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This article is dedicated to the memory of Donald Russell, who took an interest in an exceptionally cor-
rupt passage of the Grammaticus Leidensis, shortly before his death, and made extensive suggestions
(see section 5 below). Our article has its origins in a class given by Philomen Probert as a Spinoza Visit-
ing Scholar at the University of Leiden in Spring 2019; we would like to thank the other participants in
the class for fruitful discussion. We would further like to thank Eleanor Dickey for insightful comments
on a draft version; Paolo Scattolin for discussion of codex Vossianus Graecus Q76 (partly in a class taken
by Jikke Koning and Bob van Velthoven); and Maria Giovanna Sandri for alerting us to the witnesses to
our text we call S, Q, and via her at the time unpublished work J, O, K, B, V, C, and E (now SANDRI, as
footnote 38 below, 118f.). Raf Van Rooy too was kind enough to share work of his with us in advance of
publication. We are grateful to Leiden University Library and the Bodleian Library for enabling us to see
and photograph manuscripts; and the Bayerische Staatsbibliothek, Veneranda Biblioteca Ambrosiana,
Osterreichische Nationalbibliothek, Biblioteca Nazionale Marciana, Biblioteca Nazionale di Napoli Vittor-
io Emanuele III, Biblioteca Casanatense, and Biblioteca Estense for supplying us with images of manu-
scripts. We would also like to thank several libraries which supplied us with images of manuscripts that,
on inspection, turned out not to contain our text, and all the libraries which have made digital images
available on line. Every part of this article has been discussed and revised collaboratively between the
four authors, but for the edition of the text Bob van Velthoven (BvV) prepared the first draft of 881-21,
Jikke Koning (JK) of 8822 -32, Niels Schoubben (NS) of 8833 -59, and Philomen Probert (PP) of 88 60 -
66. NS drafted the translation of the whole text, PP the introductory sections 1-4 and 7 of the article,
NS and PP section 5; and JK, Bv, and PP section 6. The stemma we provide in section 6 is mainly the
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1 Introduction

The linguistic characteristics of ancient Greek dialects attracted a good deal of
scholarly attention from the Hellenistic period onwards." No complete treatises
on dialects survive until the Byzantine period,”> but we then have a bewildering
variety of mutually interrelated works. Until the twelfth century, when Gregory
of Corinth (also known as Gregorius Pardus) produced a work on dialects on a
(by his own account) hitherto unprecedented scale,? all the treatises that survive
are of uncertain authorship. At least one known author, the sixth-century philoso-

work of NS and PP. We divided between us the task of collating manuscripts and checking each other’s
work, but NS undertook an especially substantial portion of this work.

1 For authors of the Hellenistic and Roman periods known to have written works on dialects, see
R. LUISELLI, 1609. Frammento sul dialetto ionico, in G. Bastianini/ F. Maltomini/G. Messeri (eds.),
Papiri della Societa Italiana: volume sedicesimo (PSI XVI). Florence 2013, 106119, at 108f. On the
Hellenistic authors Dionysius Iambus and Parmenon Byzantius, whose works Iept Stodéktwv and
Tlept Stadéktou may not have been treatises on dialects in our sense, see now E. DETTORI, Antido-
rus, Dionysius Iambus, Epigenes, Lysanias, Parmenon, Silenus, Simaristus, Simmias. Supplementum
grammaticum graecum, 1. Leiden 2019, 21f,, 30, 173—175. On Aristarchus’ views on the relevance
of Greek dialects to Homeric language, see F. SCHIRONI, The best of the grammarians: Aristarchus of
Samothrace on the Iliad. Ann Arbor 2018, 601-622. On Apollonius Dyscolus and Herodian’s views
on dialects, see C. CONSANI, AtdAektog: contributo alla storia del concetto di “dialetto”. Pisa 1991,
27-33. Already in the Classical period, we glimpse an interest in the linguistic differences between
different dialects from Plato, Cratylus 434c—d (cf. 408e—409a), on which see CONSANI, ALGAeKTOG,
25. For brief introductions to ancient, Byzantine, and early modern thought on Greek dialects, see
0. TRIBULATO, Dialectology (didlektos), Ancient Theories of, in G.K. Giannakis et al. (eds.), Encyclo-
pedia of Ancient Greek Language and Linguistics. Leiden 2014, I, 457 -461; M. FINKELBERG, Dialects,
Classification of, ibid., 461 -468.

2 See 0. HOFFMANN, Die griechischen Dialekte, II. Gottingen 1893, 204. Fragments of two treatises
dealing with one or (originally) more dialects are preserved on papyri from the second century AD:
on PBour: 8 (of which the preserved parts deal with Aeolic), see A. WOUTERS, The Grammatical pap-
yri from Graeco-Roman Egypt: contributions to the study of the ‘ars grammatica’ in Antiquity. Brus-
sels 1979, 274-297; on PSI XVI 1609 (of which the preserved part deals with Ionic), see LUISELLI,
Frammento (as footnote 1 above). On the relationships between these texts and other known texts,
including the Byzantine treatises, see WOUTERS, Grammatical papyri, 294—-297; LUISELLI, Fram-
mento, 107-110. Pseudo-Plutarch, de Homero 2, perhaps composed around 200 AD (see J.].
KEANEY/R. LAMBERTON, [Plutarch]: Essay on the life and poetry of Homer. Atlanta 1996, 1-10,
29), is not a treatise on dialects as such, but discusses dialects at some length in §§8-14. For
an edition of §§8-12 with detailed commentary, see G. SCARPAT, I dialetti greci in Omero secondo
un grammatico antico. Studi grammaticali e linguistici, 2. Arona 1952. For a text of the whole trea-
tise, see J.F. KINDSTRAND, [Plutarchi] de Homero. Leipzig 1990, or KEANEY/LAMBERTON, Essay, the
latter also with an English translation.

3 For Gregory’s preface, see G.H. SCHAEFER, Gregorii Corinthii et aliorum grammaticorum libri De
dialectis linguae graecae. Leipzig 1811, 1-8.
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pher and grammarian John Philoponus, possibly produced a work on dialects that
played a significant part in the tradition, but it is uncertain how any such work
was related to the treatises that survive today.*

Otto HOFFMANN identified three main families of Byzantine treatise ascribable
to the centuries before Gregory of Corinth; he named these ‘Compendium I’, ‘Com-
pendium IP, and ‘Compendium IIT, in increasing order of length and complexity.®
Versions of all three circulated as self-standing treatises,® and more extensive
works were also created by combining material from more than one of these trea-
tises.

4 In the preface to his ITept Staréktwy, Gregory of Corinth mentions John Philoponus as a prede-
cessor who wrote on dialects. In addition, the first treatise on dialects in the Aldine Thesaurus
(THESAVRVS Cornu copice & Horti Adonidis | @HEAYPOZ. Képag auadeiag, kai kfjmot ASamvioc.
Venice, Aldus Manutius 1496), on which see just below and section 6, is ascribed there and in
closely related manuscripts (all those derived from our hyparchetype e: see section 6) to Twéavvng
(0) ypaupatkdg or Twavvng @AGTOVOG YpappaTikog, i.e. John Philoponus. G. BOLOGNESI, Sul ITept
SlaAéktwy di Gregorio di Corinto. Aevum 27 (1953), 97—-120, at 102—104, argues that Philoponus
produced a treatise on dialects that is lost as such, and that this work was the source of the ma-
terial in all three of HOFFMANN's Compendia (on which see just below), with different kinds of ma-
terial being excerpted for different purposes. Given that the ascription to Philoponus does not ap-
pear in early manuscripts of our text, however, we should reserve judgement on his involvement,
and on what might have counted as ‘Philoponus on dialects’ in Gregory of Corinth’s time.

5 HOFFMANN, Die griechischen Dialekte, II (as footnote 2 above), 204—212. Cf. BOLOGNESI, Sul ITept
Sladéxtwv (as footnote 4 above), 97-101; G. BOLOGNESI, Compendi inediti di dialettologia greca.
Bollettino del Comitato per la preparazione della Edizione Nazionale dei Classici Greci e Latini,
nuova serie 2 (1953), 41-75, at 41f. note 1, 74f.; CoNsANI, Aldkektog (as footnote 1 above), 56—
68. The section on dialects in Pseudo-Plutarch, de Homero 2 (on which see footnote 2 above) is sub-
stantially independent of all three ‘Compendia’. In the period after Gregory of Corinth, we start to
see further treatises that are independent or partly independent of all three ‘Compendia’, as well
as treatises influenced by Gregory of Corinth himself: see F. GARIN, Due compendii laurenziani ITept
SlaléxTwv. Rivista Indo-Greco-Italica di filologia — lingua — antichita 3 (1919), 41-47; S.A. CEN-
GARLE, Attribuzione di un compendio sul dialetto ionico a Manuele Moscopulo. Acme 23 (1970),
71-80, at 72, 79; S.A. CENGARLE, Anonymi Vaticani compendium de dialectis graecis. Rendiconti
dellIstituto Lombardo, Classe di Lettere e Scienze Morali e Storiche 104 (1970), 19-60.

6 No independent text of Compendium III (or of any of its main sections on specific dialects) was
known in HOFFMANN’s day, but his insight that ‘Compendium III"’ material originally belonged to an
independent treatise (HOFFMANN, Die griechischen Dialekte, II, as footnote 2 above, 208—212) has
since been confirmed by BoLOGNESI’s discovery of a purely ‘Compendium IIT-type section Ilept
Ta8og in the fourteenth-century codex Laurentianus graecus S. Marco 318 (folios 66r—69r),
where it appears as part of a treatise on dialects whose sections on Attic, Doric, and Aeolic are
of a ‘Compendium II’ type: see G. BOLOGNESI, Antichi documenti di dialettologia greca e di lessicog-
rafia erodotea. Bollettino del Comitato per la preparazione della Edizione Nazionale dei Classici
Greci e Latini, nuova serie 8 (1960), 53-80, at 53, 59, and cf. O. MAzAL, Ein Traktat tiber den dor-
ischen Dialekt. BZ 58 (1965), 292-305, at 296; CONSANI, Ald\ektog (as footnote 1 above), 57.
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These treatises remained influential into the period of early printed books,
when their popularity was boosted by their inclusion in the Aldine Thesaurus:
Cornu copiae et Horti Adonidis.” This collection of Greek grammatical texts in-
cluded a version of Compendium I followed by a treatise combining material
from Compendia II and IIL.? In essentially this form the material was republished
(sometimes together with a Latin translation) in other early printed books aimed
at those studying Greek in western Europe.’ Via these printed versions, Byzantine
treatises on dialects influenced early modern thought on the vernacular languages
of Europe, and even played a role in debates about the variety of Italian to be
adopted as a written standard.*

Today we know of considerably more manuscript evidence for Byzantine trea-
tises on Greek dialects than was available in HOFFMANN’s day, thanks in no small
part to the work of Giancarlo BOLOGNESI in the mid-twentieth century,'* but our
understanding of all these treatises is hindered by the absence of modern critical
editions.” In this article we offer a new edition of the work that has been known
as HorrMANN'S Compendium I or the Grammaticus Leidensis.

2 Structure and aims of the treatise

Of the three Compendia, Compendium I is the most cursory in its account of the
characteristics of the various dialects, and focusses almost entirely on phonological
information. It nevertheless contains some unusual and intriguing features, some
of which will be discussed in sections 3—5 below.

7 As footnote 4 above.

8 We now know that this arrangement of the material was not original to Aldus Manutius and his
collaborators: see CONSANI, AtdAekTog (as footnote 1 above), 57f. and section 6 below.

9 For details see P. TROVATO, ‘Dialetto’ e sinonimi (‘idioma’, ‘propriet®’, ‘lingua’) nella terminologia
linguistica quattro- e cinquecentesca. Rivista di letteratura italiana 2 (1984), 205-236, at 227 -236;
CONSANI, Audextog (as footnote 1 above), 68 —74. Besides the Thesaurus (as footnote 4 above), we
include three early printed books in the stemma given in section 6 below (our X, Y, Z); for details of
these see P. BOTLEY, Learning Greek in western Europe, 1396 —1529. Philadelphia 2010, 130 (no. 46),
160f. (nos 28, 29).

10 See in general R. VAN RooY, Greece’s labyrinth of language: a study in the early modern discov-
ery of dialect diversity. Berlin 2020, 122-143. On Italy in particular, cf. TRoVATO, ‘Dialetto’ (as foot-
note 9 above), especially 222226, 236; CONSANI, AldAextog (as footnote 1 above), 75-81.

11 See BOLOGNES], Sul ITept Staréxtwv (as footnote 4 above); BOLOGNESI, Compendi inediti (as foot-
note 5 above); BOLOGNESI, Antichi documenti (as footnote 6 above).

