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Ionic

Ionic is a Greek dialect group characterized by 
a number of features, some specific to it and 
others shared with other dialects. Ionic was 
the dialectal base of several literary languages 
of the Archaic and Classical periods, in both 
poetry (epic, elegiac and iambic; → Epic Diction; 
→ Elegy, Diction of; → Iambic Poetry, Diction of) 
and prose (history, philosophy, science; → Liter-
ary Prose). Here we will be concerned exclu-
sively with Ionic as documented in inscriptions 
(→ Epigraphy) and similar documents. 

According to the theoria recepta, there are 
three varieties of Ionic: the dialect of Euboea 
(West Ionic), the Ionic of Asia Minor (East Ionic) 
and the Ionic of the Cyclades (Central Ionic). 
Together with → Attic, these three varieties 
form the Attic-Ionic group, which in the sec-
ond millennium BCE made up a more or less 
homogeneous dialectal unit in Central Greece. 
In addition to Asia Minor, the Cyclades and 
Euboea, Ionic was also spoken in many colonies 
in both the north-east (the Chalcidice Peninsula, 
the Thracian coast of the Aegean, the Propontis, 
and the Black Sea) and the west (in the Greek 
colonies of the north-eastern Iberian Peninsula, 
southern France, Magna Graecia, and Sicily) in 
the first millennium BCE. 

From approximately the 5th c. BCE onwards, 
the influence of Attic begins to be felt in all vari-
eties of Ionic. From 350 BCE (Asia Minor and the 
Cyclades) or the second century BCE (Euboea) 
almost all inscriptions are written in Attic or 
Koine, with dialectal features appearing con-
fined almost exclusively to personal names. 

1. The Geographical Distribution  
of Ionic 

1.a. The Ionic of Asia Minor (E.Ion.) 
In the 5th c. BCE Ionic was spoken along the 
coastal strip of Asia Minor, from Phocaea and 
Smyrna in the north (previously Aeolic cities) 
to Halicarnassus (originally a Doric city) in the 
south, as well as on the islands of Samos and 
Chios. Herodotus (1.142.3) identifies four regional 
subdialects in Ionia, corresponding to the twelve 
cities that originally formed the Dodecapolis: 

a.  The Carian variant, spoken in Miletus, Myous, 
and Priene; 

b.  The Lydian variant, spoken in Ephesus, Colo-
phon, Lebedos, Teos, Clazomenai, and Pho-
caea; 

c. The Ionic of Chios and Erythrae; 
d. The Ionic of the island of Samos. 

However, inscriptions do not confirm this classi-
fication: there are certainly dialectal differences 
between Ionic cities (some of them due to the 
influence of neighboring Aeolic (→ Lesbian (and 
Asian Aeolic) on the northernmost Ionic cities, 
see below), but they do not correspond to Hero-
dotus’ classification. In addition, the inscrip-
tions that have been preserved seem to reflect 
the early existence of an Eastern Ionic Koine 
(→ Koine, Origins of), probably based on the 
dialect of Miletus. Among the colonies founded 
by Ionians from Asia Minor in the west are those 
founded by Phocaea, such as Massalia (southern 
France), Emporion (north-eastern Spain), and 
Velia (Campania, Italy). Most Greek colonies in 
the Hellespont, the Propontis, and the Black Sea, 
and some on the Thracian coast of the Aegean 
(such as Abdera and Maroneia) were founded 
by Ionians, particularly from Miletus: Sinope 
(which in turn founded Trapezous), Apollonia, 
Istros, Olbia, Odessos, Proconessos, Cyzicos, 
Lampsacos, Perinthos, etc. 
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1.b. The Ionic of the Cyclades (C.Ion.) 
Ionic was spoken in Paros (and its colony 
Thasos), Amorgos, Andros, Ceos, Delos, Naxos, 
Siphnos, Ios, and Tenos, while Doric was spo-
ken in Thera, Pholegandros, Melos, Anaphe, and 
Cimolos. Ionic was probably also spoken at some 
point on Cythnos and Seriphos and on some 
other minor islands, but the few inscriptions 
preserved there are written in Attic or Koine. 
Lastly, some of the Cyclades took part in the 
founding of some colonies in the north of the 
Aegean (e.g., Thasos was founded by Paros), in 
the Black Sea, and in the Propontis (e.g. Parion 
was founded by Paros and perhaps Eretria). 

