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X>Y
X>>Y

Symbols Used

enclose an orthographic symbol or symbols (in most cases one or more
letters of the Greek alphabet)

enclose a phonetic symbol or symbols representing a particular sound or
sequence of sounds

enclose a symbol or symbols representing a phoneme or sequence of
phonemes

a voiceless interdental fricative, like the initial sound of English think

a voiceless velar fricative, like the final sound in the German pronunciation
of Bach

7Rt}
¢

a relatively high or close long vowel

793
¢

a relatively low or open long vowel

a relatively high or close long “0” vowel

a relatively low or open long “o0” vowel

a high front rounded vowel, like the German vowel written 4
Consonant

Vowel

Resonant (liquid)

X becomes Y by sound change

X becomes Y by analogical change or a combination of sound change and
analogical change



Abbreviations of Ancient
Authors and Works

Acl. VH
Aesch.
Ag.
Cho.
Eum.
Pers.
Sept.
Supp.
Alc.
Alem.

Alex. Aphr.
wn An. pr.

Amm. Marc.
Anac.
Anaximen. Lampsac. RA.
Andoc., Myst.
Ant. Tetr.
Anth. Pal.
Ap. Dy.
Ady.

Aclianus, Varia Historia

Aeschylus

Agamemnon

Choephori (Libation Bearers)

Eumenides

Persae (Persians)

Septem contra Thebas (Seven against Thebes)
Supplices (Suppliants)

Alcaeus

Alcman

Alexander Aphrodisiensis 7
Avistotelis Analyticorum Priovum lLbrum I commentarinm

Ammianus Marcellinus

Anacreon

Anaximenes Lampsacus, Rbetorica
Andocides, De mysteriis (On the Mysteries)
Antiphon, Tetralogies

Anthologin Palatina

Apollonius Dyscolus

De adverbiis (On Adverbs)



XX Abbreviations of Ancient Authors and Works

Con. De consunctionibus (On Conjunctions)
Pron. De pronomine (On the Pronoun)
Synt. De constructione (On Syntax)
Apollod. Bib! Apollodorus, Bibliotheca
Apul. Met. Apuleius, Metamorphoses
Ar. Aristophanes
Ach. Acharnenses (Acharnians)
Av. Aves (Birds)
Eccl. Ecclesiazusae (Women at the Ecclesin)
Eyg. Equites (Knights)
Lys. Lysistrata
Nub. Nubes (Clouds)
Poax Pax (Peace)
Plut. Plutus (Wealth)
Ran. Ranae (Frogs)
Thesm. Thesmophoriazusae (Women at the Thesmophoria)
Vesp. Vespae (Wasps)
[Arc.] [Arcadius], émiroud) Tijg o0oMxilg TEOOWdinG
Archil. Archilochus
Archim. Archimedes
Meth. Method of Mechanical Theorems
Sph. Cyl. De Sphaera et cylindro
Arist. Aristotle
[De audib.] De andibilibus (On Things Heard)
[Pr.] Problemata
Cat. Categoriae (Categories)
De an. De anima (On the Soul)
Gen. an. De generatione animalium
Hist. an. Historia animalium
Int. De interpretatione

Metaph. Metaphysica (Metaphysics)



Part. an

Poet.

Pol.

Rb.
Aristid. Rbet.
Aristox. Harm.
Ath.
Bacchyl.
Charisius, Gram.

Chrys. Oppugn.

Cic.
Acad. post.
Arch.
Atz
Brut.
De or.
Fam.
Fin.
Luc.
Nat. D.
Orat.
Tusc.
Verr.
Cod. Theod.
Curt.
Dem.
Demetr. Eloc.
Democr.
Deut.

Dexipp. in Cat.

Abbreviations of Ancient Authors and Works

De partibus animalium (On Parts of Animals)
Poetica (Poetics)

Politica (Politics)

Rbetorica (Rbetoric)

Aclius Aristides, Rbetorica

Aristoxenus, Elementa harmonica

Athenacus

Bacchylides

Charisius, Ars Grammatica

Ioannes Chrysostomus, Aduersus oppugnatores witae

monasticoe

Cicero

Academica posteriora

Pro Archin

Epistulne ad Atticum (Letters to Atticus)
Brutus

De oratore (On the Orator)

Epistulne ad familiares

De finibus bonorum et malorum

Lucullus

De natura deorum (On the Nature of the Gods)
Orator

Tusculanae disputationes

In Vervem

Codex Theodosianus

Q. Curtius Rutus, Historine Alexandri Magni
Demosthenes

Pseudo-Demetrius, De elocutione (On Style)
Democritus

Book of Deuteronomy (OT)

Dexippus, in Aristotelis Categorias Commentarii

xxi



xxii Abbreviations of Ancient Authors and Works

Diod. Sic. Diodorus Siculus
Diog. Laert. Diogenes Laertius, Vitae philosophorum (Lives of the
Philosophers)
Dion. Hal. Dionysius Halicarnassensis (Dionysius of Halicarnassus)
Amm. Epistuln ad Ammaeum
Ant. Rom. Antiquitates Romanae
Comp. De compositione verborum
De imit. De imitatione
Dem. De Demosthene (On Demosthenes)
Isoc. De Isocrate (On Isocrates)
Lys. De Lysia (On Lysias)
Orat. Vett. De Veteris Oratoribus (On the Ancient Orators)
Thuc. De Thucydide (On Thucydides)
Dion. Thrax Dionysius Thrax
Emp. Empedocles
Epict. Epictetus
Diss. Dissertationes
Ench. Encheividion
Euc. ElL Euclides, Elementa
Eur. Euripides
Ale. Alcestis
Bacch. Bacchae
El. Electra
Hec. Hecuba
IA Iphigenia Aulidensis (Iphigenein at Aulis)
IT Iphigenia Tanrvica (Iphigenein amonyg the Tanrians)
Med. Medea
Or. Orestes
Phoen. Phoenissae (Phoenician Women)
Troad. Troades (Trojan Women)

Eust., 1L Eustathius, Ad lliadem (Commentary on the llind)



Gal.

De plac. Hippoc. et Plat.

Gell.
Gen.
Gorg. Hel.
Hdt.
Hes.

Op.

Th.
[Sc.]
Hier., Ep.

Hipp.
Hippoc.
Epid.
Prog.
Hom.
1.
Od.
Hor.
Carm.
Epist.
Sat.
Hsch.
Hymn. Hom.
Hymn. Hom. Ap.

Hymn. Hom. Ven.

1l
Isae.
Isoc.

Juv.

Abbreviations of Ancient Authors and Works

Galen

De placitis Hippocratis et Platonis
Aulus Gellius, Noctes Atticae (Attic Nights)
Book of Genesis (OT)

Gorgias, Helen

Herodotus

Hesiod

Opera et dies (Works and Days)
Theogony

[Scutum] (Shield)

Hieronymus, Epistuine
Hipponax

Hippocrates

Epidemine

Prognosticum

Homer

Ilind

Odyssey

Horace

Carmina (Odes)

Epistulne

Satirae or Sermones (Satirves)
Hesychius

Hymmni Homerici (Homeric Hymns)

Xxiii

Hymmnus Homericus ad Apollinem (Homeric Hymn to

Apollo)

Hymnus Homericus ad Venerem (Homeric Hymn to

Aphrodite)
Homer, Iliad
Isacus
Isocrates

Juvenal



Xxiv Abbreviations of Ancient Authors and Works

Lev. Book of Leviticus (OT)
Lib. Libanius
Decl. Declamationes
Or. Orationes
Long. Subi. [Longinus]|, De Sublimitate (On the Sublime)
Lucian
Bis acc. Bis accusatus (Twice Accused)
Demon. Demonax
Peregr. De morte Peregrini (On the Death of Peregrinus)
Rb. pr. Rbetorum praeceptor
Lucr. Lucretius
Lys. Lysias
Men. Menander
Dys. Dyscolus
Mon. Monostichoi
Michael Sync. Synt. Michael Syncellus, De constructione
Nep. Atz Nepos, Atticus
NT New Testament
Num. Book of Numbers (OT)
Od. Homer, Odyssey
oT Old Testament
Paus. Pausanias
Petron. Sat. Petronius, Satyricon
Phld. De poem. Philodemus, De poematis (On Poewms)
Phot. Bibl. Photius, Bibliotheca
Pind. Pindar
(0 Olympian Odes
Pyth. Pythian Odes
DL Plato
Ale. Alcibindes
Cra. Cratylus

Gory. Gorgias



Euthd.
Hp. mai.
Ley.
DPhd.
Phady.
Phib.
Resp.
Soph.
Symp.
Tim.
Plaut.
Aul.
Cist.
Poen.
Rud.
Plin. HN
Plin., Ep.
Plut.
Alex.
Ant.
Cic.
Coning. praec.
Dem.
De Aud.

De prof. in virt.

De garr.
Mor.
Omnaest. Plat.
Them.
Thes.

Poll. Onom.

Abbreviations of Ancient Authors and Works

Euthydemus

Hippias maior

Leges (Laws)

Phaedo

Phaedvus

Philebus

Respublica (Republic)

Sophista (Sophist)

Symposium

Timaeus

Plautus

Aulularia

Cistellarin

Poenulus

Rudens

Pliny (the Elder), Historia Naturalis
Pliny the Younger, Epistuine
Plutarch

Alexander

Antonius

Cicero

Coniugalin praecepta (Advice to Bride and Groom)
Demosthenes

De Auditu (On Listening to Lectures)
De profectu in vivtute (Progress in Virtue)
De garrulitate (On Talkativeness)
Moralin

Qunaestiones Platonicae

Themistocles

Theseus

Pollux, Onomasticon

XXV



XXVi
Pratin. Lyr.
Prisc. Inst.
Procl.

In Pl. Cra.
Prot.

ps. Plut. De mus.

Quint. Inst.
Rev.

Rbet. Her.
RV

Sam.

schol. Od.

schol. Techne
Semon.
Sen.
Ben.
Ep.
Sen.
Controv.

Suas.

Sext. Emp. Math.

Simpl. in Cat.
Sol.
Soph.

Aj.

Ant.

oC

Abbreviations of Ancient Authors and Works

Pratinas, Lyrica

Priscian, Institutiones grammaticae
Proclus

In Platonis Cratylum commentarii
Protagoras

pseudo-Plutarch De musica

Quintilian, Institutio oratoria

Book of Revelation (NT)

Rbetorica ad Hervenninm

Rigveda

Book of Samuel (OT)

scholin in Odysseam

scholia in Dionysiis Thracis artem grammaticam
Semonides

Seneca

De beneficiis

Epistulne ad Lucilium (Letters to Lucilius)
Seneca (the Elder)

Controversine

Suasovine

Sextus Empiricus, Adversus mathematicos (Against the

Mathematicians)
Simplicius, in Aristotelis Categorias Commentarii
Solon
Sophocles
Ajax
Antigone

Ocdipus Coloneus (Oedipus at Colonos)



oT
Trach.

Steph. Byz. Ethn.

Stes.
Strab.
Sudn
Suet.
Auy.
Claud.
Gram.
Tib.
Ter.
Ad.
An.
Eun.
Heaut.
Phorm.
Theoc. Id.
Thuc.
Val. Max.

Varro, Ling.

Verg., Aen.

Vitr.

Xen.
Ages.
An.
Cyn.
Cyr.
Hell.
Oec.

Abbreviations of Ancient Authors and Works xxvii

Ocdipus Tyrannus (Oedipus the King)
Trachiniae (Women of Trachis)
Stephanus Byzantius, Ethnica
Stesichorus

Strabo

Greek Lexicon formerly known as Suidas
Suetonius

Divus Augustus

Divus Clandius

De Grammaticis

Tiberius

Terence

Adelphoe

Andria

Eunuchus

Heautontimorumenos

Phormio

Theocritus, Idylls

Thucydides

Valerius Maximus

Varro, De lingua Latina (On the Latin Language)
Virgil, Aeneid

Vitruvius, De architectura

Xenophon

Agesilaus

Anabasis

Cynegeticus

Cyropaedia (The Education of Cyrus)
Hellenica (Greek History)

Oceconomicus



ATrA
Adler
AIV

AJA

AJPh

Anat. St.
Annales ESC
ANRW
Ant. Class.
Arch. Pap.
AVI
BASOR
BCH

BE
BGU

BICS
BIFAO
BL

Abbreviations
of Modern Sources

Antike und Abendland
Suidae Lexicon edidit Ada Adler, Leipzig 1928-38

Atti dellIstituto Veneto di Scienze, Lettere ed Awrti, Classe di
scienze morali, letteve ed arti

American Journal of Avchaeology

American Journal of Philology

Anatolian Studies

Annales: histoire, sciences sociales

Aufstiey und Niedergang der vomischen Welt

L’ Antiquité classique

Avchiv fiir Papyrusforschung

R. Wachter, Attic Vase Inscriptions: http: /avi.unibas.ch/
Bulletin of the American Schools of Oriental Research
Bulletin de corvespondance hellénique

Bulletin épigraphique, in REG, 1888—

Aegyptische Urkunden aus den Koniglichen (later Staatlichen)
Museen zu Berlin, Griechische Urkunden, Berlin

Bulletin of the Institute of Classical Studies, London
Bulletin de Plnstitut frangais d’avchéologie orientale

Berichtigungsliste der griechischen Papyrusurkunden aus Agypten



BMGS
BSLP
BZ

C Phil.
CA
CAH
CAVI
ccy
CCO
CdE
CEG

CFHB
CIG

CIL

cr

cQ
CRAI
Cron. Erc.
CSCO
cw

DAI

DGE

DHA
DK

Documents

Documents®

DOP

Abbreviations of Modern Sources XXix

Byzantine and Modern Greek Studies

Bulletin de la Société de linguistique de Paris
Byzantinische Zeitschrift

Classical Philology

Classical Antiquity

Cambridge Ancient History

H. Immerwahr, ed., Corpus of Attic Vase Inscriptions
Cambridge Classical Journal

Collectanen Christiana Orientalin

Chronique d’Egypre

P. A. Hansen, Carmina epigraphica Graeca, 2 vols, Berlin
1983-9

Corpus Fontium Historine Byzantinae

A. Boeckh et al., Corpus Inscriptionum Graecarum, 4 vols,
Berlin 1828-77

Corpus Inscriptionum Latinarum, Berlin 1862—

Classical Philology

Classical Quarterly

Comptes vendus de UAcadémie des inscriptions et belles-lettres
Cronache Ercolanesi

Corpus Scriptorum Christianorum Orientalinm

Classical World

Deutsches archiologisches Institut

E. Schwyzer, Dialectorum graccarum exempln epigraphica
potiora, Leipzig 1923 (repr. Hildesheim 1960)

Dialogues d’bistoire ancienne

H. Diels and W. Kranz, Die Fragmente der Vorsokratiker,
6th edn, Berlin 1951-2

M. Ventris and J. Chadwick, Documents in Mycenaean Greek,
Cambridge 1956

M. Ventris and J. Chadwick, Documents in Mycenaean Greek,
2nd edn, Cambridge 1973

Dumbarton Oaks Papers



XXX

EVO
FD
FDS

FGrH
G&R

Gram. Rom. Fray.

GRBS
Guide

Harv. Theol. Rev.
HEL
HSCPh

IC

1CS

1IEG

IF

1G

IGSK or IK
JAOS
JbAChr
JEg. Arch.
JGL

JHS

JIES

JMA

JOB

JRS

JIS

Joiion—Muraoka

Abbreviations of Modern Sources

Egitto ¢ Vicino Oriente
Fouilles de Delphes. Paris 1902—

K. Hiilser, Die Fragmente zur Dialektik der Stoiker, 4 vols,
Stuttgart 1987-8

E. Jacoby, Fragmente dev Griechischen Historiker, Berlin 1923—
Greece and Rome

H. Funaioli, Grammaticae Romanae fragmenta, Leipzig
1907

Greek, Roman and Byzantine Studies

F. Bérard et al., Guide de Pépigraphiste. Bibliographie choisie des
épigraphies antiques et médiévales. Paris 1989

Harvard Theological Review

Histoire, Epistémologie, Langage

Harvard Studies in Classical Philology

M. Guarducci, Inscriptiones Creticae, Rome 1935-50
Illinois Classical Studies

M. L. West, Iambi et Elegi Graeci, 2nd edn, Oxford 1989
Indogermanische Forschungen

Inscriptiones Graecae, Berlin 1873—

Inschriften griechischer Stidte aus Kleinasien, Bonn 1972—
Journal of the Amervican Oriental Society

Jabrbuch fiir antikes Christentum

Journal of Egyptian Archaeology

Journal of Greek Linguistics

Journal of Hellenic Studies

Journal of Indo-European Studies

Journal of Mediterranean Archacology

Jahrbuch der dstevveichischen Byzantinistik

Journal of Roman Studies

Journal of Theological Studies

P. Joion, A Grammar of Biblical Hebrew, corrected repr.,
trans. and rev. T. Muraoka, Rome 1993



Keil, Gramm. Lat.

K-G

Kiihn

Lalies
LCM
LEC
LGPN
LSAG

LSJ

MAMA
MEG
MH
ML

MSS

MXG

NAGVI

oCD?

oCD?

ODB

OGIS

OJA

Abbreviations of Modern Sources xxxi

H. Keil, Grammatici Latini, 8 vols, Leipzig 1855-1923; repr.
Hildesheim 1961-

R. Kihner, Ausfiihrliche Grammatik dev griechischen Sprache,
2 vols., rev. B. Gerth, Hanover 1898-1904

C. G. Kihn, Medicorum graecorum opera quae exstant,
Hildesheim 1964-5 (repr. of 1821-33 edn)

Lalies, Actes des sessions de linguistique et de littérature
Liverpool Classical Monthly

Les Etudes classiques

A Lexicon of Greek Personal Names, Oxtord 1987-

L. H. Jeftery, The Local Scripts of Avchaic Greece, Oxford 1961,
repr. with a Supplement 1961-87 by A. W. Johnston, 1990

Liddell and Scott, Greek—English Lexicon, 9th edn, rev.
H. Stuart Jones, Oxford 1925-40

Monumenta Asine Minoris Antiqua, Manchester 1928—
Medioevo Greco
Museum Helveticum

R. Meiggs and D. M. Lewis, A Selection of Greek Historical
Inscriptions to the End of the Fifth Century BC, rev. edn, Oxford
1988

Miinchener Studien zur Sprachwissenschaft

R. Merkelbach and M. L. West, Fragmenta Hesiodea, Oxford
1967

H. Diels, Aristotelis qui fertur de Melisso, Xenophane, Gorgin
libellus.  Philosophische und  bistorische  Abbandlungen der
koniglichen Akademie der Wissenschaften zu Berlin, Berlin 1900

R. Wachter, Non-Attic Greek Vase Inscriptions, Oxford 2001

N. G. L. Hammond and H. H. Scullard, The Oxford Classical
Dictionary, 2nd edn. Oxford 1970

S. Hornblower and A. Spawforth, The Oxford Classical Dictionary,
3rd edn revised, Oxford 2003

A. P. Kazhdan, Oxford Dictionary of Byzantium, New York
1991

W. Dittenberger, Orientis graeci inscriptiones selectae, 2 vols,
Leipzig 1903-5 (repr. Hildesheim 1986)

Oxford Journal of Avchaeology



XXxil

OLP
OSAP
P Amb.

P.Batay

PCG
PCPS
P.Flor.
PG
PGM

P.Here.
Philol.
P.Lond.
P.Lugd.Bat.
PMG
PMGF

P Mich.
P Mil.
P.Oxy.

PP

PPar.

P.Strasb

PTebe.
P.Vat. Aphrod
QUCC

Abbreviations of Modern Sources

Orientalia Lovaniensia Periodica
Oxford Studies in Ancient Philosophy

B. P. Grenfell and A. S. Hunt, The Amberst Papyri, Being an
Account of the Greek Papyri in the Collection of the Right Hon.
Lord Amberst of Hackney, F.S.A. at Didlington Hall, Norfolk,
London 1900~

E. Boswinkel and P. W. Pestman, Textes grecs, démotiques et
bilingues, Leiden 1978

R. Kassel and C. Austin, Poetae Comici Graecs, Berlin 1983—
Proceedings of the Cambridge Philological Society

Papiri greco-egizii, Papivi Fiorventini

J. P. Migne, Patrologin Graeca

K. Preisendanz, Papyri Graecae Magicae, 2 vols, Leipzig—Berlin
1928-31

Papyri Herculanenses

Philologus

Greek Papyri in the British Museum
Papyrologica Lugduno-Batava

D. L. Page, Poetae Melici Graeci, Oxford 1962

M. Davies, Poectarum Melicorum Graecorum Fragmenta,
Oxford 1991

Michigan Papyri
Papiri Milanesi

B. P. Grenfell, A. S. Hunt et al., The Oxyrbynchus Papyri,
London 1898-

La parola del passato

J. A. Letronne, W. Brunet de Presle, and E. Egger, Notices et
textes des papyrus grecs duw Musée du Lonvre et de la Bibliotheque
Impériale, Paris 1865

E. Preisigke, Griechische Papyrus der Kaiserlichen Universitiits-
und Landesbibliothek zu Strassbury, Leipzig

The Tebtunis Papyri, London 1902—
R. Pintaudi, ed., I Papiri Vaticani di Aphrodito, Rome 1980

Onaderni Urbinati di Cultura Classica



RAAO
Radt

RANL
RBPH
REA
REAuy
REB

REG

Rend. Ist. Lomb.
Rev. Ez. Laz.
Rev. Phil.
RHM

Rhb. Mus.
RHS

RO

SB
SCI
S-D

SEG
SGDI

SGLG
SMEA
SNG
SO
St.CL
SVF

SylP

Abbreviations of Modern Sources xxxiii

Revue d’assyriologie et d’archéologie ovientale

S. Radt, Tragicorum Graecorum Fragmenta. Vol. 4: Sophocles,
rev. edn, Berlin 1999

Rendiconti dell’ Accademin nazionale dei Linces
Revue belge de philologie et d’histoire

Revue des études anciennes

Revue des études angustiniennes

Revue des études byzantines

Revue des études grecques

Rendiconti d. R. Istituto Lombardo di scienze ¢ lettere
Revue des études lntines

Revue de philologie

Romische bistorische Mitteilungen

Rheinisches Musenm fiir Philologie

Revue d’bistoire des sciences

P. J. Rhodes and R. G. Osborne, Greek Historical Inscriptions,
404-323 Bc, Oxford 2003

Sammelbuch griechischer Urkunden aus Agypten
Studia Classica Isracelica

E. Schwyzer and A. Debrunner, Griechische Grammatik,
vol. 2, Munich 1950

Supplementum epigraphicum graecum, Leiden 1923—

H. Collitz, F. Bechtel et al., Sammlung der griechischen
Dialektinschriften, Gottingen 1884-1915

Sammiung griechischer und lateinischer Grammatiker
Studi micenei ed egeo-anatolics

Sylloge nummorum graecornm. 2002—

Symbolae Osloenses

Studii clasice

H. von Arnim, Stoicorum Veterum Fragmenta, 4 vols, Leipzig
1905-24

W. Dittenberger, Sylloge inscriptionum graecarum,
3rd edn, 4 vols, Leipzig 1915-24 (repr. Hildesheim 1982)



XXXIV

TAM
TAPA
TAPHS
THT
TLG
TPS
UPZ
Voigt
WJA
ws
YCS
ZDMG
ZPE
ZVS§

Abbreviations of Modern Sources

Tituli Asine Minoris, Vienna 1901—

Transactions of the Amervican Philological Association
Transactions of the American Philosophical Society
Tocharische Handschriften Turfansamminng
Thesaurus Linguae Graecae

Transactions of the Philological Society

Urkunden der Ptolemierzeit

E. M. Voigt, Sappho et Alcaens, Amsterdam 1971
Wiirzburger Jahrbiicher fiir die Altertumswissenschaft
Wiener Studien

TYale Classical Studies

Zestschrift der deutschen morgenlindischen Gesellschaft
Zestschrift fiir Papyrologie und Epigraphik

Zeitschrift fiiv vergleichende Sprachforschung



Linguistic and Other
Abbreviations

abl. ablative
acc. accusative
act. active
Acol. Acolic
Akk. Akkadian
aor. aorist
Aram. Aramaic
Arc. Arcadian
Arg. Argolic
art. article
ath. athematic
Att. Attic
Avest. Avestan
Bithyn. Bithynia
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CHAPTER ONE

Introduction

Egbert J. Bakker

Few of those interested in Greek antiquity, and certainly no one whose interest in
ancient Greece is professional and academic, will deny that familiarity with the
language, and knowledge about it, is indispensable for any study at any level of critical
engagement with Greek antiquity. Those who approach the world of the ancient
Greeks without such knowledge will have to rely on a translator’s reading skills. For
without texts, linguistic evidence, our knowledge of antiquity would not exceed that
of other lost civilizations whose ruins and artefacts merely increase the enigma, raising
questions that only language can answer.

Yet in spite of such unanimous acknowledgment of the central importance of
language, there are widely different attitudes to it within the Classics profession,
often coinciding with international fault lines. Whereas in some national traditions
the Greek language is seen as an important area of research in its own right —
although the angle under which the research is done is not homogeneous — in others
the study of Greek as a language is relegated to the pedagogical context of the fresh-
men classroom, where instructors are typically graduate students whose own research
interests have often nothing to do with the Greek language. In such a context, the
Greek language becomes an object of reflection mainly as a pedagogical challenge:
learning the language as first step toward, and necessary condition for, access to the
ancient world.

The grammars used for reference in this context (in English, e.g., Smyth 1956) are
based on nineteenth-century German scholarship that considers deep knowledge of
the language as the most powerful — and necessary — hermeneutic tool in the philolo-
gist’s arsenal. The Greek language is seen as a highly refined (and evolved) means of
expressing an author’s thought, so that knowing the language’s syntax in all its nuances
can give the philologist access to this thought and to the world that shaped it. Such a
conception of language as indissolubly interconnected with the task of interpretation
leads to a natural end point. Ciritical research into the language comes to a halt when
the point has been reached at which the language’s refined syntax has been described
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in such detail that all linguistic obstacles between the critical reader and the author’s
thought have been removed. Such an end point can be found in the monumental
reference grammars of Raphael Kithner and Eduard Schwyzer (K-G and S-D, respec-
tively).

Insofar as the Greek language in itself has traditionally been an object of scholarly,
linguistic, interest, the sector studied is not syntax, but morphology and phonology.
The perspective is historical-comparative, in that Greek (and Latin) is studied against
the background of the reconstruction of Proto-Indo-European, with an eye toward
structural similarities between the two ancient languages as well as toward either lan-
guage’s contribution to the reconstruction of the proto-language. Greek was found
to be a valuable branch in the Indo-European tree, providing important evidence for
what the stem or the root was like. The historical-comparative method has also yielded
benefits for the Greek language itself, in the form of deep insight into how linguistic
prehistory has shaped the language’s morphology and phonology as it can be observed
in our texts.

Historical-comparative linguistics is an established subdiscipline of Greek philology
and it is practiced in all national traditions. But it is no longer the only way to do
critical research on the Greek language. The genetic outlook of historical linguistics,
which places Greek in time, the time of the diversification of the Indo-European
proto-language, has come to be complemented with a more functional perspective, in
which Greek is placed in the geographical space in which it was spoken. The language,
we have come to realize, is not only shaped by the regularity of Indo-European sound
laws, but also by the interference with the languages, whether genetically related or
not, of the peoples encountered by the speakers of Greek. This perspective comple-
ments the conception of Ancient Greek as an amalgam of inherited features and
involves a variety of language contact phenomena, such as linguistic borrowing, bilin-
gualism on the part of Greek speakers, or the use of Greek by non-Greek speakers.

In another development, the study of the language “itself” has now moved past the
pedagogical-hermeneutical positions of the reference grammars. “Greek linguistics™ is
for some the systematic study of the actual use of the Greek language as we see it
deployed in our texts, with reference not only to the understanding of the texts them-
selves but also to research into the syntax, semantics, even pragmatics, of modern
living languages.

The general de-emphasis of “norms” and “default cases” in recent thought in the
humanities, furthermore, has stimulated interest in language use other than “stan-
dard” or “good” Greek. The “marginal” aspects of the use of the Greek language
coming to the fore in this way include spoken language, the “low registers” of the
language, the speech of marginal groups such as women, slaves, or foreigners. The
margin remains in full focus when we consider the expansion of Greek eastward under
Alexander the Great and the profound influence of the resulting “periphery” on what
was traditionally the “center.” The story of the Greek language is not finished, in
more than one way, with the morphology of Homer or the syntax of Demosthenes.

The present volume brings together the traditional perspectives and the newer
approaches in what is hoped is a comprehensive overview of the language in its various
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manifestations (literary texts, papyri, inscriptions) and viewed under a variety of angles:
historical, functional, syntactic, pragmatic, and sociolinguistic, to name a few.

Part I deals with the materiality of the Greek language. In order for us to be able to
know the language and read its literature, Greek had to be transcoded to written signs
in such a way that its sounds and syntax can be recognized; moreover, the objects on
which the signs were written physically had to survive the centuries, even the millen-
nia. During its long history the Greek language came to be written down a number
of times in a script that was originally designed for another language. The first time
was the adaptation, around the middle of the second millennium BCE, of a Cretan syl-
labary for the purposes of record-keeping in the Mycenaean palatial economy. As
Silvin Ferrara shows in a survey of the resulting new script (Linear B) and its linguis-
tic and archeological context, much was lost in translation in the way of adequately
representing the language’s sounds — and due to the nature of the texts not much
syntax was committed to writing; but the Linear B texts do provide us with an invalu-
able window on a stage of the language some 500 years before the earliest surviving
archaic inscriptions. Roger D. Woodard discusses in detail the second transcoding, the
Greek adaptation of the Phoenician alphabet, which in its turn, as recent archeological
discoveries have established, was the descendent of an adaptation of Egyptian logo-
grams to stand for the consonants of a West Semitic language. In the adaptation of the
resulting consonantal Semitic alphabet, Woodard, argues, Cypriot scribes must have
played a key role, and Cyprus must have been the springboard for the expansion of
the new invention over the Greek world.

Rudolf Wachter and Arthur Verhoogt provide introductions to the study of the main
types of documents and their materials that have come down to us from antiquity:
inscriptions and papyri. They discuss the types of text that have survived in these
documents, which include laws, decrees, transactions, contracts, etc., but also poetry
and literature, in the form of funereal or dedicatory epigrams and copies of literary
works from Roman Egypt. The great majority of literary texts, however, come to us
through Byzantium, heir to the Greek-speaking eastern half of the Roman Empire.
Niels Gaul discusses — in addition to such material issues as the birth of the codex and
of cursive writing — the sometimes violent cultural debates to which the copying of the
Classics was subjected through the centuries, reminding us that much of what we take
for granted might well not have survived if events had taken a different turn.

Part IT presents the Greek language from the perspectives of the traditional linguis-
tic subdisciplines. The type of Greek discussed is mostly the “standard” Classical Attic
usage, though diachronic perspectives are also oftered. Philomen Probert discusses the
standard pronunciation of Classical Attic from the point of view of modern phonol-
ogy, taking into account not only the evidence from inscriptions (the Attic alphabet is
discussed), but also from the representation of Greek words in Latin. Michael Weiss
presents morphology, the “form” of the words of the language and the ways in which
they are derived from other words in the language as well as from Proto-Indo-
European. Michael Clarke, in a new discussion of the meaning of words (lexical
semantics), addresses the pedagogically conditioned ways in which classical philology
does lexicography. Instead of an organization of lexical entries in terms of “senses”
that are — or are not — related by way of metaphorical extensions, he offers a cognitive
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approach which places not the lexicographer in the center, but the actual speakers of
the language, who utter their words with an eye toward their assessment of what their
interlocutors take to be the word’s basic meaning.

The two final chapters in Part II move from the sound, form, and meaning of
words to larger linguistic units. Evert van Emde Boas and Luwk Huitink present the
syntax of Classical Greek, the way in which words combine to form clauses and clauses
combine to form larger structures. Among the many topics succinctly presented are
the functionally motivated structure of sentences as arguments surrounding a verbal
core, the tense, aspect, and mood of the verb, and the order of words in the sentence.
In the last chapter, Egbert J. Bakker turns to pragmatics, the ways in which language
is uttered (and shaped) in conversational discourse contexts. His two case studies are
the system of deictics in the language and a cognitively motivated approach to the
Greek verb. He shows that the “prototype” of these linguistic features as they are used
in interactive conversation in “real life” remains intact also when they are used in for-
mal written texts, arguing that the structure of those texts always remains, to a greater
or lesser extent, a matter of interactive communication.

Part III presents the Greek language as subjected to forces deriving from the dimen-
sions of time and space, from its formative period in the second millennium BCE to the
end of the Roman Empire and from the traditional Greek heartland to the far-flung
regions of the Hellenistic and Roman world. The first two chapters concentrate on the
temporal dimension by offering historical-comparative perspectives. Jeremy Rawn
demonstrates the importance of Ancient Greek for the reconstruction of the Indo-
European proto-language and, conversely, shows how deeply the inherited features of
that language shape Greek as we know it. Rupert Thompson then discusses the oldest
actually attested Greek. The language of the Linear B tablets, he shows, may be highly
archaic in some respects, but it is not to be equated with Proto-Greek: some of its
features are shared with only a subset of the dialects we know from the Archaic and
Classical ages. Those dialects are the subject of Stephen Colvin’s chapter, which shifts
the focus from time to space, the space of the Greek language. In his discussion of the
geographical variants of Greek, Colvin resists the earlier paradigm of diversity develop-
ing out of an original unity in some kind of “autonomous” development. Such a
reductive, purely linguistic, model, he argues, obscures such complicating factors as
cthnic identity and language contact.

These factors come directly to the fore in the remaining chapters in this section,
which deal with the rich set of phenomena, linguistic and social, resulting from the
encounter between speakers of Greek with the languages surrounding it, or — and no
less important — between the speakers of those languages and Greek. Shane Hawkins
gives an overview of the evidence we have, directly linguistic or indirectly literary, for
the contacts between Greek and its speakers and a variety of languages in the Near
East. The picture that emerges is one of a wide variety of contacts over the centuries,
from high-level diplomatic exchange in the second millennium to exchanges between
Greek and Carian mercenaries in sixth-century Egypt.

With the creation of the Hellenistic world, and continuing under the Roman
Empire, Greek comes to be spoken and written by large numbers of non-Greek speak-
ers. Claude Brixhe discusses the consequences of this dramatic expansion. He argues
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that the concept of “Koine” commonly used for postdialectal Greek in a world of
political and cultural globalization is underspecified and cannot do justice to the com-
plex linguistic reality of the Greco-Roman East. Only the uniform high-register lan-
guage that artificially preserves Attic grammar can be called “common,” whereas the
lower, demotic registers display wide variety, even dialects. Brixhe’s survey of the epi-
graphical record in Greco-Roman Asia Minor allows us a glimpse into the real-life
laboratory in which the contours of future Modern Greek are taking visible shape.
A region where the Greek impact on the local culture, and of the local speakers on the
Greek language, was particularly strong and, due to the availability of the papyrologi-
cal record, particularly visible, was Egypt. Sofia Torallas Tovar gives an overview of
Greco-Egyptian bilingualism, teasing out the specific Egyptian interferences taking
place in addition to the larger patterns in the wider evolution of the Koine. Such ques-
tions also come to the fore in Coulter H. George’s chapter, but here the “interfering”
languages are Hebrew and Aramaic and the bilingual context is not everyday interac-
tion, but the translation of the biblical scriptures. George shows that the syntax of the
Greek Old and New Testament reflects the patterns of the original text and language,
over and above the features that it derives from the evolution of the language itself in
the development of Koine.

The contact between Greek and Latin, finally, is discussed by Bruno Rochette. The
interactions between the two languages are intimately connected with Roman identity
and the Roman Empire and are apparent in the complex bilingual habits of cultured
Romans. Rochette shows that after a period in which the two languages were equiva-
lent (though not without problems or discussion) under the Republic and the early
Empire, Greek gradually had to yield, eventually disappearing from the western half
of the Empire.

Language is not, as some linguists suppose, a simple algorithm or a value-free
“code” for the expression of thoughts. Language is a matter of social empowerment
or lack thereof, of speakers’ identity or the assignment of identity to them by their
listeners, and of social or professional groups either being characterized by it or con-
sciously singling themselves out with it. Part IV offers a selection of the possibilities
opened up by such sociolinguistic approaches. Andreas Willi discusses register, which
he defines as the set of linguistic features reflecting a given “genre” of discourse, a way
of speaking conditioned by the framework (social, situational, subject matter, ctc.)
shared by the speakers in a given situation. Willi’s linguistic analysis of register varia-
tion in Greek literature also involves a look at parody in literature as well as at the
prescriptive discussions of register (/exis) in rhetorical theory in terms of “appropriate-
ness” and “decorum.” Sometimes a “way of speaking” is not shared or deliberately
adopted but attributed to groups of, typically marginal, speakers. Out of the various
possibilities here Thorsten Figen selects the speech of women; he discusses the evi-
dence for female speech in Greek and Roman literature, which unsurprisingly reveals
more about the male norm with respect to which female speech is “other” than about
women’s speech itself. The perceived differences between groups of speakers that dif-
fer from the male adult norm is “coded” in the form of a language’s system of address,
which Eleanor Dickey presents in the next chapter. Her analysis shows a marked con-
trast between an egalitarian Classical use of address terms and directives (utterances
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ordering someone to do something) and increasing social stratification in later ages,
complicated by strong influence from the address system in Latin. Francesca Schivoni
finishes the section with a presentation on the language of Greek science (medicine
and mathematics). She shows how not only language is conditioned by the special
body of knowledge of a given group, but also that the one Fachsprache can ditfer
radically from the other. Thus medicine creates its special discourse by lexical means,
whereas mathematics employs a specialized formulaic syntax. She also addresses the
different communicative needs and goals with which each discipline is faced.

Ancient Greek would not be known to us in the detailed evidence available, ifit had
not been the language of a literature that has through the millennia been deemed
valuable and worthy of transmission. The transmitted literary works thus provide rich
evidence for the language, but it would be a mistake to keep language and literature
so separate from each other as “form” from “content.” As the chapters in Part V show
in their different ways, many of the literary genres, even individual works, are a lan-
guage in their own right. This is a complex phenomenon with many aspects (linguis-
tic, esthetic, social, religious, political) that grew in importance over the centuries as
literary works and genres gained an increasingly canonical status. Homeric epic, to
begin, is heir to an Indo-European Dichtersprache. Joshua T. Katz starts the series by
considering what this means. The field of comparative-historical poetics he presents is
cognate with historical-comparative linguistics as presented earlier by Weiss and
Rau, but instead of inherited morphological and phonological patterns it studies
inherited phraseology. Katz discusses some well-known Homeric formulae that stand
a fair chance of being inherited. In addition to actual phrases he also pays attention
to the Homeric evidence for Indo-European stylistic practice as well as to the ever-
controversial question of inherited meter. Meter is, of course, one of the most impor-
tant ways in which poetry as special language reserved for special performance
occasions can be set apart from ordinary speech. It is studied by Gregory Nagy, who
presents his discussion against the background of Plato’s critique in Laws of contem-
porary mousiké as a state of disintegration of a former integral whole: the contempo-
rary poets have isolated words from rhythm and melody. As Nagy argues, however,
meter, taken in the wider sense of “measure,” crucially contains rhythm and melody
in the form of the double accentuation system of the language, involving both stress
and pitch. Meter is thus characterized as a regulation — embedded in the language — of
the measures of melody and rhythm, showing both in the rhythmical profile and in
the melodic contour of the verse.

Another typifying feature of literature is dialect. Olga Tribuiato discusses this fea-
ture, showing that far from restricting a work’s circulation to a limited area, dialect
can contribute to a work’s, and genre’s, panhellenic distribution. Dialects, she states,
are consciously adopted literary languages that have often nothing to do with a given
poet’s native dialect. Moreover, they are conventional stylizations, rather than faithful
representations of any local dialect. An important issue Tribulato raises is the question
of the transmission of dialect features by Hellenistic and later editors. The question of
dialect applies, sometimes controversially, to Homeric poetry with its “multidialectal”
character. Olav Hackstein addresses the dialectal underpinnings of the epic Kunstsprache
and offers a comprehensive survey of the diachronic dimension of epic diction, in
which archaic features easily combine with recent language in a dynamic interplay of
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modernization and archaization. He also reviews the extensive evidence for the ways
in which Homeric language is conditioned by meter. The chapter ends with a view of
the impact of Homeric Greek, as the culture’s central poetic language, on contempo-
rary inscriptional poetry and later literary traditions.

Michael Silk continues with a discussion of Greek lyric, in which he includes the
language of the choral songs in tragedy and in Aristophanes. The language of Greek
song, Silk shows, is throughout indebted to the epic tradition, which sets it apart,
along with dialect coloring (never the poet’s own native dialect), from ordinary
speech, although lyric poets are keen to combine the epic flavor of their compositions
with contemporary language. To this dimension of stylistic elevation (which can be
seen in terms of register) Silk adds the dimension of heightening, the intensification
of meaning on an ad hoc basis, e.g., through metaphor. The language of tragedy is
further analyzed by Richard Rutherford, who sheds more light on both the “eleva-
tion” and the metaphorical complexity of tragic language. Rutherford offers a close
reading of three sample passages which each exemplify the style of each of the three
tragedians.

Prose comes to the fore in the two remaining chapters of Part V. Victor Bers dis-
cusses the ways in which “prose” (whether as written communication or as enhanced
speech) can be turned into an artistic medium. The esthetic concept of Kunstprosa
sets up poetry as at the same time a source on which to draw and as example to be
avoided, and it is not always easy to gauge the artistic impact — or intention — of such
phenomena as prose rhythm or poetic coloration in the absence of more comparative
material. The Attic texts studied by Bers were destined to become Kunstprosa in the
second degree in the intellectual and cultural milieu of the Second Sophistic, dis-
cussed by Lawrence Kim in the final chapter. Kim’s discussion of Atticism shows how
language came to play a key role in the fashioning of elite Hellenic identity under the
Empire, with the attested usage of canonical Attic writers becoming a language in its
own right. Tracing the various attitudes toward Classical or Attic language back to
Dionysius of Halicarnassus and the Roman A#tici, Kim warns against simplification
and overgeneralization: Atticism is a varied phenomenon, ranging from an uncom-
promising prohibition on language not attested in the Attic models to the loose
adoption of an Attic-sounding style. But however one conceived of language and the
past among those with access to the highest linguistic registers (from “pure” Atticism
to educated Koine), the period sees the beginning of a state of diglossia that was to
continue till the resolution of the Language Controversy in the modern Greek
nation-state.

Part VI offers three essays in reflection on the Greek language within antiquity. There
is some overlap between the three chapters, dealing with philosophy, grammar, and
rhetoric, respectively, but that overlap is a natural consequence of the fact that the
boundaries between these three disciplines were much less clearly drawn in antiquity
than they are now. Casper C. de Jonge and Johannes M. van Ophuifsen provide an over-
view of the reflection on language in the philosophical tradition from the Presocratics
to Plotinus. Their account highlights throughout the wider concerns of Greek philoso-
phers in their dealings with language, such as the Presocratics” questioning of the capac-
ity of nouns and names to grasp the deeper structure of the world, or the Stoics’ use of
logic, and logos, to attain the enlightened philosophical life. While the philosophical



8 Egbert . Bakker

tradition is interested in “words,” their properties, and classification, mainly insofar as
these are indispensable for the correct treatment of /ogos (i.e., the meaningful, declara-
tive sentence), the tradition of grammatike, as it gradually emancipates from philoso-
phy, comes to be interested in the “elements of language” for their own sake. Andreas
U. Schmidbauser, revisiting some of the philosophical territory and considering it from
the viewpoint of the prehistory of linguistics, traces the “birth” of grammar to the
Stoics; their hierarchy of constitutive elements of language (writable sound, syllable,
word, sentence) as well as their distinction of “parts of speech” will prove very influen-
tial. Schmidhauser shows how the great grammarian Apollonius Dyscolus as well as the
subsequent grammatical tradition are indebted to it in spite of some important seman-
tic modifications. James Porter then offers a further account of what he calls the Greeks’
“metadiscursive grasp” of language. Expanding the fundamental idea that language can
be broken down various levels into component parts, he speaks of a “componential
analysis” of language, of which the stoicheion is the atomic building-block — indeed, he
traces the concept to fifth-century BCE atomic physics. Porter’s discussion of stoicheion
brings together such diverse topics as esthetics in stylistic theory, “nonsense” inscrip-
tions on early Classical vases, and a new reading of the Helen of Gorgias.

Part VII in closing takes the Greek language out of antiquity and brings it to the
modern age. Staffan Wablgren in a sequel to Kim’s chapter discusses literary language
under the Byzantine Empire and writers’ attitude toward the classical past. His over-
view is a useful correction of the common view of Byzantine literature as operating in
a one-dimensional space with the classical models at one extreme and contemporary
vernacular at the other. Byzantine literature will construe the “high-end” register in
different ways in different periods and will sometimes consciously adopt vernacular
elements. Emancipation from the ancient language is naturally even stronger in the
medieval and early modern vernacular, but the normative bias, sometimes even from
within the contemporary Greek-speaking world, is just as strong. David Holton and
Io Manolesson argue that “medieval Greek” is a language in its own right that is not
done justice when the ancient language remains the frame of reference. Medieval
Greek philology, they argue, can be more fruitfully brought into line with the study
of the medieval vernaculars of the Western European languages. Their detailed survey
of the changes taking place in the medieval period, many of which originate in the
Koine, can be profitably read in conjunction with Brixhe’s survey of the linguistic
changes taking place in Hellenistic and Roman Asia Minor.

Many of those changes are naturally at the basis of the official language of the mod-
ern Greek nation-state, but as Peter Mackridge shows in the last chapter of the vol-
ume, Standard Modern Greek is by no means the direct result of the natural
developments in the language (demotic). Conscious choices were made in the wider
context of the Language Controversy that sprang into being with Greek indepen-
dence and that pitted vernacularists (of various “degrees”) against purists. The result,
as Mackridge shows, is an elaborate compromise in which words from the learned
tradition are adopted and subjected to rules of morphology deriving from the popular
tradition, if available; if not, ancient morphology is invoked. Modern Standard Greek,
of which a detailed overview is offered, thus provides living evidence for the continu-
ous presence of the ancient language.
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The Sources







CHAPTER TWO

Mycenaean Texts:
The Linear B Tablets

Stlvia Fervara

Script and language are two uncorrelated, separate entities. In functional terms, a
language can be written by means of several writing systems, and, equally, one script
can record multiple existing languages. In its long history, the Greek language was
recorded by three separate scripts. Following its decipherment in 1952 by Michael
Ventris, we can now read the earliest of these, which is commonly called Linear B.
This chapter is dedicated to the paleographic origin of Linear B and to its historical
significance as the first epigraphic attestation of the Greek language.

Some 400 years before the Phoenician script was adopted for the creation of the
Greek alphabet and a few centuries before the Classical Cypriot Syllabary was used to
write the Arcado-Cypriot dialect on Cyprus, an early form of Greek, predating the
Homeric poems by half a millennium, was recorded by means of a syllabic writing
system called Linear B. As opposed to the alphabet, in which the separate sounds of a
language are recorded individually, in a syllabary such as Linear B, individual signs
consist of two sounds, typically a consonant followed by a vowel (/ka/, /ke/, /ki/,
/ko/, /ku/; /ta/, /te/, /ti/, /to/, /tu/; etc.), with a separate set for simple vowels
(/a/,/¢e/,/1/,/0/,/u/). As aresult, a syllabary will include a larger number of signs
than an alphabet.

The Linear B syllabary was the product of the Mycenaean civilization of the
Late Bronze Age in its high phase (1400-1200 Bck) and was instrumental to docu-
menting the administrative transactions of a highly centralized economy focused
on palace complexes on Crete (Knossos, Khania) and in mainland Greece (Pylos,
Mycenae, Tiryns, and Thebes). But while Linear B is a clear manifestation of the
Mycenaean culture responsible for its creation, its origin, from an essentially paleo-
graphic perspective, is deeply embedded in the Minoan period, preceding
the Mycenaean period by half a millennium. Minoan Crete was the cradle of
Aegean writing, and, in the span of five centuries or so, three separate syllabic
scripts were fashioned almost uniquely to record the administrative operation of
palatial systems.
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The Origin: Aegean Syllabaries of the Second
Millennium

When, in 1900, Arthur Evans, then keeper at the Ashmolean Museum in Oxford,
began excavations at the site of Knossos, he revealed a palace complex centuries earlier
in date (Middle Minoan IA) than the Mycenaean palaces unearthed by Schliemann a
few decades before on the Greek mainland (Late Helladic I-11T).

Evans suspected that this newly discovered civilization of Crete, coined “Minoan”
after the legendary king Minos, would yield evidence for literacy. His strong convic-
tion was based on the evolutionarily determined idea that “Man before Writing”
could not have reached the level of sophistication displayed in Minoan artistry and
craftsmanship in the absence of writing, rather than on the more pragmatic observa-
tion that the administration of a complex structure such as a palace would necessitate
written records. But he was soon proven right: among the ruins of the palace, more
than 4,000 tablets were discovered, which bore hitherto unseen characters, and whose
intricate graphic structure was unmistakably recognizable as writing. Most of them
consisted of angular signs formed mainly by rectangular and vertical lines. Evans gave
this script the imaginative title of “Linear.” “Linear” was soon distinguished into two
different systems, Linear Script of Class A and Linear Script of Class B, which shared
a large common element, but whose distinguishing features were regular and system-
atically observable. Another deposit of clay documents bore a script vaguely resem-
bling Egyptian hieroglyphs, and was thus termed “hieroglyphic” or “conventionalized
pictographic” and dated, in the light of its stratigraphic position, to an earlier phase
than the Linear classes (Evans 1909).

Detailing the origin and development of writing on Crete is an enterprise fraught
with problems, mainly of a quantitative and chronological nature. We can claim that
it is with the appearance of the Cretan “hieroglyphic” script that the history of writing
in the Aegean formally begins, but even this assumption is debatable. Four seals that
bear the same sequence of five signs, in the so-called Arkhanes script, are attested from
the first palatial period (Middle Minoan IA) and thus represent the earliest form of
writing on the island, but what they constitute is a repeated “formula” rather than a
cohesive graphic system, and even their paleographic relationship with the Cretan
hieroglyphic script cannot be persuasively traced (Olivier and Godart 1996).

Quantitative problems are evident even when writing can be formally identified.
Cretan hieroglyphic script and Linear A form, together, a corpus of fewer than 2,000
documents, with slightly more than 10,000 individual signs (respectively 350 inscrip-
tions in hieroglyphic adding up to ¢. 3,000 signs, and 1,500 inscriptions in Linear A,
with ¢. 8,000 signs). While the paucity of the material impedes our understanding of
how writing emerged and advanced on Crete, it equally poignantly reflects onto a
problem of a purely linguistic nature: despite several attempts at decipherment, the
language, or indeed languages, behind these two scripts remain unidentified. However,
even if tracing the history of poorly attested scripts is problematic to the same extent
that reading and understanding their language is unfeasible, the functions of these
scripts can be evaluated and compared, and the purposes for their creation postulated
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Table 2.1 The chronology of the Aegean scripts, with absolute and relative dates

Absolute
Chronology Relative Chronology Relative Chronology
Script BCE Crete Mainland
Arkhanes 2100-1900 Middle Minoan IA
1900-1850 Middle Minoan IB,
Protopalatial peviod
Cretan hieroglyphic, 1850-1800 Middle Minoan ITA
Linear A 1800-1700 Middle Minoan IIB
1700-1650 Middle Minoan IIIA,
Neopalatial
1650-1600 Middle Minoan I1IB Middle Helladic IIT
Linear A 1600-1480 Late Minoan IA Late Helladic I
1480-1425 Late Minoan IB Late Helladic ITA
Linear B 1425-1390 Late Minoan II, Late Helladic IIB
(KN, Chariot Postpalatinl
Tablets)
Linear A, 1390-1360 Late Minoan IIIA1 Late Helladic I1ITA1
Linear B Palace of Knossos
destroyed
Linear B 1360-1330 Late Minoan IITA2 Late Helladic ITTA2
1330-1250 Late Minoan IIIB1 Late Helladic ITIB1
1250-1200 Late Minoan III1B2 Late Helladic ITIB2

with some degree of confidence. This interpretative approach can shed light on the
cultural substratum that saw the birth of Linear B.

Cretan hievoglyphic script

Evans infused his analysis of the Aegean scripts with the notion that their graphic
structure systematically developed through a unidirectional evolutionary sequence
from pictorial to more abstract signs, and that thus the Linear scripts would represent
the survivals of a primitive system of picture-writing, stemming directly from the
Cretan hieroglyphic. This mechanistic perspective can be challenged on many levels.
It can now be safely claimed that the signs of the Cretan hieroglyphic script, although
still remaining the less understood of the Aegean syllabaries, do not represent picto-
grams in the sense of “picture-drawing,” and that neither do they genetically stem
from the Egyptian hieroglyphs, nor do they have anything “hieratic” or “sacred”
about them (Olivier 1989).

The number of distinct signs (96) indicates that the script is syllabic (Olivier and
Godart 1996). To the phonographic core, namely the sets of signs representing syl-
lables, it adds a logographic component of about 30 signs, which individually repre-
sent a morpheme, or a meaningful unit of language, thus omitting the syllabically
spelled-out representation of words in their phonemic structure. Together with these,
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a series of klasmatograms (fractions) and arithmograms (numerical notations) are
attested. This system already shows a degree of structural complexity that definitely
functions as more than an “embryonic instrument for spelling out names and titles”
(Documents®: 30). The inscriptions on archival material, recorded on more than a
hundred supports between clay tablets, bars, and medallions, are of a clear administra-
tive nature, as they register the movements of commodities, indicated by the regular
usage of logograms, with their respective quantities recorded with a decimal numeric
system. This basic layout of information on the clay documents, with the three con-
stituent elements of word-sequence (spelled syllabically), logogram and numeral, will
be preserved in the Linear A and B inscriptions produced for comparable accounting
purposes and it conclusively indicates that the three scripts had, in their internal struc-
ture, a common core.

Half of the total number of Cretan hieroglyphic inscriptions is attested on sphragis-
tic material (seals and seal impressions), probably functioning to register and impress
the administrative role of the seal owner. Interestingly, seals are never engraved with
Linear A signs. This may be due to more than epigraphic preferences in two different
scribal traditions and it may indicate that the basic controlling and recording proce-
dures relating to seals were replaced by the more efficient and far-reaching capabilities
of the full phonetic and logographic system which will become the regular practice in
Linear B (Palaima 1988a).

Linear A

For decades it was assumed that the Cretan hieroglyphic evolved into a more stylized
and more cursive graphic form represented by the Linear A script, in a direct and
recognizable line of chronological and paleographic descent. Today this view is prob-
lematic. We now know that the two systems were created more or less co-terminously
(the earliest attestations of Linear A date to the Middle Minoan IIA period, thus still
in the Protopalatial period; Vandenabeele 1985) and in the same cultural context.
Moreover, and without intending to dispute a general affiliation, the paucity of the
inscriptions in both corpora obfuscates their paleographic interrelation: we simply
cannot claim, with slightly more than 20 common syllabograms, and about a third of
the logograms, that the graphic structural core is wholly shared between the two.

The near totality of the Linear A material is attested from Crete and found in pala-
tial contexts, villas, sanctuaries, and tombs, but also on several Aegean islands and
Miletus (Godart and Olivier 1976-85). Its apogee corresponds roughly to the
Minoan palace constructions of the Neopalatial period. In stark contrast with the
Linear B epigraphic repertoire, Linear A texts are known on a wide range of supports:
incised on stone vessels, on precious metal objects (silver and gold pins, a miniature
gold axe, a gold ring), painted in cuttlefish ink on the inside of a clay cup and other
clay vases, and incised on wall graffiti. The remainder of non-administrative texts is
represented by “votive” formulae incised on stone libation tables and other objects
dedicated at peak sanctuaries (Brice 1961; Shoep 1994).

More than half of the inscriptions are found in the archival records at the royal villa of
Hagia Triada, dating to the Late Minoan IA period, when the script possibly reached its
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most formalized, and most representative sign repertoire (Documents?). The Hagia
Triada archives bear testimony to the usage of the script in a clearly administrative con-
text. Inventories concerning agricultural and manufactured commodities, personnel and
stock transactions were normally entered on page-shaped clay tablets, but also on other
independent documents such as nodules and roundels. Roundels were used as receipts for
objects leaving the administrative centers, bearing one word on one side and the logo-
gram for the represented commodity on the other. Nodules were holed lumps of clay
impressed by a seal and rarely inscribed, used to secure the end of strings and hanging
from objects to label them (Hallager 1996). There is evidence that some of the nodules
were attached to written documents of either papyrus or parchment and this would open
up the possibility that perishable materials were indeed part of the epigraphic supports.

In its graphic structure Linear A presents a composite phonographic and logo-
graphic repertoire. The phonograms are 97 (although the exact figure is disputed;
Raison and Pope 1977; Godart and Olivier 1976-85) and about 50 logograms (15
of which are regularly attested, the remainder being either hapax legomena or very
rare). In addition there are as many as 150 “complex” signs formed by the graphic
juxtaposition of simple syllabograms (monograms), or by superimposing logograms
and syllabograms together in one sign (/zgatures). This complex sematographic reper-
toire was employed through the space-saving mechanism of recording objects/words
both through a more or less reliable “drawing” of their physical characteristics (ves-
sels, animals, etc.) or through acrophonic abbreviations, i.c., the representation of the
first syllable of the object/word registered. The result is that the information recorded
on Linear A tablets is extremely condensed and shortened, resorting to full phonetic
writing only to a minimal degree. Quantities are expressed through a meticulously
articulate system of fractions, which dates back to the Cretan hieroglyphs and is likely
to be Egyptian in origin (Duhoux 1989; Bennett 1950).

From a paleographic perspective, the affiliation between the two Linear scripts has
never been disputed. About 70 phonograms of the Linear A system are common to the
Linear B script (see table 2.2, where common signs are marked “ab”), thus there would
be no theoretical impediment to the idea of “reading” Linear A: determining the pho-
netic realization of the Linear A syllabograms would be based on the application of the
phonetic values of the Linear B signs on their homographic Linear A counterparts.
Cross-script recognition and consequent sound transference is, however, a risky proce-
dure since one cannot theoretically exclude the possibility that the phonetic values of
the Linear A system were partially modified or reshuffled by the developers of the
Linear B system. The general principle prompting us to caution is that paleographical
similarity does not go in tandem with phonetic identity, especially when a script is
adapted to record different phonological characteristics inherent in a new language.

Even discounting all the possible theoretical caveats, and even accepting this method
to have proven partially successful in reading Linear A (bearing in mind that “read-
ing” is not “deciphering”), the yielded results of the sound transference have proven
inconclusive (Duhoux 1978, 1989). It is today possible to recognize a few Minoan
toponyms and anthroponyms and a couple of structural characteristics, such as pat-
terns of sign alternation and affixing and some phonological aspects (for instance, a
preponderant use of word-final —u where Linear B uses —o; Duhoux 1989), but these
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Table 2.2 The Linear A syllabary, with signs uniquely attested in Linear A (a) and signs
shared with the Linear B syllabary (ab)

ab | T [ab | Mt[ab [ A[ab [[]ab Nlab[ Ml al©[a|[&falZ [al[X [al® [a X
ab [F [ab | F|ab [ Y]|ab [H|ab | Z[ab|Ofla|[A]a | X |a|T |a|C |a|D|a |T
ab | 1 |ab | Flab [A[ab [Llab [3 [ablE]alClalAd [alTJ[alD]al® [a [K
ab | Tlab [A]ab [Clab [H[ab [ D av|[m[al<s]a |l [alZ [a]t [a] Pla [U
ab [T [ab [T [ab [P [ab [[s[ab [ B [ab[Elal[6da|Z[al¥ [alFlal[R [a [D
ab | T [ab [$]ab [ Alab [ B [ ab Olab|[R[a[Ola R [ald [a|]AlalT [a X
ab [T [ab [F[ab [K[ab [BH[ab [B[ab[H|[ald]a|Q [al>[alY [alF [a [V
ab | ¥ [ab [ 1] ab [ A]ab [ B ab Flab| m|a|Q|a|®|a|o|als a| ™ | a "
ab | [ ab [ f [ab [ftlab |[lo[ab |w|ab|&la[S[a|Plal>lalD[alLla [D
ab [ A [ab [ Tlab [ X[ab [ T[ab [ [a [d]a[~>Ta B lalfilalB[al¥Z [a [O
ab [ 4 [ab | Y |ab [K|ab [ ¥]a Ala|v|lalv[la|P[a|lX [ald |alg|la [O©
ab | ¥ [ab [F [ ab [ [ab [ $[ab [Af|a [ [a[D[a [T [a[M|[alk [alU [a
ab [ T lab [ |ab [ [ab [ P[ab a |[Tlalfla[>XX|alf |ali[alVU [a »
ab [T [ab [W[a Wlab [ B[ ab P la a|Ff|la|M [alb |al Y [alg|a

ab [ Flab | Tlab [ 2 [ab [ B ab a |Ala|Pla |7 |a[Flal¥ [a]T[a

scanty data do nothing but underline further how any linguistic solution remains as
open as ever. This has not, of course, deterred a number of would-be decipherers
from proposing several candidate languages (East Semitic (Gordon 1966; see Hooker
1988, contra); Luvian (Brown 1992-3); Lycian (Finkelberg 1990-1)).