12 Cf. ConsaNI, AtdekTog (as footnote 1 above), 55f.; LUISELLI, Frammento (as footnote 1 above),
107 note 1; VAN Rooy, Greece’s labyrinth (as footnote 10 above), 6; R. VAN Rooy, Language or dia-
lect? The history of a conceptual pair. Oxford 2020, 22 note 9.
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In the earliest stages of the tradition, the treatise does not open at a definite
point with a heading such as Iepl StaAéktwv. Instead, a definition of the word
AéCig, under the heading Iept Aé€ewg, moves imperceptibly into an introduction
to the five dialects:

AEELC €0TL PWVI EyypauUaTog HEpog AdyoL maplotéioa. TV 8¢ Aégewv ai pév eiol monTkai, at
8¢ xowali, ai 8¢ kata StadekTov. SlalekTol 8¢ eiol mévTe ...
A ‘word’ is an utterance that can be written,’® conveying a part of speech. And some words

are poetic, some are shared,' and some belong to particular dialects. And there are five
dialects ...

After introducing the names of the five dialects, and some authors said to have
used them, we finally have a heading ITepi StaAéxtwv, followed by short sections
on Ionic, Attic, Doric, Aeolic, and the Koiné; the last of these is an unusual feature
of Compendium L."® The sections on Ionic, Attic, Doric, and Aeolic each begin with
what has been described as a sort of table of contents or summary,'® announcing
the main features of the dialect in question. After this, these sections go on to pick
up each feature again and to illustrate it by means of one or more examples. The
sections are short enough that one might think a table of contents hardly useful,
but the opening summaries perhaps served to encapsulate the main points in a
form that could conveniently be learned by rote. In the main body of each section,
the examples of each feature are rarely numerous, and are normally introduced
through a étav clause. For example, the features mentioned in the ‘table of con-
tents’ for Ionic include the resolution of syllables with a circumflex into two
(kal meplomwpévag cLAAABAG eig SVo Stalpely, §14), and this is picked up in due
course with tag 8¢ meplomwyuévag cuAAafag Stapodoty, dtav avtl 00 ‘TOLEV’

13 On the term @wvr| &yypappatog, see W. Ax, Laut, Stimme und Sprache: Studien zu drei Grund-
begriffen der antiken Sprachtheorie. Gottingen 1986, 162f., 165, 191-194, 202-204, 211, 217, 218—
223, 2321, 236-241.

14 For this use of the adjective kowvdg, along with its historical and synchronic connections to the
concept 1 kown (8tékextoc) ‘the Koiné’, see CONSANI, AtdAektog (as footnote 1 above), 27-53. On
the sense of kowat in our passage, see already H. STEPHAN, De Herodiani technici dialectologia.
Strashourg 1889, 125.

15 For another Byzantine treatise on dialects featuring a section on the Koiné, see the Compendi-
um II type treatise transmitted as part of the ‘London scholia’ to Dionysius Thrax (Grammatici
Graeci i. iii. 464-469). On ancient perceptions of the relationship between the Koiné and other di-
alects, cf. e.g. S. COLVIN, Perceptions synchroniques des dialectes et de la koiné, in S. Minon (ed.),
Diffusion de l'attique et expansion des koinai dans le Péloponnese et en Gréce centrale. Geneva
2014, 19-28.

16 BOLOGNESI, Sul ITepl Staréktwy (as footnote 4 above), 100; CONSANI, AldAextog (as footnote 1
above), 56.
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‘Ttotéely’ Aéywov ‘They (i.e. the Ionians) resolve syllables with a circumflex accent
when instead of molelv [‘to do’] they say motéerv’ (§16). Students are likely to have
come across forms displaying the various dialect characteristics when reading di-
alect authors, whether or not they had previously studied dialects in any depth,
and these dtav clauses call to mind examples that illustrate the characteristic in
question.

The section on the Koiné begins with a brief statement — too brief to be easy to
follow — of the arguments used by people on opposing sides of a debate over the
status of the Koiné as a dialect. The idea that there is such a debate is never explic-
itly introduced, and the two sides are mentioned as if the reader already knows of
their existence. Those on one side are called oi urn povAduevol Tiv Kownv katapLb-
uely Sibektov Taig mpoelpnuévalg tétapaoly ‘those who do not want to count the
Koiné as a dialect along with the aforementioned four’ (§61), while those on the
other side are referred to with T@v ... v kownv eionynoapévwv ‘those who in-
clude the Koiné’ (§62). The whole debate is presented as if the reader is aware
of it already and simply wants a compressed reminder of the main arguments
on each side.

BOLOGNESI suggested that Compendium I was intended as a basic introduction
to Greek dialects, after which students might proceed to study the subject further
via the more extensive Compendia IT and IIL."” The text might serve at least as well
as a succinct reminder of the most important points, for those who have already
studied the subject in more depth. The very cursory presentation of the debate
about the Koiné might suggest that the treatise was geared partly towards such stu-
dents, but there is no reason why the treatise could not have been put together
with more than one kind of audience in mind.

3 Relationships between the dialects

In general, Byzantine treatises on dialects do not have much to say about relation-
ships between any of the four dialects Ionic, Attic, Doric, and Aeolic. As transmit-
ted, the Grammaticus Leidensis is no exception, but already in the eighteenth cen-
tury KOEN recognised the idea that Attic and Ionic share a common origin behind a
corrupt phrase in the opening of the section on Ionic (§13): where the transmitted

17 BOLOGNESI, Sul Tlept Staréktwy (as footnote 4 above), 103.
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text reads, enigmatically, Sokel 8¢ apyaia elval avtoig, KOEN conjectured Sokel 8¢
dpyaia glvat Atoig ‘and it appears to be ancient Attic’.'®

This idea of a common origin for Attic and Ionic is attested from Herodotus
onwards,"® and in Strabo it is complemented by a shared origin for Doric and

Aeolic:?®

Tovtwv & aUT®V TeETTapWV 0VO®Y TNV Hév Tada Tf maiatd ATOISL TV adTiV eauev (kal yap
"Twveg ¢karobvto ol tote AtTikol, Kal €xelBév elow ol v Actav énowknoavteg Twveg kat
xpnoapevol tff vov Aeyopévn yrwttn Tady), ™v 8¢ AwpiSa i AloAlSL mavteg yap ol €KTOg
ToBuod mARV ABnvainv kat Meyapéwv kal TV mepl T0v Ilapvacoov Awpléwv Kat viv &t
AloAelg xaroBvtar (Strabo 8.1.2)

While these [i.e. the Greek dialects] themselves are four in number, we say that Ionic is the
same as ancient Attic (for the Attic people of that time were called Ionians, and thence come
the Ionians who settled Asia and used the speech which is now called Ionic), and that Doric is
the same [i.e. in origin] as Aeolic. For all those outside the Isthmus except for the Athenians,
the Megarians, and the Dorians around the Parnassus are still today called Aeolians.

In the Byzantine period, the idea that the Greek dialects divide into the two pairs
(Attic plus Ionic and Doric plus Aeolic) is taken up by Eustathius, echoing Strabo in
his commentaries on Homer and on Dionysius Periegetes.”® The concept of a
shared origin for Doric and Aeolic is known to have existed in antiquity and the
Middle Ages only from Strabo and Eustathius, although it became influential
later;** in our view the Grammaticus Leidensis originally expressed this idea too,
in addition to that of a shared origin for Attic and Ionic. At the end of the intro-
duction to the section on Aeolic (§48), the transmitted text reads éotn 8¢ évavtia

18 T'pnyopiov, MntpomnoAitov KopivBov, Ilept Staréktwv. Gregorius, Corinthi Metropolita, De dia-
lectis. E codicibus MSS. emendavit & notis illustravit Gisbertus KOEN, JCtus. Accedunt Grammatici
Leidensis et Meermanniani De dialectis opuscula ab iis, quae sub Ioannis Grammatici nomine
vulgo circumferuntur, longe diversa. Leiden 1766, 176, 302.

19 See Hdt. 1.147, with S. CoLVIN, A brief history of ancient Greek. Chichester 2014, 96. For attes-
tations of this idea in the Byzantine period, see Eustathius, II. 8.37-40 = 1.14.7—-11 VAN DER VALK;
130.43 = 1.201.8 VAN DER VALK; Eustathius, In Dionysium Periegetam 423.39—-53 = 296.13-27 MUL-
LER; 820.15-18 = 361.23—26 MULLER; and the treatise Etépwg mept Stadéktwv in the Aldine The-
saurus (as footnote 4 above), f. 237r, lines 6—7 (SokoUoav tf] AT8iSL TV avTiv elvat SidekTov,
said of Ionic at its earliest phase), and in a corrupt form f. 241y, line 18 (H iag Stéextog, €0TL
Tf) moAawd AtOi8). Cf. SCHIRONI, Best of the grammarians (as footnote 1 above), 621f.

20 On this passage see COLVIN, Brief history (as footnote 19 above), 105 f.; VAN RooY, Greece’s lab-
yrinth (as footnote 10 above), 13, 68, 70.

21 Eustathius, II. 8.37-40 = 1.14.9-12 vAN DER VALK; Eustathius in Dionysium Periegetam 820.15—
24 = 361.23-32 MULLER Cf. VAN Rooy, Greece’s labyrinth (as footnote 10 above), 68.

22 See VAN Rooy, Greece’s labyrinth (as footnote 10 above), 70f.
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Tii Awpidn, or with standardised orthography &ott 8¢ évavtia tij Awpidt ‘and it is
opposed to the Doric dialect’. We are unaware of any parallels for the idea that
Aeolic is ‘opposed’ to Doric, and it is not clear what opposition between these dia-
lects would be intended. Therefore, Niels SCHOUBBEN cautiously conjectures: £€ott 8¢
1 avT Tfj Awpidt ‘and it is the same (in origin) as the Doric dialect’. This wording
would be fairly close to that of Strabo above, and even closer to one of Eustathius’
verbal echoes of Strabo: 1| Awpig 1} avt tij AioAiSt éotiv ‘the Doric dialect is the
same as the Aeolic’ (Eustathius, in Dionysium Periegetam 820.19 = 361.27 MULLER).
With SCHOUBBEN’s conjecture, our text suggests that the concept of an ancient unity
of Aeolic and Doric, comparable to that of Attic and Ionic, may have been a little
more widespread in the Byzantine period than we had thought.?®

4 The sub-varieties of each dialect

Towards the end of the section on each dialect, the Grammaticus Leidensis states
how many petantwoelg ‘varieties’ this dialect has: Ionic is said to have four vari-
eties (§20), Attic three (§31), Doric very many (§43), Aeolic three (§58), and the
Koiné none (§63). The statement that Ionic has four petantwoelg is likely to derive
from Herodotus (1.142),* who claims that the twelve cities in the Ionian League
could be divided into four groups, each of which had its own form of speech.”®
Strictly speaking Herodotus’ discussion concerns only the Ionians in the Ionian
league, to which not all Ionians belonged, but this point could easily have been
overlooked once the Ionian league was a thing of the distant past.

While various sources can be cited for the idea that there is more than one
variety of Attic, we suggest that the following fragment of Aristophanes conceivably
lies behind the idea that there are precisely three.”® The fragment is quoted by Sex-

23 R.VAN Rooy, Struggling to order diversity: The variegated classifications of Greek dialects before
the rise of modern linguistics. Studies in Greek Linguistics 36 (2016), 465-473, at 466f. distin-
guishes two categorisations of Ancient Greek dialects in Antiquity and the Byzantine period: ‘(a)
a 4-fold division into Ionic, Attic, Doric, and Aeolic (cf. Strabo 8.1.2), which — from a diachronic
perspective — originally was a 2-fold division into Ionic-Attic and Doric-Aeolic, and (b) a 5-fold di-
vision into Attic, Ionic, Doric, Aeolic, and the koine’. If the conjecture made here is correct, the im-
plication would be that both classifications were combined in the Grammaticus Leidensis.

24 So O. HOFFMANN, Die griechischen Dialekte, III. Géttingen 1898, 199; cf. B. HAINSWORTH, Greek
views of Greek dialectology. Transactions of the Philological Society 66 (1967), 62-76, at 71.

25 (i) Miletos, Myous, and Priene; (ii) Ephesos, Kolophon, Lebedos, Teos, Klazomenai, and Phokaia;
(iii) Chios and Erythrai; (iv) Samos.

26 Our suggestion thus makes the intended varieties of Attic sociolinguistic ones (see e.g. S. CoL-
VIN, Social dialect in Attica, in J. H.W. Penney (ed.), Indo-European perspectives. Studies in honour
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tus Empiricus (Adv Math. 1.228), specifically to support the notion that there is
more than one kind of Attic:

SdexTov Exovta uéonv TOAEWS,
00T aotelav VTOONAVTEPAY
00T averevBepov Vmaypotkotépav. (Aristophanes, fr. 706 KASSEL/AUSTIN)

... with a medium dialect of the city, not the urbane and rather feminine one nor the servile
and rather rustic one.

