a short syllabls ieagthened due
to prevocalic initialp-. In fact, only in half of the cases in Sapphogtiepp- close a final syllable that is short
by nature (thus idpraxt Bpadive Sapph. 115; in Alcaeus, both casegmfgenerate a heavy syllable). Himself,
Bowie thinks that words spelled wifip- are poetic archaisms of Leshian: they presemaflex of *w- insofar
as this was metrically useful, while in the verdacu*wr- had already developed toby the time of Sappho.

23 5ee the discussion pbdov ‘rose’ in section 7.2.8.

%4 See most recently Parker (2008).
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Hsch.), alsatopvapevar: kevrodpeval, morodpevor (Hsch.). The form, with ite-vocalism in
combination with the infinitive endinguev, could only stem from Thessalian. The nasal
present matches the formation in lomigpvnu ‘to sell’ (which has a secondaeyafter the
aoristiepdoat). Thus,mopvapev can only be derived from a pre-fornprha-, -na-?°> The
vowel slot ep- is comparable to that iipvopar, but not necessarily related to the following
nasal, because it could be analogical after thistapdcat.

3.4.7 Conclusion for the Aeolic dialects

Both otpotoc and apfpotv provide clear evidence for the development of aheptyctic
vowel -o- after the liquid in the Aeolic dialects. This demment is shared by Lesbian with
Boeotian. In both dialectsytpotog seems to prove that neighboring labial sounds rad
influence on the development. Although the Theasadéividence is slightly ambiguous, the
attested forms are compatible with the developrestablished for Boeotian and Lesbian, and
Bpooia andretpotog render a Proto-Aeolic development po-likely.

The most recent discussion of the question is blgdP42008: 446-47). Parker lists six
“certain forms” that containo-vocalism in Lesbian:Bpoyea, &uppote®>®, daupposio,
Eupopuévov, Bpddov and compounds, angtpotov (beside inscrotpotayot). Parker excludes
tpomnv, with the argument that it “is likely to be fronporéw”. Even if this is unlikely
already for the infinitive form, this does not eapl the indicative formsovétpone,
nedétponev, wWhich cannot be anything but thematic aoristgttan, Parker fails to mention
dpon[m]ow.

Parker starts by observing that five of these siges have a labial environment,
except forotpotov, which “is good evidence for a regular developmehtr > po/op” in
Lesbian. For the other dialects that are tradillgneonsidered as Aeolic, Parker is very
sceptical. He agrees that Boeot@wtpotevadn and names inctpotog seem to be “good
evidence for a regular change= po”, but he does not seem to consider the proper aame
Bpoy- (frequent in both Boeotian and Thessalian) taddmble evidence. This is part of a
rhetorical strategy designed to create the impoessi uncertainty surrounding the reflexes of
*r. Parker reaches the following conclusion:

“In sum, the change ofr*> po/op is not compelling, sincer*is a rather stable sound
in Greek (there are clear traces of its survivahim scansion of Homer), and the same (or at
least a similar) change occurs in Arkadian, Cypaad Mycenaean. As Cowgill notes: “At
most one can say that the contrasbpfandap is not very important for grouping Greek
dialects.” To put the matter differentlyr *» po/pa is a comparatively late change in various
Greek dialects. Further, there seem to be no oafls&s > po/op feeding any later sound
change shared by Thessalian, Boiotian and Lesbian.”

| agree with Parker that the elimination gfrhay indeed have been post-Mycenaean
in many dialects, including lonic-Attic. But thioés not imply that the change is “not very
important for grouping Greek dialects”, as he staléhe vocalization found in Lesbian and
Boeotian (and perhaps Thessalian) is not identicathat in Arcadian and Mycenaean,
because the place of the epenthetic vowel is diffiein the latter dialecfs’ In fact, there is
no other dialect, beside Boeotian and Lesbian, eviner know for certain that the reflex af *
was po-.%*® Furthermore, it is highly uncommon in other IE danges for the anaptyctic

5 The - in the gloss may have been long or short: nonach value should be attached to the acute accent.
2% parker does not mentiemppotny in epigraphic Lesbian.

%7 Arcadian probably hasp-, Mycenaean excludepo-, Cyprian is ambiguous. See below.