What we need for a breakthrough is, simply, more material. When Linear B was
deciphered, Ventris had roughly 6,000 tablets and more than 30,000 signs at his dis-
posal: Linear A signs are roughly a fourth. But the obstacle is not just numerical. We
need inscriptions of a different kind. Brief dedications and abbreviated inventories or
a series of disparate only-once-attested forms cannot offer verification for a recogniz-
able morphological structure and any linguistic interpretation must harmonize with
what would be expected in the general historical context of Minoan civilization:
to hypothesize, for instance, that the language behind Linear A could have Greek
clements (Nagy 1963) vigorously disagrees with the accepted chronological circum-
stances for the “coming of the Greeks.”

The Linear B Script

The graphic repertoive

Although there is considerable overlap in the sign repertoires of the two scripts, a
process of selective adaptation is observable in the derivation of the Linear B system
from Linear A. The Linear B script constitutes a different writing system, recording a
different language. Its working mechanisms are now fairly well understood, primarily
because we can read the script and recognize the language, but there are still some
problematic aspects.

Syllabograms

Some 30 syllabograms of the donor script were abandoned, and some 20 signs were
created ex novo (Olivier 1979). Such an adaptation is clearly born out of the necessity
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Table 2.3 The Linear B syllabograms
i [Y |o

Tlai [R [au [P

Q

a [T |e |A f|a

da | F de | % |di |" |[do |Y | Du|{l |dwe | ¥ | dwo | BB

ja |8 |je | X jo |1

ka | D [ ke | K |ki |V ko |V |[ku |5

ma| ¥ [me|T [mi|V [mo|T [ mu|¥

na | Y ne | T [ ni|X |no|% |nul|H nwa | X

pal® [pe |D |pi|D |po |5 |puld |[pu, | ¥ |pte |V

qa T ge | © [ qi | T |qo |71

ra |l |re |V | |[§ [ro |t [ru [T [ray |7 |ras | % [ro, | d
sa | |se [ [ si |[RA |so |7 |su |E

ta |[L [te |[F [d|[N]oo |T [tw |9 [ta, we |B | mwo| &
wa |l [we |2 | wi|& [wo]R

za |t |ze | 0 | F

Table 2.4 Unidentified syllabograms in the Linear B script

18 [ 19 [22 [34 [47 | 49 [ 56 |63 |64 |65 | 79 | 82 [ 83 | 86 | 89
¥R [T (¢ [WIE [H M B [F [S]% [X[L[&

to record more accurately the phonemic structure of the new language, Greek,
prompting the creation of new syllables not represented in the Minoan language.
Ultimately the number of syllabograms in the two scripts is roughly equivalent, a fact
that testifies to a likely similar phonotactical structure, that is a main core of open-
syllables (CV) and simple vowel signs (V), with a minority of polysyllabic CCV and
complex signs (pze, nwa, dwe, etc. used instead of bisyllabic sequences: pe-te, nu-wa,
do-wo). The 73 Linear B syllabograms with known values are displayed in table 2.3.
There are more than a dozen further rare graphs whose phonetic values have not been
established (table 2.4), as their occurrences are rare, but they are likely to represent
complex syllables (Cw/jV or CCV).

Logograms

The adaptors of Linear B streamlined to a great extent the keystone of Linear A
accounting practice, namely its complex logographic repertoire of composite ligatured
signs. This can be explained by the fact that phonetic abbreviations (which is what
ligatured logograms ultimately are) in one language will not make sense in another
(Palaima 1988a). Moreover, the tablets in either script deal with different types of
commodities: no military equipment, spices, or metals are inventoried in the Linear A
records, whereas they abound as logograms in the Linear B ones (tables 2.5-7).
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Table 2.5 Frequent Linear B logograms listing people and animals

People and animals

100 | 102 104 105 106 107 108 109

vir mul | cerv |equ™ |equf | ovis™ | ovisf | cap™ | capf | sus™| susf | bos™ | bost

she-
man |woman | deer | horse | foal | ram | ewe |hbe-gont boar | sow | ox | cow
goat

CAT I N = I £SO I S e | S 0 S B 10 o 2R A

Table 2.6 Frequent Linear B logograms listing commodities

Commodities by dry measure Commeodities by liquid measure
120 121 122 | 123 | 125 130 131 133 135
. . . arepa meri
wheat barley olive | aroma | cyp oil wine (unguent) (honey)
+ 1 T8 |f i W 4 T

Table 2.7 Frequent Linear B logograms listing commodities

Other commodities

140 141 | 145 | 159 | 167 | 200| 201 | 202 | 204 | 233 |240-242| 243

tripod | jarv/
bronze | gold | wool | cloth | ingot| pan | ti-ri- | goblet | pithos | sword | chariots | wheel
po-de | di-pa

H R o| o | H I | = | W % O 8

P84
®

Some objects represented by the logograms are self-explanatory because they are
graphically naturalistic (vessels, horses), others are identifiable only through the phe-
nomenon of double-writing. This is a feature peculiar only to Linear B wherein a full
phonetic spelling of an object is followed by the logogram representing it: for instance,
ka-ko “bronze” (yahzdg) can be followed by the logogram representing bronze, H.
This practice was useful for quick consultation of the contents of the tablet. Logograms
can be indicated also by stringing two or three syllabic signs together, for instance the

logogram for honey g, spelled in Linear B me-7i (normalized in Greek as /meli/) is
the superposition of the syllables me § and §.
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Tables 2.8 and 2.9 Linear B numerals and metrology

Numerical Units of measurement
Notations
7 Dry measure Liquid measure Weiglt
: T \Y V/ S \Y Z|L|M| N|Z|Q
2 s .
. T4 (=79 |= A
- 10
17101 1/6 |1/4 |1/3|1/6 |1/4]| 1 |1/30| 1/4|1/12|1/6
° 100
o 1,000
° 10,000
Numerical system

The decimal system of numerical notations in Linear A was adopted without much
alteration (table 2.8), with the minor differences that the sign for 10 in Linear A can
be interchangeably represented by a dot or a horizontal line, and the sign for 10,000
is not attested. The most radical change in the logographic repertoire, however, is the
fractional system: in Linear A, quantities were calculated in terms of successive numer-
ical fractions of a single whole unit (aliquot system), while the Linear B system
re-employed these numerical fraction signs for subsidiary, fixed sub-unit measures for
weight, solid, and liquid units (table 2.9). Thus, for instance, a weight for metal
would be expressed by successive units of decreasing size bearing a fixed proportion-
ate value: 36 1 5 22 # 2 & 6, not much differently from the imperial weight system
(ounces, pounds, tons). The highest unit (L) graphically represents a pair of scales
(table 2.9), possibly referring to the talent (¢. 30 kg), divided in turn into 60 minas,
so the second unit (graphically redoubled) would represent a double mina (Chadwick
1990). For the absolute values of all the other symbols, see Documents*: 57-60.

Orthography

Some characteristics observable in the syllabic structure of the script are worth men-
tioning. Mycenaean (like Classical) Greek presents a variety of complex syllables, with
frequent consonantal clusters and word-final consonants. The open-syllable (CV)
structure of the Linear B core signary does not record these in plene spelling, and
therefore makes the incomplete representation of consonantal clusters primarily
responsible for the cumbersome, and often uncertain, interpretation of the texts. This
is best witnessed in the deficient rendering of syllable-final liquids (/1/ and /r/),
nasals (/n/and /m/) and sibilant (/s/): for instance, the sequence pa-te can be both
read as /patér/ “father” (with final consonant omitted), or /pantes/ “all” (with
syllable-final /n/and word-final /s/ omitted). See also ka-ko for /kbal-kos/ “bronze”
(with syllable-final /1/ and word-final /s/ omitted). Consonantal clusters that include,
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instead, plosives (velars, dentals, labials) preceding another consonant (cf. /Kno-sos/
“Knossos,” /kbru-sos/ “gold,” /tektones/ “carpenters”) are broken into two syllables
where the initial one borrows the vowel of the succeeding syllable (ko-zo-so, ku-ru-so,
te-ko-to-ne). This very regular convention is extended to clusters of three consonants
(/Leuktron/ is, for instance, recorded as re-u-ko-to-ro).

Matters are further complicated by the individual function of the voiceless
plosive consonant series (/k/, /p/, /t/) to record voiced (/g/, /b/) and aspirated
(/kh/, /ph/, /th/) plosive consonants (the only exception being the attested voiced
dental /d/).

Several other spelling conventions are deployed (for a full account, Documents?) that
complicate the linguistic interpretation, leading to the claim that the script clumsily strait-
jackets Mycenaean Greek into a system structurally inadequate for recording it. It must
be borne in mind, however, that Linear B was not specifically devised to suit the phono-
logical characteristics of the Mycenaean language, but was the product of an adaptation
from a donor script, whose precise phonological characteristics are unknown.

The Mycenaean Documents

The nature of the evidence

In all likelihood, Linear B was devised solely as a means of keeping records of the eco-
nomic activities and concerns of the Mycenaean palaces. Rather simplistically, we could
claim that all Aegean scripts are mere palatial instruments or scribal devices fashioned to
monitor palatially focused economic systems. However, Linear B cannot be accounted
for in the slightly wider uses of writing that were typical of Linear A: no religious inscrip-
tions, no dedications on precious objects, no inscribed graffiti, no traces of the script
having been employed in areas where we know the Mycenaeans had a strong cultural or
trade presence (Cyprus, Rhodes, the Cycladic islands). Linear B seems to be function-
ing, uniquely, as an extension of the collective memory of the palace administrators
(Chadwick 1990). This use of writing is indeed astonishingly limited: the textual evi-
dence we have in Linear B pales in comparison with the versatility and thematic range
that we find in the abundance of legal documents or diplomatic correspondence, or of
formally literary texts (religious or poetic) in the contemporary archives of the Near East
(Ugarit, Nuzi, Alalakh), and even monumental inscriptions (Luvian hieroglyphs).

While we cannot discount the possibility that, for instance, a Mycenaean poetic
tradition existed (see chs 24 and 27), or that the Homeric poems may have had their
thematic as well as formal origin in the Mycenaean period (Bennet 1997), there is no
reason to suppose that poetry, or literature of any sort, had already been committed
to writing. This is not because the script was intrinsically unsuited to more complex
and articulate purposes than drawing up lists of commodities and personnel, but
because literacy was delegated to a small class of palatial administrators and scribes
who chose to use the script uniquely for a bureaucratic, economic purpose. The reflec-
tion of Mycenaean literacy we glimpse is, therefore, if not altogether limited, at least
extremely specialized.
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This may be the result of a “narrow cultural attitude to writing” (Palaima 1987:
509), or an underestimation of its symbolic power, but the absence of evidence for
private and personal use of writing, the total lack of evidence for any literate Mycenaean
feeling the urge to mark his possessions or even write his name with the script, is still
disconcerting. And to assume that perishable materials were used for such applications
of writing does not completely dissolve the perplexity. Regardless of the reasons for
such lacunae, it should come as no surprise that even the geographical and contextual
distribution of the Linear B texts is, as a result, spatially confined: the only sites where
inscriptions are attested are the palace archives or, for the inscribed stirrup jars, the
palaces’ narrow orbits (for the very few exceptions, see Palaima 1987: 502).

That the purpose of writing in Linear B was culturally limited is given further proof
by the fact that the records were not intended to be permanent. Linear B was written,
mainly, on unbaked clay tablets and the only attestations are those that were acciden-
tally baked in the conflagration that destroyed the palaces in the Late Minoan I11B
period. All we have is a snapshot, “a freeze-frame stopping the action of a motion
picture of scribal work” (Palaima 1988b: 172) and of Mycenaean administration at a
single, always final moment, a one-year window (some tablets bear the phraseology
za-we-te-jo “this year’s” or pe-ru-si-nu-wo “last year’s”). Our view is mostly synchronic,
blurring the appraisal of changing trends and developments, both in the use of writing
and in the economic conditions of the palaces.

The Linear B tablets give us a view of a society right at the end of its existence, as
they are chronologically concentrated to the final period of the Mycenaean civiliza-
tion. Those from the palace of Pylos, on the mainland, are dated to destruction level,
thus at the very end of Late Helladic IIIB (in absolute terms 1200 BCE); the archives
at Knossos are probably slightly earlier (late Late Minoan IIIA1 /early Late Minoan
IITIA2, 1375 BcE) and date to the fall of Knossos at the hands of the Mycenacans.
Within the Knossos palace, the Room of the Chariot contains a tablet assemblage
that, because of its archeological context, and corroborated by the paleographic anal-
ysis of the texts, may be even earlier (dating to Late Minoan II; see Driessen 2000).

Scribal practices
Tablets

The epigraphy of the tablets is remarkably uniform in all palatial assemblages and only
a trained eye can distinguish between the script from the Knossos tablets and that in
use two centuries later in Pylos (Hooker 1979). This indicates, generally, a fixed
established scribal routine in drawing up the documents (Documents*). Moreover, a
remarkable degree of care is lavished by the scribes not only in drawing up the layout
of the tablets (with attention to regularly punctuating sections, line by line ruling into
columns, formatting of entries in stoichedon, and, if necessary, subordinating certain
sequences by reducing the size of their characters), but also in spelling out both the
phonetic realization of a word and its related logogram (the “double writing” phe-
nomenon mentioned above). This almost redundant emphasis on full clarity is unat-
tested in the abbreviated, stunted information and undisciplined, untidy epigraphic
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arrangement of Linear A. Ease of consultation, therefore, seems to have been the
primary requisite for laying out the information on the documents, and commodity
logograms thus played an important role in aiding the identification of the tablet
contents at a glance.

Typologically, tablets are of two kinds. The so-called “palm-leaf” shaped tablets are
clongated strips of clay, akin to the modern check-book, with the inscription running
parallel to the long sides and usually reporting a single transaction (the information
entered is usually not longer than two lines). This class is more frequent than the sec-
ond class, the “page” tablets, rectangular in shape and divided by horizontal cross-lines
into columnar layout. On this format the entries are usually multiple and tend to sum-
marize the information recorded on the elongated type. Tablets that treat land tenure
records from Pylos, for instance, bear testament to the fact that “palm-leaf” tablets
were provisional notations, intended to be re-entered on the more spacious “page”
format (scribe “Hand 1” at Pylos, for instance, prepares the summary of two “page”
tablet series corresponding to the elongated records written by scribe “Hand 417).
“Page”-shaped tablets thus tend to support longer and more complex lists, usually
inventorying personnel and rations, as well as summaries of the entries recorded on the
“leaf”-shaped. These larger, more complete documents formed thematic sets that were
stored in baskets or boxes and secured by a label (and not, as erroneously assumed, a
sealing, cf. Documents*: 407; Hooker 1980: 180-1).

Other classes of Linear B recovds

Labels and sealings, while belonging to a very similar typology of records, should not be
confused. The contextual contiguity between sealings and tablets led to the assumption
that sealings were used to label boxes or baskets containing tablets. That is, conversely,
the purpose of /abels. Tablets of the same subject matter formed setsand were systemati-
cally filed in the archives and placed inside wicker boxes or baskets (cf. for instance the
Pylos Archive complex; Palaima 1988b). Small lumps of clay, the labels, were thus fash-
ioned to identify these tablet-sets with a short inscription and were attached directly to
the boxes (some labels bear traces of the basket impressions). Through the painstaking
analysis of individual handwriting we can determine that tablets belonging to a set were
usually compiled by the same scribe, and it is in this synergic analysis of tablet files and
the agents responsible for their compilation, rather than examining single specimens,
that we can gain a more holistic picture of how the archives were catalogued.
Mycenaean sealings are clay nodules, pressed about a cord, impressed with a seal
and often inscribed (Bennett 1958; Aravantinos 1984 ). Many specimens bear finger-
prints on their unsealed faces. They were generally pressed around cords or affixed to
bundles, leather bags, or wineskins, in order to label and identify commodities to
safeguard them while they were being transported or deposited in magazines, and
thus they functioned as “documents authentifiés” (Piteros, Olivier, and Melena 1990:
115). This process took place under the authority of the seal-bearer, who stamped the
nodules with a ring bezel or a seal thus providing official documentation that a spe-
cific delivery or obligation was fulfilled (some sealings are inscribed with the adminis-
trative term word a-pu-do-si “due contribution” and also with the much-discussed
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noun o-pa “labor service,” “work to be performed”; Melena 1983). In this way they
served as contractual and performance records for individual workers or indicated the
presence of raw materials or manufactured items in palatial workshops or storerooms
as contributions. The concentration uncovered at the palace at Thebes (56) is par-
ticularly important as first-stage recording of contributions of domestic animals (indi-
cated by single logograms) sent to the palatial centers for communal sacrifices and
feastings (Palaima 2004) and functioned as individual notations, or preliminary
records, of livestock, whose entries were to be added to tablets listing miscellaneous
provisions, including animals, for the palace banquets.

The last class of inscribed objects are large ceramic vessels, coarse stirrup jars con-
taining oil and bearing on the shoulders between one and three words, usually
anthroponyms (in the nominative case), toponyms, and in certain cases with the
genitive wa-na-ka-te-ro “of the wanax,” the Mycenaean “king,” cf. Hom. dvog.
Inscribed stirrup jars (ISJs) are found, in concentration, at Thebes, but they were
originally manufactured and inscribed on western Crete. Their several paleographic
oddities, often seen as tentative imitations of Linear B signs at the hands of illiterate
individuals, can be in fact explained by their manner of inscription, given that they
were painted with a brush instead of incised with a stylus (Hallager 1987). The
regular word-sequence pattern attested, consisting of personal name of the manu-
facturer, location, and genitive noun of the possessor indicates that even these short,
quirkily written texts were still part of the meticulous Mycenacan administrative
modus operands.

Because of the terse and laconic nature of all Linear B documents, and because of
their schematic brevity and general lack of syntax, it is impossible to have full access
into the mechanisms of the Mycenaean social, economic, and religious structure, as it
is equally cumbersome to clarify all problematic aspects of the Mycenaean language.
And even if the contents of the tablets are, at first sight, “deplorably dull” (Chadwick
1976b: ix), in their almost obsessive, meticulous listing of personnel, accounts of
livestock, inventories of agricultural and manufactured goods, the fact that we can
read and value them as historical texts that breathe the authenticity of Greek spoken
and written 4,000 years ago, is no little achievement. They do not resound with the
heroic echoes of the Golden Age that inspired Homer, but they can guide us, in a way
that Homer cannot, into the labyrinths of the Mycenaean age.

Linear B represents the earliest stage of the process of writing the Greek language
that we can observe, and marks the starting point in a continuous, and ongoing, line
of development since the fourteenth century Bck. However, Mycenaean literacy dies
with the collapse of the palaces, leaving no visible trace. Linear B, an instrument so
closely associated with the internal workings and the specialized language of the
palaces, is no longer needed. And if Greece will plunge into the Dark Ages of liter-
acy, Cyprus will not. There, the Greek language (specifically, its Arcado-Cypriot
dialect) will continue to be written syllabically from the ninth century BCE with
the Cypriot Syllabary, a script less clumsy and more versatile than the Linear B,
which will be consciously and efficiently retained until the third century BCE, in con-
trast and in competition with the adoption of the alphabet by the rest of the Greek-
speaking world.
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FURTHER READING

For an accessible account of the decipherment of Linear B, see Chadwick 1967. Most of the
literature on Linear B is highly technical and specialized, but Chadwick 1976b offers a compre-
hensive and engagingly written view on the contents of the tablets. The primary, and not super-
seded, reference for the texts is Documents®. A good starting point if one wishes to learn the
script and analyze the most important documents is Hooker 1980. The transcriptions of the
tablets are organized in accordance with the site of discovery; for Pylos: Bennett and Olivier
1976; for Knossos: Chadwick et al. 1986-98; for Tiryns, Thebes, and Mycenae: Melena and
Olivier 1991.



CHAPTER THREE

Phoinikeia Grammata:
An Alphabet for the
Greek Language

Roger D. Woodard

From Egypt to Phoenicia

The moment that counts as the “beginning” of the alphabet has in recent years receded
in time, and one wonders if this may be a trend that will continue, at least in small incre-
ments, as the desert places of Egypt surrender yet new discoveries — for it is Egypt where
the process began. At present, we can with some confidence assign that inaugural event
to the early second millennium Bck. The alphabet (as the term is used herein — referring
to a segmental script having both consonant and vowel symbols) does not, however,
appear full-formed at conception, but passes through a protracted period of gestation.

The earliest evidence of the conceptual act takes the form of recently discovered
inscriptions carved on limestone facets at the site of Wadi el-Hol, located northwest
of the ancient Egyptian city of Thebes (Luxor) along the Farshiit road (Darnell et al.
2005: 74). While at present a satisfactory semantic sense cannot be assigned to the
Wadi el-Hol inscriptions, the symbols with which they are written are formally con-
sistent with the symbols of the so-called Proto-Sinaitic inscriptions found in the vicin-
ity of Serabit el-Khadim in the Sinai, known since Sir William Flinders Petrie’s
excavations of the area in 1904-05.

The Proto-Sinaitic inscriptions (see Albright 1966) preserve not Egyptian language
but a form of West Semitic spoken by persons involved, in one capacity or another, in
the Egyptian turquoise-mining industry of the Serabit el-Khadim region. It was the
British Egyptologist Sir Alan Gardiner who first demonstrated that the language of
these materials is Semitic (Gardiner 1916); in contradistinction, the symbols used for
recording that language are self-evidently drawn from the repertory of iconographic
symbols that comprise the Egyptian writing system (which exists in several varieties —
the elaborate hieroglyphic, the more utilitarian hieratic, and the later, highly cursive,
demotic). Gardiner saw that this relationship of sound and structure — Semitic phone
and Egyptian graph —is an expression of a so-called “acrophonic” principle or method:
in effect, one might say, the aligning (or misaligning) of Egyptian and Semitic linguistic
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signs (in a Saussurian sense of that term) so as to link the phonetic component of a
Semitic sign with the conceptual component of an Egyptian sign. Thus, for example,
the Egyptian logogram denoting the Egyptian word meaning “courtyard house” (1)
was adopted and assigned the Semitic value /b/—that consonantal value being
abstracted from the phonetic onset of the West Semitic word meaning “house”
(attested by later West Semitic forms such as Hebrew bez).

This “acrophonic” method resulted in an inventory of Semitic graphemes (letters)
having the value of a single consonant each. The design of this Semitic consonantal
system of writing is itself an exploitation of one component of the heterogeneous
Egyptian orthographic system. Egyptian graphemes are of two fundamental types: log-
ographic symbols, representing words, and phonetic symbols, representing phonetic
components of words (see, inter alia, Allen 2000: 13-29; Loprieno 2004: 163-6.).
The latter type of Egyptian symbol, the phonetic, represents only consonants — not
vowels — and consists of three subtypes: monoconsonantal symbols, each spelling a
single consonant; biconsonantal symbols, each spelling two consonants that occur in
linear progression (with a vowel potentially intervening in spoken language, but not
spelled); and triconsonantal symbols, each spelling three consonants that occur in
linear progression (with vowels potentially interspersed in spoken language, but not
spelled; on the Egyptian use of a so-called “syllabic orthography” employed chiefly
for spelling foreign words, see, inter alia, Loprieno 1995: 14, 16, with references).

Probably with (possibly without) Egyptian scribal assistance, some West Semitic
speaker(s) found in the monoconsonantal graphemic subtype the inspiration and
model for a fully functional script — one that could operate by utilizing only this very
simplest element of the already ancient and highly complex Egyptian writing system,
jettisoning the remainder as so much orthographic extranea. The process is cogni-
tively somewhat akin to, for example, using a graphing calculator with sophisticated
algebraic, calcular, and symbolic functions for doing basic addition and subtraction.

And what of the date of these earliest “Proto-Sinaitic” materials? The inscriptions
from Wadi el-Hol likely belong to the period ¢. 1850-1700 Bck (late Middle Kingdom)
and can probably be situated more narrowly within the reign of the Pharaoh
Amenemhat III (¢. 1853-1809 BcE; see Darnell et al. 2005: 90). Those from Serabit
el-Khadim have in recent decades been dated as late as ¢. 1500 BcE, but in light of the
finds at Wadi el-Hol should probably be assigned to about the earlier second quarter
of the second millennium (see the comments of Darnell et al. 2005: 100 n. 130), a
date in keeping with that proposed by Gardiner in his 1916 identification of the
Serabit el-Khadim materials as West Semitic. The origin of the script, on the basis of
paleographic evidence, is probably to be placed somewhat earlier in the Middle
Kingdom, perhaps ¢. 1900 Bct (Darnell et al. 2005: 90).

One of the most intriguing aspects of the new finds from Wadi el-Hol is that of
their immediate sociocultural context.

Through the late second millennium, the Wadi el-Hol and its associated tracks were a
thoroughfare for military units, often supplemented with foreign auxiliaries, who in times
of peace ensured safe passage for travelers . . . and in times of war used those same routes
for strategic maneuvers. It is into this complex conjunction of activities in a militarized
setting that the two early alphabetic inscriptions fit. (Darnell et al. 2005: 75)
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Carved in the vicinity of the “Proto-Sinaitic” inscriptions at Wadi el-HoI are likely
contemporaneous Egyptian hieratic inscriptions, a number of which are relevant to an
understanding of the Semitic presence at the site. One begins with a reference to the
name Bebi, who is called “the general of the Asiatics”; the title must reveal that West
Asian mercenaries were under the command of Bebi. Darnell et al. (2005: 88) point
out that “Egyptian military units such as Bebi’s group also included scribes, and a
‘scribe of Asiatics’ in fact appears in a Middle Kingdom papyrus.” Many of the signs
found in the Semitic inscriptions at Wadi el-Hol, as well as those at Serabit el-Khadim,
are modeled on Egyptian lapidary hieratic symbols (with an admixture of hieroglyphic
models); this is interpretatively significant in that lapidary hieratic was the predomi-
nant script used by Egyptian military scribes. While allowing that the Semitic script
“likely emerged initially in a plurality of cultural contexts,” Darnell et al. (2005: 90-1)
hypothesize that “the Egyptian military, known both to have employed Asiatics (as
the Bebi inscription so wonderfully attests) and to have included scribes, would pro-
vide one likely context in which Western Asiatic Semitic language speakers could have
learned and eventually adapted the Egyptian writing system.”

The use of a consonantal orthographic strategy continues to be attested as the evidence
of West Semitic writing expands beyond Egypt. Inscriptions produced with the script
called Proto-Canaanite, alocal avatar of Proto-Sinaitic, appear in the archeological record
of Syria-Palestine (see Sass 1988) from about the seventeenth to the twelfth centuries
BCE. The graphemes of this Proto-Canaanite script continue the pictorial quality of the
Proto-Sinaitic characters, the latter being, as we observed, adaptations of iconic Egyptian
symbols, both hieroglyphic and, especially, hieratic. The pictorial quality of Proto-Canaanite
symbols gives way, however, to characters displaying greater linearity by ¢. 1100 BCE.
The Canaanite language recorded by this linear script is recognizably Phoenician by the
late eleventh century (but better evidenced beginning in the tenth; see Hackett 2004:
356-66; McCarter 1975: 29-30; Cross 1980: 15-17; Gibson 1982: 1-24). This linear
Phoenician script, consonantal in graphemic inventory, was adapted for spelling the
Canaanite language of Hebrew, with a national script appearing in Judah and Israel by
the tenth century (McCarter 2004: 321), and for spelling the language of the Aramaean
city-states, also first attested in the tenth century (Creason 2004: 392-3).

With the flourishing of maritime commercial activities, the quest for raw materials
required for producing commercial goods, and affiliated colonial (or para-colonial)
expansions among Iron Age Phoenician peoples, the consonantal script with which they
recorded their Semitic language was inevitably exported westward across the length of
the Mediterranean. Cyprus, Crete, Sardinia, and Spain all provide early evidence of
Phoenician writing; that evidence dates to no later than the ninth century BCE in the case
of Cyprus, perhaps to the tenth (or earlier) in the case of the more westerly islands (see
Negbi 1992 with bibliography). As Phoenicians and Greeks were plying the waters of
the Mediterranean, Greek-speaking peoples would have encountered Phoenician writ-
ing time and again — and in many different places; compare the Chinese, Japanese, and
Korean characters that twenty-first-century speakers of European languages frequently
meet at import bazaars and Asian restaurants across Europe and the Americas.

At some Mediterranean locale promoting a mixed Phoenician and Greek context,
the Semitic seript was successfully adapted as a means for giving graphic expression to
the Greek language. In some respects, the process was fundamentally like the earlier
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adaptation of Phoenician script for spelling the Hebrew and Aramaic languages:
Phoenician consonantal graphemes were employed for spelling phonetically “equiva-
lent” Hebrew and Aramaic sounds in many instances, though in a few cases such
equivalence did not exist, with the result that Hebrew and Aramaic adapters adjusted
the phonetic values assigned to borrowed Phoenician symbols (see McCarter 2004:
321; Creason 2004: 393, 395-6). Adjustment in phonetic values of Phoenician
graphemes likewise characterized the Greek adaptive process; the Greek procedure
differed, however, in the radical nature of certain of the adjustments and in the con-
sequent systemic change that these adjustments effected.

Within the remainder of this chapter, I would like to explore three questions, and
an embedded fourth, with regard to the origin of the Greeks’ alphabet — their
Phoinikein grammata (Powixiua yodupoato “Phoenician letters”). What happened?
Where did it happen? Why did it happen and when?

Adapting the Phoenician Alphabet

Though the Greek appropriation of the Phoenician script was indeed “radical” from a
systemic perspective, the adaptation of individual graphemes was often minimalistic.
The phonemic inventory of the Phoenician language consists of 22 consonant pho-
nemes (see Hackett 2004: 369), while that of the Ancient Greek language of the eighth
century BCE contains only seventeen consonant phonemes (see Woodard 2004a: 616;
2004b: 657-8). The two phonemic systems show, however, extensive overlap, with
approximate phonological agreement between thirteen consonants: specifically, these
two languages — one Semitic, the other Indo-European — possess in common (allow-
ing for language-specific phonetic details) the voiceless stop phonemes /p/, /t/, /k/;
their voiced counterparts /b/, /d/, /g/; the fricatives /s/ and /h/; the nasals /m/
and /n/; the liquids /1/ and /r/; and the glide /w/.

Consider first of all the orthographic treatment of the stop consonant phonemes that
are common to the two languages. The Greek adapters of the Semitic script chose to
continue the phoneme-to-grapheme mapping of the voiceless and voiced stops that was
used within the Phoenician system. Thus, the adaptive equations shown in table 3.1a
were produced.

Table 3.1a

Phoenician oviginal Greek adaptation
phoneme grapheme grapheme phoneme
/p/ 7 pe N pi /p/
/t/ +  taw T tou /t/

/k/ A kap K lkappa /k/
/b/ 3 et B betn /b/
/d/ A dalet A delta /d/
/g/ A gimel T gamma /g/
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Table 3.1b

Phoenician original Greek adaptation
phoneme grapheme grapheme phoneme
/t/ ® et ® theta /t/

The shared set of six stop consonants is, however, augmented by an additional
series in each language: Greek has the voiceless aspirated stops /p"/, /t%/, and
/kb/ — a full complement to voiceless /p/, /t/, /k/ and voiced /b/, /d/, /g/ (see
also ch. 7); Phoenician, on the other hand, has two so-called “emphatic” stop conso-
nants, an emphatic-¢ (conventionally transcribed as <t>) and an emphatic-% (tran-
scribed as <q>). The specific phonetic value of these Phoenician consonants is difficult
to identify with complete precision, though both are certainly characterized by some
additional articulatory event, probably glottalization (involving a forceful expelling of
air by a lifting of the glottis): “emphatic-#” is thus likely a glottalized (that is, ejective)
/t’/ and “emphatic-£” a glottalized (ejective) /k’/ (on the phonetics of the Phoenician
sounds, sce Woodard 1997a: 168-9).

The Grecek adaptation of the Phoenician graphemes that spell the emphatic stop pho-
nemes /t’/ and /k’/ is less straightforward than the adaptation of the other six stop
phonemes (i.e., /p/, /t/, /k/and /b/, /d/, /g/). The process looks to be more struc-
turally motivated than (simply) phonetic. The Phoenician grapheme for /t’/ — that is,
the phoneme /t/ with an additional phonological component (glottalization) — was
adapted for spelling the Greek phoneme /t"/ — that is, the phoneme /t/ with an addi-
tional phonological component (aspiration); see table 3.1b. The evidence, interestingly
enough, suggests that the Phoenician phoneme /t/ was actually characterized by
greater phonetic aspiration than was “emphatic” /t’/ and, hence, the former Phoenician
phoneme (/t/) was closer phonetically to Greek /t"/ (see Woodard 1997a: 206-7,
237 n. 8).

One would expect that a consistent application of this structurally motivated adap-
tive procedure would then result in the Phoenician grapheme for the phoneme /k’/
(/k/ plus an additional component) being taken over and used to spell the Greek
phoneme /k"/ (/k/ plus an additional component); this did not happen, however,
and the failure of this Phoenician symbol to be so adapted is one of several peculiar
developments in the Greek conversion of the Phoenician writing system. There is in
fact a double oddity here: (1) the Greek adapters made no provision for spelling their
phoneme /k"/ (the symbol for this sound [i.e., c#7] was only later appended to the
alphabet); and (2) the Phoenician symbol for /k’/ was used by the adapters to spell
no Greek phoneme at all. In what leaves the impression of being a conspicuously
un-ergonomic application (squandering) of Semitic graphic material, the Greek adapt-
ers used the symbol for the Phoenician phoneme /K’/ to spell an allophone of the
Greek unaspirated stop phoneme /k/: that is, a variant of Greek /k/ conditioned by
phonetic context — and one with only limited distribution at that — occurring before
the #- and o-vowels; see table 3.1c.
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Table 3.1c

Phoenician original Greek adaptation
phoneme grapheme grapheme allophone
/K/ 0} qop @ qoppa “backed” [k]
Table 3.1d

Phoenician original Greek adaptation
phoneme grapheme grapheme phoneme
/m/ Y mem W mu /m/
/n/ M nun 777 /n/
J1/ L lamed d lambda J1/
/r/ 9 res P 7ho /r/

Cross-culturally, the dedication of graphemes for this type of allophonic spelling is
uncommon, and, in keeping with this tendency, the Greeks began to abandon use of
the allophonic symbol goppa in the sixth century BCE, using kappa in its stead (i.c.,
adopting a consistently phonemic spelling of /k/).

The Greek adapters also made no provision for spelling their voiceless aspirated bila-
bial stop /p"/. In this instance, Phoenician possessed no corresponding “augmented”
bilabial phoneme — in other words, no glottalized stop /p’/ — which could potentially
provide a grapheme for Greek /p"/ in the way that Phoenician /t’/ provided a graph-
eme for Greek /t"/. Thus, the adapters designed a Greek alphabet with a grapheme for
/t/ (tan) and another grapheme for /t"/ (theta), while, in contrast, they determined
that a single grapheme (kappa) must do double duty for both /k/ and /k"/ (while a
backed allophone of /k/ was given its own dedicated symbol [goppa]) and a single
grapheme (pz) must do double duty for both /p/ and /p"/. Only later (as with cki for
/kb/) would a distinct symbol for /p"/ (phi) be appended to the alphabet.

As with the voiceless and voiced stops (/p/, /t/, /k/ and /b/, /d/, /g/), many
of the graphic symbols for the other consonantal phonemes that Phoenician and
Greek shared in common (mutatis mutandis) were likewise adapted so as to continue
the phoneme-to-grapheme mapping of the Phoenician script. The nasals and liquids
fall clearly into this category; see table 3.1d.

The shared glide /w/ departs from this procedure in that the Greek adapters gave the
symbol for /w/ a unique (non-Phoenician) shape, though they retained the Phoenician
name for the symbol and its position in the alphabetic sequence of letters; see table 3.1e.
Greek wau (or digamma, so called after a shape suggestive of gamma) takes its
morphology from that of the symbol that precedes it in the alphabetic order, namely
Greek epsilon, E. The non-Phoenician shape of Greek wan can be seen in the very
carliest examples of Greek writing: one would thus suspect that the form of wan is the
consequence of intentional morphological deformation on the part of the adapters
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Table 3.1e

Phoenician original Greek adaptation
phoneme grapheme grapheme phoneme
/w/ Y waw F wan J/w/
Table 3.1f

Phoenician original Greek adaptation
phoneme grapheme grapheme phoneme
/h/ B et B beta /h/
Table 3.1g

Phoenician original Greek adaptation
phoneme grapheme grapheme phoneme
/s/ W Sin < sigma /s/

(rather than the outcome of some evolutionary process), a matter to which we shall
briefly return below.

More complex is the Greek adapters’ treatment of the fricative graphemes. The two
languages, Greek and Phoenician, share the glottal fricative phoneme /h/ (the
so-called spiritus asper of Greek — approximately the /4-sound of English). The
Phoenician symbol for the fricative /h/ was not, however, used for spelling Greek
/h/; instead, the Greek adapters chose to ignore the (approximate) phonetic equiva-
lence and for spelling their own phoneme /h/ tapped Phoenician Jet, the grapheme
that represents a voiceless pharyngeal fricative /h/ (essentially the throaty sound that
one makes when vigorously exhaling vapor onto a glass surface in order to clean it),
traditionally transcribed as <h>; see table 3.1f.

The Phoenician language also has a voiced pharyngeal fricative /§/ (produced in
the same way as voiceless /h/, except with the vocal cords vibrating), traditionally
transcribed as <“>, spelled by the Phoenician grapheme ‘ayin — a letter assigned a quite
different value by the Greeks, as will be seen below.

The Phoenician and Greek languages also share in common a second fricative pho-
neme, the dental sibilant /s/; see table 3.1g. The value of Phoenician §iz appears now
to have been /s/ generally (see Hackett 2004: 369-70) and certainly so in Cypriot
Phoenician (see Woodard 1997a: 184, 188). Here, as elsewhere in this chapter, the
names assigned to the Semitic letters are, by convention, those of the comparable
Hebrew characters; the probable Phoenician name of this letter was, however, san.
Entering Greek as the letter-name san, the grapheme continued to be so identified
in some local Greek alphabets (see Hdt. 1.139 on the Dorian practice of calling the
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Table 3.1h

Phoenician original Greek adaptation
phoneme grapheme grapheme phonic value
/dz/ I zayin I zeta [z]+[d]
/t/ ¥ samek I [k] +[s]
/) M sade M san [t]?

letter san) and in poetry (see McCarter 1975: 100-01; Woodard 1997a: 185-6,
188.). The now more familiar name of the grapheme £, sigma, is likely derived from
the root sig-, seen in the Greek verb oitw (sizdd, from *sig-dd), “I hiss” (Chantraine
1999: 1002), the name denoting the “hissing” fricative that the letter spells (and
modern linguists commonly refer to /s/ as one of the “hissing fricatives,” distinct
from “hushing fricatives,” such as the sh-sound of /$/. The carlier name san would
also be attached to a second Greek fricative grapheme (M, discussed immediately
below), with which it is now more commonly associated.

Beyond this shared /s/, Phoenician possesses three sounds of which a sibilant is one
component, but in the instance of these sounds, the Greek phonemic inventory shows no
equivalence. Each of these Phoenician phonemes is likely an affricate (being, in effect, a
stop that is released in such a way as to create friction). The value of the Phoenician letter
samek, it now appears, is generally that of a voiceless dental affricate /t°/, that of the letter
zayin the voiced counterpart /d*/ (see Hackett 2004: 369-70; and the latter was almost
certainly so in Cypriot Phoenician; see Woodard 1997a: 172). The third of these sounds,
that spelled by the Phoenician letter sade, was another “emphatic,” probably the glottal-
ized /t’/ (Hackett 2004: 369-70; Woodard 1997a: 169-70; Steiner 1982). This set of
three dental affricates thus parallels the pattern of Phoenician dental and velar stops: that
is, each set has one voiceless member, one voiced, and one “emphatic.”

The Greek adapters had to determine to what use they would put these various
graphemes of the Semitic script, most (though perhaps not all) spelling sounds quite
distinct from phonemes of Greek. The outcome of that process of adaptation looks
like table 3.1h (with graphemes listed in relative alphabetic order).

The values that the Greek adapters assigned to the borrowed Phoenician graphemes
zayin and samek give the prima facie appearance of being another puzzling feature of
the adaptive process. Perhaps the degree of seeming arbitrariness displayed should
come as no surprise: the Greek language, after all, has no comparable phonemes. But
it is the design of the seemingly superfluous end products that may surprise. The Greek
graphemes zeta and x7 each represents not a unitary consonant phoneme, but a sequence
of two consonant sounds ([z] + [d] and [k] + [s] respectively). More than that, each of
these Greek symbols (zeta and «7) is fully redundant, in that individual graphemes
exist, and are independently required, that could have been used to spell the consonan-
tal sequences equally well: sigma + delta for [z] + [d] (the /s/ represented by sigma is
automatically voiced to [z] before a voiced consonant, and the sequential spelling
sigma + delta would in fact come to be used instead of zeza in some local Greek alpha-
bets) and kappa + sigma for [K] + [s]. We shall return to these matters below.
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The earliest value of the Greek grapheme commonly called san (M) is uncertain.
The alphabet-using communities of ancient Greece would early on excise either sigma
or san from the set of letters that constituted each of those epichoric scripts. The
surviving symbol, san or sigma, would then be used to spell the Greek fricative /s/.
Both letters can still be seen frozen in certain archaic abecedaria, notably the various
examples left by Etruscans (see Pandolfini and Prosdocimi 1990), borrowed from
Euboean Greeks who brought with them their alphabet as they colonized sites in the
south of the Italian peninsula. Peruzzi (1973: 25), Coldstream (1977: 300), and
Heubeck (1979: 123) have proposed that both symbols are used, side-by-side (sigma
followed by san), in a fragmentary graffito from Pithekoussai, dating the inscription,
or the form of the alphabet that it preserves, to a moment not far removed from the
time of adaptation. Others have read the second letter as mu rather than san (see, for
example, Dubois 1995: 29-30; Johnston 1983: 64).

A variant form of san, having the front leg truncated, i.e., 1, is used in the Arcadian
alphabet and, together with syllabic spelling evidence from the closely related Cypriot
dialect, may provide a clue to the phonetic value that the Greek adapters of the
Phoenician script assigned to the letter (on Arcado-Cypriot, see ch. 14). The Arcadians
employed the san variant to spell the sound that arose from the Proto-Greek labiovelar
consonant */k¥/ when that consonant occurred before the vowel /i/; in most other
dialects, this */k"/ became dental /t/ in this context. The sound spelled with U in
Arcadian likely represents an areally restricted arrested intermediate stage of the geo-
graphically widespread change of * /k¥/ to /t/ — probably an affricate such as [t*] (as
in English church) or, perhaps more likely, /t°/ (the latter being close in value to that
of the Phoenician source grapheme sade): thus the indefinite pronoun g (#s) “some-
one” is spelled Mg in Arcadian. In the syllabic script of the Cypriot Greeks (who form a
dialectal subgroup with speakers of Arcadian), the spelling of the comparable form
would be 2F (si-s¢, where the vocalic portion of the se syllabic grapheme must be read
as purely orthographic, lacking any phonetic value): the use of the symbol 2 (s7) to spell
what is written in the Arcadian alphabet as the sequence Wi, may indicate that at the
time at which such Cypriot spellings are attested a common Proto-Arcado-Cypriot
affricate, such as *#, had undergone a further phonological change to become the
fricative /s/ in Cypriot (outside of Arcado-Cypriot there was a distinct phonological
development to /t/, as noted above). Alternatively, such syllabic spellings may reveal a
Cypriot scribal decision to spell an affricate sound of limited occurrence and unique
context with s-symbols (i.e., a polyphonic strategy, a common phenomenon among the
world’s writing systems; for a more detailed exposition of these matters, see Woodard
1997a: 177-84).

If earliest Greek san had the value [t°] (whether allophonic [t'] or phonemicized
/t/), an interesting parallel would then present itselfin the Greek adapters’ use of the
“emphatic” Phoenician graphemes gop (spelling /k’/) and sade (spelling /t/): both
were adapted to spell “comparable” (non-glottalized) Greek sounds, but sounds that
had only limited distribution within the language — a distribution that was determined
by the quality of the ensuing vowel. Thus gop was used to represent a particularly
backed variant of velar /k/ that occurred before #- and o-vowels; while sade was used
to spell a fronted reflex of the labiovelar *%” that occurred before the s-vowel. This
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Table 3.1i

Phoenician original Greek adaptation

phoneme grapheme grapheme phoneme

Yava £ alep Y alpha /i/ and /a/

/h/ A be £ epsilon /€/, /&/,and /&/,

scenario would of course require that the Greek dialect of the adapters be one that was
characterized by the synchronic presence of [t°], and this would then itself be a poten-
tially valuable clue in the search for the identity of the adapters.

These adapters treated the remaining four consonantal symbols of the Phoenician script
with somewhat less impunity. The consonants spelled by these Phoenician symbols do not
constitute any particularly natural set of sounds — there are both voiced sounds and voice-
less, both obstruent (stops and a fricative) and sonorant (a glide). Traits that these Semitic
sounds do nearly present in common — though only “nearly” — are (1) an articulatory
clustering at the far back of the oral cavity (with one exception), and (2) an absence of
comparable consonant phonemes from the Greek language (with one exception).

Two of the Phoenician consonants concerned are glottals (sounds produced by manip-
ulating the glottis, the aperture between the vocal cords): the glottal stop /?/ and the
glottal fricative /h/. The former sound does not occur within the phonemic inventory
of ancient Greek; the latter, however, does, as we have seen already. The Greek adapters
chose, as discussed above, not to use the Phoenician symbol for the glottal fricative /h/
to spell their own /h/; for this they used instead the Phoenician grapheme Jet, the sym-
bol for a voiceless pharyngeal fricative /h/. In a simple re-envisioning of Semitic spelling
practice that would change from that moment on the mechanical (but not intellectual)
potentialities of human writing, the Greek adapters determined to assign to the two
Phoenician glottal-consonant symbols the values of vowels; see table 3.1i.

Here the symbols /&/, and /&/, stand for two gqualitatively different (and phone-
mically distinct) long mid front vowels, one that was inherited from Proto-Indo-
European and one that had arisen secondarily within Greek (the sounds that in
conventional Attic [i.e., Euclidian-reform] orthography are spelled as n and et); see
also ch. 7 on the Old Attic vs the Ionic alphabet.

The third member of this set of four Phoenician consonants is a voiced fricative
produced by constricting the pharynx while forcing air out of the lungs across the
vibrating vocal cords, /f/; this is hence a sound made a bit above the articulatory
position of the glottal sounds but still at the far back of the oral cavity (for a more
detailed phonetic description of the voiced pharyngeal fricative /§/, see Woodard
1997a: 188-9n9). The consonant is represented graphically by the Phoenician letter
‘ayin, and the sound is the voiced counterpart of the fricative /h/, which is spelled
by the grapheme Jet; see table 3.1j. The Greek adapters again ambiguously assigned
to a Phoenician back-consonant symbol the values of three phonemically distinct
vowels —all mid back vowels — short /6, and the qualitatively different long /6/, and
/0/,, one inherited, the other secondary (in conventional Attic orthography spelled
as  and ov; again, see ch.7).
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Table 3.1j

Phoenician original Greek adaptation

phoneme grapheme grapheme phoneme

/S/ O ‘ayin O  omikron /0/,/6/, and /6/,

One sometimes encounters the idea that the Greek adapters were drawn ineluctably
to these three consonant-grapheme to vowel-grapheme conversions. Aside from being
diametrically opposed as consonant versus vowel,' the three Phoenician consonants
spelled by the symbols “alep, be, and ‘@yin contrast articulatorily with the eight Greek
vowel phonemes spelled by alpha, epsilon, and omikron: the Phoenician consonants all
cluster at the far back of the oral cavity; on the other hand, two of the Greek vowels
are produced in the center of the oral cavity (/4/ and /a/), three at the very front
(/¢/, /¢/,and /&/,), and three at the back (/0/, /0/, and /6/,). Thus, for some
investigators, a motivation for the assigned Greek values devolves upon the initial
vowel of the Semitic name of the adapted consonant grapheme: for example, in her
important survey of local Greek alphabets, Jeffery (1990: 2) writes, “the initial sounds
of the words “’alep,” ‘he’) and  ‘ayin’ would have also to the Greek ear, their nearest
cquivalents in the vowels a/a, £/¢, and 0/0.” She continues (p. 22): “. . . for the
Greek, listening to the Semitic repetition of the alphabet, those vowels were the
approximate Greek equivalents of the initial sounds in the names of the Semitic let-
ters. He did not consciously realize that the sounds which he made were, to a phi-
lologist’s ear, in a different category from those of the Semite; the Semitic initial
sound in “@lep, he’, and ‘@yin resembled his own sounds 4, ¢, and o more than they
resembled anything else to him, and so he used them as vowels.”

Such a scenario obscures the ingenuity of the Greek adaptation: that a clumsy
Greek should have stumbled downhill into the creation of humankind’s first fully
alphabetic writing system (i.c., a segmental script designed to incorporate both con-
sonant and vowel symbols) seems unlikely. What we have observed so far about the
adaptive process reveals that the adapters were proceeding with intentionality and
arbitrariness. “The Greek” may have in fact been a “Semite”, but regardless of the
genotypes of the persons involved, the process of adapting the Phoenician script for
Greek usage must have taken place in a setting of Greek-Phoenician interaction and
is almost certainly the handiwork of Greek-Phoenician bilingual speakers; such bilin-
gualism would have undoubtedly been common in the eastern Mediterranean of the
early first millennium BCE.

The fourth of the Phoenician consonantal symbols to be appropriated for spelling
Greek vowels differs from the first three cases in both the articulatory region of the
consonant that it symbolizes and in the phonological naturalness of its adaptation for
Greek spelling. The Phoenician language is characterized by the presence of a palatal
glide /y/; though present in earlier forms of Greek, such a phoneme was absent from
the Greek language of the first millennium Bck. The adapters used the Phoenician
grapheme for /y/ to devise a symbol for spelling the Greek vowels that are phoneti-
cally closely related to that glide; see table 3.1k.
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Table 3.1k

Phoenician original Greek adaptation
phoneme grapheme grapheme phoneme
v/ 1 yod 9 dota /1/ and /i/

This orthographic conversion is phonologically natural: cross-linguistically, it is common
for the consonant [y] and the vowel [i] to alternate as context-conditioned phonetic
variants, as do, in a parallel fashion, [w] and [u].

Beyond these adaptations, certain local Greek alphabets employ yet another conso-
nantal character for vowel spelling. It was noted above that the letter beta, from
Phoenician /et (spelling the pharyngeal fricative /h/), was adapted for spelling the
Greek glottal fricative /h/. Some Greek dialects lacked this phoneme, however, such
as those of the Ionic Dodekapolis and of Crete; in the alphabets that were used to
write these dialects, the symbol beta, or eta, was appropriated for spelling /¢/. There
are still other local alphabets that use the symbol to spell both the consonant /h/ and
the vowel /&/, as in that of the Ionic Cycladic island of Naxos, for example (where
the vowel so represented is only that one which had developed secondarily from
Common Greek *Z). The Greek use of Phoenician pet for vowel representation is
normally interpreted as a secondary adjustment to the (more or less) recently adapted
Uralphabet; but it is noteworthy that with the use of jet for spelling /€/ the full
panoply of Phoenician letters for glottal and pharyngeal consonants has been turned
to Greek vowel spelling.

These various graphemic adaptations would have resulted in the engineering of a
Greek alphabet of 22 letters, extending from alpha through tau. A Greek alphabet of
precisely this range is attested on three copper plaques, reported to have been
unearthed in the Fayum, inscribed with a Greek alphabet in repeating series: these
documents likely preserve the most archaic form of the alphabet thus far attested,
though perhaps do not themselves constitute the earliest executed examples of Greek
alphabetic writing. 2

While such an alphabet makes provision for spelling most of the Greek vowels using
dedicated vocalic characters (though characters typically polyphonous in value, as we
have seen), no such provision has been made for spelling the high back vowels /i/ and
/1/. At this stage of the history of the alphabet, wau (or digamma), the symbol for
the glide /w/, would most likely have been used for spelling the phonologically associ-
ated vowel /u/ (long and short); such a strategy makes recourse to the same sound
relationship that is exploited in the Greek adapters’ decision to use the Phoenician
symbol for the glide /y/ (i.e., yod) as the symbol for spelling the Greek vowel /i/ (i.e.,
iota, the difference between the vowel-value of iota and the polyphonous consonant/
vowel-value of waw being an artefact of the phonemic structure of the Greek language
at the time of the adaptation of the Phoenician script). A similar use of waw appears to
have characterized the early Phrygian alphabet (see Brixhe 2004a: 283), a script which
was itself acquired from the Greeks, by the early eighth century Bce.?
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Table 3.2 Full list of Phoenician and Greek scripts (cf. table 7 .1)

Phoenician consonantal script Greek alphabetic script
/1 L alep Y alpha /a/ and /a/
/b/ 9 bet B beta /b/

/g/ 1 gimel r~ gamma /g/

/d/ A dalet A delta /d/

/h/ EN £ epsilon /€/,/&/ and /&/,
/w/ Y waw F wan /w/

/dz/ I  zayn I  zetn [z] + [d]
/h/ B et B (heta /h/ and /&/
/) ® ter ® theta /t/

/v/ 1 yod 4 iota /1/ and /1/
/k/ A kap K kappa /k/

J1/ L lamed 1 lambda yiva

/m/ ™ mem Yo omu /m/

/n/ v nun N onu /n/

/v/ T samek T a0 [k] + [s]

/5/ O  ‘ayin O  omikron /0/,/6/,and /5/,
/p/ 7 pe N i /p/

/) VM sade M san [t]?

K/ ¢ qop O qoppn “backed” [k]
Jr/ 9 res P vho J/r/

/s/ W Sin < sigma /s/

/t/ +  taw T tau /t/

That strategy would have ceased to be required for Greek spelling with the intro-
duction of the first “supplemental” Greek letter. A distinct vowel symbol having the
value of /U/ and /u/, upsilon, was appended to the end of the Greek adapters’
alphabet. While upsilon “supplements” the Phoenician script by extending beyond its
range (i.e., ‘alep to taw), the shape of the appended Greek letter is unmistakably
Phoenician. While the Greek adapters had taken over Phoenician waw into their
alphabet, retaining its name, its place in the periodic order of letters, and its value
/w/, they chose to alter the morphology of waw; as we noted above, the resulting
Greek letter, wan, shows no similarity to its Phoenician source (see McCarter 1975:
93—4). In contrast, the first addendum to the Greek adaptation of the Semitic script,
upsilon, preserves the form of Phoenician waw, but not its name, its position, or its
consonantal value /w/ — being assigned, instead, the value of the vocalic counterpart
of /w/ —thatis, /u/. Additional “supplemental” — and non-Phoenician — consonan-
tal symbols were subsequently attached to the expanded alpha-through-upsilon
Greek abecedarium. A large number of local Greek alphabets show the ensuing
sequence phi, chi, psi, with the graphic shapes and phonic values shown in table 3.2a.
Phi and chi fill out the graphemic provision for voiceless aspirated stop phonemes:
before the addition of these symbols to the alphabetic repertory, the aspirated stops
/p"/ and /k"/ would have been ambiguously spelled using the symbols pi and kappa
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Table 3.2a

Grapheme Phonic value
O ph /p/

X chi /k/

Yo ps [p]+[s]

(the graphemes for the unaspirated phonemes /p/ and /k/), a practice attested in
the Cretan alphabet (see below), and also paralleled by the syllabic spelling practices
of Linear B and the Cypriot Syllabary. With the addition of pki and chz, the ortho-
graphic pattern of distinguishing voiceless unaspivated, voiceless aspirated, and voiced
stop phonemes that characterizes the spelling of the dentals (using tau, theta, and
delta, respectively), was extended to the bilabial and velar stop phonemes (hence the
sets, pi, phi, beta and kappa, chi, gamma). The appending of the symbol psz, used to
spell a sequence of consonant sounds ([p] + [s]) that could have been, and were,
spelled as a sequence of consonantal symbols (such as pi + sigma) seems idiosyncratic
and excessive, but is, again, a decision influenced by an existing pattern: the prior
occurrence of a symbol having the sequential value of [K] + [s], i.c., 7.

Alphabets characterized by this extended sequence were colored dark blue on the
map included in Adolf Kirchhoff’s (1877) nineteenth-century classic work Studien zur
Geschichte des griechischen Alphabets, and are hence at times denoted the “dark-blue”
alphabets: included in this set are, inter alia, the local alphabets of the Ionic Dodekapolis,
some Jonic Aegean islands, Knidos, Corinth, and Argos. Kirchhoff colored as light blue
those that differed systemically from the dark-blue alphabets at two points: (1) these
light-blue scripts lacked the appended psi character (spelling [p] + [s]) of the dark-
blues; and (2) they showed excision of the x7 character (spelling [k] + [s]) from within
the body of the Phoenician portion of the alphabet. For spelling the two consonantal
sequences [k] + [s] and [p] + [s], the light-blue alphabets opted for a constituent-
representation, using, respectively, the letter sequences chi+ sigma and phi + sigma (i.c.,
employing the two remaining “supplemental” consonantal symbols); among alphabets
of this type are those of Attica and several of the Ionic Aegean islands. Both the dark-
blue and the light-blue alphabets thus realize a consistent spelling of the consonantal
sequences [k] + [s] and [p] + [s], but they do so by using complementary strategies:
one set (dark-blue) achieves this uniformity by the addition of a “supplemental” letter
(psi), the other (light-blue) by the removal of an adapted Semitic symbol (xz).

Kirchhoff colored red those alphabets that utilize — in terms of phonic values — a
partially different set of appended consonantal symbols, as shown in table 3.2b. The
red-alphabet type shares in common with the blue-alphabet types — both dark and light
— the appending of symbols with the values /p"/ and /k"/. In all three the former (ph7)
has the same graphic shape (¢); the latter (chi) appears as Y in the red type, as X in the
blue types. In contrast, this grapheme X is assigned the value [k] + [s] in the red type, and
the Phoenician symbol that had been assigned the value [k] + [s] by the adapters has been
excised from within the red alphabet, as in the light-blue type. The red alphabets also
share with the light-blue alphabets a componential spelling of the consonantal sequence
[p]+[s], utilizing the graphemic sequence of phz+ sigma. Notice that while the dark-blue
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Table 3.2b

Grapheme Phonic value
& phi /p/

X xi [k] + [s]

Y chi /kb/

and light-blue alphabets achieve symmetry in the spelling of the consonantal sequences
[k]+[s] and [p] + [s] (discussed above), the red alphabets embrace an asymmetric treat-
ment (on the possibility of also identifying a “light-red” alphabetic system, see Woodard
1997a: 215-16). Among red alphabets are the local scripts of Euboea, Boeotia, Arcadia,
and Laconia.

A still different alphabetic system is that one which lacks the supplemental conso-
nantal characters of the blue and red alphabets altogether: these alphabets were
marked green on Kirchhoft’s map. The green-alphabet type is thus systemically close
to the alphabet of the copper plaques mentioned above — the initial product of the
adapters — though it does show adjustments: (1) the supplemental vowel character
upsilon has been added; and (2) the [k] + [s] symbol (xz) has been excised from within
the Phoenician portion of the script (as in the light-blue and red alphabets; on a devel-
opmental scenario relating these four systems, see Woodard 1997a: 208-16). The
alphabets of Crete, Thera, Melos, and Anaphe are of the green type.