The idea that Doric has many varieties is consistent with other Byzantine discus-
sions of dialects. A passage in the scholia Marciana to Dionysius Thrax, for exam-
ple, lists the forms of speech of the Argives, Laconians, Syracusans, Messenians,
and Corinthians as sub-varieties (yA@ooat) of the single dialect Doric.”’

The idea that there are three subdivisions of Aeolic Greek will appear familiar
to modern scholars, for whom the three main subdivisions of Aeolic are Lesbian,
Thessalian, and Boeotian.?® The main subdivisions of Aeolic Greek mentioned in
ancient and Byzantine scholarship are Lesbian and Boeotian,® both of which
have literary models: Sappho and Alcaeus for Lesbian, and Corinna for Boeotian.
Thessalian lacks a literary model, but in the ancient traditions on the ethnic sub-
divisions of the Greeks, the Thessalians too are Aeolians. On this basis HAINSWORTH
(Greek views, as footnote 24 above, 71) suggests that the three petamtwoelg of
Aeolic alluded to in our treatise are precisely Lesbian, Thessalian, and Boeotian.
This idea receives support from the mention of Thessaly, Boeotia, and Lesbos in

of Anna Morpurgo Davies. Oxford 2004, 95-108, at 96 f.). Differently, KOEN, Gregorius (as footnote
18 above), 305 and HAINSWORTH, Greek views (as footnote 24 above), 71 suggested that chronolog-
ical varieties were meant, and KOEN drew attention to oppositions of this kind made by Atticist
authors: 1| mpwtn AtOig versus 1 Sevtépa Atbig (Moeris, m 79 HANSEN); ol mp@®TolL Attikol versus
ot péoot (Attikoi) (Moeris, x 12 HANSEN); and ‘Attikol versus ot uéoot (attributed to Aelius Diony-
sius by Eustathius, Od. 1671.51 = 2.74.27 STALLBAUM). Also noteworthy in this context is a remark of
Galen’s (De differentia pulsuum, 8.584.17—-585.2 KUHN), claiming that the Attic dialect has received
many petantwoelg and suggesting that the Koiné is either one of these or a separate dialect.
27 Grammatici Graeci i. iii. 302.35-303.1. On this passage see HAINSWORTH, Greek views (as foot-
note 24 above), 70; CONSANI, AldAektog (as footnote 1 above), 46.

28 There is a modern debate about the status of the Aeolic group in historical terms. For brief in-
troductions, with bibliography, see S. COLVIN, Greek dialects in the Archaic and Classical ages, in
E.]. Bakker (ed.), A Companion to the Ancient Greek language. Malden 2010, 200—212, at 205,
209f, and L. VAN BEEK, Greek, in T. Olander (ed.), The Indo-European language family: a phyloge-
netic perspective. Cambridge 2022, 173-201, at 185-187.

29 See again, for example, the passage of the scholia Marciana to Dionysius Thrax just mentioned:
kal AloAig pia, V@’ v eiol yAdooat moAlai, Bowwtdv kal Aeofiwv xal Awv (Grammatici Graeci i.
iii. 303.1-2) ‘And Aeolic is a single (dialect), subordinate to which there are many yAdcoat: those
of the Boeotians and Leshians and others’.
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the London scholia to Dionysius Thrax, in a passage meant to elucidate the dialec-
tal divisions of the Greek language:*

Alodog 8¢ xatadpapwv €i¢ v Oettadiav mavtag énoinaev AloAglg kAnBijvar amo 8¢ Tiig
T00TOL BUYaTPOS TTATS yivetat Bowwtdg, 4e’ ob Bowwtol wvoudadnoav, Tij xwpa éyypovicavtes.
Kal Aéolot 8¢ AioAelg eiot Sta 10 ouvanwkicBal gig Tadv Opéatnv TOV Ayauéuvovog malda.
(Grammatici Graeci 1. iii. 463.17-21)

And Aeolus, on taking possession of Thessaly, caused them all (i.e. all the Aeolians) to be
called ‘Aeolians’. And to his daughter there was born a son Boeotus, after whom they (i.e. his
descendants) were named ‘Boeotians’, once they had spent a long time in the country. And the
Leshians are Aeolians too, because of the fact that Orestes the son of Agamemnon colonised
this region with them.

Other areas turn up in ancient sources under the heading ‘Aeoliar’ too,*" but this
passage may be particularly relevant because it mentions ‘Aeolians’ in precisely
three areas.

The idea that the Koiné has no petantwoeig®® is in keeping with one idea that
comes up in the debate about the status of the Koiné: that the Koiné consists of all
the features shared by the other dialects. Under this conception, at least, it is dif-
ficult to see how the Koiné could have sub-dialects. But the statement petantwoelg
... 00y eUpiokopev (§63) may be intended as a weaker claim, to the effect that in his
sources the author finds no mention of petantwoelg of the Koiné. If so, this may
explain a detail of the way he expresses himself. For the other dialects he uses
the word yey6vaot when giving the numbers of petantwoelg (at §20, for example,
he says on Ionic yeydvaot 8¢ avtiig petantwoelg 8§, but for the Koiné he says in-
stead petantwoelg 6¢ avtiig ovy evpiokopey, ‘and we do not find perantwoelg of it’.

Although we suspect that pre-existing statements about varieties of dialects (or
the lack thereof, in the case of the Koiné) lie behind all our text’s statements about
dialect petanmtwoelg, these sources are not cited explicitly, and conceivably these
statements are intended to be read as claims about primary rather than secondary
sources. In other words, however implausible it may be to us that Byzantine schol-
ars were reading texts in (for example) Thessalian, the reader is perhaps meant to
come away thinking that when we read literary or even non-literary texts in dia-
lects, we find four varieties of Ionic, three of Attic, many of Doric, three of Aeolic,
and none of the Koiné.

30 For the close relationship between Leshians, Thessalians, and Boeotians, cf. also Thuc. 1.12 and
7.57, with CoLVIN, Brief history (as footnote 19 above), 104f.

31 See especially Strabo 8.1.2, with CoLvIN, Brief history (as footnote 19 above), 105f.

32 This idea requires a convincing conjecture first found in the witnesses to the text deriving from
our hyparchetype e, and in manuscript V (see section 6): the insertion of ovy at §63.
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5 An illustration of the Koiné

After the brief statement of arguments on each side of the debate over the status of
the Koiné (on which see section 2 above), our treatise includes a short illustration
(Um6Setypa) of the Koiné (§65). This passage comes down to us in a highly corrupt
form (later manuscripts tidy up the treatise by removing this passage altogether),
but it is of interest because it appears to be an otherwise lost fragment of a phil-
osophical text. The topic appears to be the disadvantages of wealth: the consola-
tions of wealth are counteracted by the disadvantages of impiety and bad judge-
ment that arise from associating with the worst sorts of people.

Further details of the content are very difficult to establish (a point that has
been noted since KoEN®?), but the question is worth at least re-opening now that
we can consider the text in the Munich manuscript Bayerische Staatsbibliothek,
Monacensis graecus 310 (our M), which is likely to be the only non-derivative
manuscript (see section 6). KOEN's text was based on a copy of this manuscript
(Vossianus graecus Q76, our L; see further section 7), in which the text of this pas-
sage differs in small but potentially significant respects.

We do not have a clearly correct solution to put forward, but in hopes that
others may have more success, in our edition of the text (section 8 below) we
print — between obeli — a diplomatic transcript of this passage as it appears in
manuscript M. The first of the three versions just below shows how the text
would look if the most obvious orthographical errors are corrected; the second
is a preliminary attempt at an emended version, due to the late Donald RUSSELL
(the translation given here is ours); and the third is a different preliminary at-
tempt, due to Niels SCHOUBBEN.

1

IIpog i yap 0 Aeyouevog e8aluovely anopAévag eig Tov mholtov mapapvdeitat o Cijv; AN
oUTwg Suol katéyetal Tolg YoAemwTaTolg, Aoefeiq kal Kakokplolq, Kabamep EUTARKTOLG
avBpwrolg detl Tolg yewpiotolg SlatpiBwv. dtav Snpuxnoenoika kabamep TPaYNAW XEALVN
mpog Tovg @iloug yiveray, { (?) SeSUkacly £vSov ouykpuavteg TV Tap’ EauTtolg xpeiav.

For why does one who is said to be fortunate console himself for life by looking at his wealth?
But in this way he is oppressed by the two most difficult things, impiety and bad judgement,
inasmuch as ... always spending time with the worst sort of people. When ... he becomes to his
friends ... tortoise ... where (?) they duck inside concealing their need/poverty/use.

33 ‘Incerti auctoris verba, quae velut communis dialecti yedpa subjungit Grammaticus, emenda-
bunt quibus majus, quam mihi, otium suppetit: KOEN, Gregorius (as footnote 18 above), 312
note 38, repeated by SCHAEFER, Gregorii Corinthii (as footnote 3 above), 641 note 42.
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2

TIpog Tt yap 0 Aeyouevog e08auovely anopAévag eig Tov mholTov Tapapvdeitat o Cijv; AN
00t0¢ Suol Katéxetal Tolg YOAEMwTATolg, AoePei kal Kakokploig, kabBlmep EUTANKTOC,
avBpwrolg det Tolg yelpiotolg Swatpifwy, mPog ToLg @Aovg yivetar kabdmep TphynAot
XeAwvng, ol 8edvkaaoty évdov auykpuhavteg TV map’ £autolg xpelav dtav nouvxf Yoef T
For why does one who is said to be fortunate console himself for life by looking at his wealth?
But this man is oppressed by the two most difficult things, impiety and bad judgement, in-
asmuch as being stunned, (through) always spending time with the worst sort of people, he
becomes to his friends like the neck of a tortoise, which ducks inside whenever anything
makes a soft noise, concealing its use.

3

TIpog Tt yap 6 Aeydpevog evdatpovely anopAévag ei¢ Tov mholtov mapapvbeitat o Cijv; AN
00TWw¢ Sual KaTéYETAL TOTG XOAETWTATOLG, AoEPelq KOl KAKOKPLAiQ, KabBamep EUTANKTOG, (ivoug,
@l ol xelploTolg Statpifwv. dtav T Snuyxnboenaoka T kabamep d0TPAKOG XEAWVN TIPOG TOVG
oiAoug yivetay, 1} <€v>8e80kacty £vSov ouykpOYavTeg THV TTap’ auToig xpeiav.

To what purpose does one who is said to be fortunate console himself for life by looking at his
wealth? But in this way he is oppressed by the two most difficult things, impiety and bad
judgement, like an impulsive, irrational person, always spending time with the worst (peo-
ple). Whenever ... , he becomes towards his friends like a shell (is) for a tortoise, where they
enter concealing their need within.

Under RUSSELL’S interpretation, the rich man is damaged as a result of spending
time with the worst sort of people. He becomes nervous, and retreats inside at
the slightest sound (RUSSELL envisaged a hint of friends asking for a loan), like a
tortoise’s neck retreating into its shell. In addition to corruption of other kinds,
some phrases would have got out of order, as a result of lines being copied in
the wrong order at an earlier stage of transmission. The suggestion that plural
TpéynAot has a singular meaning ‘neck’ is a bold one, as RUSSELL was well
aware, although it would be paralleled by Latin ceruices ‘neck(s).

On SCHOUBBEN’s suggestion, the wealthy man is afflicted by terrible friends (in
this version the @i{Aot are the same people as the yeiplotol) because he can offer
them shelter, as a tortoiseshell offers shelter to the tortoise. This time it is the
friends who duck under the shelter, concealing their need. That is to say, they
worm their way into the rich man’s affections without revealing their motives
until it is too late. kabamep doTpakog yeAwvn is of course a bold emendation for
KaBdmep tpayiAw xeAwvn, and is offered exempli gratia.

Even in the corrupt form in which it comes down to us, the illustration of the
Koiné includes at least two features that counted for atticists as non-Attic or Koiné
features: the use of a plural rather than a dual in relation to two things (§vat ...
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701¢ Yodenmwrdrolg), and the use of yiverat rather than yiyverar® But the decision
to provide an illustration of the Koiné in the first place was motivated by the dif-
ficulty of listing its distinctive features in the way that was done for the other dia-
lects. In the sections devoted to those dialects, the Koiné is implicitly treated as the
default dialect: what counts as a distinctive feature of, say, Attic is a deviation from
Koiné usage. On this basis it would be difficult to list distinctive features of the
Koiné itself, and our text solves this problem by illustrating the Koiné instead.

6 Transmission of the text

The text is transmitted in the following manuscripts (under this heading we in-
clude four early printed books, our T, X, Y, Z), listed here in an order reflecting
their positions on the stemma that follows:

M Munich, Bayerische Staatsbibliothek, gr. 310, folios 3r-5v
A late tenth-century parchment codex originating in southern Italy.*®
L Leiden, Leiden University Library, Vossianus gr. Q76, folios 45v—49v
A late tenth- or early eleventh-century parchment codex originating in south-
ern Italy.*
S Jerusalem, Monastery of St Saba, Sabaiticus 132, folios 130r—133v
A fifteenth-century paper codex.”’