28 parker speaks of a change > po/op in Lesbian, but only of > po in Boeotian. In fact, as we have just
seen, the evidence does allow us to determine ¢helar place of the anaptyctic vowel: the Lesbian
development wasr*> po-, and independent of the neighboring consonatits.sSme conclusion can be drawn
for Boeotian on the basis 6tpotoc and derivations.
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vowel to develop after the liquid. The only cleaample is Celtic (e.g. Olcride ‘heart’ <
*krd-io-). This is, then, a strong indication that we agaloshg with a single isogloss affecting
Boeotian, Lesbian, and Thessalian. Adding to th& Thessalian, Boeotian and Lesbian are
geographically close, the only logical conclusienthat the changer*> po is a common
innovation of the ancestor of these three dialestich we may call Proto-Aeol©’ It is
difficult, however, to determine more exactly whhars Proto-Aeolic vocalization tge- took
place. | would speculate that it was earlier th@0QLBC, because this is the only way to
explain why the Aeolic dialects did not develajroloring, as West Greek and lonic-Attic
did.

3.5 Arcado-Cyprian

The first scholar to explicitly state thatvocalism is regular in Arcado-Cyprian was Fraenkel
(1911: 250-51). He adduced the formsvayopois, epbopkwg from Arcadian, and “cypr.
m\otet (...) das sich dem Sinne nach mit sonstigeiter deckt”. This thesis was quickly
taken up by the handbooks, and it remained thelatdrview until Morpurgo Davies (1968)
proposed that the instances @toloring were conditioned by a precedimg: “both in
Arcadian and Cyprian the reliable instances@fRaconsiderably outweigh those oR/Ro
This amounts to saying that the data definitelyotavthe suggestion th&@R/Raand not
oR/Rois the regular treatment & in these dialects” (1968: 808). Since then, sakdiave
occasionally doubted that-vocalism was the only regular outcome in eithecalian or
Cyprian. However, mere numbers cannot decide seejsand Morpurgo’s thesis cannot be
upheld because much of the supposed evidence-¥ocalism in these dialects has been
adduced for incorrect reasons. In my view, thehokas like Garcia Ramén (1985) and Haug
(2002) are correct in insisting thatvocalism is the only regular outcome in Mycenaaad
Arcado-Cyprian.

3.5.1 Cyprian: evidence foro-vocalism

The evidence below has been collected from theudgson by Morpurgo Davies (1968), and
analyzed on the basis of the edition and commentayy Masson (1983 =ICS).
Unfortunately, the most recent edition and grambyaEgetmeyer (2010) was unavailable to
me.

There are five more or less reliable forms vattiocalism in Cyprian, three of which
are attested in glosses ascribed to the PaphiartdeBychius €btpoccecOar, kopla, and
otpond), and two in the syllabaryké-te-wo-ro-ko-ngto-ro-su-ta-mo-sg Two other forms
that have been adducequbflo-te-iand the glos8opvo&) have no bearing on the discussion.

ka-te-wo-ro-ko-ne/kat-eworgorf®® ‘they beleaguered’ ICS* 217) is traditionally
interpreted as a zero grade root aorist from tleé¢ 0béépyw ‘to shut in’. Morpurgo Davies
objects that “we have no independent evidence firang aorist from this verb”, and refers
to a suggestion by Schwyzer tHatt-eworgoncould be a pluperfect of the tygemnyov, a
form which is found in the same inscription-ifo-ko-nelCS* 217, 2). However, as a

%9 This is also the conclusion reached by Garcia Ra(t675: 63): (if + was still intact in Mycenaean,) “la
conclusion s'impose d’elle-méme: le proto-thessabedéveloppér > op, po a une épogie ou les Béotiens ne
s’étaient pas encore séparés de la Thessalie,posiérieure en tout casca. 1200.” Note, however, that the
regular vowel slot was not a relevant issue foro@aRamon. For a discussion of other phonological a
morphological arguments in favor of assuming Prdalic, see Garcia Ramén (1975: 60-68). This isthet
place to discuss Parker’s criticism of these argumebut the development of in the three Aeolic dialects
furnishes at least one common isogloss between, twbioh shows that Parker is wrong.

