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FOREWORD

The year 2022 saw the coincidence of two important anniversaries for
Mycenaeology: one hundred years since the birth of Michael Ventris and
seventy years since the decipherment of Linear B. This double anniversary
inspired various initiatives and gave rise to several commemorative events.
This volume, in the wake of these celebrations, wishes to add a further tribute
to the brilliant figure of Ventris, offering readers some considerations on the
impact that the decipherment of the Linear B script had on the study of the
origins of Greek civilisation.

The implications and consequences of Ventris’s decipherment have
been many and varied, and have directly or indirectly affected various dis-
ciplines. Needless to say, the contributions in this volume do not claim to
address this issue exhaustively. They simply wish to summarise the main
advances made as a result of the decipherment and indicate some possible
research perspectives.

The book is divided into three sections: one on Linear B and more gen-
erally on the Aegean scripts, one on the linguistic characteristics of the Myce-
naean dialect, and one on Mycenaean documents as historical sources.

In the first section, more weight is given to certain questions which
were raised by the decipherment and are only partially resolved, such as those
concerning the phonetic values of the non-transliterated syllabograms and the
meaning of the uninterpreted logograms of Linear B, or that of the possible
phonetic values of the homomorphic syllabograms of Linear A and Linear B,
or that of the values of the metric signs commonly used in the two scripts.

In the second section, the Mycenaean dialect is analysed in the light of
its phonetic, morphological, syntactic and lexical characteristics. Throughout
the contributions in this section, great importance is given to the diachronic
perspective and the historical relations of the Mycenaean dialect with those
of the Ist millennium BC.

Finally, the contributions in the third section attempt, with concrete ex-
amples and methodological considerations, to show the weight that Linear B
documents have, also in conjunction with the coeval Near Eastern texts, for
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the reconstruction of the social, religious and material history of the Greek
world of the Late Bronze Age.

We are very grateful to all the authors who took part in this project
for their efforts to illustrate in their contributions the extraordinary value of
Ventris’s decipherment for the progress made over the past decades in their
respective fields of investigation as well as for the unsolved challenges still
looming at the horizon. For this, we would like to express our gratitude and
appreciation to all of them.

We would also like to thank here all the colleagues and institutions
that generously granted us their permission to reproduce the images in this
volume, and in particular the Department of Classics of the University of
Cincinnati, the Institute of Classical Studies of London, the Ecole Frangaise
d’Athenes, and the Corpus der minoischen und mykenischen Siegel in Hei-
delberg.

Finally, special thanks are due to the reviewers of the manuscript for
their suggestions, critical remarks and material corrections that helped to con-
siderably improve the form and content of this volume.

For Linear A and Linear B, the fonts Noto Sans Linear A and Noto Sans
Linear B have been used, which are freely available on the web under an OFL
licence.

Alicante — Roma — Madrid, December 2023 FAJ-MD.F. —-J.P.
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MYCENAEAN AND GREEK DIALECTS

Paloma Guijarro Ruano
(Universidad Complutense de Madrid)

1. The decipherment of Mycenaean and its impact on Greek Philology'

Within the linguistic landscape of modern Greek dialectology, Mycenaean
Greek studies came into its own from the second half of the 20th century.
The Greek nature of Linear B texts was officially acknowledged thanks to the
publication in 1953 of Michael Ventris and John Chadwick’s seminal work,
Evidence for Greek Dialect in the Mycenaean Archives. With this programmatic
title, both authors demonstrated that “the language of the Knossos, Pylos, and
Mycenae tablets is not only Indo-European but specifically Greek”,* supporting
similar conclusions previously drawn from historic facts with linguistic data.
The decipherment was a turning point in the holistic description of the Greek
language and in the classification of the historical dialects,’ but its expansive
wave also touched upon other disciplines, such as Historical and Indo-European
Linguistics along with Archaeology, Ancient History, etc.* The new evidence
from the 2nd millennium enormously enriched linguistic discussion and naturally
raised new issues which, in Anna Morpurgo Davies’s words, “belong of right
with the rewriting of Greek historical grammar which has had to take place after
the decipherment of Linear B”.°

! This article was written within the project Onomdstica y contactos lingiiisticos en griego an-
tiguo, Grant P1ID2020-114162GB-100, funded by MCIN/AEI/10.13039/501100011033. The fol-
lowing editions of Mycenaean texts have been used: K7°, PT?, FDC IV and TITHEMY. 1 would
like to express my gratitude to Maria Luisa del Barrio Vega, Alberto Bernabé Pajares and the
editors of this volume for their kind work on this contribution. Any mistakes, of course, remain
my own.

2 Evidence, p. 85.

* For the state of affairs of the Greek language before decipherment, see Meillet 1930°. Georgiev
1953 was one of the first detractors, arguing that Mycenaean was a different Indo-European lan-
guage closely related to Greek.

* See Lujan, Dominguez Monedero and Petrakis, this volume.

> Morpurgo Davies 1988, p. 83. In this line, see Garcia Ramoén 2018, p. 30: “the current main
questions of Greek dialectology [...] have mainly remained the same since the early times of
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Due to the far-reaching impact of the discovery and to close scientific
collaboration since the dawn of the discipline, the linguistic variety of Mycenaean
Greek early on became part of the dialectal descriptions in the main reference
works on Greek language.® General volumes on Mycenaean civilization often
included specific sections devoted to the study of the language as well,” and
today we have at our disposal complete and updated grammars exclusively
focused on Mycenaean Greek which also deal with its characterization within
Greek dialects.® We also often come across studies which describe Mycenaean
language from a linguistic — and dialectological — perspective. The contributions
of Warren C. Cowgill, Antonin Barton€k, Ernst Risch and Morpurgo Davies
are still paradigmatic for approaching the actual influence of the Mycenaean
decipherment in Greek Dialectology.” The respective updating of Martin S.
Ruipérez’s in 1972, José Luis Garcia Ramon’s in 1980 and 1984, and Eugenio
R. Lujan’s in 2008 are also worth mentioning. They present different approaches
to which the present work may be combined. This chapter essentially attempts
to present both a diachronic and synchronic overview of the evolution of
Mycenaean investigation in Classical Philology after Ventris and Chadwick’s
decisive contributions, which must be taken together with the revolutionary
studies of Walter Porzig and Risch in subsequent years.

Diachronically, the dating of the Mycenaean language in the 2nd millennium
BC made it possible to reconstruct a missing link in the transmission chain from
Indo-European to the 1st millennium dialects afterwards. It shed light on the
relative chronology from common Greek to the 2nd millennium Mycenaean
Greek (§2) and from Mycenaean to the historic dialects (§3), as a Southeast
variety (§3.1.1), but also in comparison with Aeolic (§3.1.2), Arcado-Cypriot
(§3.1.3) and Homeric language (§3.2). In more synchronic terms, the varying
spellings in LB tablets in this dialectological context has also led scholars to
explore the possibility of the existence of linguistic varieties among the different
archives (§4).

this discipline, and even of the broader fields of historical and comparative linguistics in general.
In fact, only two fields of Greek dialectal research are ‘properly’ new, namely Mycenaean and
Macedonian”.

¢ See Thumb — Scherer 19592, pp. 314-361. Chantraine 1961; Phonétique; Rix 1976; Duhoux
1983; and more recently, Colvin 2007, pp. 3-15; 2014, pp. 32-51; Thompson 2010; Horrocks
2010, pp. 9-24; and Miller 2014.

7 See, for instance, Ruijgh — Perpillou 2008b, 2008c; Marazzi 2013; and Garcia Ramoén 2016.

§ Vilborg 1960; Etudes; Bartongk 2003; Risch — Hajnal 2006; and Introduccion, which we use
as the reference grammar throughout this work (this is the revised and augmented version of
Bernabé — Lujan 2006, cf. Guijarro Ruano 2021).

> Cowgill 1966; Bartonék 1968a; 1996; Risch 1976; Morpurgo Davies 1988.
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2. From Indo-European to Greek: Mycenaean as the touchstone for diachronic
studies

The decipherment of Linear B texts challenged previous hypotheses
concerning the prehistory of Greek, particularly those related to its differentiation
from PIE as a separate linguistic branch. It was a turning point concerning: (a) the
relative chronology for some specific linguistic changes (as terminus ante and
post quem); and (b) the reassessment of dialectal varieties in the 2nd millennium
and their subsequent fragmentation and evolution into the historical dialects of
the 1st millennium."

Prior to the deciphering of Mycenaean texts, modern studies on Greek
dialectology were underpinned by Paul Kretschmer’s well-known theory
of the three migration waves.!" According to this outdated theory devoid of
archaeological support, the first wave (ca. 2000 BC) comprised speakers of
proto-Attic-lonic, the second (ca. 1700-1600) Achaeans (= proto-Arcado-
Cyprian, Aeolian, and Pamphylian)'? and the third (ca. 1200) Dorians. Within
this framework, Mycenaean civilization would have emerged during the second
wave and disappeared in the third, under the influence of Dorians. However, after
the epoch-making contributions of Porzig in 1954 and Risch in 1955, which first
relied on dialect geography (§3.1), linguistic research changed drastically. It was
taken for granted that isoglosses reflected shared innovations," so that they also
sustained the historical reconstruction of the Greek language following a family-
tree model.'* Scholars were then impelled to revisit the traditional evolutionary
phases which distinguished the Greek linguistic branch from the Indo-European

10 See, for instance, how Risch’s 1979 and Bartonék’s 1979 works on the occasion of the 25th
anniversary of the decipherment of Linear B (1953-1978) complement one another according to
this diachronic conception.

1 Kretschmer 1909; 1923. Archaeology only supports the arrival of two waves, the first identi-
fied with the arrival of proto-Arcado-Cypriots together with proto-Attic-Ionians (ca. 2000 BC),
the second with Dorians (ca. 1200 BC). For a recent discussion on historical, archaeological,
and linguistic approaches to migrations, see Janko 2018, pp. 107-111. A complete description of
the beginnings of Greek dialectology as a discipline can be found in Colvin 2010, pp. 204-206;
Finkelberg 2014 (see also §3.1).

12 On Pamphylian, see n. 48.

13 For an assessment of earlier hypotheses, see Garcia Ramoén 1980, pp. 10-15, and also Garcia
Ramoén 2018, pp. 67-69 for an evaluation of isoglosses with reference to the classification of
Greek dialects.