It is important to bear in mind that “red, blue, and green” refer to alphabetic systems,
distinct (though not necessarily completely unrelated) is the matter of the particular
morphology of individual graphemes found in the various local alphabets (see the
numerous tables in, inter alia, Jettery 1990, Guarducci 1967, and McCarter 1975).
The symbols of the green alphabets have often been assayed as particularly close in form
to those of the parent Phoenician script; hence, the green alphabets, especially that of
Crete, have been at times denoted as “primitive” (see Jeffery 1990: 8-9, 310).

An additional supplemental letter — another vocalic symbol — was attached to the
end of the alphabets used in Ionia, Knidos, Paros, and Melos. This symbol, omega
(RQ), spelling a long o-vowel, appears to have been devised by unrolling omikron. It is
attested as early the second half of the seventh century BCE (see Guarducci 1967: 101,
265-6; Jettery 1990: 325.)

Where did it Happen?

What was that locale in which creative and enterprising Greeks adapted the Semitic
script for writing their own language? If the social /commercial interacting of some
Greek and literate Phoenician individuals were the sole requirement for the “invent-
ing of the alphabet,” the totality of potential locales across the Mediterranean could
certainly be expressed only as a very large number. Scholars have, however, typically
limited the likely points of conversion to only a few: the usual suspects being Al Mina,
Rhodes, Crete, and Cyprus. More recently Euboea has garnered some attention.
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The proposal that the Iron Age Syrian coastal settlement of Al Mina — located
where the Orontes empties into the Mediterranean — was the place of Greek adapta-
tion of Semitic writing followed upon excavations of the site inaugurated by Sir
Leonard Woolley in 1936 and 1937 (see Jeffery 1990: 10-12). The discovery of
quantities of Greek pottery, much of it Euboean, led to visions of the existence of a
Greek emporion (¢unéorov “trading-station”) in the vicinity of Al Mina by 800 BcE (or
carlier), a place where Greek merchants lived in close communion with a native West
Semitic-speaking population. Recently, however, much doubt has been cast on both
the size/significance of the Greek presence at Al Mina (and neighboring areas) and its
late ninth/early eighth century dating. Kearsley 1989, for example, argues that the
characteristic pendent semi-circle skyphos that suggested the early dating of the Greek
presence at Al Mina should be properly assigned to 750 BCE and later (sce also Kearsley
1999). Others have contended that the Greeks arrived at Al Mina only in the seventh
century (Graham 1986) or later (see, with references, Snodgrass 2004: 4 and Niemeier
2001: 322) and that Al Mina cannot be considered to satisfy the description of a
Greek emporion (Perreault 1993). The crucial position of Cyprus vis-a-vis Al Mina,
and the Levant generally, has tended to be stressed in recent work.*

The idea that the culture of Greek Rhodes early intersected with Phoenician orthog-
raphy is an old one. Writing in the second century BCE, Diodorus Siculus recounts the
tale of Cadmus’ visit to Rhodes in book 5 of his Library of History. Fleeing from
Egypt and en route to Argos, the legendary king Danatis and his daughters passed
though Rhodes, where, in the town of Lindos, Danaiis founded a temple for Athena.
Soon after, Cadmus the Phoenician arrived on Rhodes, searching for his sister Europa
whom Zeus had abducted. There, in Ialysos, he established a sacred precinct (zemenos
[téuevog]) for Poseidon and left behind some number of Phoenicians as attendants
when he continued his search. These Phoenicians, writes Diodorus (5.58.2), “inter-
mingled” (rorautyvou) with local Rhodians and the two groups became co-citizens
(ovumoMtevduevol); their descendants continued to serve hereditarily as priests of the
precinct. Before sailing from Rhodes, Cadmus had also visited the temple of Athena
in Lindos and made an offering of a large bronze lebes on which were written
Phoinikika grammata (Oowuund yoduuoto) “Phoenician letters,” and regarding the
letters of this inscription, Diodorus adds: . . . & ool mpdtov éx ®owvinng eig v EAMGOa
xowoOfjvan (. . . which they say were the first carried out of Phoenicia into a Greek
place; Diod. Sic. 5.58.3).

Aside from the textual tradition preserved by Diodorus Siculus and the relative
easterly geographic positioning of Rhodes, the island offers little to commend itself as
“the place.” In an important pair of articles on the origin of the Greek alphabet that
appeared in the 1930s, Rhys Carpenter first proposed a Rhodian locale.

The most probable point of entry of the Semitic prototype into the Greek world is
Rhodes, whose geographical position exposed it to the oncoming wave of Assyro-Oriental
influence brought by the Phoenician westward expansion during the eighth century.
Cyprus was exposed to this influence first; but the Cypriote Greeks were immune as far
as the alphabet was concerned, because they still preserved their ancient Achaean mode
of writing. (Carpenter 1933: 27-8)
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In the follow-up article (1938), however, Carpenter relinquished this idea in favor
of a Cypriot origin — now realizing, in a rudimentary way, the significance of
Cypriot “Achaean” (i.e., Cypriot syllabic) literacy for the Greek adaptation of the
Phoenician script.’

Crete is no stranger to the claim of “place of invention” of the Greek alphabet. In
the tenth century BCE, Crete was a nexus of east—west trade: Cypriot influence is well
attested and a Phoenician presence on the island during the tenth century and fol-
lowing is indicated by, inter alin, the contents of a pair of tombs at Tekke (see
Coldstream 1982: 267-71; Negbi 1992: 607-8) and two temples unearthed at
Kommos (see Negbi 1992: 608-9 with bibliography). One of the tombs at Tekke
has provided a bronze bowl bearing a Phoenician proprietary inscription. The
Phoenician script of this bowl, however, is quite unlike the “primitive” (green)
alphabet of the Cretan Greeks (and their island neighbors) and in the balance weak-
ens the case for a Cretan origin of the alphabet (see Johnston 1983: 66nl7, 68).
The evidence is no more suggestive of a Cretan design of the Greek alphabet than
of'a Rhodian origin.

In fact, if all that was required for the Greek adaptation of the Phoenician script
were a bit of Greek ingenuity situated within the context of a Phoenician social and
commercial presence — and this is all that is offered by Rhodes and Crete — the list of
potential Mediterranean sites of adaptation could be extended to some length. This
is, when extrapolated to its reasonable conclusion, the point that one can read from
Boardman’s remarks in a recent survey of Mediterranean “colonization”: “Whatever
the reasons,” he writes, “in the eighth century both Greeks and Phoenicians were
taking their exploration to the west more seriously. . . . It was in the ports and water-
ing places of the Mediterranean that Greeks, Syrians, and Phoenicians met, and it was
on this circuit that a Greek realized and learned the value of an alphabet - (Boardman
2001: 37). He goes on, “— but not in Cyprus where Greek was already written, for
local consumption, in the syllabary devised for it centuries before.” Boardman’s objec-
tion to identifying a Cypriot origin of the alphabet is that same one offered by
Carpenter in 1933 (see above).

Carpenter of course subsequently surrendered this objection when he realized, fol-
lowing the work of Nilsson and Hammarstrom (see Carpenter 1938: 67), that it is the
Cypriot Syllabary that provides the crucial motivation for the form that the adapters
chose to give to the new alphabetic system. In effect, the orthographic mechanisms of
the Cypriot system constitute the missing link between the Phoenician consonantal
script and the Greek alphabet.

This author’s present view of the evidence adduced by Carpenter is that it should be
regarded as supporting in nature (for an earlier summary, see Woodard 1997a: 231-3).
There exists other evidence, however, that reveals far more tangibly and convincingly
the Cypriot involvement in the adaptation of the Phoenician script for Greek use.
Perhaps most persuasive is the Cypriot motivation for the presence of a single symbol
with the sequential value of [k] + [s]. It seems a remarkably strange choice for inclusion
in the new alphabetic writing system — a system also equipped with symbols having the
values /k/ and /s/ individually; and the jittering with this [k] + [s] symbol (i.c., x7)
evidenced by the early systemic variants of the Uralphabet (i.c., blue, red, and green
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alphabetic systems) must reveal a certain apoplexy regarding its presence. Comparable
syllabic symbols (i.e., graphemes representing [k] + [s] + vowel) occur in the Cypriot
Syllabary: unlike the alphabetic script, where x4 is otiose, the corresponding ksV-syllabic
symbols are essential, being uniquely required by the spelling mechanism of the Cypriot
script (an accident of historical Greek phonology intersecting with the Cypriot ortho-
graphic strategy of spelling consonant sequences). Among other alphabetic features
pointing to a Cypriot origin are the presence of a character having the componential
value of [z] +[d] (i.e., zeta) and the inclusion of the saz symbol (with the hypothesized
value [t°]) alongside the sigma symbol (for detailed discussion of Cypriot orthographic
mechanisms transferred to the alphabet, see Woodard 1997a, esp. chs 6-8).

Perhaps it would not be injudicious to suggest that something of a consensus seems
to be to emerging regarding Cyprus and Cypriots as key to the adaptation of the
Phoenician script for Greek use.® From (or through) Cyprus the alphabetic script
would then have been exported along the heavily traveled trade routes connecting the
eastern Mediterranean to the Aegean. Crete was likely an early recipient, as was
Euboea, locales directly linked with Cyprus via the sea routes by the tenth century
BCE.” In the early 1950s, Wade-Gery (1952) espoused the idea that the Greek alpha-
bet was devised expressly for the purpose of producing a graphic record of Homeric
epic; this notion was revivified in the 1980s and 1990s by Barry Powell, who located
the seminal event in Euboea and identified a sole adapter, the legendary Greek figure
Palamedes (see Powell 1991: 231-7). The Wade-Gery/Powell hypothesis, with its
premise of lofty literary ideals, does not appear to have attracted a broad following,
though Euboea was certainly an important force in the early dissemination of the
alphabet. The question of the alphabet’s motivation, then, remains.

Why did it Happen?

While the evidence for Cypriot adaptation of the Phoenician script is strong, one must
allow the possibility that though the adapters themselves were “scribes,” whose liter-
ate indoctrination was in the Cypriot syllabic writing system, their adaptive work was
(initially or predominantly) carried out on soil other than that of the island of Cyprus.
The earliest significant Greek presence in Syria-Palestine appears to have been that of
mercenary Greek warriors, dating at least as early as the eighth century Bck. In the
eighth and subsequent centuries, Greek mercenaries are evidenced as serving in the
armies of various Near Eastern powers, including Assyria, Babylonia, Egypt, Judah,
and the Phoenician city-state of Tyre (Niemeier 2001: 16-24; see also Braun 1982a:
14-24; 1982b: 35-7, 44-7,49-52).

As is well documented in later periods, some of the Greek mercenaries of the early
centuries must have been Cypriots. A certain man mentioned in communiqués of the
Assyrian king Sargon II who played a leading role in the rebellion of the Levantine
city of Ashdod against Assyria (711 BCE) is called Yamani. Assyrian words for “Greek”
are yamnaya and yaman (i.c., Ionian; Dalley and Reyes 1998: 95; Braun 1982a: 1,
3); hence, some scholars have interpreted the name Yamani to mean “the Ionian.”
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This interpretation has been disputed (see Niemeier 2001: 1617 for bibliography)
and this name Yamani explained as a homophone of the word for “Greek” (Dalley
and Reyes 1998: 95), but the man is also called Yadna, plausibly meaning the
“Cypriot” — compare Yadnana, the Assyrian name for Cyprus (see Braun 1982a:
17). Boardman (2001: 40n9) writes: “It seems to me very probable that he was a
Cypriot Greek, and that other Yamanis of this period in the east may not be unrelated
to Greek activity in the area (Saporetti 1990; Rollinger 1997).” Cypriots or other
castern Greek elements appear to have been among those soldiers garrisoned at the
Judean fortress of Arad in the late seventh century (see Niemeier 2001: 18 with bib-
liography). Cypriot mercenaries in Egypt during the fourth century BcE left behind
graffiti written with their Cypriot Syllabary (as did other Greek, Carian, and
Phoenician mercenaries; see Masson 1983: 356-7 and, generally, 353-88 — sce also
ch. 15). From the Cypriot town of Amathus comes a Cypro-Phoenician silver bowl
of the late eighth or early seventh century BCE engraved with the scene of a military
attack on a fortress. Among the attacking force of horsemen and archers in Assyrian
dress can be seen four hoplites with Ionic helmets, spears, and round shields having
familiar Greek blazons (“These are undoubtedly east Greek hoplites”: Niemeier
2001: 21; for detailed description, see Myres 1933). Scaling the opposite side of the
citadel are two warriors “protected by their raised shields with spikes of a Cypriote
type” (Karageorghis 2002: 176; “a fine example of which [spiked boss] is said to
have been found with the bowl,” according to Myres 1933: 35); Myres (p. 35 n. 25)
had noted that the turbaned headgear of one of the horsemen is otherwise seen on a
Cypriot centaur. Within the fortress, figures armed like the hoplites are also depicted,
reflecting, as observed by Myres (1933: 36), “their mercenary habit.” Niemeier
(2001: 21) summarizes: “Whether the scene represented is mythological . . . or a real
one . .., there is no doubt that the Amathus bowl reflects warlike events in the Near
East around 700 Bck in which Greek hoplites were involved.”

The recent discoveries from Wadi el-Hol, suggesting that a significant incentive for
the creation of the ancestor of the Greek alphabet, the West Semitic consonantal
script, was provided by the practical needs of mercenary military activity, lead us to
ponder the prospect of the Greek alphabet itself taking shape under similar conditions
and for a similar utilitarian end. A sufficient context would be provided by a mixed
mercenary contingent consisting of literate Cypriot warriors and illiterate “Ionic”
warriors operating in Syria-Palestine (such as that depicted on the Amathus bowl)
within the sort of multilingual setting that must have been typical of such military
milieus in the Levant and throughout the Near East. The Cypriot syllabic script, with
its idiosyncratic (if phonetically natural) spelling strategies, was too unwieldy to be
acquired expeditiously by illiterate (non-Cypriot) Greeks, and so — developing this
scenario — Cypriots adapted the Phoenician consonantal script, with its small number
of symbols, as a readily acquired means for meeting fundamental communication
needs among Greek-speaking mercenaries. Such Cypriot adapters (mercenaries) may
very well have arrived in Syria-Palestine armed with a knowledge of both Phoenician
language and script, acquired in Cyprus — perhaps even arrived with the germ of the
idea of a Greek use of Phoenician letters, perhaps having experimented casually with
their use, but now finding a practical need for such an adaptation.
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When did it Happen?

Prior to Carpenter’s 1933 article, scholars had for some decades been situating the origin
of the Greek alphabet between the later second millennium and the ninth century BCE
(see McCarter 1975: 1-12; Jeffery 1990: 12 n. 4). On the basis of epigraphic comparison
of the earliest examples of Greek alphabetic script and its Phoenician parent, Carpenter,
however, argued persuasively for a date of ¢. 700 Bck. Since Carpenter, that date has been
receding as new discoveries have been made, especially finds in the Euboean colony of
Pithekoussai in southern Italy. The later twentieth century saw a consensus movement
toward an early eighth-century date (see Johnston’s remarks at Jeffery 1990: 426). In the
same period certain Near Eastern scholars put forth the case for a Greek acquisition of
Semitic script in ¢. 1100 BCE (or earlier), notably Joseph Naveh (see Naveh 1973; 1987
1991; see also Bernal 1990); most Classicists and many Semitists have not found this
view persuasive (see Sass 2005). The recent discovery of a graffito at the Latin site of
Osteria dell’Osa in an archeological context of ¢. 830-770 BCE (see, inter alin, Bietti
Sestieri, De Santis, and La Regina 1990; Ridgway 2004: 42-3), however, seemingly
mandates a chronology of hardly later than ¢. 850-800 BcE for the origin of the Greek
alphabet. In addition, recent findings at the Phrygian capital of Gordion coupled with
new radiocarbon and dendrochronological calibrations have been interpreted as pointing
to a date of ¢. 800 BCE for the earliest Phrygian alphabetic writing (see Brixhe 2007Db:
278-282). A terminus ante quem of the late ninth century for the Greek adaptation of
the Phoenician script seems ever more probable (for additional considerations, see the
discussions in Woodard 1997a, esp. 218-19, 225-6, 228-9).

If one were to look for the beginnings of the Greek alphabet in a military milieu
involving Cypriot and Ionic (including Cycladic and Euboean) mercenaries in a con-
text of Phoenician language and writing within the probable timeframe of the origin
of the Greek script, to what moment in Syro-Palestinian history would one turn?
Possibly to the Assyrian monarch Shalmaneser III’s campaign against Syria-Palestine
in 853 BCE where at the Battle of Qarqar he met a massive coalition of forces fronted
by Adad-Idrim, king of Damascus, and Irkhuleni, king of Hamath — jointly, the armies
of the “twelve kings of Hatti and the sea coast” — an alliance that included the
Phoenician cities of Byblos, Irqata, Arvad, Usant, and Siannu (Grayson 1982: 261;
Hawkins 1982: 393; Culican 1991: 467; Roux 1992: 297). In 841 Bct Shalmaneser
turned against the Phoenician cities of Tyre and Sidon, receiving tribute from both,
as well as from the Israelite king Jehu (Culican 1991: 467-8).

Rather than among Greek mercenaries enlisted to oppose Assyrian aggression, per-
haps one would expect this new communications system to take shape within the
well-organized ranks of the Assyrian army (in which Pythagoras, an Ionian, was
reported to have served, though his date does not allow it; see Dalley and Reyes 1998:
97). As noted above, Cypriot Greek mercenaries could have brought with them
knowledge of Phoenician language and script. It was in the reign of Shalmaneser 111,
in 839 BcE, that the Assyrian army marched into Cilicia, making incursions deeper
into Anatolia in the following years (Grayson 1982: 263). Could this be the mecha-
nism by which the Greek alphabet so early reached the Phrygians? Shalmaneser was
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succeeded by his son Shamshi-Adad V, whose throne passed, upon his death in 811
BCE, to his queen Sammuramat.® Though the historicity of the account is necessarily
uncertain, Diodorus Siculus (2.16.4) writes that in preparing for war the Assyrian
queen sent for vovmnyol “shipwrights” from “Phoenicia and Syria and Cyprus and
other regions by the sea, . . . and commanded them to build river craft that could be
disassembled.” Military scenarios of “peaceful readiness” from the same era would
work as well.

Whether the Greek alphabet took shape on Cyprus itself or under Cypriot guidance
in Syria-Palestine (or elsewhere), to be transported west, certainly passing iteratively
through Cyprus, it found no foothold on that island. It had no more chance of doing so
than the West Semitic consonantal script of Wadi el-Hol and Serabit el-Khadim had of
establishing itself permanently in Pharaonic Egypt. In both locales, Cyprus and Egypt,
an established script (both “donor scripts,” though in different ways) held sway for rea-
sons of ethnic identity; the illegitimate offspring of the Egyptian and Cypriot scripts
would each have to be introduced into regions lacking a scriptic tradition (illiterate
locales) in order to become established writing systems and markers of ethnic identity
themselves.® The Greek alphabet may have reached mainland Greece as eastern merce-
naries made their way west — or as mainland Greek warriors returned, like Odysseus,
from their war-making in the east. One thinks, for example, of the warrior occupants
of eleventh-century tombs in Crete, linked with Homeric Néotov “heroic homeward
journeys”; see Catling 1994: 136-8; 1995; Karageorghis 2003: 342), but — within
a context relevant to the beginnings of the alphabet — especially of the recently
unecarthed warrior burial of the richly laden Tomb 79 at Letkandi in Euboea (¢. 850
BCE) containing, among other items, iron weapons, Cypriote and Phoenician pottery,
a Syrian cylinder seal, and a collection of balance weights typical of eastern
Mediterranean trade (see, inter alin, Popham and Lemos 1995; Kroll 2008). The
identity of the ethnicity of the cremated warrior has been a matter of disagreement
(see Papadopoulos 1997).

The introduction of the alphabet into Greece was not, however, merely a matter of
Greek mercenaries returning home with a knowledge of a military-communications
system acquired in the east. Though the alphabet may have perhaps gotten an early
start in Euboea in this way, the transmission of the script to Greece was a more com-
plex process: this is suggested by Greek inscriptional practices of word-division and
the syllable-division doctrine of Greek grammarians that appear to have a common
origin in syllabic Cypriot orthography, itself heir to a Mycenaean tradition.’® In other
words, not only was the alphabet introduced into Iron Age Greece but a learned
scribal tradition was as well. One thinks again of Homer and of Odysseus’ faithful
swineherd Eumaeus, reminding Antinous of “invited strangers from a foreign place”
(Od. 17.380-6) — itinerant dnuoggyol, “craftsmen” who, their name suggests, have
some affiliation with the community at large (“They could have been paid as they
worked, provided only that they were available to the public, to the whole demos. That
availability would explain the word well enough”: Finley 2002: 44). Homer, via
Eumacus, enumerates four types: seers, healers of ills, workers of wood, and bards.
Even within this list, certainly not intended to be exhaustive, one could envision the
trained scribe.
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FURTHER READING

For detailed discussion of the many local forms of the archaic Greek alphabet see Jeftery 1990
and Guarducci 1967. McCarter 1975 provides an invaluable comparison of the early Phoenician
letters and their Greek counterparts. On various topics concerning the origin of the alphabet,
including Cypriot involvement in the adaptation of the Phoenician script and the continuity
between the Bronze Age and Iron Age syllabic scripts of the Greeks and the Greek alphabet,
see Woodard 1997a. For a general treatment of the Greek alphabet within a broad historical
context of its antecedents and its descendants, see Healey 1990.

10

NOTES

“Whatever definition for vowels and consonants could be considered the most precise,
there is not the slightest doubt that this is the cardinal and most obvious bifurcation of
speech sounds for linguists, for investigators of speech in its motor, acoustic, and percep-
tual aspects, for poets, and finally for the intuition of ordinary speakers” (Jakobson and
Waugh 1979: 84).

See Heubeck 1986; Woodard 1997a: 156-7; Scott et al. 2005; Brixhe 2007a.

On the dating of Phrygian texts see Brixhe 2004b: 778-80; Brixhe (2007b: 282) contends
that the Phrygian script “reveals a land route for its penetration and suggests a Greek—
Phrygian collaboration.”

Jones 1986; Coldstream 1989: 94; Woodard 1997a: 234-5; and see the remarks of
Niemeier 2001: 14 and of Snodgrass 2004: 4.

On Carpenter’s arguments, sce Woodard 1997a: 230-2; for a recent treatment of Rhodes
and the Phoenicians, revealing Rhodes’s close affiliation with Cyprus in the Iron Age, see
Kourou 2003.

Recent proponents, with varying degrees of conviction and modes of interpretation,
include Heubeck 1979: 85-7; Johnston 1983: 66-7; Robb 1994: 275; Burkert 1992: 27;
2004: 18; and Woodard 1997a.

See, inter alin, Popham 2004: 14-17, 22; Negbi 1992: 606-7 with bibliography;
Coldstream 1982.

The legendary Semiramis; for the stele erected by the historical figure in which she touts
her accomplishments, see Donbaz 1990.

On the Cypriot Syllabary and the alphabet as a problem of ethnic identity, see Woodard
1997a: 217-24; see also Kourou 2003: 253-5; Sherratt 2003.

See Morpurgo Davies 1987a, 1987¢; Woodard 1997a: 256-60; see also ch. 2 above.



CHAPTER FOUR

Inscriptions

Rudolf Wachter

What is an Inscription?

Inscriptions defy easy definition. We may try to define them and to distinguish the
different types by looking at their material and their textual context. Their essential
feature is that the material support of the text and its letters date from antiquity. (Of
course, there are also inscriptions from later periods, down to modern times, but
these do not concern us here.) This also applies to papyri (see ch. 5), of course, but
papyri are not considered inscriptions, because papyrus is soft and fragile, whereas
inscriptions are typically texts written on solid material. Unlike the literary documents
that have come down to us through the mostly medieval manuscript tradition (see ch. 6),
a papyrus or an inscription can be the physical text written by its author. This is often
the case with, for example, documentary papyri and wooden writing tablets, the latter
being counted among the inscriptions. Literary papyri, on the other hand, are in a way
just early manuscripts (some Greek literature like Menander is in fact almost exclu-
sively known from papyri). Likewise, epigrams or other metrical inscriptions often
share many features with literary texts and are therefore not in every respect a creation
by their author. Take, for example, the following dedication on a fired clay stele by a
potter at Metapontion:

Nuwxduoyog W €nde. /
Xatpe, Favog H(§)panhes / § oL negapels W avédexe: /
ddg & ¢Fv avddmolg / SSEav Exev aryad(£)v.

Nikomachos made me.
Enjoy (me), ruler Herakles! That very potter dedicated me to you;
but you grant to him that he may find good acceptance among men!

After the potter’s signature (a hemistich, deliberate in view of the imperfect instead of
the usual aorist), we have a hymn en miniature in which after an invocation with a
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eulogistic epitheton (Favag “lord”) the donor asks the deity for a favor, in this case
professional success, just as the poets of the Homeric Hymns (e.g., Hymn. Hom.
10.4f., 15.9) or indeed Solon in his elegy to the Muses (IEG 13.3-4):

OABGV poL tedg V@V uandomv d6Te, ®ol TEOG OTAVTWOV
AvBedImV aigl dGEaV Exewv aryadmyv.

Give me happiness that comes from the gods, and that I from all
humans may find good acceptance!

We note that the pentameter of Nikomachos’ dedication bears a striking similarity to
Solon’s pentameter; this local personal statement is intimately connected with the
“international” language of poetry and epigram (see also ch. 26).!

Not just in the case of this modest clay stele, but quite generally, inscriptions, even
if fragmentary, greatly enhance the scholarly value of an object. The text makes the
object literally speak to us. Of course, the Greeks did not write on objects in order to
satisfy our scholarly interest, but because they wanted to convey a message to their
fellow countrymen and immediate descendants (and, sometimes, to the gods). They
were the first people in history to have this possibility for all layers of the population,
not just for a privileged elite. This was made possible by the alphabet, one of the
easiest and most precise writing systems in history (see ch. 3).

In the following sections we will, among other things, look at editorial conven-
tions, material and application, direction of writing, script style, letter-forms, punc-
tuation, special text arrangements such as stoichedon; after this, issues pertaining to
language and content will be addressed, such as spelling, dialects, style, sense, and the
difficult problem of dating. Finally, we will turn to more technical and bibliographical
interests.

Editorial Conventions

Most editions are now made according to the so-called “extended Leiden conven-
tion” of 1931 (see Dow 1969). The most important signs are set out in table 4.1.

The latest developments in the editorial conventions as well as in the field of epi-
graphy as a whole can be followed at the International Congresses of Greek and Latin
Epigraphy (the 13th was held in Oxford in 2007, see http://ciegl.classics.ox.ac.uk/;
the last published is the 11th, held in Rome in 1997; the 12th was held in Barcelona
in 2002, see http: //www.ub.es/epigraphiae/).

Material and Application
The majority of inscriptions are on stone. These can be funeral epigrams on stelae or

bases (as the Attic funeral inscription for Phrasikleia of ¢. 540 Bce: CEG 24), dedica-
tory epigrams engraved on a statue (as the Naxian Nikandre kore from Delos, ¢. 650
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Table 4.1 Signs and conventions in epigraphical text editions (see also table 5.1)

Sign Meaning Example
[aBy] letters lost IMAgotadag W &[védexe | (CEG 373)
a(By) letters not written (i.e., an &(Foéteve) (ML 42 B)
abbreviation)
[[apy]] letters erased or overwritten  mot[[o]]éolov (CEG 454, see below)
afy letters damaged but almost Néorogog : ¢[. . .]Ju : etimor[ov] : mot[[o]]éot0v
certain (ibid.)
letters damaged and not opxwto. . .ot (ML 32)
restorable
[-Ja[]B[. . .5-7...] lacunae of a determined in CEG 454, above, more precisely:
number of letters ¢[..2-4. v
[-1 lacuna of an undetermined D[ - YA Jawedmd ¢[6o8t] (CEG 181)
number of letters
ABI legible but hog viv 0oy EOTOV TavTOV drrahdtoro mailet
incomprehensible letters TOTOAEKA.MIN »ac. (CEG 432)
{apy} superfluous letters deleted Zraca{oa}yépav (CEG 859)
by the editor
<afy> emendation by the editor oornd{t}o<a>L (ML 32, see above)

vac. (or v., vacat)

area left blank
beginning of a new line

on CEG 432, above
CAVI 976 Néagyog W |yoopoey vt —].

BCE: CEG 403) or, again, on stelae, blocks, columns, etc. on top of which there once
was a statue or a vessel (e.g., CEG 191 by the sixth-cent. BCE Athenian potters
Mnesiades and Andokides; see also LGPN ii s.vv.).? Stone inscriptions can be laws
(such as the archaic law code from Dreros concerning the tenure of a ®éouog “local
magistrate,” ML 2; or the famous civil laws code of Gortyn, IC iv.72; see Willetts
1967). Many other official documents, too, were published for the information of
politically active citizens in Classical times, in particular at Athens, from where we
have financial records, inventories of the treasuries, accounts of building commissions,
public dedications, archon-lists, decrees, honorary decrees for cities or individuals,
lists of casualties, tribute lists of allies, treaties and alliances, religious calendars, naval
lists, and so on (see ML, RO, and IG 13, ii). A unique corpus of (semi)private texts is
formed by the fourth-century BCE healing reports from Epidaurus (IG iv/2.1; Peek
1969; 1972).

The first decades of Greek alphabetic writing have left us mostly graffiti on fired
clay (the lightest and cheapest of all durable materials). Early corpora include finds
from Eretria (Verdan et al. 2005) and Ischia (Bartonék and Buchner 1995), but we
have now examples of the eighth century BCE from many more places. Particularly
famous are the verses on the “Dipylon Jug” from Athens of ¢. 740 BcE (CEG432) and
on “Nestor’s Cup” (cited in ch. 27) from Ischia found in a boy’s tomb of ¢. 715 BCE
(CEG 454). An important corpus of later clay graffiti are the Athenian ostraka of the
fifth century BCE (on which, see Brenne 2002 and Lang 1990).
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Relatively few examples of inscribed dedicatory bronze objects have survived.
In order to survive, they have to have been buried on purpose or lost; otherwise the
precious material would have been reused. The earliest example is probably the statu-
ette of a warrior of ¢. 700-675 BCE, dedicated to Apollo by one Mantiklos in Boeotia
(CEG 320), with two hexameter lines reflecting the same tradition as the prayer at
Od. 3.55ff. Later examples are the helmets and other armor from Magna Graecia
dedicated to Zeus at Olympia.’ Some bronze objects were dedicated by victors in the
games (CEG 362 at Nemea, CEG 372 at Olympia).

Quite a few longer texts, mostly of legal content, are on bronze tablets. Important
examples are the law of the eastern Locrians concerning their colony at Naupaktos
(IG ix2/1.718, carly fifth cent. Bce, ML 20) and more than 30 shorter treaties and
laws deposited in the sanctuary of Zeus at Olympia (see Minon 2007, e.g., her no. 10
(= ML 17), between the Eleans and the citizens of what is now thought to be Etia in
the eastern Peloponnese).

Not all official texts were published on bronze tablets or stone. Those that were
must have been considered important; others were written on wooden boards and
have been lost. On the other hand, some texts which were surely not conceived for
eternity have survived because of the nearly indestructible material on which they are
written, such as the frequent trademarks on vases, which give us interesting informa-
tion on Greek potters’ business, particularly in Athens (see Johnston 1979; 2006).
A different case, of a much rarer type, is the private letter on a lead sheet from Berezan
on the Black Sea (LSAG suppl. 478.60c; ¢. 500 BCE).

Direction, Script Style, and Letter-Forms

The earliest inscriptions are “retrograde,” as was (and still is) normal in the Near East,
from where the alphabet was borrowed in the first half of the eighth century (see ch. 3).
An early example of strict stichic arrangement is Nestor’s Cup (one iambic trimeter
and two epic hexameters in a separate line each). Some inscriptions keep this direc-
tion but go wildly serpentine (“Schlangenschrift”), e.g., a lex sacra from Tiryns of the
carly sixth century BCE (LSAG suppl. 443.9a); or they move regularly to and fro in a
leftward direction, so that every second line is upside down (so-called “false boustro-
phedon” — Bovotpogndév meaning “as the ox plows”), e.g., CEG 132 from Corinth,
¢. 650 BCE.

But after ¢. 600 BCE Greek script and most scripts derived from it started changing
direction (though the Etruscans and those who learnt to write from them never did).
For nearly a century, both directions were acceptable, even on one and the same
inscription. During that period, (true) boustrophedon was often used (mostly on stone,
e.g., the Phanodikos bilingual from Sigeion, in East Ionic and Attic dialects and
scripts, of ¢. 575-550 BcE; LSAG 371.43—4; see fig. 4.1).

This writing style allowed one to read continuously, both without a “return” jump
after every line and without having to read upside down as in false boustrophedon.
The first line of a boustrophedon inscription may be said to be indicative of which
direction the scribe considered normal. On vases, labels to figures, typically starting
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Figure 4.1 The Phanodikos inscription*

near their heads and leading downwards, could be written cither to the left or the
right; in the first case they would be from right to left, in the second case from left to
right. After 500 BcCE, the “retrograde” direction is becoming very rare, and stichic left
to right, as we are used to ourselves, is the normal layout (see fig. 4.2).
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Figure 4.2 The Telesinos inscription®

Letter-forms, synchronically, are different if scratched in clay or stone, painted on
clay with a brush, or engraved in marble by a professional stonecutter. People devel-
oped individual features in their writing from the very beginning, and not every scribe
was (or is) equally skillful. Clearly different styles, however, only developed in the
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early Hellenistic era, when monumental letters (on stone) and cursive writing (on
papyrus) started to grow apart. This was the ultimate origin of capital vs lowercase
letters (see further ch. 6). The difference between Q and , for instance, can be traced
back to the early third century BCE.

Letter-forms developed also diachronically, according to easy principles (see also
ch. 3): atavery early stage, some were turned round in certain local alphabets, whence,
e.g., the difference in gammas (T, A, C) and lambdas (A, L, I"). In particular those
lying were turned upright if possible (e.g., alpha). Some letters developed strange
forms (especially beta; see LSAG passim). Then they were all simplified as much as
possible (i.e., as long as they stayed distinguishable from each other in the particular
local alphabet). This was done at first in different ways in the local scripts, but soon
the regions started to copy the successful forms from each other: zota was straightened
almost everywhere (in Corinth it could not be because gamma had adopted more or
less this form). Mu () lost its fifth stroke (except in Euboean). Heta/eta (B) lost its
upper and lower horizontal. Theta’s cross (®) was replaced by a dot or short horizon-
tal. Rho, which had received an oblique stroke in some local scripts the better to dis-
tinguish it from delta (R vs D), lost it again when A had prevailed over D. X7 (£) lost
its centered vertical. Zeta became zigzag instead of two horizontals and a centred
vertical (I). The only exception is sigma, whose four-stroke variant (£) won (in Greece,
not in Rome!) over the three-stroke variant after a century-long battle, but that was a
Pyrrhic victory as it was soon replaced by the lunate ¢ in cursive writing.

In the Roman Empire, neighboring letters sometimes shared strokes, mostly verti-
cals. Up to four or more letters could be linked in such ligatures, which saved space
and time. The practice in stone inscriptions seems to have been taken from cursive
writing.

Punctuation and Stoichedon

Most inscriptions of the Archaic and Classical periods do not separate words, but are
in scriptio continua. In antiquity, the concept of “word” was different from the one
we have now. Proclitics (e.g., the article or prepositions) and enclitics (some parti-
cles, indefinite pronouns, etc.), which do not have an accent of their own, were
considered to belong to the word which formed the center of their accentual unit
and on which they “leaned” (xAi{vewv); see Morpurgo Davies 1987. Some inscrip-
tions of the fifth century BCE, mostly of very careful execution, punctuate accentual
units in exactly this manner, for instance the so-called Dirae Teine of ¢. 470 BcE (ML
30 with add.); others, of roughly the same period, separate units that are sometimes
single accentual units, and sometimes groups of two, following the phrase and sen-
tence structure of the texts, for example the Locrian Law and the treaty of the
Eleans with Eua, mentioned above. The origin of this practice may lie in dictation
(Wachter 1999).

Despite the frequency of scriptio continua, punctuation goes far back. The earliest
example can be found on Nestor’s Cup (see also ch. 27), where in the first line words
are separated and in the second and third lines groups of one or two accentual and
syntactic units are indicated, coinciding (of course) with the caesura structure of the
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hexameters. Hence, punctuation seems to be sign of a particularly careful finish of a
text. It testifies to a remarkable linguistic awareness and a desire to enhance clarity and
legibility. The advantage of structuring a difficult text in this simple way must have
been seen already in the early days of the Greek alphabet, and Nestor’s Cup gives us a
reliable sample of what a written epic text in Homer’s time would have looked like.

An invention of late sixth-century Athens, it seems, is stoichedon. In this layout,
mostly used for official documents, the letters of a text are placed one by one in a grid.
The motivation for this would have been to prevent changes to a text (by erasion or
insertion). Punctuation is not normally used. Stoichedon texts are (and were) not easy
to read, but the advantage of being forgery-proof prevailed over the question of leg-
ibility. A well-known example is the inscription on the relations between the Athenians
and the Phaselites (ML 31, 469-450 BCE; stoichedon 22).

Spelling

Spelling partly depends on the type of alphabet. Most local scripts have a phi and a chs,
some even a psi and a xz; those which do not have those graphemes use combinations
of letters (as in Attic, where phi + sigma is used for /ps/, and chi + sigma for /ks/).

Dialects which do not need a sign for /h/ use the “beta” as “eta,” i.c., for a long
(open) /&/ (see ch. 7). East Greek even created an equivalent for /0/, the omega,
adding it at the end of the alphabet. The others use epsilon and omikron, ¢.g., Attic or
Euboean (gen. Aggoditég on Nestor’s Cup), Achaean (é&vdodmolg and évédene of
Nikomachos’ clay stele), etc.

The sixth letter of the original alphabet was wau, or digamma. Its phoneme, /w/
(as in wine), had already been lost in some dialects when they first adopted the alpha-
bet, in East Ionic for example. In others it was still pronounced in certain positions,
e.g., in Aeolic (whence Homer, who did not speak it, knew it) or in Corinth, where
®r6on/novpn is still written x6pfFa in the late fifth century (LSAG 132.39).

When around 400 Bct the Greeks gave up their local scripts and replaced them with
the (East) Ionic alphabet (officially at Athens in 403 /2), those who still needed a sign
for /w/ started using f3, whose sound was turning into a spirant (which it has been ever
since; see chs 16 and 36-37), and for /h/ eventually the rough breathing was created.

Spurious diphthongs, i.c., “long epsilons” and “long omikrons” originate either
from contraction (e.g., moletlte < *moléete; dovhotuev < *dovhdopev; Oourvdidng <
©¢0-) or, less frequently, from compensatory lengthening when a following /n/ was
lost before /s/ (e.g., PAémovoa < *-omsa < * -omt-ja; Wwyeloo < *-ensa < *-ent-ja ; see
further chs 8, 14, and 26). These sounds were mostly written with single epsilon and
omikron down to the fourth century BCE (this old spelling of spurious € is seen, e.g.,
in €ém6€ and €ygv on Nikomachos’ clay stele, that of ov in gen. xahhoteavo Agpoditeg
on Nestor’s Cup). However, the diphthong spelling (et and ov) had already started in
the early sixth century BCE at the latest, probably in literary contexts (see NAGVI,
§§219f.). This was possible because these sounds were similar to the real diphthongs
(as in deinvu, Thottog), which had started to become monophthongs, namely closed

long /&/ (almost /1/) and /6/ (almost /4/).
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Long consonants are often written with a single sign in pre-Classical times. But
double (i.e., “geminate”) spelling, which is of great help to the reader, particularly of
verse, again is attested as early as Nestor’s Cup (rahhoteqpdvo Agpoditeg; late eighth
cent. BCE) and Mantiklos’ bronze warrior (yooiFettav auotg[dv]; early seventh cent.
BCE). Nevertheless, the simple spelling remained acceptable for a long time and should
therefore be considered an abbreviation, not a mistake, even in verse: [eit’ &ot6]g TIg
avio ette xoévog | GA(M)odev DOV, . . . “whether some townsman or a stranger having
come from another place” (CEG 13; Athens, ¢. 575-550 BCE; not h<A>o00ev).

Somewhere in between a mistake and an abbreviation are the frequent cases where
a sign for a vowel is omitted because the letter name of the preceding consonant sign
contained its sound, e.g., avédxe, Alovorog, thus avéd(n)re (or avéd<n>xe), Awov(0)-
olog (or Atov<t>o10¢).® Although this principle never acquired official status, it is too
frequent to be called an ordinary mistake. We could therefore call it “abbreviated
writing” and use round brackets (see table 4.1).” The same trick can be observed in
Latin inscriptions® or modern text messages (hope 2 ¢ u b4 u dk).

The velar nasal before occlusive (as in drink) is written with gamma in the East (e.g., ...
yGo ury ®al ... in the letter from Berezan?) and with ## in mainland Greece and the West
(e.g. évwyig CEG 16 and 39, Athens; sece NAGVI, §114 with n. 727). In the Hellenistic
and Roman periods both spellings are frequent everywhere (see ch. 16).

There are other unusual spellings which look like, but are not necessarily, mistakes.
CEG 394 Khedbuporog, for instance, rather reflects an archaic pronunciation when the
beta in -uPo-, a secondary, merely transitional sound in what is the zero grade *my of
the IE verbal root *mer/mor “die,” was not (yet) felt to be worthwhile noting.

In the Hellenistic and Roman periods, spelling often reflects the changes of the
dialects and, as dialects disappeared more and more, of the Greek language in general
(e.g. totacism, the ultimate reason of the etacism/itacism debate in the Renaissance).

Language and Style

There are many kinds of Greek in Greek inscriptions. First, there are different epichoric,
i.e., regional, dialects (see ch. 14). In fact, we know the details of Ancient Greek dialects
mostly from inscriptions. Those from Eretria, on the island of Euboea, for instance,
show rhotacism of intervocalic /s/ in the Classical period (see ML 82, 411 BCE, with
noulv instead of mouotv). Plato apparently knew about that, but probably got his exam-
ple wrong when he says (Pl. Cra. 434C) nueilg uév popev oxinodmg, Eoetolels 8t
oxAnEoTE “We are saying oxAnodtng, but the Eretrians oxAnoéme” (he may have mixed
up the Eretrian phenomenon with rhotacism at word end in Olympia).

Second, in a given region, social variants can sometimes be distinguished.
In Athens, for instance, someone wrote OV Awwdv dotpoxid(d)d on two (!) ostraka
(T 1/79, 1/80; 471 Bce?), which Colvin 2004 plausibly argues to be a local, and
probably less prestigious, variant of dotpaxiCw." Ionian dialect, too, occurs on
Athenian ostraka, e.g., T'1,/99 (471 BcE?): Meyaxhet Tr(r)oxpdteog (whereas normal
Attic pieces have Hut(t)orpdtog). It must remain uncertain whether the vote was cast
by the text’s actual writer.
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Third, inscriptions can reflect literary language. This is evident in the case of
carmina epigraphica, dedicatory or funeral, but it can also, for instance, be argued for
vases, when labels to mythological figures diverge from local dialect but coincide with
well-known literary forms. An instructive example is the name of Odysseus (see also
NAGVI, §254), which on the archaic Attic vases (sixth and early fifth cent. BCE) is
regularly Olvttets or ‘Olutevdg, but from the late sixth century BCE onwards slowly
changes to ‘Olvooets or Olvoets, and then to the “Homeric” forms Odvooeig or
Odvoetc.!! The co-occurrence on the Boston vase of Odvooetg with the perfectly
Attic, non-Homeric forms Adnvéo and Kheordroa suggests that the Attic form of
Odysseus’ name had gone out of use and been replaced by the literary form even in
spoken Attic by the end of the fifth century (for similar observations on non-Attic
vases, scc NAGVI, §§503ft.).

The replacement of -tt- with -00- in Odysseus’ name was later continued in normal
words by a more general tendency of the Attic dialect to adjust to the majority of
dialects and to the Koine (see Threatte 1980: 537—41), maybe also to avoid provin-
cialisms (Attic shared -tt- with Boeotian, a dialect despised by the Athenians: Colvin
2004: 101-2). This case shows that linguistic aspects of education, social class, and
region are often not strictly separable.

Sense

One would assume that an inscription must have sense, like any coherent text. That is
mostly the case — even abecedaria or writing exercises can be said to have sense
(Wachter 2004) — but there is one very frequent group which does not, the so-called
nonsense inscriptions on (mostly Attic) vases (see also ch. 34), as in fig. 4.3.12

Dating

Few inscriptions bear a date, and when they do (e.g., the Halicarnassian law concern-
ing disputed property, ML 32; ¢. 465-450 BCE?), it is often easier to determine the day
of the year (despite the diversity of the local calendars, on which, see Triimpy 1997)
than the year itself, since we hardly ever know the local eponymous politicians or reli-
gious dignitaries and the years of their office — except for Athenian archontes (see ML
p. 291). Dating Greek inscriptions, even in Roman times, is therefore mostly based on
a concurrence of arguments. Sometimes there are historical clues contained in the
text. A lucky case is the Battle of Cumae of 474 BCE (see n. 3) referred to on three of
the helmets at Olympia dedicated by the Syracusan victors: o1 Al Tve(Q)&v’ &td
Kouag “to Zeus, Etruscan (sc. spoils) from Kyme.” Or arguments can be gained from
the style of the monument (statue, vase, etc.), the archeological context (in a sanctuary,
cemetery, marketplace, etc.), standardized formulae, the forms of names (e.g., reflect-
ing Roman citizenship or not), dialect, spelling, and letter-forms. The result is some-
times debatable, and there is frequently a danger of circular reasoning, but this does



Inscriptions 57

-~ "

Figure 4.3 Attic black-figure cup of ¢. 540 BCE, unattributed, with nonsense inscriptions as
space fillers!?

not mean that all dates of the type “first quarter of the fifth century BCE” are hazard-
ous or that we have to take an agnostic view.

Scientific methods (radiocarbon or “C-14,” thermoluminescence, amino acid
racemization, etc.) play a less important role in Greek and Roman epigraphy than in
other historical or prehistorical contexts, as they are hardly ever more precise than the
methods mentioned above, and dendrochronology is of no use since there are not
enough wooden objects. But they sometimes can contribute welcome independent
evidence, for instance in identifying forgeries.

What More to Know?

Epigraphists never know enough. A good knowledge of Greek and its dialects, exten-
sive reading of all sorts of texts, particularly historical ones, and the study of Greek
religion should suffice, one might think. But then the next inscription one has to
study is perhaps a coin (see SNG), or a long literary text like the one by Diogenes of
Oinoanda (second century CE, a unique form of self-publication and philosophy for
everyone),!* or it is a Pompeian wall inscription, an ostrakon from Egypt, a fragment
of a Corinthian vase, or a Hellenistic amphora stamp.
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The first edition of an inscription is hardly ever fully satistying and needs comments
and criticism from the scholarly community. Correcting is more pleasant than being
corrected. Both will inevitably happen in an epigraphist’s career. Here is an example
from my own experience: In my editio princeps of a late fifth-century BCE bronze
inscription probably from one of the Rhodian colonies of Sicily (Gela or Akragas),
T overlooked the (very rare) meaning “to adopt” of the verb tideodon and thus got the
meaning of the inscription, which starts duyatépag £dfxato, completely wrong (ZPE
142, 2003, 53ft.). Julidan Méndez Dosuna duly corrected me (ibid. 151, 2005,
87-90).1% Yet he did not mention a new inscription from Kaunos, published in 2004
by Andreas Victor Walser ( Epigraphica Anatolica 37,101-6), which contains the new
word duvyorpoveaio “adoption of a daughter” and would have nicely supported his
view (and prevented me from my error). Finally, Laurent Dubois (in BE 2005.442,
639) gave a synthesis of the entire evidence, and the matter is now settled once and
for all. The new inscription also gives support for the attribution of the bronze tablet
to a Rhodian context. Sometimes relevant discoveries in epigraphy happen surpris-
ingly quickly one after another.

FURTHER READING

Introductions to epigraphy, the present chapter included, are necessarily to some extent a mat-
ter of personal taste. But any of the following introductory books offers the beginner good
starting points. Roberts 1887-1905 is somewhat dated; a useful introduction in German is
Klaffenbach 1966, and in Italian Guarducci 1987. More recent short introductions in English
are Cook 1987 (centered on pieces in the British Museum) and Woodhead 1981. The Guide
de Pépigraphiste (Bérard et al. 2000) offers ample and useful bibliography.

The most important instruments for the Greek epigraphist are the great editions, especially IG
(successor to CIG), IGSK, MAMA, TAM, IC, and FD, which are in the care of the national
academies, societies, or schools'® — for the abbreviations, see the list at the end of this chapter.
SEG and BE provide yearly updates, and ZPE publishes many new finds (duly uniting papyri and
inscriptions). Still not fully replaced is the eminent but dated edition of dialect inscriptions,
DGE. Metrical inscriptions are collected in CEG (down to 300 BcE; for later texts, see Peek 1955
and 1957). For vase inscriptions there are CAVI, AVI, and NAGVI. Letter-forms (and countless
historical problems) are discussed in LSAG and its supplement. Greek proper names and their
bearers are found in LGPN, which is gradually superseding the old prosopographies and lexica
such as Pape and Benseler 1863-70; for Greek names in Rome, see Solin 2003. In all these
works there is much more bibliography (see also chs. 3 and 14 in the present volume).

There are excellent selections for historians, primarily the one by Meiggs and Lewis (ML),
which is extended till the death of Alexander (adding translations) in Rhodes and Osborne
(RO); Moretti 1967-76 covers the Hellenistic period. The Hellenistic and Roman periods
are covered by the two large, but old, collections by Wilhelm Dittenberger (Sy/F and
OGIS), whereas McLean 2002 discusses these periods in his Introduction (which is almost a
manual). For dialect inscriptions, i.e., all inscriptions other than Attic, in addition to DGE,
there are SGDI (larger but older) and Buck 1955 (smaller but with more explanation), which
remain indispensable; more recent finds (earlier than 400 BCE) can be found via LSAG and its
supplement.



Inscriptions 59

EPIGRAPHICAL ABBREVIATIONS

(For many more, see http: //www.arts.leiden.edu/history/seg-abbreviations.jsp)

AVI
BE
CAVI
CEG
CIG

CIL
DGE

ED

IC

IG

IGSK (IK)
LGPN
LSAG

MAMA
ML

NAGVI
OGIS

RO

SEG
SGDI

SNG
SylP

TAM
ZPE

Attic Vase Inscriptions. Publication and updates of H. Immerwahr, Corpus of
Attic Vase Inscriptions (CAVI), by R. Wachter, on http://avi.unibas.ch/
Bulletin épigraphique, in REG, 1888—

see AVI

P. A. Hansen, ed., Carmina epigraphica graeca, 2 vols, Berlin, 1983 /9.

A. Boeckh et al., eds, Corpus Inscriptionum Graecarum, 4 vols, Berlin
1828-77

Corpus Inscriptionum Latinarum, Berlin 1862—

E. Schwyzer, Dialectorum graecarum exempla epigraphica potiora, Leipzig
1923 (repr. Hildesheim 1960)

Fouilles de Delphes, Paris 1902—

M. Guarducci, ed., Inscriptiones Creticae, Rome 1935-50

Inscriptiones Graecae, Berlin 1873—

Inschriften griechischer Stidte aus Kleinasien, Bonn 1972—

A Lexicon of Greek Personal Names, Oxford 1987—

L. H. Jeftery, The Local Scripts of Archaic Greece, Oxford 1961; repr. with a
Supplement 1961-1987 by A. W. Johnston, 1990

Monumenta Asine Minoris Antiqua, Manchester 1928—

R. Meiggs and D. M. Lewis. A Selection of Greek Historical Inscriptions to the
End of the Fifth Century B.C. Rev. edn, Oxford 1988

R. Wachter, Non-Attic Greek Vase Inscriptions, Oxford 2001

W. Dittenberger, Orientis graeci inscriptiones selectae, 2 vols, Leipzig 1903-5
(repr. Hildesheim 1986)

P. J. Rhodes and R. G. Osborne, Greek Historical Inscriptions, 404-323 Bc,
Oxford 2003

Supplementum epigraphicum graecum, Leiden 1923—

H. Collitz, F. Bechtel, etal., eds, Sammiung der griechischen Dialektinschriften,
Gottingen 1884-1915

Sylloge nummorum graecornm, 2002—

W. Dittenberger, Sylloge inscriptionum graecarum, 3rd edn, 4 vols, Leipzig
1915-24 (repr. Hildesheim 1982)

Tituli Asine Minoris, Vienna 1901-

Zeitschrift fiir Papyrologie und Epigraphik

INTERNET RESOURCES

In recent years, many institutes and projects have started using the internet for publication.
The following is a selection, in alphabetical order.

A.LE.G.L.: Societas internationalis epigraphine graecae et latinae
(http: //www.aiegl.com/)
Center for Epigraphical and Palaeographical Studies (http: //epigraphy.osu.edu/)
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Centre for the Study of Ancient Documents at Oxford
(http: //www.csad.ox.ac.uk/ with http: //poinikastas.csad.ox.ac.uk /)
Claros (http: //www.dge. filol.csic.es /claros /cnc/2cnc.htm)
Cornell Greek Epigraphy Project (http://132.236.125.30/)
EpiDoc (http: //epidoc.sourceforge.net/)
Epigraphic Database Roma (http: //www.edr-edr.it/)

Guaide de Pépigraphiste

(http: //www.antiquite.ens.fr/txt/dsa-publications-guidepigraphiste-fr.htm)
1G (http: //www.bbaw.de /bbaw /Forschung/Forschungsprojekte /ig/de /Startseite)
Inscriptiones Graecae Eystettenses

(http: //www.gnomon.ku-cichstaett.de /LAG/IGEyst.html)
Inscriptions of Aphrodisias Project (http://www.insaph.kcl.ac.uk/)
Mpysteries at Eleusis. Images of Inscriptions (http: //eleusis.library.cornell.edu/)
Searchable Greek Inscriptions (http: //epigraphy.packhum.org/)
SEG (http: //www.arts.leidenuniv.nl /history/seg.jsp)

CAVL:

CEG:

CIL:

LSAG:

ML.:

INSCRIPTIONS CITED

976, 1999, 2076a, 2403, 2742, 4593, 5055, 5438, 8096 (= fig. 4.3
above).

13 (Tettichos), 16 (Archeneos), 24 (Phrasikleia), 39 (Philodemos and
Anthemion), 132 (Dweinias, Corinth), 181 (Phy[ — ]), 191 (Mnesiades
and Andokides), 227 (Telesinos, = fig. 4.2 above), 326 (Mantiklos,
Boeotia), 362 (Aristis, Nemea), 372 (Akmatidas, Olympia), 373
(Pleistiadas, Laconia), 394 (Kleombrotos, Sybaris), 403 (Nikandre,
Naxos/Delos), 432 (Dipylon Jug), 454 (Nestor’s Cup, Pithekoussai),
859 (Stasagoras, Rhodos).

xiii.3983 (Luxemburg).

132.39 (Corinth), 315.7 (Gortyn), 275.7 (Olympia), 371.43—4
(Phanodikos, = fig. 4.1 above), 443.9a (Tiryns), 454.6a and C, 455.E
and F, 458.V, 460.C (Olympia), 478.60c (Berezan).

2 (Dreros), 17 (Olympia), 20 (Naupaktos), 30 (Teos), 31 (Athens and
Phaselis), 32 (Halikarnassos), 42 B (Argos), 82 (Eretria).

NOTES

1 See Wachter 2002 for the inscription and its relation to the elegy of Solon and especially
for the meaning and etymology of 86Ea (§3 with n. 22).

2 On epigrams, see Baumbach, Petrovic and Petrovic 2010.

3 LSAG275.7 (a Syracusan), as well as suppl. pp. 454.6a and C (three Messenian), 455.E/F
(two Rhegine), 458.V (an Achaean), and 460.C (two more Syracusan dedications) are
from the Battle of Cumae of 474 BCE (see below).

4 Drawing by Nicholas Revett of 1764 /5, published as an etching by Richard Chandler in
1774 and glued into Boeckh’s manuscript of CIG in the Berlin Academy (IG), where
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I took the photo in 2001. All later drawings depend on this etching and are far less accu-
rate, especially with regard to the 7bos in 1. 2.2, 3,7, 9, the etain l. 2.8, the delta in 0.6,
and almost all mus in &; the only detail seemingly better in the later drawings is the punc-
tuation in 2.6, which does not exist in Revett’s drawing. But where did the later scholars
have it from? The stone itself had suffered much damage in the 50 years before it could be
rescued and brought to the British Museum in 1816.

CEG 227, ¢. 5004802, from the Athenian Acropolis. The inscription is incised in stichic
left to right, irrespective of metrical structure.

H(£)oaxheg of Nikomachos’ clay stele is a very likely case, too, since the inscription uses
epsilon, not eta, for long /&/ (avédexe), and the likely second case, viz. &yad(£)v, suggests
that Nikomachos cites Solon, since the form is Ionic.

The latest list of examples is found in Wachter 2007, with reference to earlier lists in n. 20.

E.g. b(e)neficiarius and coniugi k(a)rissimo in the monument for C. Iulius Maximinus,
CILxiii 3983 (2nd half 3rd cent. cg) in the Musée Archéologique (formerly Musée Gallo-
Romain) of Luxemburg, at Arlon.

Assimilation of a final /n/ is frequently expressed in writing in the East, rarely in Greece.
The same document also contains éA0mu o’ /TaEd, T untéea, and &g Thu wéhv. Crasis,
too, is written more often in the East. In the spoken language both types of assimilatory
sandhi (sandhi = phonological change at morpheme or word boundary, a term coined by
ancient Sanskrit grammarians) must have been normal in mainland Greece, too, although
of course not in the cases where a word started with /h/ (cp. Ion. gen. TOppoxrgdreog vs
Att. 10 Heppoxrpdtog in the bilingual from Sigeion).

As is observed by Colvin in n. 18 (p. 105), the writer first wrote 6t-, then corrected to
00- and continued -tpaxido (or directly wrote ott. . . and corrected afterwards). We may
interpret this mistake as a reflection of a weakly pronounced /s/ before the /t/,i.e. as the
exact voiceless pendant to the following spelling of [zd] with a delza only. In Spain, /s/ is
turning to [h] or @ before a /t/ in certain regions, e.g. ['a"ta la 'vi"ta].

Ohvtete: e.g., CAVI 2039 =2076a, ¢. 570-560 BCE (see also 5128, with ITep(p)ets, from
the same vase), Basel, HC 1418;’Ohvttetc: ¢.g., CAVI 1999, Basel, BS 477, ¢. 500475
BCE; Olvoete: e.g. ¢. 525-500 BcE, CAVI 5438, Naples 81.083, and ¢. 480 Bce, CAVI
4593, London E 440; Olooetg: c. 440-430 sce, CAVI 2403, Berlin 2588; Odvoeis: e.g.,
CAVI5055 =5773, New York, Market / Malibu, ¢. 480 Bcg; Odvooetc: e.g., CAVI2742,
Boston 1904.18, ¢. 420-400 BCE.

Immerwahr (1971: 54) makes the following subdivisions: “mock and near-sense inscriptions,
meaningless inscriptions, imitation inscriptions or letters, blots and dots”; now Immerwahr
2006.

Wiirzburg 419, CAVI 8096. Photo R.-W., June 16, 2004.

See the various publications by Martin Ferguson Smith.

I should mention here that Fritz Gschnitzer, to whom I sent an offprint of my article,
informed me of my error and of the correct interpretation by return of mail.

IG (and CIL): Berlin, Preussische, now Berlin-Brandenburgische Akademie der Wiss-
enschaften; MAMA: Manchester University Press, now London, Society for the Promotion
of Roman Studies; IGSK and TAM: Vienna, Osterreichische Akademie der Wissenschaften;
FD: Ecole francaise d’Athénes, etc.



CHAPTER FIVE

Papyri

Arthur Verhoogt

Greek papyri have much to contribute to the study of the Greek language. They offer
a view of Ancient Greek from the “first hand,” by showing how residents of Egypt
wrote Greek letters and pronounced Greek sounds during a period of more than
1,000 years, from roughly the fourth century BCE to the ninth century ct. They also
show the day-to-day use of Greek in Egypt in all spheres of public and private life,
illustrating the most technical bureaucratic vocabulary as well as the most intimate
private language. In addition, papyri (like inscriptions) keep adding to the known
vocabulary of Ancient Greek, requiring a regular updating of the dictionaries.