34 Note the following entries from Atticistic lexica: Suat pn Aéye, @A Svotv (Phrynichus, Eclogae
180 FISCHER); yiyvetat Attikol yivetat ‘EAAnveg (Moeris y 3 HANSEN).

35 On this manuscript, see M. MOLIN PRADEL/K. HAJDU, Katalog der griechischen Handschriften
der Bayerischen Staatsbibliothek Miinchen, V: Codices graeci Monacenses 266—347. Wiesbhaden
2019, 245-251. For images, see <http:/daten.digitale-sammlungen.de/0004/bsb00049688/images/
index.html?id=00049688>. The manuscript is identified as containing our text by G. UHLIG, Dionysii
Thracis Ars grammatica. Leipzig 1883, xvi. Given the importance of this manuscript for our text,
we would have liked to examine it in person. Owing to its precarious condition, we were unfortu-
nately not able to do so. The Bayerische Staatsbibliothek has, however, kindly provided us with
high-quality spectrally optimised images.

36 On this manuscript, see K. A. DE MEYIER, Codices manuscripti VI: codices Vossiani graeci et mis-
cellanei. Leiden 1955, 192—-196; F. RoNCcONI, I manoscritti greci miscellanei: ricerche su esemplari
dei secoli IX—XII. Spoleto 2007, 153—172. It has been known to contain our text since KOEN, Gre-
gorius (as footnote 18 above), 301.

37 On this manuscript, see A. PAPADOPOULOS-KERAMEUS, TepocgoAvputtikyy BfAtodnkn, ftot katdAo-
Y06 T@®V €V Talg BLPAL0BNRKaLg To0 aylwTdtov AnooToAwkod te kal kaBoAtkod 6pBoddtov matplapyL-
ko0 Bpovov TV TepocoAlpwv kal maong IlaAatotivng amokelpévwy EMNVIKGY Kwdikwy, IL. St Pe-
tersburg 1894, 211-213; J. DARROUZES, Autres manuscrits originaires de Chypre. REB 15 (1957),
131-168, at 147. For images, see <https:/wwwloc.gov/resource/amedmonastery.00279393077-jo>.
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J Vatican, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Chig.R.IV.11 (gr. 11), folio 55r
An early thirteenth-century palimpsest on parchment,*® containing only §§1-
10 of our text.

F TFlorence, Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana, Plut. IV 17, folios 17r—19r
A thirteenth-century paper codex.*

A Milan, Biblioteca Ambrosiana, gr. A 155 sup. (MARTINI/BASSI 52), folios 60r —60v
A late fifteenth-century paper codex, copied by Georgius Tribizias (Tewpytog
TpBuliag).*

0 Ozxford, Bodleian Library, Auct. T.2.15, folios 244r —246v
A paper codex dating to the late fifteenth or early sixteenth century, and orig-
inating in northern Italy.*!

N Vatican, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vaticanus gr. 1357, folios 30r—32v
A fifteenth-century manuscript.*?

K Vatican, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Barb. gr. 150, folios 40r — 43v
A fifteenth- or sixteenth-century paper codex.*®

38 On this manuscript, see P. FRANCHI DE’ CAVALIERI, Codices graeci Chisiani et Borgiani. Rome
1927, 12-15; M.G. SANDRI, Trattati greci su barbarismo e solecismo: introduzione ed edizione
critica. Untersuchungen zur antiken Literatur und Geschichte, 135. Berlin 2020, 101. For images,
see <https:/digivatlib.it/view/MSS_Chig.R.IV.11>.

39 On this manuscript, see A.M. BANDINI, Catalogus codicum graecorum Bibliothecae Laurentia-
nae, II. Florence 1768, 280f.; SANDRI, Trattati (as footnote 38 above), 103. This manuscript is iden-
tified as containing our text by A. PEYRON, In Theodosii Alexandrini tractatum de prosodia com-
mentatio. Memorie della Reale Accademia delle Scienze di Torino 23, II (Classe delle scienze
morali, storiche, e filologiche) (1818), 183-213, at 195; cf. CONSANI, Aldektog (as footnote 1
above), 56. For images, see <http:/mss.bmlonline.it/s.aspx?1d=AWOIs8YzI1A4r7GxMLzR#/oro/43>.
40 On this manuscript, see E. MARTIN/D. BassI, Catalogus codicum graecorum Bibliothecae Ambro-
sianae, I. Milan 1906, 62 —64; SANDRI, Trattati (as footnote 38 above), 116 f.; S. MARTINELLI TEMPESTA,
Per un repertorio dei copisti greci in Ambrosiana, in F. Gallo (ed.), Miscellanea Graecolatina, I.
Rome 2013, 101-153, at 134f. It was identified as containing our text by BOLOGNESI, Compendi in-
editi (as footnote 5 above), 41 note 1.

41 On this manuscript, see A. CATALDI PALAU, A catalogue of Greek manuscripts from the Meer-
man collection in the Bodleian Library. Oxford 2011, 277-282. On the basis of the evidence pro-
vided by CATALDI PALAU, for whom the manuscript dates to the last quarter of the fifteenth cen-
tury, SANDRI, Trattati (as footnote 38 above), 117 more cautiously suggests a date in the late
fifteenth or the early sixteenth century.

42 On this manuscript, see <https:/opacvatlib.it/mss/detail/Vat.gr.1357>; P. DE NOLHAC, La biblio-
théque de Fulvio Orsini: contributions a I'histoire des collections d’Italie et a 'étude de la Renais-
sance, Paris 1887, 163, 341. The presence of our text is noted at V. Capoccl, Codices Barberiniani
Graeci, I. Vatican 1958, 258. For images, see <https:/digivatlib.it/view/MSS_Vat.gr.1357>.

43 On this manuscript, see Capoccl, Codices (as footnote 42 above), 257260, who gives the date as
fifteenth century, and with a more cautious dating SANDRI, Trattati (as footnote 38 above), 101. For
images, see <https:/digivatlib.it/view/MSS_Barb.gr.150>.
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B Oxford, Bodleian Library, Baroccianus gr. 125, folios 74v—76v
An early or mid-sixteenth-century paper codex copied by Nicolaus Malaxus (Nt-
Ko aog Maragdg).*

V Vienna, Osterreichische Nationalbibliothek, Theol. gr. 287, folios 15v-16v
A sixteenth-century manuscript, containing a considerably abbreviated version
of our treatise.

C Oxford, Bodleian Library, Baroccianus gr. 116, folios 211r-212r
A composite manuscript, on paper. Our text belongs to the last section of the
manuscript (folios 211 -226), which dates to the early fourteenth century.*®

D Venice, Biblioteca Nazionale Marciana, gr. XI, 4 (coll. 1008), folios 177r—178v
A late fifteenth-century parchment codex.*

E London, British Library, Royal 16 D xiv, folios 69r—70v
A paper codex originating in Italy, from the second quarter of the sixteenth
century.’

Q Naples, Biblioteca Nazionale Vittorio Emanuele III, I C 37, folios 426r-427r
A late fourteenth- or early fifteenth-century paper codex.**

G Bologna, Biblioteca Universitaria, 2638 (olim 4), folios 19v-21v
A fifteenth-century paper codex.*

44 On this manuscript, see H. O. CoxE, Bodleian Library quarto catalogues, I: Greek manuscripts.
Reprinted with corrections from the edition of 1853. Oxford 1969, 200—204; SANDRI, Trattati (as
footnote 38 above), 110; E. GAMILLSCHEG/D. HARLFINGER/ H. HUNGER, Repertorium der griechischen
Kopisten, 800—1600. 1. Teil, A. Vienna 1981, 162 f. For images, see <https:/digital.bodleian.ox.ac.uk/
inquire/p/ee42c785-5fbc-4ah8-9f8e-08c662d40e71>.

45 On this manuscript, see the description by N. WiLsoN at <https:/medieval.bodleian.ox.ac.uk/
catalog/manuscript_940>. For images, see <https:/digital.bodleian.ox.ac.uk/inquire/p/0a3851ce-
6bb2-4ce2-9a27-c46764fd8291>. For the date, which is supported by a watermark, see WILSON, ibid.
SANDRI, Trattati (as footnote 38 above), 109f. gives an early fifteenth-century date, but she kindly
informs us (per litteras) that this should be disregarded in favour of WiLsoN’s dating; at her re-
quest we convey her apologies.

46 On this manuscript, see E. MIoNI, Bibliothecae Divi Marci Venetiarum codices graeci manu-
scripti, III. Rome 1972, 81-83; SANDRI, Trattati (as footnote 38 above), 114. It is identified as con-
taining our text by CONSANI, Aiéektog (as footnote 1 above), 57.

47 On this manuscript, see T.S. PATTIE/S. MCKENDRICK, The British Library summary catalogue of
Greek manuscripts, I. London 1999, 248f.; the on-line catalogue at <http:/wwwbluk/manuscripts/
FullDisplay.aspx?ref=Royal_MS_16_d_xiv>, where images are available; and SANDRI, Trattati (as foot-
note 38 above), 106 f., who notes that this manuscript is a copy of part of Marc. gr. XI 4 (our D).
48 On this manuscript, see E. M10NI, Catalogus codicum graecorum Bibliothecae Nationalis Neapo-
litanae, I/1. Rome 1992, 254262, and for the point that it contains our text, <https:/pinakes.irht.
cnrs.fr/notices/cote/46083>.

49 On this manuscript, see V. PUNTONI, Indicis codicum graecorum Bononiensium ab Al. Oliverio
compositi supplementum. Studi italiani di filologia classica 4 (1896), 365—378, at 373-375, and for
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T THESAVRVS Cornu copis & Horti Adonidis / @HEAYPOX. Képag auoABeiag, kal
kfjmot AdwviSog. Published by Aldus Manutius, Venice 1496. Folios 235r — 236v.>°

H Modena, Biblioteca Estense, a. W. 2. 8 (PUNTONI 75), folios 24v—26r
A fifteenth-century paper codex copied by George Valla of Placentia.*!

X Constantinus Lascaris et al., In hoc libro haec habentur. Constantini Lascaris
Byzantini De octo partibus orationis liber I. Eiusdem de constructione liber se-
cundus. Eiusdem de nomine & verbo liber tertius ... Published by Aldus Man-
utius, Venice, 1512. Folios 217r—219r (Greek text and Latin translation).>

Y HABES TANDEM GRAECARVM LITERARVM ADMIRATOR, LEXIcon Graecum, cce-
teris omnibus aut in Italia, aut Gallia, Germaniave antehac excusis multo locu-
pletius... Published by Gilles de Gourmont, Paris 1523. Pages 432-434 (Greek
text and Latin translation).*?

Z DICTIONARIVS GRACVS, PRAEter omnes superiores accessiones, quarum nihil
est omissum, ingenti uocabulorum numero locupletatus per utriusque litera-
turae non uulgariter peritum, JACOBVM CERATINVM... Published by Johann
Froben, Basel 1524. Pages 445448 (Greek text and Latin translation).>*

I Rome, Biblioteca Casanatense, Casanatensis 1710, folios 90r—93r
A sixteenth-century codex copied by Petrus Hypselas.*®

the point that it contains our text, <https:/pinakes.irht.cnrs.fr/notices/oeuvre/1581>. For images, see
<https:/amshistorica.unibo.it/301>.

50 For images, see <https:/bildsuche.digitale-sammlungen.de/index.html?c=viewer&bandnummer
=bsh00049625>.

51 On this manuscript, see V. PUNTONI, Indice dei codici greci della Biblioteca Estense di Modena.
Studi italiani di filologia classica 4 (1896), 379-536, at 434-436. PUNTONI dates the codex to the
fifteenth or sixteenth century, but George Valla died in 1500 (see M. VOGEL/V. GARDTHAUSEN, Die
griechischen Schreiber des Mittelalters und der Renaissance. Leipzig 1909, 70). If we are right
in thinking that the copy of our text in H descends from that in T, H must date from the last
years of the fifteenth century. However, H both abbreviates and rewrites the text heavily; we
place this manuscript in the stemma with all due caution.

52 For images, see <https:/books.google.co.uk/books?id=QvjkvOWsuFwC>.

53 For images, see <https:/wwwdeutsche-digitale-bibliothek.de/item/AK7EMWW57LAUCMIGHM
WEGPG67BRMEVGY>. The page numbers 432—-434 are those given by the page scroller of the Deut-
sche Digitale Bibliothek.