1.c. Euboean (W.Ion.) 
In addition to the island of Euboea, with Eretria 
and Chalcis as its most important cities, Euboean 
was also spoken in Oropos and its sanctuary 
the Amphiareion (Boeotia), the Euboean colo-
nies of Magna Graecia and Sicily (Cumae; Pith-
ecoussai; Neapolis; Rhegion; Leontini, Catania; 
Zancle, which founded Himera; Naxos founder 
of Tauromenion), and (although very few dialec-
tal sources have been preserved) the Euboean 
colonies of the Chalcidice Peninsula (Olynthos, 
Mende, Torone, Dicaia, and Methone). Our 
knowledge of Euboean is based almost exclu-
sively on epigraphic evidence, as we cannot be 
sure that it was used as a literary language, and 
it did not draw the attention of ancient gram-
marians, whose comments on Euboean are very 
scarce. Worthy of mention is the remark by Plato 
(Crat. 434c) on Eretrian rhotacism, to which he 
attributes the form sklērótēr (< sklērótēs ‘hard-
ness’); wrongly, because in Euboean s > r did 
not occur word-finally. However, some scholars 
believe that certain features in the language of 
Homer come from the Euboean dialect, and 
even suggest that there was a Euboean phase in 
the oral tradition of Homeric poetry. 

2. Ionic Features 

In addition to pan-dialectal archaisms inher-
ited from → Proto-Greek and Common Greek, 
the three Ionic subdialects share a number of 
features with Attic (below 2.a., 2.b.), which can 
be traced back to the Proto-Attic-Ionic of the 
second millennium BCE. Some of these (2.a.) 
are characteristic of → Southeast Greek, and are 
therefore also found in → Arcado-Cypriot and 
some of them in → Pamphylian. W.Ion., C.Ion., 

and E.Ion. share a number of features not found 
in Attic (2.c.). There are also other features that 
are specific to each variety of Ionic (2.d., 2.e.). 

2.a. Features common to Attic-Ionic and Charac-
teristic of Southeast Greek 

(1)   → Assibilation (*-ti(-) > -si(-)) vs. W.Gk. -ti(-):  
eíkosi ‘twenty’, anatíthēsi ‘he dedicates’, 
légousi ‘they say’ (W.Gk. (w)íkati, anatíthēti, 
légonti). 

(2)   *t(ʰ)j > ss > s in some categories: tósos ‘so 
much’, pósos ‘how much’, mésos ‘middle’  
(< *tótjos, *pótjos, *médhjos; cf. W.Gk. ss: 
tóssos, póssos, méssos). 

(3)   ss (< *s + s, *ts, *ths, *ds) > s: aor. of the type 
etélesa ‘I fulfilled’ and ḗlpisa ‘I hoped’; dat. 
pl. génesi ‘race’ and posí ‘foot’, vs. W.Gk. ss 
(génessi, possí, etélessa, etc.). 

(4)   Vocalism o in the verb “to want”, *g(ʷ)ol-, 
instead of the original vocalism e, *g(ʷ)el-,  
which is preserved in W.Gk. (deílomai, 
dḗlomai): E.Ion. and C.Ion. (and Attic) 
boúlomai; W.Ion. bólomai. 

(5)   (h)ierós ‘holy’ (E.Ion. also irós: cf. 2.d.i.6), vs. 
W.Gk. hiarós. 

(6)   Nominative plural of the article (h)oi, (h)ai, 
vs. W.Gk. toí, taí. 

(7)  Numeral prôtos ‘first’ (W.Gk. prâtos). 
(8)  eíkosi ‘twenty’ (W.Gk. (w)íkati). 
(9)   Temporal adverbs in -te: tóte ‘at that time’, 

póte ‘when?’, (h)óte ‘when’ (W.Gk. -ka: tóka, 
hóka). 

(10) Ending of the 1 pl. act. -men (W.Gk. -mes). 
(11)   Athematic infinitive -(e)nai (→ Infinitives 

(Morphology of)): apodoûnai ‘to give back’, 
omnúnai, ‘to swear’, theînai ‘to put’ (W.Gk. 
-men: apodómen, thémen, etc.). 

(12)  Preposition prós ‘to, towards’ (Arc.-Cypr. 
pós, Mycenaean po-si) vs. W.Gk. potí. 

(13)  Conditional conjunction ei ‘if ’ and modal 
particle án (W.Gk. ai and ka). 

2.b. Attic-Ionic Features not shared by the other 
Southeast Dialects 

(1)   /aː/ > /æː/ > /εː/ (only inherited /aː/ and /aː/ 
from the first → compensatory lengthening). 
This is a feature exclusive to Attic-Ionic (as 
2.b.2.), predating the Ionians’ migration to 
Asia Minor and the consequent fragmenta-
tion of Proto-Attic-Ionic: dêmos ‘popular 
assembly’, stratēgós ‘general’, stḗlē ‘block of 
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stone’. Unlike Attic, in which /aː/ is retained 
after i, e and r (→ Attic Reversion), in Ionic 
/aː/ > /εː/ occurs in all positions. In some 
inscriptions from Naxos, Ceos, and Amor-
gos from the 7th, 6th, and 5th c. BCE, and 
very sporadically in Euboea, the inherited 
/εː/ and the vowel resulting from /aː/ are 
represented in different ways: <H> is used 
only for the latter, whereas the inherited  
/εː/ is written as <E> (the same grapheme 
used for /e/). From this one can infer that 
at the time of these inscriptions /æː/ (< /aː/)  
had not yet merged with the inherited /εː/; 
cf. Naxos (offering from Delos, 6th c. BCE): 
ΑΝΕΤΗΕΚΕΝ, ΝΙΚΑΝΔΡΗ, ΚΑΣΙΓΝΕΤΗ 
(anéthēken ‘he dedicated’, Nikándrē < 
Nikándrā, kasignḗtē < kasignḗtā ‘sister’); 
Carystos (5th-4th c. BCE): ΤΗΙ (têi < tâi), 
but ΣΟΤΕΡ (sōtḗr ‘saviour’). 