With few exceptions papyri were found in Egypt, where the circumstances are dry
enough to preserve them in large numbers. Egypt, however, was part of the larger
world of Koine Greek, and the more documents are found outside Egypt, the more it
becomes clear that the Greek found in the documents from Egypt, albeit with a local
“flavor,” was in no way different from the Greek found in other parts of the
Mediterranean world (see chs 16 and 17). Although much of current papyrological
research focuses on historical and socio-economic matters more than on pure linguis-
tic research, there are still studies of the Greek language found in papyri (e.g. Horsley
1994; Evans 2003, 2009; Vierros 2003).

Papyrus

The writing material papyrus was made from the papyrus sedge ( Cyperus papyrus) that
grew abundantly along the borders of the River Nile in ancient Egypt. It was used as
a writing material already in the middle of the third millennium BcCE, and its use con-
tinued until the gradual introduction of paper from China in the course of the ninth
century CE. Papyrus was the product of ancient Egypt, but it was exported and used
around the Mediterranean. Only the climate of Egypt, however, was dry enough to
preserve papyrus in large quantities.
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The papyrus sedge found several uses in ancient Egypt, but most significant for the
purpose of the present volume was its use as a writing material. In order to produce a
sheet of papyrus, one cut thin strips from the peeled stem, and arranged one layer of
these strips vertically, and added another layer horizontally on top of it. Tapping with
a flat object then forced the juices of the papyrus to bind the strips and layers together.
On one side of the sheet, the fibers of the papyrus run horizontally (often referred to
as “recto”), on the other side vertically (“verso™).

Twenty papyrus sheets were customarily pasted together to form a roll of about three
meters long. The overlap, where two sheets met, is called kollesis, and the eventual user
of the papyrus would hold the roll in such a manner as to allow him to write “downbhill,”
so that his pen would not bump against the sheet join. The writer would write on the
side where the fibers were running horizontally (the “recto”), although sometimes he
would turn the papyrus so that the fibers were running perpendicular to the direction of
writing (this writing is often called transversa charta). The papyrus roll was the basic
form, from which all uses were adapted. In the case of smaller documents one would
take a small portion of the roll (after, or sometimes before writing on it), or in the case
of longer documents (literary works but also tax rolls), one would paste several rolls
together. One could also fold several sheets of papyrus together to form a codex, similar
to, but outside Egypt much less durable than a parchment codex (on which, see ch. 6).

Other writing materials used in the ancient world were ostraka (potsherds), wooden
tablets, waxed tablets, and lead, all of which bear documents in the Greek language
(but also in other languages). “Ostrakon” (6otpaxov) is the term used for a potsherd
with writing. The writing was largely done on the concave side of the sherd. Ostraka
were primarily used for more ephemeral texts such as tax receipts, letters, and school
exercises. Wooden tablets were used for a variety of documents, from books (like the
famous Isocrates from Kellis; see Worp and Rijksbaron 1997) to accounts (an account
book from the same site; see Bagnall 1997) and from school exercises to official con-
tracts. Waxed tablets, wooden tablets that were hollowed out on one or both sides
and then filled with a thin layer of wax, were used for school exercises, but also for
especially Roman legal documents. Lead was used for magical curses.

Greeks wrote on papyrus and ostraka with a kalamos, or reed pen, sharpened at the
end and cut to form a nib. Ink, melan, was made of lampblack, gum, and water.
Occasionally we find Greek writing with an Egyptian brush-pen, which allowed varying
the thickness of the lines. Since writing with a brush is quite a difficult technique, we
can be sure that whenever we find Greek written with a brush, we are dealing with a
person coming from an Egyptian background (Clarysse 1993; see also ch. 17 below).

The Greek handwriting on papyri shows distinct traits that allow the texts to be
dated to a particular century, and in some periods for which the number of surviving
texts is large enough, even to a quarter-century. Whenever a Greek text is not datable
internally (by a regnal year or mention of a person known from precisely dated texts),
it can only be dated on the basis of the handwriting. Greek handwriting varies accord-
ing to the use of the text. “School hands” refers to unpracticed and irregular writings
of beginning writers in texts that were commonly used in education (Cribiore 1996),
whereas such struggling handwritings in functionary texts are known as those of a
“slow writer,” Boadéwg yodpwv (Youtie 1973b; Kraus 1999). Fluent and practiced
scripts range from beautiful book hands, used to pen the literary works of antiquity,
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to so-called “personal hands,” a term that covers everything from the fairly regular
writing found in letters written by somewhat skilled scribes and very regular and
sometimes beautiful writings of skilled bureaucrats, to the swiftly scrawled lines of a
tax collector, in whose writing it is almost impossible to recognize individual letters.

Most of the papyri were written in the Koine dialect that came to be used in the
ancient world after Alexander the Great (see ch. 16). The system of Greek education
seems to have been reasonably standardized (Cribiore 2001), and, in this light, the
consistency of the Greek that a wide range of people was able to produce is not really
surprising. It is nonetheless important to realize that papyri reflect the knowledge of
Greek of the person who wrote or dictated the text, his or her peculiar pronuncia-
tions, word choice, and grammatical constructions, and conform to the use of the text
that the writer was planning. Within the greater scheme of Koine Greek, therefore,
each papyrus text can show local, sometimes even personal, peculiarities, but nonethe-
less can be easily identified as Koine Greek. Many of the phonological (e.g., totacism)
and grammatical tendencies that can be seen for Modern Greek can already be discov-
ered in the Greek papyri from Egypt (see ch. 16 for Koine Greek, ch. 17 for Egyptian
interference in papyrus texts, and ch. 36 for the transition to Modern Greek).

The papyrus texts that most people use in a neat publication with introduction,
text, translation, and textual notes, are the end of a long process of transliterating and
transcribing traces of ink on papyrus texts (Youtie 1973a; 1974). Greek on papyrus
was written continuously, without word divisions, breathings, or accents, which were
added only very occasionally in later periods. Also, many texts are more or less severely
damaged after 2,000 years in desert sand, mummy casings, or crocodile mummies.
Ink may have faded, papyrus has broken off, making the task of deciphering the text
even more difficult. The mental process that leads from traces on a papyrus to a read-
able Greek text involves both reading and interpretation and at the same time leaves
room for mistakes. Traces can be misread for letters that in fact they are not, and holes
in the papyrus can be filled with a Greek sentence that, in fact, exists only in the papy-
rologist’s mind (sometimes supported, but never proven, by a similar phrase in another
text). And although papyrologists will report their doubts and supplements by using
various brackets and other signs like dots under letters (see table 5.1), it is easy to read
over these and assume too quickly that readings are certain as they stand.

Table 5.1 Signs and conventions in papyrological text editions (see also table 4.1)

Sign Meaning

[] a lacuna in the original, where either the papyrus or the
ink is completely lost

() the solution of an abbreviation or symbol

{} a cancellation by the modern editor of the text

<> an omission by the ancient scribe

[[1] a deletion by the ancient scribe

\/ an interlinear addition by the ancient scribe

dots under letters (afy) uncertain letters

the approximate number of illegible or lost letters
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Papyrology is the field of scholarship where nobody will raise an eyebrow if camels
change into ten apples (separating the letter sequence dexaunha into déxo uijda from
Ot ndunka), or mice to be caught “pregnant” become mice to be caught in the well-
attested village of Toka (separating &vroxa into év Téxa ), without changing the actual
reading of the traces on the papyrus (see Pestman 1991 for these and other telling
examples). Reinterpreting traces on papyri can sometimes lead to even more surpris-
ing corrections of a reading on a papyrus. Thus, in a private letter written during the
Jewish Revolt of 115-17 ck the author, according to the reading of the first editor,
expressed concern that Jews might “roast” (omtiowot) the addressee of the letter.
This has fed into a large body of scholarship about “atrocities” during this revolt;
re-reading of the traces of the papyrus, however, has led to the suggestion, not
accepted by all, to read the traces as “conquer” (frrijomot; cf. Pestman 1991), which
is decidedly less atrocious. The surprising thing is, perhaps, that notwithstanding the
difficulty of reading papyri there are so few mistakes made by editors, and eventually
these mistakes are likely to be caught by further generations of scholars, and collected
in the ongoing project of the Berichtigungsliste dev griechischen Papyrusurkunden aus
Agypten (BL). Any scholar using documentary papyrus texts as evidence should con-
sult this project to see whether any correction has been made to the text (s)he is
working on.

For many of the writers of Greek texts from Egypt, Greek was not their first language
(see also ch. 17). Many Egyptians, but not all, learned Greek, and Greek even func-
tioned as the only written language of Egypt for a brief moment (before Coptic took
on this role next to Greek, see Bagnall 1993: 237-8). Soldiers from the Roman army
also learned Greek, which was, in the Eastern part of the Roman Empire at least, as
important a language as Latin (Adams 2003: 599-608; see also ch. 19). The Greek
found in the papyri may show more or less obvious signs of the bilingualism of their
authors.

Whence Papyrus?

Papyrus is an organic material, and does therefore not survive archeologically in all
climates and circumstances. Most papyri were found in Egypt, especially in the
higher- lying portions of the country, at the desert edge, where the groundwater
could not reach it. This also explains why almost no papyri survive from the humid
Nile delta, including the ancient capital Alexandria. Similar dry and undisturbed con-
ditions were also met in, for example, caves, allowing for the survival of documents
from the Judean Desert. In addition, there are also a number of papyrus finds from
sites (both inside and outside Egypt) that burned down, where the papyrus has car-
bonized (inside Egypt: Bubastis and Thmouis; outside Egypt: Herculaneum, Petra,
Derveni).

The major source for papyri from Egypt is the region southwest of modern Cairo,
known as the Fayum and in antiquity as the Arsinoite nome. Since the late nineteenth
century, tens of thousands of texts have been found during (legal and illegal) archeo-
logical excavations of the remains of ancient villages, and in cemeteries where the
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papyrus had been reused in the casings of human and sometimes even crocodile mum-
mies. Many of these papyri found their way to Europe and the United States and now
form the backbone of many important collections.

The papyri found in domestic contexts in Fayum villages largely date to the Roman
period, before the villages were eventually abandoned or relocated as a result of the
desert moving in. Among the more famous of these Fayum towns in terms of papyri
found are Bacchias, Karanis, Tebtunis, and Soknopaiou Nesos. Texts from Fayum vil-
lages date largely from the first to the (early) fifth century ck, although recent excava-
tions in Tebtunis have also yielded numerous documents from the Ptolemaic period.
The audiences of papyrus texts in these contexts are largely village elites, the officials
who ran the village for the state, and the property owners. These village elites con-
sisted of a mixture of (sometimes bilingual) Egyptian priests and descendants of the
Greek military settlers ( katoikoz) of the Ptolemaic period. In some villages, like Karanis,
there was also a steady influx of Roman veterans who settled there after active service.
For many of these village inhabitants Greek was a second language, or rather the lan-
guage of writing after the various scripts of Egyptian went out of use. What Fayum
villages offer for uses of Greek ranges from the finest examples of technical bureau-
cratic correspondence to the most intimate private letters. The Greek found in espe-
cially this latter type of documents may show many features of what we now call
“substandard” Greek.

Another famous find spot for papyrus is Oxyrhynchus (el-Behnesa, about 100
miles south of modern Cairo). Here, in the course of a little more than a decade,
excavations carried out for the Egypt Exploration Fund in the early twentieth cen-
tury unecarthed more than 500,000 fragments of papyrus in what turned out to be
the rubbish heaps of the town. Most texts date from the Roman and early Byzantine
period (first through fifth centuries cE) and provide the waste paper of the Greek
elite, including many works of Greek literature (Parsons 2007). Oxyrhynchus was a
much more “Greek” town than the villages of the Fayum, even in the Roman
period, and many of the papyri found there show a Greek that can be recognized
even by the non-specialist. Needless to say, however, Oxyrhynchus too knew its
abusers of Greek spelling and grammar, and their texts ended up in the same rub-
bish heaps.

Special mention should be made of papyri coming from the casings of Egyptian
mummies. In the third and second centuries BCE discarded papyrus was used in the
production of these cases, the technical term for which is cartonnage. In the course of
the twentieth century, hundreds of these mummy casings have been opened, and
the papyri contained in them have been restored. Although in many cases the prove-
nance of the mummy casings themselves is known or can be assumed, the prove-
nance of the documents themselves is difficult to pin down precisely, although most
of them come from the Fayum and the region directly to the southeast of it (the
Heracleopolite nome). Such mummy casings also preserve the only texts known from
Alexandria, from where no papyrus has otherwise survived. Many of these cartonnage
papyri are administrative documents, although one mummy casing also yielded the
Posidippus papyrus (Bastianini and Gallazzi 2001).
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Papyrus Greek

The Greek found on papyri from Egypt (and elsewhere) shows a wide range of differ-
ent styles. At the one end of the spectrum (just next to people who could not write
Greek at all) there is the Greek written by people who were barely literate in that
language, but who nonetheless were able to function in society. A famous example in
this category is Petaiis, an officially appointed village scribe from Roman Egypt (sec-
ond cent. cg), who only knew how to write his official signature, because somebody
showed him how and he meticulously copied it, letter by letter.! At the other end of
the spectrum are the highly literate elites of many towns and villages, whose good
education shows in the Greek documents they themselves produce. Among them are
first-generation Greeks who arrived in Egypt from elsewhere in the Mediterranean
world in the late fourth and early third century BCE, but also the Greek-speaking elites
of sixth-century ce Egypt, when Egypt was firmly rooted in the Byzantine Empire. An
example of the first kind of Greek writer is Zenon, who arrived in Egypt from Kaunos
in Asia Minor in the first half of the third century BcEk, and part of whose archive
(more than 2,000 texts) has survived (e.g. Clarysse and Vandorpe 1995). An example
of the latter kind of Egyptian Greek is Dioskoros, a Greek public official in sixth-
century Egypt, among whose papers there were numerous copies of Greek literature
(Fournet 1999). A large number of documents reveal a knowledge of Greek some-
where between these extremes. All these documents provide a wealth of material for
linguistic analysis. It is not often that a language can be followed in this detail in writ-
ing for a period of over one millennium.

The number of Greek documents from antiquity will continue to grow as more
papyrus texts (and texts on other writing materials) from known collections are edited
and published, and at the same time papyrus texts continue to be found during exca-
vations in Egypt (and will be studied and published in due course). Historians can be
found in relative abundance to tap into this richness of sources, which is unique for
the ancient world, but the attention of linguistic specialists to this wealth of material
is relatively minimal (very welcome therefore is Evans and Obbink 2009). Just as the
dictionaries of papyrus Greek need to be updated regularly because of re-evaluation
of old sources and new discoveries in papyrology, so also the grammars and linguistic
studies of papyrus Greek need to be revisited regularly.

FURTHER READING

For an introduction to the field of papyrology, see Turner 1980 (largely for literary papyri), and
for documentary papyrology the introduction to Pestman 1994 (with a representative selection
of texts). A current list of all abbreviations used for editions of papyrus texts can be found
online at http: //scriptorium.lib.duke.edu/papyrus/texts /clist. html. The most up-to-date gaz-
etteer of Fayum villages can be found online: http://fayum.arts.kuleuven.ac.be/, and for a
general introduction to Oxyrhynchus and its papyri there now is a really splendid book by Peter
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Parsons (2007). General introductions to daily life in Greek and Roman Egypt are still Bowman
1996 and Lewis 1999 and 2001. The standard papyrological grammars are Mayser (1906-) for
the Ptolemaic period and Gignac (1976-81) for the Roman and Byzantine periods. In recent
years there have been many initiatives to make available papyri online, with the Advanced
Papyrological Information System still the leader and best: http://www.columbia.edu/cu/
Iweb/projects /digital /apis/. A good site to start an online adventure into the world of
papyrology is the site of the Michigan papyrus collection: www.lib.umich.edu/pap.

NOTE

1 By chance of fate, the sheet of papyrus where we can see him practice this official signature,
and leaving out one letter without realizing his mistake, has survived: P. Petaus 121; image
at  http: //www.uni-koeln.de /phil-fak /ifa/NRWakademie /papyrologie /PPetaus /bilder/
PK328r.jpg.



CHAPTER SIX

The Manuscript Tradition

Niels Gaul

When in 787 ck the second council of Nicaea “placed under anathema those raging
against God’s church, and issuing a decree, clevated the sacred icons to the glory they
had from the beginning” (Duffy and Parker 1979: 127) — after the impious and
beastly iconoclastic emperors had defiled them for five decades, as the iconophiles
would have it — no manuscript of Ancient Greek or otherwise non-Christian content
had been produced for almost two centuries. At least none has yet been dated to this
period with certainty, which means there cannot have been many to begin with. Nor
were any ancient texts copied in the two decades following this temporary triumph of
orthodoxy. At this crucial junction, Byzantine culture might perceivably have gone
down an altogether different path, leaving the modern world with few witnesses to
the Ancient Greek language indeed. From the Renaissance via Romanticism to
nineteenth-century nationalism and beyond, social and political discourses in Italy,
England, Germany, and elsewhere would have been construed differently. For better
or worse, history might have taken alternative turns ever so often.

Of course the task of this chapter is not to propose counterfactual history; rather,
to explain why Byzantine culture emerged from the iconoclastic debates (730-787,
815-843) with an interest in and, in spite of ever-changing circumstances, an unwa-
vering devotion to reading, copying, and annotating Ancient Greek texts for the
remaining six centuries of its existence. With huge efforts — economic factors played a
major role in this, although usually of little interest to the text-based scholar — the
literary and scientific heritage of Classical, Hellenistic, imperial, and late antique
(henceforth, ancient) times was preserved within the paradigm of cultural traditional-
ity. It helped build a manuscript tradition of such substance that we can nowadays still
study a fair part of the Hellenistic and especially late antique canon of (Classical)
Greek texts, that was transmitted to the Byzantine Middle Ages. The wear and tear of
taste and time, fires and pillaging — in 1204, less so in 1453, by which date much had
reached Italy — reduced it further. Those ancient texts that had reached Byzantium
were by and large considered authoritative and preserved in a stable tradition, even if
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written in dialects other than Attic, which held its sociolectal sway over Byzantine
intellectual life. They were, however, prone to the negligence of scribes (whoever cop-
ies a text by hand will inevitably commit blunders) as well as the occasional prudery,
piety, or prudence of medieval scholars.

Cultural and Material Choices

Rather than assume that the preservation of Ancient Greek writings served a quasi-
teleological purpose — a modern world without “the classics” may seem difficult to
imagine — it will be helpful to examine the Greek manuscript tradition as a series of
conscious and context-related cultural and material choices.

Its story has been told from different perspectives. Students of the Latin, Greek,
and Islamic Middle Ages have tried to explain the roughly parallel Byzantine,
Carolingian, and ‘Abbasid revivals of learning as a story of ideological competition
in the context of empire-building. Once the struggle for immediate survival follow-
ing the Muslim expansion had passed, the Byzantines glanced east and west and
found the two rival polities well ahead in establishing their cultural ideologies. In
order to exploit the glory of the past and to maintain imperial splendor, the
Byzantine elite consciously revived ancient learning (henceforth, paidein) (Gutas
1998: 175-86). Exclusively in terms of Byzantine history, the ninth-century revival
has been interpreted as an answer to the failure of iconoclasm. Once the attempt to
restore the victorious empire of Constantine (r. 306—-37) — hence the iconoclastic
emphasis on the symbol of the cross — had failed, reviving the artificial Attic/
Atticizing sociolect canonized by the Second Sophistic (see ch. 31) along with the
literary genres of antiquity, was the best way of pretending nothing in between had
ever happened (Speck 1984). Even if this explained the revival of paidein, merely
evoking categories such as “tradition” (not to be mistaken for traditionality) or
“continuity” — the oft-quoted escapist element allegedly prevailing in Byzantine
society, locking it in collective longing for a better past — is insufficient to account
for its lasting success. In this regard, Byzantium has profited from the recent meth-
odological reversals privileging hitherto marginalized cultures; it can no longer be
perceived as a “colony” of the classical world. Highlighting the idea of choices, this
chapter explores the possibilities of reasons more internal and contemporary to
Byzantine society.

Paradoxically, the most convenient starting point — the surviving manuscript
evidence — is not necessarily the best; the human mind too readily jumps at what is
preserved, and forgets or ignores what was lost. If there existed a comprehensive list
of all writings in Greek which perished over the centuries, ancient as well as medi-
eval, it would offer a useful caveat against any positivistic approach. It is equally
important to consider briefly the different roles that Church and monastic struc-
tures played in the production of manuscripts East and West; approaching Byzantium
from the perspective of the “Latin” Middle Ages carries danger of distortion. Unlike
in the West, paidein did not ever move exclusively under the helm of ecclesial and
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monastic circles. Certainly in Constantinople, lay schoolmasters provided teaching
of grammar and, perhaps, rhetoric, even in the bleakest hour. When paidein
did move into the fold of the patriarchate, in the twelfth century, it was for eco-
nomic and social reasons, not because the monopoly of paidein had come to rest
with the Church — a change of patronage rather than of elites. Future clerics and
courtiers were trained side by side in the lay schools of the capital studying the same
ancient texts; many years of schooling were required to master the artificial socio-
lect which was, with many concealed ruptures, still perceived as “Attic” and became
the only acceptable means of inserting statements into Byzantine public discourse
(see ch. 35).

Literate monks copied sacred books and saints’ lives. Many were accomplished cal-
ligraphers. Catering for the spiritual and liturgical needs of their communities, before
long they did not only write different genres but also preferred archaizing hands,
which, as liewx de mémoire, promised enhanced spiritual benefit (Prato and De
Gregorio 2003). However, with regard to the ancient manuscript tradition such
scriptoria can be disregarded. Occasionally when monastic structures exerted an
extraordinary influence on the course of writing and its materiality, e.g., the spread
of minuscule script promoted by the Stoudite monks around their figure-heads,
St Theodore (759-826) and his uncle Plato of Sakkoudion (¢. 735-814), it is impor-
tant to remind oneself that these latter were well-established members of the empire’s
aristocracy. They had pursued worldly lives before exploiting monastic networks for
the pursuit of their anti-imperial agendas, and did not always leave their worldly
expertise and connections behind.

Learned monks rarely came from a purely monastic formation. The monk and
scholar Ephraim, for example, who copied a number of ancient texts in the mid-tenth
century, was a colleague and correspondent of the “anonymous professor” (see below)
in charge of one of the lay schools of Constantinople. The polymath, shrewd courtier,
and daring philosopher Constantine/Michael Psellos (1018-21078) donned the
monastic robe only when intrigues converged against him. It would be equally mis-
leading to think of the teaching circles established in the Christ Akataleptos and Chora
monasteries in the late Byzantine period as “monastic.” Manuel /Maximos Planoudes
(¢.1250/5-1305) came dangerously close to the usurper Alexios Philanthropenos
and “retired” from a career at court. Nikephoros Gregoras (1291,/4-1358/61)
inherited his mentor Theodore Metochites’ library in the Chora monastery and lived
and taught there, without being a monk.

The same caveat applies to learned ecclesial figures. While many figures important in
the manuscript tradition did pursue ecclesial careers — e.g., Photius (¢. 810—c. 893),
Arethas (c. 850-2943), and, later, Eustathius (¢. 1115-95/9) — it would be misleading
to assume that “the Church” as an institution was responsible for their formation.
Photius, whose noble family tree Mango reconstructed (1977a), was head of the impe-
rial chancery before being promoted to the patriarchate. Arethas, spokesman of the
“orthodox,” iconodule faction at the court of Leo VI (r. 886-912), must have been
from an affluent family in order to afford his choice manuscript collection. Eustathius
happened to live in a century when paidein as a whole had become associated with the
patriarchate — with repercussions for philosophy more than for rhetoric.
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Changing Circumstances

Prelude: late antiquity and the birth of the codex

Around the turn from the third to the fourth century, the (parchment) codex
superseded the (papyrus) scroll as the predominant book format (Roberts and Skeat
1983). The phenomenon is quite clearly linked to the contemporary rise of Christianity.
McCormick (1985) has demonstrated that the codex was the format of the book
originally used by traveling professions: physicians, grammarians — and apostles. It
must have proved advantageous for performing liturgy. Unlike a scroll, a codex could
be opened at any earmarked page and could easily hold the complete text of the four
Gospels (Skeat 1994). Economic factors may have been decisive only to the degree
that parchment could be used on both sides and produced everywhere while papyrus
had to come from the shores of the Nile; it was not much cheaper. This gradual shift
from roll to codex did not affect majuscule letters as the only acceptable bookscript
(Cavallo 1967). It is hardly a coincidence that the earliest surviving complete parch-
ment codices contain the Holy Scriptures: the famous codices Vaticanus and Sinaiticus,
commonly dated to the first half of the fourth century (Skeat 1999). Fewer late
antique codices containing ancient texts survive; among the most famous examples
are the “Vienna Dioscurides” (Vind. med. gr. 1), manufactured in Constantinople in
the early sixth century, and the fragments of Cassius Dio surviving in the Vatican
Library (Vat. gr. 1288). Fragments of a splendid, illuminated majuscule codex of the
Ilind are preserved in the Ambrosian Library in Milan (MS F. 205 P. inf.). The prac-
tice of illustrating non-Christian texts seems to have died with late antiquity. In the
Constantinople of Justinian (r. 527-65), and presumably in other centers of learning
across the Mediterranean, book markets existed.

This flourishing world of Greco-Roman late antiquity came to an end in the
course of the sixth and seventh centuries, witnessing the culmination of social and
political changes that had begun to make themselves felt centuries earlier. Continuous
warfare between the two aspiring world empires, the Roman and Sassanid, followed
by the Muslim Arab expansion throughout the second half of the seventh century,
quickly reduced Justinian’s restored empire to two-thirds of its former territory. By
700, the previously multi-centered Greco-Roman Christian oikoumené with its
bustling multitude of local, urban, literate elites was left with only one significant
cultural center, Constantinople itself. In an attempt to cope with and understand
this apparent infliction of God’s wrath, the remains of the Roman Empire lapsed
into 150 years of theological controversies attempting to adjust “political ortho-
doxy” to feeble realities. Homiletics, hymnography, hagiography, and patristic
florilegia preoccupied the elite’s mind (Cameron 1992). Other centers of Ancient
Greek learning survived under Muslim rule and outside the reach of the Roman/
Byzantine emperor; until ¢. 700, Greek remained the administrative language of the
Umayyad caliphate. They were to play a vital role in the discursive construction of
orthodoxy on the one hand (Mango 1991) and of ‘Abbasid, anti-Byzantine
“Hellenism” on the other (Gutas 1998).
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Paideia and the imperial “beast” (eighth and ninth centuries)

For George the Monk the “Triumph of Orthodoxy” in 843, after the end of the
second iconoclast period, literally meant that history had fulfilled its purpose. Writing
his chronicle around 846, he reported that Emperor Leo III (r. 717-40), when
proclaiming the iconoclastic doctrine, had the “imperial university” — which had long
ceased to function — in Constantinople burnt, together with the 12 professors and,
notably, the library (2.742.1-22, De Boor 1978). Inventions such as these point to the
iconophile need to suppress any iconoclastic claim to paideia, by inference confirming
that such a claim could be made. However, they left their mark on scholarship.

While no manuscript of Ancient Greek content can be dated to the seventh or
eighth centuries, training in classicizing grammar and, perhaps, rhetoric was continu-
ously available at least in Constantinople. Early in the ninth century, it seems to have
spread again to the provinces (Moftfatt 1977). Photius describes a florilegium that
seems to have included pagan excerpts not only of Greek, but also of “Persian,
Thracian, Egyptian, Babylonian, Chaldaean, and Roman” origin, dating to the later
seventh or eighth century (Phot. B:i&l. 170; Wilson 1994: 154 ); a certain Theognostos
dedicated his rhetorical writings to Leo V (r. 813-20). It is equally evident, however,
especially from seventh- and eighth-century writings, that a training in grammar and
rhetoric did not need to be put to the service of ancient learning. The much cele-
brated revival of Byzantine classicizing rhetoric in the two decades following 787
solely suited Patriarch Tarasios’ concerted effort to propagate the new theology of
icons. The revival of ancient learning does not seem to have been on the agenda of
this iconophile elite; nor did it necessarily revert to ancient models (Auzépy 1998a).
John Choiroboskos’ ninth-century grammatical exercises on the Psalms, privileging
them over the Homeric poems while adducing evidence from the latter, are a case in
point; they were still being used in the tenth century. The poems of Gregory of
Nazianzus were read in school (Simelidis 2009: 75-9). If there had been any such
intention and if this route had been pursued further, the traditional curriculum might
have become more Christianized over time; Basil of Caesarea’s treatise on pagan pai-
dein, transmitted through the Middle Ages along with his homilies, did not become
an educational treatise before the Renaissance (McLynn 2009).

The most significant innovation pursued by iconophile elite circles was the promo-
tion of minuscule letters to the rank of bookscript, hitherto reserved for majuscule
(bilinear) letters (Mango 1977b). Greek minuscule (quadrilinear) script had evolved
over centuries in the contexts of imperial and provincial chanceries across the eastern
Mediterranean — early examples survive on papyri from Egypt under Arab rule (De
Gregorio 2000) — as a faster and less space-consuming variant. Codices could contain
ever more text and be produced at a quicker pace. Early minuscule writing was known
as syrmaiographein, literally, “the stringing together of letters” (Cortassa 2003;
Luzzatto 2002-3). Stoudite circles may be credited for developing a calligraphic var-
iant of this essentially informal script. It was a script particularly apt for books designed
for frequent consultation, e.g., medical manuals kept in monastic hospitals (Fonkic¢
2000). Truly important texts on the other hand, the Holy Scriptures and any book
designed for display in church, continued to be copied in much more prestigious
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majuscules, often furnished with splendid illuminations, for another three or four
centuries (Cavallo 1977).

Why did the classicizing curriculum reassert itself then? It does seem likely that impe-
rial ideology, as inextricably as precariously linked to iconoclasm (Auzépy 1998b), when
meeting fierce resistance after 787, needed new, or rather old, ammunition in order to
defend its ecumenical position — that powerful imperial “beast” that had been created
from the days of Eusebius of Caesarea onwards — and sought it in the “pagan” sciences:
astronomy, philosophy, mathematics. Only recently has this iconoclastic contribution
been brought back into the picture (Alpers 1988; Magdalino 2006: 55-89).

Theophanes Confessor (see also ch. 35) mentions a certain Pankratios (d. 792),
astronomer to the unfortunate Constantine VI (r. 780-96) in the late eighth century.
Pankratios’ son (?) John (d. ?863/7) became the mastermind of the second icono-
clasm. His epithet, grammatikos, indicates that he taught grammar, and presumably
other disciplines as well. Eventually Emperor Theophilos (r. 829-42) appointed him
patriarch (John VII, ?837-42). The famous majuscule manuscripts of the tables
accompanying Ptolemy’s Almagest (Vat. gr. 1291 and Leid. BPG 78), date to his early
period of activity around 815, when he was famously charged with collecting books
from all Constantinople (Mango 1971: 35). Intriguingly, one of the very few surviv-
ing fragments of John’s writing champions rhetoric, clearly referencing the rhetorical
handbooks of later antiquity:

It is impossible for any man to be portrayed by any means, unless one has been led to this
by words, through which everything that exists is definitely captured. ... For if the family
or the father from which an individual derives are not depicted — bringing forth his deeds
and that he is blessed in his companions and the rest of his manners, which are clearly
discernible in the words of which one might judge his praiseworthiness and
blameworthiness — then the artwork is a waste of time. Hence it is impossible truthfully
to discern the man by such delineations. (Guillard 1966: 173; tr. Barber 2002: 125)

The refusal to accept icons as statements of orthodox discourse must have triggered
increasing interest in the ecphrastic, figurative power of language, prompting a two-
fold “logocentric” turn: the privileging of the divine Logos inherent in iconoclastic
theology resulting in a renewed interest in the ancient Jogoz, rhetoric as well as science
and philosophy. The legends surrounding John’s nephew and disciple (?), Leo, called
mathematikos (c. 790—-post 869), whose ingenuity, allegedly, caught the attention of
the ‘Abbasid caliph al-Ma’miin, fit this picture and at the same time indicate a certain
cultural rivalry between the two empires. One must not forget that Leo, a formerly
avowed iconoclast, was running the “palace school” before and after the triumph of
orthodoxy in 843, first appointed by Theophilos, later the kaisar Bardas ( fI. 837-66),
while Photius was merely maintaining a private circle (Speck 1974: 14-21). The
ex-libris of a few of Leo’s manuscripts have survived and connect him to texts of Plato,
Ptolemy, Porphyry, Achilles Tatius, and others (Westerink 1986). His colleague
Kometas, teacher of grammar, paid attention to the Homeric epics (Anth. Pal.
15.36-38) preceding the earliest surviving minuscule manuscript — the famous Marc.
gr. 454 (“Venetus A”) — by almost a century. Finally, Leo Choirospaktes, a relative and
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courtier of emperor Leo VI, who had studied with Leo the mathematikos, promoted a
Neoplatonic, crypto-iconoclastic theology and became the arch-enemy of Arethas,
archbishop of Caesarea (Magdalino 2006: 71-79; Vassis 2002: 25-39).

It is this “chain” of iconoclastic scholars who were close to the emperors of the day;
they, rather than their iconophile adversaries, had the interest in, and proximity to
power would have given them the means of, reviving paidein. The “Triumph of Ortho-
doxy” in March 843, condemning iconoclasm as a “heresy” and anathematizing gen-
erations of iconoclast emperors, served a major blow to imperial prestige (Auzépy
1998b). Subsequent emperors must have been toying with the idea of turning back the
clock; Photius for one feared the “heresy” might show its head again (Mango 1977a).
These ideological and theological struggles at the highest echelon of society may well
be the context in which to place the earliest medieval generations of manuscripts carry-
ing Ancient Greek texts, e.g., the so-called “philosophical collection,” a group of some
16 manuscripts roughly dating to the middle of the ninth century. The exemplars may
well have derived from a late antique school collection; the choice of texts — Plato (Paris.
gr. 1807), various Neoplatonic commentaries (Proclus, Damascius, Olympiodorus),
Aristotle, Ptolemy (Vat. gr. 1594), next to Pseudo-Dionysius and Theodoret of Cyrrhus
(Perria 1991; Palau 2001; Ronconi 2008) — seems to tie well into the iconoclasts’
attempts to re-define the oikoumene and the emperor’s role in Neoplatonic terms. The
careful execution of the manuscripts indicates a patron of high standing; as can be
inferred from the codices copied for Arethas a few decades later, a calligraphic manu-
script carrying ancient texts came at almost a third of the annual salary of a fairly high-
ranking court official, the protospatharios, who made 72 gold coins a year.

The emphasis here placed on the — lost — iconoclastic contribution allows a slightly
different perspective on Photius’ Myriobiblos (Latinized, Bibliotheca) and, about a
half-century later, Arethas’ famous library. This is not to say that the iconophiles,
alarmed by the events of 815, when the empire lapsed into the second iconoclasm
under the rule of Leo V, would not have risen quickly to the challenge; but they may
have been reacting as much as acting. The Myriobiblos makes good sense in the con-
text of the iconoclastic struggle nearing its end, or shortly thereafter; although Photius
continued to work on it for decades to come (Markopoulos 2004). Just as iconophile
monks had been collecting canons and patristic florilegia in order to defend their
cause — ¢.g., Oxford, Barocci 26 — the Myriobiblos provided a safe grounding in paid-
¢in (omitting all common school texts) as well as an arsenal against heresies. It is
generally considered the earliest work of literary criticism surviving from the Byzantine
Middle Ages; its religious emphasis (239 Christian and Jewish as opposed to 147
ancient and pagan codices; a word-count reverses this order to 57% and 43% respec-
tively), the attention paid to heretical texts and the neglect of philosophical texts have
been noted. Important as Photius’ collection of 280 ancient and early Byzantine texts
as a source of otherwise lost material is, especially as an indirect witness to the texts in
question — 211 did not survive in as complete a version as Photius was able to study,
and 110 perished entirely, leaving a mere 89 that still exist — its contemporary purpose
may well have been a rather different one (Treadgold 1980; Wilson 1994).

Arethas’ library contained some of the most splendid volumes surviving from the
late ninth and early tenth centuries. Seven volumes have been identified including the
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famous manuscript of Plato nowadays in Oxford (E. D. Clarke 39), which contains 24
dialogues (minus the Republic, Laws, and Timaens) and cost 21 gold pieces, and the
carliest copy of Aelius Aristides’ ceuvre (Paris. gr. 2951 and Laur. 60.3). Arethas’
patristic collection (Paris. gr. 451) cost 26 gold pieces; the parchment required for
Aristotle’s Organon (Urb. gr. 35) six; the copying of Euclid (D’Orville 301) 14.

When young Constantine VII Porphyrogennetos (r. 913,/945-59) inherited the
throne at age seven, too young to wield power, the link with iconoclastic ideology was
eftectively broken. Only when he finally assumed sole rule in the mid-940s, did he launch
a project of unprecedented scale and complexity to propagate his dynasty’s prestige and
power (Németh forthcoming). He ordered that 26 Classical and late antique historiogra-
phers, ranging from Herodotus, Thucydides, and Xenophon at the far end to Theophylaktos
Simokates, John of Antioch, and George the Monk at the near, be excerpted into 53
rubrics, glorifying Roman,/Byzantine rulers past and present. Considering that each of
these rubrics needed at least one draft before the final de luxe copy could be produced and
that several rubrics gathered sufficient material to fill two or more volumes, a minimum
parchment supply of 10,000 sheepskins of the finest quality can be calculated. Only two
of the original manuscripts survive, MS Tours C 980 and Vat. gr. 73 (palimpsest), a safe
indicator that, if ever finished, no second set of the series was produced. The fragmentary
ceuvres of nine of the 26 historiographers survive almost entirely in the few excerpts that
have come down to us (including Dexippus, Eunapios of Sardis, and Peter the Patrician),
another six to a substantial degree (Polybius, Diodorus Siculus, Diodorus of Halicarnassus,
Appian, Cassius Dio, and Malalas). It remains unclear how many scholars, scribes, callig-
raphers, and bookbinders were involved in this ideological enterprise of imperial
redefinition, or where it was carried out: perhaps in Constantine’s newly constructed
library overlooking the slopes toward the Marmara Sea. One may speculate that
Constantine called on the pupils studying in the palace school which he had refounded,
on whom he lavished much attention. The teachers were Constantine the protospatharios
(philosophy), Nikephoros the patrikios (geometry), Gregory asékrétis (astronomy), and
Alexander one-time metropolitan of Nicaea (rhetoric).

Constantine VII’s antiquarianism pertained to other aspects as well, most famously
the proper pedigree of imperial ceremonial and imperial administration. In the con-
text of mid-tenth-century court historiography — represented by Joseph Genesios, the
so-called Scriptores post Theophanem, including Constantine himself narrating the life
of his grandfather, Basil I (r. 867-86), and Symeon the logothetés — Plutarch’s Lives
were keenly studied (Jenkins 1954). Revival of iconoclasm was no longer an option.
With Constantine Porphyrogennetos’ historiographical excerpts, orthodoxy had truly
triumphed.

The institutionalization and performance of paideia
(tenth to twelfth century)

While Constantine’s classicizing encyclopedism flourished (a link between the emperor’s
excerpts and the Suda can be safely assumed) a new stratum of society emerged: an
urban elite personified in the “middle-class entrepreneur,” to use an anachronistic
term, striving to improve their, and their sons’, social situation. This phenomenon is
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closely related to the economic revival that had gained in momentum over the course
of the tenth century and accelerated further in the eleventh and twelfth (Laiou and
Morrisson 2007: 43-165). Acquiring paidein, the habitus of the “old elites,” became
a primary means of social ascent. The correspondence of an “anonymous schoolmas-
ter” (maistor) — the name was lost in the process of rebinding the volume which is
preserved in London, British Library, MS Add. 36,749 — allows insights into a tenth-
century Constantinopolitan lay school catering for, and run by a member of, this new
class (Markopoulos, ed. 2000). Whereas many of the manuscripts discussed in the
previous section had been commissioned by members of the courtly elite and exe-
cuted by calligraphers, the anonymous schoolmaster and his peers were compelled to
copy their own manuscripts.

These tenth-century informal scholarly minuscule hands were rich in space-saving
abbreviations; parchment was a costly commodity. Indicatively, the schoolmaster went
to quite some effort to distinguish himself from calligraphers such as would have
copied the volumes of, e.g., Arethas’ collection (gp. 53). A manuscript nowadays in
Oxford, Barocci 50, is a good example of such a manuscript written by an anonymous
scholar-scribe for his own use. The parchment this anonymous could afford was of a
much lesser quality than the material of the philosophical collection or Arethas’
library; he did not mind accommodating bone-holes in his mise-en-page. Barocci 50
is the oldest surviving witness of Musacus’ Hero and Leander plus a number of gram-
matical treatises; its medium, the scholarly miscellany, reflected an innovative trend of
Byzantine scholarship (Ronconi 2007: 91-131). Another letter of the anonymous
schoolmaster, addressed to the patriarch (ep. 88), gives an insight into the practices of
collation and, perhaps, textual criticism in the tenth century (Cortassa 2001); about
this time the long process of scholin vetera entering the margins of ancient texts,
excerpted and abbreviated from the much fuller commentaries of late antiquity, must
have found its completion. From other letters it can be inferred that the anonymous
schoolmaster seems to have been on the patriarch’s payroll but could not rely on
receiving his annual allowance; he collected fees from his students. Rival schools in
Constantinople are mentioned: an atmosphere of competition was born that came to
be the characterizing spirit of Byzantine pasdein in subsequent centuries. Altogether,
a bustling market in paidein becomes visible, somewhat removed from, but by no
means independent of, the imperial palace; the difference to the court-centered, elite
scholars negotiating imperial power over the course of the ninth century is immedi-
ately evident.

It was now these “new” scholars who championed the study of ancient texts, while
the tenth-century aristocratic elite increasingly adopted military values. The earliest
copies of the Homeric poems (the famous “Venetus A” with its important corpus of
scholia vetera), of Aristophanes (Rav. 429), of Aeschylus, Sophocles, and Apollonius
Rhodius (Laur. 32.9), of Attic and Hellenistic historiographers and Herodotus (Laur.
70.3), of Thucydides (Laur. 69.2 and Palat. gr. 252), of Xenophon (Erlangen gr. 1,
Escor. T-111-14, Vat. gr. 1335), of Polybius (Vat. gr. 124, in the hand of the scribe
Ephraim, see above), whose histories were also excerpted into Constantine VII’s
rubrics, of Isocrates (Urb. gr. 111), and of Demosthenes (Paris. gr. 2934) all hail from
this milieu. Almost all of them are written in scholarly, informal hands: these were
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manuscripts for everyday use in schools and learned circles. The tenth-century Lexzicon
Aimadein (Dyck 1995), in drawing on Procopius, Arethas, and Theophylaktos
Simokates, shows an interest in late antique historiography just at a time when Leo, a
deacon of the church of Hagia Sophia, was composing the first “epic” history narrat-
ing the reigns of two military “heroes,” emperors Nikephoros II Phokas (r. 963-9)
and John I Tzimiskes (r. 969-76), taking next to Homer these late antique historiog-
raphers as his model. With Leo’s History, the “Homeric age” of Byzantine rhetoric
began; it would reach its apogee about 200 years later in the circle of Eustathius.

The most prominent of these homines novi was the polymath Michael Psellos. From
one of the new families and gifted enough to seek his fortunes at the imperial court,
he seems to have channeled and exacerbated various intellectual trends. He gave lec-
tures on philosophy, theology, and other topics dime a dozen and promoted allegori-
cal readings, thus paving the way for a new understanding of the Homeric epics as
well as for the rebirth of the novel in the twelfth century. Somewhat surprisingly, no
manuscript once in his possession has been identified. Not least because of Psellos’
standing at court, the teaching of philosophy and law seems to have become institu-
tionalized for the first time in Byzantine history when, in 1047, Constantine IX
Monomachos (r. 1042-1054) appointed Psellos hypatos ton philosophon, “consul of
the philosophers,” and his contemporary John Xiphilinos nomophylax, “guardian of
the law.” The office of maistor ton rhetoron, “master of the rhetors,” attached to the
patriarchate, seems to have followed suit. The difference from the previous, ninth-
and tenth-century palace schools where members of the existing court hierarchy had
taught, is striking. Now, new positions were created and integrated into the hierarchy.
Paidein became an ever stronger social currency; however, when the Komnenos
dynasty took over in 1081, the pursuit of philosophy was discouraged in the famous
show-trial against Psellos’ disciple John Italos in 1082 (Agapitos 1998).

Altogether it is fair to say that the eleventh and the twelfth centuries have received
less attention from the paleographical perspective than the previous and following
centuries. Growing numbers of students increased competition and ensured that
ancient texts were being copied. Competition favored performativity; rhetorical per-
formances celebrating the epic, aristocratic éthos of the age became ever more impor-
tant. It was the age of the sophists, and of Homer. Paideia moved under the auspices
of the patriarchate (Browning 1962-3). The social practice of the theatron —a place
where classicizing rhetoric was performed, social capital gained or lost — resurfaced
after a long gap stretching from late antiquity (Mullett 1984; Magdalino 1993: 316—
412) and was to become ever more important.

John Tzetzes (¢. 1110-1180/5), a grammatikos and rhetorician attempting to make
a living from attracting aristocratic patronage — a way of life unimaginable two centu-
ries earlier — compiled various commentaries on the Homeric poems, some of them in
fifteen-syllable verse in order to educate imperial brides from abroad. Tzetzes should
be singled out as the one who apparently introduced the concept of the triad to classi-
cal scholarship. His commentary on Aristophanes seems to be the first that consciously
limited itself to three plays (Nub., Plut., Ran.). It provides valuable insights into
twelfth-century teaching practice (e.g., schol. Ar. Ran. 896b). From elsewhere we learn
that a student was supposed to memorize between 30 and 50 verses per day.



The Manuscript Tradition 79

Eustathius, deacon, maistor ton rhétoron, finally archbishop of Thessalonike —whose
commentaries seem to survive in autograph manuscripts, according to the Renaissance
scholar and cardinal Bessarion (e.g., Marc. gr. 460) — played in an entirely different
category. As maistor, he composed his massive commentaries (I/., Od.) which surpass
the previous Byzantine school commentaries by far. In the atmosphere of courtly, epic
chivalry under the Komnenoi, Homer’s prestige had increased to such a degree that
the epics were transformed from primary school texts into tools for studying rhetoric
proper; Eustathius’ are perhaps the most sophisticated and multi-layered commentar-
ies surviving from the Byzantine period. (One needs to remember Choiroboskos,
who had juxtaposed the Homeric poems with the Psalms as a primary schoolbook.)
A certain Joannikios, who copied at least 17 manuscripts of ancient texts in the later
twelfth century (all but one pagan), often in cooperation with an enigmatic anony-
mous Latin colleague, remains an elusive figure (Wilson 1983a). Most notable among
his manuscripts is the archetype of pseudo-Apollodorus’ Bibliotheca (Paris. gr. 2722).
Wilson (1977) rightly observes that these eleventh- and twelfth-century scholars
increasingly adopted ornamental fashions and esthetic features of script previously
reserved for imperial documents — perhaps as much a sign of scribes of the imperial
chancery copying manuscripts on the side as of scholarly self-fashioning, demonstrat-
ing familiarity with the scripts employed at court.

This flourishing cultural life came to an end in the wake of the Fourth Crusade. The
fires of 1203 and 1204 destroyed more manuscripts than the Turkish conquest in
1453, or any other event for that matter (Madden 1992). One example of a manu-
script which survived is the so-called “Archimedes palimpsest,” famously auctioned in
1998 and studied with exceptional care over the past decade (Netz 2007): a compos-
ite palimpsest codex comprising elements of five original codices of varying date and
content, among them one with treatises of the ancient mathematician Archimedes
and another with, notably, orations of the Attic orator Hyperides, of whom no manu-
script seemed to have survived until this palimpsest surfaced. These original texts were
erased, newly arranged, and a euchologion (prayerbook) was written on top of the old
layers, finished in Jerusalem in 1229. In many regards, the Archimedes palimpsest is
typical of the fate that many a codex with ancient texts must have suffered in the tur-
moil following 1204; it is also indicative of the cultural as well as material choices
involved in the process of textual transmission.

From Late Byzantium to Montfaucon and Lachmann

When the usurper of imperial power, Michael VIII Palaiologos (r. 1259-82), in a
lucky strike recaptured Constantinople from the Latins in 1261, he invested as much
in the revival of paidein as in the refortification and rebuilding of the imperial capital,
which was a mere shadow of its former self. With a string of well-known teachers
active in Constantinople in the second half of the thirteenth century — George/
Gregory of Cyprus (¢. 1240-90) among them (Pérez Martin 1996) — the fruit of
this endeavor was to be reaped around 1300, when Michael’s son Andronikos II
(r. 1282-1328) presided over an “empire” that was rapidly fragmenting from a
regional to a merely local power, but flourishing culturally (Constantinides 1982).
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In earlier periods, it was either calligraphers or, mostly, individual scholar-scribes
who produced manuscripts of ancient content. Additionally, in the later Byzantine
period, circles of writing became ever more prominent (Cavallo 2003; Bianconi 2003).
Indeed it seems as if these writing circles were at the same time fulfilling the function
of teaching circles, with young boys gently guided by a gentleman scholar, the central
figure of the circle, and more advanced students. The social practice of common writ-
ing seems to have played a key role in this changing concept of transmitting paidein.
The primary example of such a circle is the school around the famous scholar Manuel
Planoudes, whose hand can be traced — often in connection with a number of his dis-
ciples — in a substantial number of codices, the famous collected Moralia of Plutarch
(Ambros. C 126 inf.) and the geographical collection nowadays Marc. gr. XI, 6 among
them. Manuel Moschopoulos seems to have been active in this circle but faded from
the historical stage around the time of the Planoudes’ death (¢. 1305).

For the first time, paidein was at home as much in other cities of the empire as in
Constantinople; a retarded development actualizing the potential sown by the twelfth-
century learned bishops emerging from the patriarchal school. Following less well-
known figures such as John Pothos Pediasimos, Thomas Magistros (¢. 1280-
¢. 1347 /8) in Thessalonike gathered a circle of disciples in his own house, who became
instrumental in the compilation of his Atticizing lexicon. Magistros was the first
Byzantine scholar who composed commentaries on all four dramatic triads, plus
Pindar’s Olympian Odes. He styled himself as an urban rhetor and ambassador to the
imperial court, consciously reviving the example of the deuterosophists. These social
interests of the early fourteenth-century rhetors are reflected in two contemporary
codices of the minor Attic orators: the Codex Crippsianus (British Library, MS Burney
95) and the less formidable manuscript in Oxford, Auct. T. 2. 8. Magistros left traces
in contemporary sources; Triklinios” career on the other hand can be established only
by means of autograph codices. The earliest and oldest known codex written by him
is Oxford, New College, 258, dating to 1308, the latest Naples, gr. II. F. 31, dating
to ¢. 1325,/1330. While the former codex carries a de luxe version of Hermogenes’
rhetorical treatises, the latter contains Triklinios’ state-of-the-art edition of the trag-
edies of Aeschylus, based on the principle of strophic responsion which he had redis-
covered, which poses a challenge to modern textual critics — especially in the “alphabetic
plays” of Euripides, of which his autograph recension (Laur. 32.2) is the archetype. In
between those two fall the important manuscripts Venice, Marcianus graecus 464,
dating to 1316/1319 (Hesiod); Rome, Bibliotheca Angelica, gr. 14, ¢. 1315-1325
(Euripides); and Paris, Supplement grec 463, ¢. 1320,/1330 (Aristophanes). Since
Triklinios incorporated the scholia and glosses of both Magistros and Moschopoulos,
his commentaries conveniently assembled the finest of late Byzantine scholarship.
Undoubtedly the most gifted textual scholar of his age and the Byzantine millennium,
Triklinios made little impact on his own times; the uncomfortable truth may be that
in late Byzantine society editing texts read at secondary-school level carried less social
prestige than editing “the classics” nowadays.

Finally, the period between February 2, 1397, when Manuel Chrysoloras arrived at
the Studio in Florence for an (unsucessful) tenure of teaching Greek, and March 1,
1518, when Erasmus published his English translation of Theodore Gaza’s Greek
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grammar — which Raphael Hythlodaeus famously recommended to the Utopians —
marks a century of transition of Greek studies from the crumbling Byzantine Empire
to Italy and beyond (Wilson 1992). Renaissance scholarship, to a certain degree influ-
enced by the methods the Byzantine émigré scholars had brought with them, gave
birth to what has become, over the centuries, modern-day classical studies. The sys-
tematic collection of Ancient Greek texts commenced; in 1468, Cardinal Bessarion
(1403-72) handed over his 746 manuscripts (482 Greek, 264 Latin) to the Serenissima
of St Mark. Next to the papal library it constituted the most substantial collection of
the day. Venice, attractive to emigrants from the fallen empire, turned into a center of
post-Byzantine learning and scholarship. Aldo Manuzio (1449 /50-1515) and Markos
Mousouros (¢. 1470-1517) invented the Renaissance pocket book widely disseminat-
ing the Greek “classics” (Lowry 1979).

The social prestige associated with Greek led more and more collectors — scholars,
merchants, aristocrats, emperors — to acquire Greek manuscripts for their libraries. This
lasted well into the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries; nowadays a mere 40 Greek
manuscripts are kept in the library of the Serail. Some codices were sent as presents,
such as the famous fifth-century Codex Alexandrinus, which reached King Charles I
as a gift from the Constantinopolitan patriarch Constantine Loukaris in 1627. But it
was not before the Maurist monk Bernard de Montfaucon (1655-1741) published his
Paleographia greca in 1708 that the ancient manuscript tradition became the subject
of more systematic study, ultimately paving the way for the stemmatic method of Karl
Lachmann (1793-1851) as a sophisticated tool for reversing the cultural exchanges
and transmission outlined in this chapter (Timpanaro 2005). However corrupt the
Ancient Greek texts preserved in Byzantine manuscripts may occasionally be, without
them our knowledge of the Ancient Greek language would be much reduced.

FURTHER READING

The best account of Byzantine paidein is Wilson 1996. Markopoulos 2006 and Browning 1997
offer concise, highly useful introductions. Lemerle 1971 is still valid but in need of revision.
Unfortunately, there is no Greek equivalent to Reynolds 1986. Nor is there an up-to-date
introduction to Greek paleography and codicology in English; however, Wilson 1972-3 offers
a good survey of the evolution of Greek handwriting from late antiquity to the Renaissance.
The best way into the subject is a careful perusal of the proceedings of the quinquennial meet-
ings organized by the International Committee for Greek Paleography, e.g., La paléographic
grecque et byzantine (1977), Cavallo, De Gregorio, and Maniaci 1991, or Prato 2000. Olivier
1989 and the website “Pinakes,” hosted by the French Institut de vecherche et dhistoire des
textes (http: //pinakes.irht.cnrs.fr) provide a useful survey of library catalogues and manuscript
holdings.
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CHAPTER SEVEN

Phonology!

Philomen Probert

Introduction

The phonology of Ancient Greek varied with time, place, and social factors; indeed, it
is inevitable that there was some phonological variation between any two individuals,
although we are unable to recover details of variation at this level. This chapter aims
to describe the phonology of a relatively consistent and relatively well-attested variety
of Greek: educated Classical Attic Greek of the late fifth century BcE. It is necessarily
selective and necessarily reflects the prejudices of the author.

Sources of Evidence

Classical Greek is, of course, known to us exclusively from written sources.
Nevertheless, it is possible within limits to arrive at a reconstruction of the sounds
and the sound system of the language. Sources of evidence include: explicit state-
ments about the language by ancient authors; orthography and especially ortho-
graphic variation and mistakes; the treatment of non-Greek words borrowed into
Greek or transcribed into Greek script; and the treatment of Greek words borrowed
into other languages or transcribed into other scripts. All these sources must be used
with caution. Ancient authors operated with concepts and categories that do not
always match ours, and they may have had goals very different from ours; in addition,
ancient descriptions can be imprecise and difficult to understand, and this has not
always helped in their transmission. When we consider the transcription of a word
from one language to another, it is necessary to keep in mind that our knowledge of
the sound systems of ancient languages other than Greek is likewise limited by our
evidence, and that the use of a sound or orthographic symbol from one language to
represent a sound from another is significant only in relation to the other choices of
sound or symbol available.



86 Philomen Probert

Thus, to establish that the sounds represented by <@>, <0>, and <y> (see the list of
symbols on p. xviii) were aspirated stops in Classical Greek rather than the fricatives
found in Modern Greek, one might consider their transcriptions into early Latin as
<p>, <t>, and <c>, and then from about 150 BCE as <ph>, <th>, and <ch>. The tran-
scription of Greek <@> is by far the most significant, since Latin had a sound [f],
represented by the symbol <f>, and one would expect this symbol to have been used
if Greek <@> had in fact represented the fricative [f]: the non-use of Latin <f> as a
transcription for Greek <@> is therefore an important piece of evidence. (Latin <f> is
in fact used eventually to transcribe Greek <@> in some words, but there are no clear
examples until the first century ct and examples do not become frequent until the
second century ck: see Allen 1987a: 23—4.) In this context the use of the digraph
<ph> strongly suggests that an aspirated stop is being represented, rather than a frica-
tive (which would have been represented as <f>) or an unaspirated stop (which would
have been represented as <p>). By contrast, the early Latin use of <p> cannot be taken
as evidence against aspiration of Greek <@> at this period, since the digraph <ph> was
eventually invented specifically to represent Greek <@>, and its earlier non-use is a
natural consequence of its not yet having been invented. (On the development of
occlusives into fricatives in Koine, see ch. 16.)

Since Latin had no interdental or velar fricative [0] or [x], and therefore no symbols
to represent these sounds, the use of <th> and <ch> (and earlier <t> and <c>) could,
in principle, be attempts to represent such fricatives or to represent aspirated stops.
We may, in fact, conclude that Greek <0> and <y> represented aspirated stops in the
Classical period, but only on the basis of other evidence. For example, the phono-
logical behavior of the sounds represented by <0> and <y> closely parallels that of the
sound represented by <@> (thus all three are replaced by unaspirated stops in redupli-
cation: ttonu, xoGlw, té@ina), so that if <@> represents an aspirated stop then <U>
and <y> are likely to represent aspirated stops too.

All three sounds are also normally classified in ancient descriptions as dgwva,
“devoid of sound,” sounds that cannot be pronounced by themselves, rather than
Nuipwva, “half-sounded” consonants like [r] and [1] capable of being pronounced by
themselves (so, e.g., Dion. Thrax (?), 11. 5-12. 4 Uhlig).?

For an introduction to the sounds of Ancient Greek and the evidence for them, see
Sturtevant (1940: 5-105) or Allen (1987a). In what follows, evidence for individual
sounds will be mentioned only occasionally.

Old Attic Alphabet and Ionic Alphabet

Throughout most of the fifth century BCE, Attic Greek was written in the local Athenian
alphabet (the “Old Attic alphabet”), which consisted of the letters shown in column I
of table 7.1. Their approximate sound values are shown in column II. The latter part
of the fifth century saw the gradual adoption of a different version of the Greek alpha-
bet, the Ionic alphabet; the Ionic alphabet was officially adopted for public inscrip-
tions in 403 /2 BCE (see Threatte 1980: 26-51). The letters of the Ionic alphabet are
shown in column III, with their approximate sound values in column IV.
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Table 7.1 Letters and sound values of the Old
Attic alphabet and the Tonic alphabet (cf. table 3.2)

Old Attic alphaber Tonic alphabet
I II III v
letters sound values letters sound values
A [a,a] A [a,a]
B [b] B [b]
r [g.0] r [g.9]
A [d] A [d]
E [e, & E] E [e]
Z [zd] Z [zd]
H [h] H [€]
G [t"] S [t"]
I [i, 1] I [i, 1]
K [k] K [k]
A (1] A (1]
M [m] M [m]
N [n] N [n]
= [ks]
o [0, 9,3] o [o]
I [p] 8l (p]
P [r] P [r]
> [s, z] > [s, z]
T [t] T [t]
Y [y, ¥1 Y [y, ¥]
@ [p"] o [p"]
X [kM] X [kM]
v [ps]
Q (3]

The crucial differences between the two forms of the alphabet are the following (for
more detail, see Threatte 1980: 19-51):

@) The Ionic alphabet has no sign for [h]. After the adoption of the Ionic alpha-
bet, the sound [h] continued to be part of Attic Greek but simply ceased to be repre-
sented in writing. The use of a rough breathing to indicate [h], and of a smooth
breathing to indicate lack of [h] before a word-initial vowel, is a post-Classical con-
vention.