%0 0n the basis of the syllabary, other possiblerpmetations include /kaworgon/ (if from an augmented root
*ewerg) or /kat-ewrogon/. This has no bearing, howewerthe question whethervocalism ora-vocalism is
regular in Cyprian.
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pluperfect with the meaning of an imperfedtoyov is clearly an exceptional case; the
interpretation as a thematic aorist is thereforeapreferred®

A PN to-ro-su-ta-mo-seinterpreted as Mosu-dimos/, is cited by Egetmeyer (2010,
No. 245)?®? The form must be used with some caution, becaysersonal nam®opouc is
also found in Cretan (PolyrrhenitC Il, 27), that is, in a dialect where one expecisaa
colored reflex. Still, the fact that Arcadian alatiestsbopov- in the PN®opovioyog (see
below) suggests that we are dealing with a gerafiex of *r in Cyprian.

The glossivtpdcoechar- émotpépesdar. ITagrol (Hsch.), ‘to turn around or towards’,
is mostly thought to derive fromyad-present trk"-ie/o- Although the correspondeneg- /
émi- IS not quite clear, the root afdvtpécoecsbor is probably that oftpénw, which is
semantically close tetpépw. Morpurgo Davies (1968: 800) casually remarks tivatthe
absence of any other evidence a denominative fawmaih an e- grade substantive cannot
be excluded”, but this seems highly unlikely: ih@her Greek dialects, denominatives from
o-stem nouns are of the typmpén.?®® Unless one is prepared to consider syncope of
*trok"eio- to *trok"“io- in Cyprian, followed by a new palatalization yiglg <pocc- (as in
the glosskopla), it seems unlikely thatvtpocoesbor contains aro-grade root. The most
plausible reconstruction ofpdéccecar, then, is *trk"-ie/o-

The glosscopla- kapdia. ITagpior (Hsch.) is disqualified by Morpurgo Davies (1968:
801, 812) with the words “but this is a gloss ad&donly in Hesychius”. If the other available
evidence spoke againstvocalism, this would certainly be a legitimate wadyargumentation.
But since there is no compelling evidencederocalism in Cyprian, it seems best to take the
gloss seriously, especially given the desyllabifara of 4- and the subsequent development
of *-di- to -.

otpond- dotpomn. ITagrot (Hsch., Ael. Herod.). Beside this, the glesspmay- v
aotpomv (Hsch., Ael. Herod., without dialect indicationaynwell be Arcadian, in view of
epigraphically attested Arawoc roprao (gen.sg.)G V 2, 64, 8 ¢.). The word is of unclear
etymology: Beekes (1987) convincingly argues agahmes older interpretation asstr-hsk"-
‘star-eye’, which is not evident semantically antieth explains neither the forms without
prothetic vowel, nor the lacking reflex ohs Still, since the forms witlo-vocalism appear
precisely in Arcadian and Cyprian, the former pneseof a syllabic liquid in this word
cannot be excluded. One would have to reconstrmtna *strpz, of unknown origin, with a
variant *astmpa continued in the Classical forawtpant; and in the Epic denominative verb
aotpante. But in view of the lack of a good etymology, reaf conclusions can be based on
this form (cf. also Haug 2002: 60).

The glossbopvaé: vmomodiov (Hsch.) used to receive the additiomrgior (e.g. in
Frisk), but Latte does not print it anymore. If gee-form containedr*at all (see chapter 7
for reasons why this was probably not the case) tb be ranged among the casew-of
vocalism in glosses of unknown origin.

Finally, the formpo-lo-te-i ICS* 318 VII, 2) was interpreted by Meister, in leiditio
princeps as the Ds. of a neut&miétoc which he supposed to be the dialectal equivalént o

%1 Tichy (1983: 287 n. 165) accepts the analysisasfe-wo-ro-ko-n@s a zero grade formation, but interprets it
as an imperfect. Together wighpyo (in her view, Wérg without initial laryngeal) and Aworaziign (subj.) ‘to
fence in’, she derives it from an ablauting athémadot present. But given the lack of further erde for an
athematic present from this root within Greek, théems less likely to me than the traditional ssialps an
aorist. A zero grade thematic aorist beside adtdide thematic present (asigine : Arelv) is a productive
scheme in early Greek; it is quite conceivable tha thematic aorist is older than tk@orist (attested only
once in Homergp&av Od. 14.411).