(2)   Fronting of /u(ː)/ > /y(ː)/. On this change in 
Euboea, see below 2.d.iii.2. 

(3)   <ei>, <ou> as outcomes from compensa-
tory lengthenings and isovocalic contrac-
tions: eînai ‘to be’, toùs nómous ‘the laws’,  
gráphousi ‘they write’, phérein ‘to carry’, 
dḗmou ‘people’ (gen. sg.). 

(4)   Shortening in hiatus and quantitative 
→ metathesis: drakhméōn (Attic drakhmôn) 
‘drachma’ (gen. pl.), basiléōn ‘king’ (gen. 
pl.), basiléōs, póleōs ‘city’ (gen. sg.). These 
changes gave rise to the → Attic Declension: 
nom. Pheidíleōs, Anaxíleōs, gen. Pheidíleō, 
Anaxíleō. 

(5)   Vocalism o in the name of the god Apóllōn. 
(6)   Outcome a of the syllabic resonants (→ Syl-

labic Consonants): stratēgós ‘general’, déka 
‘ten’, anagrápsai ‘to write’. 

(7)   Early loss of /w/ in all positions from the 
earliest inscriptions: eíkosi ‘twenty’, pléon-
tas ‘sailing’, epoíēse ‘(s)he made’ (aor.). 

(8)   Dental outcome of → labiovelars before e 
(pénte ‘five’, tésseres, téttares ‘four’). 

(9)   *dj, *g(ʷ)j, and *j > z: Zeús, mézōn ‘big-
ger’ (Attic meízōn), ergázōntai ‘they work’, 
dikázein ‘to judge’. 

(10)  The so-called nu-ephelkystikon at word-
end: trisín ‘three’ (dat.), eíkosin ‘twenty’. 

(11)   Personal pronouns: nom. (h)ēmeîs ‘we’,  
(h)umeîs ‘you’; acc. (h)ēméas, (h)uméas 
(Attic hēmâs, humâs). 

(12)  Aorist and future of -ízō, -ázō verbs in -sa 
and -sō: edíkasan ‘they judged’, ērgásanto 
‘they worked’. 

(13)  Thematic (→ Thematic Vowel, Stem Forma-
tion) inflection of contract verbs: poieîn ‘to 
make’, timân ‘to honor’. 

(14)  The 3 sg. imperf. of eimí ‘to be’ is ên (replac-
ing the original *ês), analogical to the 3 pl. 
(→ Analogy), which in turn is replaced by 
êsan. 

(15)  Extension of the 3 pl. ending -san beyond 
the aorist. 

(16)  eis, es ‘into, to, in’ + accusative: eis stḗlēn ‘in 
a block of stone’. 

2.c. Features common to the three Ionic Variants 
but not shared by Attic 

(1)   No reversion of /æː/ (< /aː/): oikíēn ‘house’, 
triḗkonta ‘thirty’, deutérēn ‘second’ (fem.), 
Puthagórēs, prḗxesthai ‘to achieve’ (fut.). 

(2)   No contraction of ea, eā, eo, eō, eou (akra-
téa ‘powerless’ (acc.), aphanéas, ‘unseen’ 
(acc. pl.), étea ‘years’, álseos ‘grove’ (gen.), 
pōléontas ‘selling’ (acc. pl. pres. ptc.), 
drakhméōn ‘drachma’ (gen. pl.)), except 
when such clusters are preceded by vowel: 
tôn adikiôn (< tôn adikiéōn) ‘injustice’ 
(gen. pl.), Eretriâs (< Eretriéas), Eretriôn  
(< Eretriéōn) ‘Eretrians’. Furthermore, eo 
can undergo hyphaeresis, particularly in 
W.Ion.: (h)eortḗ > (h)ortḗ ‘feast’, Eteokléēs > 
Etokléēs, Théoklos > Thóklos. 

(3)   (h)istía ‘hearth of a house’ (Attic (h)estía). 
W.Ion. also hestía. 

(4)   gígnomai ‘to become’ > gī̄ńomai: gī̄ńointo, 
gī̄ńesthai, gī̄ńētai. 

(5)   Genitive singular of the ā-stems in -eō (< *-ēo 
< *-āo), generally with contraction when the 
cluster is preceded by a vowel: Puthagóreō, 
Timagóreō, Timarkhídeō, políteō ‘citizen’, 
Kallíō, Khairíō, neaníō ‘young man’. Vowels 
sometimes also contract when preceded by 
a consonant: Aiskhúnō, Menṓndō, Diagṓrō. 