&) The lonic alphabet uses the letter <H> (used for [h] in the Old Attic alphabet)
to represent a relatively open long vowel [£], and uses the letter <@> (not present in
the Old Attic alphabet) to represent a relatively open long vowel [3]. The short vow-
els [e] and [o] are written with <E>and <O>, as in the Old Attic alphabet. Attic Greek
also had relatively close long vowels [€] and [§], sometimes called “secondary vow-
els.” In the Old Attic alphabet these are normally written with <E> and <O>. In the
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Table 7.2 Spelling and pronunciation of original [ei] and [€] in Attic, illustrated
with the word Aetmewv

Early fifth Mid-fifth Mid-fourth
century BCE century BCE century BCE
Spelling AEITIEN AEIITEN (but some misspellings AEITEIN

especially of type AEIITEIN; also
AEIIEN, AEIIEIN)
Pronunciation [leipen] [1épen] [1épen]

Tonic alphabet these long vowels are (after a period of hesitation) written with the
digraphs <EI> and <OY> (see the application of this in chs 14 and 27 on dialects). In
the OId Attic alphabet, these digraphs were originally used for diphthongs [ei] and
[ou]. However, these old diphthongs were monophthongized during the fifth century,
and came to be identical in pronunciation to the existing close long vowels [&] and [3]
(see Threatte 1980: 299-323, 349-52, with further details). As a result, some
instances of the sound pronounced [&] were written <EI> (because in these instances
the sound had originally been [ei]) whereas other instances were written <E> (because
in these instances the sound had never been a diphthong). Similarly, some instances
of the sound pronounced [9] were written <OY> (because in these instances the
sound had originally been [ou]) whereas other instances were written <O> (because
in these instances the sound had never been a diphthong). Some confusion in spelling
naturally resulted, as writers had difficulty knowing when to use which spelling for the
sounds [¢] and [§]. Variation in spelling was the norm in the early stages of the use of
the Tonic alphabet, but by the mid-fourth century BCE the writings <EI> and <OY>
had become standard for all instances of [€] and [§], whatever their historical origins
(see Threatte 1980: 3, 31, 172-90, 238-59).

¢) The Ionic alphabet uses signs <E> and <W> for [ks] and [ps]. In the Old Attic
alphabet, these combinations are nearly always written as <X=> and <®Z>, rather
than the <KZ> and <II¥> that one might expect (see further below, under
“Neutralization of phonemic oppositions”).

In what follows, Greek words are quoted in the Ionic alphabet, with accents and
breathings included — the form familiar from printed editions of Classical texts — unless
otherwise indicated.

Phonemes and Phonological Contrast

Languages clearly differ in the sets of sounds they employ; for this reason, learners of
a foreign language often find some of its sounds unfamiliar. But beyond this basic dif-
ference in the sounds used, languages differ in the status that particular differences
between sounds have in the sound system. For example, English has both unaspirated
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[t] and aspirated [t"], although most speakers are not consciously aware of this differ-
ence. Unaspirated [t] occurs only after [s] whereas aspirated [t"] never occurs after [s]:
<sty> =[stai], <tie> =[t"a1], <steam> = [stim |, <tecam> = [t"im]. (If a hand is held a few
inches in front of the mouth when an aspirated stop is pronounced, a small puft of air
is felt; when an unaspirated stop is pronounced, no puff of air is felt.) Each of these
sounds occurs in English only in environments from which the other is excluded: the
two sounds are said to be in complementary distribution. Therefore no two English
words differ only in having [t] in one case and [t"] in the other: they must also differ
in having [s] in the one case and not in the other. One may say (though rather
crudely) that the failure of most English speakers to be conscious of the difference
between [t] and [t"] is related to the lack of necessity to listen for this difference: one
can always listen for the presence or absence of a preceding [s] instead.

Ancient Greek also has both [t] and [t*], but unlike English [t] and [t"] they can
occur in the same environments as each other, and the substitution of one for the other
can therefore make the difference between one word and another (e.g., otévelL =
[sténg]| “he groans,” “odével=[st"éng] “strength (dat.)”: one may say that the differ-
ence between [t] and [t"] is phonologically distinctive in Ancient Greek, or that the two
sounds contrast distinctively.

For a description of English we might say that for the purposes of distinguishing
words there is one sound ‘# that is aspirated in some environments and not in others.
For a description of Greek we must say that for the purposes of distinguishing words
there are separate sounds ‘# and ‘#”. A unit such as English ‘# (with variants [t] and
[th]) is called a phoneme. The variants [t] and [t"] are called allophones. A symbol repre-
senting a phoneme is written between slashes. Thus, English has a phoneme /t/, with
allophones [t] and [t"]; Ancient Greek has two separate phonemes /t/ and /t"/.

Situations involving sounds in contrast can be more complex than the ones just
described. For example, Greek has a velar nasal sound [n] which occurs before [k],
[g], or [k'] (as in &yxog = [Ogkos]; Gyyehog = [dpgelos]; dyyw = [dgk"3]), probably
before [m] (as in &ypog = [6nmos]), and perhaps word-internally before [n] (as in
yryvorm, perhaps [ginndsk3].? Before [k], [g], or [k"] there is no phonological con-
trast between [1] on the one hand and [n] or [m] on the other: [n] is the only nasal
that may appear in this context. Before [m] and perhaps [n], on the other hand, there
is no phonological contrast between [g] on the one hand and [g] on the other: word-
internally [g] but not [g] may appear (while the <y> of word-initial <yv> certainly
represents [g]: see Schwyzer 1939: 215; <yu> does not occur word-initially). This
situation is not neatly described in terms of phonemes and allophones; [y] appears to
behave as an allophone of both [n] and [m] when it occurs before [k], [g] or [k"], but
as an allophone of [g] when it occurs word-internally before [m] and perhaps [n]
(cf. Lupas 1972: 112). Modern linguistics has tended to move away from treating
phonemes as fundamental units of linguistic structure, and thus from trying to answer
questions such as whether Ancient Greek [g] should be considered a separate phoneme
or whether the same sound can be considered an allophone of different phonemes in
different environments. Phonemes and allophones remain convenient concepts for
many simple situations involving phonological contrast, and we shall make consider-
able use of them in what follows. For more complex situations, which the phoneme
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concept is ill equipped to model, it is more helpful to describe directly where contrast
and non-contrast occur, without reference to the phoneme.

Segmental Phonology I: Consonants

Consonant inventory

The Greek consonant system is usefully described in terms of 15 consonantal pho-
nemes (cf. Lupas 1972: 105-19)

Phonemes /pt k b d g phth " mns r | h/
Spellings (Old Attic I TKBAT & © X MNZXZ P A H
alphabet)

Spellings (Ionic alphabet) I TKBAT & ® X MNZ P A ()

The stop consonants /p, t, k, b, d, g, p, t", k"/ and nasals /m, n/ (also called “oral
stops” and “nasal stops” respectively, but we shall use the term “stop” to include /p,
t, k, b, d, g, p t" k"/ and not /m, n/), plus the velar nasal [1] that appears in certain
contexts (see above, under “Phonemes and phonological contrast”), occur at three
places of articulation: labial (the lips are pressed together), dental (the tongue touches
the upper teeth), and velar (the tongue touches the soft palate at the back of the
mouth). The system of stops and nasals is further structured around oppositions of
voicing, aspiration, and nasality (see table 7.3).

Table 7.3 Stops and nasals (The usual orthographic representations in the
Tonic alphabet are shown in angle brackets; cf. tables 16.1 and 37.1.)

Labial Dental Velar
Voiceless unaspirated p <> t <t> k <z>
aspirated ph <> th<0> kP <>
Voiced oral b <f> d <d> g <y>
nasal m <p> n<v> n<y>

Consonantal phonemes not included in this table are /h/, the dental fricative /s/,
and the two liquids /r/ and /1/.

The aspirate /h/ occurs only prevocalically at the beginning of a word or the sec-
ond member of a compound or prefixed form (see Lupas 1972: 30; Threatte 1980:
497-9). In spite of its different distribution, it is treated as the same feature in some
respects as the aspiration on an aspirated stop /p"/, /t"/, or /k'/. Thus, when a
proclitic word (joined closely in pronunciation to the following word) ending in an
underlying voiceless stop (sometimes as a result of the elision of a following short
vowel) is followed by a word beginning with /h/, the stop that ends the proclitic is
regularly written as (and thus presumably felt to be) an aspirate. Similarly, if a verbal
root beginning with /h/ is preceded by a preverb ending in an underlying voiceless
stop, the stop is regularly written as an aspirate:
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&rt(6) + ob
/ap(6)/ + /hd/

rat(4) + lomu

/kat(4)/ + /histemi/

<A® OY> (Ionic alphabet)
/ap" o/

<KAOIZTHMI> (Ionic alphabet)
/kat"istemi/

AN

(In Attic inscriptions the root-initial /h/ is not normally represented separately after
an aspirated stop resulting from elision or composition, even in the Old Attic alphabet
where /h/ could in principle have been represented separately: see Threatte 1980:
497-8.)

Allophonic variation

The evidence for allophonic variation in Ancient Greek is inevitably limited. Since
speakers of a language tend not to be conscious of allophonic variation, it tends not
to be encoded in alphabetic writing and is rarely discussed explicitly. Some instances
of allophonic variation in educated Classical Attic can, however, be identified.

“Aspirated” and “unaspivated” allophones of /v/

The phoneme /r/ has allophones that ancient sources treat as being aspirated and
unaspirated:

0 P dloySuevov MéEewg daoivetal, otov: davig O4E, Tl toT Pdog xal Pdagiov.
0 P, €0v duoodv yévntow €v uéoy MEEEL, TO uev Tp@dtov Yrhottat, to Ot devtegov doovvetan:
olov ovgdamTw.

‘0 has a rough breathing when it begins a word, as in gavig 0GE, apart from Pdgog and
'Paoiov. When @ is geminated in the middle of a word, the first one has a smooth breath-
ing, the second a rough breathing, as in cvgodmtw.” ([Arc.] 226.24-227.2 Schmidt 1860.
From an epitome of a work by Herodian, 2nd century cE)

The distribution of “aspirated” and “unaspirated” /r/ suggested here is also reflected
in Latin spellings of Greek words with o (e.g. »betor, Tyrrbeni but Socrates). Its appli-
cability to Classical Attic is supported by inscriptions in the Old Attic alphabet (and
some other local alphabets), which occasionally use <H> for [h] before or after o at
the beginning of the word or after a geminate /rr/ (e.g. ®PEAPHIOZX or
®PEAPPHIOX for ®pedporog on the Themistocles ostraka of the 480s BCE: see
Threatte 1980: 25).

In physiological terms “aspiration” is essentially a period during which air escapes
from the vocal tract but the vocal cords do not vibrate. In the case of “aspirated” [r]
the aspiration did not necessarily precede or follow the consonant but could be simul-
taneous with it, i.e., the [r] itself could have been voiceless (see Sturtevant 1940: 62;
Threatte 1980: 25; Allen 1987a: 41-2). The statement that in a geminate Qo the first
o has a smooth breathing and the second a rough breathing could indicate that
the geminate began voiced and ended voiceless (but cf. Allen 1987a: 42). With the
obscure exceptions Pdgog and Pédoiov mentioned by Herodian (on which, see Allen
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1987a: 42), unaspirated or voiced [r] and aspirated or voiceless [r] each occur only in
environments from which the other is excluded (they are in complementary distri-
bution) — the classic situation in which two sounds do not contrast distinctively and
can be considered allophones of a single phoneme (ctf. Lupag 1972: 112; Sommerstein
1973: 47-8).

Voiced and voiceless allophones of /s/

The phoneme /s/ also appears to have had voiced and voiceless allophones [z] and
[s], with [z] appearing before voiced consonants while [s] appeared elsewhere (cf.
Lupas 1972: 26-8, 68-9, 113-14, 116-19, with more details). Evidence comes par-
ticularly from confusion between <o> and <T>, which starts to appear on Attic
inscriptions from the mid-fourth century BCE. <C> for <o> before a voiced consonant,
especially /m/, becomes particularly common (the first Attic example is
[E]IPTAZMENOI|N] for eipyaouévov, IG II?> 1582, line 79 (probably 342 /1 BCE): see
Threatte 1980: 547-8). /s/ was probably voiced before any voiced consonant, even
before the fourth century BCE, but then in the fourth century the sound written <C>
(originally [zd]) came to be pronounced [zz] (between vowels) or [z] (in other envi-
ronments). The letter <C> thus acquired the value [zz] or [z], and it became tempting
to use the letter for original /s/, when pronounced [z], as well as original /sd/ (see
Threatte 1980: 510, 547-9). (Notice that once [zd] has become [zz] or [z], the
sounds [s] and [z] are no longer in complementary distribution, so that at that stage
there are arguably separate phonemes /s/ and /z/. The new phonological status of
[z] at this period, and not only the new availability of a symbol for [z], is likely to have
contributed to the tendency to represent [z] differently from [s] even where the tra-
ditional spelling was <0>.)

Neutralization of Phonemic Oppositions

Sounds that contrast distinctively in a language may fail to do so in certain environ-
ments. In English, for example, the differences between the nasals [m], [n], and [g]
can normally make the difference between one word and another, as in ram ~ ran ~
rang (though the velar nasal [n] is more restricted in its distribution than the others,
and various analyses of its status in the sound system are possible). Word-internally
before a consonant, however, only the nasal whose place of articulation matches that
of the following consonant can appear. Thus, before a labial consonant such as [p] we
find the labial nasal [m], as in zmpossible. Before a dental (or, more accurately for
English, alveolar) consonant such as [t] we find the alveolar nasal [n] (as in ntermin-
able). Before a velar consonant such as [k] we find the velar nasal [g] (as in inconsist-
ent, with in- pronounced [1g]). No distinctive contrast between the different nasal
sounds is possible in English when there is a following consonant, and the only pho-
nologically distinctive characteristic of the nasals in this environment is their nasality.
Under these circumstances the phonemic opposition between different nasals is said
to be neutralized, and the different nasals that appear are simply realizations of dis-
tinctive nasality (sometimes represented with a capital letter between slashes, as /N /).
(This account of English nasals does not always apply at the boundary between prefixes
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of Germanic origin and the following root. Thus, the prefix ##- is sometimes pro-
nounced with alveolar [n] regardless of the following consonant: #npack may be pro-
nounced with [n] or [m].) Neutralization of phonemic oppositions may be identified
in the following instances in Greek.

Nasals at the end of a syllable

Before a non-nasal consonant the only nasal that can appear is the nasal whose place
of articulation is the same as that of the following consonant, as in English:

néunw = /péNp3/ = [pémp3], toufos = /tiNbos/ = [tymbos], aupdtegog = /aNpPéteros,/ =
[amp"6teros]

névie = /péNte/ = [pénte], onovdi = /spoNdé/ = [spondé], &viade = /eNt*ide/ =
[enthdde]

avayrn = /andNké/ = [andpkE], ayyého = /aNgéll3/ = [angéllz], tuyyxdveo =
/tuNk"an3/ = [tynk"in3]

In archaic inscriptions, nasals before non-nasal consonants are normally written as
<N>, regardless of their place of articulation (¢.g. OAYNITIONIKOZX, IG I3 1213, line
1, ¢. 525(?) BcE; ENT'YZ, IG IP 1255, lines 1-2, ¢. 530-520(?) BCE), suggesting that
due to the lack of distinctive contrast between nasals in this environment, no necessity
to distinguish orthographically between different nasals in this position was felt. After
the archaic period, the place of articulation of a nasal before a non-nasal consonant is
reflected in spelling more often, but there is considerable spelling variation (see
Threatte 1980: 588-638).

There is also no phonological contrast between nasals at the end of a word, since
the only nasal that can appear in this environment is [n]: d@pov, oAtjv. But a nasal at
the end of a proclitic word (joined closely in pronunciation to the following word)
appears to have been pronounced with the same place of articulation as a following
consonant; in Classical inscriptions the place of articulation of a nasal in this position
is often reflected in spelling, as in numerous examples of EM ITOAEI for év néhet (see
again Threatte 1980: 588-638).

Labial and velar stops before /s/

In the Old Attic alphabet, which did not use the signs <¥> and <E>, the digraphs
<®3> and <XZ> are nearly always used instead (see Threatte 1980: 20-21, 555).
Ancient grammatical texts, on the other hand, treat <> and <E> as equivalent to
<nto> and <x0>:

{11 88 TV oLUEAVOV dtThd uév éotLtotar T €. dumha Ot elpnta, Gt v Exaotov attdv éx d0o
CUUPEHVOV CTYRELTAL, TO UEV T €% TOT 6 %l 8, TO O € €x 10D % nal G, TO 88 | €% ToT 7T xal 6.
And three of the consonants are double: €, §, y. They are called “double” because each

one of them is made up of two consonants. {is made up of o and 9, § of x and o, Y of ®
and o. (Dion. Thrax(?), 14. 4-6 Uhlig)
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Table 7.4 Labial and velar stops before /s/

I 11

(1. sg. pres. indic. act.) (1. sg. fut. indic. act.)
/ép-3/ = hetnw / 1&p/ + /s3/ = hetypo
/stréph-3/ = otpépw /strép®/ + /$3/ = o€
/trib-3/ =10ifw /trib/ + /$3/ =tolpw
/plék-3/ = mhénw /plék/ + /s5/ =mhéEw
/pstik™-3/ = yiyw /pstk"/ + /s3/ =yiEw
/4g-3/ = dym /ag/ + /s3/ =8Ew

It is clear that before /s/ the phonological contrast between voiceless unaspirated
stops, voiceless aspirates, and voiced stops is neutralized, so that there are no contrast-
ing sets /ps/ ~ /p"s/ ~ /bs/ or /ks/ ~ /Ks/ ~ /gs/. When /ps/, /p’s/, or /bs/
is expected the sequence written <®X> (Ionic alphabet <W>) appears, while when
/ks/, /k's/  or /gs/ is expected the sequence written <X=> (Ionic alphabet <E>)
appears (see table 7.4).

It is likely that these sequences were pronounced voiceless, and without aspiration
at least in the normal modern sense (i.e. delay in voicing of a vowel or other voiced
sound following the release of a consonant). The writings <@o> and <xo> are likely to
be due to the perception of voicing delay owing to the voiceless fricative [s] following
the stop (see Clackson 2002, also reviewing other explanations).

Sequences of two stops

Two stop consonants in succession always agree in voicing, as in oxtd, dyog, £Bdouoc.
(Even prefixed forms such as éxpdrhw had at least a variant pronunciation [egball3]:
see Lupas 1972: 17-19.) Where two stops come together in the formation of a word
or inflected form, the first takes on the voicing of the second (as in tétour-ta, toip-Onv
as compared to toifw; Théy-6nv as compared to mhénw; see further below, under
“Regular alternations™). Thus the contrast between voiced and voiceless stops is neu-
tralized before another stop, and the voicing of the first stop in the sequence is pre-
dictable from that of the second.

The spelling of forms such as those just quoted suggests that successive stops also
agree in aspiration (cf. Threatte 1980: 570-1; Allen 1987a: 26-8). However, the
spelling convention is different when an aspirated stop is preceded by a stop with the
same place of articulation; the normal spellings are e.g., Zompd and Bdaxyog rather
than Za@ed and Bayyog (see Threatte 1980: 541-6). It is clear that distinctive con-
trast between an aspirated and an unaspirated stop never arises in Greek before an
aspirated stop (see Lupas 1972: 108-9). It is less clear why a stop followed by an
aspirate is written as an aspirate if the two stops have different places of articulation but
as an unaspirated stop if the two stops have the same place of articulation. In either
case, aspiration in the normal sense (delay in voicing of a vowel or other voiced sound
following the release of a consonant) can only have followed the second consonant in
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Table 7.5 Assimilation of root-final labial and velar stops to following dental stops and /m/

I
(1. sg. pr. indic. I 111 v 14
act., except where (3. sg. pf- indic. (1. sg. aor. indic.  (adv. in-6nv (1. sg. pf. indic.
otherwise stated) mid./pass. pass.) where attested) mid./pass.)
Letmw AéleuTon éhelpOmv - Aélewuuon
/ép-3/ /1é-1gp-tai/ /e-lgp™-then/ /1é-1em-mai/
%oV (adverb) AEXQUITTOL I NY %©QUPOMV HEXQUUUOLL
/kraph-a/ /ké-krup-tai/  /e-krap"-thén/ /krab-dén/ /ké-krum-mai/
Tlpw TétouTan groigpOmy - TéTQLuUOL
/trib-3/ /té-trip-tai/ /e-triph-thgn / /té-trim-mai/
TAERWD mémhenton gmhéEy OV TLéyOMv TémAe Yo
/plék-3/ /pé-plek-tai/ /e-pléki-then/  /plég-den/ /pé-plen-mai/
Yoyw/psikh-3/ EpoxTon Sy Omv - Epuyuon
/é-psuk-tai/ /e-psakh-then / /é-psun-mai/
éuiynv (aorist UEmHTOL gulyomv utydnv uéuryuon

passive) /mé-mik-tai/  /e-mik"-t"én/ /mig-dén/ /mé-min-mai/

/e-mig-gn/

the sequence. In a word such as &ydog, the transition from the first stop to the second
will have necessitated the release of the first, while in a word such as Zangd, there was
no release between the consonant written as <m> and the one written as <>, the lips
remaining pressed together throughout. The difference in spelling conventions sug-
gests that what was perceived as aspiration involved the release of a stop before an
aspirated stop. (For various views on the nature of the “aspiration” of the first stop in
a cluster <yU> or <U>, see Threatte 1980: 571, with bibliography.)

There are also words such as puiués, dvntde, pratoog, Agodim, or &ydodc,
in which an aspirated stop is written before <u>, <v>, <A>, <p>, or even a sequence
of two aspirated stops before <p>. Here the aspiration of the stop or stops may
have consisted of voicelessness or delay in voicing of the nasal or liquid (cf. Clackson
2002: 30).

Regular alternations

The oppositions of voicing, aspiration, and nasality play an important role in regular
alternations between consonants. For example, a root-final stop may be underlyingly
voiceless and unaspirated, voiceless and aspirated, or voiced. Before a vowel, the
underlying form of the stop appears (column I in table 7.5). Before a following dental
stop, however, an underlying labial or velar stop is realized at its underlying place of
articulation but takes its features of voicing and, at least in writing, aspiration (see the
previous section) from the following stop (columns II, II1, and IV). Before a follow-
ing /m/, an underlying labial or velar stop is realized at its underlying place of articu-
lation but acquires nasality from the following /m/ (column V).
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Table 7.6 Realization of root-final dental stops as /s/ before following dental stops and
/m/ (Examples in which an underlying dental stop is followed by /d/ are lacking.)

1 11 111 v

(1. sg. pr. indic. (3. sg. pf. indic. (1. sg. aor. (1. sg. pf- indic.
act.) mid./pass.) indic./pass.) mid./pass.)
avitm fvuoton vooimv fjvuouol
/anat-3/ /énus-tai/ /Ents-t"en/ /énus-mai/
Teidw TETELOTOL getodny TETELOUOL
/péth-5/ /pé-pés-tai/ /e-ps-ten/ /pé-pes-mai/
Pevdm gpevoton pevodny Epevopnot
/psead-3/ /é-pseus-tai/ /e-psets-thEn/ /¢é-pseus-mai/

The dental fricative /s/ also takes part in phonological alternations. For example,
any underlying dental stop is realized as the dental fricative /s/ before a following
dental stop (columns IT and IIT of table 7.6). A morphologically restricted alternation
also gives rise in many instances to surface /s/ from an underlying dental stop
before /m/ (column IV of table 7.6; compare the word nétuog “fate,” with no
change of /t/ before /m/, and for more details and analysis, see Steriade 1982:
255-9).

Segmental Phonology II: Vowels

Attic at the end of the fifth century BcE had a particularly asymmetric vowel system
with five short vowels and seven long vowels (see tables 7.7 and 7.8)

It has been disputed whether the short mid vowels /¢/ and /o/ were phonetically
equivalent in aperture to the long vowels /¢/ and /5/ or to /&/ and /3/, or whether
the aperture of /e/ and /o/ fell between that of /¢/ and /3/ on the one hand and
that of /§/ and /3/ on the other. A variant of the latter possibility is that /e/ and
/0/ are similar in phonetic height to /¢/ and /3/ but nevertheless fall mid-way
between /i/ and /a/, owing to /a/ being a higher vowel, ex hypothesi, than /d/ (see
Allen 1959: 247-9 and more recently Thompson 2006: 87, 92). Figure 7.1 shows the
arrangement envisaged before the fronting of /u/ and /ii/ (inherited as [u] and [@])
o [y] and [§].

A more rather than less symmetrical short vowel system (however this is seen as
relating to the long vowel system) is supported by the observation that the vowel
systems of most languages are symmetrical. The force of this observation may be
weakened by the fact that both the long and the short vowel systems of late fifth-
century Attic are, even so, patently asymmetrical (with two high front vowels and no
high back vowel). On the other hand, while the long vowel system is destined for
radical change over the centuries to come, the short vowel system remains stable until
the much later unrounding of /u/ =[y] (see Threatte 1980: 337); relative symmetry
and lack of crowding would contribute to historical stability.
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Table 7.7 Short vowels at the end of the fifth century Bct (Orthographic
symbols are those of the Old Attic alphabet as well as of the Ionic alphabet.)

Front Back

high /i/ <u>/u/ <v> (round)
mid /e/ <e> /0/ <o> (round)
low /a/ <o>

Table 7.8 Long vowels at the end of the fifth century Bct (but chronology is
disputed) (Orthographic symbols shown are standard in the Ionic alphabet by the
mid-fourth century BCE.)

Front Back
high /1/ <u>/0/<v> (round)
mid /&/ <€1> /0/ <ov> (round)
low J€/ <n> /3/<w> (round)
/a/<a>

/al

Figure 7.1 DPossible arrangement of long and short vowels in early fifth-century Attic, before
the fronting of /u/ and /u/ to [y] and [¥]: after Allen 1959: 248 (Cf. Thompson 2006: 87,
with a similar arrangement but showing the long and short front axes realistically longer than
the respective back axes.)

From a phonological point of view, it is clear that in the late fifth century Bce /¢/
and /o/ are treated as the short counterparts of /¢/ and /5/ (ct. Allen 1959: 246-7).
If vowels are classified as in tables 7.7 and 7.8 (with /§/, /3/, /d/ and /a/ forming
a natural class as low vowels), the following statements about regular phonological
contraction of non-high vowels (which could also be formulated as rules: cf.
Sommerstein 1973: 56-9, 102—4) are true:

@) The output vowel is always long;
b) The output vowel is round (/9/, /3/) if and only if at least one of the input

vowels is round (/o/, /3/, /3/);
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¢) The output vowel is low (/a/, /§/, /3/) if and only if one of the input vowels
islow (/a/, /a/, //, /3/);

d) The output vowel is back (/a/, /o/, /3/) ifitis round (/0/, /3/), or if the first
of the input vowels is back (/a/, /o/, /4/, /5/, /3/), and not otherwise.
(After Sommerstein 1973: 55)

Thus, not only does the sequence /¢/ + /¢/ contract to /€/, and the sequence
/o/+ /o/ to /3/, but the other possible sequences of mid short vowels, /e/ + /o/
and /o/ + /e¢/, both contract to /9/. The paradigms of contract verbs (sce table 7.9)
are related fairly straightforwardly to those of non-contract verbs by the operation of
regular contraction (but the outcome of contraction of a non-high vowel with follow-
ing /¢&/ is subject to morphological conditioning; under some morphological circum-
stances, an z-diphthong appears).

The accentuation of contract verb forms also supports the status of contraction as
part of the synchronic phonology of the language.

Some processes suggest that /e/ can also be treated as the short counterpart of
/&/,and /o/ as the short counterpart of /3/. However, these processes are subject
to considerable morphological restriction. Thus, some verbs with stem-initial /¢/
have augmented forms beginning with /8/ (/egérd/ éyelow ~ /éggron/ ifyelpov),
while others have augmented forms beginning with /8/ (/ék"5/ &xw ~ /ek"on/
elyov). Since an augment for a verbal root beginning with a consonant consists of
the prefix /e/, both /&/ and /§/, depending on the verb, might seem to behave as
the products of /e/ + /e¢/. However, the augmenting of vowel-initial roots cannot
be regarded as simple prefixing of /e/ plus phonologically motivated adjustments:
a number of different and partly morphologically or lexically determined operations
need to be recognized for different verbs.*

A non-high vowel followed by a high vowel normally forms a rising diphthong. The
diphthongs that commonly occur are /ai/, /au/, /eu/, /oi/, /dai/, /&/, /&u/, and
/3i/. (Phonetically, /au/, /eu/, and /gu/ are realized as [au], [eu] and [gu], with
the back vowel [u] as second element rather than the front vowel [y] that otherwise
realizes /u/: see Allen 1987a: 80). Occasionally, a diphthong /ui/ consisting of both
high vowels is also found. The absence of the diphthongs /ei/ and /ou/ is a recent
phenomenon at the end of the fifth century BcE. At the beginning of the century, both
these diphthongs existed in Attic Greek, but during the course of the century they
were monophthongized and merged with existing /¢/ and /3/ (see above, under
“Old Attic alphabet and Ionic alphabet”). The relationship between /&/ and z-diph-
thongs in some morphological contexts (see table 7.9) results from the same process.

The monophthongizations of earlier /ei/ and /ou/ are the first in a series of
monophthongizations to come. The first of the “long” i-diphthongs to monoph-
thongize was /£i/; the evidence from inscriptions is complex but the result of the
monophthongization appears to have been /¢/. This change possibly began in
the late fifth century BCE in some contexts, but it was by no means complete at
that date (see Threatte 1980: 208, 353-83, esp. 353—4, 357, 368, 369-70; see also
ch. 16 below).
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Syllable Structure?®

Greek has a contrast between heavy and light syllables. Heavy syllables are those con-
taining a long vowel or diphthong, and /or ending with a consonant.

A single consonant between vowels belongs to the same syllable as the following
vowel: Aetmer= /18.pe/, EMme = /€ li.pe/. The first consonant of a cluster of two con-
sonants occurring between vowels (including the first part of a geminate consonant,
such as /11/) generally belongs to the same syllable as the preceding vowel, while the
second consonant belongs to the same syllable as the following vowel: nitwtw = /pip.t3/,
Aetyo = /1&p.s3/, &Mov = /4l.lo/. But if a consonant cluster consists of a stop fol-
lowed by a liquid (/r/ or /1/) or nasal, it is likely that the syllable division regularly
fell before the stop in spoken fifth-century Attic: wotpi = /pa.tri/, téxvov = /té.knd/,
Yrvo = /ht.pn3i/. When the stop is voiced and is followed by a nasal, however, the
syllable division fell between the stop and the nasal: €dvowg = /héd.nois/, Kaduog =
/kad.mos/; for the sequences /bl/ and /gl/, syllable division probably fell either
before or after the stop. (For the complex evidence especially from meter and from
reduplication, see Steriade 1982: 186-208.)

Word-internally, a syllable may thus begin with a single consonant or with a sequence
of stop plus liquid or voiceless stop plus nasal after a vowel. It is likely that when a
word-internal consonant cluster contains more than two consonants, the syllable divi-
sion also falls before a single consonant or a stop plus liquid or voiceless stop plus nasal
cluster. Otherwise, the syllable division falls before the final consonant of the cluster:

avpdmov = /aN.t%r5.pd/
Supoog = /6N.bros/
teQnvés = /ter.pnds/
$00MGg = /es.thos/
Vélrtoov = /télk.tron/

méumrog = /péNp.tos/
EueMpo = /¢é.melp.sa/
udemwTm = /marp.t3/
o€ = /ark.sai/

Word-initially, however, and at the beginning of the second member of a compound
or prefixed form, some of the syllable onsets found word-internally may be preceded
by a further consonant, as follows:

@) Aword-initial (or second-member-initial) /s/ may precede a stop or stop+liquid/
nasal sequence or /m/ (e.g., onévdm, opévviu, o@alw, otevée, Luydv, adévog,
onondg, oxeddv, omhayyvov, oEEayis, oTEatds, Otheyyls, OxAnEds, Oouwiyxw;
En-onoleto, Ex-0TRéQw)

b) A word-initial (or second-member-initial) non-dental stop may precede a dental
stop not followed by a further consonant (e.g. wtedv, pdelvds, poeipw, xteivw,
YODV; En-pOeipw);
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¢) A word-initial (or second-member-initial) /m/ may precede /n/ (e.g. uvijua;
OUU-UVHUOVED® ).

Most of these sequences comprise or begin with elements of roughly the same
sonority (two stops or two nasals) or even involve a fall in sonority (stop followed by
/s/), while the consonant clusters that may begin a syllable word-internally are of
clear rising sonority (stop followed by liquid or nasal). As in many languages, it appears
that under some circumstances a consonant extra to the normal limits to syllable onset
may appear in word-initial position.

Word-internally a syllable may end with any consonant other than /h/, or with
a sequence of nasal or liquid plus stop: cf. again avdedmov = /aN.t"r5.pd/; Supeog
= /6N.bros/; tenvis = /ter.pnds/; ¢00M6g = /es.t?bs/; Déhutgov = /thélk.tron/;
néumrog = /péNp.tos/; uehpo = /é.melp.sa/; pdpmiw = /marp.t3/; deEol = /ark.
sai/. But word-finally, and at the end of the first member of a compound or prefixed
form, an extra element may again appear in the form of an /s/ following /p/, /k/,
or /Nk/: ohéyp = /p"léps/, YhatE = /glaliks/, péowyE = /p"6r.miNks/, €E-uéduvog = /
heks.mé.dim.nos/.

Word-internal consonant clusters can always be divided into a possible syllable-final
cluster followed by a possible syllable-initial cluster. There are, however, constraints
on consonant clustering that are not determined wholly by the constraints on syllable
structure. Thus, liquid plus nasal clusters are possible (wvfegviftng /ku.ber.né.tgs/,
A /tél.ma/) but nasal plus liquid clusters are not, even though a syllable can end
with a nasal and a syllable can begin with a liquid. Stop plus stop clusters are either
geminates or have a dental as the second stop (except across the boundary between
members of a compound or prefixed form: cf. éx-néunw).

Greek syllabification rules operate across word boundaries (so that, for example,
a single consonant at the end of a word is syllabified with a following word-initial
vowel). Nevertheless, word boundaries have a special status. In addition to the behavior
of “extrasyllabic” consonants, already mentioned, /h/ occurs only at the beginning of
a syllable that also begins a word or the second member of a compound or prefixed
form. Furthermore, additional constraints on the occurrence and co-occurrence of
consonants apply to word-final position: a full word (not a proclitic) can end only in
/n/, /x/s /s/s /ps/s /ks/, or /Nks/ (cf. y0dwv /k'"5n/, morio /patér/, odévog
/sthénos/, phéy /phléps/, yhatt /glatiks/, péomyE /ptérmiNks/). Thus, there are no
word-final stops (except in proclitics such as €x, oux) although word-internal syllables
can be closed by stops (e.g. onfiroov /skép.tron/, €tvog /ét.nos/, ointedg /oik.trés /).
/1/ also is not found at the end of words but can be a syllable-final consonant word-
internally (&\yog /al.gos/).

Accentuation
There is very little direct evidence for Greek accentuation until the end of the third

century BCE, but indirect evidence (including comparison with other Indo-European
languages, especially Vedic Sanskrit, pointing to a considerable amount of shared
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accentual inheritance) implies a Classical Attic system not far different from the one
described by Hellenistic and post-Hellenistic sources (see Probert 2006: 83-96).

There is one main accent per word; the main phonetic characteristic recognized by
ancient grammarians is a raised pitch. The accented element is the vocalic mora
(a short vowel or half of a long vowel or diphthong), so that an accent on a long vowel
or diphthong falls either on the first mora (when it is written as a circumflex, as in
oop@v) or on the second (when it is written as an acute, as in avidmouvg); over the
whole long vowel or diphthong, a falling or rising accent is perceived.

The position of the accent within the word is regulated in part by some phono-
logical restrictions on the position of the accent (primarily the law of limitation, which
restricts the position of the accent to one of the last three syllables of the word, or one
of the last two if the last syllable has a long vowel or is closed by a consonant cluster),
in part by the morphological structure of the word (so that, for example, words with
certain suffixes are always or usually accented in a particular place), and is in part sim-
ply an idiosyncratic characteristic of the word concerned. The complexity of the
accentuation system makes it valuable for the theory and typology of accent systems
in the world’s languages.

There is little direct evidence for intonation or for rhythmic phenomena apart from
syllable weight; for a detailed attempt to reconstruct the prosody of the language as
far as possible from what can be gleaned indirectly, see Devine and Stephens 1994.

FURTHER READING

On the pronunciation of Greek, see Sturtevant 1940: 5-105; Allen 1987a. For the epigraphic
evidence, see Threatte 1980. For traditional (and partly historical) accounts of the regular
vowel and consonant alternations, see Goodwin 1894: 13-24; Smyth 1956: 18-33. For a
structuralist account of Classical Attic phonology, see Lupag 1972. For an early generative
account with an emphasis on consonant and vowel alternations and on accentuation, see
Sommerstein 1973. For a study of Greek syllable structure drawing on and contributing sig-
nificantly to the theoretical understanding of syllabification, see Steriade 1982. For the basic
accentual regularities, see Probert 2003. For a detailed reconstruction of the broader prosodic
system, see Devine and Stephens 1994.

NOTES

1 This chapter is based ultimately on teaching materials with input from Anna Morpurgo
Davies and from the comparative philology team at Cambridge. I am very grateful to these
colleagues and to Eleanor Dickey, who made very helpful suggestions on a draft of this
chapter. None of these people is to blame for the decisions I have made on points of fact or
on what to include.

2 For further details on ancient classifications of the sounds represented with <>, <0>, and
<y>, see Sturtevant 1940: 76-7; Allen 1987a: 18-19, 23; for further evidence for the
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Classical Attic pronunciation of these sounds see Sturtevant 1940: 78-83; Threatte 1980:
469-70; Allen 1987a: 19-22.

For word-internal <y> as [g] before [m] and [n], see Sturtevant 1940: 64-5; Schwyzer
1939: 214-15. For the pronunciation [g] before [m] but not [n], sce Ward 1944; Allen
1987a: 35-7. For doubts about <y> as [g] even before [m], see Lupag 1972: 20-3.

For an attempt to provide phonological rules for augmenting vowel-initial roots, see
Sommerstein 1973: 10-12, 18, 51, 61-3, 181; but the use of highly abstract underlying
forms is necessitated by the partly morphological and lexical conditioning of the variants; cf.
also Sommerstein 1973: 18n 23.

This account of syllable structure is heavily based on Steriade 1982. The syllabification of
consonant clusters containing more than two consonants, in particular, is disputed and dif-
ficult to establish for certain: see also Lupag 1972: 153-62; Devine and Stephens 1994:
42-3.



CHAPTER EIGHT

Morphology and Word
Formation

Michael Weiss

Morphology

It has long been customary in the Western linguistic tradition to recognize two
components in the grammar for the combination of form and meaning. On the one
hand, form and meaning combine at the level of the sentence, and this is the domain
of syntax. On the other hand, form and meaning combine at the level of the word,
and this is the domain of morphology. This traditional view, which has been chal-
lenged in recent years, is called the lexicalist hypothesis.

Under the influence of the ancient Indian grammarian Panini, linguists have long
realized that many words may be analyzed into smaller, typically meaningful units
called morphemes. In older Indo-European languages, it is normally the case that a
simplex word conforms to the following structure: Root - Suffix ,  —Ending. Roots,
suffixes, and endings may be broadly defined in semantico-syntactic terms. Roots give
the basic lexical meaning. For example, all derivatives of the root *sed- have to do with
“sitting”: £00g “seat” < *sed-os; {Cw “I seat” < *si-sd-oh,. Suftixes provide information
about word class (nominal or verbal, nomina agentis, nomina actionis) and /or gram-
matical function (tense, aspect, and mood markers, etc.). Endings provide informa-
tion that permits a word to be interpreted in a given syntactic context (case, number,
person, voice). Suffixes and endings are not required for wordhood. Root nouns, for
example, are suffixless, affixing endings directly to the root, and some imperative
forms are the bare root with no suffix or ending.

Associations of various strength exist between words with partially overlapping
meaning or structure. For example, in English the present tense and past tense of the
same verb are strongly associated, and 3 sg. pr. tense of one verb and the 3 sg. pr. of
another are also associated but perhaps to a lesser degree. These associations, which
are often thought of as rules of inflection and derivation, can lead to the remodeling
or creation of forms which are not the simple result of the cumulative workings of
sound change. These remodelings are said to be the result of analogy. For example, the
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past tense of the verb s¢7ive in many forms of present-day English is strove, not strived,
which continues the Old English form. It is clear that strove has originated on the
model of so-called strong verbs with the pattern: present drive ~ past drove. The crea-
tion of strove is often represented in the form of a four-part analogy, i.c., drive:
drove: strive: X, X = strove. Another but not entirely distinct type of analogy is called
paradigm leveling. In cases of this sort, alternation has been introduced into a for-
merly unitary paradigm, often as the result of sound change, but one of the two alter-
nates is generalized restoring a non-alternating paradigm. In Greek, for example, the
regular outcome of a proto-form *basilen-56 “I rule as king” would have been
*basileiio, but on the basis of extra-present forms which retained the stem form
basilen-, the phonologically expected form of the present stem was replaced in almost
all Greek dialects by faouhedw. Analogy, broadly defined, is the most powerful mech-
anism of morphological change and will be frequently mentioned below.

Nominal Morphology

The Attic Greek nominal system expresses the morpho-syntactic categories of case
(nom., voc., acc., dat. and gen. with scattered traces of a locative), number (sg., du.,
and pl.), and gender (masc., fem., and neut.). The case system has been reduced from
the earlier PIE eight-case system by the merger of the genitive and ablative singular as
the genitive, and the merger of the dative, locative, and instrumental cases as the
dative. The survival of distinctive dual forms is a notable archaism of Attic within the
realm of the Greek dialects.

The gender system makes a major division between non-neuter and neuter, the lat-
ter of which is characterized by identity of the nominative, vocative and accusative in
all numbers. The masculine and feminine distinction is not consistently expressed
morphologically. Nouns of identical stem types may be either masculine or feminine
(6 Méyog vs 1) gnydg, O motiie vs M uiftne), although stem types do tend to have pre-
dominant gender tendencies. Attic Greek is thus a moderately archaic Indo-European
language, comparable broadly speaking in terms of nominal morphology to Classical
Latin or Gothic.

Case endings

There are two partially overlapping sets of nominal case endings, the so-called the-
matic and athematic endings. The thematic endings occur in the thematic or o-stem
declension. The athematic endings occur in all other stem types although the underly-
ing identity of endings has been obscured through sound change, especially in the
a-stems.

The athematic endings are:

a#) Nom. sg. -g after a stem ending in a vowel or a stop, e.g., TOMG, PAEY.
After stems ending in continuants there is no surface -g but the stem vowel is
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lengthened, e.g., moti, datuwv. This lengthening results from a pre-PIE rule that
eliminates *-s after a sonorant consonant with a compensatory lengthening of the
preceding vowel.

b) Voc. sg. is the bare stem (Zdxpateg, mol < *paid) in many cases, but the
nominative has been generalized in stems ending in a stop (¢uUAog) and in most oxy-
tone sonorant stems (JTOWV).

¢) Acc. sg. -v after a vowel and -a after a consonant. These two allomorphs con-
tinue PIE *-m which became syllabic (i.e., *-» > Gk -a) after a consonant.

d) Dat. sg. -1, continues the PIE loc. sg. The expected dative ending *-¢7 (OL
VIRTUTEI) is continued in Mycenaean.

¢) Gen. sg. -og appears on the surface in stems ending in a consonant, for example,
in w0d-6¢ or Ndé(F)og, but in -, substantival v- and -n(F)-stems the ending is -wg < -og
by quantitative metathesis (ntéhews < * polenos). In o-stems -og contracts with the stem
vowel to give -ovg /-9s/ (Yévoug < * genesos) or -mg (YEQWS < *gerasos).

f) Nom. pl. - surfaces in consonant stems. In t-stems, v-stems and o-stems the
ending -e¢ combines with the preceding -& < *-¢i-, *-ey-, and *-es- to give -eig. After
stems in -n(F)- the resulting contraction gives -fic in Old Att., which is replaced by
-gic in later Attic.

4)  Acc. pl. -ag after a consonant comes from *-#s. By quantitative metathesis -ag
became -ag in pocihédg. In 1-stems, v-stems and ¢-stems the accusative in -€ug is iden-
tical to the nom. pl.

k) Dat. pl. -ouis seen in consonant stems like pheyi, yiyaol < *gigant-si. The dat.
pl. may be extended by v-mobile.

i) Gen. pl. -wv and under the accent -@v. The circumflex intonation reflects the
disyllabic Indo-European origin of this morpheme (*-0k 0m; note that the sign
“*h” [*h, *h,, *h,] refers to laryngeals, a set of reconstructed PIE consonants; see
further ch. 12).

7) Nom. voc. acc. du. The ending -& < *-/¢, originally proper only to animate
duals, e.g., mod-¢ has been extended also to neuter athematics, e.g., odpot-¢. In
o-stems, L-stems, and v-stems it contracts with the preceding vowel in hiatus: yével <
* genese, TOMeL < * polege, etc.

k) Gen. dat. du. -owv and under the accent -otv.The exact prehistory of this form
is debated.

Neuter forms differ only in nom., voc., and acc., which are always identical. In the
singular the neut. nom. acc. is endingless (Gotv, yévog). In the plural the ending is -o
(onuat-a), although contraction can obscure this ending, e.g., yévn < *genesa. This
ending continues PIE *-4,. The ending -a, originally belonging to ath. neut. plurals,
has been extended to them. neut. plurals, e.g., Tuyd, replacing *-a from *-¢h,.

Athematic nouns are also characterized in some cases by morphologically governed
alternations of vowel quantity and quality (adlaut). The different instantiations of the
ablauting vowel are called grades. For example, in matig, the lengthened grade of the
suffix mo-tije seen in the nominative alternates with an e-grade in the accusative
na-tép-a and a zero-grade, i.e., the absence of a vowel, in the gen. sg. ma-10-65. The
zero-grade was also present in the dat. pl. matodol << *ph -t7-su, but the development
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of *7 to ra has obscured this structure. These ablaut alternations are remnants of
more pervasive and systematic patterns of alternation in PIE.

The thematic endings may be derived in most cases by appending the athematic
endings to the thematic vowel -o-. This is the case in the nom. sg. -o-g, the acc. sg.
-0-v, acc. pl. -oug < *-0-ms. In the gen. pl. and the gen. dat. du. the thematic vowel is
synchronically deleted without trace before the vowel-initial endings -wv and -owv. In
the dat. sg. and nom. acc. du. the relation between the thematic and athematic end-
ings was obscured in pre-Greek times by phonological change. The ending -/ results
from a contraction of the thematic vowel *-0- and the dat. sg. ending *-¢z. The dual
ending - is from *-0-%, < *0-/ ¢ by a PIE apocope. In a number of cases the thematic
declension shares endings with the pronominal declension. In the gen. sg. -ov /-0/ <
*-osi0 (parallel to Tov) and the dat. pl. -owov//-0ig this was the PIE state of affairs. In the
case of the nom. pl., the replacement of thematic *-6s < *-o-es (Ved. devizh “gods™),
by *-0i (Gk -ot) of pronominal origin (Gk o ~ Ved. #¢ < *t0z) happened multiple times
in the history of various daughter languages including Greek and Latin. In the dat. pl.
the ending -owot, which is found in Attic documents until about 450 BCE, continues a
Proto-Greek remodeling of the loc. pl. *-odsu after the loc. sg. *-i. The form -oug,
which occurs beside -oiot, and which is generalized after 450 BCE, continues the PIE
instr. pl. *-0ss (Ved. deviih “gods”).

Neuter thematic nouns, like all neuters, have just one form for nominative, voca-
tive, and accusative. In the singular the ending in -ov (Quyév = Lat. iugums).

There are two notable subtypes of the thematic declension, the Attic declension
and the contracted declension, both resulting from relatively recent sound changes.
The core of the Attic declension is made up of nouns and adjectives where the origi-
nally long stem vowel and the thematic endings underwent quantitative metathesis,
e.g., M6g > hedds. The contracted declension results from the elimination of the hia-
tuses created by the loss of stem-final consonants, e.g., *osteion > 6otéov > doTOV,
* plonos > mhéog > mhoTG.

Athematic stem types: the sub-classes

Athematic stems are traditionally divided into a number of sub-classes on the basis of
the stem-final consonant. Each sub-class has its own peculiarities.

@) Stop-final stems. Nouns ending in a stop generally do not show any alteration
of the pre-stop vowel. Exceptions are aAdmng, -exog and movg, 10dds. Outside of the
nom. sg. yuvij, which is archaic, the word has become a stop stem yuvoux-.

b) Z-stems. In this class the regular loss of intervocalic *s has lead in Attic to con-
traction of the suffixal and desinential vowel, e.g., gen. sg. *jénh,-¢es-0s > *génehos >
*géneos (Ion. yéveog) > yévoug. In addition to neuter o-stems of the yévog type, the
class comprises neuters in -ag (xéos), adjectives and personal names in -ng (eduevic),
and animate stems in -mg (0iddg). These last are normally remade in Attic either as
Attic declension forms or as t-stems.

¢) Liquid stems. With the exception of éhg, these are all p-stems. Important sub-
classes are agent nouns in -twQ (ddtwe) and -tio (dotip), relationship nouns in -tmE
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(moth), neuter nouns with a nom.-acc. ending in -g that alternates with an oblique
stem in -ot- < *-p-t-, e.g., Vdwp, Vdarog; Tmag, fmatog. These continue the PIE 7/%
heteroclites. Cf. Hitt. nom.-acc. wadar, gen. weden-as “water.”

d) N-stems. Most v-stems have non-sigmatic nominatives (dofpwv), but a few
have added an analogical -s (otg < *#hins, nteig <* ktens). Some nouns display ablaut of
the suffixal vowel (datuwv, daipovog). Others do not (ndywv, tdymvog). Neuters in
-y, -poog (omduo, oduatog) are also historically #-stems since -ua is from *-mzn. Cf.
Lat. car-men, carminis.

¢) I-and v-stems. In Attic the unmarked type of i-stem is the wéhig type with gen.
in -ewg and a stem in € in the gen. and dat. pl. (wéhewv, wéleot). Outside of Attic this
type is virtually unheard of, and instead we find a consistent stem in -z- (néAog,
7oMeg, 6Ms). The v-stems are quite parallel showing a stem vowel -e- in all case
forms except the nom., voc., and acc. sg. Y-stem adjectives have -gog in the gen. sg.
(mdéog < *suadenos) whereas v-stem nouns have taken over the form -ewg (Goteng)
from the 1-stems. Beside these 1- and v-stems there are also some ©-stems (iydv,
ix00og) which alternate between © pre-consonantally and v pre-vocalically. A very
productive diphthongal stem type is formed by nouns with nominatives in -gdg. The
underlying form of this suftix in most cases is /-¢u#-/. Before a consonant £# is short-
ened to -ex- by Osthoft’s Law (faocihetol). Before a vowel the glide was lost and the
resulting sequence underwent quantitative metathesis or prevocalic shortening
(Baoémg, Paocréa, pachéwv, Paohéds), and like-vowel contraction (Baoihet, Old
Att. Baoiig).

The a/ a-stems and theiv subtypes

In Attic the first declension has a number of subtypes. First, there are the feminine
stems in -1. These continue Proto-Greek * #-stems (preserved unchanged in non-
Attic-Tonic dialects) which have become n-stems by the Attic-Ionic shift of *a ton [£].
By Attic Reversion these have again become a-stems after €, 1, and o (subtype fuéoa).
The endings of this type are derivable from the athematic endings added to the stem
in the gen. sg., dat. sg., acc. sg., acc. pl., and the loc./dat. pl. of the Advvnou(v) type.
The other cases are either anomalous (the nom. sg. -1, which was always endingless,
attests to the origin of this declension as a neuter) or analogical (the nom. pl. -ou has
been remade after thematic -ou; the gen. pl. -@v derives from an *-4som of pronominal
origin (cf. Ved. tasam “of these,” fem.); the dat. pl. -aig, generalized as the sole dative
plural after ¢. 420 BCE, is analogical to -oig. The nom.-acc. du. -6 is modeled on the
masc. nom. acc. du. -o.

A second subdivision of the 4-stems is the poipa, wotpdg type. These nouns have an
alternation between short 2 in the nominative (-6) and accusative (-av) and long a
(realized normally as ) in the genitive and dative singular. The plural of this type is
identical to the consistent long-vowel type. The suffix of this subtype continues the
so-called devi suffix (Ved. devi “goddess”—see also ch. 12). In PIE the ablauting suf-
fix *-4h, with a zero-grade in the strong cases (nom. *-4/,, acc. *- il,m) and a full grade
in the weak cases (gen. *-ieh,s, dat. *-jeh,ei) made feminines especially to athematic
bases. In Greek, the regular phonological development of final *-i/, was *-a. The yod
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was mainly eliminated by combinatory sound changes: *smdr-ih, > *mdrin > poiga;
*mélit-ih,> *mélitia > péhrra.

A third type is constituted by the masculine n-stems. In Attic and many other dialects
the nominative of masculine n-stems is characterized by a final -¢: mohitng. The antiquity
of this analogical introduction of -g from the other declension classes to mark the mascu-
line n-stems is debated. In Attic the genitive singular in -ov has simply been borrowed
from the thematic stems and replaces the expected genitive *-4s. Other dialects show the
reflex of a form *-a0 (Myc. -a-0, Ion. -ew) evidently remodeled in some fashion on the
o-stem gen. sg. while it was still disyllabic (*-00, < *-0b0 < *-0lio < *-osi0).

Adjectives

Most adjectives follow the thematic declension for the masculine and neuter, and the
1-stem declension for the feminine &yaddc, dyodyj, dyoddv. Many compound the-
matic adjectives and some simplex adjectives do not have a distinct feminine, e.g.,
Gdwrog, ddwov. There are also athematic adjectives of the various nominal subtypes.
Some have distinct feminine forms made with the devi suffix (*-:4,) (7100g, Hdeio 1OV;
uéhag, uéhawva, uéhav). Others, predominantly s-stems and #-stems, have no distinct
feminine (&AnOvig, GAndég “true,” eddaipnwv, eldawwov “happy”). Gradable adjectives
can make synthetic comparative and superlative forms. Primary comparatives and
superlatives are made to a limited number of bases directly from the root with the
suffixes -lwv or *-iom- and -wotog respectively (e.g., 1d0g, 79-twv, #d-toTog; TalC,
Ydrtov, tdywortog). This suffixation is also found in the suppletive comparative stems
like &ryadde, aueivav, douotog. The v-stem declension of the primary comparative is a
post-Mycenaean replacement of an older s-stem inflection still surviving in the alter-
native acc. masc. fem. sg. and nom. acc. neut. pl. fe;im < *-os2 and nom. pl. masc.
fem. Peltiovg < *-oses.

The more productive comparative and superlative suffixes are -tepog and -tovog,
which are added to the stem of the positive. In origin, the suffix *-zeros had differen-
tial or contrastive force mainly with pronominal and adverbial bases: * 2”o- teros “which
of two?,” from the interrogative stem *k”o- > nétegog. When the suffixes -tegog and
-torog are added to thematic bases with a short penultimate the presuffixal vowel
appears as -, €.g., véog > vedteQog vs Aemtdg > Aemrdtepos. This long-vowel allo-
morph may be an old instrumental reutilized to fill a prosodic template.

Word Formation

Derivational morphology, also known as word formation, concerns the creation of
new words either from roots (primary derivation), or from already derived words
(secondary derivation), or the combination of two or more word stems (compound-
ing). In Greek, derivational morphology often involves the addition of affixal mate-
rial (external derivation), e.g., xdoi-¢ — yogi-eig, but sometimes proceeds by
rearrangement of ablaut and/or accent position (internal derivation), e.g., Aeuxdg
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“bright” — Aetrog “whitefish.” The subject of Greek derivational morphology is
extremely complex and can barely be touched upon here. A few notable formants
are exemplified below.

@) 1ouog type: From a verbal root a nomen actionis could be made by adding
the thematic vowel to the o-grade of the root. In such nomina actionis the root
bore the accent: t1o6y0g “a race” « 1éxw “run”. When the téuog type occurred in
the second part of a babuvrihi (on this concept, see ch. 12), the first member could
be interpreted as the object of the verbal noun (type dputéuog). This reinterpreta-
tion led to the creation of a compound type with an o¢-grade thematic noun in
agential sense as second member, e.g., AvdQOYEVOg ¢— POVOG.

b) touds type: An o-grade deverbal derivative with an accented thematic vowel
was a nomen agentis, €.g., 100x0¢ “wheel” « toéym.

¢) -€0- < *-¢io- made adjectives of material: xpvoeog < xovodc. Cf. Lat. argenteus
“of silver.”

d) *-ifo- made primary deverbal adjectives, e.g., &ylog < &Couan, and secondary
genitival adjectives, e.g., owtiolog < owtio. This suffix was used in some dialects to
form patronymics, e¢.g., Hom. Tehaudviog Alog “Ajax son of Telamon,” and the neu-
ter was substantivized in diminutive function, e.g., moudiov «— maic.

¢) Four related suffixes with corresponding feminine byforms make instrument
nouns from verbal bases. These are -toov//-100 (Aéxtoov <— Aéyxonon, Hom. orton <
*yerh - “speak” (£0éw)), -Oov /-0od (Badoov < Paivw, x0enddoa — noeudvvo),
-thov (yuthov < yéw) and -Ohov (yévedhov < &yéveto). All four variants have matches
in other traditions.

Verbal Morphology

The PIE verb system inherited by Greek (see also ch. 12) was characterized by a three-
way aspectual distinction into imperfective, perfective, and resultative stems. In the
indicative of the imperfective stem a contrast was made between a non-past tense, the
present, inflected with the primary endings, and a past tense, the imperfect, built with
the secondary endings and the prefixed augment. The perfective did not have non-past
forms, since perfective aspect and the descriptive character of the non-past tense are
incompatible. The perfective and its past indicative stem are traditionally called the
aorist. The non-past of the resultative stem is traditionally called the perfect. The
resultative stem developed a past form with the secondary endings and the prefixed
augment (at least) in the form of Indo-European ancestral to Greek and Indo-Iranian.

Greek has preserved the Indo-European situation more faithfully than most daugh-
ter languages. The chief structural innovation in Greek is the creation of new tense
stem, the future, out of a PIE desiderative present formation. The chief semantic
innovation, achieved completely only after Homer, was the reinterpretation of the
resultative as a true perfect, i.e., a past event with current relevance. This reinterpreta-
tion brought the meaning of the perfect fairly close to that of the aorist and ultimately
the perfect stem was almost entirely eliminated in post-Classical Greek.
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Table 8.1 The Proto-Indo-European tense-aspect system

Imperfective Perfective Resultative
Non-past present —— perfect
Past imperfect aorist pluperfect (?)
Diathesis

The Greekverb also inherited a two-way contrast of diathesis from Proto-Indo-European.
The active voice was contrasted with the middle voice at least in the imperfect and per-
fective stems through different sets of personal endings. The middle voice forms indi-
cated a greater degree of subject affectedness. For some event types this greater degree
of affectedness was an inherent feature of the verbal idea. Verbs representing those types
are media tantum. For other event types, higher affectedness is optionally expressed by
the use of middle personal endings. There was no distinct formal expression of passive,
but the middle forms of certain event types did permit a passive reading. Overall, Greek
preserved this system quite faithfully. The chief innovations were the creation of distinct
passive forms for the future and aorist based on the suffix -(9)y-.

Mood

The Greek moods continue the PIE moods in more or less unchanged function.
These are the indicative, the subjunctive, and the optative. The imperative, sometimes
classified as a mood, stands somewhat apart morphologically since it is expressed
through a distinct set of endings and not through a suffixally formed modal stem as
the other non-indicative moods are. Modal stems are formed in all three aspects.