4 For critical work, see Horrocks 2010, pp. 16-17; Garcia Ramén 2018, pp. 82-85. General
accounts on the historical development of Greek dialectological studies can be found in
Cowgill 1966; and Garcia Ramén 1975. A general account of the historical development
of Greek dialectological studies is summarised in Finkelberg 2014; on their specific re-
lation to Mycenology, see Cowgill 1966 and the bibliography in Morpurgo Davies 1988,
pp- 96-98.
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and their defining linguistic features to fix the position of the Mycenaean
dialect (§3.1). Diachronic dialect studies established four chronological phases
so that Mycenaean naturally contributed to shaping the linguistic landscape:
(1) the Common Greek stage, in which Greek differentiated from PIE; (2) the
Mycenaean period until the end of the Bronze age (XVI-XIII cent. BC); (3) the
Iron Age phase, from the collapse of Mycenaean civilization until the emergence
of the first alphabetic inscriptions (XII-VIII cent. BC); and (4) the historical-
dialect stage, from the Archaic period onwards.

Scientific contributions were then aligned into two perspectives drawing
on the position of the Mycenaean dialect within a diachronic approach'® or on
the prehistory of Greek.'® As a result, according to Morpurgo Davies, linguistic
methodology applied to the study of Mycenaean was biased by an exclusively
Indo-European or Greek approach.!” The former was mainly based on the analysis
of archaisms in contrast with the latter, focused on innovations and parallel/
independent developments among Greek dialects.

2.1. Proto-Greek, Common Greek and Mycenaean'®

The answer to when and where Greek language differentiated from PIE and
how the different linguistic varieties emerged from a common Greek period has
caused rivers of ink to flow.'” Leaving aside old-fashioned terminological debates
on ‘Proto-Greek’ (Urgriechisch) and ‘Common Greek’ (Gemeingriechisch),”
the term ‘pre-dialectal’ Greek applies to a phase of Greek language before the
dialectal differentiation, deemed as a former continuum with its own linguistic
characteristics distinctive from PIE. Mycenaean, as a 2nd millennium dialect,
exhibits some diagnostic features which distinguish it from PIE, among which
the most salient are:*!

15 Ruijgh 1958; 1996; Ruijgh — Perpillou 2008a.

16 Chadwick 1956; 1963; Wyatt 1970; Garret 2006.

17 Morpurgo Davies 1988, p. 77.

18 For the sake of clarity, we present the transcription of Mycenaean forms with alphabetic Greek.
For the phonetic interpretations, C = consonant, T = plosive, R =resonant, N = nasal, V = vowel.
Similarly, ‘Myc.” is used for 2nd millennium Mycenaean as opposed to ‘Gr.” referring to histor-
ical dialects. PN = anthroponym.

1 On the linguistic account, see Horrocks 2010, pp. 9-10; Miller 2014, pp. 8-10, pp.18-24; and
Filos 2014.

20 We use ‘Proto-Greek’ in a broad sense, such as ‘Common Greek” and ‘pre-dialectal Greek’.
See also Lejeune 1972, p. 13; Garcia Ramon 2006, p. 65.

21 Other possible features, such as the early loss of word-final occlusive sounds or the alleged
retention of PIE resonants in Mycenaean, are much more debated. See Introduccion, pp. 148-149
and pp. 193-197, respectively. See also Lujan, this volume.
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(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)
(e)

Voiced aspirates have already become voiceless aspirates (cf.
tu-ka-te Quydtnp ‘daughter’ from *d"ugat- instead of **du-ka-te
or te-o Behog ‘god’ from *d'es-).

Early palatalization in contexts where *y appears in
postconsonantal position (cf. *tot-yos > to-so 106(G)og ‘so
much’; *meg-yos- > me-zo ‘bigger’, cf. lon. pélov, Att. peiCwv).
The vanishing of the laryngeals has already triggered new short
and long vowels, despite the defectiveness of the writing system
to differentiate them (cf. */,eg- > a-ke (8yer ‘he carries’), *deh -
> -do-ke (ddxke ‘he gave’).

*s- > h- in initial position (cf. a,-te-ro &tepov ‘the next (year)’
from *sm-; e-ge-ta €x¥étag ‘companion’ from *sek”-).

Locative plural -su > -si with locative and dative values (cf. ti-ri-
si tpiot ‘three’).

Conversely, as a dialect differentiated from the Ist millennium ones,
Mycenaean preserves an earlier linguistic stage of Greek with some PIE
retentions which affect phonology and morphology. These are its most salient

features:

(a)
(b)

(©)
(d)

Preservation of labiovelars (cf. enclitic -ge k"¢ ~ Gr. 1¢).
Preservation of -A- (< *-s-) in several medial positions
(cf. *@apreca>acc. pl. n. pa-we-a, papreha ‘pieces of fabric’).?
Preservation of semivowels *w in all positions and *y in some
contexts, although its phonetic status is debated.”

Preservation of m-inflection in dat. sg. e-me (épet ‘one’) and in
se-re-mo- compounds with a first term cepep® ‘syren’ (cf. se-
re-mo-ka-ra-a-pi, se-re-mo-ka-ra-o-re, ‘with syren-like head’
vs. forms with confusion in n-stems, cf. Gr. celpnv, -fjvog).**

22 The presence of /s/ in Mycenaean and in other Ist millennium dialects is due to analogy
or secondary sound changes. The aspiration can safely be reconstructed through the syllabo-
gram a, which permits extending /- to other contexts where Mycenaean lacks graphic signs
for aspiration (§4.2.). It is traditionally assumed that LB tablets display a graphic hiatus that
points to the existence of intervocalic -A- (cf. ko-to-no-o-ko xtowvo-hdyog ‘landowners’). For
the problematic cases in which -/- coexists with alternative graphic renderings with j- (cf. ko-
ri-a,-da-na, pi-a,-ra, i-e-re-u vs. ko-ri-ja-da-na, pi-je-ra,, i-je-re-u), see Melena 2014, p. 75,
Introduccion, pp. 172-174.
2 Initial *y started to evolve into /h/ (cf. adv. o- d¢ and jo- *ywc) or into z- /dz/ (cf. ze-u-ke-si
Cevye(o)ot, < *yeug-) and internally it could have been preserved longer. Other authors (cf. Brix-
he 1989, pp. 48-52) believe that *y was completely lost in Mycenaean. On this complex issue,
see Duhoux 1990; Melena 2014, pp. 116-119.
2% DMic s.v. se-re-mo-ka-ra-a-pi.
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(e) s-stem inflection for active perfect participles in -wos-
(cf. nom.-acc. sg. fe-tu-ko-wo-a, *0gbvyréha, instead of
**reBuypota, cf. Gr. AeAvkd(v)ta) and comparative adjectives in
*-yos, which preserve their primitive elative or intensifier sense
(cf. nom.-acc. pl. n. me-zo-a, *neCoha ‘bigger’ < *meg-yos-a vs.
Att. peilw).

(f) Preservation of thg: triconsonantal sequence -kou- in acc. pl. a,-
ka-sa-ma *aikopavg ‘points of spears’ (reduction by aspiration
/ksm/ > /khm/ had not yet taken place in Myc., as we deduce
from later Gr. aiyud/aixus with aspiration).

Mycenaean came to cast doubt on old tenets regarding inherited pan-
dialectal traits of Proto-Greek.?® The comparative method along with linguistic
internal reconstruction allowed us to determine that some of the features were
post-Mycenaean (i.e., the elimination of labiovelars, the loss of *y and *w, the
Grassmann law, etc.) so that apparent linguistic deviations were explained in an
alternative way. This applies for the alternation between &veka/Evexev and glvexa-
forms which could no longer be derived from **&vpeka, due to the absence of
*w in Myec. e-ne-ka. Therefore, artificial etv-forms were then explained through
metrical lengthening. Similarly, Myc. pa-ra-jo proved that there was no *w in
molowog (‘last year’). Myc. pa-te and do-e-ro also confirmed that there were
neither etymological labiovelar in mévteg (**k¥@vteg) nor contraction in dohei-
(cf. dodhog) despite the etymological problems of this root. Concerning the pt-/p-
variation, Mycenaean unequivocally displays p#- (cf. PN po-to-ri-jo IItoliwv;
pi-ti-ro ~we-sa *ntikydre(c)co ‘winged”).*

Within this diachronic perspective, Mycenaean must have also evolved
along its history, from ca. 1450 until the collapse of the civilization in the
XII cent. BC, despite the homogeneity of LB texts. Linguistic research has
also been interested in the mismatching of a script conceived for a non-Greek
language and Mycenaean dialect, whose earlier texts come from the Knossian
Room of the Chariots Tablets and extends into the next two centuries.”’” One of
the first attempts to establish an internal chronology for the creation of Linear B
in view of linguistic phenomena was by Michel Lejeune in 1976. He searched
for three evolutive phases: ‘pré-mycénien’, prior to the creation of Linear B,
‘proto-mycénien’, for the period between the creation of Linear B and the time
of the tablets, and ‘mycénien’ proper. According to the scholar’s proposal, the
emergence of this script preceded three specific phonetic developments: *pye >
pte, the reinforcement of *y- through - (before *y- > h-), and the convergence

2 See the immediate results of research in Chadwick 1954, pp. 14-15.
26 For the problems with p#/p variation in Mycenaean, see Melena 1976.
27 For the chronology of Linear B texts, see Del Freo 2016¢.
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of the outcome of -ry-/-ly and -rs-/-Is- to -rr-/-ll- (through the interpretation of
ra,, as Ruipérez had already posited). Through this analysis, Lejeune attributed
this previous phase to ‘proto-Mycenaean’ based on historic spellings in Linear B
which do not correspond to the phonetic reality and point to a chronological break
between the creation of Linear B and the first written documents. Nevertheless,
the linguistic interpretation and the chronology of these spellings is far from
being accepted unanimously and research on reception and transition has also
been developed.” Similarly, this issue, which would take us far beyond the
confines of this paper, also points to the possibility of linguistic variation that
will be examined further below (§4).

2.2. A 2nd millennium Sprachbund in the Balkans?

In this diachronic parcours, the reconstruction of the linguistic relationship
between (Mycenaean) Greek and other languages is still uncertain due to the
meagreness of positive linguistic evidence.” Nonetheless, Claude Brixhe has
recently pointed out that it has been understudied with no advances made after
Antoine Meillet’s assertion that nothing could be argued about the linguistic
situation between the Indo-European and the historic periods.** However, Brixhe,
making use of Mycenaean as the unique attested 2nd millennium variant of Greek
to endorse linguistic comparison, analysed linguistic contact in the Southeast
part of the Balkans. He argues that a “conglomérat ‘Greco-Thraco-Phrygien’”
existed in this “véritable aire culturelle” because of linguistic equivalences
among these three Indo-European languages.*' His hypothesis relies on certain
shared features®? and on some innovations.* Other linguistic changes relevant

28 Palaima 1988, p. 361. See for instance the problematic -rs-/-Is- spellings or the vexata quaestio
concerning the double income of initial *y. For py- and p#-, see Garcia Ramén 1984, pp. 245-246
and Melena 2014, pp. 69-70.