(6)   Stems ending in a sibilant. In the gen. sg., 
alongside the expected forms in -eos (cf. Dio-
téleos, Aristokráteos, Dēmosthéneos), -eō is 
also documented (also with contraction -eō 
> -ō), reshaped after masculine nouns in -ās 
(Ionic nom. -ēs): Apollopháneō, Dexikráteō, 
Phanokléō, Dēmokhárō, Eukrátō. 

(7)   Stems ending in -eus. The gen. sg. (< *-ḗos) 
sometimes ends in -eos (basiléos ‘king’, 
hieréos ‘priest’) which can be analogical to 
the gen. of the s-stems or a paradigmatic 
regularization based upon the cases which 
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have a short -e- (basiléa, basiléas, basiléōn). 
Some instances of acc. pl. in -eas (basiléas, 
hieréas, Eretriâs < Eretriéas) are attested, vs. 
-eis (basileîs, hiereîs . . .) of the Hellenistic 
period, which is taken from Koiné. 

(8)   Comparative mézōn ‘bigger’ (vs. Attic 
meízōn): mézō, mézona. Alongside pléō 
‘more’, mézō, we also find eláTonos (for <T>, 
see below 2.d.i.1.) ‘smaller, less’, elássones, 
[elás]sonas, mézona. 

(9)   Thematic inflection of athematic verbs: 
tithóntōn (with hyphaeresis?) (imp.), titheîn 
‘to put’, kathistân ‘to bring down’, didoûn 
‘to give’. 

(10)  The participle of eimí is eṓn, eoûsa, eón 
(W.Ion. also ṓn, oûsa, ón): pareóntos ‘being 
present’ (gen.), eóntos ‘being’ (gen.). 

2.d. Features of the Varieties of Ionic 

2.d.i. The Ionic of Asia Minor 

(1)   The Ionic regional alphabet (→ Local 
Scripts), also called Milesian because it 
was probably created in Miletus, is a “blue” 
alphabet (<Ξ> = ks, <Ψ> = ps). The Ionic 
alphabet shows some major innovations: 
a) <Η> stands for /εː/ (both the /εː/ inher-
ited from Proto-Greek and the new /εː/ 
derived from /aː/) instead of aspiration, 
which had been lost in E.Ion.; b) <Ω> repre-
sents /ɔ:/, while the grapheme <Ο> stands 
for /o/ and /o:/; c) a particular grapheme, 
<T> (sampi), of debated origin and prob-
ably with the phonetic value /ts/: eláTo-
nos ‘less’ (gen.), téTaras ‘four’, teTaráϙonta, 
‘forty’, AlikarnaTéōn ‘from Halicarnassus’. 
Between the 5th and 4th c. BCE the Ionic 
alphabet replaced local alphabets in the 
various regions of Greece. 

(2)   3rd compensatory lengthening after the 
loss of /w/ in the clusters /nw/, /rw/ and 
/lw/: xeînoi ‘foreigners’, goúnata ‘knees’, 
Ouliádēs (p.n.). 

(3)   A tendency to preserve the long diph-
thong ēi internally: lēistás ‘robbers’, Istiēíōn 
‘from Histiaea’, chrēiízōsin ‘they have need 
of ’. The suffix -ēïo-, found in adjectives 
derived from -eu-stems, not only preserves 
the length but also spreads to adjectives 
derived from other stems: ierḗiia ‘priest-
ess’, ierḗa, prutanḗïon ‘magistrates’ hall’. 
Final -ēi and -ōi show variations: autêi ‘she’ 

(dat.), gráphēi ‘he writes’ (subj.), trítēi ‘third’ 
(fem.), tê(i) boulê(i) ‘the Council’ (dat.), 
dēmárkhōi ‘chief of a demos’ (dat.), ieréō(i) 
‘priest’ (dat.: see below 2.d.i.19). 

(4)   eo and eou > eu: teleûsi ‘they fulfill’, 
teleuménōn (pass. ptc.), exaireúmetha ‘we 
are deprived of ’, Theugénēs, Kleukúdēs, 
Kleudṓrou (cf. 2.d.i.17). The most wide-
spread view holds that eu is the outcome 
of the diphthongization of eo, and that 
this is an isogloss shared with C.Ion. and 
the Doric of the islands (the few examples  
documented in Aeolis must be attributed to 
E.Ion. influence). According to other schol-
ars, eu instead of eo is an inverse spelling 
due to the opening of the second element of 
the diphthongs eu and au since the Archaic 
period (cf. 2.d.i.5). 

(5)   ao, eo instead of au, eu: taótas ‘this’ (fem. 
pl.), aotoús ‘them’, políteoma ‘citizen rights’, 
pheógein ‘to flee’, eoxámenoi ‘praying’ (aor. 
ptc.); cf. taútas, autoús, políteuma, pheúgein, 
euxámenoi. These spellings may point to 
the back quality of the second element of 
the diphthong, due to the pronunciation 
/y(ː)/ of old u, or they are hypercorrect 
spellings caused by the change of ao, eo to 
au, eu (cf. 2.d.i.4). 