The athematic optative is characterized by the suffix -tn- ~ -i-. This suffix continues
PIE *-iéh - which was added to the usually zero-grade root in the active singular and
alternated with the zero-grade allomorph *-ik - elsewhere, e.g., *b s-ieh -m > ey =
Old Lat. siem ~ *h s -il-ent > elev = Old Lat. sient. Greek has optionally generalized
the full grade of the suffix also to the plural (¢émoav). The athematic paradigm has
spread to moléw-type verbs to some extent: mowoinv beside regular thematic mototut.
The o-aorist optative in -gLag, -le, -etav probably replaced an earlier -ie still preserved
in the Cretan forms dixaxoie “judge,” Feorotev “make.” These continue a subtype of
optative with zero-grade of the suffix (*-24-) throughout the paradigm. The forms
-EL0G, -ELE, -EL0V are more common than -oug, -ai- -ouev in Attic.

When derived from thematic stems the optative has the invariant shape -oi-. This
morpheme continues the zero-grade of the optative suffix *-zs- appended to the
o-grade of the thematic vowel: pépol = Ved. bbdret. The optative originally required
secondary endings. Thus the 1 sg. gpépouyu is an innovation. The expected secondary
ending is retained in the famous Arcadian optative ¢EghouvoLa.

The most basic exponent of the subjunctive is at least superficially identical to the
thematic vowel. When the subjunctive is formed from an athematic stem the forms
were originally identical to a thematic indicative. This pattern is retained in Homer and
some dialects in the short vowel subjunctive: Lesb. xnwivoelr, Hom. €iEeauw subjunctives
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of athematic sigmatic aorist indicatives. Cf. Ved. dsa#(7) subj., Lat. erit “will be,” both
continuing */ es-e-ti subj. of */es-ti “is” (Ved. dsti, Lat. est). When the subjunctive
vowel was added to a thematic stem the thematic vowel contracted with the subjunc-
tive vowel creating the long vowel subjunctive, e.g., Aetmy. Cf. Ved. bbivat(s) built to
the thematic indicative bhavati “is.” The long vowel subjunctive spreads also to origi-
nally athematic stems already in Homer: méupouev (Od. 20.383) etc. Indo-Iranian
shows both primary and secondary endings for the subjunctive. Greek may have traces
of the same.

In PIE the imperative had distinctive forms in 2 sg. act. and perhaps mid. Elsewhere
the forms were either identical to unaugmented forms with secondary endings (2 pl.
act. and mid.) or derived from secondary forms by the addition of a particle. In 2 sg.
for athematics the ending is either ¢ (lom “stand!,” cf. Lat. 7 < */ei.) or -U (lod
“bel”< *est"i < *h sd’i) < *- d"i), cf. GAves. z-d7 “be!” Thematic forms have no ending
and the e-grade of the thematic vowel, e.g., dye “drive” = Lat. age. The sigmatic aorist
imperative form -oov, e.g., detEov “show!” is an unclear innovation. The aorist imper-
atives d6¢, £, Uég, oxéc may possibly continue old unaugmented secondary forms.
The 3 sg. act. ending -tw continues *-#04. In Indo-Iranian and Latin this ending func-
tions as the marker of the so-called future imperative. This form was originally person,
number, and voice indifferent. A trace of -t in non-third person use may be found in
the Hesychian gloss éAdet®-¢- éM0¢ (Salamis on Cyprus). In Greek the ending has
been reanalyzed and incorporated into the unmarked imperative paradigm. Gk gegétw
< *Yeretor ~ OL CAIDITOD. PIE also used *-#d¢ in the plural of future imperatives.

This under-differentiation was eliminated in various ways. In Attic a number of dif-
ferent solutions were tried out. The earliest appears to have been combing -tw with
3 pl. ind. -vt- (cf. Rhod. ypagdéviw) and then hyper-pluralizing this with the addition
of the secondary 3 pl. morpheme -v. The end result was Old Att. and Ion. pgdévimv.
A later solution was the addition of a secondary 3 pl. ending, either -v or -oav, directly
to the 3 sg. imp. yielding forms like Att. #otwv and after ¢. 300 BCE £otwoav. For
3 mid. sg. and pl. Greek created a new distinctive form on the analogy 2 pl. act. ind.
-te: 2 pl. mid. indic. -o9¢:: 3 sg. act. imp. -tw: X, X = 3 sg. mid. imp. -odw, e.g.,
énéovm “let him follow.” This form was originally both singular and plural, a situation
preserved in Asia Minor: E. Ion. 3 sg. and pl. 3¢00w, Rhod. ¢mpehecdw, but in Attic
with various differentiations the 3 pl. mid. became -odwv, i.e., 60w + v (Hom. Class.
Att. Enéodwv), -v- . . .00w(V), Arg. y00vodd < *Krednst’s, Old Att. émpueroodov and
-00w + oav in Late Att. and Koine.

Personal endings

The primary endings of Greek are used in the present indicative, the future indicative,
the perfect middle, and all subjunctives. The secondary endings occur in the imper-
fect and aorist indicative and in all optatives. The endings of the perfect active remain
distinct even in the Classical period, although they are classified as primary endings
based on the 3 du. and 3 pl. forms. Greek also continues an inherited distinction
between active and middle personal endings. The personal endings of thematic and
athematic verbs differ fundamentally in the active singular. In other slots the thematic
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Table 8.2 Primary verbal endings in Greek

Athematic Thematic Athematic Thematic

active active Perfect middle middle
1 sg. - -0 -0 -uoi -ouow
2 sg. - -E1G -0g -oo -g0u/-n
3 sg. -0l -€L -€ -TOolL -ETOL
2 du. -tov -€-TOV -TovV -ovov -egVoV
3 du. -Tov -&-TOV -Tov -ovov -eov0V
1 pl. -uev -0-Uev -uev -ueda -opeda
2 pl. -Te --T¢ -Te -ove -eaVe
3pl -VOL -0V0L - Q0L -VTolL -OVIOlL

Table 8.3 Secondary verbal
endings in Greek

Active Middle
1 sg. -V, -0 -unv
2 sg. - -ada -00
3 sg. -9 -T0
2 du. -Tov -odov
3 du. -y -oUnv
1 pl. -uev -ueda
2 pl. -T€ -ov¢
3 pl -V, -O0V V10

forms are underlyingly the athematic personal endings preceded by the ablauting the-
matic vowel *¢/0.

In PIE the athematic active singular endings were *-mi, *-si, *-#i (see also table
12.5). 1 and 3 sg. continue these forms directly. In 2 sg. the expected reflex of *-si is
continued in the monosyllabic forms &l “you are” < */ ési < *h és-si and with rechar-
acterization in @yjc. Elsewhere the athematic paradigms have introduced -¢ (ttong,
etc.), originally the secondary ending. 3 sg. -ou is regular in Att.-Ion., Myc. and Arc.-
Cyp. from *-23; cf. Dor. -t and, with t preserved after o, éo-tl. In 1 pl. some dialects
have -peg (Dor., Arc.), which may have been the original primary ending, while -pev
may originally have been a secondary ending. 3 pl. -vouv < *-n#i (cf. Dor. -vuL) is never
seen on the surface in Attic. After the thematic vowel -o- the *# is lost by the second
compensatory lengthening giving -ovotl. In some categories of athematic verbs the
3 pl. ending was *-enti, which is continued in Myc. ¢-e-5i /ehensi/ < *hs-énti. In
some athematic paradigms, e.g., reduplicated present stem, the 3 pl. ending after a
consonant was *-z#i. By regular phonological development this became *-a#:. This
form was recharacterized as 3 plural by the addition of an # and *-anti became —aot.
—aot was generalized to give the 3 pl. forms Ti9éaot, dd6a0L, ioTdot, iGot.
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The active secondary endings are distinct from the primary endings in the sg., the
3 du. and pl. In PIE these endings differed from the primary endings by the absence
of the active primary marker *-i. These were *-m/*-m, *-s, *-t, *-teh,m, *-nt. By
sound change these became -v//-a, -g, -0, -mv, -v. Beside 3 pl. -v, preserved, e.g., in
gEamov, the allomorph -cov extracted from the sigmatic aorist, has been widely
extended in Attic, e.g., ioav.

Distinct perfect endings are maintained only in the singular in Greek. The most
archaic endings are preserved in the paradigm of “know” 1 sg. old-a, 2 sg. oio-Da
(< *npoid- t'a), 3 sg. 0id-¢. Cf. Ved. 1 sg. véd-a, 2 sg. vét-tha, 3 sg. véd-a. These end-
ings continue the PIE *-4.¢ endings, which were originally not limited to resultative
forms and ultimately are related to the endings of the middle. The 2 sg. -Oa has, with
the exception of olo-da, been replaced with -ag, imported from the c-aorist. In 3 pl.
Greek has effaced any trace of the PIE r-ending (Lat. -ére, Ved. -u7). The first replace-
ment was -aot (Hom. meginaotl) < -at (Delph. tegntevratt) < *-»¢i original to the
reduplicated presents. As in the athematic presents this ending was recharacterized by
the insertion of *# and when this *» was lost by the second compensatory lengthen-
ing the result was -aot.

The primary middle endings, originally very similar to the perfect endings, have by
analogical remodelings become more like the active forms. They have acquired the
same primary marker -1, replacing the earlier distinct middle primary marker *-7 (pre-
served and generalized in Lat. -zu7, etc.). In most dialects, except Arc., Cyp., and
Myc., the a-vocalism proper to 1 sg. has been generalized to all of the singular replac-
ing -cot and -tov with -oow and -tow. The 2 and 3 du. form -odov has been created in
Greek on the model -t¢ : -tov :: -00¢ : X, X = -aUov.

The secondary middle endings of 2 and 3 sg. and 3 pl. (-(o)o, -T0, -vT0) preserve
the original o-vocalism. The long n of 1 sg. -unv, non-Att.-Ion. —udv, continues
*-hehe (> *-a), a reduplicated form of the ending *-4,¢ also found in Hittite. The
u- and -v are the result of approximations to both - and -v in the 1 sg. act.

Stem Formation

Aorist stems may be built in a number of different fashions.

@) Root aorists affix the endings to the uncharacterized root. Full-grade occurs in
the singular and originally 1 and 2 pl: €Bnv &€Bnuev = Ved. dgam dgama. Middle root
aorists have zero-grade throughout with some exceptions @Oduevog (: Epimv).
k-aorists (of unclear origin) replace the root aorists of didmut, Tidnut, and e in the
singular E0mxa, #dwna, fra ~ Edeuev Edouev, eluev. Boeotian preserves an unextended
form in Gvedn).

b) Thematic aorists are characterized by a zero-grade root and thematic endings.
Before the assignment of recessive accent to finite verbal forms the thematic vowel
bore the accent. This pattern survives exceptionally in the imperatives id¢, haf€, €EA0E
and regularly in the participle (Mmd@dv) and infinitive (Atelv). Few thematic aorists can
be traced to PIE, and many examples replace older athematic root aorists. e.g., #xhvov
vs #ht0L, Khbuevog = Ved. 4-570-¢ “heard.” Thematic aorists often pattern with e-grade
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thematic presents: €lwov ~ Aelmw, €dpaxov ~ dégrouan, a pattern elaborated in Greek.
Another common pattern is co-occurrence with present stems in -N-C-dvw, e.g.,
Ehadov ~ havodvm, Ehapov ~ haufdvm. The thematic aorist is on the decline in Greek.
In Koine we find forms like €neca replacing earlier €xecov (see ch. 16).

¢) Reduplicated aorist: formula CeC.C-£/6-. These forms frequently have factitive
sense in Greek though there is no factitive sense in the inherited examples. * 4 é-
J"eg""nét > Eneve “killed,” aor. of Vetvw; * /¢ -uek”-et > Eene “said” = Ved. dvocat.

d) The s-aorist or sigmatic aorist was characterized in the form of PIE ancestral to
Grecek and Indo-Iranian by a marker -s- added directly to the lengthened-grade of the
root: *(¢)-déik-s-m “showed” > £deiEa, GAves. 3 sg. dais, Lat. dixi “said.” In Greek
sound change and analogy have eliminated the evidence for the lengthened grade. The
sigmatic aorist paradigm was athematic, but has generalized a stem vowel -a- from
the reflex of the vocalic nasal in 1 sg. (-a < -#) and 3 pl. (-oav < *-sa+n << *-spt). The
original athematic status of the sigmatic aorist is also shown by the short vowel subjunc-
tive, found frequently in Homer and the dialects. 3 sg. -& is probably by analogy to the
perfect. The *scombining with roots ending in a nasal is lost with compensatory length-
ening of the preceding vowel in the non-Aeolic dialects: paivem ~ Egnva; #olvm ~ ExQivas
most liquid final stems follow this pattern (analogically at least in part): otéhMw ~
gotelha; wadaipw ~ éxdomea. The sigmatic aorist is very productive. It provides the
aorist for most types of denominative verbs and all contract presents: guléw ~ £piAnoa;
TWaw ~ &rtiunoa; dovkém ~ €dovhwoa; facihetn ~ épaocthevoa. The sigmatic aorist,
especially when opposed to a root aorist, has transitivizing function: €omv “stood”
intr., éomoa “stood up”, tr.

¢) The -n- intransitive aorist. The aorist passive in Greek is not essentially a passive
but an intransitive: &ydonv “I rejoiced,” éudvnv “I went crazy.” This stem form is
characterized by the stative suffix -n- < *-eh, cf. Lat. tacére, habére. The -On- aorist, as
in 1aOm “stretched” ~ teivo and éotdon ~ {otw is in origin the same as the -n- aorist,
but has been extended by a -U- which arose by analogy: -&minoa (¢« mipmhnu),
*$on (< TMidw) :: Elvoa, X X = éModn.

From the present stem were made in PIE the present in all its moods, and the
imperfect. The present indicative was characterized by primary endings. The imper-
fect was characterized by secondary endings and the augment. The augment is found
in Greek, Indo-Iranian, Armenian, and Phrygian. The following stem formations are
notable:

2) Root presents were formed by affixing the ending directly to the root. The
root had accented e-grade in the active singular and zero-grade elsewhere, e.g., *b éi-ti
“(s)he goes”: > elow,Ved. éti, *hi-més “we go” >> iuev, Ved. imih; *h és-ti ‘is” > éoti,
Ved. dsti.

b) Reduplicated presents. Greek has partially conflated two distinct types of redu-
plicated presents: i) z-reduplicated thematic (originally *-4.¢ presents), e.g., yiyvetou,
Lat. gignit < * jignh e-; i) e-reduplicated athematic presents of the type best preserved
in Vedic dddhati “makes, puts” < *d"é-d"eh-ti. In Greek some of the /-reduplicated
type have been dethematized, e.g., iomot, and the athematic ¢e-reduplicated type have
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been maintained as athematics but have changed to i-reduplication, e.g., Gk dtdwot
“gives” vs Ved. dddati < *dé-deh - ti.

¢) Greek inherited from PIE a class of presents which were characterized by an
ablauting infix *-z¢- in the singular active *-#- elsewhere inserted into the zero-grade
of the root: *ieng- “yoke” > *iu-né-g-ti, *iu-n-g-énti. This type of stem often pro-
vided presents to root aorists. In Greek the two most productive subtypes of the
nasal-infix class are i) those built to roots ending in the second laryngeal (Hom.
dapvnu, dduvatar “overpower” < *dmp-ne-h-ti, *dm-nh-toi; aor. £dduacoe). Attic
retains only dvvauar. Otherwise, these presents are replaced with new formations
(dopdCm, repdvvum, etc.); ii) those built to roots ending in -#-, (Hom. «ivuto <
*(8)-ki-n-u-to, aor. €6ogva < *é-kieu-m). The latter class was widely generalized to
become the productive -vu- ~ -vv- suffix, e.g., Cevyvom “yoke,” delxvou “show,” The
nasal infix into stop-final roots, which survives in Lat. rumpé (pf. 7ipt) etc., has been
climinated. The productive -N-. . . -avo/e- type (muvddvopor ~ €muddunv) probably
arose via a reinterpretation of examples like yavddvw < *§nd-n-h -e- which may be
analyzed as originally denominative to *-¢h, stems.

4) Simple thematic presents are formed by affixing the ablauting thematic vowel
*-¢-/*-0- to the root normally, but not exclusively, in the ¢-grade, e.g., &xeL = Ved.
sahati < *sef”-e-; oglew = Ved. tvésati < *tuéis-e-. This type was highly productive in
many Indo-European traditions including Greek, where it is often seen replacing
older formations, ¢.g., heimw, which replaced a nasal infix present continued in Lat.
linguo.

¢) *-ie-/-g0- presents. The suffix *-ze-/-70- made both deverbative and denominal
present stems. A variety of sound changes have obscured the suffix. Some deverbative
*-je-/-10- presents are middle only: *m»-se/0- > natvouon, Ved. minyate. Others are
not, e.g., falvew < *4"m-ie/0-, Lat. venié. Some examples of denominative *-ze-/-zo-
presents: dvouaivm, from the original #-stem 6vouoa. Cf. Hitt. lamniya- “to name”;
from voiceless dental and velar stems: guldtiw <*p*ulak-56, cf. OME, oéttm, < *eres-
10, ct. épeTudv; from voiced velar stems: COATCw < *salping-10, cf. odAmiyE; from labial
final stems: At < *blaP-10, cf. BAGPn. From -gug nouns were formed the faoihetm
type. The regular outcome of *basilenio is facihetw, which is preserved in Elean, but
elsewhere -gvw has been restored on the basis of extra-present forms.

f) When added to vocalic bases the yod of the suffix was lost in the intervocalic
position. From thematic bases the suffix added to the e-grade produced the guAéw
type, with subsequent contractions in Attic. The tudw type derives predominantly
from denominals built to 4-stems. The dovAdw factitive type is back-formed on the
model of the other contract types from denominal adjectives.

J) *_she-/*-sho- presents. Greek inherited a present-stem forming suffix of this
shape, but its PIE function is hard to determine. In Latin it forms inchoatives
(cresco “increase”). In Tocharian it makes causatives. In Anatolian and in Ionian
Greek it makes iteratives/imperfectives (@evyeoxne “was fleeing” iteratively, Hitt.
peske- “give” iterative of pai-). The suftix is typically added to the zero-grade of the
root, ¢.g., Hom. fdoxe “go!” < *g’”msl%é—, ct. Ved. gdcchati. EQyetan continues an
original *-ske-/*-sko- presents *J p-ské- (Ved. rechiti, Hitt. arshizi) obscured by
sound change.
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h) o-grade iterative with suffix *-éie-/*-éi0-. Another source for -éw contract verbs
are the derived o-grade deverbals with the suftix *-éie-/*-éio-. In Greek these survive
only as lexicalized forms in iterative function, e.g., pogéw “wear” < *b’oréie/o- “carry
around” derived from gépw “carry.” Elsewhere this formation also makes causatives,
e.g., Lat. monet “warns” < *mon-éie-ti “causes to think” < *men- “think.”

With the exception of ((F)oida), which may historically not have been a perfect at
all, the perfect stem is always characterized by reduplication. The original ablaut pat-
tern, still preserved in ((F)oida) ~ Fiduev,/iouev and a few other traces in Homer, was
o-grade in the indicative singular and zero-grade elsewhere. Most paradigms have lev-
eled the ablaut or introduced the ablaut grade of the corresponding present. There
are a number of reduplication peculiarities. “Attic reduplication” is the result of laryn-
geal lengthening: *4 [(e)ud’- “come” (¢MD-) — *h le-h lond’-¢ > *éMhovde with
metrical lengthening Hom. eikjhovde. When a root began with a consonant cluster,
reduplication was replaced with €-: €Cevynoun, &pevopar. This probably originates in
perfects like Eoynuow < *besk’emai < * sesk’emai.

The » formant of the »-perfects, apparently created on the pattern of the x-aorist,
was originally limited to the singular: €éomna ~ Eotauev; pépnxra ~ BéPauev. In post-
Homeric Greek the »-perfect enjoyed great success, and supplied the perfect for all
denominatives, e.g., Tettunxa.

a)  The aspirated perfect. In transitive perfects ending in a labial or velar the stem-
final consonant was aspirated. The aspiration arose in 2 pl. mid., 3 sg. imp. mid., and
infinitive where the -s- of the ending was lost with aspiration, e.g., Hom. tetpd@dw <
*tetyp-st'o; térodon < *tetak-st’ai. From there it spread to the 3 pl. mid., e.g.,
tetpdpartar (Hom.) ~ toénw, tetdyotan (Thuc.) ~ tdttw, then to the active with tran-
sitive sense, TETOE.

b) The perfect middle was perhaps not fully elaborated in PIE, although it exists
as a category in Greek and Vedic. In Greek it is characterized by reduplication, zero-
grade root and athematic, primary endings: otéAw ~ Eotahuon teivw ~ térapar. The
Proto-Attic-Ionic 3 pl. ending should have been -otow < *-gtai. This form is well
attested in Ionic and other dialects, e.g., tetdporar (Hdt. 6.103) ~ ddmrw, etc. Attic
has replaced this with a periphrasis made up of the perfect middle participle and 3 pl.
of the verb “to be,” e.g., hehewupévor eiot(v).

¢) The pluperfect, if it existed in PIE, as now seems probable, was made from the
(augmented and) reduplicated perfect stem with secondary, athematic (*-m: type)
endings. This type is essentially preserved in Homer in the middle, and in the dual and
plural of the active, e.g., Hom. glpogrto < *sesmyro, Att. éAélvto. But in the active
singular, innovative forms have arisen: Homer has 1 sg. f{dea, 3 sg. jdn and {dee, but
in other pluperfects -ei predominates. Classical Attic has introduced the -¢€- as a theme
vowel throughout the dual and plural, e.g., é\eloineuev.

The Greek futures are in origin desideratives, morphologically comparable to the
Vedic desiderative formation. Roots ending in an obstruent affix the suffix -0- and the
thematic endings to the e-grade root. Roots ending in a sonorant consonant make
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so-called contract futures. Many futures to active presents are deponent. This is con-
sistent with their desiderative origin: from the root of €\vve the future is élevoeTon <
*h léud"-se-; from the root of uévem the future is pevd < pevéw. This distribution of
future formants in Greek continues a PIE pattern whereby the desiderative mor-
pheme had the shape *-/,s¢/0- after roots ending in a sonorant consonant and the
shape *-s¢/0- after other roots. The laryngeal-initial form of the suffix led regularly to
the contract future type. After long vowels the -0- of the future is analogically restored,
e.g., pujiom not Teui(#)w, but not after short vowels (with some exceptions) *men-
h 56 > *meneso > pevéw > uevd. The so-called Doric futures in *-oeo//e-, e.g., Delph.
nhepem (in Attic only in the middle, e.g., pevEotuon < pedyw) are a contamination of *-se-
futures and contract futures. The future morpheme was also added to the perfect stem
to create the future perfect, which predominantly occurs in the middle (Aehelypeton).

Originally the future middle could also be used as passive, e.g., tépoetau (I1. 24.729)
“will be destroyed.” New distinctively passive futures in -noe- and -Unoe- were built
to the aorist passive, e.g., wyfoeovar (the only future passive in Hom.) < éuiynv vs
uei€eova.

Nominal Forms of the Verb

Participles

The present-aorist participle suffix was built with the suffix *-(o)n¢- added to the
aspect stem. Cf. Lat. sons, sontis “guilty,”, originally the participle of sum. In redupli-
cated and sigmatic aorist participles the suffix appears in the zero-grade -n#-. The
masc. nom. sg. of these participles is from *-Vats, e.g., udeic < *tit’ents, Modg <
*litsants. This form in thematic paradigms should be f-ovg < *-ont-s, but instead we
find -wv, identical to the nom. sg. of animate v-stems.

The perfect participle is formed with the suffix -6t-, (masc. nom. sg. - @g) from
earlier *-got—. This suffix has become a t-stem only in post-Mycenaean times since
Mycenaean attests s-stem forms like neut. pl. a-ra-ru-wo-a “fitted” /araruoha/ ~
Hom. dgonodra. The archaic character of the s-stem is vouched for by the evidence of
the feminine idvia < *»id-us-ih,and the evidence of other traditions, e.g., Ved. vidisah,
Aves. viduso “knowing” gen. sg. < *uid-us-is.

The suffix -uevog of the middle participle is widely thought to continue PIE
*V-mh nos. Cf. TB -mane, Lat. alu-mnus “nursling” with a/6 ‘nourish’. But if this
reconstruction is correct, the middle participle would have had a highly unusual shape
for an inflectional morpheme.

Verbal adjectives

The verbal adjective in -t6- has not become a fully integrated participle in Greek as it
has in Latin. These forms are usually built to zero-grade of the root *#ztds > totdg not
to a characterized aspect-tense stem. Although typically given a passive reading they
were originally diathesis-indifferent e.g., &yvmotog “ignorant” and “unknown”; cf. Lat.
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potus “drunk” (of a person). Verbal adjectives in -16- originally showed a preference for
occurring in the second part of compounds, e.g., Pl. Soph. 249d oo antvnto nal
rnenvnuévo, Myc. de-de-me-no = dedepévom vs ka-ko-de-ta = yohr6deta.

The verbal adjective of necessity in -téog does not occur in Homer. The suffix -téo-
probably continues *-teyo-, a derivative of a verbal noun in *-zx-; ( >> Latin supines
like laundatum).

Infinitives

The infinitive is usually a fossilized case form of an old verbal noun. In Greek infini-
tives were integrated into the tense-aspect system. The thematic infinitive -gtv is from
*-¢-sem; cf. Myc. e-ke-¢ /(h)ekPchen/, &xewv. This form appears to continue a locative in
*-en made to a neuter s-formant appended to a thematic stem; cf. Ved. nesdn-i “to
lead” < *-s-en-7 from the root nay- “lead.”

The athematic infinitive *-(¢)nai found in Attic-Ionic, and Arcadian (glvon, Arc.
nvou < *esenai) looks like a directive case of an #-stem. The same suffix is used for the
pf. inf. memovdévau.

Other dialects have infinitives derived from case forms of * men-stems, €.g., -uev in
Lac. El. fuev, an endingless locative to an *men-stem; cf. Ved. da-mane “to give” and
-uevow in Lesb. Hom. d6uevan, €upevar, perhaps the directive of a *men-stem or the
product of analogy.

FURTHER READING

The best account of Greek morphology is Chantraine 1991, which is the only book-length
treatment of the subject. Rix 1992 is also useful. Both are more out-of-date than their dates of
publication suggest. For the verb, Duhoux 2000 is an insightful account of morphology and
syntax. For nominal derivational morphology, Chantraine 1933 is unsurpassed, and Debrunner
1917, on both the noun and the verb, is still useful. For derivational morphology of Homer,
see Risch 1974. For the evidence of Attic inscriptions, see Threatte 1996. Buck and Petersen
1948 is an invaluable tool. Jasanoff 2003 puts the PIE background of the Greek verb in an
entirely new light.



CHAPTER NINE

Semantics and Vocabulary

Michael Clarke

I do not really know Ancient Greek, nor do any of the contributors to this Companion.
To claim knowledge of a language, you must be a member of its speech-community,
open to the possibility that the categories of its grammar and vocabulary may mold
and be molded by the structures of your thoughts and worldview. This cannot happen
if we engage with the language only in a library. Knowledge of language depends on
acquaintance; knowledge by description is not enough.

This leads to an uncomfortable paradox. If I learnt enough Arabic or Chinese to
order a meal in a restaurant, and if I went to Riyadh or Beijing and did so, I would
have a better claim on that language than I have on Homer’s mother tongue after
many years of daily engagement with his words. Yet, despite this simple fact, for cen-
turies classical scholars have claimed an authoritative understanding of Ancient Greek
and the ways that literary artists communicated meaning through its words. Until
recently, professors of Classics had typically absorbed the language as children, mak-
ing the slippage of thought especially easy (cf. Stray 1998: 7-113). Little was written
about fundamentals of word-meaning, except piecemeal in textual commentaries; and
even among specialists in Indo-European linguistics the reconstruction of lexical
semantics was underdeveloped compared to phonology or grammar (see Clackson
2007: 187-215; Benveniste 1969 [1973]). Now things have changed, if only because
we typically come fresh to Greek as adults, and we can engage with it as a system of
thought and expression which is utterly different from our own, challenging our
assumptions about linguistic structure.

Reading the Words of the Greek Language

To read an ancient text is to translate it, mapping its words one by one onto the seman-
tic units of our own mother-tongue vocabulary. The word-to-word match between the
two languages can never be perfect. This is familiar from the vocabulary of ethics and
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cultural institutions. The noun aiddg, famously, turns up in translation as “shame” or
“pride” or “respect,” and it takes 500-odd pages of anthropological and literary study
to restore the word’s meaning in ancient thought and social practice (Cairns 1993).
Such words prompt the classic question of linguistic relativity (Lucy 1992; Gentner
and Goldin-Meadow 2003). When the categories of the Greek language fail to match
those of our own language, does this imply that there is a corresponding gulf in the
ways that speakers of the two languages see the world and categorize experience?

Although this question is prompted most starkly by words for deep cultural or reli-
gious concepts, like aidwmg, it extends in principle to the entire lexicon. Yet the habits
we acquire as learners seem designed to hide the depth of our estrangement.
Handbooks are full of mismatches and approximations, passed down from the days
when perfectionism was a recipe for disaster in the classroom. The learner is taught to
match dyopd to “marketplace,” and on s/he goes until s/he gradually realizes that the
ayopd was not strictly a place for buying and selling at all — rather, it was the central
public space in which adult male citizens carried out the duties and activities of politi-
cal responsibility. Or s/he is taught to translate the verb tyydvw as “I chance to
be. . .,” even though those English words are virtually meaningless and would never
nowadays be spoken; or s/he renders a strange poetic adjective in strange obscure
English — for example Homer’s famous "Thiog 6¢gouéeooa (I1. 22.411) becomes “bee-
tling Troy,” glossing over the fact that the adjective seems on the face of it to mean no
more and no less than “having eyebrows” (Richardson 1993: 150; cf. Silk 1983). The
culprit behind all this is pedagogical strategy: the beginner needs clarity and handy
rules to help him or her become fluent, and gradually s/he is supposed to reach a level
where his or her mind processes the Greek without a filter of translation. In practice,
however, this never really happens: I cannot tell you confidently what the above three
words mean, nor have I met anyone who can, but we make a living all the same.

One source of authority remains: the printed dictionary. Consider first what hap-
pens when we use a dictionary designed for learners, the Pocket Oxford Classical Greek
Dictionary (Morwood and Taylor 2002). No difficulty emerges with the rarer and
more difficult words. For these, typically, either the referent is precise and limited in
definition or the word fits snugly into a particular sociocultural context. We look up
g0éPvdog or mupdya, the dictionary gives “chickpea” and “a pair of fire-tongs”; we
look up moutaveia or {xwe and the dictionary refers us clearly and helpfully to the
contexts in which these words took on their meanings — the term of office of a par-
ticular public authority, the immortal substitute for blood that flows in the gods’
veins. But what happens when we look up the simple radical words that are central to
the functioning of the language? I take as typical examples a verb, a preposition, and
a noun:

wwonw] put, place, set, lay; inter; ordain, establish, order, fix; reckon, count; estimate, esteem,
consider; suppose; make, cause, create, effect, appoint; [middle] take up one’s quarters, biv-
onac; loy down one’s arms, survender

ava] upwards, above, on high, on the top, thereon; [preposition with accusative case] up,
upwards; through, throughout, along, about; during; up to, according to, with; [with dative
case] on, upon
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O6Ea] opinion, notion; expectation; fulse opinion, delusion, fancy; decree, project; judgment;
reputation, report, honour; glory, splendonr

These jumbled arrays of handy equivalents do not tell us what the Greek words mean,
how they each map out a territory of concepts or experiences. Nor is it clear why the
semi-colon and the comma break up each entry: are we to imagine each word as an
archipelago, several islands of meaning clustered together in a sea of thought? A learn-
ers’ dictionary is of course constrained by considerations of compactness and speed of
reference, but the same problem will arise wherever the dictionary relies for its entries
on a list of English-language alternatives that do not immediately add up to a unified
concept. As we will see below, the same problem looms just as large with the most
authoritative and scholarly lexicon of them all.

If we are to give an account of a Greek word’s meaning, we must move toward the
actual shape of the entry in the mental lexicon of a member of the ancient speech-
community. This takes us toward a basic problem of psycholinguistics. Common sense
as well as neuroscience suggest that the structure of such an entry will be diffuse and
unbounded. When the language-user hears a word, this activates the cumulative trace
of all previous instances to which he has been exposed, and the mind engages with as
much of that trace as is required to understand the word in its context (Pulvermiiller
2002: 50-65; Garman 1990: 239-369). It is impossible to squeeze this extended and
boundless entity into an account that a reader from another world can grasp. However,
idealism can be saved if we focus less on the cognitive basis of comprehension than on
the communicative contract that binds speaker and listener together. When the speaker
selects a given word and uses it, he does so not because of what it means to himself
but because of what he expects it to mean to his listener. So he relies on an internal-
ized approximation of the mental lexicon of his peers. This can be seen as a tool in the
apparatus of metacognition, of second-guessing the mental realities of others
(Carruthers and Chamberlain 2000). If the approximation is to be useful, it must be
quick and easy to access its entries and extract meaning from them: in a sense, then,
the language-user is making constant reference to something a little like a dictionary.
Since people understand each other, the “inner dictionaries” of all competent speak-
ers should be roughly similar, so with only a little simplification we can speak of them
collectively as #he public lexicon. The dictionary’s realistic task is to approximate the
cognitive realities of the entries in this lexicon.

The key feature of the public lexicon is its practical usefulness, which depends in
turn on simplicity and elegance. Each entry must perform a mapping from the diffuse
toward the punctual, from the multiplicity of a word’s surface uses toward a source or
center of meaning which motivates them all and which ensures that each new use will
convey meaning in the appropriate way. For us, correspondingly, the lexical recon-
struction of an Ancient Greek word becomes the task of uncovering a single center or
focus of meaning from which the word’s attested uses all proceed. If there are in fact
several such centers (or even none at all) this will emerge in the form of a defeat: that
is, through our failure to find a unity on examination of the observable usage-patterns
(Clarke 1999: 31-6). If on the other hand we begin with a cheerful willingness to
split the word into several parts, we will run the risk either of stopping short of the
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most fundamental level of meaning or (worse) of cutting the word up into fantasy
chunks based on the semantic shapes of the foreign language in which we ourselves
think and speak. The policy is thus a version of Occam’s Razor: “Entities should not
be multiplied beyond necessity,” not because we can be sure in advance that there is
a one-to-one correspondence between word and concept but because we will drag
ourselves further toward the Greek realities if we refuse to settle for multiplicity or
chaos. Here we enter a territory where there is little help from the academic literature
in lexical semantics. A major theme in this literature is the development of tests to
establish that a word is polysemous, characterized by several more-or-less distinct
meanings; but there is no available methodology for proving the opposite (Cruse
1986: 49-83; Ravin and Leacock 2000; Pustejovsky and Boguraev 1996).

Unity and Disunity in LSJ

We come now to the major resource of the discipline, the Greek-English Lexicon of
Liddell-Scott-Jones (LSJ). This dictionary has grown continuously from edition to
edition since it was first compiled by members of the generation of High Victorian
scholars that also gave the world the Oxford English Dictionary (Silva 2000: 78-9).
LS]J, like the OED, is famous for dividing its entries into hierarchies of subtle subsec-
tions. Here as a typical example is the outline structure of its account of the familiar
verb tuyyGvo:

A.  happen to be at a place
2. of events, and things generally, happen to one, befnll one, come to one’s lot
3. in relative clauses, as it happened, i.e. anyhow, at any time, place etc
II. joined with the participle of another verb to express a coincidence

B.  gain one’s end or purpose, succeed;
— participle combined with [a main verb of striking] so that the whole phrase
means /it
II. bt upon, light upon
1. meet, fall in with persons
2. light on a thing; attain, obtain a thing.

The two halves of the definition are at loggerheads with each other: the first revolves
around the idea of coincidence, of the fortuitous coming-together of events, while the
second centers on the deliberate, the well-aimed, that which strikes a target. The
arrangement of the entry is thoroughly arbitrary: and there is no better testimony to
this than the curious fact that in Liddell and Scott’s original editions the two parts
were placed in the opposite sequence: “A. to hit, esp. to hit the mark with an arrow . . .;
B. to happen, come to pass, fall out, be be by chance . . .”. (Liddell and Scott 1847:
1417) — an arrangement that survives to this day in the abridged student version of
the work, whose entries have remained frozen for 116 years (Liddell and Scott 1891:
720). There is no telling why the sections were switched; but it is clear that we are left
now with a pseudo-definition which has no heart.
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Perhaps the most glaring fault of LS] is the fact that there is no explanation of the
intended significance of the subdivisions: are they meant to show how the word sepa-
rates into parts with distinguishable meanings, or do they merely guide the eye and
mind of the reader as he picks his way through a dense paragraph of interchanging
Greek and English? The history of the dictionary’s younger cousin, the OED, throws
a remarkable sidelight on the question. The OED’s first editor, James Murray, writes
as follows in a rebuke to a contributor who was over-fond of dividing his definitions
into subsections:

As Dean Liddell said to me long ago, “Everybody can make distinctions: it is the lexicog-
rapher’s business to make broad definitions which embrace them; the analytic power is
far above the synthetic.” (cited by Silva 2000: 86)

The practice of dividing entries into subsections seems to have begun as a way of guid-
ing the reader from the apparent chaos of his first glance toward an ordered analysis
of how the word’s uses relate to each other: in the words of the original Proposal for
the publication of the OED, to show “. . . the development of the sense or various
senses of each word from its etymology and from each other, so as to bring into clear
light the common thread which binds all together” (Silva 2000: 79). With hindsight, we
can see that this was ambiguous, in that the development of senses over time was not
adequately distinguished from the inner organization of the word’s semantic struc-
ture. This problem is clearly visible in the history of the Greek work: Liddell and Scott
modeled themselves at first on the entries in the Greek-German lexicon of Passow,
which was based on Homeric Greek alone. Each entry thus began with the Homeric
data and further, later uses were fitted in as seemed appropriate, with new subsections
added on for uses not found in Homer at all (Jones 1925: i).- The mantra was that
“each word should be allowed to tell its own story,” and it seems to have been implicit
in this that the story would be a fluid and continuous one, making the numbered sec-
tions no more than an expository tool. But this principle remained unclear, and its
basis was obscured as the growth of the book spawned more and more subdivisions
within the entries.

The very authority of the book seems to have stifled the possibility of debate on this
point. A rare exception is the essay contributed by John Chadwick in the introduction
to a series of essays on problem words in LSJ, where he conjures up a striking image:

[The lexicographer] knows very well that the true relationship between the senses [of a
given word] is too complex to be represented by less than a three-dimensional model.
The figure of a tree, with a root sending up a trunk which branches in all directions, and
each branch sending out boughs and finally twigs, would be hard enough to represent in
a linear sequence. But the senses of a complex word can sometimes be shown to have
undergone mutual influence, as if the branches have not simply diverged, but at a later
stage merged again. (Chadwick 1996: 12)

It is hard to say how the image of the tree relates to a model of psycholinguistic real-
ity, or why any such structure should be characterized by branches that separate out
and merge again. In the absence of any positive knowledge as to the appropriate
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structure to shape an entry in our lexicon, the insistent quest for unities will provide
us with the best starting point for a disciplined attempt.

Prototype Semantics

How can we improve on this? Our task is not to jump from a word in Greek to a word
in English, from a signifier in one language to a signifier in another. Rather, it is to
move from the diverse uses of the Greek signifier back to whatever concept was repre-
sented by it, explaining in each case the associative logic which allowed the ancient
speech-community to link each referent to that concept whenever the word was used.
This challenge has been elegantly formulated by Emile Benveniste (1966) for Indo-
European semantic reconstruction, but his method leads potentially to vagueness and
mystification (Clackson 2007: 194-5). Modern tools for a disciplined approach to the
problem can, however, be found in the developing methodologies of the Cognitive
Linguistics school, as developed by Charles Fillmore and Dirk Geeraerts (Fillmore
1982; Geeraerts 1998: 12-17 and passim;, Fillmore and Atkins 1992, 2000; summary
overview, Taylor 1995: 39-80; application to Greek materials, Bakker 1988: 14-21).

In the approach developed by this school, the lexical semantics of a given word is
separated onto two levels. The underlying concept is termed the prozotype, and the
word’s referents exemplify what the speech-community recognized as instantiations
of the prototype. (Note that “proto-” here refers not to priority in time but to pri-
macy in the structural configuration.) At its simplest, the structure might be plotted
as shown in fig. 9.1.

This reduces the data and the challenge to the bare essentials. In fig. 9.1, we have
a series of attestations at which the word is applied to a series of points of reference
(R1, R2 etc); below, we have the prototypical concept which justified each of those
applications and ensured that they conveyed meaning from speakers to listeners. The
model refuses to fall back on the traditional labels of subdivision: there is no room for
connotation versus denotation, for multiple numbered senses, or for the array of
arcane abbreviations — fig., transf., metaph. — that traditionally link together the sub-
sections of a dictionary definition. Once we accept that the instantiations are likely to
have related to the prototype in an ordered rather than chaotic way, it follows that the
real challenge is to characterize the prototype — here, to replace “??2?” with an ade-
quate verbal formula. Since English is our interpretative metalanguage, we will only
be able to do that clumsily, because to some unknowable extent the two languages
reflect different world-pictures and different systems for the categorization of experi-
ence. This leap into a different concept-world is the difficult part, and once that has
been made it should be comparatively easy to explain how each instantiation is moti-
vated in the fragments of Greek communication that we find in our texts.

For a given word of the language the task is first to observe the range of instantia-
tions, then to work backwards by trial and error to a hypothetical prototype, arriving
finally at the candidate which best explains the motivation of the attested uses and
best harmonizes with the overall patterning of lexical semantics in the language
(cf. Clarke 2004, 2005). “Occam’s Razor” is a key criterion in evaluating any proposed
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Figure 9.1 Template for semantic structure of a lexical item

reconstruction of a given word. The reconstruction is weakened if arbitrary com-
plexities have to be introduced to justify it, either in characterizing the prototype itself
or in motivating the mappings which link it to the instantiations. The converse also
applies: if the prototype is excessively abstract the hypothesis will lack explanatory
power because it will be unconstrained, or simply because it will be hard to see how a
child learning the language could have assimilated the proposed concept on the basis
of his exposure to the word in use (cf. Johnson 1999). As an example I will present a
classic lexical puzzle, the simple and common verb teépw.

The Example of toépm

teépw is applied from Homer onward to what seem to us several distinct phenomena:
often simply the rearing of a child and the nourishment of the body by food, but also
such things as the formation of scurf on the body of a long-distance swimmer (Od.
23.236-7) or ice on a shield (Od. 14.476-7), the curdling of milk into cheese when
fig juice is squirted into it (Il. 5.902-3; cf. Od. 9.246-9), and the conception and
growth of a child in its mother’s womb (Hes. Th. 107, 192; Aesch. Sept. 753, etc). If
we assign primacy to any one of these examples, the others refuse to be explained
except through vague metaphorical associations of ideas, and in each case there seems
to be at least one instantiation which makes no sense at all. For example, if the basic
sense is something like ‘nourish, rear a child’, how could the word become applicable
to salt drying onto the skin? The “Occam factor” would thus be unacceptably high in
such a reconstruction. The opposite drawback is represented by Emile Benveniste’s
explanation of the word: “to facilitate by appropriate means the development of
something which is subject to increase” (1966: 293). This is vague and unconstrained,
failing to capture why this particular range of phenomena rather than others were felt
to be appropriate for this label. Following P. Demont’s elegant study (1978; cf. also
Moussy 1969), we can characterize the motivating concept in more precise terms as
the action of achieving fulness through thickening or congulation. The body literally
thickens and fattens as we eat (see esp. Od. 13.410), the briny stuft from the sea cakes
dry onto the skin, cheese rapidly solidifies when the fig juice is squirted into it; and,
remarkably, there is evidence from Aristotle and the Hippocratics that the male’s
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Figure 9.2 Prototype semantics of toépm

fertilizing act in conception was understood in a way that invited explicit comparison
with the use of juice to curdle cheese (Arist. Gen. an. 729a12, 739b20, cited by
Demont).

On this basis we might model the lexical structure in the way depicted in fig. 9.2.

Crucial to this model is the fact that the instantiations are ranked in distance from
the prototype that underlies them. The nourishing of a child’s body with food is a
relatively basic or focalinstance of the phenomenon named by toépw, while the coag-
ulation of scurf on a swimmer’s body is relatively peripheral. What this implies is that
an ancient Greek might have had to make a more conscious or more imaginative
mental effort to recognize the prototypical concept in the formation of the scurf,
while he would have been grasped the nourishing of the child’s body as a simple and
obvious application. The point is not that the scurf example is metaphorical, or trans-
ferred, or figurative: rather, there is a somewhat extended semantic stretch in this
instance (cf. Lloyd 2003: 9-10), and we can guess that a speaker might find it hard to
explain its appropriateness to a child or a foreigner.

The variable ranking of the instantiations is more crucial to the model than is my
(clumsy) attempt to render the prototype itself in a verbal formula (cf. Rosch 1975).
From the ancient speaker’s point of view the prototype is probably apprehended only
subconsciously and by inference, but in communicative practice every use of T0épm
was negotiated in terms of its position in the hierarchy of instantiations. By the same
token, the model well accommodates the likely patterns by which a language-user
would gradually assimilate his internal lexicon from childhood up, continually altering
and refining the entries over time. As he is exposed to new uses of the word which
apply it to novel referents, he becomes aware of new instantiations (represented here
by an arrow leading to a question mark), and his sense of the prototype itself may be
progressively modified.

Over a series of generations, this process of continuous modification might gradu-
ally change the word’s shape in the public lexicon. Many of the species of semantic
change listed in the traditional handbooks can be seen as the cumulative effects of
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Figure 9.3 Breakdown of the semantic structure of Toépw

such shifting modifications (Sweetser 1990: 1-22). However, there is the possibility
of a more decisive and even destructive kind of change. The prototype model must
allow for the likelihood that across the generations a word will become associated
more and more closely with a limited cluster of conventional instantiations, which
become salient among the word’s range of uses; and as time and custom proceeds this
cluster will be fixed or entrenched in the entry in public lexicon. This is clearly seen in
the case of toépw. In the language of early epic its uses seem to be freely motivated by
the prototypical concept, but in Classical and post-Classical Greek it is statistically
harder to find instances outside the context of rearing a child, and even within that
context there are few signs of any specific reference to physical “thickening” or “mak-
ing substantial”; so it seems the word’s primary reference is to the activity of child-
rearing as an undifferentiated whole.

This allows us to plot how the word’s semantic logic could gradually change over
generations of the speech-community. When a salient usage becomes entrenched, it is
possible that the corresponding visual image will achieve the status of a new prototype
in its own right, ousting the original prototype from its position of dominance. It may
no longer be obvious what made the word appropriate in the more peripheral con-
texts of its traditional use. The entry in the public lexicon ends up looking very differ-
ent (fig. 9.3).

A cluster of points of reference has grouped itself around the most salient of all, the
rearing of a child; this cluster redefines the prototype, and the remaining senses either
fall apart and survive as mere polysemous fossils, or (as in the diagram) they form a
shadowy cluster linked loosely to each other and to the main group. If the old prototype
survives at all it does so in a vague and shaky way, perhaps carrying meaning only for
members of the speech-community with unusual linguistic sensitivities, such as poets.

The second diagram (fig. 9.3) seems to correspond much more closely to the tra-
ditional arrangement of academic dictionary entries; but it is valid only as one pole in
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an opposition between the semantics of the unitary prototype on the one hand and
the proliferation of disordered polysemy on the other. In the Classical language the
semantic shape of 1eépw has not necessarily reached the stage represented in the sec-
ond diagram: it represents an extreme toward which the word can be seen to be mov-
ing over many generations in the history of the language. If we see the life history of
a prototype-based category in terms of the unidirectional process of instantiation,
entrenchment, and (possible) eventual breakdown, our sense of the public lexicon can
begin to accommodate the necessary diachronic element — we are not just defining
words but charting their histories as well. In this way, to quote Geeraerts, “Polysemy
is, roughly, the reflection of diachronic semantic change” (1998: 6).

Grammaticalization: Syntactic Entrenchment

Our discussion so far shows that the reconstruction of meaning needs to be plotted
in three dimensions: the dictionary fails precisely because it lays the word out on a
flat plane, when the true logic of word-meaning needs to be understood in terms of
time depth as well. We can use a variant version of the 1pépw pattern to cope with
Tyydvw, whose dictionary entry we have already criticized. The story begins with a
simple unbounded concept, the action of striking or hitting or colliding — once again,
the very simplicity of the prototypical concept makes it hard to express succinctly in
English. Among the potentially endless range of contexts in which this word could
be applied, one is peculiar to a particular syntactic environment: Tuyydvem contracts a
relationship with the participle of another verb and characterizes the action in that
verb as a fortuitous or accidental coming-together of events (cf. Jiménez 1999).
Here is a typical example, in which a counselor asks his king whether he should speak
or be silent:

Q Boothed, #6TEQOV AEYELY OO OF T& VOEWV TUYXEV® 1) OLYa £V T) TaEoVTL YOT];

O King, is it fitting to tell you what I strike the fulness of knowing, or to keep silence?
(Hdt. 1.88.2)

It is easy to see how tempting it is to fall back on the old schoolmasterly gloss “chance
to know.” Gradually, the participial construction became dominant, while the word
continued to be applied to the action of striking a target or encountering a person or
phenomenon. A study of typical usage in authors of the fifth century BCE suggests a
prototype-based diagram on the lines shown in fig. 9.4.

Does this syntactic entrenchment imply that the word’s semantic structure fell
apart? Is this the point where the Occam principle becomes impossible to apply, and
where we conclude that the word’s entrenched role in the participial construction
amounts to a separate sub-entry in the public lexicon? Perhaps. However, it is better
to see this phenomenon as a first stage in the process of grammaticalization, whereby a
word takes on a new role through its gradual recruitment as a syntactic prop rather than
an independent carrier of referential meaning (Hopper and Traugott 1993: 32-93).
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The classic case is the history of English modal auxiliaries like will, can, may, which
originally had fully active semantic content of their own (“wish,” “know how,” “have
power”). Since the Old English period these words have gradually become entrenched
in collocation with other verbs, and have in the process lost their syntactic freedom
and undergone further extensions of meaning that depend on their increasingly prev-
alent role as auxiliaries (Sweetser 1990: 49-75; Traugott and Dasher 2002: 105-51).
Vital to the analysis of grammaticalization is the fact that the change is imperceptibly
gradual, and that the old meaning can comfortably coexist with the new one for many
generations of language-users (Roberts 1993). In this way, again, the apparent multi-
plicity is underpinned by an emergent and unifying logic. (See also ch. 22 on the
development of forms of address.)

Word-Formation and Etymology

Once we start reconstructing meaning in terms of change, we have to wonder how far
back in time to push the quest. The movement from prototype to instantiations can
also be seen to underlie many simple processes of word-formation. To take a simple
example, in Modern English the noun &:t has three familiar applications: a piece or
fragment of something, a piece of metal inserted into a horse’s mouth, and the piercing
rod on the end of a drill. Historically, all are instantiations based on the simple process
labeled by the verb &ite. The horse grips the bit with his teeth, the “jaws” of the drill
grip the rod, and the application of the word to a piece or fragment has been extended
from the original image of a piece of food bitten oft and taken in the mouth. Historically,
then, the prototypical concept has been mapped to a (potentially endless) range of
instantiations, of which one became salient and thus entrenched (see fig. 9.5).

Over time the links represented by the arrows became progressively weaker in
the sense networks of the language. From the viewpoint of a member of our



Semantics and Vocabulary 131

Piece (esp. of N
food being eaten)
Drill-rod > Instantiations
c Bar for horse’s mouth
/

“Thing that is
bitten”

Prototype

Figure 9.5 Diachronic development of English iz

speech-community today, can it even be assumed that the links have disappeared
entirely and that the diagram is now no more than a curiosity of linguistic history?
Perhaps that will often be a safe guess for a language like Modern English, where
words tend not to stand in close relationship to the roots from which they are
derived. In Ancient Greek, on the other hand, as also in Old English (Kastovsky
1992: 291-9), the internal structure of the lexicon is strongly associative. Much of
the basic word-stock falls into families of linked words which share a transparent
derivational relationship to each other, whether through formational processes
that are active within the language or through patterns of root-based derivation
that stretch into prehistory and back to Proto-Indo-European.

To take another of our dictionary examples, the puzzling array of uses of the word
06Ea can be restored to order if we look not within the noun itself but to the parent
verb doxéw. The meaning of this verb is relatively easy to represent in English: the
prototypical idea is close to our English seem, and it refers to the formation of sense-
impressions and judgments based on estimation rather than certain knowledge.
06Ea, then, names the various possible kinds of instantiations of this prototypical
action: the mental act of forming an opinion or judgment, the result of that action,
or the manifestation of (good) opinion in the public arena. Thus something like
unity can be restored to a noun that the two-dimensional dictionary entry could not
cope with.

doxém and d6Ea are so close formally that we need not doubt the reality of the
semantic link in the public lexicon. But how far can we push this kind of associative
modeling? Méym and Adyog are plainly linked: the ¢/o relationship between the vowels
characterizes them as derivatives from a single Indo-European root (Szemerényi
1996: 83-5). Greek is full of pairs that chime in the same way, but they are fossils —
there is every indication that new words had not been formed on this pattern for
many generations before the historical period of the language. Is it sound to consider
them together as parts of a single lexical cluster, or is it purely a matter of historical



132 Michael Clarke

background that they are linked? The answer must lie somewhere between these two
extremes, and the likely pattern of influence is complex and contaminated. The evi-
dence (Chantraine 1999: 625) is that the original heart of the meaning of Aéyw — the
original semantic prototype, in fact — was the action of choosing, arranging, listing,
and thus of narrating something in order. The salient instantiation of the original
prototype, the act of enumerating the items in a list or the events of a story, eventually
dominated the prototype itself, so it comes about that in Classical usage the word can
usually be translated satisfactorily as ”say” or “tell.” The cognate noun Aéyog moved
in the same direction, cheek by jowl with the parent verb, and is familiar as the term
for anything said or narrated or given verbal shape; but a few special instantiations
survive which hark back to the old prototype, as for example when Aéyog remains the
normal name for an account in the book-keeping sense, a reckoning of financial trans-
actions (e.g., Dem. 8.47, Lys. 24.20).

This ambiguous structure gives us pause if we take a step further and consider a
further relative, the noun Adywos. Herodotus, famously, discusses and learns from (or
rejects) the information imparted by foreign Adytot (e.g. Hdt. 1.1.1,2.3.1). The word
is often rendered as “chroniclers,” but this hides a lexical ambiguity (Hornblower
2002: 376-7; Gould 1989: 27). Should the word be heard as a simple derivative of
AGyog or does it enjoy a semantic association with the verb? The practical choice is
whether we should understand AGyiog as closer to “men with a historical narrative” or
“men who have something to say,” or “men who have attempted a reckoning.” And
the question is not an idle academic speculation: on it hangs our interpretation of
Herodotus’ entire system of investigation.

Questions like the last one can probably never be answered with confidence. But it
is vital to pose them: we must resist the temptation either to despair of achieving real
understanding, or to fall back on a complacent trust in our ability to impose meaning
on the words of an ancient language. This is an exciting time in the study of historical
semantics, exciting precisely because we have lost the sense of comfortable ownership
which our forebears enjoyed as members of an artificially exalted educational elite. In
the twenty-first century we come to a language like Greek as strangers and exiles, not
as masters or connoisseurs, and the beginner student and the seasoned scholar stand
as equals in the struggle to grasp the elusive meanings of its words.

FURTHER READING

Remarkably little has been published about the general challenge of understanding Ancient
Greek words and giving an account of their meanings. A rare exception is Chadwick 1996;
this book is remarkable for its willingness to reconsider basic questions of meaning, but it
lacks theoretical underpinnings and is best used only as food for thought. On the other hand,
many brilliant studies of individual words are scattered through the academic journals, espe-
cially Glotta, Revue des Etudes Grecques, and Classical Quarterly, and in the work of literary
commentators. After more than 100 years it is still hard to better many of the subtle semantic
insights of Jebb in his monumental commentaries on Sophocles. The available dictionaries are
increasingly problematic: the standard LSJ is muddled and treacherous, especially for the
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commonest words, but becomes much more effective if supplemented by Chantraine’s sane
and sensitive Dictionnaire étymologique de la langue grecque (DE; 1999).

Beyond specialist classical scholars, the field of historical semantics has seen some classic
advances in recent decades. Grammaticalization theory is all-important: key readings include
Hopper and Traugott (1993) and Traugott and Dasher (2000). On the developing discipline
of prototype semantics, there is no better introduction than the exuberant speculations of
George Lakoff (1987), tempered by the sober and practical essays of Charles Fillmore (1982)
and Fillmore and Atkins (1992, 2000). A classic work at the interface between lexicography and
semantics is Geeraerts (1998). The insights of Geeraerts and Fillmore substantially motivate the
theoretical approach taken in this chapter. An interesting example of the gradual rapproche-
ment between Indo-European linguistics and contemporary cognitive linguistics is provided by
Sweetser (1990).



CHAPTER TEN

Syntax

Evert van Emde Boas and Luuk Huitink

Introduction

The study of syntax is concerned with the ways words are combined to form sen-
tences. A well-formed sentence is not a jumble of words randomly thrown together,
but a structure built out of words shaped and ordered according to specific rules and
principles. By way of introduction to some of the basic features of Greek sentence
structure and the terminology we use to describe it, consider the following example:

(1) nol duax tarttnv Ty gmdupiay Edwre Togyia GoyvoLov T® AEOVIive.

And because of this desire he gave money to Gorgias of Leontini. (Xen. An. 26.16)

This sentence is built around the predicate €dwxe “he gave,” which has three “argu-
ments” or obligatory constituents:

a) asubject (“he”), which in this case is expressed only by the third person singular
ending of the verb (Greek is a so-called “Pro-drop” language, i.e., the subject can
be omitted);

b) a patient-object in the accusative case (aQyvptov “silver, money”);

¢) and arecipient-indirect object in the dative case (Togyia . .. 1@ Agoviive “Gorgias
of Leontini”).

The predicate and its arguments form the “core” of the sentence, in that they satisfy
the minimal requirements to form a grammatical sentence with the verb dtdmw “give.”
Other verbs may have different requirements: for example, tomtw “hit” has two argu-
ment “slots,” while ydoxw “yawn” has one.

This sentence core is elaborated by an optional causal adverbial modifier in the
form of a preposition-phrase (dux TavTyv Ty émdvuiov “because of this desire”).
Furthermore, the sentence is embedded in a wider context by the connective particle
nat, which establishes a connection between the present and the previous sentence.
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On the level of noun phrases, we see that certain principles of agreement are
observed: the modifier t1® Agovtive agrees in case, number, and gender and with its
head Togyiq. The same rules show that tagmv thv émduvuiay should be taken as a sin-
gle word group. Note that in the former example, the head and modifier are not
adjacent in the sentence: in a heavily inflected language like Greek, the connections
between words in a sentence are often made clear by agreement, so that word order
is free to serve purposes different from purely syntactic ones (mainly, as we shall see,
pragmatic ones).

Naturally, the syntax of Greek differs according to its dialects, has undergone radi-
cal changes over time, and may even vary from genre to genre. For example, what is
acceptable in a tragic style may not be acceptable in historiographical prose. Below, we
shall mainly be concerned with the syntax of Classical Greek prose (fifth and fourth
cent. BCE). The chapter is structured as follows. First, we will discuss the system of
cases, agreement, and the syntax of noun phrases. Secondly, we will focus on the verb
and its use in main clauses. This discussion is followed by an overview of complex
sentences. Finally, we deal with word order.

Cases and Agreement

Many syntactic relationships in Greek are expressed by nominal case-endings. Thus,
the nominative is the case for subjects of finite verbs and for predicate nouns or adjec-
tives with a copulative verb (2). Of the oblique cases, the accusative is the default case
for direct objects (second arguments) (3) and for the subject of infinitives (see below);
the genitive to connect one noun to another as attribute (4) and for the genitive abso-
lute construction (see below); the dative is often used for adverbial modifiers (5). The
vocative is used in addresses (see ch. 22).