2 See Garcia Ramon’s methodological details (2018, pp. 75-76, 90-95).

30 Brixhe 2006a, pp. 39-40; Meillet 1965, p. 13. Tentative attempts do exist but they have limited
themselves to proposing that the variation between 1st pl. -pev/-peg dated back to this span of
time (Barton¢k 2003, pp. 449-450); see Barton¢k 1972a.

31 Brixhe 2006a, pp. 39-45 refers to in terms of Sprachbund. On the difficulties for underpinning
an ancient Balkan Sprachbund, see Joseph 2018.

32 Brixhe, 2006a, pp. 40-41. These phono-morphological and lexical equivalences become more
evident between Greek and Phrygian in contrast with the unknown Thracian (an account in Gui-
jarro Ruano 2019). See Phryg. midai lavagtaei vanaktei [M-01a, 575-550 BC] “Midas the leader
of the people lord of the city”.

3 An enumeration in Brixhe 2006a, p. 40. The specific shared innovations between Phrygian and
Mycenaean are limited to the rearrangement of masculine -a stems in Phrygian and Mycenaean
(nom. -as), which have triggered alternative solutions for the genitive (cf. Phryg. -avo (-Gwo) but
Myec. -a-o (-@ho < *-dso)). For Brixhe, later internal variations in Greek could be traced back due
to parallel innovations in the treatment of specific issues, such as the variation in the thematic
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to Greek dialectology are related to this “conglomérat” as markers of linguistic
fragmentation, such as the preservation of *y in Phrygian and Thracian but not
in 1st millennium Greek.**

Despite the accepted linguistic and cultural affinities between Greek and
Phrygian and the theoretical plausibility of a linguistic community between
these three languages, it is almost impossible to accept this linguistic community
based on current linguistic and extralinguistic evidence. First, the nature of these
Sprachreste hampers the analysis of the supposed isoglosses, which decrease
when the focus is only on Mycenaean, not on 1st millennium Greek. Secondly,
there is no real evidence of shared features/innovations between Thracian and
(Mycenaean) Greek. Indeed, the only feature really discussed is the alleged
absence of augmented past forms in Thracian which contrasts with its presence
in Phrygian and Greek, which was not mandatory in Mycenaean or in later
texts. This forces the author to suggest a pre-Greek phase where augment was
not perceived as a necessary marker of the past. Finally, these alleged non-
augmented forms are exclusively supported by some instances of kote/koe in
Thracian graffiti (etymologically related to Gr. xaiw ‘burn’) coming from a
specific region, Zone, a Samothracian colony on the Aegean coast. Therefore,
Brixhe directly assumed that non-augmented forms were the general outcome
in the whole Thracian language, throughout its entire geography and time span,
so he does not find a positive linguistic connection between Mycenaean and
Ist millennium Thracian.*

3. From Mycenaean to historic Greek dialects

It is widely accepted that the dialectal map of the 1st millennium cannot
be automatically projected onto the preceding millennium since the linguistic
description of the 2nd millennium is exclusively provided through Mycenaean
data, the unique Greek variety attested for the period. Until the first alphabetic
registers, the linguistic description of the Greek language must necessarily
remain in the sphere of speculation as well, although the linguistic continuity
between both millennia is ensured through the existence of shared features
between Mycenaean and other dialects, as we will see below (§3.1). As a result,
the decipherment allowed the isolation of post-Mycenaean innovations and the

genitives (Gr. -o-jo, -010, -0v/-m; Phryg. -owo).

3 Brixhe 2006a, pp. 48-49. The scholar even suggests that the reinforcement of *y-, rendered by
(-)&-/-(8)8- in alphabetic Greek and by z- series in syllabic Greek, could be due to the influence
of another non-Greek language.

35 Brixhe 2015; 2018 challenges traditional views on Thracian linguistics, arguing that Thracian
was not a satem but a centum language. For some sceptical thoughts, see Guijarro Ruano 2019;
forthcoming.
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reappraisal of the chronology of important phono-morphological processes.
In general terms, the following features are considered post-Mycenaean:*°

(a) The evolution of labiovelars into other plosives®’

(b) -VhV-> -VV- (intervocalic /h/ is the outcome of the lenition of
*-s- and of *-y-)

(c) The loss of prevocalic initial *-

(d) The loss of *w in some historic dialects

(e) Compensatory lengthenings and vowel contractions

(f) *a>/e/ m (only in Attic-Ionic)

(g) -m > -n in word-final (Gr. £vi) and in morpheme-final positions
(cf. Gr. oelpnv-)*

(h) Almost complete case-syncretism among dative, locative and
instrumental

(1) Creation of the definite article

(j) Grassmann’s Law

3.1. Dialectal fragmentation: pre- or post-Mycenaean?

Before the 1950s’ Mycenaean revolution, it was generally believed that
dialectal fragmentation occurred prior to the different Greek settlers entering
Greece following Kretschmer’s theory (§2).* Accordingly, dialects were
classified as ‘pure’ or ‘mixed’, depending on the preservation of the linguistic
features of one of the three proto-dialects or on their blending. Later on, Porzig’s
and Risch’s contributions demonstrated that fragmentation took place on Greek
soil: they recognised two separate linguistic groups in the 2nd millennium
according to the distribution of the assibilated/non-assibilated forms: East and
West in Porzig’s terms; South and North in Risch’s system (§3.1.1).% Despite the

3 Enumeration based on Phonétique, pp. 21-23, and Filos 2014.

37 Mycenaean labiovelars only experimented some degree of evolution when they were in con-
tact with /u/ in ancient groups, triggering the dissimilation of their labial nature (cf. *-kK“ohog
in go-u-ko-ro *y“ov-k6Aog ‘oxherd’). Exceptions have been explained in terms of analogy: the
preservation of the second -y"- in go-u-go-ta (*y“ov-y*6tag ‘oxherd”) must be due to the analogy
with Bookw (‘feed’) uel sim., as it also occurs in 1st millennium Bov-foétag (‘oxherd’) and ov-
Botag (‘pigman’). Other forms remain difficult to interpret, many are considered anthroponyms
(ct. a-tu-qgo-ta, e-u-qo-ne, etc.), see Introduccion, pp. 151-153.

3% According to the interpretation of i-go-na-to-mo (PY Eq 146.11) as a sequence in scriptio
continua conformed by a first term gen: pl. *ikk"ov and a second unidentified term; see DMic.
Supl. s.v.

¥ On Porzig’s and Risch’s works, see infira. On this whole section, see Garcia Ramon 2006.

# Porzig 1954; Risch 1955; 1979. The divergent terminology depends on the geographical dis-
tribution of Greek dialects in the 2nd or in the 1st millennium. The label ‘North Greek’ rather
than “West Greek’ continues to be used (cf. Hajnal 2007, Parker 2008 or Janko 2018). In this
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fact that Porzig’s main work — published in 1954 — antedated the spreading of
Mycenaean evidence, he was the first to challenge the traditional model and to
relate Arcado-Cypriot to Attic-lonic, not to a northern branch of Aeolic.*! Risch
has the merit of: (a) including chronological criteria in the classification of shared
features of the different dialects; (b) incorporating Mycenaean data, (c) grouping
together Aeolic and Doric under the Nordgriechisch group (vs. Siidgriechisch
dialects); and (d) sustaining Porzig’s assertion that Lesbian peculiarities among
the other Aeolic dialects were due to the influence of Asia Minor Ionic. Since
then, the foundations of modern linguistic and dialectological assumptions have
been laid.

Afterwards, once the South/East nature of Mycenaean was established,
scholars focused on two main issues when referring to the ‘dialectal position’
of Mycenaean:* from an external perspective its linguistic kinship with other
dialectal groups, as we shall see, and, from an internal one, with internal dialectal
differentiations, i.e., the existence of subvarieties among Mycenaean Greek
across geographic boundaries and time (§4).* While in the first years of the
discipline the external perspective predominated, the second one has won out in
the most recent research.*

3.1.1. Mycenaean as Southeast Greek

Within the first 19th modern dialectological studies, scholars evinced the

paper, we use ‘Southeast Greek’ following the terminology employed in more recent works, such
as EAGLL (cf. Barrio Vega 2014). On the artificial label of ‘Central Greek’, see Dunkel 1981,
contested by Garcia Ramoén 1984, pp. 268-269.

#1 Porzig’s contribution was published in 1954, although it was written in 1945, before decipher-
ment.

2 The concept was first addressed in Evidence, pp. 101-103; see also Docs, pp. 73-76; and Chad-
wick 1954, pp. 15-17. It was later reported by Risch at the first Mycenaean Colloquium (April
1956) and then reappraised in later scholarship (Ruijgh 1958; 1961; 1996; Ruijgh — Perpillou
2008a?; Risch 1976; Morpurgo Davies 1988, pp. 95-98; Lejeune 19922). On dialect classification
and Mycenaean, see Bartonék’s accounts (1968b; 1972a; 1972b) in which he reflects the linguis-
tic enquiry of different scholars concerning different problems of pre-classical Greek dialectolo-
gy (the so-called ‘Brno inquiry’ later published in Studia Mycenaea). For later works concerning
dialect classification centred on Mycenaean, see Cowgill 1966; Bartonék 1968a; Garcia Ramon
2006; Hajnal 2006, pp. 54-58; 2007; Thompson 2010, pp. 198-199. For an overview of the dif-
ferent positions, see Milani 2014; for other references focused on a general classification, see
Colvin 2010, pp. 201-212; and Finkelberg 2014.

# On these internal and external approaches, see Hajnal 2006, p. 53.

# Morpurgo Davies’s words are illustrative: “there is yet another way of looking at Mycenaean
and Greek. This time the aim is no longer that of tracing the development of Indo-European to
Mycenaean or from Mycenaean to First Millennium Greek; it is rather that of exploiting the My-
cenaean data to reach a better understanding of later Greek”. See Morpurgo Davies 1988, p. 83.
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linguistic affinities between Homeric language, Aeolic, Arcadian, and Cypriot
(after the decipherment of classical Cypriot script in the 1870s). The label
‘Achaean’ was then coined to encompass non-Doric and non-lonic dialects,
although it was polysemic and its meaning not always transparent.*” From the
deciphering of Linear B, Ventris and Chadwick pointed “inescapably to an
archaic dialect of the ‘Achaean type’.”*® Three years later, both authors delved
more deeply into “the relation of Mycenaean to the historical dialects™’ and,
together with Porzig and Risch, they concluded that Mycenaean belonged to the
South Greek family, resorting to a more scientific and linguistic label. Nowadays,
it is agreed that Mycenaean belonged to the South/East Greek variety, the more
innovative one which spread through Attica, the Peloponnese and Cyprus and
shared an important number of linguistic innovations. Therefore, it also included
the ancestors of Attic-Ionic and the Arcado-Cypriot.* Conversely, the so-called
North or West variety, a more conservative one, was essentially located in north-
western Greece and covers the same geographic area later occupied by Doric.*

Many of the distinctive features of Southeast Greek (Tab. 1) were clearly
documented on Linear B tablets (1-5),%° although the assibilation (1) constitutes
the clearer innovation shared by the whole South Greek group.® Other features,

* Achaean can refer to: (a) the 2nd millennium dialect group comprised of Mycenaeans, Proto-
Arcado-Cyprians and Aeolians, (b) the 1st millennium dialect employed in the region of Achaia;
and — in non-linguistic terms — to (c) Greeks as opposed to Trojans in the Homeric tradition. See
Evidence, p. 103 on the ambiguity of this term: “To show that it is the speech of the Ayotpoi of
Homer, and not the historical Achaea, it would perhaps be as well to follow the scholars who
have referred to it as Old Achaean”. Some authors even divided this group into North Achaean
(Aeolic) and South Achaean (Arcadian and Cypriot).