(6)   irós ‘sacred’ is mainly documented in the 
northernmost Ionic cities, alongside ierós, 
which is attested throughout the Dodeca-
polis: irētḗēn ‘priesthood’, ireíē ‘priestess’. 
The former constitutes an isogloss with the 
Aeolic of Asia Minor, where it is probably 
caused by Ionic influence. 

(7)   In Chios and Miletus glássa ‘tongue’ is 
documented, probably an archaism against 
glôssa in the other Greek dialects. 

(8)   Alongside ḗmisus ‘half ’, ḗmusus also 
appears, due to anticipatory → assimila-
tion. This is another feature shared with 
the Aeolic of Asia Minor. 

(9)   → Psilosis or loss of initial aspiration: ep’ôn 
‘upon which’, tṓmusu ‘the half ’, kat’ékaston 
‘each’, ap’ekástou ‘from each’, katóper ‘just 
as’; cf. eph’hôn, thṓmusu, kath’hékaston, 
aph’hekástou, kath’hóper. 

(10)  (ó)kōs ‘in order that’, okósos ‘as much as’, 
okoîos ‘of what quality’ (< *(o)kʷo-: Attic  
(hó)pōs, hopósos, hopoîos); the velar appears 
to be restricted to the north of Ionia and 
colonies, and confined to the Archaic 
period (cf. Hualde 1997:471). It is probably 
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due to the generalization of the velar out-
come from the inherited labiovelar in the 
sequence *ou-kʷōs ‘in no wise’. 

(11)   *t(ʰ)j, *k(ʰ)(ʷ)j, and *tw > ss: prḗssō ‘I 
achieve’, élasson ‘less’, kērussóntōn ‘let them 
proclaim’ (3 pl. imp.), tésseres ‘four’. 

(12)  Unlike Attic and W.Ion., -rs- is kept in E.Ion.: 
Órsippos, ársēn ‘male’. 

(13)  Eslós instead of esthlós ‘brave’: eslê[s], 
Éslōnos. Since examples are restricted to 
Erythrae and Chios, it may be an isogloss 
shared with the Aeolic of Asia Minor. 

(14) xunós ‘common’ = Attic koinós. 
(15)  Thematic dative plural -oisi(n) and dative 

plural of -ā-stems in -ē(i)si(n) alternate with 
-ois and -ais until the beginning of the 4th c.: 
toútoisin ‘these’, eggónoisin ‘descendants’, 
Anthestēríoisin ‘Feast of flowers’, díkēisi 
‘judgement’, naútēisin ‘sailors’, númphēsin 
‘nymphs’. Only -ois and -ais are attested 
from the 4th c. BCE onwards. 

(16)  Masculines in -ā. Hypocoristic forms in -ês 
(< -éēs < -éās) are common: Apellês, Phanês, 
Philtês, Aristês. Alongside the regular gen. sg. 
-eō, there are examples of -eos, analogical to 
the s-stems: Apelléos, Arísteos, Puthagóreus 
(with -eo- > -eu-). More problematic is the 
gen. in -eu: Arísteu, Apollōnídeu, Eukleídeu, 
Pútheu. Such forms could be the result of 
the phonetic development -eō > -eu, which 
is implausible, or of the influence of the 
s-stems. 

(17)  Stems ending in a sibilant. Alongside an 
ending -eos (cf. 2.c.6) and -eus due to the 
phonetic development of -eos (Theugéneus, 
Apollopháneus, Autokráteus, Perikleûs), 
there is also a gen. sg. in -eu: Aristoméneu, 
Iētropháneu, Astukráteu. Acc. sg. forms in 
-ēn, analogical to the -ā-stems, date from 
the late Hellenistic period and are prob-
ably due to the influence of Koine. Some 
examples of the acc. pl. in -eas (Attic and 
Koine -eis) are preserved: akratéas ‘power-
less’, aphanéas ‘unseen’. 

(18)  Stems in -i. Alongside the declension -is, -eōs, 
the o-grade vocalism -is, -ios is widely docu-
mented: gen. sg. lúsios ‘loosing’, prutánios 
‘ruler’, pólios ‘city’, Leóntios, Prōtokhários; 
acc. pl. tàs prḗsis ‘the sales’. The gen. sg. 
prutáneos may be analogical to the s-stems 
or a paradigmatic regularization. 

(19)  Stems in -eu (Attic nom. hiereús ‘priest’, gen. 
hieréōs). Some nouns adopted the thematic

   declension (nom. basiléos ‘king’, hieréos), 
perhaps due to a phonetic development 
-eus > -eos. Subsequently, the dat. ieréōi, 
interpreted as a dative of the Attic declen-
sion, could have given rise to the new the-
matic declension: nom. iéreōs, gen. iéreō. 

(20)  Nom. sg. meís ‘month’ against Attic mḗn. 
(21)   Both forms of the root of ‘Zeus’ are attested: 

Zēnós, Zēnodótō; Dī̄,́ Dieitréphēs. 
(22)  Hypochoristic personal names with nom. 