22| quote this form from Egetmeyer 2010 on the arithof a paper presented by J. Rau during the 2012
Copenhagen Fachtagung.

%3 1n Mycenaean, we do find a verbal fotmro-ge-jo-me-na/trok“ejomeno-/ ‘making tours of inspection’
(Docs? p. 268), which may be either a denominativettok”o-, or perhaps rather an inherited iterative.
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lonic-Attic mAdrtog ‘breadth’. For the Cyprian form, he posited theamag ‘tablet, writing
surface’. Withi te-ka-to-i po-lo-te-j the ostrakon on which the text has been writteuolds
then refer to itself as the ‘tenth page’ of an arehA consultation of Masson’s edition and
especially his 1966 article show, however, thatabnite value can be attached to Meister’s
interpretatior’™ Instead of Meister's readingo-lo-te-i Masson prefers to regue-lo-te-i
Moreover, the interpretation as ‘tablet’ and thenparison with Attictidtog, which is not
attested with this meaning, are completely in tineTeherefore, the form can be left out of
further consideratiof®®

3.5.2 Cyprian: evidence fora-vocalism

Several forms are listed by Morpurgo Davies (19688-801) as evidence farvocalism, but
none of them is compelling. For reasons given ctige 1.2, we may leave aside all forms
where * was word-final (e.ga-u-ta-ra/autar/) or due to some other Pan-Greek developmen
Forms for which there is no apparent reason tomassa syllabic liquid must also be left
aside, such as the glosépnto (included by Morpurgo Davies 1968: 801; see sacdidl.2).
The glosstappei is ascribed to Cyprian by th@®ooat kata noreig (cf. Ruijgh 1957: 163),
but this does not exclude that it entered CypriamfEarly Greek Epic, the prime locus of
attestation of the roatpp-.2°® The same goes for personal names attested in rmhelonic-
Attic dialects, such as those irpétng (which are only attested very late in Cyprian, as
remarked by Morpurgo Davies 1968: 800).

There are two Cyprian forms where a pre-form withabic nasal could be assumed,
and which therefore do not prove a vocalizatiorr*ra-. As | will argue in section 9.1.4, the
imperativeka-ra-si-ti /grasti/ ‘eat!” may be the regular outcome ajrns-d'i. The readinga-
ta-ra-ka-ma-taas /ta dragmata/ ‘bundlestQS* 318 A lil, 2) was established by Masson
(1966), but in thdCS he follows Meister's original transcription #s-<ka>-ta-ra-ka-ma-
ta.?®” However this may be, the root 8paocopat is non-ablauting, and the form could
contain the outcome of a vocalized nasal (seemebt2.1). To repeat our conclusion: there is
no compelling evidence for aacolored reflex of ¥ in Cyprian.

3.5.3 Arcadian: evidence foro-vocalism
The epigraphic evidence unambiguously proves thatrégular Arcadian reflex had an
colored reflex (cf. Haug 2002: 60). The forms bekme discussed in alphabetical order.

Arc. Bpoyv[ (Dubois 1988: 43 with n. 212). Morpurgo Daviesullts the Arcadian
origin of the form. Dubois could not retrace ther& in the museum of Dimitsana, but he
remarks (ibid., n. 212, cf. Haug 2002: 60) thatedt peu probable qu’il y ait eu dans ce
musée beaucoup de pierres errantes éoliennes.’plEice of the vowel ifpoyv can be
analogical after the full grade, like that of Clggsuyvg (see section 4.4.3).

According to Morpurgo Davies (1968), following Chieaine and Wackernagel, the
Arc. form gpBopkag (IG V 2, 6.10-11 =Del.? 656) may have been built on the active perfect

4 «0On a gardé ici sans modification la translittératde Meister (...) la lecture de nombreux signesaet
présence de beaucoup de diviseurs apparaisseimdegtaines, ainsi méme que le sens de la lec{iasson,
ICS' ad loc., p. 317-18). The text was left unchangethe 1983 second edition KES. In his article, Masson
comments: “L'interprétation des deux derniers mext fort incertaine. Meister voulut reconnaitfe dexdtem
nmAoteL “sur la dixieme tablette”, avec (...) une form@\dtog correspondant a l'ionien-attiqué.drog “largeur,
surface”, qui aurait ici le sens matériel non aéete “Tonplatte, Tonscherbe”; tout I'argumentataamcernant
ce dernier terme est peu plausible; d’autant pligsrepus ne croyons guére@minitial.” (1966: 263-4).