* Evidence, p. 103.

7 Docs, pp. 73-75.

* The classification of Pamphylian is problematic: along with its own linguistic peculiarities
and the influence of neighbouring languages, it displays Southeast features (shared with Arca-
do-Cypriot) except, for instance, assibilation (in Pamphylian, the retention of *# is observed in
verb endings and numerals).

# For Brixhe 2006b, South Greek was also spoken in Central Greece because of toponymic and
onomastic connections (but see Garcia Ramon 2018, pp. 90-95). It ultimately relies on Chadwick
(Docs), who argued for the first time for the Aeolian presence in continental Greece, from Thes-
saly to the Epirus during the Bronze Age.

3% See already Docs, pp. 73-74.

31 Mycenaean preserved non-palatalised forms in the same contexts as the other Southeast dia-
lects (Introduccion, pp. 159-161). Despite the general acknowledgment of assibilation as a South
Greek diagnostic feature, Thompson 2008 argues for its pan-Greek character given that forms
like Baoig are common to all dialects (never TBdtig). Nonetheless, the pan-dialectal preservation
of nouns without assibilation (cf. pévtic vs. Tudvoic) forces him to admit that the change was
not wholly completed in all dialects and to challenge assibilation as the main criterion to distin-
guish two dialectal groups in the 2nd millennium; see the convincing critiques in Janko 2018
pp. 112-113.
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such as the simplification of -66- (6), cannot be confirmed due to the graphic
ambiguity of Linear B script. The absence of some of them (7-11) may be simply
due to the nature of the documents (i.e., there are no suitable contexts to express
the semantics of certain words related to volition or to conditional clauses) or to
later developments, such as the creation of the article (8).

Southeast Greek

Mpycenaean

1st mill. South dialects

(1) *-1(-) > -o1(-)

di-do-si (didovot)

(2) iepog

i-je-ro
(3) *mpott po-si
(4) -t¢ (adverbs/conjunct.) o-te

te-re-ja-e (teleiahev?)

(6) *ts, *t(")j > ss > s

(7) *gwol_

(8) nom. pl. article

(9) 1st pl. act. -pev

(10) *&(F)ixoot

(11) &i, év

Att.-Ion. £&yovot
Arc. kaBépmovat

Att.-Ion. -o-
Arc. -6- (Cyp.?)

Att.-Ton. BovAopat
Arc.(-Cyp.?) poropa

Att.-lon. gikoot
Arec. glkoot

Att.-lon. &, Gv
Arc. €i, Gv

Cyp. e (= 1), ke (xe)

Tab. 1. Southeast features.>

In general terms, the remarkably reduced number of linguistic differences
among Greek dialects constitutes the main reason for assuming that fragmentation
happened within Greek geographical borders. Even though the classification of
dialects is a complex matter, according to Porzig and Risch the features shared

52

i-je-ro: see also i-je-re-u higpevg as the more recent variant vs. i-e-re-u thepedg; see Intro-

duccion, p. 172; te-re-ja-e: doubtful form, understood from *tedewopt ‘to fulfil an obligation’
(< teheia, cf. téhog); a,-ri-e could also be another athematic infinitive if its interpretation as
GAthev (cf. aAedw ‘to fish’) is correct. See Introduccion, pp. 266-269 and DMic. s.vv. te-re-ja;

612-}"1-6.
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by Attic-Ionic and Arcado-Cypriot corresponded to an early date because of the
distribution of the different isoglosses.”> On the contrary, features common to
Attic-lonic and Doric are more recent, after the Doric migration which had to
be at the end of the 2nd millennium.>* For the authors, shared characteristics
of Arcado-Cypriot and Aeolic must be taken as inherited archaisms or at best
as independent evolutions although the Aeolic clade has its own classification
problems (§3.1.2). Consequently, the distinction of the Attic-Ionic and the
Arcado-Cypriot had to be post-Mycenaean like the differentiation between
Northwest Greek and Aeolic was.

Today Porzig’s and Risch’s key assumptions have been broadly accepted
and constitute the theoria recepta although some of their tenets have been
questioned in due course.” Not all the pieces fit in the puzzle: Aeolic dialects
caused an important disruption, to the extent that Porzig and Risch held different
views on this issue. The existence of divergent features between Mycenaean
and Attic-Ionic but convergent with Aeolic also obliged them to explain the
former as later innovations of Attic-Ionic and to call on alternative explanations
to elucidate the latter. It was first accepted that Arcado-Cypriot were direct
descendants of Mycenaean, although later research has yet to reach an agreement
on their kinship (§3.1.3).

3.1.2. Mycenaean and Aeolic

The core problem affecting the relationship between Mycenaean and
Aeolic lies in the origins of this dialectal group as a separate variety already
in the 2nd millennium and in the shared isoglosses with Mycenaean — and, by
extension, with Arcado-Cypriot.”® The main difficulty of classification owes to
the establishment of its exclusively defining linguistic features which also affects
the subgrouping of Thessalian, Boeotian and Lesbian and to their pre- or post-
Mycenaean chronology as an independent dialect branch.”’

3 For an overview, see Finkelberg 2014.

3% On Dorians and Mycenaeans, see Chadwick’s outdated 1976 hypothesis. On the problems of
the North Greek group and the community of Proto-Aeolians and Proto-Dorians, see Méndez
Dosuna 1985, pp. 279-292.

> Palmer 1980. To see how criticism has evolved over the years, see Garcia Ramén 1980,
pp- 24-31; 1984, pp. 267-271.

¢ Another related question concerns the role Aeolic played in the composition of the Homeric
texts (§3.2), which is different depending on the Phase Model or to the Diffusion Model, and
the interpretation of archaisms shared by Mycenaean, Aeolic dialects and Homer. An excellent
account on Aeolic and Homeric tradition can be seen in Passa 20202, pp. 157-163.

57 The main classifications differ between Garcia Ramon 1975; 2010; Parke 2008. A more recent
account can be found in Scarborough 2023, pp. 63-65. For general accounts on the evolution of
the interpretations, see Cowgill 1966; Garcia Ramén 1975; 1980; 1984; 2010, and Scarborough
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Before the deciphering, 19th century theories relied on Strabo’s
consideration of Aeolic as an applicable ‘label’ for dialectal or ethnic groups
different from Attic, Ionic and Doric, except for Franz H. L. Ahrens, who already
considered Thessalian, Boeotian, and Lesbian as Aeolic dialects.”® Linguistic
debate moved forward thanks to the hypothesis of an Aeolic substrate postulated
by Otto Hoffmann and Paul Kretschmer on the basis of the dialectal stratification
issue of the model of three-migration waves (§2).% In the 1950s, robust linguistic
arguments arrived in the dialectal research so that Aeolic was included in the
Nordgriechisch group before Doric migration ca. 1200 (§3.1). Following Porzig
and Risch, isoglosses shared by Lesbian and Ionic (i.e., assibilation) have been
generally explained through recent contact after the Lesbian settlement in Asia
Minor in the post-Mycenaean period, although a minority of scholars resort to the
influence of South Greek on proto-Lesbians before Dorian migration (whereas
proto-Thessalian and proto-Boeotian would belong to the West Greek area of
influence).

Leavingaside reductionist interpretations of the Aeolic family,*” Mycenaean
evidence pushed forward the discussion on the dialect geography.®! An important
revolutionary approach came in 1975 from Garcia Ramoén as the principal
exponent for the post-Mycenaean dating of the Aeolic group. His tenets were
contested by Holt Parker on the grounds of the absence of positive data for a post-
Mycenaean Aeolian migration to Asia Minor and a disproportionate scepticism
on the value of shared innovations.”” Garcia Ramoén responded, claiming the
predominance of the comparative method and the principle of cumulative
evidence.”® More recently, research in this field has attempted to reconcile both
approaches through quantitative analysis, as it mirrors Matthew Scarborough’s
recent 2023 publication, who ultimately confirms the linguistic kinship of
Boeotian, Lesbian and Thessalian following the traditional classification.

2023, pp. 1-39. For an overview on Aeolic, see Méndez Dosuna 2007.

8 Strabo 8.1.2. Ahrens 1839-1843, who furthermore considered Elean and Arcadian pseu-
do-Aeolic.

% Hoffmann 1882; Kretschmer 1909; 1923.

€ We mainly refer to Gallavotti’s 1958 and 1968 hypothesis that Mycenaean was the direct
ancestor of Lesbian, and Doria 1979 on Mycenaean as an Ionic-Aeolic koine forerunner of Ho-
meric Greek. The existence of the Aeolic group has been also contested by Coleman 1963; Wyatt
1970; Brixhe 2006b; Parker 2008.

1 Evidence, pp. 101-102; Docs, pp. 74-75; Cowgill 1966. Mycenology also benefited from new
sociolinguistic approaches (Wyatt 1970) and quantitative methods (Coleman 1963).

62 Parker 2008. See also Rose 2008. In dialectological terms, shared innovations constitute the main
evidence of a phase of specific community of two dialects; see Adrados’s seminal work of 1952.
 Garcia Ramoén 2010. See the scepticism already expressed by Morpurgo Davies 1988, pp. 96-
97 concerning Garcia Ramon’s hypothesis. For an overview, see Garcia Ramoén 1980; 1984; and
2006. More recently, Hajnal 2006, pp. 57-58; Scarborough 2023, pp. 20-21, 32-36.
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We do not find the characteristic Aeolic forms in Mycenaean, such
as the labial reflex for labiovelars before /e/ (cf. Aeol. mélopar vs. Myc. ge-
ro-me-no < *k"el- ‘to become’), the -ecol datives extended to the athematic
declension, perfect participles in -ovt- or the feminine ia (= pio ‘one’). They
can be directly understood as later innovations. However, there are three clearly
common features: (1) the outcome op/po from syllabic resonants (cf. Lesb.
o1p6T0G, Boeot. 6tpotog ‘army’ ~ otpatdc; Myc. to-pe-za *topnela ‘table’); (2)
patronymic adjectives in -10¢g (cf. Myc. e-te-wo-ke-re-we-i-jo * EtepoxkAepéhiog
< PN "EtepokAépng); and (3) thematic genitives in -oto, exclusively common
to Mycenaean and East Thessalian.** In 1953 Ventris and Chadwick posited
that Mycenaean was the ancestor of Arcado-Cypriot and Aeolic. Their essential
argument relied on the /o/ outcome in Mycenaean, Arcadian and Aeolic and, in
their opinion, the alleged Aeolisms in Homer ultimately had to be Mycenaean
forms.® Nevertheless, this issue is not that simple, and dialects, including
Homer, do not convey a unique vocalic reflex. Today there is general agreement
that /a/ vocalism is predominant and the unconditioned reflex in Mycenaean and
in Arcado-Cypriot, while /o/ emerges within a labial environment (cf. §3.3).% In
essence, the proposal of a unique linguistic filiation for Mycenaean and Aeolic,
leaving aside other Southeast dialects, is excluded.®” The discussion remains
open without a satisfactory explanation, but, apart from the delicate question
of the syllabic resonants, these features common to Aeolic and Mycenaean are
better understood in terms of shared inherited forms which add to others, such as
the preservation of *@ and *(-)w-.