-âs, gen. -â and -âdos are common: gen. 
Apellâs, Apellâ, Apollâ, Artemiâ, Apollâdos, 
Prēxâdos. Hypochoristic personal names in 
-ûs, -ûos adopted a declension with a dental 
(-ûs, ûdos): Dionnûdos, Kokkûdos. 

(23)  Demonstrative pronouns: keînos ‘that’ 
(Attic ekeînos). Reflexive pronouns: eōuto- 
‘himself ’, alongside eauto- and eaoto-. 

(24)  → Numerals: vocalism e in the second sylla-
ble of ‘four’: tésseras, tessérōn, tesserákonta 
‘forty’, although forms in zero-grade are also 
attested: teTaráϙonta, téTaras. Worth men-
tioning are the forms for ‘twelve’, duōdékōn 
and dékōn dúōn (for the declension of 
numerals higher than four, see below). 

(25)  Conditional conjunction ḗn ‘if ’ (< ei án?; 
Attic eán). 

(26)  Forms of subjunctive with a short vowel 
(alongside forms with a long vowel) are 
only documented in Chios, Teos, Miletus, 
Ephesus, and Emporion (→ Subjunctive 
(Morphology of)): poiḗsei ‘(s)he makes’ (aor. 
subj.), ekkópsei ‘(s)he cuts out’ (aor. subj.). 

(27)  támnō ‘I cut’ against Attic témnō: epitamnétō, 
aor. étamon; verb lambánō ‘I take’: lápsetai, 
lapsómetha, kateláphthē, laphthéōsin. 

Several explanations have been put forward for 
the fact that E.Ion. shares a number of features 
with its neighbor Aeolic of Asia Minor (→ Les-
bian (and Aeolic Asian)). According to Porzig 
and Risch (→ Southeast Greek), such features in 
Lesbian are due to the influence of Ionic after 
the speakers of both dialects had settled in their 
locations in Asia Minor. This is the most plau-
sible explanation for certain isoglosses such as 
psilosis, iros and *ens. The cases, however, in 
which the features are characteristic of southern 
dialects (*-ti(-) > -si(-), *g(ʷ)ol-, oi, ai, eíkosi, prós) 
and which can therefore be dated to the second 
millennium BCE were probably caused by the fact 
that before the Doric invasions and the migra-
tion of the future Lesbians and future Ionians  
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to Asia Minor, the Proto-Lesbians occupied an 
area in Greece under the influence of E.Gk. 

Similarly, since Solmsen (1897–98) the pres-
ence of Aeolic features (→ Aeolic Dialects) in 
E.Ion. has been explained as a result of the influ-
ence of the neighboring Lesbian. However, a 
detailed analysis of the facts (Hualde 1997) shows 
that these features are less numerous than com-
monly thought. Although Aeolisms are more com-
mon in the northernmost cities, such as Phocaea 
and colonies, Erythrae, Samos, and Chios, they 
are also documented in other Ionic cities located 
further to the south, such as Miletus. Aeolic fea-
tures include: a) diphthong in the third plural 
instead of the second → compensatory lengthen-
ing: cf. prḗxoisin ‘they achieve’ and subj. lábōisin 
‘they take’ in Chios (= prḗxousin, lábōsin); subj. 
-ōîsi in Emporion (Attic ôsi); and b) declension 
of numerals above four in Chios and Samos, vs. 
non-inflected forms in the rest of the Dodecapo-
lis (gen. pl.: dúōn ‘two’, dékōn ‘ten’, tesserakóntōn 
‘forty’, pentekóntōn ‘fifty’, enenēkóntōn ‘ninety’). 
Further supposed Aeolicisms like the par-
ticiple gegōnéontes ‘becoming’ in Chios or 
the athematic inflection of the verba vocalia 
(Emporion dipsant[i] ‘thirsting’ dat.ptc.?) are 
isolated cases and may have other explanations. 

2.d.ii. The Ionic of the Cyclades 
In most of the Cyclades (Naxos, Amorgos, Ceos, 
Andros), the alphabet used in the oldest inscrip-
tions is a “light blue” alphabet. Worthy of men-
tion is the alphabet of Paros and its colony 
Thasos, in which, unlike the Milesian alphabet, 
<Ω> represents /o/ and /oː/ while <Ο> stands for 
/ɔː/. Apart from this, the Ionic of the Cyclades 
shows almost the same features as the Ionic of 
Asia Minor and is therefore usually considered a 
variant of the latter (cf. Bartoněk 1970). The main 
differences between them are as follows: 

(1)   Retention of initial aspiration in C.Ion. vs. 
psilosis in E.Ion. 

(2)  Thematic dative plural -ois vs. -oisi in E.Ion. 
(cf. 2.d.i.15 above). 

(3)  (ho)po- in the indefinite interrogative vs.  
(o)ko- in E.Ion. 