54 For images, see <https:/books.google.nl/books?id=SjILAAAACAAJ>.

55 See F. BANCALARI, Index codicum graecorum Bibliothecae Casanatensis. Studi italiani di filologia
classica 2 (1894), 161-207, at 200; GAMILLSCHEG/HARLFINGER/HUNGER Repertorium (as footnote 44
above) 1. Teil, A, 178f.
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P Heidelberg, Universitdtsbibliothek Heidelberg, Palatinus gr. 292
A composite manuscript, on paper, of which the relevant part dates to the first
half of the fourteenth century.*® Material from a version of our treatise appears
at folios 38v (line 16)-39r (line 2) (Aeolic); 39r (line 27)-39v (line 6) (Doric);
and 40r (lines 1-13) (Ionic), amidst other material from a version of HOFF-
MANN’s ‘Compendium II’.

Like the earlier manuscript J (listed above), the fifteenth-century Vatican manu-
script Vaticanus graecus 887 contains a further copy of just the opening paragraphs
of our text (§§1-10, folio 24r-v); in Vaticanus graecus 887 these are preceded by
the heading me(pl) Aé€ewv, a minor variant of mepl Aé€ewg. We do not attempt to
locate this copy precisely in the stemma below; but its text is close to that of M
and L. Like copy J (shown in the stemma), we suspect that this copy is derived
from an exemplar that contained the whole treatise, and that the portion following
the heading Ilepi AéCewg was interpreted as a self-standing text down as far as the
next heading (ITept StoAéxTwv at §11). At §8 the copy in Vaticanus graecus 887 an-
ticipates a correction later made independently by SCHAEFER the omission of twvog.

The Turin manuscript C. V.9 (ZURETTI 24) of the Biblioteca Nazionale Universi-
taria, lost in the fire of 1904, contained a further copy of our text.®” A list of read-
ings published by PEYRON in the early nineteenth century makes clear that this
copy descended from our hyparchetype c.>®

56 On this manuscript, see <https:/doi.org/10.11588/diglit.21978>; cf. H. STEVENSON, Codices manu-
scripti Palatini graeci Bibliothecae Vaticanae. Rome 1885, 163f. Along with most other manuscripts
which had belonged to the Biblioteca Palatina in Heidelberg, this manuscript was seized in 1622
and taken to the Vatican. It was subsequently taken to Paris in 1797, and returned to Heidelberg
in 1816: see STEVENSON, Codices, xvii—xxii, 163; J. SIEBER/A. MONTALTO at <https:/digi.ub.uni-hei
delberg.de/de/bpd/virtuelle_bibliothek/codpalgraec/beschreibungen/cpgraec292.html>. ~ SCHAEFER,
Gregorii Corinthii (as footnote 3 above), 683 refers to the manuscript as a codex Vaticanus
which has been taken to Paris; confusingly, HOFFMANN, Die griechischen Dialekte, II (as footnote
2 above), 205 simply calls it a codex Vaticanus. Today the manuscript is sometimes designated
‘Vat. Palat.gr. 292’ so e.g. CONSANI, Awdrextog (as footnote 1 above), 59. For images see <https://
digi.ub.uni-heidelberg.de/diglit/cpgraec292/0088/image>, and compare the material printed by
SCHAEFER, Gregorii Corinthii, 685—700. SCHAEFER already recognised (in essence) that this manu-
script contains material deriving from our text, interspersed with other material; so more clearly
HOFFMANN, Die griechischen Dialekte, II (as footnote 2 above), 205.

57 On this manuscript, see C.0. ZURETTI, Indice dei MSS. greci torinesi non contenuti nel catalogo
del Pasini. Studi italiani di filologia classica 4 (1896), 201220, at 217.

58 PEYRON, In Theodosii Alexandrini tractatum (as footnote 39 above), 199 -203. (The lost manu-
script is PEYRON’s ‘Calusianus’; the ‘Laurentianus’ for which he also provides readings is our F)
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On the basis of DE ANDRES’ catalogue of Escorial manuscripts lost in the fire of
1671,%° we suspect that manuscript Z. I. 5 (ANDRES 321) contained a further copy of
the text. This copy is likely to have been of the type found in the witnesses descend-
ing from our hyparchetype e, since like the extant witnesses of this group, the lost
manuscript apparently ascribed the treatise to John Philoponus.

The sixteenth-century Modena manuscript Biblioteca Estense Alfa.0.917 (folios
402v-403r) contains a discussion of dialects in Latin, headed Ioannis Grammaticus
de Dialectis. In essence this is a translation of the beginning and end of our trea-
tise, based on a version of the text descending from our hyparchetype d (see just
below) and moving seamlessly into a partial translation of the beginning of the
treatise that follows ours in most of the witnesses belonging to this group; the
source may be T or another early printed book. Codex Leidensis B.P.L. 364, a note-
book of L.C. VALCKENAER’s, contains a transcription of the text by VALCKENAER from
manuscript L, on folios 21v—25v. In another of his notebooks, codex Leidensis B.P.L.
359 (folios 31r—32r), VALCKENAER left a few notes also relating to the copy of our text
in manuscript L.

Stemma

59 G. DE ANDRES, Catélogo de los codices griegos desaparecidos de la Real Biblioteca de El Escorial.
El Escorial 1968, 141f.
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The stemma above shows how we take the surviving witnesses to the text to be
related. To allow readers to verify this stemma, we have made available a copy
of the text with a very full apparatus, recording the readings of all the manuscripts
known to us, at https://doi.org/10.5281/zenod0.8139304. That version of the appara-
tus may also be useful to those interested in the reception of the text from the
tenth century up to the Renaissance. For the principles on which the apparatus
to the edition below is based, see section 7.

As the stemma makes clear, we consider that all extant witnesses to the text
ultimately go back to manuscript M. It is worth commenting briefly on this hypoth-
esis in connection with sub-family d, since this sub-family often has a significantly
divergent text. However, the divergences follow a particular pattern: where M has
an easily-corrected error, this tends to be corrected in d; where M has a more seri-
ous corruption or a structural awkwardness, the passage is either omitted or re-
written wholesale in d.

The very beginning of the treatise can serve to illustrate the rewriting of a
structurally awkward portion. In sub-family d the text opens quite differently
from the way it opens in M, and CONSANI (AltdAekTog, as footnote 1 above, 123f)
takes witnesses we place under d to preserve the original opening of the text
most faithfully. However, this is a typical instance of the pattern that d diverges
from M where M’s text is demonstrably awkward: d here tidies up the messy open-
ing we have discussed in section 2, with no clear point at which a treatise on dia-
lects begins. To do so, d removes the definition of A¢€Lg, together with the seamless
transition to a discussion of dialects (§§1-3). In place of the opening that begins in
this way (i.e. in place of §§1-11 as transmitted in M), d (or at least e*°) begins with
two short prefaces, likely to have been taken over from other sources.® The first of
these is headed ITEPT AIAAEKTQN EK TQN IQANNOY TOY TPAMMATIKOY TEXNI-
KQN (with variants) and the second IIEPI ATAAEKTQN IIPOOIMION ETEPON.®* As

60 No such prefaces appear in P, but this could be either an archaism or an innovation in P, as
compared with the witnesses under e; P does not in any case have our treatise in full (see the
list of manuscripts just above, under P).

61 Cf. the introductory material transmitted independently at Codex Vaticanus graecus 1065, folio
21y, lines 5-12, and printed by BoLOGNESI, Compendi inediti (as footnote 5 above), 71. This materi-
al (also compared by CoNsaNI, Adektog (as footnote 1 above), 123f.,, but with different conclu-
sions) has points of contact with both the opening in our branch d and the version that we
print as §§4-10.

62 Differently from the original text, the new opening (and hence the version of the treatise that
became widely known in the Renaissance) begins with a definition of Stéextog: SidAekTog 0Tt
YAOTTNG i8iwpa ‘a dialect is a particular form of speech’. On this definition, see C. CONSANI, La no-
zione di “lingua comune”/“varieta dialettale” nei grammatici tardo-antichi, in C.Vallini (ed.), Le pa-
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if to illustrate the temptation to tidy up the beginning of the treatise, sub-family d
is not the only part of the tradition to do so. Manuscript § omits §§1-10, so as to
begin with the heading at §11 (in the form mept T®v mévte Stadéktwv), while O adds
the heading ITEPI ATAAEKTQN after §3.

Further examples of divergences in d motivated by problems in M include the
following:

— §38, where M has the nonsensical dpynv (for 6pOnv), which is taken over by
the whole tradition outside d (represented by L S FA O N K B). Witnesses under d
instead omit the whole phrase ént Tvwv — ‘opoiog (0 CDEQGTXYZIP), an
apparent attempt to improve the text by omitting the most nonsensical portion of
this paragraph.

— §53, where the tradition outside d takes over M’s nonsensical §¢ov 8¢ ouvelv
(so with minor variants L S F A O N K B), while d rewrites the whole phrase
Aéyovteg — mpo@opdv as dtav 0 fuépa YGol Kal 0 &ylog kal LPElS (so with
minor variants CD EQ G T X Y Z I P, while H rewrites the whole sentence).

— At §65, M has the highly corrupt text of the passage illustrating the Koiné,
discussed in section 5. While L, S, and F attempt to reproduce this passage, ¢ (rep-
resented by A O N K B V) responds to the state of the inherited text by simply end-
ing the treatise after §63. A different solution to the same problem is taken by d
(or at least e, since P lacks this part of the text), which replaces the illustration of
the Koiné by a different way of concluding the treatise: in this part of the tradition,
§§64-66 are replaced by Tadt &ypayev 6 ‘Ounpog, AtBi8L Aplotopavng, Awpidt
BedxrpLTog, AloAlSL Adkalog, Kowij IIivéapog (so, or a minor variant, CDEQ GTXYZ
D.

Examples of this type could be multiplied, but ultimately our claim that d de-
scends from M, along with all other extant witnesses to the text, must rest on the
judgement that neither in sub-family d nor elsewhere in the tradition do we find
any instance of a good reading requiring access to an archetype independent of M.
This judgement is best evaluated with reference to our collation of all the manu-
scripts, and for this we must refer readers to the full collation mentioned above.

The tenth-century manuscript M was copied in a Greek monastery in Southern
Italy — as was the eleventh-century manuscript L, whose earliest layer was a copy
of manuscript M in its entirety.* M is in poor condition today, with some parts il-

role per le parole: i logonimi nelle lingue e nel metalinguaggio. Rome 2000, 605-618, at 612f., and
with a different interpretation VAN Rooy, Language or dialect? (as footnote 12 above), 18.

63 This point goes back to UHLIG, Dionysii Thracis Ars grammatica (as footnote 35 above) xxix—
xxx. See further DE MEYIER, Codices manuscripti (as footnote 36 above), 196; SANDRI, Trattati (as
footnote 38 above), 120 f.; RONCONI, I manoscritti greci (as footnote 36 above), 153—172; MOLIN PRa-
DEL/HAJDU, Katalog (as footnote 35 above), 245.
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legible and others lost, but L helps us to see what works were originally included.
Grammatical texts loomed large in M (and L),** alongside theological and other
works,” and it has been suggested that Greek speakers of South Italy attached in-
creasing importance to a ‘proper’ mastery of the Greek language as a component of
Greek identity in this multilingual context on the periphery of the Byzantine
world.*® Our treatise on dialects would hardly have helped its medieval readers
to raise the register of their written or spoken Greek, but it could have improved
their control of the linguistic features of ancient literary classics in a variety of lit-
erary dialects, and this sense of control might well have been attractive to Greek
speakers keen to assert a Greek identity.

7 Previous editions and the criteria for our
edition

The most recent edition of our treatise in its entirety is that of SCHAEFER (published
in 1811), who based his text heavily on that of KOEN (published in 1766).°” KOEN’s
text is based on the Leiden manuscript, Vossianus graecus Q76 (our L), after
which he called the author the Grammaticus Leidensis. KOEN was also aware of
the version of our treatise in the Aldine Thesaurus (our T). With the help of this
version and of parallel passages in other texts, he suggested some corrections to
the text of the Leiden manuscript. Many of these are clearly right, and many
can now be shown to have been anticipated somewhere in the manuscript tradi-
tion.

64 For details, and modern editions, see MOLIN PRADEL/HAJDU, Katalog (as footnote 35 above),
245-247 and DE MEYIER Codices manuscripti (as footnote 36 above), 192—196, and add SANDRI,
Trattati (as footnote 38 above), 98—128, 244247 for a new edition of the short excerpts on bar-
barism and solecism that precede our text in M and L (and in some other manuscripts). For further
bibliography on manuscript M see especially MOLIN PRADEL/HAJDU, Katalog, 249-251.

65 Cf. P. CANART, Le Livre grec en Italie méridionale sous les regnes normand et souabe: aspects
matériels et sociaux. Scrittura e civilta 2 (1978), 103-162, at 141f.