Recently, Ivo Hajnal has put forth once again the so-called ‘Aeolic idea’ in
the 2nd millennium according to three possible isoglosses shared by the Aeolic
dialects and Mycenaean:® (a) the athematic inflection of verba vocalia (cf. Myc.
po-ne-to(-ge) /ponetoi/ from an athematic */pén€mai/ vs thematic /ponéiomai/);
(b) the diffusion in Mycenaean of fem. -fi-ra, /-tirra(-)/ with -RRV- outcome

¢ The outcome of the first compensatory lengthening is problematic. While in Thessalian and
Lesbian we find -VRR- and in Boeotian the lengthened vowel, it is difficult to establish the actual
state of affairs in Mycenaean: forms like me-no or o-pe-ro-sa cannot display -Rs- since we would
have expected **me-so (**unveog) and **o-pe-no-sa (**o@éivovea). But a-ke-ra,-te probably
conceals ayéphovteg (*-VRs- > -VRh-), although it might be a graphic archaism of a later length-
ened (dyépavteg) or geminated (ayéppavteg) form.

% Evidence, pp. 101-103.

% Morpurgo Davies 1968; Bernabé 1977. For Mycenaean, see Bartonék 2003, p. 135 and Intro-
duccion, pp. 194-197. According to van Beek 2022, pp. 117-120, 501-503, the /o/ vocalism in the
Aeolic dialects seems to be the unconditioned reflex of the syllabic resonants.

7 See Garcia Ramon 1984, pp. 268-269.

® Hajnal 2006, pp. 64-66. See the previous works of Peters 1986 and Ruijgh 1996 quoted in
Hajnal 2006, pp. 57-58.
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among the oblique cases of nomina agentis instead of /-tria-/,* and (c) the
thematic variant -u-jo (TH Gp 227.2) in Thebes for Gr. vidc ‘son’ (§4.2), in
connection with the 1st millennium thematic forms attested in Boeotian and
Arcadian (along with Northwest Greek and Argolic). Nevertheless, the evidence
is still weak, and the expected Theban is uniquely grounded on the athematic
or thematic dialectal distribution for Gr. vi6g, which did not contribute to
consolidate the linguistic contact between Mycenaean and (proto-)Aeolic.
In Hajnal’s opinion, the debate, not yet settled, would open the door to a
“mykenisch-nordgriechisches™ transitional zone in the continental Greece at
the end of the LH III B.

3.1.3. Mycenaean and Arcado-Cypriot

No one today questions that Mycenaean, Arcado-Cypriot and Attic-
Ionic are South/East dialects. However, there is no consensus concerning the
linguistic kinship between Arcado-Cypriot and Mycenaean: do they conform a
linguistically unified dialectal branch in the 2nd millennium or two linguistically
differentiated dialectal entities? In this second case, proto-Arcado-Cypriot is
generally deemed post-Mycenaean, although it has also been proposed that it
was contemporary to Mycenaean.” The answer to this question is directly linked
to the old tenet that historical Arcadian was the direct successor of Mycenaean as
already stated by Ventris and Chadwick in 1953 and 1956.7" Until the late 1970s,
scholars were divided among three main positions: (a) those who supported a
direct continuation of Mycenaean in the 1st millennium through Arcado-Cypriot
or the so-called mycénien special (§4.2); (b) those who accepted its indirect
continuation in the 1st millennium through its filiation with the Southeast group/
Achaean; and (c) those who refused any 1st millennium survival of Mycenaean
and deemed it an extinct variety (or at least somehow belonging to a form of
koine or Mischsprache without further independent entity).”

Ventris and Chadwick’s principal tenets were definitely challenged by
Morpurgo Davies in 1992, who established that no innovation was exclusively
shared by Mycenaean and Arcado-Cypriot (admittedly, the 3rd person middle
-(v)tot isogloss constitutes a retained archaism). Furthermore, according to the
author, only 12 of the 25 “main Arcado-Cyprian isoglosses” date back to the

% Cf. dat. sg. a-ke-ti-ra, lasketirrai/ (TH Of 36.1.2); gen. pl. me-re-ti-ra -[o /meletirra*on/ (PY
Ad 308). On these forms, see previous interpretations in Garcia Ramoén 1984, pp. 248-249.

" On Arcado-Cypriot, see Panayotou 2007 and 2014.

" See also Chadwick 1954, p. 17. They were followed shortly thereafter by Tovar 1964 or by
Etudes, pp. 35-41.

2 For clarity, we have summarised Hajnal’s illuminating 2006 diagram, p. 55, but see further
developments in Garcia Ramoén 1980, pp. 24-30; 1984, pp. 267-271.
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2nd millennium; of these, only seven features are common to Mycenaean and
Arcado-Cypriot:”

(1) assibilation of -#i(-)

(2) -0o genitives in masculine a-stems

(3) 3rd. sg./pl. -(v)tot for primary middle endings

(4) amb preverb/preposition

(6) Preposition/adverb Myc. po-si, Arc.-Cyp. mog

(5) temporal adverbs in -te (Myc. o-te, Arc. 101¢, Cyp. o-te)
(7) iepdc (Myec. i-je-ro, Arc. iepog, Cyp. (h)iero-)

Therefore, exclusive common features of Arcadian and Cypriot must have
relied on a common proto-Arcado-Cypriot subgrouping already differentiated
from Mycenaean before their migration towards Cyprus.” The independent
character of Mycenaean in the 2nd millennium with regard to (proto-)Arcado-
Cypriot was also highlighted by Mopurgo Davies, who considered — in a much
more cautious assumption — that the latter was the descendant of a proto-dialect
very close to the former. Had the reconstruction of proto-Arcado-Cypriot totally
corresponded to Mycenaean, it would have not proved their complete linguistic
identity. In this way Morpurgo Davies contributed to a previous debate, like the
one in Garcia Ramoén’s 1984 contribution where he discusses the previous idea of
the autonomous differentiation of Mycenaean.” Reducing the proposed number
of alleged ‘Mycenisms’,”® he argues for the common origin of the Southern
dialects or, at best, its equal status with them.

More recently, Laurent Dubois has proposed that Proto-Arcado-Cypriot
was contemporary to Mycenaean Greek on the grounds of isoglosses and
indirect evidence.”” He bases his hypothesis both on the isoglosses /en/ > /in/

3 Morpurgo Davies 1992, pp. 425-426. She leaves the possibility of a common usage of
Myec. pa-ro (~ mopd) with dative rather than with genitive as Arc.-Cyp. Arc. amb and €E.

™ These features comprised (a) /en/ > /in/, (b) /o/ > /u/, (c) assibilated treatment of labiove-
lars before /e/ and /i/ (but see Hajnal 1997, pp. 131-138, 142), (d) athematic infinitives in -(g)
vay, (e) athematic inflection of vowel-stem verbs, (f) demonstrative pronoun in dv- (cf. Arc. ovt,
Cyp. dve and Arc.-Cyp. 6vv), (g) ov for ava, (h) kég for kai and (h) év/iv + accusative. Discussion
of the isoglosses can be found in Morpurgo Davies 1992, pp. 422-427. For Brixhe 1989, pp. 39-40,
the lack of /o/ > /u/ in Mycenaean (out of prepositions/preverbs) resorts to extra-linguistic and
non-verifiable sociolinguistic conceptions: this raising would have characterised lower classes’
speech. They would have been responsible for its later diffusion in Cyprus. On the linguistic and
writing relations between Crete and Cyprus, see Morpurgo Davies — Olivier 2012.

5 Adrados 1976; Melena 1976; Heubeck 1979; Dunkel 1981.

6 Garcia Ramoén 1984, pp. 266-267. For the author, there are just three ‘Mycenisms’ (i.e., the
dissimilation of labiovelars, the i-jo/i-ju forms for ‘son’, the reduplication in ke-ke-me-na and
the frequency of the -e-ja /-eya/ suffix) and they do not constitute any solid proof that might
“conferir una entidad dialectal independiente”.

7 Dubois 1997, p. 88.
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and /-o/ > /-u/ and on some mythical information concerning Arcadia. However,
linguistic support is not firm enough and he goes so far as to identify a direct
linguistic connection between proto-Arcado-Cypriot and the dialect of Tegea.
On a separate issue, Yves Duhoux explores the possibility of the existence
of three dialect groupings before ca. 1190 on the account of two linguistic
phenomena: assibilation and tmesis.” Therefore, he opposes (1) Proto-Doric,
non-assibilating, to a second assibilating group comprised of (2a) Mycenaean,
where the preverb would be still joined, and (2b) Proto-Attic-Ionic, in which
tmesis occurs. Nonetheless, tmesis, whose absence in Mycenaean has different
explanations,” does not suffice to support a further internal differentiation
between Mycenaean and proto-Attic-Ionic.

3.2. Mycenaean and the Homeric language

One of the direct consequences of the deciphering resulted in the
linguistic comparison of Linear B texts with the extant Homeric tradition and
its archaeological and historic context. There is an enormous bibliography on
this issue and has increased remarkably over the years, in particular in view
of the post-Mycenaean findings during the so-called Dark Ages, above all
from Lefkandi culture (X-IX cent. BC) and from Cyprus.* Archaeological and
historical interpretations have benefited from the linguistic and philological
analysis of the texts, primarily with regard to lexicon, as Mycenaean and Homeric
texts have conveyed specific terms related to the material culture of the Bronze
age (cf. Myc. wa-na-ka, Hom. (p)&vaé ‘king’; Myc. di-pa, Hom. démog ‘goblet’;
Myec. a-ro-u-ra, Hom. dpovpa ‘arable land’; etc.).®! This also applies to specific
lexicon, such as to several weapons already dated from the XV cent. BC, as
specific kinds of swords and daggers (cf. Myc. pa-ka-na pdoyava and gi-si-pe-e,
nom. du. of *kVoipoc, Gr. &lpoc). Interestingly enough, metrics have contributed
to preserving these terms in Homeric formulae, suggesting the existence of quite
old dactylic formulae: cf. pdoyavov dpyvpdnrov / Eipog apyvpoémiov ‘silver-
studded sword’ ((-) “7- 7 7- 7), or domdog auePpotng ‘shield that covers the
whole man’ (- “7- 7 7-).