(4)  hierós ‘holy’ vs. irós / ierós in E.Ion.; but 
irós also appears in Thasos, probably due to 
Aeolic influence, cf. 2.d.i.6 above. 

The features that separate the Ionic of the Cycla-
des from E.Ion. are also found in Euboean (cf. 

2.d.iii.). In addition, the influence of Attic can be 
seen in the Cyclades from the 6th and 5th c. BCE 
onwards, not only due to geographical proximity 
but also for historical and political reasons (the 
Attic-Delian League). 

2.d.iii. Euboean 
Because of the uneven distribution of the pre-
served inscriptions (many Euboean dialect fea-
tures are witnessed only in Eretria and Oropos), 
we lack sufficient evidence to identify poten-
tial local differences within Euboean. Western 
Euboean colonies probably differed from the 
metropolis in some ways, such as the retention 
of w and the back prononciation of /u(ː)/. 

(1)   Unlike the rest of Attic-Ionic, the Euboean 
regional alphabet is a type of “red” alphabet: 
<Ψ> = /kʰ/, <Χ> = /ks; /ps/, meanwhile, is 
represented by <ΦΣ>. Between the middle 
and end of the 5th c. BCE, the Euboean 
alphabet was replaced by the Milesian one. 

(2)  According to the theoria recepta, unlike the 
rest of Attic-Ionic, W.Ion. /u(ː)/ retained its 
back articulation. This hypothesis is based 
primarily on the use of koppa before u, 
and some forms with vocalic assimilation 
(lḗϙuthos ‘casket for unguents’, Ϙúϙnus p.n., 
hupú ‘under’). However, both facts, which  
are documented only in western Euboean 
colonies and date from the Archaic period, 
prove only the back pronunciation of u 
when such colonies were founded (cf. del 
Barrio 1990). Similarly, some examples of 
koppa followed by u from the Archaic period 
are preserved in E.Ion. as well (Chios ϙúlika 
‘wine cup’, Smyrna lḗϙuthos and ϙulíkhnē 
‘small cup’), and we can be certain that in 
this dialect the change /u(ː)/ > /y(ː)/ did 
take place. 

(3)  /w/ drops without compensatory length-
ening: Kórei ‘the Maiden’, próxenon ‘public 
guest’. 

(4)  ea > ia, although this is documented only in 
ián ‘if ’ (< eán). 

(5)  Shortening of long diphthongs in final posi-
tion: -ēi > -ei, -ōi > -oi: dat. sg. teî bouleî 
‘the Council’, toî dḗmoi ‘the popular assem-
bly’, toî boloménoi ‘wanting’ (dat. ptc.), pareî  
‘(s)he is present’ (subj.), sumbaínei ‘it hap-
pens’ (subj.). 

(6)  bólomai ‘I want’ against boúlomai in the rest 
of Attic-Ionic: bólētai, tòn bolómenon. 
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(7)   hierós ‘holy’, never hirós (cf. 2.d.i.6 and 
2.d.ii.4 above). 

(8)   Euboean retains initial aspiration: 
hidrúranto ‘they founded’ (3 pl. aor.; for 
-s- > -r-, see below 2.d.iii.10), hustérei ‘com-
ing after’ (fem.), hóstis ‘any one who’, 
aph’hekástou. 

(9)   In inscriptions from Euboea and its colo-
nies, some forms with two aspirated plo-
sives that contravene → Grassmann’s Law 
are attested: thuphlós ‘blind’, ethéthēn, ‘I 
was put’ (aor. pass.), ethráphthē ‘(s)he was 
reared’ (aor. pass.). Although some scholars 
believe that such forms are analogical to 
other forms of the same root, they are prob-
ably archaisms. 

(10)  One feature unique to Euboean is → rhota-
cism of the intervocalic sibilant, irrespec-
tive of its origin: hidrúranto ‘they founded’ 
(3 pl. aor.), thúōrin, ‘they sacrifice’ (3 pl. 
subj.), hopórai ‘as many as’ (fem.), sítērin 
‘eating’ (Attic hidrúsanto, thúōsin, hopósai, 
sítēsin). The oldest examples date from the 
second half of the 6th c. BCE. The change 
postdated Euboean colonization in both 
the east and the west, as it is not docu-
mented in the colonies. 

(11)   -rs- > -rr-: Púrrikhos, Tharrúnontos, Órrip-
pos (cf. 2.d.i.12 above). 

(12)  *t(ʰ)j, *k(ʰ)(ʷ)j, and *tw > tt: élatton ‘less’, 
prēttóntōn ‘achieving’ (gen. pl. ptc.) (cf. 
2.d.i.11 above). 

(13)  Dative pl. -ois and -ais: hekástois ‘each’, toîs 
nómois ‘the laws’, theaîs pásais ‘all god-
desses’, kitharistaîs ‘players of the cithara’ 
(cf. 2.d.i.15 and 2.d.ii.2 above). 