2%t is not mentioned bPELG or Frisk s.vaiatoc.

%% As | proposed in section 4.2.2, the Epic form rstsm from lonic, where tha-vocalism may have spread
from an adjectival form withayp- (cf. TapBaréoc, droppnc).

%7 strangely enough, Masson does not mention higeeamterpretation as /dragmata/ in the secondcedibf
his corpus. Note Masson’s comments (196%) about the limited usability of this inscription.
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(61)-épbopa. But as Haug (2002: 60) remarks, the classtepérfect was normally derived
from a middle perfect, as in Attigpbapxa derived from the middlépOapuar. And in lonic-
Attic, one never finds intrusion of the-vowel from the active into the middle perfect.
Therefore, | agree with Haug and with Dubois (1988; thatepbopxwc is best taken to point
to an Arcadian middle perfect@boppor, with o-coloring of the regular outcome.

®opovroyov (Dubois 1988: 11, 171) is attested on a proxengrele from Orchomenos,
3 ¢. Morpurgo Davies (1968: 794) remarks that theeaefers to a person from Achaea and
removes the form from the evidence. Haug (2002:d8@s not exclude this, but prefers to see
in ®opov- the regular development of a zero grade. Dubasldc.) follows Masson (1972)
in seeing in this form an element of the pre-Datibstrate in Achaea. Note, in this context,
the Cyprian formto-ro-su-ta-mo-se(see above) and the Cretan P®spvctaptog and
®opovg (beside Masson 1972, cf. also Leukart 1994: 1€ljs hard, then, to base any
conclusions on this name.

Arc. mavayopol (IG V 2, 3.26 =Del.® 654) lit. “gathering of all’, month name
navayopotov (ibid. 3.3), tpumavayopoiog (ibid. 3.7), Hsch. dyoppig- dyopd, @bpoioig
‘gathering’. The zero grade is also attestedyimppig ‘meeting’ (G X1V, 659, lines 12 and
16) in a Western lonic colony. A comparison betwaeradian and Western lonic shows that
the original form of this word wasatyr-ti-.*°® As Dubois remarks, Eastern lonigepoig
(attested in Herodotus in the meaning ‘musteringroirmy’, and epigraphically in Miletus)
must have the restored rootdkipw, while Arcadiantavayopoic and Western loniayoppig
show the etymologically expected zero grade foromatOne might compareafyr-ti- with
*agr-to-, which is perhaps attested in Mycena@ama-ko-to me-ndhamagor mennos/ (or
/hamagto/) < PGr. 'sm + *-agr-to-. According to Taillardat (1984), this means ‘ire tnonth
of the assembly’).

The formayappig was discarded as “doubtful evidence” by Morpurgavies (1968:
794), for the reason that it occurs in a “late imn, in which the only other dialect
formations areppntpio. and its derivatives”. In her view, it is “quite gmble” thatayappig
arose by vowel assimilation froéiyeppic, but this is clearly and hocassumptiori®® The fact
that bothayappic andepntpre may denote institutions peculiar to this colontheas suggests
that theform ayappig preserves older morphology. Moreover, as Dubd®@9%1 86) remarks,
ayoppig Shows the expected result pb- in Western lonic and cannot therefore be a Koine
form. Criticism of Morpurgo Davies’ argument is @l$ound in Haug (2002: 60): as he
remarks, the ti-stemnrovayopoig can hardly have had @anagrade.

On Arc. Ztopnoo, epithet of Zeus, see the discussion of the Cypglassotpond. It
would prove a regular outcomep- if the pre-form containedr¥ but this remains uncertain.

Arc. tetoptog (Dubois 1988: 42-3). The form is attested twiceadss. femzetoptav
and probably once in a broken attestation as ard¥poprta. As a PN, Eroptog is attested
only once. | do not accept the reasoning followgd/lorpurgo Davies (1968: 795), according
to which the singlet- (from *-tu-) in tetoptog can only be explained from an earlier form
*tétpotog or *tétpatoc.’’° As | have explained in section 2.5, the distribatbf forms with
-1- rather suggests that the clusteiu*-was reduced in front ofr*before the vocalization of

28 Of course, the vowel slot afyappig could theoretically be analogical after the futhde of the verbal root.
For the vocalization of ¥s-, see section 9.1.