In pure linguistic terms, the fact that Homeric and Mycenaean Greek (and
Arcado-Cypriot) share a significant amount of linguistic features led scholars to
assume the existence of a real Achaean phase of the Homeric text, rather than a

8 Duhoux 2014.

" Cf. n. 92.

8 For an overview, see Driessen 1992. On this topic, we refer to the series of Archaeologia Ho-
merica (Gottingen) and to more recent works such as Bennet — Sherratt 2016.

81 An overview in Risch — Hajnal 2006, pp. 171-174. On lexicon, see the first systematic studies
in MGV I and MGV II. See LGM for more recent work.
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simple Achaean influence, as it was first defined by Meillet.*? These features can
be broadly summarised as follows:

(1) Non-contracted forms in s-stems (cf. Myc. acc. pl. n. pa-we-a,
@apreha ‘pieces of fabric’; Hom. gdpea ‘wide cloak’), @-stem
genitives (cf. gen. pl. ko-to-na-o xtowdhwv; gen. pl. a-ra-
ka-te-ja-o &haxotewhov) or common words (Hom. @d(F)oc,
a(p)ebrov).B

(2) Vocalic reflex /o/ for syllabic liquids and nasals (cf. Myc. ge-
to-ro-po-pi k"etponongr ‘quadrupedal’ < *k*fwr-; Hom. aor.
fiuppotov from auoaptdve, etc.), although this is not the unique
vocalic outcome in Mycenaean or in the Epic-lonic tradition
(§83.1.2;4.1).%

(3) Preservation of *(-)w- in all contexts, despite its metrically
ensured absence in the most recent parts of the Homeric text
(§2.1).

(4) mt- clusters vs. simple nt- (cf. Hom. mtoAg ‘city’, mtoOAepoc ‘war’;
in Myc. is mainly preserved in onomastic formations with a first
element po-to-, §2.1).

(5) Thematic genitives in Myc. -o0-jo (Hom. -010).%

(6) Instrumental -1, but with new syntactic values in Mycenaean®
and in Homer, where it is also extended to all declensions,
singular and plural (and sometimes conditioned by metrical
convenience).

(7) Dual forms, well-attested in Mycenaean (du. di-pa-e dinahe,
etc.) and in Homer.

82 Meillet 1965, p. 183. For whole linguistic accounts of features shared and not shared between
Mycenaean and Homeric Greek, see Wathelet 1962; Negri 1981; Ruijgh 1988; 1995; 2008c?;
2011; Driessen 1992; Risch — Hajnal 2006, pp. 159-181.

$ Myec. do-e-ro and do-e-ra (vs. Hom. 80d\-) in formulae such as Sovlov fjpap ‘the day of
slavery’ evince the more recent character of the Homeric text, where non-contracted forms, such
as **§oéMov fuap do not fit into the verse.

8 These /o/ forms are deemed Aeolisms in the Epic-lonic tradition. See discussion in Chantraine
19583, pp. 23-25.

8 In Myec., there are also -6 forms which could be read as genitives, but there is no consensus
on its interpretation nor on the morphological ending under -o. They are mainly reduced to tem-
poral expressions with the name of the month, see Introduccion, pp. 215-217; Thompson 2017.
However, it has been suggested that these types of genitives are also attested in the Odos Pe-
lopidou tablets, in syntagms understood as “the son of X, i.e., possessive genitives. See Pierini
2018; Jiménez Delgado, this volume.

8 Sintaxis, pp. 91, 98-99. See also Jiménez Delgado, this volume.
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(8) Non-augmented verbs, which are overwhelmingly attested
in Mycenaean (with only a pair of double forms a-pe-do-ke
anédmke and a-pu-do-ke ambdmke);*” in Homer its presence is
optional and depends on metrical requirements.*

(9) Patronymic adjectives in -1og (cf. Myc. e-te-wo-ke-re-we-i-jo
‘Etepoxieréhiog; Hom. Tehapmviog, Nninwog, etc.; cf. §3.1.2).

(10) Absence of the definite article: total in Mycenaean, whereas in
Homer the pronoun 0, 1) t6 assumed the demonstrative values.

Thus far, the existence of shared features between Mycenaean and the
Homeric tradition have conditioned the debate on the distinct phases of the
composition of the Homeric texts. From the 1950s, these linguistic affinities led
to the conclusion that the Homeric tradition had an Achaean origin so that the
Aeolisms were reduced or even overridden, as Ventris and Chadwick pointed
out.? Despite the complexity of this topic, these common features are generally
defined as archaisms, rather than as pure Achaean forms, as Cornelius J. Ruijgh
has held, owing to the lack of positive evidence pointing towards an Achaean
epic tradition.”® In fact, many of them were also attested in Aeolic dialects
(§3.1.3) and as such invalidated the idea of an Achaean (= South Greek) phase.”!
Conversely, the diverging features have been explained as the result of pre-
Mycenaean developments, although the debate on these forms is still open. It
applies to tmesis absent, in principle, in Mycenaean although well-exploited in
Homer,’? and to the outcomes for syllabic liquids (*7 > or/ro). While Mycenaean
had already created a vocalic reflex — as is widely accepted —,* this syllabic

8 For an alternative interpretation of the augmented a-pe-do-ke as /ap-es-do-ke/, see DMic s.v.
and Bartonek 2003, p. 337. For a-pe-e-ke as an augmented aorist (dnéhnke), see DMic s.v.

8 Non-augmented words were inherited from the Indo-European injunctive mood
and reinterpreted as past tenses when the mood lost its value in Greek. In Greek Epic,
non-augmented verbs were metrically convenient, as in Homeric poems. In Mycenaean it is
generally acknowledged that the injunctive had already disappeared, but see Garcia Ramon
2012, pp. 441-448.

% Evidence, p. 103.

% Ruijgh 1988. The most complete works for and against this Achaean phase are those of
Ruijgh 1955 and Peters 1986, respectively. For the different models of composition of the Ho-
meric texts, see n. 56.

°l For a reassessment of the different phases of the Homeric texts based on Mycenean data, also
see Adrados 1981; Crespo Giiemes 1977; 2003; Ruijgh 2011.

%2 Its absence in Mycenaean, as opposed to Epic, has been explained in terms of chronology
(Horrocks 1980) or style (Morpurgo Davies 1985, pp. 86-88; Hajnal 2004). For an overview, see
Hajnal 2004 with previous bibliography.

% But Heubeck 1972, later followed by Garcia Ramoén 1985; 2016, p. 216 argues for the pres-
ervation of the vocalic value of *r in Mycenaean. An overview in Risch — Hajnal 2006, pp.
201-218.
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liquid in the Homeric poems is preserved infrequently, as we deduce from the
scansion of dvdpotfjta ( ~ 7 - 7) in the final hexametric clause Aimovs’ dvdpotita
kol fifnv “leaving virility and vigour aside” (/. 16.857, 22.363). The apparent
metrical inconsistency of dvopotfita is better explained as it stands for an older
*anytata, where *r is the syllabic nucleus.*

As far as prosody is concerned, some authors have proposed that some
metrical irregularities owe to the phonetic status of the aspiration coming from
the lenition of *s and *; on the basis of Mycenaean evidence.” Accordingly, these
oddities in some Homeric formulae would be resolved through the reconstruction
of an aspiration, such as motvia "Hpn “mistress Hera”, where there is an irregular
hiatus between both words, or féLog €xemevkég “sharp-pointed arrow”, where the
last syllable of Béhog needs to be a heavy one. This initial 4- must have avoided
hiatus (mé6tvie Hpa - ™ - -) and lengthened the last syllable of Bélog (*Bérog
heyemevyég ™ - “7- 7). However, there is no consensus on this interpretation since
they have been alternatively explained as artificial lengthenings.

As we have seen here briefly, the decipherment not only shed some light
on the material culture portrayed in the Homeric world, but it also balanced the
debate about the older phases of the Homeric poems. To this effect, scholars even
searched for the positive written evidence regarding the identification of metrical
cola in Linear B (or even earlier, in pre-Mycenaean period) to reconstruct the
history of the hexameter as an external loan since it does not fit well into the
natural rhythm of Greek.”

However, all these issues are far from precluding further discussion and it
is again evident that more evidence is required to respond to the new queries that
have arisen with the advent of Mycenaean in dialectological studies.

4. Linguistic variation in Linear B documents

One of the objectives of dialectal studies is to analyse linguistic variation
in a given language and the existence of subvarieties. Within Mycenaean Greek,
linguistic variation has been approached from the existence of alternative spellings
in Linear B tablets, which can affect: (a) the whole Mycenaean language,”’

% The form also precedes the creation of the epenthetic consonant in the medial position. The
same principle also applies to the previously quoted apeippotng, scanned - ~ ~- when it corre-
sponded to *amp'imrtas.

% Ruijgh 1988.

% Ruijgh 1988, pp. 225-231; 2008¢c?, pp. 495-500. In his opinion, the loan must come from the
Minoan world.

7 We refer, for instance, to the double treatment of *yV-, reinforced (cf. ze-u-ke-si (g0ye(o)ot,
< *yeug-) or with initial aspiration (cf. o- and jo- for (y)®g), cf. §2.1. See Duhoux 1990.
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(b) specific series of tablets,” (¢) concrete scribal habits,” (d) variations among
the distinct administrative centres or (e) internal differences within a specific
place. The core question is whether these alternative spellings constitute mere
graphic variants or whether they reflect representative linguistic variants for
intradialectal reconstruction.'®

From the very first studies, Ventris and Chadwick already highlighted
that “the dialect appears to be extremely uniform and that the differences which
have been found are more likely matters of orthography than phonetics”.!”! This
uniformity is due to the intrinsic characteristics of Linear B tablets, which were
written within the sphere of the palaces for and by the elite, offering an official
written discourse. This striking homogeneity has been justified on the grounds
that some scribal schools must have existed despite the lack of positive evidence
in this sense.'” Nevertheless, today it is believed that alternative linguistic
subvarieties must have existed across time and space as is generally expected
for any language. From a strictly methodological point of view, however, the
brief nature of Linear B documents and their unequal distribution along with the
partially extant evidence considerably restricts linguistic reconstruction and is
insufficient to draw any firm conclusions on real linguistic subvarieties; it would
be preferable to be cautious and refer to linguistic/dialectal internal tendencies.