(2) x=ouvi) Yt 1) TOYN %01 TO péMhov adpatov

For chance is universal and the future is invisible. (Isoc. 1.29) Nominative, as sub-
Ject (1 T, TO uéAdov) or predicate adjective (wownj, adoarov). Copulative verbs, espe-
cially eiui “be,” are frequently omitted, as heve.

(3) v Toxnv ddueduny.

I deplored my fortune. (Isoc. 12.9) Accusative, divect object.

(4) 6 daiuwv ... Edwxrev HUIv PeTABOMIS . . . THG TOXMS.

The god has given us changes of fortune. (Eur. fragm. 554 Kannicht) Genitive,
attribute with petofordg.

(5) =y voyp némovde T ovpPaivov.
He has suffered the accident by chance. (Dem. 60.19) Dative, adverbial modifier.
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This basic system is complicated by various factors:

a) alarge number of (sometimes semantically related) verbs take second arguments
in the genitive or dative: e.g., &mtouon + gen. “touch something/someone,”
Bondéw + dat. “help someone”;

b) third arguments can be expressed in any of the oblique cases, depending on the
predicate: e.g., aitidonor + acc. + gen. “accuse someone of something,” dtdmut +
acc. + dat. “give something to someone” (cf. (1) above); aitéw + acc. + acc.
“demand something from someone”;

¢) all oblique cases can be used in specific adverbial expressions: e.g., the accusative
of space traversed in ¢Eehoiver mapaodyyas eixoowy “he marches on for twenty
parasangs,” or the genitive of separation in elxovot tiig 6000 “they retreat from
the way.”

In general, many peculiarities of the Greek case system are due to the fact that its
five cases are distilled from the Indo-European eight-case system (see ch. 12), of
which, roughly put, the instrumental and (most of the) locative case were absorbed
by the dative, the ablative by the genitive, in prose often combined with a preposition.
In effect, the Greek cases have to work several syntactic jobs at once.

Mechanisms of agreement (i.e., the correspondence of syntactically connected
words in their expression of the inflectional categories case, person, number, and gen-
der) play a much greater role in Greek than in English syntax. The principal rules of
agreement are:

@) a finite verb agrees with its subject in person and number: 1 vovg dvdyeton (3rd
person sg.) “the ship is setting out.” Greek often omits an explicit subject, in
which case the person and number are expressed only by the verbal ending: tt
Méyelg; (2nd person sg.) “what are you saying?”;

b) an article, adjective, or pronoun agrees in case, number, and gender with the
noun it modifies: 6 copdg dviip (nom. sg. masc.) “the wise man,” €v T1aiode Taig
Ohiyoug Nuéoaug (dat. pl. fem.) “in these few days”;

¢) arelative pronoun agrees with its antecedent in number and gender (its case is
determined by its function in the relative clause): f vatg fiv 60dgs “the ship which
you see” (1] vatg and ijv fem. sg., fjv acc. as object in the relative clause).

Several exceptions to these rules exist. Neuter plural subjects regularly take a verb
in the third person singular, and dual subjects may take a verb in the plural. More
generally, words sometimes agree in sense rather than precise syntactic form, a con-
struction called xott ooveowv or ad sensum (“according to sense”) (6):

(6) towatta drovoooa Ty wéMg (3rd sg.) Aynothaov gihovro (3rd pl.) faohéa.

The city, when it had heard such arguments, elected Agesilaus king. (Xen. Hell.
3.34)
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Noun Phrases: The Article, Attributive Modifiers

Greek has a definite article which marks nouns as identifiable, either as a specific entity
known from the context (7) or general knowledge (8), or as an entire class (9). There
is no indefinite article, though the lack of an article in itself usually expresses much the
same as English a(n) (7):

(7) aAdINE ®al maedaMg el ®aAhovg fioltlov. Tiig 8t magddrews . . . Ty TOU oduaTog
sowthiav o arhouévng N GAdGRNE Vrtotuyotoo Egn . . .

A fox and a leopard were engaged in a beauty contest. While the leopard was
making his case with the speckled fur on his body, the fox interrupted and said: . . .
(Aesop 12.1)

(8) . ..&v Tl 8060w, &nov ViV O AMiDwvog AMwv Eotnre £nl Aewvidy).

.. . at the mouth of the pass, where the (famous) stone lion dedicated to Leonidas
now stands. (Hdt. 7.225.2)

(9) movmEbV, dvdoes Adnvaiol, TOVNEOV & CUXOPEVTNG.

An informant is a vile thing, men of Athens, a vile thing. (Dem. 18.242)

The article of Classical Greek was originally a demonstrative pronominal form (its
principal use in Homer); some pronominal uses persist in the Classical period, espe-
cially when the article is combined with certain connective particles (0 uév . .. 6 6¢ “the
one. . . the other,” 6 8¢ (in a topic shift) “and/but he”).

Attributive modifiers (usually adjectives, participles, or nouns in the genitive) are posi-
tioned either between the article and the head noun (10 €gnuov dotv “the deserted city”)
or after the head noun and an article ([t0] dotv o Egnuov), with a pragmatic distinction
between the possible orderings (S. J. Bakker 2006). When an adjective does not stand in
this “attributive” position (i.e., when it is not preceded directly by the article), it expresses
not a permanent, identifying attribute of the noun, but the condition that noun is in at
the time of the action expressed by the verb (“predicative position,” e.g., aipéovot égnuov
10 dlow (Hdt. 8.51.2) “when they took the city it was deserted”).

Some pronouns and quantifiers (e.g., 68¢ “this,” olrog “this/that,” éxeivog “that,”
graotog “cach,” dupdrepog “both™) always take predicative position when used with a
noun, as do so-called “partitive” genitives (toGtwv ol mthetotol “the majority of them”)
and genitives of personal pronouns used as a possessive (0 fLpAlov gov “your book™).

The Verb: Mood, Voice, and Tense-Aspect

The finite forms of the Greek verbal system express, in addition to the categories of
person and number, seven forms of tense-aspect (present, imperfect, aorist, perfect,
pluperfect, future, future perfect), four moods (indicative, subjunctive, optative,
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imperative), and three voices (active, middle, passive). There are also two nominal
verbal forms: the infinitive and the participle. Each of these verbal permutations may
determine the syntactic form of a Greek sentence.

Mood

The verbal category most consequential for the shape of'a Greek sentence is probably that
of mood. The four moods combine with the two different negatives (o0 and ) and the
modal particle v to form a complex system of possible expressions, allowing the speaker
to express a wide range of attitudes toward the content of his/her utterance. Here, main
clauses should be sharply distinguished from subordinate clauses, treated below.

Main clauses can be divided into various sentence-types: declarative (statements),
directive (commands), desiderative (wishes), or interrogative (questions), though it
should be noted that these types do not always coincide with the communicative
intentions of a speaker (as in English, declarative sentences can be used as commands
(e.g., “I’'m cold,” said to someone sitting by an open window), interrogatives as asser-
tions (so-called rhetorical questions), etc.).

The names “optative” (optare “wish”), “imperative” (zmperare “command”), etc.,
betray a rudimentary understanding of the moods as overlapping with these sentence-
types. It is true that the optative can be used in wishes (10) and the imperative in
directive sentences (11):

(10)  pi) mheio xomd wadorev. . .

May they suffer no more. (Soph. Ant. 928)

(11) ot OM pot T6de elmé . . .

Come on then, tell me this: . . . (Pl. Cra. 385b)

But the Greek moods are nowhere near as rigid as their names suggest (this is true for
most languages, see Palmer 2001). Their meanings depend on the sentence-type in
which they occur (though not all moods can occur in all sentence-types), but also on
the presence or absence of &v and the choice of the negative. Table 10.1 sets out the
relevant parameters.

The labels “counterfactual” and “potential” in table 10.1 merit explanation. When
joined with &v, a secondary (i.e., past-tense) indicative expresses an action which
might occur or might have occurred under certain circumstances, but in actual fact
does not or did not (12). An optative with &v expresses an action of which the realiza-
tion is considered possible, but no more than that: the construction often marks a
statement as cautious or polite (13); it covers a range of English translations (“may,”
”might,” “can,” “could,” etc.).

(12) olynoe & aidnp... | dnodv & olm Gv firovoag orjv.

The air fell silent, and you would not have heard a shout of animals [i.e., if you
had been there, which you weren’t]. (Eur. Bacch. 1084-5)
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Table 10.1 Parameters of mood in Greek

“Meanings” and Sentence Types
(D = declarative; C= divective; W= desiderative;

Mood Negative  +/— v Q = interrogative)

indicative ov - factual statements (D) and questions (Q)

secondary ov - (1) unrealizable wishes (W),

(past) indicative (2) expressions of necessity /appropriateness (D)
ov + counterfactual statements (D) and questions (Q)

subjunctive wi - (1) “hortative” (first person commands, C),

(2) “prohibitive” (second person negative
commands, aorist only, C),
(3) “deliberative” (first person doubtful questions,

Q)
optative wi - “cupitive” (wishes, W)
ov + “potential” in statements and questions of possibility
(D, Q), cautious/polite statements (D)
imperative wi - second and third person commands and prohibitions

(second person prohibitions: present only, C)

(13) Ot Ot molb duifveyre TV BAAwV Gmovtes dv Spoloyfosto.

But everyone might agree that he far surpassed the rest. (Isoc. 11.5)

Voice

The verbal category of voice, too, has immediate consequences for the syntactic make-
up of a sentence. Transitive verbs (those that in the active take an object), when put
in the passive, have one less slot in their predicate frame (“valency reduction”). That
is to say, passive verbs take only a (patient-)subject, no direct object (e.g., €édodny
(pass.) “I was pushed,” as opposed to €woa avtév (act.) “I pushed him”). The agent
is demoted so that it is no longer an argument of the verb: it may be expressed by a
preposition-phrase with (usually) Ur6 + gen. (14); for perfect passives the bare “dative
of agent” may be used. But explicit mention of the agent is not required (15):

(14) 0 8t youodG 0UTOG . . . Vrd Aehp@dv ®oAéeTon Tuyddag.

And this gold is called ‘Gygadas’ by the Delphians. (Hdt. 1.14.3)

(15) oixotol & év pud tdv vijowv ob ueydahy, kahetton 08 Autdoa.
They live on one of the islands, of modest size, and it is called Lipara. (Thuc. 3.88.2)
The demotion of the agent, in fact, appears to be a crucial pragmatic consideration for

adopting the passive: the focus is on the entity undergoing the action rather than the
one performing it (George 2005: 19-42).
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The middle voice is found in a densely polysemous network of uses, with the main
semantic difference between it and the active seeming to be an indication of “subject-
affectedness” (Allan 2003).

Taking the construction of active forms as the norm, the use of the middle often does
not, strictly speaking, change the surface structure of a sentence. For instance, the only
difference between (16) and the same sentence with the equivalent active form (dno@ov
“they hunt”) is semantic: the middle dnodvrar indicates explicitly that the subject, the
sophists, themselves benefit from the action (the so-called “indirect-reflexive” middle):

(16) oi(...) copotal TAOVGToUS %Al VEOUS DME@VTOUL.

The sophists hunt the rich and the young. (Xen. Cyz. 13.9)

However, just like the passive, the middle of certain types of verb can involve valency
reduction, i.e., the deletion of the slot for a direct object. Thus, the middle of certain
transitive verbs can be used, without an object, to express habitual physical treatments
applied by the subject to himself (the “direct-reflexive” middle, e.g., Aovouar (mid.)
“bathe, wash oneself,” as compared to Aovw + acc. (act., with object) “wash someone,
something”). Similarly, some transitive verbs have a “pseudo-reflexive” middle,
expressing that the subject changes his own mental or physical situation, rather than
that of someone or something else (e.g., ®Alvopon (mid.) “recline,” as compared to
xhvo + acc. (act., with object) “cause to lean”).

Tense and aspect

The final verbal category requiring discussion is that of “tense-aspect,” a label more
accurate than merely “tense,” since many Greek verb forms express no tense (the loca-
tion of an action in past, present, or future) at all. Apart from future verb forms, all
verbs do express aspect (the way in which an action is “viewed”).

The aspectual value of a verb form is determined by the stem on which it is built:
present, aorist, or perfect:

@) all forms built on the present stem (pres. and imperf. indic., pres. subj./opt./
imp./inf. /ptc.) have “imperfective” aspect, meaning that the action expressed is
viewed as incomplete (ongoing or repeated); as a rule, imperfective actions may
be interrupted;

b)  all forms built on the aorist stem (all moods, inf. and ptc.) have “perfective” aspect,
meaning that the action expressed is viewed in its entirety, as an undivided whole;

¢) forms built on the perfect stem (pf., plupf. and fut. pf. indic., pf. subj./opt./
imp./inf. /ptc.) express the state (or ongoing effects) resulting from an action
completed in the past.

Tense is expressed by all future verb forms (which are “aspect-neutral”) and the
future perfect, otherwise only by indicatives. We may, then, synthesize the following
system of indicatives, using xtdouow “acquire” as our paradigm:
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Table 10.2 The indicative paradigm of xtdouon

TENSE
Past Present Future
Present  imperf. indic. pres. indic.
éntdunv (“I was acquiring, xt@pon (“I am acquiring,
A I used to acquire”) I (regularly) acquire”) fut. indic.
S Aorist  aor. indic. — ntioouan (“I will
? énmodunyv (“I acquired, acquire”)
E I have acquired”)
c Perfect  plupf. indic. pf indic. fut. pf. indic.
T éxextiuny (“I possessed” < xéntnuon (“I possess™) xextioopar (“I will
“I had acquired”) possess”)

Two idiomatic uses of the indicative, exceptions to the tense-values given in table
10.2, should be noted: first the “historic” present, a past tense, which marks crucial
events in a narrative (see, e.g., Sicking and Stork 1997, Rijksbaron 2006); second, the
“gnomic” aorist, a present tense, which is used to express general tendencies, habits,
procedures, etc.

It may be seen from the table that several of the indicatives coincide in their
expression of tense, but differ in their expression of aspect. The difference between an
imperfect and an aorist indicative, for example, is aspectual: the imperfect is used for
ongoing or repeated actions, the aorist to express single actions viewed in their entirety
(but see also ch. 11); contrast e.g., imperf. ¢6tdov and aor. £€dwxe in (17):

(17) dmded ot avdr wav £tog €8idov . . . xal Ty Bapvhwvd oi Edwxe.

He gave him gifts yearly . . . and he gave him Babylon (Hdt. 3.160.2)

This distinction between present-stem forms and aorist-stem forms is crucial to the
interpretation of verbs in other moods (which do not express tense) as well. The dif-
ference between present and aorist subjunctives, for instance, has nothing to do with
tense but everything with aspect. Thus, in (18), the deliberative present subjunctive
olydpev refers to an ongoing action, whereas the aorist subjunctive elmouev views the
“speaking up” as an undivided action in its entirety:

(18) elmwuev fi ovydpev;

Should we speak up or keep silent? (Eur. Ion 758)

It is worth mentioning that the description of tense-aspect given thus far is strictly
speaking more a semantic than a syntactic one (though the two disciplines are often
inextricably linked). In a traditional conception of syntax, which is concerned with the
surface structure of sentences as the level of analysis, tense and aspect are not incred-
ibly important (the difference between an imperfect and an aorist indicative is then
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purely semantic). Even in this narrow view, however, tense has an important syntactic
function in that it may determine the usage of moods in subordinate clauses (see on
the “oblique” optative below), and aspect, too, may have syntactic repercussions (for
a cross-linguistic overview, see Comrie 1976). A complete understanding of the struc-
tural functions of tense-aspect (and many other syntactic phenomena), however, is
possible only when it is seen to be operating on a level superseding that of individual
sentences, lending coherence to larger stretches of discourse (see ch. 11 and compare
the discussion of word order below).

Complex Sentences

Predicates may enter into syntactic relationships with other predicates to form complex
sentences. One way of combining two predicates is by means of a connective such as

nat “and.” The result is a “paratactic” construction with two main clauses:

(19) t6te pkv odv . . . EdeTVNIOLOOVTO %Al ExOLUAONCay.

Then . . . they took dinner and went to sleep. (Xen. Ages. 2.15)

However, predicates may also function as arguments or adverbial modifiers with other
> P y g
predicates. In such cases, we speak of “hypotaxis” or subordination:

(20) T6te pEv oLV . . . deLTVNIOMOGUEVOL ExoLuidmoay.

Then, . . . having taken dinner, they went to sleep. (Xen. Hell. 4.3.20)

In (20), the action “taking dinner” is subordinated to the action “going to sleep” by
means of a participle phrase, which has the function of an adverbial modifier. This
ordering suggests that the latter action, which is expressed in a main clause, is regarded
as the more important one (Buijs 2005). Being conceptually more important, main
predicates often pose constraints on the expression of tense, mood, and other features
of the subordinate predicate. In (20) for instance, the participle is in the aorist,
expressing that the “taking dinner” temporally preceded the “going to sleep”: the
main predicate functions as the temporal anchor for the subordinate predicate.
Furthermore, the participle agrees with the subject of the main predicate.

Greek displays three major types of subordination: infinitives, participles, and finite
clauses headed by a conjunction. In discussing the characteristics of subordination, it
is useful to make a distinction between complementary and adverbial subordinate
predicates, although the same morphosyntactic categories are used in both. Relative
clauses also merit separate treatment.

Verbal complementation

Complement clauses fulfill the role of an (obligatory) argument of the main predicate,
usually subject or object. Hence it is to be expected that the main verb plays a crucial
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Table 10.3 Complements of semantically determined predicate classes

Predicate class

Complement

O 0N O\ UL B W N~

—
(=}

—
—

12.

. modal (e.g., 8T “is necessary”)

. ability (e.g., dvvauor “be able”)

. phasal (e.g., doyouar “begin”)

. manipulative (e.g., xehevw “order”)

. desiderative (e.g., fovhopon “want”)

. sensory perception (e.g., 0pdm “see”)

. fearing (e.g., popéouon “fear”)

. effort/contrivance (e.g., oovtitw “take care that”)

. opinion (e.g., voultw “believe”)

. knowledge /emotion (e.g., oida “know,” fidouon
“be glad”)

. question (e.g., éowtdw “ask”™)

declarative utterance (e.g., elov “say”)

dynamic inf.

dynamic inf.

dynamic inf.; pres. ptc.
dynamic inf.

dynamic inf.

pres. ptc.

wij + subj. / opt.

Omwg + indic. fut. / fut. opt.
declarative inf.

ptc.; dn “that” /g “that, how”
+ every mood & tense

indirect question:

el “whether”; tic/6ong “who,”
etc. + mood and tense of
direct discourse / opt.

indirect discourse:

6n “that”/tg “that, how” +
mood and tense of direct
discourse / opt.

role in determining the form and meaning of the complement clause. In table 10.3
we list a number of semantically determined predicate classes (partly based on
Cristofaro 2003: 99-109) and the complement types they take.

In interpreting the table, it is important to realize that many lexical predicates in
Greek are polysemous and belong to more than one predicate class. Some examples:

@)

b)

606w “see” and other sensory perception predicates are often combined with 6tv/
@ “that” or a participle in a non-present tense, but then they do not express
sensory, but “mental” perception and function as knowledge predicates;

oida “know” and a number of other verbs from the same class govern a dynamic
infinitive in the meaning “know how to,” functioning as a predicate of ability;
oux olda “I don’t know” is semantically equivalent to a question and may select
an indirect question;

reference grammars universally claim that declarative utterance predicates may
govern a declarative infinitive to form indirect discourse. However, this is almost
limited to cases in which they denote the expression of an opinion or rumor
(always after gnui “claim”; after Aéyovou “they say,” passive forms such as Aéyeton
“it is said,” and Aéyeis . . .; “do you mean that . . .?”) and therefore arguably
belong to the predicates of opinion.

The first eight classes listed govern complements which are predicational in nature:

the subordinate predicate expresses an action that may or may not occur at some
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point posterior to or, in the case of phasal and perception predicates, simultaneous
with the action expressed by the main predicate. Therefore, the complements have a
temporal reference that is predetermined by the semantics of the main predicate. The
last four classes govern complements which are propositional in nature, expressing a
fact which may or may not be true at any point in time, so that the main predicate
does not restrict the temporal reference of the subordinate one.

Some syntactic consequences of this difference (predicational versus propositional
complements) may be illustrated by a comparison between the dynamic and declara-
tive infinitive. In the case of the former, having a predetermined temporal reference,
the aorist and present infinitive are in aspectual opposition only (the perfect is very
rare, and the future infinitive impossible). The negative is p#. In the case of the
declarative infinitive, by contrast, the present, aorist, and future infinitive express
relative tense, being simultaneous with, anterior to, and posterior to the main pred-
icate, respectively. The particle dv may also occur with this infinitive, expressing a
potential or counterfactual proposition. The negative is 00. In both the dynamic and
declarative construction, the subject of the infinitive is not expressed separately if it
is co-referential with that of the main predicate: (21) and (23). If there is no such
co-referentiality, the subject of the dynamic infinitive is expressed in the case required
by the main verb (in the case of déopon in (22) the genitive) and the infinitive is
added as an extra constituent, while the subject of the declarative infinitive invariably
appears in the accusative, which together with the infinitive forms the object of the
main predicate (23). Observe that the choice for the dynamic or declarative infinitive
influences the meaning of the main verb yryvdorw in (21) and (24).

(21)  Eyvwoav t00g . . . petyovrag ®oradéEaocdar.

They resolved to recall the exiles. (Andoc. 1.107) Dynamic inf., co-referentinlity.

(22) édéovro [owtov] ... [GmedDelv ADdvndev] o

They asked him to leave Athens. (Lys. 13.25) Dynamic inf., no co-refeventinlity.

(23) 0 Aoovplog eig TV YmEAV . . . EuPalelv dyyélieton.

It is reported that the Assyrian will invade the country. (Xen. Cyr 5.3.30)
Declarative inf., co-refeventinlity.

(24) Eyvwoav ol maoyevouevoL ZraQunNtémy . . . [AQuotédnuov . . . Egya dmodEEacton
MSY(’X‘}\‘G]OB]ECT.

Those of the Spartans who were present judged that Aristodemus had achieved

great feats. (Hdt. 9.71.3) Declarative inf., no co-refeventinlity.

In all its usages, the infinitive is opposed to the participle in that it expresses an
action which may or may not occur, or a fact which may or may not be true, while the
participle always expresses an action which does actually occur simultaneously with
the main predicate, or a presupposed fact which has already been established inde-
pendently (often in the previous context). Thus, fjoxeto Aéywv “he started by saying”,
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i.e., “at the beginning of his speech he said,” but fjoxeto Aéyewv “he started to speak.”
The following example bears out the presuppositional characteristics of the participle
(and yryvidorw, again, has a different meaning from (21) and (24) above):

(25) nal Og Edatpaoey . . . xaydm yvods avtdv Savpdlovia . . . Eony . . .

And he was amazed . . . And when I realized that he was amazed . . . I'said . . .
(PL. Euthd. 279d)

A final remark on indirect discourse is in order. Unlike for example English, Greek
has no sequence of tenses: instead, in indirect discourse, the mood and tense of the cor-
responding direct discourse are retained, or, when the main predicate is in a past tense,
the optative may (but does not have to) be used. This “oblique” optative occurs with
question and utterance predicates, but also with predicates of fearing and effort. By
contrast, the tense of the predicate in §ti/dg-clauses after past tense knowledge predi-
cates such as yryvdorwm “realize” is usually determined by the standpoint of the narrator,
but they may also be construed as declarative utterance predicates and retain the tense
of the corresponding “direct thought” or use the oblique optative. Thus, for example,
the following three expressions, each of which we would translate “He realized that he
was ill,” convey differing perspectives: £yvw 6t évéoer (imperf.: past for the narrator),
&yvo 6n vooet (pres.: standpoint of subject), &yvo én voooin (oblique pres. opt.).

Adverbial clauses

Adverbial relations between predicates can be expressed by the same means as com-
plementary ones, although the adverbial use of the infinitive is much more limited and
that of the participle much more extensive than in the case of complements.

We will start with adverbial finite clauses, of which Greek has many types. Some
conjunctions are semantically specific, while others function as more general “rela-
tors” which do not specify the type of adverbial relation which holds between the
main and subordinate predicate (Buijs 2005: 13-15). Hence, in the following over-
view, several conjunctions (especially @g) are encountered more than once.

a) Purpose clauses: tvo/wg/6mmg “in order that”, uy “in order that not” + subjunc-
tive. After a past tense, an optative may be used.

b) Causal clauses: 6t/0u6m + indicative. If the reason given originates with the sub-
ject of the main predicate rather than with the narrator, the optative may be used
after a past tense.

¢) Consecutive clauses: ®ote + indicative or infinitive. For the use of the infinitive,
see below.

d) Temporal clauses: &te/mg/énei/tneidn “when, after”; év @ “while”; gog “until,”
“as long as”; motv “before,” “until”; etc. Temporal clauses obey the following
syntactic rules. They have an indicative when they express a single past action
(26). When they express a single future action, we find év plus subjunctive (27).
The same construction is used in the case of a temporal clause expressing an
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habitual action in the present (28), while habitual past actions are expressed by
the optative (29). In principle, aorist-stem forms signal that the action expressed
in the subordinate clause is anterior to that of the main clause ((27) and (28)),
while present-stem forms signal simultaneity ((26) and (29)).

(26) v O 8t GmAMEOVTO OV . . . Ol . . . GXGTOL.

While they were arming themselves, the scouts came back. (Xen. An. 2.2.15)

(27) v aioyoxépdelav £t udhhov yvioeove, Enedav ndvimv dxodonte.

You will understand their greed still better when you have heard everything.
(Isae. 1.8)

(28)  éviowtdg 8t dmdray filog TOV Eautod TteQLEADY xixov.

And it is a complete year when the sun has been around its orbit. (Pl. Tém. 39¢)

(29) &dMpevev amnd tnmov, OmbTe yuuvaoa Bothorto Eautdv Te ral Todg bumoug.

He used to hunt on horseback whenever he wanted to give himself and his horses
exercise. (Xen. An. 1.2.7)

¢) Conditional clauses: i “if.” The combinations &i xai and »al €i have a concessive
value. The moods and tenses are by and large as in temporal clauses. However,
when the main clause has a potential optative (with dv, see above), the ei-clause
usually has a potential optative as well, but without év. When the main clause has
a counterfactual past-tense indicative (with dv), the ei-clause usually has a coun-
terfactual past-tense indicative as well, again without &v.

Another widely used way to express adverbial relations of any kind is by means of
participles. Most commonly, these receive a temporal or causal interpretation.
Sometimes, however, a relator is added to the participle to clarify its semantic force:
naimeQ (concessive ), Grte (objective reason), g (subjective reason) (32), wg + fut. ptc.
(goal), domep (comparison).

In principle the participle agrees in gender, number, and case with a constituent of
the main clause (in (30) with the subject Koftov), but if such a constituent is unavail-
able, both the participle and its head appear in the genitive absolute (31); impersonal
verbs appear in the (neuter) accusative absolute (32). The main predicate functions as
a temporal anchor for the participle: an aorist participle expresses anteriority (30), the
present simultaneity (31), and the future posteriority (32).

(30) =0l 6 Kottwv arovoog évevoe td moudi.

Having heard it/After Crito had heard it, he nodded to the slave. (Pl. Phd. 117a)

(31) mopevopévmv & att®dv avutoQfoay ol TAEELS TMV Imémvy.

While they proceeded, the squadrons of the enemy’s cavalry were passing by on
the other side. (Xen. An. 4.3.17)
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(32)  evdUg mapnyyinoe toig [égoaug mapaorevdleoval, Mg avtixa Sefioov dudxeLy.

Immediately he ordered the Persians to get ready, because presently it would be
necessary to give chase. (Xen. Cyr. 3.2.8).

The infinitive, finally, occurs in consecutive clauses after dote and in “before”-clauses
after molv, in case the action in the subordinate clause does not necessarily occur:

(33) molv Y O ®ovoABoow O otedtevua TEOS GELOTOV, BOOLAEVS EPAvT.

For before the army could halt for breakfast, the king appeared. (Xen. Az. 1.10.19)

Relative clauses

Relative clauses (introduced by a relative pronoun, adjective, or adverb, such as &g
“who/which,” 6cog “as large /many as,” &vOa “where”) are a very flexible form of
subordination, with remarkably variegated constructions, depending on the syntactic
function they fulfill (syntactically speaking, relative clauses can be attributive or
adverbial modifiers, or something “in between”). They may be broadly divided into
two categories:

) “determinative” relative clauses: the information in the relative clause serves to
identify the antecedent and cannot be left out (in English punctuation, these are
usually not preceded by a comma) (34); the antecedent of determinative relative
clauses can be omitted (“autonomous” relative clauses) (35);

b) “digressive“relative clauses: the relative clause gives additional information that
is not required to identify the antecedent (normally with a comma in English).
These are especially common with proper names (36).

(34) @ avdEL B v EMGOE eioopai.

I will obey the man you choose. (Xen. An. 1.3.15) The identity of the man whom
the speaker will obey cannot be determined without vefevence to the relative clause.

(35) &y 8k . .. ol G RQOT® UEVOTUEV.

But I and (those) whom I command will remain. (Xen. Cyr. 5.1.26) Antecedent
omitted; again, the men cannot be identified without the information in the velative
clawuse.

(36) ToiTOV OE AdLY, . . . OV 0% v dbvauoBe Gvev mholwv duapiival.

The third [you will reach] is the Halys, which you will probably not be able to ford
without boats. (Xen. An. 5.6.9) The Halys can be identified without the additional
information in the velative clause.

As (34) shows, the usage of moods and tenses in determinative relative clauses is in
the main identical to that of temporal and conditional clauses: a single future action
in the main clause determines the use of &v + subj. in the relative clause (cf. (27) above).
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In digressive relative clauses, however, the use of moods and tenses is that of main
clauses: thus we find a potential optative with év in (36) (ct. (13) above).

A peculiar feature of Greek relative clauses is “relative attraction,” the assimilation
of the relative pronoun into the case of its antecedent (regardless of'its function in the
relative clause). This is a violation of the third rule of agreement we gave above, one
which occurs only under specific circumstances: when the pronoun functions as direct
object in its relative clause, and when its antecedent is in the genitive or dative:

(37) Mndov éowv edoaxd . . . O Eudg TAEmTITog ®AAMOTOS.

Of all the Medes that I have seen, my grandfather is the most handsome. (Xen. Cyr.
1.3.2) Sowv is object with édooxa, but assimilated into the gen. of its antecedent
Mijdwv.

Word Order

The ordering of words in a sentence is a syntactic issue par excellence, and yet Greek
word order poses insurmountable problems for traditional methods of syntactic
description (leading to its pervasive but inaccurate characterization as “free”).
Again, the crux is that individual sentences are not the right level of analysis: the
operative patterns become clear only by looking at larger stretches of discourse, and
by situating utterances in their communicative context (as mentioned above, this
goes for tense-aspect as well; we could further mention particles, pronouns, the
article, etc.).

It has long been noted that certain Greek words can only occur in a fixed position
of their syntactic unit (sentence, clause, verb phrase, or noun phrase). Prepositive
words (the article, relative pronouns, prepositions, conjunctions, negative, and a
number of mostly connective particles) only occur in the first position of their syntac-
tic unit. Postpositive or “enclitic” words occur in the second place of their syntactic
unit, a feature which Greek shares with many Indo-European languages (Wackernagel’s
Law). To this class belong most other particles, non-contrastive personal pronouns
and the enclitic verbs éoti and gnot.

Yet even if we disregard pre- and postpositive words, Greek word order is not free,
but conditioned to some extent by pragmatic constraints. The following basic word
order for declarative main clauses has been proposed by Dik (1995):

(setting) — (topic) — focus — predicate — rest

Many Greek sentences start with a piece of background information, specifying the
circumstances, place, or time in which the following action takes place. Such settings
may take the form of a prepositional phrase, a participle, or a subordinate clause.
Then follows the topic, the entity about which something is predicated; usually, this
entity is already known from the context. Ifit is the subject, it may be left out, so that
not every sentence has a topic. In that case, the sentence starts with the focus, the
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entity which contributes the most salient and new information to the sentence. Next
is the predicate; all constituents which follow the predicate have no specific pragmatic
function; often, they contribute more or less predictable information. An example:

< 3 8 ) 6'3<‘()’lf,()(x'g5ETTING
TOOYUATEIQ

VREST®

olv 6 Zamobug,  Nodivai  te pou Edoke, i T00 KéPntog

When he heard this, Socrates seemed to me to be pleased by Cebes’ earnestness.
(PL. Phd. 62¢)

In the given context, the fact that Socrates is pleased about Cebes’ earnest speech is
the most salient information — he could have responded differently — so that Hodfjvou
appears in focus position. The idea that Cebes’ speech is earnest is clear from the
context, so that tf) Tov Képntog moaypateiq contributes predictable information and
takes up the rest position of the sentence.

The basic rule may be subjected to a number of permutations, more than we can
go into here. Just two common examples: the predicate may itself be the focus of a
sentence (39), and it can even be the topic (40):

(39) Ktigov, Ot petoméumerar  6md THG AQXTG,

TOPIC

He summoned Cyrus back from his province. (Xen. An. 1.1.2) This sentence marks
a topic-shift from Darius to his son Cyrus. The verb is in focus.

(40) otlrog 6 Kotoog BaoBaowy me@Tos . . . Todg ukv xoteotoépoto EAvov . . . todg 88
@ihovg meooemorioarto. roteoreépato, utv “lTovag e xal Aloléos xal Awgiéag
100G év 1f) Aoly_, lhovg 8t mpooemotfjoato. Aaxedoipoviovg

Focus’ TOPIC Focus”

This Croesus was the first foreigner to have subjugated some of the Greeks and
made allies of others. He subjugated the Ionians, Aeolians, and Dorians in Asia,
and he made allies of the Spartans. (Hdt. 1.6.2) In the first sentence, Herodotus
names two activities of Croesus, which therefore can subsequently appear in the topic
position of their vespective clauses when he elaborates on both in the following sentence.

FURTHER READING

The fullest reference grammars (covering syntax and semantics) of Greek are K-G and S-D,
great tomes of late nineteenth- and early twentieth-century German scholarship. In English,
the best grammar is Smyth 1956 (based on K-G, but with many valuable independent obser-
vations). There are too few studies of the syntax of particular authors or genres in the Classical
period: Moorhouse 1982 (on Sophocles) and Bers 1984 (poctic syntax) are worthwhile
exceptions.

The syntax of Greek noun phrases is under-studied, but has recently received attention in the
work of S. J. Bakker (2006, 2007). On the definite article, see Sansone 1993. There is a mountain
of scholarship on the Greek verb: important overviews are Rijksbaron 2002 and Goodwin 1889.
For the passive voice, see George 2005; for the middle, Allan 2003. Tense-aspect has been studied
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primarily in the light of the opposition present-aorist, see, e.g., Jacquinod et al. 2000 (with further
references). On the discourse functions of tense-aspect, see Rijksbaron 1988, Bakker 1997¢, Allan
2007, and Buijs 2007. A differing view of aspect has been offered by Sicking (1991, 1996).

The reference grammars listed above all have extensive treatments of the infinitive, participle,
and subordinate clauses, but good specialized studies are few. Apart from an earlier influential
treatment of the infinitive by Kurzovi (1968), there is one monograph on verbal complementa-
tion in Greek, Cristofaro 1996. Certain types of finite subordinate clauses have also been treated
in monographs: e.g., temporal /causal clauses (Rijksbaron 1976), conditional clauses (Wakker
1994) and 6nwg-clauses (Amigues 1977).

A few other detailed studies deserve mention. The negatives are treated in Moorhouse 1959. On
particles, the classic text is Denniston 1954; serious modifications and updates are needed, however
(some are provided in Rijksbaron 1997). Finally, the study of Greek word order has been given
great impetus by Dik (1995, 2007), and by the important work of Slings (e.g., 1992, 1997).



CHAPTER ELEVEN

Pragmatics: Speech and Text

Egbert J. Bakker

After the discussion of sound, of the structure and meaning of words, and the struc-
ture of sentences in the preceding chapters, this chapter will present Ancient Greek as
it is actually used in discourse contexts. The branch of linguistics that studies language
in context and in action is often called pragmatics, a slightly infelicitous term insofar
as it suggests the idea of a concrete “thing” or “result” (pragma). What is, or should
be, at stake in pragmatics, however, is that language is not a thing done, but a thing
being done, a doing: a praxis rather than a pragma. In its most principled (some
would say, radical) form, pragmatics sees “linguistic meaning” not as something that
inheres in the words and sentences themselves of the language, but in the strategies
by which speakers convey through language what they mean or intend to achieve.
Words don’t mean, speakers do; and a pragmatic account of a language is necessarily
cognitive, in taking account not only the contextual reality within which the speech
action takes place, but also speakers’ perception and assessment of that reality.

The step from language as structure, or system, to language as behavior is not an
casy one to make. The language about language that comes naturally to most of us
assumes that language preexists the speech event, as a tool for communication avail-
able to speakers. This is most apparent in the use of the verb “use” with as direct
object parts of language, such as “word” or “sentence,” or even “language” itself. To
think of a language and its constituents as tools or objects used may be inevitable for
those who have been taught a language for reading and formal instruction, but “lan-
guage use” is not necessarily the appropriate term for what the language’s real speak-
ers do. The words and phrases they utter are shaped in the very context of their
utterance as routinized behavior of many speakers over extended periods of time. In
this perspective, grammar is not what makes speech possible; rather, speech is what
necessitates, and shapes, grammar. The idea of grammar as a work in constant prog-
ress is captured in such terms as “grammaticalization” or “grammaticization,” denot-
ing functional perspectives on language and a growing body of linguistic literature
(see also ch. 9).
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The actual behavior of the speakers of Ancient Greek is forever lost to us, but our
corpus of texts allows us to observe the cognitive and discursive praxis of speaking the
language in a number of ways. There is first of all the interactive speech as represented
in genres that are explicitly concerned with dialogue. Our texts may be the script for
an actually occurring speech event, such as a dramatic performance; or they may be a
fictional representation of speech, as in the case of dialogues. Those scripted or repre-
sented dialogues provide us with a window on actual linguistic behavior, in spite of
such potentially distorting factors as metrical constraint, generic convention, or the
interference of the written medium. But monologic prose does this too, albeit less
directly. Some “prose” is of course stylized speech addressed to an actual audience in
an actual context, as in the case of oratory, whether transmitted by itself under the
name of its author or as part of a narrative text (as in the case of Pericles’ Funeral
Oration).

But even a thoroughly “readerly” text such as Thucydides’ History, in order to be
coherent and comprehensible, has to resort to communicative strategies, and these
come primarily from speech. The dialogue in which Thucydides engages with his
reader may not be explicit, but Thucydides will have to make use of at least some of
the devices in the speaker’s arsenal to situate his speaking voice with respect to its
reading listeners and the historical reality it creates.

Central to the study of the discursive strategies behind the coherence of any of our
texts is that the idea of “sentence” decreases in importance as object of linguistic
analysis. This unit of syntactic and stylistic study is primarily a reality of written com-
position and stylistic analysis. In the study of Greek as linguistic behavior the units
that impose themselves are either smaller or larger than sentences or rhetorical peri-
ods: they are either the “intonation units” of speech (Bakker 1997a; 1997b; 2005:
46-55, 66-70) or the “paragraphs” of extended discourses, clusters of continuous
speech or text that are shaped by the communicative role they play as a whole (see
below on the pragmatic function of temporal subclauses). Units of interest to prag-
matics or discourse analysis can also be, regardless of the size of the utterances involved,
the “turns” taken by speakers in their dialogic interaction.

This chapter consists of two “test cases,” deixis and tense/temporal reference. In
cach case we will start with interactive speech for the study of the linguistic elements
in question and then move on to the role of those same clements in the shaping of
“monologic” text.

Deixis in Speech and Text

Deixis is the “pointing” function of language, which involves the strategies by
which speakers place themselves in place and in time as well as with respect to each
other. Any language has deictic elements (or indexicals), such as personal pronouns
(“L,” “you,” “she/he/it”) or demonstrative pronouns (“this,” “that”). Any utter-
ance with one or more of these elements, whether in spoken or written form, will
need a certain amount of context to be intelligible, either the real-world context in
which conversation takes place or the linguistic context created by the written text.
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And either context is incomplete without the “subjective” understanding that
speakers, hearers, writers, and readers bring to it.

Deictics in speech

Ancient Greek has a fairly complex grammar of three deictic/demonstrative pronouns:
68¢ “this-here,” olrog “that-there,” and éxeivog “that.” It is customary to align these
three pronouns, in order of increasing distance from the speaking subject, with the
three grammatical persons. Thus 6de “this one here” has been seen as the deictic
of the first person, whereas oltog “this/that one (with you)” is commonly aligned
with the second person; (€)xeivogis reserved for Jemer-Deixis, the reference to persons
and things that are removed in time and place from the speech situation and its par-
ticipants, which aligns éxeivog with the third grammatical person (Havers 1906; K-G
1: 641). Such an objective arrangement, however, useful though it may be for heuris-
tic purposes, does not exhaust the semantic potential of these deictics: in addition
to objective distance there is an important cognitive dimension which involves the
“subjective” experience of the discourse participants.

Let us begin with the proximal, “first-person” deictic 6de, which can be used to
point at what is in close, physical proximity to the speaker, e.g.,

(1) IZ tiydo uévy uolL Tiod’ drte PLdouov;
KP &AL #de pévrol pi) A€y ov yap got’ £t
What life is livable for me alone without her here? Stop talking about “her here”;
she does not live anymore. (Soph. Ant. 566-7)

Such closeness, incompatible with physical absence, can mean that the thing pointed at is
familiar to the speaker (e.g., 7@V NGV TGV’ Mv 60D’ uels del “of these familiar <birds>
here that you see all the time,” Ar. Ap. 271). But when the referent of 83 is accessible to
the speaker only (and this happens frequently), it may become a piece of as yet unknown
information for the hearer and something salient for the speaker to utter. For example,
the pronoun is used for what is newly arriving or appearing at the time of the speech; this
frequently happens in drama when a new character walks onto the stage, e.g:

(2) &M\ 6de QULAE Y0 TOV éxeTVeV dyyehog
¢00eT QO Mudg delgo mueEiynv PAEmwY.
But this one here, a guard, a messenger from those out there comes running hither

to us here looking like he will perform a war-dance. (Ar. Av. 1168-9)

And true to its proximal nature, 6d¢ can also be used for “self-pointing,” when the
speaker’s own physical presence is new information to the hearer, e.g:

(3) ZY 1ic 6 mrep@mv OeDQ’ £0TL TOUG APLRVOUUEVOUG;
TIETI 681 mGoeoty

Who is the one that hands out wings to those arriving here? That’s me here.
(Ar. Ar. 1418-19)
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The pronoun may even attract the grammatical first person of the verb (e.g., 6d¢ ot
ndey “well, here I am,” Hdt. 1.115.3). The person indicated with 8de, then, is
often not simply close to the speaker but also new and salient to the hearer. Objective
“givenness,” therefore, is matched with subjective “newness.”

The second deictic, olrtog, can be aligned, as mentioned above, with the hearer. The
most principled use of ottog in speech, in fact, is the direct address of the interlocutor
(olrog “Hey, you,”; see also ch. 22), e.g., oltog, 0g ®aA®, og #oA®d “Hey, you, I’'m call-
ing you, I’m calling you,” Ar. Av. 658: the deixis is the performance of the speech act
of'address (see ch. 22), which prepares the ground for subsequent interaction between
the speaker and the addressee. oltog can also be used to indicate the speaker himself,
from the perspective of the addressee, e.g.,

(4) AT mo0 [ewodérondg €0ty Goywvs
IIEI ourtoot

Where is Peisthetairos our leader? <I’'m> that one. (Ar. Av. 1123)

The difference between (3) and (4) is instructive. The character who asks the question
in the former case does not know the person he is looking for, and so Peisthetairos
presents himself with &3¢, as a new character (for the visitor) at the moment of his
appearance. In (4) the entering character, by contrast, knows who he is looking for,
and so Peisthetairos presents himself as information that is accessible to the new-
comer, deictically referring to himself as oUtog (cf. Ar. Nub. 141).

The deictic can be an answer to a question, as in (4); or it can be the basis for a
question, as in (5): a speaker points with oUtog to something he wants to know more
about, knowing or assuming that the hearer can see it too, and is in fact more familiar
with it. In such cases the deixis with oUtog, assuming a joint perception, serves as basis
for further interaction, e.g.,

(5) EY & TI6oewdov Eregog ol g fomtdg Sovig ottoot.
1lc Ovoudietal mod” otrog;

EIl oUTo0L ®OTWPAYAS

By Poscidon, there is another one, some kind of painted bird. What is that
one called? That one there is the Glutton bird. (Ar. Av. 287-8)

The deictic, finally, can be the verbal accompaniment of physical gestures, as when
Strepsiades demonstrates “giving the finger” to Socrates (7100 100 uév, €’ éuot Touddg
6vtog, oroat “In the old days when I was a kid, it was this,” Ar. Nub. 654).

The third demonstrative, éxetvog, is reserved for what is physically absent for both
speaker and hearer, and is as such not often found in a purely deictic (“pointing”)
function, as in the following extract:

(6) olrool mEEALE, énervoat ye vi) AL dttorydc,
oUtoo1 Ot mtnvELOY, Exetvoot OE v’ dhrudv

This one here is a partridge, that one there by Zeus a francolin, and this one here is
a penelops, and that one there a halcyon. (Ar. Av. 297-8)
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The use of the two deictics may imply that the francolin and the balcyon are further
removed from the speaker than the partridge and the penclops, but it is equally possi-
ble to assume that the two deictics are differentiated from one another as part of short
enumerations (“this one, that one”). Note in any case the affix -{ (always attracting the
accent), which in spoken Attic is used only on demonstratives in an explicitly deictic
function.

More common is the use of éxelvog for what is remote, not materially present in the
speech situation. Peisthetairos in Birdsuses the deictic when he refers to the primordial
time when birds reigned supreme (Vtd tiig 0dung Tiig 16T’ éxelvng “through that force he
had back then,” Ar. Ap. 489). In the conversation between Gyges and Candaules in
the short story at the beginning of Herodotus’ Histories, the queen, who is not pres-
ent, is referred to as éxetvnv (Hdt. 1.8.2). Similarly, the swineherd Eumaios in the
Odyssey refers to his absent master Odysseus with xeivog (e.g., Od. 14.70).

Odysseus and the Lydian queen may be away from the speech situations in ques-
tion, but they are very much on the speakers’ minds. The salience of things absent is
in fact an important part of the meaning of éxelvog, the intersection of deixis with the
cognitive dimension. What is physically absent may be very present mentally. The per-
son or thing referred to with éxeivog is frequently someone or something cognitively
salient, for example, someone universally known, such as Thales of Miletus (ti dfjt’
gxetvov tov Oailv Davudlouev; “Why do we <still> admire that <famous> Thales?”
Ar. Nub. 180). Or éxeivog is used for what is desired, sought, or pursued, ¢.g:

(7) =t o0 Yo ®Lué
oGtV £mduud poviavely ovdEy
o Tt dait;

210 éxelv’ éxelvo, 1OV Addtatov AGyov.

No, you loser, of those things I don’t wish to learn anything. But what <do you want
to learn>? That thing, that thing, the most unjust argument. (Ar. Nub. 655-7)

When the entity that is mentally present actually comes into the context of utter-
ance, instructive collocations of deictics may occur:

(8) ToUT’éxeTvo" mOT Py dVOTNVOG;

[The speaker, Euelpides, and his companion Pisthetairos are attacked by the birds]
There you have it [lit: “This/totto (what both of us are experiencing now) is that/
éneivo (what I was afraid was going to happen)’]; where shall I flee, poor me?
(Ar. Av. 354)

(9) obmog éxelvog Tov 00 Inéelc.

This man [who has just been described, a description we now share] is that man
whom you are looking for. (Hdt. 1.32.7)

(10) N0’ Eot’ éxelvn tolpyov 1| Eewpyaouévn.
This one here is she who carried out the deed. (Soph. Ant. 384)
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(11) 698’ éxeivog £y.

Me here, I <am> that man <whom you are looking for>. (Soph. OC 138)

What was in the speaker’s and hearer’s minds but absent or not yet perceived is iden-
tified with something perceived or experienced in the speaker’s here and now.
Conforming to the difference between 68¢ and olrtog that we saw earlier, the entity
to which éxeivog refers is pointed at in accordance with its information status. When
it is already shared between speaker and addressee, as in (8) and (9), the deictic used
is oUtog; when it is an appearance that is new to the hearer(s), the deictic is 6d¢, as in
(10) and (11). Antigone is éxelvn, not because she is outside the context of utter-
ance, nor because she buried her brother at another time and in another place than
the present place and time, but because she, physically present, is identified with the
concept that is on everyone’s mind: she is the one. (Note that the “formula” otrog
énelvog “this <is> that” is used by Aristotle ( Poet. 1448b17) to characterize the men-
tal process of mimesis: the correct identification of what a given likeness represents.)
The comparison of éxeivog with 6de/ottog yields a number of observations:

@) physical distance is not the appropriate concept for the characterization of éxgivog,
since the cognitive salience of the concept referred to turns it into something that
is experientially very close;

b) amore adequate description is that éxeivog, unlike the two other demonstratives,
does not point at a person or thing that can physically be perceived in the context
of utterance;

¢) unlike 88¢/0lmog, the use of éxgivog is not prompted by perception in the speak-
er’s present: the referent of éxelvog was already on the minds of both speaker and
hearer before that moment;

d) in the case of 8¢ and olirog informational disparity occurs: in uttering 8¢, speak-
ers assume that they have better access to the item in question than their inter-
locutors (see (2) and (3) above); conversely, in uttering ovUtog they typically
assume that their interlocutors have better access to the item pointed at than they
do themselves (as in (5) above);

e) éxetvog differs from 68g/oltog in that it does not involve such informational
“trade off”; the concept denoted by the deictic is equally accessible to both
speaker and hearer;

f) this means that the utterance of 6d¢ is a matter considered by the speaker to be
high in “newsworthiness” to the hearer; the utterance of olrog, on the other
hand, is not so much new or newsworthy to the hearer as a basis from which to
launch further exchange (see (5) above); éxelvog, by contrast, represents refer-
ents of low newsworthiness;

4) note, however, that this does 7ot mean that the referent of éxeivog is unimpor-
tant, only that its importance does not derive from a perception in the context
and at the moment of utterance.

These various observations can be brought together in table 11.1:
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Table 11.1 Perceptual and cognitive modalities of the Greek deictics

Perceptual status Perceptual status  Speaker’s assessment

with respect with respect of hearer’s
Deictic to speaker to hearer familinrity Newsworthiness
60¢ close /identical perceptible lower than speaker’s high
ovtog perceptible close /identical higher than speaker’s  middle
éxelvog  not perceptible not perceptible equal low

Let us now consider how this use of the deictics in interactive speech is mapped onto
the realities of communication in written continuous discourse.

Deictics in text

In continuous written text oUtog is commonly said to be “anaphoric” and 68¢ “cata-
phoric,” in “carrying” their referent “back up” and “further down,” respectively. In
other words, an anaphoric pronoun is thought to refer back in the text and a cataphoric
pronoun is thought to be referring ahead. This is a very “textual” way of looking, set-
ting deixis within the text (sometimes called “endophora”) apart from “exophoric”
deixis in actual conversational contexts in the “real world” (on endophora and exo-
phora, see Halliday and Hasan 1976: 33). But what the text’s author or represented
speaker actually does with the two deictics is not essentially different from what hap-
pens in dialogue in the real world. In the implicit (sometimes explicit) communication
between the text’s narrator/author as speaker and the reader as interlocutor or hearer,
ovtog is the deictic reserved for what is already shared between the two, whereas 68¢ for
what can be presented as salient and new to the reader. Thus historiographical narrators
typically present the beginning of speeches with a phrase containing a form of 1dde and
conclude them with one containing a form of ottog, e.g., eipeto 6 Kgoioog 16d¢ ...
tadta énepdto “Croesus said these/the following things (...) those things he asked”
(Hdt. 1.30.2-3); oi uev Keprvpaiot EheEav Toudde (. . .) Tadro utv oi Kegrugaiot glmov
“the Cercyaeans spoke words like the following (...) these words the Cercyracans
spoke” (Thuc. 1.31.4-36.4); vGd¢ elmev (...) énel 8¢ tadt’ elnev “he spoke these words
... after he had said that” (Xen. He/l. 1.6.8-12). Instead of a one-dimensional “up” or
“down,” the play of pronouns is a matter of dynamic communication. At the moment
of its introduction the speech is still “with” the narrator and for the reader it is new
information, a situation very similar to the stage entries in drama. At the moment of'its
conclusion, by contrast, the speech has become “with” the reader as well and can be
pointed at as shared information with the appropriate deictic of the second person.
Otrog and 6d¢, then, are elements that channel the flow of information between the
author (the text’s speaker) and the reader (the text’s listener), marking the arrival and
onset of new information (8d¢) or the point where information introduced becomes a
basis shared between the two parties, from which the discourse can move on. This strategy
is not limited to the introduction and conclusion of direct speech; any information can be
introduced with 68¢ and concluded with otrog; the two deictics punctuate the text, thus
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setting off specific stretches of discourse, e.g., €éEnoiduncav 8 T6vde ToOV TE6mOV (. . .)
uéxot o0 TavTog ToUTe 1@ 1e6mY £ENoitdunoav “They counted <the army> in the following
way (...) until they had in this way counted all persons” (Hdt. 7.60.1-2).

In isolation, &d¢ signals in ongoing narrative the particular salience of a piece of
information being introduced, e.g., dnhot d¢ pol xal 16de TV Tohardv AoVEVeELaY oV,
fixtota - “This/the following point also is not least in making the weakness of the
ancients evident to me:. . .” (Thuc. 1.1.3). When this forward-looking use of &d¢
occurs in actual dialogue, the possible interjected question of the interlocutor under-
scores the status of the proximal deictic as conveying new, salient material not yet
shared between the speaker and the addressee:

(12) — no uiv wov ral 16O det onometv, dtav ®QIvelv uéAng piotv pLAGooQGV Te
®ol Ui
— 10 oToV;
— And surely you have to look into this as well, if you are to judge what consti-

tutes a philosophical nature and what does not.
— What kind of thing? (Pl. Resp. 486al-3)

The interjected question t molov; is of course absent from monologic discourse, but
it is never far off; anticipating such questions is in fact what gives the text its structure
and its meaning.

Otrtoc does more than “refer back” to what is now known information to the reader
or hearer; it recapitulates a stretch of discourse at the moment of its conclusion and
so serves as basis on which the subsequent stretch of discourse is built, e.g:

(13) ratta pév vov ITégoon te val Poivires Ayouot. &y dE meQl uev Tovtmv o EQyouot
¢oéwv ...

This <is what> the Persians and Phoenicians are saying; I for my part am not going
to say about these events . . . (Hdt. 1.5.3)

As this extract shows, oUtog very easily combines with the particles uév and 8¢ as markers
of “boundaries” in a discourse (see Bakker 1993). In the example just quoted, the deic-
tic tafta stands in “contrast” to the intervention of the narrator himself (to@to pév . . .
&y Ot), but there is less a contrast strictly speaking than a transition, a meaningful break
in the discourse as the narrative moves into a new thematic segment. In other cases
olog contributes more to the beginning than to the end of a discourse unit, as in the
start of the story of Gyges and Candaules at the beginning of Herodotus’ Histories:

(14) ofrog &) dv 6 Kavdaiing nododn tiig Enutod yuvourds, s0aodels 8t evouié ol elval
yuvairo oAV Taotwv xodhiomv. ‘Qote 8t Tadte vouillwy, v yao olTd@v aiyuopdomv
I'iyng 6 Aoonthov apeonduevog udhiota, Tottg t@ I'yn xal 1 omovdouéotepa
TV TENYuGTov Umepetideto 0 Kavdatlng xal 8 xal 1 €ldog TS yuvourdg
VIEQETOULVEWV.

This Candaules, then, was infatuated with his own wife, and in his infatuation he
considered that his wife was by far the most beautiful of all. As a consequence,
considering these things — and you need to know that there was one of his
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bodyguards, Gyges son of Daskulos, who was especially his favorite — so with this
Gyges he used to share his most important business, in particular his excessive praise
for the beauty of his wife. (Hdt. 1.8.1)

Candaules, just introduced and hence now known to the listener, is the starting point,
marked as oUtog, from whom the story takes off. The deictic also marks the two other
important ingredients of the story, Candaules’ ideas about his wife’s beauty and the
presence of Gyges the bodyguard, thus punctuating the narrative in the leisurely
build-up of the story.

Let us now turn to éxeivog; here, too, the function of the demonstrative in interac-
tive speech that we have briefly reviewed can serve as basis for understanding the way
in which the pronoun contributes to the meaning and structure of continuous, mono-
logic discourse. Just as in real life one can point with éxetvog to something that is
farther removed than the item pointed at with oltoc, so one can use éxgivog in text to
refer back to what is farther removed than the immediately preceding material referred
to with olroc:

(15) &l 8t € ottwg Gngnrov Mote vl wéhav @aiveodat, devdteQsv 0T ToTTo SxEIVOV.

And if it [i.e., sputum] should be so unmixed as to appear black, then this is more
dangerous than that [i.e., the cases mentioned before]. (Hippoc. Prog. 14)

In historiographical narrative we encounter a further, more complicated, way in
which the difference between éxeivog and oltog can be exploited in written text. In
indirect discourse, when the deictic perspective is that of a third party (i.e., third with
respect to the narrator/speaker and the reader/listener), éxelvog takes the place of
oltog, a typical strategy in the grammar of narrative to convey that the deixis takes
place embedded inside the text, beyond the primary communication between the nar-
rator and the reader:

(16) g 88 to watd tov TéMov moetEéyato O Z6hwv tov Kooloov gimag moAd te nol
OAPa, émelpdta tivo dgvtegov uet’ éxelvov {0oi, doxéwv mdyyv devtepelo ydV
otoeoval.

When Solon, in saying much about the blessed condition of Tellos, had stimulated
Croesus, the latter asked him who he saw as the second [in happiness] after that
man, believing that he would at least carry the second prize. (Hdt. 1.31.1)

Our access to Tellos the Athenian is mediated through Solon’s account of him and
Croesus’ listening to it; the reader of Herodotus’ text is at one remove from it. The
use of éxelvog instead of ovUtog is the grammatical mechanism effecting such “dis-
placed” communication. In direct speech, we might envisage Croesus asking “Whom
do you see as second after this man (tottov)?” The mechanism is even more striking
when éxeivog takes on the second person feature that oUtog has, as we saw, in real
interactive speech:

(17) tovg &t vmonpivaodor g ovdt éxeivor Tolg tiic Agyeing €800y opL dirog Thg
GpmoyTic - 000t MV ool SdoeLy éxneivolot.
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And they [i.e., the Greeks] responded that they [i.e., the Colchians] had not given
them [i.e., the Greeks] fair compensation for the abduction of To of Argos. So they
[i.e., the Greeks] would not give them [i.e., the Colchians] any either. (Hdt. 1.2.3)

In hypothetical direct speech we could imagine the Greeks saying: “So we will not give
<any compensation> to you either” (whereby “you” comes in the place of éxeivog).
We see, then, that the availability of a third deictic (in contrast with, e.g., Eng. this
and that) can be exploited for the sake of embedding secondary voices and points of
view in narrative: whereas 68¢ and oltog are used in the primary (but implicit) commu-
nication between the narrator and his listener/reader, éxeivog is reserved for the sec-
ondary communication conducted by the “third parties” contained in the narrative.
But éxeivog can be used in the communication between the narrator and his audi-
ence as well. If it is, the cognitive dimension of the deictic comes into play. As we saw,
éxetvog frequently refers to concepts and ideas that were already in the speaker’s and
listener’s mind before the moment of utterance (see (7) above), whereas 6d¢ and
oltog represent newer, perceptually salient items in the context of utterance. When
this difference is transposed to monologic discourse, éxelvog turns out to be a marker
of continuous topics, whereas 68¢ and olrrog tend to occur at moments of discontinuity
(as we saw, the transition to explicitly announced new information or the recapitula-
tion of a previous topic as a step to a new one). For example, at the end of the story
of Gyges and Candaules, the queen is referred to as éxeivn (ral puv éxelvn éyyelidiov
dotoa notongvmtel Vrd Ty avtiy dvonv “And she gave him a dagger and hid him
behind the same door” Hdt. 1.12.2): she has been present throughout the story,
whether as concept or as agent, and is a clear case of a continuous topic. To change
éxelvn into avm would suggest that the queen was somehow being contrasted with
another woman or that she had just been introduced into the story, with the demon-
strative signaling that the narrative was moving into a new episode from that basis.
The lesser perceptual salience of items referred to with éxetvog makes it in narrative the
appropriate element for reference back to an item from the previous clause without there
being any contrast or topic discontinuity involved, as in “the latter” in English, e.g:

(18) agrogayéovor Ot €x TV OMQEEMV TOLETVTES (QTOUS, TOVG EXETVOL ®UAAOTLS
dvoudtouot.