66 On the importance of grammatical treatises in the preservation of a Greek identity in Southern
Italy, both before and during the Norman period, see F. RONCONI, Quelle grammaire a Byzance? La
circulation des textes grammaticaux et son reflet dans les manuscrits, in G. De Gregorio/M. Gal-
ante (eds.), La produzione scritta tecnica e scientifica nel Medioevo: libro e documento tra scuole
e professioni. Spoleto 2012, 63-110, at 99-107; S. LucA/A. VENA, Resti di un codice grammaticale
greco ad Acerenza, in Basilicata. Nea Rhome 11 (2014), 121-144, at 131f.

67 SCHAEFER, Gregorii Corinthii (as footnote 3 above), 627—-641; KOEN, Gregorius (as footnote 18
above), 301-313.
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HorrMANN, Die griechischen Dialekte, II (as footnote 2 above), 206-208, of-
fered a new edition of the section on Aeolic only, based on three witnesses to
the text: the Leiden manuscript (L), the version of our treatise included in the The-
saurus (our T), and the material deriving from our treatise in the Heidelberg
manuscript Codex Palatinus graecus 292 (our P).

CONSANI, AlbAextog (as footnote 1 above), 95-121, prints a diplomatic tran-
script of our treatise in the form in which it appears (attributed to John Philopo-
nus) in the Thesaurus (T), together with the composite treatise that follows it in the
Thesaurus (see section 1 above). At the foot of the page CONSANI records textual
variants from the Venice manuscript Marcianus graecus XI, 4 (coll. 1008) (our
D), where a very similar text of the same two treatises appears. CONSANI, ALGAEKTOG
(as footnote 1 above), 57— 58, observes that since neither D nor T (both dating to the
late fifteenth century) derives from the other, the discovery of these treatises in D
demonstrates that this arrangement of the material was already in circulation by
the late fifteenth century. CONSANI’s point is further confirmed now that we know
of two further manuscripts (C and Q) which are independent of D and T (and of
each other) and have the same arrangement of material, and which date respec-
tively to the early fourteenth century (see footnote 45 above) and the late four-
teenth or early fifteenth century.

Consanrs transcription of the text in T, with variants from D, makes these
treatises available in the form that came to be hugely influential in early modern
Europe. Our edition aims instead to reconstruct ‘Compendium I’ in its earliest re-
coverable form, and thus to improve our understanding of the Byzantine tradition
on Greek dialects at an earlier stage of its history.

Our edition is based on manuscript M, and on other manuscripts that help us
to reconstruct the text of M where the latter is illegible. Whenever our apparatus
reports the reading of M and of at least one other manuscript, this is to record ei-
ther a correction that appears in the manuscript tradition and that we adopt into
the text, or (more rarely) a conjecture that appears in the manuscript tradition and
that we consider worth noting. Where a correction or conjecture made by a mod-
ern scholar is now known to have been anticipated somewhere in the manuscript
tradition, we generally do not refer to the modern scholar but only to the
manuscript(s) where the conjecture appears. Numerous such corrections are to
be found in KOEN’s text of 1766.%

In addition to the manuscript sigla listed above, in our apparatus we use the
sigla for hyparchetypes shown in our stemma as follows: a for the unanimous
agreement of J F A N (on the one occasion where this is relevant, given the very

68 KOEN, Gregorius (as footnote 18 above), 301-313.
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short extract of our text contained in J), b for the unanimous agreement of FA N, ¢
for the agreement of A N, d for the unanimous agreement of C D Q T P, e for the
unanimous agreement of C D Q T, f for the agreement of C D, and g for the agree-
ment of Q T. Modern editions and discussions are designated as follows: HOFF-
MANN, Die griechischen Dialekte, II (as footnote 2 above); KOEN (as footnote 18
abhove); PEYRON (as footnote 39 above); SCHAEFER (as footnote 3 above). Curly brack-
ets { } enclose editorial deletions, and triangular brackets <> editorial additions.



10

15

20

25

952 —— Byzantinische Zeitschrift Bd. 116/3, 2023: 1. Abteilung DE GRUYTER

8 Edition

Text

§1 Iepl Aéewg

§2 AEELg éaTl pwvn éyypdupatog pépog AGyou Taplotioa.

§3 OV 8¢ Aé€ewv al pév eiol momTikai, ai 8¢ kowadi, ai 8¢ kath StdAekToVv.

§4 SubAektol 8¢ elol mévte 14, AtOig, Awpig, AloAig, Kown.

§5 Tag ekAnon 1 tdOv Twvwy, ano Twvog Tod AndrAwvog kat Kpeovong tig Epe-
¥6€w¢ Buyatpadc.

§6 'ATOig 8¢ N OV ATTK®V, amo AtBidog Tii¢ Kpavaol Buyatpdc.

§7 Awplig 8¢ 1) TV Awpléwv, o Awpov o0 "EAAnvog mtaddc.

§8 AioAlg 6¢ 1| T®V AloAéwv, amo Aiddov oD "EAAnvog {tvog} maudog.

§9 Kown 8¢ fj mavteg ypwueda.

§10 ‘AT6iSL Eypaev Aplotopavng, TasdL ‘Ounpog, Awpist BedkpLTog, AloAISL AAka-
Tog, xowij Iivéapog.

§11 Iepl SLaAékTWV

§12 Ilepi Tadog

§13 Tag £ott SLddexTog [ KEYpNVTAL Twveg. Sokel 8¢ apyaia elval Atdig.

§14 iSlov 8¢ oty avTiig vl ToD a T n xpHoacdal, Kai TEPLOTWUEVAG CUANABAS
elg 800 Sapeiy, kai avti Tod T TO K AauBavew, kai avti T@V Sacuvoucdv
GUVAAELPGHV PIAGTNTAG EKQEPELY, Kal &Ml TVWV AEEEWV TO L DITEEQLPETV.

§15 ypGvTal uév odv @ N avti Tod a, dtav Aéywot ‘B0pnv’ avti Tod ‘Bvpav’, kai
Nuetépny’ avtl tol ‘NueTépav’, Kal ‘Weereiny’ avtl To0 ‘weéelav’.

§16 Tag 8¢ meplomwuévag cvAAaBag Stapodoly, dtav Avtl Tod ‘TOLEY ‘Toléely’
Aéyworv.

§17 kal <évti T0d 7 10 K AauBavovowy, dtav Aéywov> Avti T8 ‘RO O KOS,

§18 dvti 8¢ TV SaoLVOLVGHY GLVOAELP®Y YIAOTNTAG EKPEPOLOLY, OTAV AEYWOLY
‘e Immwv’ avtl 1ol ‘¢’ IMmwVv’, kal ‘€mopdv’ avtl tol ‘€popdv’.

9 Twog om. Vaticanus graecus 887 et delevit SCHAEFER 627, in apparatu | 14 Ilept TaSog KT: om.
M | 15 Atbig KOEN, 176, 302 (in apparatu): avtol¢ M | 16 1@ e: 70 M | 17 Suaupelv Sed: Statpet
M Aaupavew ce: Aaufavet M | 18 YAéTtag (PnAdtntag g) ce: Yadtntog M TO Le: Tow M |
19 @ navritobae: tobnaviitod aM  Aéywot S: Aéyousv M | 20 ruetépav Sh: fuetpav M |
21 tag 8¢ Be:tag M | 22 Aéywot S: Aéyovowv M | 23 dvti — Aéywotv hic inseruimus, coll. §14. |
24 Yuotntag (YnAotntag g) bd: Yotntogc M Aéywaty She: Aéyovawv M | 25 €1 innwv ((mmwv
B) avti to0 ¢’ inmwv AB (cf. Hdt. 4.64.4-65.1, 4.116.2): &’ innwv avti To0 @’ {mov M
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Translation

§1
§2
§3

§4
§5

§6

§7

§8

§9

On the word

A ‘word’ is an utterance that can be written, conveying a part of speech.

And some words are poetic, some are shared, and some belong to particular
dialects.

And there are five dialects: Ionic, Attic, Doric, Aeolic, Koiné.

Ionic is the name given to the dialect of the Ionians, after Ion, son of Apollo and
Cretisa, the daughter of Erechtheus.

Attic is the name given to the dialect of the Athenians, after Atthis, the daughter
of Cranatis.

Doric is the name given to the dialect of the Dorians, after Dorus, the son of
Hellen.

Aeolic is the name given to the dialect of the Aeolians, after Aeolus, the son of
Hellen.

The Koiné is the one that we all use.

§10 Aristophanes wrote in Attic, Homer in Ionic, Theocritus in Doric, Alcaeus in

§11
§12

§13
§14

§15

§16

§17
§18

Aeolic, and Pindar in the Koiné.
On dialects

On Ionic

Ionic is the dialect that the Ionians use. And it appears to be ancient Attic.
It is characteristic of this dialect to use n instead of a, and to resolve syllables
with a circumflex accent into two, and to use k instead of i, and instead of
elisions giving a rough breathing, to produce smooth breathings, and in the
case of some words to remove an L.

They use n instead of a when they say 60pn [‘door’] instead of 80pa, fuetépn
[‘our’] instead of nuetépa, and weeiein [‘help, aid’] instead of weéAeta.
They resolve syllables with a circumflex accent when instead of motetv [‘to do’]
they say motéev.

And they use x instead of m when they say k®¢ [‘how’] instead of mig.

And instead of elisions giving a rough breathing, they produce smooth breath-
ings when they say ¢’ innwv [‘on horseback’] instead of ¢¢’ innwv, and émno-
pdv [‘to oversee’] instead of ¢popdiv.
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§19 émi 8¢ Twwv Aégewv TO L UmeEatpoboly, dtav Aéywowv Gvti Tod ‘“Tovelcdar
‘Tovéecbal’ kat <avtl tod ‘wveloBar> ‘wvéeobal’.

§20 yeyovaol 8¢ aUTig UETATTWOELS &'

§21 kéyxpnvtat 8¢ avtii Ounpoég te kal Holodog, kal moAdol émomotoi, kal Ava-
kpéwv, Kal Tnndvag, kal Hpddotog 6 ioToploypd@og, kal AnuoxpLtog 6 Guol-
kd¢, xat Tnokpdng 6 latpdg.

§22 Ilept ‘At0iS0¢

§23 'ATig 8¢ £0TL SLAAEKTOG 1] KEXpNVTaAL ABnvaioL.

§24 (8ov 8¢ avtiig 0Tt Katakdpwg xpfiodat Talg cUVOAELPAIG Kal TO ASLaPETWG
TVAG AEEeLg EKQEPELY, ETL 88 TO T kal T0 p avti To0 o, kal avti 00 € 0 v,
kal avtl 100 6 70 &.

§25 7ol u&v oLV OGUVAAELPATS KOTaKOpWS yp&vral oi ATTikol, 6Tav Aéywolv
‘Doipdtiov’ avtl tol ‘T0 ipdtiov’, kal ‘@poiuoy’ avtl tod ‘Tpooiutov’.

§26 ASlapETwg 8¢ TIVAG TV AECEwV EKQPEPOLOLY, OTAV AEYywaL TO ‘ATPPOV’ AvTl
700 ‘matpwiov’, xat ‘vnpfida’ avti tod ‘vnpnida’.

§27 70 T xal 0 p vl T8 6 AauBavovoy: 0 pév T, 6tav Aéywol T ‘Bérattav’
avti o0 ‘Bddacoay’ kai TO ‘TpatTely’ Gvti ToD ‘TpAccEly’ TO 8¢ p, BTav
‘Dapparéov’ avti T00 ‘Bapoaréov’, kal ‘dppeva’ avti ToD ‘dpoeva’.

§28 avti 82 100 € T0 L AauPavovaory, dTav Aéywat ‘Totvduua’ avti TT ‘T0 EvSuua,
Kal ‘TolykAnue’ avti To0 ‘70 EykAnua’, Kal “Todmog’ avti Tod ‘T £m0g.

§29 avti 82 10D 6 10 &, dTav Aéywal o ‘Eounav’ avti od ‘cOpmav’, kal ‘Eopeopav’
avti 100 ‘cuupopay’.

§30 ¢mi 8¢ TV Suik®V, i8lwg ypdvtar ‘Tw mose’, ‘Tw Xelpe’ Aéyouatv.