In the following sections, we will focus on the most significant aspects as
they have been underscored adopting both a geographical perspective, searching
for dialectal variants among the palatial centres which have provided Linear B
texts (§4.1), and a diastratic and diaphasic view due to the conditioned nature
of texts, which reflect a chancellery language and are the product of particular
scribes (§4.2).

% Hesitant spellings are particularly frequent in the tablets of the S-series of Knossos. They
concern graphic variants in (a) material adjectives in -e-jo (-€10¢) which emerge along with
-e-0 (-ehog) (cf. e-re-pa-te-jo éepaviéyolc ‘made of ivory’ vs. the minoritarian e-re-pa-te-o
érepavtéhoig [KN Se 1007.2, Xf 8107]; etc. For different interpretations of Knossian -e-o forms
as “Schnellsprechvariante” for -e-jo (/-(C)eio-), see Risch — Hajnal 2006, pp. 234, and on (b)
-tu-we/-twe- and -ku-we-/-ke-we- (cf. o-da-tu-we-ta [KN So 894.3] and o-da-twe-ta [KN So(1)
4430.b, 4432 , 4436.1 , 4440.b , So 8561] for ddatFevta vs. o-da-ku-we-ta [KN So 4435.B] and
o-da-ke-we-ta [KN St 1811.5.6 , So(2) 4446.1 | for 66axpévta, ‘provided with teeth’).

% The practice of using alternative spellings by the same hand is not infrequent, as we see in
the Pylian graphic variants -fi-ri-ja and -ti-ra, attested in the same form and by the same hand
(cf. a-ke-ti-ri-ja PY Aa(2) 717 (H 1), but a-ke-ti-ra, in PY Aa(2) 815 (H 1)). For an overview,
see Palaima 2011; Palaima — Bibee 2014, and Del Freo 2016b, pp. 199-208.

1% For an exclusive graphic approach, see Del Freo 2016a.

% Docs, pp. 75-76.

102 Ventris and Chadwick already used “scribal schools” (Docs, pp. 75-76) and attributed the
outstanding linguistic uniformity of Mycenaean Greek to them. On the training of Mycenaean
scribes, see Del Freo 2016a, pp. 163-164.
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4.1. Mycenaean subvarieties and the issue of ‘normal’ and ‘special’ Mycenaean

In 1965, during the Cambridge Colloquium, Risch proposed the existence
of two differentiated subdialectal varieties in Pylos according to the observable
graphic fluctuations in the LB texts.'” They affected (1) the oscillation
between /o/ and /a/ vocalism as the outcome of syllabic nasals, (2) the vocalic
alternation between /e/ and /i/ in some words (cf. dat. a-ti-mi-te Aptipitel vs.
gen. a-te-mi-to Aptéptog) and (3) dat. sg. -et1 vs. -1 in athematic stems (cf.
po-se-da-o-ne vs. po-se-da-o-ni for [Toogiddwvt). The scholar deemed the first
variety ‘mycénien normal’ (MN), which presented /o/ < *}, /i/ vocalism, and
dat. -e1, and the second as ‘mycénien special’ (MS), with /a/ < *N, /e/ vocalism,
and dat. -1. Afterwards, two more features were added: first the assibilation in
MN vs. the non-assibilation in MS (4) by Gregory Nagy, rejected by Risch,
and, second, the difference in spelling of words which contain *(-)TRC- by
Thomas G. Palaima. Here we find an alternative vocalization of /o/: cf. fo-
no /t"or.nos/ in MN but to-ro-no-wo-ko /t"ro.nos/ in MS for Gr. Op6vog (5).'*
Similarly, later research enriched the dossier with evidence from Knossos,
Mycenae and Thebes.'*

Normal Mycenaean (MN)

Special Mycenaean (MS)

M

/o/ vocalism from syllabic nasal in labial
environment

/a/ vocalism from syllabic nasal in labial
environment

/i/ vocalism in some words in a labial

/e/ in some words in a labial environment

@ environment (dat. sg. a-ti-mi-te /Artimitei/) (gen. sg. a-te-mi-to /Artemitos/)

(3) | dat. sg. -e (-ev) in C-stems

(@) | Assibilated (*-fi(-) >) -o1(-) /si/

(5) | *TRT > TVRT (to-no /t"ornos/) *TRT > TRVT (to-ro-no /t"ronos/)

Tab. 2. Differences between ‘normal’ and ‘special’ Mycenaean. '

The ‘normal’ forms were conceived of as the characterising features of the
‘chancellery’ language of the upper social groups, more conservative, whereas
the ‘special’ were interpreted as local deviations closer to the everyday language

103 Risch 1966.

104 Nagy 1968; Risch 1979; and Palaima 1998-1999.

105 For Knossos, see Woodard 1986; for Mycenae, Varias Garcia 1993; 1994; 1994-1995, and for
Thebes, Morpurgo Davies 2006; Hajnal 2006.

106 On the so-called ‘liquid metathesis’ (5), see van Beek 2021, pp. 37-38.
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of the lower classes. Thus explained in diastratic terms, only one of these variants
would have survived after the palatial collapse according to Risch: “L’une est
tombée avec la catastrophe qui a détruit les palais mycéniens, tandis que I’autre
a survécu.”'"’

This hypothesis has a long following among scholars and gave rise to
Chadwick’s later hypothesis that MS, whose features resembled West Greek
dialects, was the substandard employed by proto-Dorians.'® Therefore, Doric
speakers would have already been present in the Peloponnese before the traditional
post-Mycenaean date for their arrival. Chadwick explained their presence in
Pylos as a population subjugated to the speakers of MN, a Southeast variety
(§3.1.1) which characterised the language of higher social groups. However, the
linguistic arguments were already contested by Risch, who dismissed all these
‘special’ features as proper West Greek characteristics.'” Furthermore, linguistic
differences found alternative explanations that today challenge Chadwicks’s
tenets. For Brixhe, linguistic variations result from ongoing changes, as we
deduce from the syncretism of cases or the coexistence of -et and -1 datives.'°
Additionally, he resorts to marked sociolinguistic explanations for some linguistic
traits that exceed the extant evidence: for instance, he gratuitously resolved that
-1 datives were preferred by lower classes of Mycenaean society.''! In another
vein, ‘special’ forms should have been mere diachronic variants according to
Hajnal, so that MS was the more innovative one.''> As for Rupert Thompson,
he questioned the subdialectally-characterising features of MS and MN.
Alternatively, the variants can be analysed in terms of ongoing morphological
and phonetic changes (3), sometimes lexically restricted (1, 5). They can also be
justified as non-Greek origin terms (2) or because of the onomastic nature of the
words, largely limited to proper names and ethnics, more exposed to analogy and
linguistic conservatism (4).'"

107 Risch 1966, p. 157.

198 Chadwick 1976; 1985.

199 Risch 1979, p. 279. See also Parker 1993.

119 Brixhe 1991, p. 253.

1 Brixhe 1991, p. 257. Following this premise, Brixhe 1989, pp. 39-40 attributes the absence
of the raising [0] > [u] in Mycenaean but observed in Arcado-Cypriot and Pamphylian to its use
by these lower classes; the phenomenon, not attested or avoided in textual evidence, would have
arisen later within the new settlements of this 1st millennium population.

112 Hajnal 1997. Concerning Thebes, Hajnal 2006, p. 58 concludes that the linguistic features tra-
ditionally defining ME also emerge in Thebes, but that they have to be attributed to chronological
or sociolect variation, not to extra-dialectal or foreign influence.

13 Thompson 1996-1997. In Thompson 2002-2003, the author responds to the criticisms ex-
pressed by Palaima 1998-1999 to his first work. In Thompson 2021, the author questions that
these special features could stand for a substandard variety of Mycenaean Greek given that many
accounts resort to the low frequency of some of these items to see them as substandard forms.
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4.2. Linguistic and graphic variation in Mycenaean centres

As things currently stand, we can assume that there were no major
differences between palatial centres so as to support clearly cut subdialectal
varieties in LB tablets. While some scholars still play down these graphic
and linguistic variations,'* they remain frequent enough for them to be prone
to accept at least some linguistic preferences between Pylos and Knossos, as
Dubois already highlighted.!” The distribution of the more noteworthy features
can be summarised as follows:

Pylos Knossos

(1) | /ha/ regularly written through <a > <a,> /ha/ is almost absent

(2) | More regular preservation of *-J/y V- More regular writing of (*-IyV->) -VV-

3) Less regular writing of the second element of | Regular writing of the second element of
i-diphthongs (e.g., ko-fo-na /ktoina/) i-diphthongs (e.g., ko-to-i-na /ktoina/)
pe-mo (<*sper-mn-) as the prevalent ; S

4 outcome, but pe-ma in the scribe 24 pe-ma (<*sper-mn-) as the prevalent outcome

5) Very limited use of -i-jo (-10-) forms for Extensive use of -i-jo (-10-) together with
material adjectives -e-jo (-€10-) and -e-o (-€0-)

©6) ﬁt(l:e)matlc dat. sg. mostly in -e (e1) but also Athematic dat. sg. always in -¢ (-c1)

(7) | Use of -wont- suffix Absence of -wont- suffix

(8) | Use of to-so-de (t16(c)covde) Extremely low use of fo-so-de (16(c)covoe)

(9) | Low use of the preposition o-pi More extensive use of preposition o-pi

(10) | me-ta petd, ‘with’ pe-da meda ‘towards; with(?)’

an Exclusive use of the introductory particle Total absence (like in the rest of centres)
o-da-a,(and o0-a, and o-de-qa-a,)

Tab. 3. Differences between Pylian and Knossian documents.''¢

These variations concern phonetics (1-4), morphology (5-7), lexicon and
syntax (8-11). From the linguistic differences argued for the existence of MN

114 Barton¢k 2003, pp. 454-457.

115 Dubois 1987; 2007.

116 On (11) see Duhoux 1987, pp. 117-118. For their complex interpretations, see DMic. s.vv. and
Jiménez Delgado, this volume.
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and MS (§4.1), only the athematic dative ending constitutes a salient feature
(6) to linguistically distinguish Knossos and Pylos. Other linguistic traits could
be added to these list,''” such as the Pylian tendency to form an athematic
adjective a-no-we (Gvidpec ‘without handles’) and to use wo-ka poya for “chariot’
(< *wegh-, cf. dOycopan, lat. veho),"® in comparison with the Knossian thematic
formation a-no-wo-to dvorotov, with the further addition of a suffix, and the
term i-gi-ja tkcx™ia for ‘chariot’ (< *ek"o-, cf. Gr. inmog ‘horse”).""> However the
number and frequency of examples are not significant enough to represent real
(sub)dialect-marking features.'?” On the whole, ‘Cretan’ Mycenaean differs very
little from the continental Mycenaean. Therefore, variants have been explained
through the earlier dating of the Cretan Linear B texts and through the Minoan
adstratum'?! and through divergent dialectal developments after the separation
of Cretan and continental Mycenaean from Pylos, as was already suggested by
Ventris and Chadwick.'*

One of the most revealing examples of the difficulty of interpreting these
graphic variants is the case of <a> and <a,> (1). While the latter represents
aspiration /ha/, <a> can represent both /a/ and /ha/.'* In continental Pylos and
Thebes, both <a> and <a > are displayed in documents, and even though <a >
it was not compulsory it was constant in the initial position. There also exists a
unique example in Knossos of @, as word initial and it is quite telling since the
original a-ke-te-re (KN V(1) 118) was later corrected by the scribe introducing
a,-ke-te-re with initial aspiration. It can be explained ad hoc as a mere amendment
of the standard form with aspiration (a,-ke-te-re) in a period when */ was (or was
starting to be) lost,'** but it has also served to propose that the weakening of /h/
(< *s) in Knossos was more advanced than in other centres. Torsten Meissner has
recently held that the loss of /h/ might have occurred earlier in Knossos because

17 Risch 1979, pp. 97-101 (= 1987, pp. 275-279).

118 This hypothesis has been contested by Bernabé 2016, p. 523 in favour of the previous inter-
pretation as opya ‘manufacturing’. For a discussion on the meaning of wo-ka, see LGM s.v.
gpyov.