(14)  Stems ending in a sibilant: acc. sg. in -ēn 
(probably analogical to the acc. of mascu-
lines in -ā) is documented as early as the 
beginning of the 5th c. BCE: Aristotélēn. The 
nom. sg. of personal names in -klês has been 
reshaped by analogy with the rest of the 
paradigm and presents the uncontracted 
form in -kléēs: Theokléēs, Themistokléēs. 

(15)  As in Attic, masculine personal names in -is, 
-ios are inflected in -is, -idos: Dēmokháridos, 
Opṓridos, Apoláxidos. 

(16)  Demonstrative → pronouns: the stem of  
the masculine tout- spread to the rest of 
the paradigm and to derived adverbs: 
toûta, ‘this’ (neut. pl.), toútei ‘in this point’,  
entoûtha ‘here’ (Attic taûta, taútēi, entaûtha). 
Although there are very few examples in 

   dialectal texts, ekeînos ‘that’ seems to have 
been the Euboean form. The dialectal form 
of the reflexive is heautós. 

(17)   Unlike E.Ion., Euboean inscriptions always 
show (ho)po-: hópōs ‘in order that’, hopóte-
rai ‘which of two’ (fem. pl.). 

(18)   khílioi “thousand,” as in Attic (against kheí-
lioi in the rest of Ionic). 

(19)   Frequent use of -ippos, -ṓndēs, and -ikhos 
in personal names (the latter two prob-
ably due to Boeotian influence): Prēxíppou, 
Ménippos, Prēxṓndēs, Hippṓndēs, Amúnik-
hos, Phruníkhou. 

(20)  The suffix -the(n) indicating ‘place whence’ 
is frequent: Tamunêthe, Histiaêthen, Boud-
ióthen. 

(21)   Adverbs of place: hópoi ‘to which place’, 
hḗkhoi ‘where’. 

(22)  epí + dative for the name of the deceased in 
funerary inscriptions: epī ̀ Menéphroni eimí 
‘I am over (or in honor of) Menephron’. 

2.e. Intradialectal Geography 
Traditional studies of Greek dialectology (Smyth 
1894; Bechtel 1924:30; Buck 1955:10; Thumb & 
Scherer 1959:247ff.) usually divide Attic-Ionic 
into two subgroups, Attic and Ionic, with Ionic 
including the Ionic of Asia Minor, the Ionic of 
the Cyclades, and West Ionic or Euboean. Thus, 
according to traditional studies, Euboean is 
closely related to the Ionic of Asia Minor and of 
the Cyclades. However, analysis of the features 
of these four dialects shows a different situation 
and makes it necessary to modify the traditional 
classification of Attic-Ionic (cf. Bartoněk 1970; 
del Barrio 1987 and 1988; López Eire 1987). 

Firstly, the features common to Euboean, 
E.Ion., and C.Ion. are not significant, because 
they are archaisms (no reversion; no contraction 
of ea, eo, eou, etc.; mez- vs. Att. meiz-; gen. sg. 
of -ā-stems in -eō vs. Att. -ou; etc.) or analogical 
changes (histía; gen. sg. póleos, basiléos), which 
do not imply any relationship between these 
three dialects after the Ionic migration. The 
same is true of the features common to W.Ion. 
and C.Ion. but not shared by E.Ion. (but shared 
by Attic): they are either archaisms (h-; no third 
compensatory lengthening; (hó)pōs) or choices 
that may have been made independently in each 
of the two dialects (cf. dat. pl. -ois and -ais). 
However, some of the features common to Attic 
and Euboean (-ēi > -ei; -rs- > -rr-; *t(ʰ)j, *k(ʰ)(ʷ)
j, and *tw > tt; masc. personal names in -is, -idos; 
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nom. sg. -kléēs; khílioi), are innovations that do 
not occur in either E.Ion. or the Cyclades; they 
therefore show a relationship between Attic and 
Euboean following Ionic migration and the sub-
sequent fragmentation of Attic-Ionic but prior 
to the influence of Attic on the dialect of Euboea 
(some of these shared features are documented 
as early as the 7th and 6th c. BCE). Euboean 
in turn shares with → Boeotian some features 
that imply their relationship: shortening of long 
diphthongs in final position; ea > ia (although 
only in ián < eán); *t(ʰ)j, *k(ʰ)(ʷ)j, and *tw > tt; 
personal names in -ṓndēs (Boeot. -ṓndās) and 
-ikhos; influence of the masc. demonstrative  
hoûtos on the rest of the paradigm (Eub. tout-, 
Boeot. hout-); epí + dative; perhaps dat. pl. -ois 
and -ais. 

To sum up, there is no evidence that in the 
first millennium there was a special relationship 
between Euboean on the one hand and E.Ion. 
and C.Ion. on the other, nor is it legitimate to 
consider W.Ion. a variant of Ionic or an inter-
mediate dialect between E.Ion. and Attic. On 
the other hand, although Attic and Euboean do 
share some innovations they also present a num-
ber of major differences that make it difficult to 
support the hypothesis that these two dialects 
constituted a dialectal unit within Attic-Ionic. 
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