26 10 1d: o M Umefapodow d: Uneepeicbat M Aéywotv Sh: Aéyovotv M | 27 Gvti ToD
‘wveloBal hic inseruimus — wvéeoBal SCHAEFER 629, in apparatu: ovéeaBat M | 29 xéxpnvrat
c: kexpntat M | 30 ioToploypdgog Sh: atoploypagog M | 33 kéxpnvtal She: kéxp\eyntat M |
37 ouvadepalg (ovvarowpaic ADT: ocvvalpaig CQ) ce: amoAewpalc M Aéywol(v) Sce:
Aéyovowv M | 38 Bowdrtiov e: ovudtiov M avti o0 10 ipatiov KOEN, 304: avti To iuatiov
M  @poipov e: gpodpov M 7100 mpooipov She: 10 mpooipuov M | 39 Aéywou(v) She:
Aéyovotv M | 41 Aéywol(v) Sh: Aéyovowy M | 44 dtav Aéywol ‘TobvSupd’ avtl tod 70 évduuad’
KOEN, 304 et codex deperditus Turinensis C.V. 9 (ZURETTI 24) apud PEYRON, 201: étav Aéywoty Todv-
Supa avti Tod Evéupa M | 45 avti to0 10 éykAnua KB: avti 100 éykAnpa M o0 10 €nog AK: 100
émog M | 46 Aéywol(v) She: Aéyovowv M | 48 éml — xp@vtal €Tt 8¢ Tolg Suikolg iSiwg xpdvTat
Niels SCHOUBBEN, coll. § 25 T 168e, To Xelpe AP“K: T OSEC, TO Xelpeg M™“: TO TOSEC, TO YEIPES
MPe
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§19

§20
§21

§22
§23
§24
§25

§26

§27

§28

§29

§30

And they remove an  in the case of some words when they say movéeafat [‘to
labour’] instead of movelobal, and wvéeabal [‘to buy’] instead of wvelobal.
And it has four subdialects.
Homer and Hesiod use this dialect, and many epic poets, and Anacreon, Hip-
ponax, Herodotus the historiographer, Democritus the natural philosopher,
and Hippocrates the doctor.

On Attic

Attic is the dialect that the Athenians use.

It is characteristic of this dialect to use vowel coalescences abundantly and to
produce certain words without resolution, and t and p instead of ¢, and v in-
stead of ¢, and ¢ instead of o.

The Athenians use coalescences abundantly when they say Ooipdtiov [‘the
cloak’] instead of 70 ipdtiov, and @poiptov [‘proenr’] instead of mpooiutov.
They produce some words without resolution when they say matp@og [‘pater-
nal’] instead of matpwiog, and Nnpn¢ [‘Nereid’] instead of Nnpnig.

They use 7 and p instead of o: T when they say 6dAatta [‘sea’] instead of
BdAaooa, and npdrtewv [‘to do’] instead of mpdooewv; p when they say 6appa-
Aéog [‘audacious’] instead of Bapoaréog, and dppnv [‘male’] instead of éponv.
And they use v instead of ¢ when they say ToOvéupa [‘the garment’] instead of
70 £vdupa, and tolykAnua [‘the accusation’] instead of 0 £ykinua, and To0-
mo¢ [‘the word’] instead of 70 émoc.

And (they use) ¢ instead of o when they say ¢Oumav [‘all’] instead of cUumav,
and gupeopd [‘disaster’] instead of cupgopd.

And with regard to the dual, they make especial use of it: they say o m68e
[‘the (two) feet’] and tw yeipe [‘the (two) hands’].



50

55

60

65

70

956 = Byzantinische Zeitschrift Bd. 116/3, 2023: 1. Abteilung DE GRUYTER

§31 yeydvaol 8¢ aUTAG UETANMTWOELS TPELG, MOTE KAl TOVG UETATYNUATIOUOVG TOV
ACewv Slapopoug Vdpyey Kad ekaotny petafoAnv xat Tpoowsiav.

§32 kéypnvtal 8¢ avTii ol mepl Mévavdpov kal dAfjuova, £t §'ad kal 6 Bouvkvsi-
8ng 6 loToployplyog, Kail Eevop®v, kal ol Zwkpatikol PIAOG0PoL, EKAGTOG Tf
apuoCovon avtoig AtdisL

§33 Ilepi Awpidog

§34 Awpig KOAETTaL SLGAEKTOG 1] KEYPNVTAL AWPLETS.

§35 (8lov 8¢ ¢oTv avTdV Avti Tod N @ o xpficday, kal avti To0 w T a, kai
aitaTikag mAnBuvTikag mtwoelg {ouotéAev} kal €nt Tvwv @ TANBLYTIKA
KaT OpONV MTHOLV EKTEWOUEVWY EKQEPELY GUVESTAAUEVWG, Kal AvTi TfG ov
SLpBoyyoL ) w ypficdat, kal avtl Tfig el T0 N Tapadaupavely, kai mote avti
700 0 70 0, Kail &nl TWwY Aégewv TO L UmeEaipeiobal.

§36 avti ugv o0V 00 N 6 a xp&vTal, dtav Aéywotv ‘Giov’ avti tod ‘fAov’, kal v
‘Nuépav’ ‘Guépav’, kal Ta dpota.

§37 avti 8¢ 00 w @ a ypdvrtal, 6tav Aéywowv &vti ol BupdV’ ‘Bupdv’, kai
YOUEOV Vopeav’.

§38 émi 8¢ TV BNALKGOY {OdvoudTwv} <Kal APC>eviKG®Y TANBLVTIKGY alTLATIKAG
MTwoelg {dtav Aéywaol ‘KAAAS, ‘co@dc’}, €l Twwv T MANBLVTIKA EKTELVO-
HEVWV KaTtd TV 0pBNv MO0, EKEEPOVGL GUOTEANOVTEG, <KAAAC, ‘COQAC’,>
‘avBpwmoc’, ‘opoiog.

§39 avti 8¢ Tiig ov SLYBOYYoL TH W Xp&VTAL BTav Aéywotv dvti Tol ‘wovoag’
‘uoag’.

§40 avti 8¢ Thg L T0 N MapoAapuBavousty, BTav Aéywoty avti To0 AaBetv’ AaBiv’,
kal opoiwg ‘I6iV’ xal ‘Spapfv’.

51 avtij ¢: adtiig M | 56 iSwov Sce: iStw M 100 n @ a Dh: o0 0 a M T¢) Ae: 0 M |
57 aitiatikag ¢ attikag M ovatédAewv delevimus, coll. §38. Cf. notam ad loc. | 58 éxtewvo-
uévwv KOEN, 306: éxkAwvouévwy M | 59 1@ e: 0 M | 60 Aé€ewv M: Mj&ewv coniecit Richard
SCHNEIDER ad Scholia londiniensia in Dionysium Thracem (Grammatici Graeci i. iii) 467.4
HILGARD | 61 700 n T a e: To0 n 0 a M Aéywou(v) She: Aéyovolv M | 63 Tod Shd: tit
M t@e:tOM]| 65 £nldEtdv ONAVKGOV Kal Apoevik®dV TANBLVTIKGY aittatikdg nTwoelg Philo-
men PROBERT, coll. Choer. Th. (Grammatici Graeci IV) i. 151.6 - 16, 246.28 - 37 et Greg. Cor. dial. Dor.
§ CXXXI: avTl 8¢ T®V BNAVKGOVY OVOUATWY EVIKGY TTANBUVTIKGOV aLTLOTIKAG TITWOELG M: avTl 8¢ évi-
KOV ONAUK®V OVOUATWY TANBUVTIKAG TTWOELS e: Kal aiTlaTikig TANBUVTIKAS ONAVKAG TTWOELS
VTl VK@V P: €TL 8¢ TGOV ONAVKGV OVOUATWY EVIWV TANBLYTIKAG ALTLATIKAG TTTWOELS GLGTEAAOVGLY
KOEN, 306, in apparatu: avtl 6& t@v BNAVKOV EVIKGOY YEVIKOY TANOUVTIKAG aUTLATIKAG TTWOELG
PEYRON, 201 | 66 Otav Aéywat delevit et ‘kaAdg’, ‘coQAag post cuaTéAdovteg transposuit Philomen
PROBERT: 9Tav Aéywol ‘KaAdS, ‘co@dg PEYRON, 201 | 67 opBiv KOEN, 307: dapyiv M

OLOTEANOVTEG, <*KAAAS, ‘G0PAC’,> ‘AvBpwTog, ‘Opoiog’ Philomen PROBERT: GUGTEAAOVTEG (vOpwOL
6uolotlM | 69 t®e:TtoM | 71 mapaAaupavovsty Sh: mapaAauBavwioty M| 72 i8ijv (i8elv in
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§31 And it has three subdialects, with the result that words have different forms in
accordance with each modification and each change in prosody.

§32 The circle of Menander and Philemon use this dialect, and also Thucydides
the historiographer, and Xenophon, and the Socratic philosophers, each
using the Attic that is fitting for them.

§33 On Doric

§34 Doric is the name given to the dialect that the Dorians use.

§35 It is characteristic of them to use a instead of n, and o instead of w; and to
produce accusative plurals in a short fashion, even in the case of some
words that make their plural forms long in the nominative; and to use w in-
stead of the diphthong ov; and to use n instead of €i; and sometimes ¢ instead
of 6; and in the case of some words to remove an L.

§36 They use a instead of n when they say &Awog [‘sun’] instead of §Alog, and (they
call) the uépa [‘day’] auépa, and so on.

§37 They use a instead of w when they say Qupdv [‘doors’, gen. pl.] instead of
Bup®v, and vopeav [‘brides, Nymphs’, gen. pl.] (instead of) vope@v.

§38 And with regard to feminine and masculine plurals they produce the accusa-
tive case forms in a short fashion, in the case of some words that make their
plural forms long in the nominative: ‘KoO\éq’ [‘beautiful’, acc. pl. fem.], ‘Gocpéq’
[‘wise’, acc. pl. fem.], ‘avBpwmog’ [‘people’, acc. pLl, ‘opoiog [‘alike’, acc. pl.
masc.].

§39 And they use w instead of the diphthong ov when they say p®docag ['Muses’,
acc. pl.] instead of povoag.

§40 And they use n instead of the diphthong €L when they say Aaffjv [‘to take’]
instead of Aapelv, and similarly i8fjv [‘to see’] and Spaufjv [‘to run’].

i8fv currente calamo correxit A) AK: (5nv M 8pauijv AK: §pdunv M



75

80

85

90

958 —— Byzantinische Zeitschrift Bd. 116/3, 2023: 1. Abteilung DE GRUYTER

§41 xal mote avti T00 0 T0 6 TapaAauBavoucty, dtav ToLg B0 ‘GEOVG AEYWOLY.

§42 ¢mi 8¢ Tvwv Aéewv TO L meEapoboy: AaBéy’ yap avti Tod Aapeiv’ Aéyovat,
Kal ‘€ABEV’ avtl ToD ‘€ABETV.

§43 yeyovaol 8¢ avTiig petantwoelg TAelaTal, oV HOVOV KaTh TOAELG GAAG Kal KaTd
£0vn.

§44 wéypnvtat 8¢ avtii AAkpdv, Ztnoiyopog, Tpukdg, BaxyvAidng, Eniyapuog. 1y 6&
Xpfiolg avtiig xatd Stapopdv Bewpeltal.

§45 Tlepl AioAidog

§46 AloAig 8¢ 0Tt SLaeKTOg 1} KEXPNVTAL ATOAELS,

§47 18lov 6¢ ¢atv avtiig ént Baplv TOVoV TAG AEEELS KATAGTPEPELY, Kal TIOLY 6VO-
uaot OnAukolg TANBUVTIKOTG ALTIOTIKAG TTMoEwS TO L TPooTiféval, Kal Tmote
avti ToD oV T¢ oL xpfiodal, Kai avti Tod 0 TG U, Kal T APYOUEVA QIO PWVHEV-
T0G PIADG EKPEPELY, Kai avTl Tiig el StpBGyyou T0 N Thooesbar, kal TpooTiBéval
¢t Twv AéEewv @ p TO B, avti 8¢ 8o uu §Vo T MapaAauPaveLy.

§48 &ott 8¢ N} avT T AwpidL.

§49 &mi ugv odv <Baplyv TOVOV> TAG AEEELG KATAGTPEPOUGLY, HTAV AEywoLv AvTi Tod
‘Totapog ‘métapog’, avtl To0 ‘KaAdg ‘kaAog, kal avtl Tod ‘copog ‘coPog™

§50 Tiol 82 Gvouact OnAvKoig <mANBUVTIKOTG> aiTIAaTIKAG MTWOoEWS TO L TPOOTIOEQ-
o, 6Tav Aéywaotv avtl To0 ‘Koddg ‘kalalg, kal avtl tol ‘coedg’ ‘cdoarg’.