29 5ee van Beek (2011) for a general criticism ofidlea of “vowel assimilations” in Greek, and alke toubts
ventilated by Dubois (1988: 44 with n. 219) conéegrMorpurgo Davies’ idea.

270« otherwise it would be impossible to justify tipeesence of a single instead of the geminatedr-
expected as a treatment of the clustaf. —op- is then due to a metathesis pb-" (Morpurgo Davies 1968:
795).
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the syllabic liquicf™* Like Attic tétaproc, Arcadiantetoptog cannot be explained by analogy,
because the cardinal formissoepec.?’?

3.5.4 Arcadian: evidence fora-vocalism

According to Haug (2002: 59-61), the counterevidetaca regular vocalizatiory *> -op- in
Arcadian merely consists of the for@gpyua, ypaew andotpatayog. There are two possible
ways to explain these forms: either they are nathedtal words, or they havep- or pa- for
some other reason.

As was already remarked e.g. by Ruijghpid Morpurgo Davies 1968: 813),
otpatayog could well be a borrowing from Doric. He comparbe military term Att.
Aoyxayog, where the longa excludes a native lonic-Attic word, and which generally
accepted to be due to borrowing from Doric.

The root ofypapm hasa-vocalism in all Greek dialects, except in the ageoun
ypoeevg ‘scribe’ attested in many dialects, but mainlytba Peloponnesos (see section 9.2.2
for a discussion of the details). Arcadian hasosa (IG V 2, 343.31-2)gvyypagoy (IG V 2,
6.53), and/]pagnc (IG V 2, 8.4), whereagpopeic is only known from Koine texts> Thea-
vocalism ofypaopm could be the reflex of a vocalized nasal (seciiéh?).

It is hard to utilizedopyuo as evidence: as a word designating a monetary itmiay
have easily been borrowed. Indeed, the same forfouisd in the neighboring West Greek
dialect of Elis, as well as on Crete. Moreover, Baeotian dialect of Thespiae also offers
instances obapypa (Roesch)Thesp 38 and 39), which cannot have the genuine redfest
in Aeolic, as we have seen abdve.

It remains to discusgpceva ‘male’ (Lex sacrafrom Tegea, % c., Dubois 1, 80; II,
34ff.). This form cannot be used as evidence, lmxrdhe genuine Arcadian form must be
reflected intoppevtepov (with crasis), found in a well-known inscriptiomom Mantinea
(Dubois Il, 94ff. and 105,%c.). Since the latter form has the assimilatedItes -ps- > -pp-
as well as an additional suffixepo- which is unattested for this word in lontoppevtepov IS
clearly the genuine dialectal form. Consequentpgeva must be a literary or Koine forfif®
As for toppeviepov, it remains unknown whether this form resultedrfreo appeviepov or
from o oppevtepov. Neitherapoeva nortoppevtepov can therefore be used as evidence.

3.5.5 Conclusions for Arcado-Cyprian and Achaean
As Haug (2002) has convincingly shown, Morpurgo iawvas mistaken in assuming that
the vocalization F > -ap-, -pa- is regular in Arcadian. Whil@poyv[ does indeed contain a

271 s explained in section 1.3.1, | reject Bader'snam (1969, followed by Dubois 1988: 42-3) that falur
vocalizationsop, pa, op, andpo were possible outcomes of the syllabic liquidsany Greek dialect. Dubois’
opinion that both #taptoc and tetoptav are possible vocalizations in Arcadian violates hrinciple of
Ausnahmslosigkeit der Lautgesetze

272 Note, in this connection, thattoprawoc (Theoc. 30.2) is inadmissible as evidence for abian form
réroprog: this form may be analogical after the Doric caadliformtéropec,.

273 pccording to Minon (2007: 301-2), the Elean alptiatvas taken from the Laconians. This would explain
why ypopetc is found in that dialect. Is a similar explanatippssible for the occurrence @poeevg in
Arcadian?