" Introduccion, p. 326.

120 For a methodological point of view based on frequency and statistics, see Duhoux 1987.

12 On the oldest character of Cretan Mycenaean, see Hajnal 1997, pp. 213. For Driessen (RCT,
p- 193) the linguistic evidence coming from the so-called ‘Room of the Chariots Tablets’ “too
shares the same language and dialect as well as an amount of spelling deviations with the other
tablet collections”.

122 Docs, pp. 75-76; see also Duhoux 1987; 2007b; Hajnal 1997, p. 233. For Mycenaean in My-
cenae, see Varias 1994-1995 (cf. §4.1).

12 Melena 2014, pp. 73-78. Together with <a,>, only the extremely rare <pu,>/p"u/ renders aspi-
ration in LB texts as opposed to <pu>, which stands for /pu/ and /p"u/ (Melena 2014, pp. 71-73).
124 This issue became even more relevant due to the psilotic character of 1st millennium Cretan
(although the details concerning the transition from a South dialect to a Doric one in the 1st
millennium are still obscure).
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of the regular writing of a non-phonemic j-glide in intervocalic position where
/ha/ was expected.'” In any case, it should be noted that a, is only attested on the
oldest Knossian tablets: those found in the Room of the Chariots Tablets (RCT)
and in the North Entrance Passage (NEP).'?® Marie-Louise Nosch considers that
“at Knossos we can observe that the psilosis process is underway in the RCT
and NEP, and we can date its completion to the phases after the NEP”.'*” Given
that the psilotic character of Cretan Mycenaean relies on this isolated example of
a,, many authors have questioned the linguistic nature of the change since they
preferred to explain it as a graphic phenomenon caused by scribal preferences.

Following the expected publication of the new tablets found in Thebes,
scholars seized on the opportunity to search for specific regional features.
Especially relevant were the works of Morpurgo Davies and Hajnal.'?® The former
argues that Theban data may speak to linguistic tendencies in qualitative terms
even though, quantitatively, there are few instances. From the scarce extant data,
Morpurgo Davies noticed the following preferences observed on Theban tablets
in reference to Dubois’s study of 1987: more regular absence of intervocalic glide
(cf. ge-te-0, ge-te-a, vs. ge-te-jo)'* (2); non-writing of the second element of
i-diphthongs (cf. wo-ko-de Foikovoe, po-te-u (PN) vs. KN wo-i-ko-de, po-i-te-
u)"° (3); absence of fo-so-de (cf. to-so-pa 16(c)c0¢ TAVS, to-so-ku-su-pa 10(6)Gov
Eoumav(t))™*! (7). There is also an increasing tendency to use a, instead of plain a
(1), as in Pylos, and the prevailing -e (-gt) ending for dative-locative (6).'*

In dialectological terms, Theban documents also provided new parallels
and non-attested forms which enriched our knowledge of Mycenaean, of which
we might highlight:'*

(a) A non-assimilated sequence of labiovelars in dat. pl. i-go-
po-qo-i  (ikk“o-popy“oiht ‘ostlers’; seven examples in TH
Fq) vs. dissimilated ones (cf. i-po-po-qo-i imnmo-popy“oiht

12 Meissner 2007. In mainland centres, the preservation of graphic hiatuses, where a, could have
been used, prevails indicating that the aspiration was preserved.

126 Nosch 2022.

127 Nosch 2022, p. 157.

128 Morpurgo Davies 2006, p. 123, who also compared the state of affairs described by Chadwick
1970 and 1975.

1% ge-te-o (TH Wu 49.8; 50.8; 53.B; 63.p), ge-te-a,(TH Wu 51.v; 65.y; 96.y), ge-te-jo (TH Gp
109.1; 147.1.2).

130 wo-ko-de (TH Of 36.2), po-te-u[ (TH Ug 41).

Bl to-so-pa (TH Ft 140.8), to-so-ku[-su-pa] (TH Fq 236.8, cf. DMic.Supl. s.v.).

132 _e-i only occurs in s-stems (*-got > -ght), except for a-dwe-¢ (TH Wu 99); see Morpurgo
Davies 20006, p. 122. The interpretation of this term is, however, unclear. See DMic.Supl. s.v.

133 We do not take into consideration aberrant forms once attested, such as PN Jta-me-je-u (TH
Av 106.5) *Tapetevg (see DMic.Supl. s.v.) instead of ta-mi-je-u (PY Jn 310.3) *Topuevg.
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PY Fn 79.10)"

(b) Possible evidence of two different dative singular endings of
i-stems: -e (-€1) in ma-di-je and -i (-1) in pa-pa-ra-ki (TH Of
25.2) if the latter belongs to this declension.'®

(c) Possible evidence of two different dative singular endings
of u-stems: -we in PN de-u-ke-we (-pe1) and -u in PN ko-ru
(Kopu).'*¢ If dat. ko-ru is correctly interpreted, it will match
another Knossian couplet, i.e., e-ri-nu Epwvor (KN Fp(1) 1.8)
and e-ri-nu-we 'Epwoet (KN 'V 52 lat.inf. ).

(d) Thematic declension in Theban variant -u-jo (TH Gp 227.2) for
‘son’ (*suHju-, Gr. vi6g), along with i-jo and i-*65 forms from
Knossos, Pylos and Mycenae (§3.1.2).1%7

(e) Further examples of o-te (6t¢),*® attested only once in Pylos
(PY Ta 711.1).

According to Morpurgo Davies, linguistic variation in Theban documents
cannot be disregarded since “there may be more unexpected variation” because
“alternations which are based on a mixture of archaisms and innovations point
to a language which is not fossilized”.'* Indeed, the archaism dat. pl. fe-ka-
ta-si téxtact ‘carpenter’ from téktov — with zero-grade — (<*tektn-si, TH Fq
247.3; Gp 112.1, 114.2) came across more recent forms pointing to an evolving
regional language. Hajnal stressed that deviant forms, especially those associated
with the ‘Mycénien special’ (§4.1), turned out to be chronologically conditioned

B34 In FDC I, p. 202, it is hypothesised that Pylian i-po-po-qo-i constitutes an early example of
the later 1st millennium development *£* > /p/ (cf. innoc) as opposed to the Theban i-qo-po-qo-i,
which renders the archaism, but this hypothesis has no grounds, so we have to refuse his inter-
pretation of i-po-po-qo-i as a substandard dialectal form.

135 Morpurgo Davies 2006, p. 121; Hajnal 2006, pp. 58-60. ma-di-je is better attested in Thebes
(11 ex.), whose nom. ma-di is attested in KN As(1) 603.2 (see DMic.Supl. s.v. ma-di).

136 For de-u-ke-we see DMic.Supl. s.v. The term ko-ru (Koput) appears in TH Fq 254.4 and
written ko-ru over a previous [ko-ru-we] in TH Fq 126.3. See also Morpurgo Davies 2006,
p- 122 and Sacconi 2005, along with the doubts cast by Hajnal 2006, p. 60, since as Killen
2015, pp. 1116-1118 points out these forms can be nominatives of rubric rather than datives in
-u. Furthermore, Theban texts also endorsed previously known deviant forms; see, for instance,
dat.-loc. sg. of the u-stem e-u-te-re-u (TH Ft 140.2) compared to -a-ke-re-u (PY Cn(1) 441.2-3)
vs. dat.-loc. a-ke-re-we (PY Un 1193.3).

137 See discussion in Hajnal 2006, pp. 64-66 with previous bibliography, and Duhoux 2007a. For
the interpretation of the syllabogram *635 as ju, see Judson, this volume: in Thebes, the athematic
form i-*65 probably also appears in the Fq and Gp series provided that Palaima were right in
reading the sign which the editors interpret as logogram */29 (rAR) as the syllabogram *65 (See
Palaima 2006).

138 TH Fq 126.1, 130.1, 254.1.

139 Morpurgo Davies 2006, pp. 123-124.
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linguistic variants.'* Be that as it may, it is clear that Chadwick’s words, prior to
the discovery of the new Theban tablets, are still valid: “There is still far too little
evidence upon which to assess the Theban variety of the Mycenaean dialect”.'*!
As we can see, all of this documentation now offers us a more vivid and dynamic

linguistic depiction.'*?
5. Mycenaean and its future within dialectological studies

The decipherment of Linear B has proven to be significant and vital for the
study of Greek dialects and their evolution, chronology and classification as we
have seen through this overview which necessarily cannot delve more into each
issue. Over these pages, also suitable for non-specialists, we have attempted to
show how the progressive scholarly incursion into Mycenaean Greek thanks to the
first works of Ventris, Chadwich, Porzig, Risch and Adrados laid the foundation
of the discipline and pushed forward many aspects of Greek dialectology which
until then remained obscure or blurred. Nonetheless, its irruption into the field
resulted in new linguistic challenges to be addressed as is to be expected from
such a thrilling breakthrough.

Many questions remain unresolved, as were highlighted by Garcia Ramon:
the degree of dialectal differentiation in the Mycenaean period, the dialect map
of the linguistic forerunners of the 1st millennium historical dialects and internal
linguistic differentiation, not only among the palatial centres known until now,
but also within the same administrative centre.'* It is our sincere hope that future
findings and publications — such as the new texts from Ayios Vasilios (Laconia) —
allow us to resolve these uncertainties, or at least some of them...

140 Hajnal 2006, p. 64.

WTTIL p. 97.

142 Hajnal 2006, p. 67 draws the same conclusion. Theban evidence remains disappointing as far
as proto-Aeolian is concerned, cf. §3.1.2.

143 Garcia Ramon 1980, p. 31.
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