73 Aéywotv S: Aéyovou(v) Lb | 74 AéEewv M: An&ewv coniecit Richard SCHNEIDER ad Scholia lon-
diniensia in Dionysium Thracem (Grammatici Graeci i. iii) 467.4 HILGARD | 78 oTnoiyopog Sc:
oTonx6pog M(?)F  BakyvAidng KOEN, 308: BakyvAAidSng M | 79 Bewpeltat Sh: Bewpntat M |
82 auTiig Sce: aUTOlg M éml Baplv TOVOV TAG AEEELG KATAOTPEPELY scripsimus: énl BapuTovwV
TAG AEEELS KaTaoTpEPely M: €ml T®V Baputdvwv Tag AEEEL KaTaoTpéPely B: TaG 0ZuTOVOULG AELELg
avaotpégey e: 10 Tag 0EVTOVOUS AEEEL KaTaoTpéely P: Tig 0guTovoug Aégelg avtiotpépey h:
énl Baputévwy Tag 65uTOVoLG AéZelg kataotpépely HOFFMANN, Die griechischen Dialekte, II,
206  Twow ovopacu(v) M (partim legi potest) LbgP: 10l cuvovopactv S: Tiowv ovopata f |
83 mtwoew LSFETP: ntooeot ¢: mtwoewv Q  mpootidéval ed: mpootiBetar M | 84 ou f et HOFE-
MANN, Die griechischen Dialekte, IT, 206: v M 7@ e: T0 M(?)LSbP ot Niels SCHOUBBEN (cf. ad §
51): w M(?)LShe: t P 7() e: 70 LSbP U LSbf: w gP | 86 Twwv HOFFMANN, Die griechischen
Dialekte, II, 206: tov M 1@ p 0 B KOEN, 309: T0 p 0 p M évti 8¢ 8V0 pu LSh: avti 8¢ tév
800 pp g: avti 82 TV P up f: avti o0 B up P | 87 #oti Sh: éotn M 1y abth Niels SCHOUBBEN,
coll. Eustathio in Dionysium Periegetam 820.19 = 361.27 MULLER: évavtia M | 88 éml — xata-
OTPEPOLOLY: Kal TAG UEV OELTOVOUG AéEelg avTioTpépouat fQ: Kal tag AEEELG LEV AVTIOTPEPOLGL
Tag 6EuTOVOLG T: Kal Tag pév olv 6ELTOVOULG AéEelg Kataotpéovot P: ‘Eml pév obv Baputoévewv
TAG 0ZLTOVOULG AéEelg kataoTpépoualy HOFFMANN, Die griechischen Dialekte, II, 206  émi MP*:
énel M*“  Baplv tévov inseruimus — Aéywotv Sh: Aéyovoty M | 90 mAnBuvtukoig hic inserit
HOFFMANN, Die griechischen Dialekte, I, 206, coll. §47  aitwatikiig e: dvtt dtikng M | 91 xéAaig
scripsimus: kaAaig HOFFMANN, Die griechischen Dialekte, II, 206: koadaic M ¢é@aig scripsimus:
co@aig HOFFMANN, Die griechischen Dialekte, II, 206: copai¢ M
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§41
§42

§43

And sometimes they use o instead of 6, when they call the Beol [‘gods’] oeol.
And with regard to some words they remove an . for they say AaBév [‘to take’]
instead of Aaelv, and éAB¢v [‘to go’] instead of €AOglv.

And it has a great many subdialects, varying not only by cities but also by
other groups.

§44 And it is used by Alcman, Stesichorus, Ibycus, Bacchylides, and Epicharmus.

§45
§46
§47

§48
§49

§50

And its use is observed to varying degrees.

On Aeolic

Aeolic is the dialect that the Aeolians use.

It is characteristic of this dialect to turn words around to a recessive accent,
and to add an t to some feminine plural nouns in the accusative case, and
sometimes to use ot instead of ov, and v instead of o, and to produce
words that start in a vowel with a smooth breathing, and to put an n instead
of the diphthong €, and in the case of some words to add a B in front of a p,
and to use two 1's instead of two W’s.

And it is the same (in origin) as the Doric dialect.

They turn words around to a recessive accent when they say ndtapog [‘river’]
instead of motaudc, kdAog [‘beautiful’] instead of kaAdg, and cogog [‘wise’] in-
stead of go@dg.

And they add an ( to some feminine plural nouns in the accusative case when
they say xéAatg [‘beautiful’, acc. pl. fem.] instead of xaAdg, and cdeatg [‘wise’,
acc. pl. fem.] instead of cods.
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§51 moté 82 avti T0D oL TO oL xpdvTar Aéyovat yap avti tod ‘Moloar ‘Moloar’, kal
‘Almotoar’ avti Tod ‘Autoboar”

§52 avtl 8¢ Tod 0 T v ypdvTal, 6Tav Aéywowv Duoov’ Gvti Tod ‘Buolov’, Kai
‘oTvud’ avtl 10D ‘oToud’, Kal €Ml GAAWV TRV OUoLwG.

§53 T 6¢ apydueva Ao YWvAEVTOg PIADG EKPEPOLOLY, AEyovTeG ‘€omeépay’, 8Eov
Sacvvewy TV TPOEOPAV.

§54 kai avTi Tfg £l SLBdyyou TO N Taooovawy. ‘Kubépnav’ yap Aéyovoty avti tod
‘KuBépelav’, kal “€AONV’ avtl To0 ‘€A0eTV’.

§55 mpooTiOéact 8¢ £t Tvwv AéEewv TH p TO B, Th pOSa Ppoda’ AéyovTeg, kal avti
700 ‘péwcn’ ‘Pplxn’.

§56 avti 8¢ TV V0 uu Vo T AauBavouoty, Té bupata ‘Grmata’ AEYoVTEG.

§57 &oTL 8¢ xal T i8iwg mMap’ avTOlg oyNUAT{OUEVE, OOV AVTL Tii¢ ‘UETA TIPO-
Béoewg TV ‘meS&’ maparauPdvovaotv. €66’ 6te 6& xal TV BOLANVY ‘BOANAV’ Aé-
yoval, Tov ay®va ‘dywvov’, v 8¢ yijv ‘6av’, Tov 6¢ Iipiayov ‘Téppapov’, kat
A\ oA 18iwg oynuatifovotv.

§58 yeyovaat 8¢ aUTiig HeETANTWOELG TPETS.

§59 kéxpnvtat 8¢ avTi Zamew, AAkalog, Mula, kal dAAoL

92 T Z:T0M ol Niels SCHOUBBEN: w M Motoat Niels SCHOUBBEN, coll. Sapphus fr. 127 VOIGT:
udoat M | 93 Aimotoan Niels SCHOUBBEN, coll. Sapphus fr. 127 VoIGT: Aettdoat M | 94 6¢ d: om.
M te:t0M Aéywow e: Aéyovslv M | 95 oOpoiwg scripsimus: opoiwv M | 96 dapyoueva Sd:
apyopépeva M (an apywpéueva in dpyopépeva calamo currente correxit?) — §éov Sactvetv KOEN,
310: 8éov 8¢ ouvelv M | 98 KuBépnav SK (et e, in lectione avtl 100 KuBEpeLay KLOBEPNAV Aéyoual):
KuBeplav M | 100 twwv d: T@v M 7@ p 0 B HOFFMANN, Die griechischen Dialekte, II, 207 (cf. §
47): 10 p xal T P M: @ p kai T0 B KOEN, 310f. | 102 & dpuata dmmata Aéyoveg bP: T Supata
onmata M | 104 medd Niels SCHOUBBEN: metd M BoAAav Niels SCHOUBBEN, coll. Plutarcho, Aetia
Romana et Graeca 288B 5-6 (tiig BovAfjg UT AloAéwv BOAAG mpocayopevopévng): Boviav M:
BwAdv HOFFMANN, Die griechischen Dialekte, II, 207 | 105 TOv dy@va ‘Gywvov’, rﬁv 8¢ yiv
‘8Gv’ Niels SCHOUBBEN, coll. Hesychio a 963 LATTE/CUNNINGHAM (Gywvov' TOv ay®va. AloAelg) et
Etymologico Genuino a 421.2 LASSERRE/LIVADARAS (ol yap AwpLelg TV yijv 8dv Aéyouowv): TOvV
aywva dywvov v 6& yRv yav M: kat Tov aydva dywvov kat Tv yijv yiv HOFFMANN, Die griechi-
schen Dialekte, II, 207 | 108 «kéypnvrat c: kéypnrat M avtii S (avtii KoEN, 312): avtiig M
Lanew VPK et KOEN, 312: anew M Mula KOEN, 312 (Mula est nomen poetriae in Clementis
Alexandrini Stromatibus 4.19.122.4; nomen alterum Corinnae secundum Sudam x 2087, k 2089):
puvva M: Epivva (legendum "Hpvva) HOFEMANN, Die griechischen Dialekte, II, 208, in apparatu:
Kopwvva dubitanter Niels SCHOUBBEN
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§51 And sometimes they use ot instead of ov: for they say Moioat ['Muses’] instead

§52

§53

§54

§55

§56
§57

§58
§59

of Modoai, and Aimotoat [leaving’, nom. pl. fem.] instead of AutoUoat.

They use v instead of o when they say Opotog [‘same’] instead of 6uolog, and
otoua [‘mouth’] instead of otoua, and similarly in some other cases.

And they produce words that start in a vowel with a smooth breathing, saying
¢omépa [‘evening’], although one ought to give the utterance a rough breath-
ing.

And they put an n instead of the diphthong eu: for they say Kubépna [‘Cyther-
ea’] instead of Kubépela, and EAOnv [‘to go’] instead of éAOETv.

And in the case of some words they add a B in front of a p, calling p6da
[‘roses’] BpoSa, and saying Bpdxn [‘rags’] instead of péxn.

And instead of two W’s they use two 7s, calling dupata [‘eyes’] émnata.

And there are also forms that take a specially distinctive shape amongst them,
for example they use medd instead of the preposition petd. And sometimes
they call a BovAn [‘will, council’] BoAAa, an aywv [‘assembly, competition’]
dywvog, yi [‘earth’] 8&, Ipiapog [Priam’] Iéppapog, and they form many
others in a special way.

And it has three subdialects.

It is used by Sappho, Alcaeus, Myia, and others.
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§62
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Iept Kowiig

ol un PovAdpevol TV KOWNRV KataplOuelv SldAeKTOV TOIG TPOELPNUEVALG
TETAPOLY, ALTI®VTAL TPOTIW TOLHSE" 0VSEV Yap eacwy €xewv iSlov, AN (Oomep
TETPAPAPUAKOG SUVAULG, €K TEGAAPWY CUVEGTMOOM, TETPAPAPHOKOC KOAETTAL,
ov6ev {Slov Eyovoa, oUTw Kal 1} Kown SLAAEKTOG, €K TEGOAPWY cLVaApPUOGBETTa,
oVk 0@eilel ovykataplBuelobat Talg avTaig.

OV 8¢ TV Kownv elonynoapévwy ot pév Aéyovaoty, 6Tl mdoalg cuppERANTAL
Taig SLAEKTOLG TATG OUOPMOVOLS 0lov ‘@iAog, VOE, kal Th duola ol &, 6t
0UK E0TLV €Youoa TUTIOV, AN €K SLa@Oopwv AEEewv auvnpuroopévn Te Kal
ouvnBpolopévn.

petantwaoelg 8¢ avtiig ovy evpiokouev.

OTOSetypa 8¢ €otL Toldvde

T ‘TpoaTL yap 6 Aeyopevog evdatpovey ano PAEYAG eig TOV TAOUTOV ° TapPAL-
Ontat to ¢nv AAXN 6uTwE Suot KaTéeTaL TOIG XOAATOTATOLG doePELa KAl KAKO-
kplola kaBdmep EumAnkTolg av(Bpwm)olg ael ToLg XelpLoToig Statplwv 0T’ Gv
Snyuxnboenoka xabamep TpayNAw XeEAwVN TPOG TOLG PLAOVG yLveTal 1) §edv-
Kooy ev8ov cuykpLupavteg v map’ Eavtolg ypelav’ T

obpupetpov 8¢ 1fyovduevol TOV TeEpl TOUTOU Adyov MG TPOG AVAANULY,
apkeobnodueda.

115 maoaig cupBéPAnTaL Taig SloarékTolg Talg OHoE®voLG: 6Tt Thaatg SLBERANTAL TAlG SLAAEKTOLG,
<Aéteol> Talg Opo@wvolg proponit Niels SCHOUBBEN; Talg <év> Slahéktolg <Aé€ecl> proponit ano-
nymus corrector huius articuli | 117 ovk HZ (cf. Alii non habere formam XY in interpretatione
latina; KOEN, 312, in apparatu): obv M tUmov Se: tum®v M | 119 ovy VP%e: om. M |
124 xabamep MP: xamep M*“
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§60
§61

§62

§63
§64
§65
§66

On the Koiné

Those who do not want to count the Koiné as a dialect along with the afore-
mentioned four, argue for this in the following way. For they say that it has
nothing of its own, but just as a medicine consisting of four drugs is called
‘four-drugs’, being combined out of four components, having nothing of
its own, in the same way the common dialect, being fitted together out of
four components, ought not to be counted along with the aforementioned
(four).

Of those who include the Koiné, some say that it has been put together on the
basis of all the dialects which [i.e. in those instances when they] sound the
same, as in @iAog [‘friend’], vOE [‘night’] and the like. Others say that it does
not have its own character, but that it is combined and gathered together
out of dissimilar words.

And we do not find subdialects of this dialect.

And an example is the following sort of thing:

[See the discussion in the introduction to this article, section 5.]

But considering that the discussion of this is sufficient to call it to mind, we
shall stop here.






