[bookmark: _GoBack]The process seems clear enough: starting from the alpha-thematic system of the aorist – that is the first personal singular ἔπραξα and the third person plural ἔπραξαν – the system -α /-αν was applied to the perfect in the Hellenistic era (even before in the dialects). Thus, the regular ἐλήλυθα / ἐληλύθασι was replaced by ἐλήλυθα / ἐλήλυθαν, which is, nevertheless, still found along with the regular form ἐληλύθασι. At this stage, with the forms of εἶπον in -α, the system εἶπα / εἶπαν had terminations that mirrored the new ἐλήλυθα / ἐλήλυθαν. Just as ἐλήλυθαν coexisted with ἐληλύθασι, the same can be said of εἶπαν and εἴπασι. All this must be a pre-byzantine phenomenon, because it has, at its foundation, the survival of the perfects and, in particular, the Hellenistic use of the perfects in the function of aorist forms. My belief is that εἴπασι and εἴχασι might also originate from “popular” hypercorrections. It is not necessarily the case that hypercorrections can only be the product of scholars working within library walls. A popular genesis of such forms seems quite plausible,  however, with different levels of awareness displayed by each author, its scholarly origin never forgotten. This is because, even with a small amount of classical knowledge, it was easy to understand that, for example, δεδίασι and εἰλήφασι were ancient and “noble” forms that would, therefore, have been considered forms of a higher register to be used in literary prose contexts, among others. They were useful from a metrical point of view and they appear as “elegant” forms in such works as the Historia Imperatorum, for example.

The problem is also linked to the wider question of the writing habits of 15th-16th century copyists. This element has, in fact, been noted as somewhat of a deciding factor.