"% Haug (2002: 61) proposes to assume influence efptlesent stem dfpaocopar < *drng™ on dapyuo in
Arcadian and Aeolic, but this does not explain deeiating vowel slot in comparison with Clagpoyun. One
might therefore envisage to assume tpatyuny underwent the influence of the present stem, hatStpyua,
dapyva contain the regular outcome of PGdrk"mna. See section 9.2.1.

27> Morpurgo Davies (1968: 796) bluntly stated thte“different origin accounts for the different traant of
the cluster rs-", without further argumentation. In his extensitreatment of the material, however, Dubois
(1988: 80-83) has found no indication for a geobiegd distinction within Arcadian between Tegea and
Mantinea. He therefore argues for a chronologitgtirttion: until the late B c., the form with geminatep- is
found:; after that (from the®c. onwards) it develops into a form with compeasatengthening.
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labial environment, the formsuvayopot andtetoptog clearly show that the-coloring was
regular in this dialect. The-vowel of epbopkwg offers further support for this conclusion.
The situation in Cyprian is a bit less clear, batehtoo, the glossopla (with non-labial
environment) and the verlka-te-wo-ro-ko-nepoint to regularo-coloring. The gloss
evtpdocectar and the PN witho-ro-su support this conclusion.

As for the regular vowel slot, Arcadiastoptog can only point to a vocalizationp-.
Let me stress once again that for the numeral “faumalogical influence of the cardinal on
the ordinal can be excluded (see section 2.5).0ltieome ep- is also found intavoyopot
andZXtopmnao, but it must be noted th&8toprao has no clear etymology, and thatvayopat
may have undergone influence of a full grade facrkewise, inBpoyv[, -po- can be due to
paradigmatic levelling, as in Clagpaydc. In view of the nature of the Cyprian syllabary w
have to rely on glosses in order to determine ¢galar vowel slot in Cyprian. Unfortunately,
the evidence is inconclusiveéplo points to ep-, butevtpdocesbon to po-.

Even if the evidence is much more meagre, thetsituan Arcado-Cyprian is similar
to that in Mycenaean. There is no clear evidencar@-colored outcome, and there is some
evidence foo-vocalism?’® In view of these similarities, one could be tendpie reconstruct a
Proto-Achaean vocalizatiornr » -or- (the Arcadian reflex was clearlyp-), but we have to be
careful. While a vocalization tade- can be excluded for Mycenaean, this dialect mayeh
preserved f. Moreover, there is no way to exclude the outceraefor Cyprian on the basis
of our evidence. It is unclear, then, whether Myman and Cyprian had the outcoroe in
the first place. If Linear B did indeed preserve the Arcadian reflexop- may have come
into being in the Sub-Mycenaean period, before lggrsaof West Greek dialects established
themselves on the rest of the Peloponnesus. Theadypeflex (whetheror- or +0-) may
then be due to an independent development. Noteatdavelopment toof- is phonetically
more natural than a development to-; so that an independent vocalization in Arcadiad
Cyprian is hard to exclude.

3.6 Pamphylian
It is mostly assumed that Pamphylian, like Cretarderwent a liquid metathesis. This view
has been codified in Brixhe (1976: 61-3), who adduiive items as evidence:

Pamph. PN &opdiouvg, @opdicuvg ~ Hom. Agpoditn, Cret. Apopdttoa.

PamphIlpsuag, Ipepug, [peewc ~ lon. TIépyn.

Pamphazept- ~ lon.-Att. npog, Hom.zpoti, Cret.moptt

Pamph. PNIIopoona, “qui sans doute est une forme partiellement ediméectale
pour *lpocona” (1976: 61).

Pamph. Ztheyuvg, Eotheyuve (supposed to derive from a pre-fornslég with
consonant epenthesis) ~ Non-Pan¥piyn.*”’

In Brixhe’s view, these five forms show that thguid metathesis does not only
concern doublets that are due to the vocalizatioty @r *|. But upon closer consideration,
this claim appears to be ill-founded. The toponigpyn ~ PamphlIlpeuo < *IIpgya and
Etheyuvg ‘inhabitant of 2élyn’ may suggest that the (Greek and non-Greek) lagemiaf
Asia Minor vocalized a syllabic liquid of Anatolianigin in two different ways. This point is
nicely illustrated by the self-designation of thgclans. The Lycian forntrmmili- probably
represents /nili-/. Here, lonic has dpuikon (Hdt. 1.173, 7.92, also attested epigraphically in
Pisidia), but Pamphylian attestpelurag. The same distribution is found Ihpeua ~ lon.
[Tépyn and Etkeyuvg ~ lon. Zéiyn. This shows that the foreign namesigé-, *prga, and
*trmil- appear in lonic with the reflexp-, -eA-, but in Pamphylian withpe-, -Ae-. That is,
these names were borrowed into both lonic and Pglimaphafter the vocalization of inherited

2’®The regular outcome of ts unclear in all three dialects.
277 Brixhe further mentions the formskpapevoc, Tpekovdac, @pekovdoc, andZtpatokitrovg (0.C. 62).
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PGr. % and *¥ in these dialects. Apparently--was perceptionally closest to the anaptyctic
schwa in §l], [ar] (lonic) or [lo], [ro] (Pamphylian}’®

Disregarding these ethnonyms and toponyms, then, ane left with mept-,
Agopdicuvg, andllopcsona. As we will see in chapter 7, the latter two formay well derive
from a pre-form with syllabic liquid (assuming tHabpoona is the equivalent of an lonic
*TIpocmnng ‘Face’). It is by no means certain that Pampipt- arose by liquid metathesis
from PGr. *preti, as is often believed. Wyatt (1978) suggests ithaty be a cross between
nepi androti, and Bechtel's proposal (1921-24, 1I: 820) thad th the reflex of porti < *prti
in proclitic position also deserves attention. In wew, then, there is no compelling reason to
assume liquid metathesis for Pamphylian.

Apart from the forms treated, Brixhe’s index contano other possible evidence for
the outcome of i* or *|. All three forms with the supposed metathesis lsarderived, in
theory, from a pre-form with syllabic liquid. Takem face value, #opdicuvg andIlopcona
suggest a development * op at least after labial consonants. However, theeratis far
too scanty to prove anything, and the differencéwben nept- and Ilopcoro remains
awkward.

3.7 Conclusions
In chapter 2, it appeared that either--or preservedr- is the regular reflex of r*in
Mycenaean. In addition to this, a scrutiny of tHphabetic Greek dialects has shown that:

(1) Arcadian has generaicoloring and develops the vowel in front of thelid, on the
evidence ofetoproc; this is further supported by the forms aryepoic.

(2) In Cyprian, much depends on the interpretadibiine verbal formka-te-wo-ro-ko-ne
and the personal nante-ro-su-ta-mo-seRegularo-vocalism is further supported by
the glossxopla. However, the regular vowel slot in Cyprian rensaimcertain.

(3) The Aeolic dialects have regulaicoloring and develop the vowel after the liquidhisT
appears most clearly from Lesbian and Boeotian.THessalian evidence is slightly
weaker, but the formetpotog probably points in the same direction. Generdhg,
evidence from numeral forms is difficult to usecaese analogies clearly played a
large role.

(4) Cretan did not undergo a liquid metathesis,davieloped the vowel in front of the liquid.
The post-labial reflex isop-, and elsewherenp- is regular. The situation in Theran
(and in its colony Cyrene) could be similar, bug #vidence is slight.

(5) The situation in most other West Greek dialsetsms to be similar to that in lonic, but the
precise details might be different. In Elp{tavov, Bpataver) and Syracuse (middle
pf. Euppartar, Euppapéva, Enpadec) there is slight evidence fope-, but it is hard to
based any conclusions on these forms. The Dorieasof Magna Graecia show
evidence for ap- in the ordinal formretaptoc. The situation in a number of West
Greek dialects could benefit from further investigia. It seems unlikely thatr*had
already vocalized in Proto-West Greek: the condéw development in Cretan is
different from that found in lonic-Attié’®

(6) The situation in Pamphylian is unclear, butéhs no compelling evidence for liquid
metathesis.

2’8 This may also explain the reflepe- in the PNs Pexovdac, Opexovdac, which are the Pamphylian reflexes
of a borrowed Lyctrqqfit ‘Storm God’ (cf. Hitt.tarhunt).

2% |n chapters 6 and 7, | will argue that Epic Grbal a special reflexy*> -pa-, but po- after a labial
consonant. The conditioning of this vocalizatiothis same as in Cretan, but the outcome is difteteherefore
see no reason to assume a special relation betivess two developments.

81