As for their bread consumption, they use starch wheat for their loaves, which they
call kyllestis. (Hdt. 2.77 .4)

(19) 0id’ altdv te ERarhev xal T VOLUYLO TO ExELVOU

And they threw <stones> at him and the pack animals of the latter [i.c., and his
pack animals]. (Xen. An. 1.3.1)

(20) xal S taveyy Ty émbvpiov Edwxe Togyiq agylowov Td Agoviive. &mel 8
ouveyEveTo exelva, . . .
And out of that ambition he [i.e., Proxenos] had given money to Gorgias of

Leontini <in order to study with him>. When he had been with the latter, . . .
(Xen. An. 2.6.16)
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In (18) and (19) éxetvog refers back to the subject and object, respectively, of the
preceding clause and is little more than a variant of (oblique cases of) avtég (cf. K-G
i: 649). In (20) the difference between tavtnyv and éxetve is instructive. The former
sets up Proxenos’ ambition as Lestmotiy for the characterization of this general,
whereas éxetvo is used to refer to “Gorgias” as a topic of only passing importance that
will not be mentioned again. We still can call it “continuous” (just as Candaules’ wife,
who is present as topic throughout the story), since it is easily recoverable from the
previous clause.

The considerable contribution of the deictics to the structure of written texts, then,
can be traced back to the interplay of perceptual and cognitive factors that lies behind
the use of the deictics in interactive discourse. It does not seem appropriate to speak
of an anaphoric use as distinct from a deictic use of the demonstrative pronouns.
Rather, the function of the pronouns in written texts is an extension of what happens
in actual conversation—not unlike the instantiation of prototypes as discussed in
ch. 9. This means that the structure of written discourse is not mechanical or imper-
sonal, but a matter of real interaction. In the second case study we will see that the
same applies to the use of verbal tense in speech and text.

Tense and Temporal Reference

Tense is commonly seen as the grammaticalized location of events in time. Events are
seen as “placed” in time, either before, or after, or simultaneous with the moment of
utterance. Such a referential view, however, can become rather abstract and sterile in
a conception of language and grammar as something that people actually do. The
moment of speech is not just a point on a temporal continuum, but a moment of
doing and experiencing things. The act of uttering the verb, i.e., of asserting the
event, may have an impact on the event’s very temporality and time cannot be isolated
as a simple objective space “in which” events are located.

As far as the past is concerned, speakers can of course always state that an event
took place at another time (and often another place), but in practice this happens
most often when they tell stories, when events are told for their own sake (although
many stories told in interactive speech contexts do serve a purpose with respect to the
speakers’ immediate here and now). More typically, however, the past event that fig-
ures in a speaker’s utterance is in some way connected with the present speech situa-
tion, as in the way Croesus’ envoys in Herodotus present themselves to their intended
addressees:

(21) Emeppe Nuéag Kooioog 6 Avdamv te nol dhhwv é0vémv faothets, Aéywv T6de.
<The one who> has sent us <is> Croesus, king of the Lydians and of other peo-

ples, saying the following: (Hdt. 1.69.2)

Croesus dispatching his ambassadors of course took place in the past at the beginning
of the envoys’ long journey from Sardeis to Sparta; but he has not really “sent” his
heralds until they arrive at their destination and deliver their king’s message. Only the
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utterance of &meuye Huéag Kootoog “Croesus sent us” will complete the mission, as
the assertion of a past action that reaches its fulfillment in the present moment.

The use of the aorist is crucial in this regard. Had the envoys used an imperfect, as
Herodotus does himself in reporting (in his own voice) on this embassy (6 Kgoloog
Emeume € Zmdomv ayyéhovg “Croesus sent messengers to Sparta,” Hdt. 1.69.1), their
audience would presumably have been puzzled, for it would have seemed to them that
the envoys were telling them something that happened to them in the past (“<and then>
Croesus sent us . . .”). It would also need more context to make sense to the listeners.

We can make a meaningful distinction, then, between referring to an event (or
“placing it in time”) and asserting it as the action that constitutes the present speech
moment. In the latter case, the domain of the aorist, there is something performative —
in the sense of Austin’s speech act theory (Austin 1975) — about the speech event, in
that making the utterance is carrying out, or at least completing, the action denoted
by the verb. This phenomenon takes its most extreme form in the so-called “dramatic
aorist” or “present aorist” (K-G 1.163-5; Smyth 1956: 432), e.g., émjveoa “OK” (“I
have praised”), ouvvijra “I see” (“I have understood”), ¢deEqunv “I accept,” fjodmv
“Nice!” (“I’ve had fun”). These are usually considered a peculiar use of the aorist, but
are in fact central to the meaning of this “tense” (Bakker 1997c¢: 23).

The difference between the aorist on the one hand and the present and imperfect on
the other stands out clearly when we consider temporal adverbial modifiers such as vv
“now,” otimw “not yet,” and negation, in particular o0d&is “nobody” as subject of the
verb. Aorists can be modified by viv, a combination we do not find for the imperfect:

(22) OE. xalvdv 6meo poyudtorov O@pandmv E0vog
Emeppev Luiv.

And now he has sent you the most warlike tribe of the Thracians. (Ar. Ach.
153-4)

Modified with olinw “not yet,” an aorist is the assertion that something has not hap-
pened up to and including the moment of utterance; an imperfect modified with otinw,
on the other hand, will convey that something that actually occurred in the past was not
yet the case at a given point in time in the past (notice also the use of tovtl in (23)):

(23) ‘Hodxhews Toutt Tl v;
Toutl ud Au” &y ol O »ot deiv’ idv
ofimm n6pan’ eldov énepooProuévov
Heracles, what was that?
That there, by Zeus, I’ve seen quite a few striking things in my life,
but never vet have I seen a raven with a mouthband on. (Ar. Av. 859-60)

(24) ob yop Eywy’ émoMTEUSPNY T TOTE

For I was not vet in politics then. (Dem. 18.18)

In (23) the speaker does not say that something had not yet happened in the past, but
that something has not happened until the moment of utterance; in (24), on the other
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hand, the speaker, Demosthenes, who obviously has a long political career behind him
at the time of the utterance of this speech (the On the Crown), refers to a time in the
past when that career had not yet started. His temporal reference is modified by téte
“then”; this demonstrative temporal modifier contrasts with its indefinite counterpart
mote “ever,” which has a natural affinity with aorists modified by otinw, e.g.,

(25) olmamot’ Euvijotevon Taida orv, Yovor

I have never wooed your daughter, woman. (Eur. A 841)

No specific temporal reference takes place here; the past evoked by Achilles’ statement
includes the present moment of utterance in which the denial takes place.

When the verb has the negative quantifier ovdeig as subject, the negation is con-
tained in the past when the verb is imperfect:

(26) NHPwv Y, raduvaunv xhémtewy, (oYV6V T oTdS Euantod,
%®oVdelgW’ aéquhatr’.

I was young and good at stealing, and was sure of my strength,
And nobody kept a watch on me. (Ar. Vesp. 357-8)

But when the verb is aorist, the negation inherent in oudeig attracts by a grammatical
rule the modifier ndmote “ever yet,” turning the statement again into a denial in the
present, ¢.g:

(27) 0Ud’ 0ld’ 00dEeS vy’ Epdoav OOt 0O YUVATXA.

Nor does anyone know any woman whom I have ever represented in my poetry as
being in love. (Ar. Ran. 1044)

We see, then, that the temporal and deictic orientation of the aorist is quite differ-
ent from that of the present/imperfect, and also from the way in which “temporal
deixis” is usually characterized. Aorists are oriented toward the speaker’s present, even
if the event they denote is past. The interplay between the two in one and the same
discourse is most strikingly displayed in narrative, where the two tenses effect distinct
modes of discourse, the evocation of past events vs the assertion of facts from the past
in function of the speaker’s interests in the present. Oratorical narrative, told by a real
speaker, with real interests in the present, to a real audience, provides instructive cases,
as in the following passage from On the Crown:

(28) ‘Eoméga pkv yoo fiv, fike 8 dryyEMhov Tig dg Todg moutdvelg g Ehdreia noreilnmro.

2O UETO TOTD’ ol pkv eV0Ug EEavaoTaVTES UETAED BEUTVOTVTIES TOUG T X TV OXNVAV

TV roTd TV yopldv EEETEYoV xal o YEQQ' évemipmpaoay, ol O Tovg otpaTnyols
UETETEUTOVTO 1Ol TOV OahmunTiy Exdhouy xal BogiBov Thigng fv 1 oA,

T & votegaiq, Gua T Muéoq, oL pEv mEUTAvels THv Pouvkiiv éxGlouvv eig T

Bovhevtiiolov, Dueis & ig Ty éuninotay émogedeode, nol Tl gnelvny yonuotioon

%ol wpoPovietoon ag O dijuog dvm xadifro. xol uetd todta Mg NADEV 1) POl #al

amijyyelthav ol JTQUTAVELS T TEOONYYEAUEV' EQUTOTS XOL TOV Tjxovta TaQifyaryov

ROKEIVOC_elmev, Nedra. ukv O %ijpuE ‘“tic dyopetewv Povleton; mapyier & ovdeis.
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oldxLg O& TOU ®joUrOG EQMTMVTOS 0VOEV UdAlov aviotar’ oUdElg, Omdviwy uev Tdv
OTQUTNYMV TAQOVIWYV, Omdviwv 0t TV ONTémv, xaAotong Ot [ths xowiig] Tig
noreidog [pwviig] TOv €0otvd” mee cwtnelag: fiv Y 6 %fELE ratd Tobg VEUoUg
QWVIV Gpinot, Tadtv xowiy Tig orteidog dixawov fyetodad. (.. .)

£QAavnv Tolvuv oltog €v éxelvy T Huéoa £yd xol ToehdwV oV gig Duag,

It was evening; someone came to the office of the prutaneis with the news that
Elateia had been occupied. Thereafter some of them immediately stood up from
their meal and drove the <merchants> from their stalls in the marketplace and
burnt the wicker booths; others summoned the generals and called the trum-
peter, and the city was full of noise and commotion.

The next day at the break of dawn the prutaneis convoked the Council to the
council-chamber and you marched to the Assembly, and even before the afore-
mentioned (éxetvny, i.e., the Council) could consider the matter and pass a
motion, the entire demos was already sitting above (i.e., at the Pnyx). And there-
after, when the Council had arrived and the pruzaneis had reported the news that
had been announced to them, and they had brought forward the man who had
come <to bring the tidings>, and when the latter (xaxeivog) had spoken, the her-
ald asked “Who wishes to speak?” No one came forward. As the herald asked
several times still no one stood up, with all the generals and all the politicians
present. The fatherland was calling for the speaker who would save her (for the
voice of the herald under these formal conditions can with justification be called
the collective voice of the country).

Well, on that (éxeivy) day, that one (oUtog), I, appeared, and having come for-
ward I spoke to you. (Dem. 18.169-73)

Demosthenes’ narrative of the arrival in Athens of the news that Philip of Macedon
had seized Elateia is meant to bring the audience back to that memorable night and
following day; this evocation of the past is articulated as a continuous string of imper-
fects (in bold face), interrupted only by four aorists in a “backgrounded” temporal
subclause (#al petd Taito g MAdev xTh — notice that in the grammatically controlled
environment of the temporal clause, the aorist takes on the temporal feature of ante-
riority and can be translated with a pluperfect in English).

The first independent aorist main verb, épdvnv “I appeared” is uttered only when
the narrator himself enters on the scene, not as part of the experiential reliving of the
past, but as a performance that has a direct bearing on the present of narration and
the speaker’s interests there. With épdvny toivuv the discourse is strictly speaking not
narrative anymore and the speaker’s actions in the past have become a basis for mak-
ing claims in the present. (Notice also the use of the deictics in view of the discussion
presented earlier: twice the phrase nal petd tovta “and thereafter” effects a new step
in the narrative; three times we see éxelvog as a continuous topic, with in the third
case, &v éxelvy T Nuéoq “on that day” the added feature of the distant reality that is
present in the mind; and finally, Demosthenes refers to himself pointedly as oUtog £¢y®
“that one, me,” which lifts him out of the past and points at him as he stands, here
and now, before his audience.)

From oratorical narrative, with its live audience, we can now move to the use of the
two tenses in written historiography. The communication here is with an absent
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reader, not with a present listener, but not therefore less real. The present of discourse
is here not a real speech situation but a writer’s present, in which communication
takes place between the historian and his readership, as opposed to the recreation of
historical events in the past. An instructive case is the narrative of the battle of
Thermopylae in Herodotus (Hdt. 7.207-25). The narrative of the preparations for
battle, the Persian spy, Xerxes’ reaction to Demaratus’ account of the Lacedaemonians,
and the first stage of the battle, is largely conducted in a long series of imperfects (for
the aorists that do occur occasionally, see below).

The aorist becomes the dominant tense only when Herodotus’ account leaves the
narrative time-line and digresses on the later death of the traitor Ephialtes:

(29) totegov Ot deioag Aamedouuoviovs Epuye € Oecoahinv, xal oi puydvi Umd TV
TMuloySpmv, T@v Apgurtuévay &g thv Ivhainv culkeyopévav, doydolov Emexrmouyom.
xoéve Ot totepov, nofiMde Yoo & Avuxdonv, amédave Und Adnvadewm Gvdodg
Tonywiov - 6 88 Admvadng oltog dméxrerve uev Emdhmy 8U &My aitiny, ty éyd év
1ol0L 6move AGyowot onuovém, gnundn uévtor Umd Aaxedoupoviov ovdtv fooov.
"Erudhong uev oltw Hotegov tottwy dnédave. £ott 8t £teog Moyog Aeyouevog, g. . .

Later, out of fear for the Lacedaemonians, he fled to Thessaly, and when he had
fled there a price of silver was put on his head by the Pylagoroi when the
Amphictyons met at Pylaia. Still later (for he had come back to live in Anticyra),
he died at the hands of Athenades, a man from Trachis. It is true that this
Athenades killed Ephialtes for an unrelated reason (which I will set out in later
accounts), but he was honored for it by the Lacedaecmonians all the same. This is
the way Ephialtes died later than the events related here. There is also another
account being told, namely that . . . (Hdt. 7.213.2-3)

Whereas the historian is largely absent from his discourse when he seeks to evoke the
events from the past for their own sake, he is very much present when he relates events
that are explicitly presented as the results of his own research, external to the historical
reality recreated. In this extract the narrative is temporarily suspended as the historian
focuses on facts that are “timeless,” not contained within the temporal frame of the
narrative that is under way. (In a similar way Thucydides uses the aorist when he
speaks about the end of the Peloponnesian War in the middle of his account of it:
Thuc. 5.26.1.) The historian speaks now in his own voice, stating in aorists historical
facts that are asserted, and defended against alternative versions.

When the narrative with its “internal” point of view resumes, the imperfects come
back. At one point their function is so internal that they do not represent the events
themselves but Leonidas’ experience and consideration of them:

(30) ovt® Ot Gqumévor ov xohdg Exew - uévovit 9 owtod xhéog uéyo €helmero, ol 1)
Zrdtng evdapovin ovx EEnhelpeto.

For himself he did not consider moving away an honorable option. Staying would
leave him great kleos and the prosperity of Sparta would not be wiped out. (Hdkt.
7.220.2)
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Changing the imperfects here into aorists would be a change from a perspective ante
factum to one post factum; instead of conveying a desire for martyrdom from within
the events the passage would become the conferral of fame in the future. The use of
the imperfect tense for such represented thought is attested for other languages as
well (in English the past progressive serves this function; see Ehrlich 1990: 81-94).

Finally, we may consider the aorists that occur in the narrative outside the digression
on Ephialtes. Some of these occur in temporal subclauses, e.g: w¢ Ot éoémecov
pepoduevol &g todg "EAMnvag ot Miidor “When the Medes threw themselves at the
Greeks . . .” (Hdt. 7.210.2); dc 8t €ldov &vdpag évdvouévoug dmho. “When they saw
men arming themselves” (Hdt. 7.218.2). The temporal subclause, when placed before
its main clause, is a typical phenomenon in narrative discourse; it states the conditions
under which the event denoted by its main clause occurs—in this way the subclause can
be said to be “backgrounding,” as also in the extract from Demosthenes’ On the Crown;
but it also has a function with respect to the wider flow of the narrative. Preposed tem-
poral clauses, in providing a “frame” for the discourse to come, effect a break with
respect to the previous discourse: they signal a new paragraph, or in less textual and
more cognitive terms, a new “center of interest” or bundle of interrelated perceptions.
Temporal clauses, therefore, in backgrounding an event instead of narrating it in an
independent main clause, have a regulatory, or signposting, function: they do not
specify “what happened” so much as provide a stage for the events of the story.

Other aorist interruptions of the flow of imperfects occur in recapitulative or
explanatory phrases containing olrog in the function outlined above (e.g., T6te v
otrwg fywvioovro “These ones had delivered battle in this way (Hdt. 7.212.1); ool
8t &g 10 Bpog &rdydnoav “These ones had been positioned toward the mountain”
(Hdt.7.212.2)). In these cases the aorist and the deictic are working in concert in
phrases that Herodotus explicitly addresses to his readership as interjections to guide
and signpost the represented flow of past events.

Speech and Text

Informal interactive speech and formal writing can be and have often been seen as
opposite endpoints of a wide continuum. Perspectives on such a continuum include
oppositions such as paratactic vs hypotactic, fragmented vs integrated, involved vs
detached (see Chafe 1982), or real vs fictional; see also ch. 20 on register. But in spite
of such very real differences between speech and text, the idea of a continuum also
suggests common ground. If informal interactive speech is where grammar is shaped
under communicative pressure and cognitive constraints, then the more formal regis-
ters of the language provide venues for adapting the grammatical structures thus
created to new but related contexts.

The principle is not entirely different from the relation between the instantiations
of prototypes as discussed in ch. 9. The use of the deictics in formal written text, for
example, does not involve meanings or senses distinct and separate from that in
speech, calling for separate perspectives or terms (such as anaphora/endophora vs
deixis/exophora). Rather, text is a domain that, though new, is not so different that
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the linguistic elements of the “source” domain, speech, cannot be used. A historian
such as Thucydides, adopting a detached stance with regard to his distant readership,
communicates in ways quite different from the way in which everyday conversation is
conducted, or the way in which Aristophanes’ characters talk to each other. But com-
municating he does all the same, and so alongside the many elements that his linguis-
tic register does not share with ordinary spoken Greek there are elements that it does
share. And some of those elements, including those studied in this chapter, are among
the central devices for the structuring of his text.

FURTHER READING

The literature on pragmatics and discourse is overwhelming; there is a proliferation of terms
and approaches that is not always justified by the originality of the perspective adopted. And
there tends to be an emphasis on models and theories at the expense of careful observation and
interpretation of data: actual speech uttered in context. Schiffrin 1994 is an overview of most
theories and approaches that are usually subsumed under the general catchword “pragmatics.”
Chafe 1994 is important for the cognitive aspects of spoken language and Fillmore 1997 is
classic on deixis; see also Levinson 1983: 54-96; on tense in narrative, see Fleischman 1990.
See (C. S.) Smith 2003 for “modes of discourse” (as, for example, the difference between nar-
rative and historiographical assertion as discussed above).

Deixis in Greek is discussed in Felson 2004 and Bakker 2005. On the demonstrative pro-
nouns, see K.-G. 1: 641-51; Magnien 1922; Ruijgh 2006; and on éxeivog in particular, Havers
1906 and Bonifazi 2004. The conception of tense in Greek proposed in this chapter is further
developed in Bakker 1997¢; 2005; 2007. On the discourse function of temporal subclauses in
Greek narrative, see Bakker 1991 and Buijs 2005.
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CHAPTER TWELVE

Greek and Proto-Indo-European

Jeremy Raun

Greek and the Indo-European Language Family

Greek is a member of the large Indo-European language family, which includes ten or
eleven principal branches and hundreds of ancient and modern languages spoken
from the British Isles in the far west to western China and India in the east. The
genetic ancestor of these languages, which is called Proto-Indo-European (PIE) or
simply Indo-European (IE), was spoken some five or six thousand years ago (¢. 4000—
3500 BCE), probably in the steppe zone north and east of the Black Sea. This lan-
guage, which is not directly attested in written records, has been the subject of
intensive linguistic research over the last 200 years; today it is well understood in all
aspects of its grammar and has been fully reconstructed through the techniques of
comparative historical linguistics. (On Proto-Indo-European and its reconstruction,
see also ch. 24.)

The principal branches of the IE language family, in rough order of first attestation,
are as follows (excluding Greek):

Anatolian is an extinct language family that was spoken during the second and first
millennium BCE in Anatolia, modern-day Turkey. The best-attested and most impor-
tant representative of this family is Hittite (seventeenth—thirteenth cent. BCE), the
language of the Hittite Empire which is preserved in thousands of clay tablets written
in cunciform script. Additional Anatolian languages include Carian (sixth—first cent.
BCE), Lycian (seventh—fifth cent. BcE), Lydian (ninth—fourth cent. Bcg), and Luwian,
a likely candidate for the language of the Trojans (second—early first millennium
BCE) — see further ch. 15.

Indo-Iranian, which now includes hundreds of modern languages found mostly in
south Asia, has two large and ancient branches: Indo-Aryan (or Indic) and Iranian.
The most ancient representative of Indo-Aryan is Vedic Sanskrit, the language of the
Vedic literature of ancient India, whose oldest and most important text is the Rigveda,
conventionally dated to the late second millennium BCt. The oldest attested Iranian
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language is Avestan, the language of the Zoroastrian Avesta, which appears in two
dialects, Old and Young Avestan (late second—first millennium BCE). Iranian also com-
prises Old Persian, the language of the Achaemenid kings of ancient Iran, Median (on
these two languages, see also ch. 15), and many other ancient and modern languages
of Iran and Central Asia.

Phrygian is an extinct branch spoken during the first millennium BCE in western
central Anatolia. It is found in short inscriptions dating from the eighth to the fifth
centuries BCE (Old Phrygian) and from the first to second centuries cE (Neo-
Phrygian) — see further chs 15 and 16.

Italic includes the majority of the languages of ancient Italy. The family has two
main subgroups. The first is Sabellic, consisting of Oscan (fourth—first cent. BCE),
Umbrian (seventh—first cent. BCE), and South Picene (seventh—fourth cent. Bcg). The
second subgroup is Latino-Faliscan, which includes Latin (the ancestor of the modern
Romance languages), attested in inscriptions from the seventh century BCE, and its
close neighbor and relative Faliscan, which is found in inscriptions dating from the
sixth to the third centuries BCE. Venetic, a language attested in inscriptions from
northeastern Italy ¢. 600—400 BcE, likely also belongs to this family.

Celtic was spoken in large areas of central and western Europe throughout the first
millennium BCE. This branch is normally divided into two subgroups: the extinct
Continental Celtic (third cent. BCE-third cent. cE), including Gaulish, Celtiberian,
and Lepontic; and Insular Celtic, the languages of the British Isles, including Irish
(Old Irish 400 ck +), Welsh (800 ck +), and others. It is likely, though still somewhat
controversial, that Celtic and Italic form a distinct sub-branch of IE.

Germanic, which was spoken north and east of Celtic at the beginning of the first
millennium ck, is divided into three subgroups. The extinct East Germanic is repre-
sented by Gothic, attested in Bible translations from the fourth century ck. North
Germanic, which is first attested in Runic inscriptions (third cent. CE +), includes Old
Norse (ninth-sixteenth cent.), Modern Icelandic, and the modern Scandinavian lan-
guages (Swedish, Norwegian, Danish). Northwest Germanic is represented by Old
English (¢. 700 +), Old High German (¢. 750 +), Old Saxon (¢ 850 +), and the mod-
ern languages English, Dutch, German, etc.

Armenian is first attested as Classical Armenian in the fifth century ck in a Bible
translation and other literature, and continues into the medieval and modern periods.
There are several modern dialects, most notably an Eastern (Armenia proper) and
Western (Turkish and post-diaspora) variety.

Tocharian is an extinct language family spoken in the Tarim Basin of far western
China during the first millennium ce. Two distinct dialects of the language, known as
Tocharian A and B, are attested in documents — mostly Buddhist translation literature —
dating from the sixth to the eighth centuries.

Balto-Slavic consists of two distinct subfamilies, the Baltic and Slavic languages.
The earliest attested Baltic is the extinct Old Prussian (fourteenth—seventeenth cent.
CE); the other two Baltic languages, Lithuanian and Latvian, which together consti-
tute the Eastern branch of the family, are attested from the sixteenth century. The
Slavic languages fall into three distinct branches: South Slavic (Serbo-Croatian,
Bulgarian, Macedonian), which includes the earliest attested Slavic language, Old
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Church Slavonic, found in Bible translations from the ninth century; West Slavic
(Polish, Czech, etc.); and East Slavic (Russian, Ukrainian, etc.).

Albanian is attested from the fifteenth century ck in and around modern Albania.
It appears in two broad dialects, a northern (Geg) and southern (Tosk) variety.

In addition to the well-defined families above, there are a number of poorly attested
languages which are clearly members of the IE language family but whose exact posi-
tion within the family is unclear. These so-called “Restsprachen” include languages
like Thracian, spoken north and east of Macedonia in the first millennium Bcg, and
Messapic, a non-Italic language from ancient Italy found in inscriptions from the sixth
to the first centuries BCE.

The Linguistic Periodization of Greek

By looking at linguistic innovations among the IE languages, it is possible to recover
facts about the historical development of the IE proto-language and to establish pre-
historic subgroups among the individual languages. From research like this it is clear
that Anatolian was the first branch to separate oft from the IE speech community,
followed by Tocharian, a development which left a core group of languages that
underwent a series of common innovations. Within this core group, Greek is gener-
ally held to be closely related to Indo-Iranian, and further to share a number of char-
acteristic phonological and morphological innovations with Armenian and Phrygian.

The linguistic development of Greek, from late PIE up to the middle of the first
millennium BCE, is conveniently arranged in the following four periods:

a) Late PIE/Pre-Proto-Greek. Fourth to third millennium Bce. This period
includes the late PIE innovations that are common to Greek and Indo-Iranian, and
further the phonological and morphological innovations that seem to characterize
Greek, Armenian, and Phrygian. This last set of innovations probably took place in
the third millennium once the ancestors (or, possibly, ancestor) of these languages
were in the Balkans.

b)  Proto-Greek. Late third millennium Bce. This stage of the language includes
the changes which distinguish Greek from PIE and all other IE languages and which
took place before Greek itself had started to differentiate dialectally. This phase prob-
ably coincides with the arrival of Greek speakers in Greece proper, likely dated
¢.2300,/2100 BCE.

¢)  Second Millennium Greek. This period corresponds to the development and
floruit of Mycenaean civilization in Greece and Crete, ¢. 1400-1200. It is clear that by
the early Mycenaean period Greek has already differentiated into three or four dialects.
These dialects probably more or less coincide with what will become the main dialect
groups of the first millennium: “Achaean” (Mycenaean, Cyprian, and Arcadian), Attic-
Ionic (Attic and West, Central, and East Ionic), Aeolic (Lesbian, Thessalian, and
Boeotian), and West Greek, which later differentiates into Northwest (Delphian, Elean,
etc.) and West Greek proper (Laconian, Argolic, Cretan, etc.). (See further ch. 14.)
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d)  First Millennium Greek. Towards the end of the second and beginning of the
first millennium BCE, the Greek dialects undergo a number of Common Greek
changes — viz. changes which postdate Proto-Greek but which affect all Greek dialects
equally, often with varying results. These changes served to further solidify the dialec-
tal lines that were already present in the second millennium, and include develop-
ments like the loss of -/#- (< PIE *-4- and *-s-) and the elimination of the labiovelars
(see below). The first half of the first millennium is a period of intense dialectal devel-
opment and diversification, which leads to the large number of dialects that exist by
the Classical period. This dialectal diversity is eventually eliminated through the spread
of the Koine (ch. 16).

Throughout all these periods, Greek remains a remarkably conservative IE lan-
guage, one rivaled in its preservation of archaic linguistic features only by Anatolian
and Indo-Iranian.

Phonology

The PIE stop system distinguished labial, dental, palatovelar, velar, and labiovelar
stops, all of which came in voiceless, voiced, and voiced aspirated form:

Table 12.1 Proto-Indo-European consonant stops

Stops Labinl Dental Palatovelar Velar Labiovelar
Voiceless P t P A b
Voiced b /) 4 g VA
Voiced aspirated b a4’ 4 g !

The consonant system also contained the voiceless fricative s (with a voiced allo-
phone z before voiced stops), and the nasals # and #, liquids 7 and /, and glides 7and
u. There were also three further consonants, generally referred to as laryngeals and
represented as 4, s,, and 4, (or alternatively o, a,, and a,), which have disappeared
with various effects from all IE languages but Anatolian. The precise phonetic value
of the laryngeals is unclear, although it is likely that 4, = [h] or [?], 4, = [h] and /4, =
[£]. These consonants are mostly recognized by the effects they had on neighboring
vowels and consonants, the most important being the “coloration” effect — viz. back-
ing and lowering or rounding — that %, and 4, exerted on a neighboring ¢ —i.c., /e,
eh,> b, ah,and h.e, eh, > b0, o,

The PIE vowel system was a typical five-vowel inventory of contrasting long and

vvvvv

» were automatic allophones of consonantal 7, /, m, #, 7, and » when they appeared
between consonants. The PIE word accent was mobile and morphologically condi-
tioned, and was one of pitch as later in Greek, Indo-Iranian, and Balto-Slavic. Together
with the vowels ¢ 4 0, the accent participated in the morphologically conditioned
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alternations called ablaut (or apophony) that governed all areas of PIE inflectional
and derivational morphology. Ablaut involved the movement or non-movement of
the accent and the alternation of different vowel colors or lengths, called grades: so ¢
alternating with ¢ (so-called é- or lengthened grade vs ¢- or full grade); ¢ with zero
(e-grade vs zero grade); o with ¢ (o-grade vs e-grade), etc. These alternations can be
seen in Greek in the paradigm of nouns like £-grade nom. aviig < *4,nér, e-grade acc.
avéga < *hmérm and zero grade gen. avdEdg < *avpdg < *4,nrds or in principal parts
like e-grade present Aeimw < *lesk*o/e-, o-grade perfect AMhowma < *leloik*- and zero-
grade aorist Ehov < *(h,)elik*o/e-.

The main Greek phonological developments affecting the PIE sound system are
most profitably divided into Proto-Greek and post-Proto-Greek changes. Only a
selection of the most important developments is provided below.

Proto-Greek developments

The palatovelar stops (see table 12.1) merge with the velars, so *h > Yk gy
> by W—cf., e.g., (8)rat6v < *bmtdm, netow < *kerio/e- and tic < *kis. The three-
way velar contrast of PIE was eliminated in all IE languages except Anatolian. Greek,
Latin, Celtic, Germanic, and Tocharian preserve the labiovelars and merge the pala-
tovelars with the velars. By contrast, Indo-Iranian, Slavic, Baltic, and Armenian retain
the palatovelars, which later mostly become sibilants or palatal affricates, and merge
the labiovelars with the velars. These two groups are traditionally known as centum
and satam languages, respectively, after the Latin and Avestan reflexes of * emtém
“100” (> Lat. centum and Avest. satom).

The voiced aspirated stops are devoiced, so *& & (5, 57 >) g 5" > p ¢ I B - cf.
QéQw < *éro/e-, Vet6g < *d'h ti-, etc. An important Proto-Greek change following
this is the dissimilatory process known as Grassmann’s Law, whereby the first of two
aspirates in successive syllables — including # < *s— loses its aspiration, e.g., Att.- Ion.
tidmot, Dor. Aeol. tidmu < *#it’eti << *d’éd’eh ti. This change took place independ-
ently in Indo-Iranian. (Note that the symbols “<<” and “>>” in “X <</>> Y” denote
“X derives from/becomes Y by means of analogical processes; on analogy, see ch. 8.)

All final stops are eliminated (£peoe Epegov < *(h,)éberet (h,)él eront) and final m
merges with » (§pegov < *(h,)éberom).

The laryngeals are lost and replaced with epenthetic vowels, a process known as the
“vocalization” of the laryngeals. A special feature of Greek is the three-way reflex of the
laryngeals, according to which the epenthetic vowel that surfaces as the result of the lost
laryngeal matches the laryngeal’s coloration properties, viz. e-color from 4, a from b,
and o from 4,. The actual Greek developments are best arranged by environment:

#) Between obstruents (stops and s) and before or after a consonant at word
boundary, the result is a short vowel: 9et6g < *d"h t6-, otondg < *sth,to-, dot6g < *dh to-.
The short vowel that surfaces in word-initial position is traditionally termed the “pro-
thetic vowel,” e.g., avijo < *h,nér, éoudds < *h rud'ri-, 6oéyw < *h régo/e-.

b) 1In pre-consonantal position after vowels, the result is a long vowel, e.g., tidnw
< *d"id’eh mi, lotou Att.-Ion. lomw < *sistah,mi, Sidww < *didoh mi. Between
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vowels the laryngeal disappears, and the vowels generally contract, e.g., poodg @odi
< *Yordhpas bordhpi. This contraction is the source of the Greek circumflex
accent.

¢) Inthe neighborhood of a syllabic sonorant, the result is generally a long or short
vowel and a non-syllabic sonorant. In word-initial or word-final position, the outcome
is short vowel and non-syllabic sonorant; cf., e.g., word-initial avdd Att.-Ton. avdq <
*huddh,or word-final Att. péhrra lon. uéhooo < * mélitin < * mélitih,. In word-internal
position — excluding sequences involving 7 and # which pattern as under 4) above — the
result is non-syllabic plus long vowel, e.g., ywtég < *gmh to- or nudwdg Att.-Ton. xuntdg
< *l%mhzto'—; or, when the sonorant is under the accent, short vowel plus non-syllabic
sonorant plus short vowel, e.g., yéveolg < *jsih ti- or xduorog < *l%iﬂhzto.

The sibilant *s becomes 4 except when neighboring an obstruent or at word end. This
h is preserved everywhere in the Mycenaean period (see ch. 12), e.g., <pa-we-a,>
/pharweha/ ~ Ion. gpdpeo—, but disappears word internally toward the end of the second
millennium. In “psilotic” dialects like East Ionic, it also often disappears word initially,
e.g., E. Ton. &mtd vs Att. éntd < *septsn. When J is lost between vowels, the result is
contraction or hiatus, depending on the vowels involved and the dialect, e.g., Att. yévoug
vs lon. yéveog < *jénh esos. For sequences of 4 plus sonorant, see further below.

The glide *-4- is eliminated from all positions in Greek by the end of the second
millennium. There are at least two sets of changes involving this consonant that likely
took place already in Proto-Greek:

@) Word-initial *- becomes an affricate <C>, e.g., Luy6v < *sugim. Word-initial
sequences of laryngeal plus *-z- are simplified to z- and then in the second millennium
become /- as detailed below, e.g., &iyiog < *iagiio- < *h jajizo-.

b) Clusters of an obstruent plus *-- undergo various developments depending
on the obstruent involved. Sequences of a labial p, &, p” plus -4- yield <mt>, e.g.,
xhémrw < *klepio/e-. Sequences of a voiced dental 4 or velar g, g* plus -z- give an
affricate <CT> : viCw < *nig“jo/e-. The voiceless dentals #, #’ plus -~ have two out-
comes depending on whether -z- is part of the denominative verb suffix *-zo/¢-, the
comparative *-zos-, or the feminine suffix *-ib-/-iah,- and thus figures at a
synchronically transparent morpheme boundary or not. When this boundary is
present, the result is -tt- in Attic and Boeotian and -00- in most other dialects, e.g.,
Att. péhrra, Ion. néhooa < *melitin < *mélitih,. Otherwise, the outcome is -0- in
Attic, Ionic, Arcadian, and Myceanean, -00- in Lesbian, Thessalian, and most Doric
dialects, and -tt- in Boeotian and Cretan, e.g., Att.-Ion. Arc. (Myc.) té00g, Lesb.
Thess. Dor. t6éococ, Boe. Cret. 16tt05 < *£dti0-. Sequences of velar k&, &, k¥, 4 plus
-1- behave like cases of dental plus -7- at morpheme boundary, e.g., Att. puldtto
Ton. puhdoow < *p'ulakio/e-.

Long vowels in the sequence long vowel plus sonorant plus consonant are shortened,
e.g., dat. pl. -oig < *-94s (~ Ved. -ais) — a sound change named Osthoft’s Law. Greek
otherwise preserves the PIE vowel inventory more or less intact until the end of the
second millennium when some dialects like Attic and Ionic generate new long mid-vowels



Greek and Proto-Indo-European 177

/¢/ /o/ = Att.-Ion. <ei> <ov> (the so-called “spurious diphthongs”), as a result of
contraction and the compensatory lengthenings detailed below — see also ch. 7.

Greek preserves the pitch accent of PIE. It innovates in the creation of the circum-
flex intonation, which probably arose first as the result of contraction over laryngeal
hiatus and was later multiplied by contraction over the hiatus resulting from the loss
of intervocalic *-s-, *-7- and *-#- (see below). Greek also limits the accent to the last
three syllables of the word, the so-called “Dreimorengesetz,” and generalizes reces-
sive accentuation in the verb.

Post-Proto-Greek developments

The sequence #i changes to si prehistorically — probably in the first half of the second
millennium — in the “Achaean” dialects Mycenaean, Arcadian, and Cyprian and in
Attic-Tonic, e.g., “Achacan” Att.-Ton. tidnoul vs Dor. Aeol. ttdnti. The change is also
found in Lesbian, where it is probably to be attributed to Ionic influence.

The syllabic sonorants are vocalized in the pre-Myceanean period. In most dialects
the results are ag/oa, alMia < *7, */and a < *m, *», while in “Achaean” and Aeolic
the outcome is often 0p/po, oAMho and o, e¢.g., Att.-Ion. otpatdg vs Acol. cpotdg <
*styed- and Att.-Ion. onéoua vs Myc. <pe-mo> /spermo/ < *spérmn.

Most instances of -z- remaining after the changes outlined above become 4 in the
course of the late second millennium, a development that can be glimpsed via spell-
ing variants in the surviving Mycenaean corpus (see ch. 13). This 4 falls together
with 4 < *sand undergoes the same developments. In word-initial position, it either
remains or is lost as above; in intervocalic position it is lost, resulting either in hiatus
or contraction depending on the dialect and vowel sequence involved, e.g., Att.-
Ton. toeig /trés/ Arc. 1ofis Cret. toéeg < *tréies; in the neighborhood of a sonorant
it is lost with compensatory lengthening of the preceding vowel or gemination of
the sonorant. The compensatory lengthening result is proper to “Achacan,” Attic-
Tonic and West Greek, gemination to the Aeolic dialects, e.g., Att.-Ion. @dsipw
/p'thérd/ Arc. pdfom Thess. @éoow < *p'P*ério/e- or Att.-Ton. eipi /&mi/ Dor. fuf
Lesb. &uw < *b esmi. This change is known as the first compensatory lengthening.
Together with contraction over -4- and -#- hiatus and the second and third compen-
satory lengthenings (see below), it is an important source of Att.-Ion. /€/ /0/ =
<el> <ov> (see ch. 7).

The labiovelars £ g k¥, which are preserved in all positions in Mycenacan (see ch. 13),
e.g., <qe-to-ro-> = /k¥etro-/ < *k*ety- —, merge with the labials or dentals depending on
environment and dialect in the late second or early first millennium. In Attic-Ionic the
merger is generally with dentals before ¢ (and, in the case of the voiceless labiovelar, 7),
e.g., owg < *k*itis, déheag < *g*élh ur, Velvo < *gi‘hmjo/e—. Elsewhere the labiovelars
merge with labials, e.g., mowij < *k*0indh,-, péhog < * g*6lh,0-, pévog < * gﬁ‘ho'no—. In Aeolic
they merge with labials in nearly all positions, ¢.g., Lesb. Thess. néume < * pénk*e.

Long -4- becomes *-&- in all positions in Proto-Attic-Ionic. This change follows
the first compensatory lengthening and precedes the second and third below. In Attic
(and partly in West Ionic) *-Z- reverts to -a- after 7, 7, and ¢ (the so-called “Attic
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Reversion”; see also ch. 8), and then later, as everywhere in Central and East Ionic,
merges with [§] = <n> — cf., e.g., Att. véa lon. vén < PAtt.-lon. *néu® < *néyua <
*néyah, vs Att.-Ton. wiyme < * mELEr < *matgr < * mater.

The nasal in the sequence “vowel plus 7 plus s” disappears in the late second or early
first millennium from many dialects, resulting either in compensatory lengthening of
the preceding vowel, e.g., Att.-Ion. ndoa < pansa < *pih,ptib,, or in diphthongiza-
tion, ¢.g., Lesb. maioa. This is known as the second compensatory lengthening.

In the course of the first millennium -#-, the so-called “digamma,” which is
preserved in all positions in Mycenaean, e.g., <ne-wo> /néyos/ = Att.-Ion. véog, is
eliminated in many dialects. In Attic and Ionic this loss is prehistoric. In East and
Central Ionic, though not in Attic or West Ionic, it is lost from post-consonantal posi-
tion with compensatory lengthening, e.g., Central East Ion. xaAdg West Ion. Att.
AN < kalyo-. This is known as the third compensatory lengthening.

Nominal Morphology

The PIE noun distinguished three genders — masculine, feminine, and neuter, often
referred to more broadly as animate (masculine, feminine) vs inanimate (neuter) —
three numbers — singular, dual, and plural — and at least eight cases. In addition to the
five familiar from Classical Greek — the nominative, vocative, accusative, genitive, and
dative — PIE employed the ablative (motion from), locative (location), and instrumen-
tal (instrument, accompaniment). The basic structure of the noun was root plus end-
ings (radical formations or root nouns) or root plus one or more suffixes plus endings
(suffixal formations). Stems made with a suffix were further divided between those
ending in the thematic vowel *-0-, known as thematic stems, and those formed with
any other suffix, including zero, which are referred to as athematics. Thematic forma-
tions lacked ablaut and had columnar accent, while athematics belonged to elaborate
inflectional classes governed by regular accent and ablaut alternations (see also ch. 8).

Greek preserves the basic outline of the PIE noun, though in somewhat simplified
form. This simplification is most conspicuous in the case system, where by the time of
the first millennium dialects the eight cases of PIE have been reduced to five by the
merger of the ablative with the genitive and the locative and instrumental with the
dative. The accent and ablaut alternations that characterized athematic nouns and
adjectives have also undergone significant simplification. Most first-millennium dia-
lects further eliminated the dual.

The declensions

The Greek third declension includes the vast majority of PIE athematic formations.
The original system of athematic case endings, together with the general outline of
their development into second- (Mycenaean) and first-millennium Greek, are sche-
matized in table 12.2.
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Table 12.2 Third declension endings in Proto-Indo-European and Greek

PIE 2nd millennium 1st millenninm
sg. m.f. nom. *-s/-0 > -s/-0 > /-0
voc. *-0 -0 -3
acc. *-m/-m -a/-n -0/-v
n. nom. acc. -9 -0 -9
gen. abl. *-os -0s -0g
dat. foei »€/1 =
loc. i i) 7’
instr. *-eh, - (?)
du. m.f. nom. acc. *-he -e -€
n. nom. acc. *~ih,>> -e -g
pl. m.f. nom. voc. *_gs -es -€G
acc. *oms/-ms -as/-ns -ag/-(v)s
n. nom. acc. *-h, -a -a
gen. *-0h om -on -V
abl. *_bos

dat. *_bhos
loc. ;

-5t -0l
instr. *_bPi(s) -p"i(s) __—

In the singular, the PIE case system has been more or less preserved up through the
late second millennium, when the dative, locative, and instrumental finally fell
together. In the plural, the case syncretism was earlier and more extensive. Already
in Proto-Greek, distinct ablative and dative case forms were eliminated in favor of
the genitive and locative, respectively. As in the singular, the instrumental was
absorbed by the new dative-locative plural toward the end of the second millen-
nium. This case, which originally had the shape -4: after vowels and -s¢ after conso-
nants, eventually generalized the post-consonantal variant to all positions. The
inherited neut. nom. acc. dual ending *-ze < *-4/, survives in the archaic Homeric
noun 8oc0¢e < */,0k*il,, but has otherwise been replaced by the animate ending. The
remaining dual case forms are difficult to reconstruct, and are omitted from the
discussion here and below.

From the PIE perspective, the third declension includes root nouns (abbreviated
R+E, where “R” stands for “root” and “E” for “ending”), root plus one suffix
(R+S8+E), and root plus many suffix formations (R+S+S+E) Each of these stem types
was instantiated in PIE by numerous inflectional classes. These classes had character-
istic accent and ablaut alternations that affected the root, suftix, and ending in differ-
ent case forms, with one accent and ablaut shape regularly appearing in the nominative
and accusative singular and nominative plural — the strong or direct cases —and another
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in the remaining cases — the weak or oblique. These classes and their Greek remnants
are most clearly seen in root plus one suftix formations, where there were four differ-
ent accent and ablaut patterns:

a) Acrostatic. These had fixed accent on the root — with either o/e or € /¢ ablaut
in the root syllable — and zero-grade suffix and ending: R(6)-S(z)-E(z)/R(¢é)-S(z)-
E(z) or R(¢)-S(z)-E(z)/R(¢)-S(z)-E(z). Continuants of this type in Greek include,
e.g., u-stems yOvv, YOuvdg, i-stems oMg, -10g, and 7/7-stems N, -0t0g or ovdoQ,
-0Tog.

b)  Proterokinetic. These had alternation between accented e-grade root in strong
cases and accented e-grade suffix in weak: R(é)-S(z)-E(z)/R(z)-S(¢é)-E(z). This type
includes, e.g., #-stem nouns and adjectives mijvg, -eog or Pagis, -éog and s-stem
nouns y£vog, -0Ovg.

¢) Hpysterokinetic. These had alternation between accented ¢-grade suffix in strong
cases and accented endings in weak: R(z)-S(¢)-E(z)/R(z)-S(z)-E(¢é). This common
type includes, e.g., 7-stems motiiQ, TotEdg or doTiE, -fiRog, #-stem nouns VUV, -vog,
and s-stem compounds glyeviig, -00G.

d)  Amphikinetic. These had alternation between accented e-grade root and
o0-grade suffix vocalism in strong cases and accented endings in weak: R(¢)-S(0)-E(z)
/R(z)-S(z)-E(¢). This common type includes, e.g., 7-stem agent nouns yevétmo,
-000¢, 7-stems YVAOUWY, -ovog, #-stems dudg, -mdc, i-stems meldd, -oUc and s-stems
Nog, -ovg.

Apart from a few archaic stems, the general tendency in Greek has been to simplify
these alternations via analogical processes like leveling (see ch. 8). This is most often
accomplished by eliminating root ablaut alternations and fixing the accent on either
the root or suffix, e.g., *g*érh,u- / 5*vh ¢u- >> * g*rh 1~ / 5*rh fu- > Proto-Gk * g*ari-/
Jtavéy- > Pagis, -é(F)og. Stems with hysterokinetic or amphikinetic inflection also
tend to level the suffix vocalism of strong cases to weak, e.g., *dh.tér-/dhtr-" >
Proto-Gk *dotér-/dotr-’(originally like oo, mareds) >> dotijo, -Qog or *jénh tor-/
gnh tr-"> Proto-Gk *génetor-/gnétr-">> yevétwo, -ogog. Similar developments have
taken place in root nouns and more complex suffixal formations.

Athematic nouns in PIE also had the remarkable ability to make derivatives by
switching accent and ablaut class, a process termed “internal derivation.” Greek pre-
serves traces of this process in the inflectional class shift seen in compound formations
like (amphikinetic) éandtwg, -opog ~ (hysterokinetic) mwortij, matedg or (hysteroki-
netic) evyeviig, -oUg ~ (proterokinetic) yévog, -oug, and further among simplexes like
(amphikinetic) yvduwmv, -ovog ~ (proterokinetic) yvdua, -0tog.

The Greek first declension continues two distinct athematic stem types ending in
*-h,. (see also the discussion of #/a-stems in ch. 8).The first type, which predomi-
nantly made feminine nouns and adjectives to thematic stems, ended in a non-
ablauting suftix *-a4, and is continued by first-declension stems with consistent long
-a- (Att.-Ion. -n- via the Att.-Ion. sound change Proto-Gk *-4- > -n-): e.g., Toud, -Gg
(Att.-Ion. toun, -fig). The basic development of the endings in this class are schema-
tized in table 12.3.
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Table 12.3 The first declension in Proto-Indo-European and Greek

PIE 2nd millenninm Ist millennium
sg. f.m. nom. *-ah,> -a/-as > -0/-ag (: Att. Ton. -n/mg)
voc. *-n -a
acc. *-an -an -av (: Att. Ton. -mv)
gen. abl. *-ab es -as -0 (: Att. Ion. -ng)
dat. *-abei - -au (2 Att. Ton. i)
loc. *-ahi i (2)
instr. *-abeh,>/>> -a/-ap'i (?)
du. m.f. nom. acc.  *-ahjh,>> -0 >/>> -w/-0.
pl. fm. nom.voc.  *-ahes >> -ai -0
acc. *-a(n)s -ans -ag/-avg (: Att. Ion. -ag)
gen. *-ah,0h om >> -ahon -dov (: Att. -@v, Ion.-éwv)

abl. *—ﬂh;b”os /
dat. *-ahb'os \

loc. *-absi -abi >> -aoi/-auo, Att. Ton. -nov/ -nuot, -oug

instr. *-ah b"i(s) -ap"i(s)

In the singular, the first-millennium paradigm directly continues its PIE antecedents.
The original vocative survives in forms like Homeric voupa, the locative in dialectal
datives like Boe. touin < -ou. In the plural, inherited forms are preserved in the accusa-
tive and further in the W. Gk and early Att. and Ion. datives -Got and -not, which have
been remodeled to -ouot/-niot or -aug in most dialects after thematic stems. The geni-
tive -Gwv (: Att. -@v, Ton. -éwv) and nominative -ou have been borrowed from pro-
nouns. The nominative accusative dual has been variously remodeled after thematic
stems. Masculine a-stems were in the first instance identical to feminines, and later
acquired the nominative -6¢ (: Att.-Ion. -ng) and genitive -6o (> lon. -ew, >> Att. -ov)
by analogy to thematic stems.

The second stem type found in the first declension consists of nouns and adjectives
like uotpa, -aig, which alternate between -G- in strong cases and -a- in weak. This type
continues an ablauting suffix of the shape *-ia-/-i4- < *-ib,-/-1ah,-, which is known
as the devi-suffix after the Vedic Sanskrit term for “goddess” nom. sg. devi, gen. sg.
devyis (~ Gk dla, difjg << *déiwih,-/ dinidh,-).

The Greek second declension is the continuation of the various PIE thematic for-
mations, which made masculine, feminine, and neuter nouns and adjectives exactly as
in Greek. Thematic endings were for the most part formed by adding the regular
athematic endings to the thematic vowel *-o-. The development of the endings in this
class are schematized in table 12 .4.

Most of the second declension endings continue their PIE antecedents directly.
The inherited locative singular is preserved in oixov as well as in place names like
Toduot, the ablative in adverbs like Delphian Foww. In the dual, the original neuter
nominative accusative ending *-oz has been replaced with the masculine feminine
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Table 12.4 The second declension in Proto-Indo-European and Greek

PIE 2nd millennium Ist millennium
sg. m.f. nom. *-05> -0s > -0g
voc. *-e -e -€
acc. *-om -on -0V
n. nom. acc. *-om -on -ov

gen. *-0si0 -ohio -0V, Acol. —oLo
abl. *ob,ad G0y —

dat. *-01 -0t -l
loc. *_oi -az‘(?)%(-m)
instr. *-oh -0 (?)

du. m.f. nom. acc. *-0h, -0 -

n. nom. acc. *-0ih,>> -0 (?) -

pl. m.f. nom. voc. *-05>> -01 -oL

acc. *-oms -ons -og/-ovg (: Att. Ion. —ovg)
n. nom. acc. *-ah,>> -a -a

gen. *-0h om / -on -V

abl. *-0(i)bos

dat. *-0(i)bos

loc. *-0isi \-m‘hi >> -0L0L/-0Lg
instr. *_0is —oix/

ending -w. In the plural, the nominative *-os has been replaced with the pronominal
ending -oi, while the neuter has taken over -a from the third declension. In the dative
plural, some dialects have generalized the old locative ending -oiot, others the instru-
mental -otg.

Adjectives

In PIE, adjectives differed from nouns only in showing gender agreement, often real-
ized as an opposition of a single masculine and feminine stem versus a neuter. Gradable
adjectives also made synthetic comparative and superlative forms. The suffix of the
comparative was an ablauting s-stem *-zos-/-4s-, which had a further — probably substan-
tival — z#-stem variant *-zson-/-isn-. The n-stem has been generalized in first-millennium
Greek, although the original s-stem survives in forms like the Ion. masc. fem. acc. sg.
wétw < *méj(h,)iosm. The inherited superlative is directly continued in forms like
uéyiorog < *méj (h,)ist(h,)o-. The productive Greek comparative and superlative suftfixes
-tepog and -tarog have correspondents in Indo-Iranian (~ Ved. -tara- -tama-), and
represent a common innovation of these branches.

A peculiar derivational feature of some adjectives inherited from PIE is the so-called
“Caland system,” named after the nineteenth-century Dutch indologist Willem
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Caland who first observed the phenomenon in Indo-Iranian. This designation is used
to describe the fact that an important subset of adjectives, typically those denoting
gradable qualities, enter into a system of regular suffix substitution when making
adjective abstracts, compound first and second members, and stative and factitive
verbs. Typical here are go- or v-stem adjectives (rpotic,/»atepds “strong”), s-stem
adjective abstracts (1d xpdtog “strength”) and compound second members (&xgoatig
“powerless”), i-stem compound first members (KgootoOévng, p.n.), em-statives
(rpatém “be strong”) and vvw-factitives (xoative “strengthen”).

Nominal composition

PIE was rich in compound formations, and Greek has preserved and elaborated this
richness, especially in the formation of proper names. Among the many compound
formations inherited from PIE, there are two types that have become exceptionally
productive in Greek: verbal governing and possessive compounds. Verbal governing
compounds serve to nominalize verbal phrases, and consist of a verbal element and
a noun or adverb. The internal syntax of the type is flexible, and allows the verbal
element to occupy the first, e.g., Zmolyogog (p.n.), or the second member, e.g.,
Trmoddpog (p.n.). Possessive compounds, which are also known as babuvribis after
their name in the Sanskrit grammatical tradition (Skt. babuyribi “having much
rice”), consist of two nouns and have a basic meaning “having an X (= second mem-
ber) that is or is characterized by Y (= first member).” This type is made through
internal derivation or addition of the suffixes -0- and -i-, and is frequent among
appellatives, e.g., 00doddxtuhog “rosy-fingered” and proper names, e.g., Hooxifg.

Pronominal Morphology

PIE distinguished personal, interrogative, indefinite, relative, and demonstrative pro-
nouns. Greek has inherited all these types: personal éyd €ué < *h éjoh, *h mé, inter-
rogative (tonic) and indefinite (atonic) tig Tl < *k*4s * k*id, relative 61| & < *l 205 * by 1dh,
*h.10d, and demonstrative, e.g., 016 < *s0 *sah, *tod. Greek has also faithfully pre-
served many of the inflectional peculiarities that originally characterized the pronouns,
including stem heteroclisy and a number of peculiar endings. Two important Greek
innovations affecting the pronouns include the creation of the deictics oltog atitn totto
and éxelvog/xelvog out of sequences of demonstrative plus deictic particle and the
reinterpretation of the demonstrative 6 ) 16 as a definite article, a development still
underway in early epic poetry.

Verbal Morphology
As already indicated in ch. 8, the PIE verb distinguished three aspect stems:

imperfective (present, imperfect); perfective (aorist); and resultative (perfect, plu-
perfect). There were two tenses: present (present, perfect) and past (imperfect,
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Table 12.5 Athematic verb endings in Proto-Indo-European and Greek

Active Primary Secondary

1 sg. *omi > -w *~m/-m > -a/-v
2 sg. *-51 >> -G *5 -G
3sg. *-t1 -Tl/—0L *-t —

1 pl. *-mes >> Dor. —peg/—pev *-men -uev
2 pl. *-te -1 *-te -T€

3 pl *-nti/-nti -at/-vey/-(v)ou *-nt/-nt -av/—v

aorist, pluperfect); four moods: indicative, imperative, subjunctive, and optative;
and two diatheses: active and middle. It marked three persons (first, second, and
third) and three numbers (singular, dual, and plural). As in the noun, the basic
inflectional distinction in verbal morphology was between thematic and athematic
formations.

Greek preserves intact the basic architecture of the PIE verb. It continues the PIE
aspect stems, tenses, moods, and diatheses in their original functions. The main inno-
vations of Greek include the elimination of the dual, the development of a distinct
future and an aorist and future passive, and the creation of non-imperfective stems for
denominative and derived verbs.

The Endings

(Compare this section with the equivalent section in ch. 8.) The main distinctions in
PIE were between primary and secondary endings, active and middle, thematic and
athematic. Primary endings were used in the present, the future and perfect middle;
secondary endings were proper to the imperfect, aorist, pluperfect active and middle,
and optative. The subjunctive could take primary as well as secondary endings. The
inflectional endings of thematic stems differed from athematics only in the singular of
the primary set.

The PIE athematic endings, together with their development into first-millennium
Greek, are set out in table 12.5.

The 2 sg. and non-Doric 1 pl. primary endings have been borrowed from the
secondary series. The original zero-grade 3 pl. primary -at/-aot appears in perfect
forms like Homeric Aehdyyaot; the secondary ending survives in the s-aorist where it
was remodeled as -av by addition of the regular 3 pl. ending -v. The reconstruction
of the dual is partly unclear, and is omitted here and below. The Greek thematic
endings - and -eu continue the pre-forms *-o0/, and *-ez; the 2 sg. -e1g is a special
Grecek innovation.

The endings -pow and -pav have been influenced by the 1 sg. act. endings; the
original o-vocalism of 2 sg. and 3 sg. and pl. primary endings is preserved in Myc.,
e.g., <e-u-ke-to> /eukPetoi/, and Arc.-Cyp., e.g., Cypr. xettor, while other dialects
have generalized -au from 1 sg. -paw. The -0- in 2 pl. -09¢ is also a Greek innovation.
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Table 12.6 Middle endings in Proto-Indo-European and Greek

Middle Primary Secondary

1 sg. bl >> -potL *-haba (?)>>  -uav (: Att.—lon. -uny)
2sg. *-501 -ool/-oa *-50 -00

3sg. *-toi -ToL/-Ton *-to -T0

1pl. *-mezd’h, -ueova *-med'h, -uedo

2 pl. *-d'ue -ov¢ *-d'ne -ov¢

3pl *-mtoi/-ntor  -OTOL/-VTOL/-VTOL *-nto/-nto -OTo/-VTo

The PIE perfect had its own distinct set of endings, which were related to those
of the middle. The original form of the singular is well preserved in Greek: -o -da -¢
< *-la*-th,a*-e. The plural endings have been taken over from the primary active set.

The augment

In Greek, Phrygian, Armenian, and Indo-Iranian, secondary tenses in the indicative
also regularly used the augment, €- < *(%,)e-. Added to laryngeal initial roots, this
resulted in the so-called long augment, e.g., dyov (Att.-Ton. yov) < *(h,)éb,agom or
fiwwdov < * (h,)éh lud’om. The use of the augment was originally non-obligatory in
certain circumstances, a situation reflected in early epic poetry.

The tense/aspect stems

The basic morphological structure of the PIE verb was very similar to that of nouns
and consisted of a root plus endings or a root plus an infix or suffix plus endings. The
main inflectional distinction was between thematic stems, abbreviated *-o/¢-, which
had columnar accent and ablaut of the thematic vowel, and athematics, which belonged
to various inflectional classes that had accent and ablaut alternations between the sin-
gular (the strong stem) and dual and plural (the weak). The aspect stems included the
imperfective (present, imperfect), perfective (aorist), and resultative (perfect, pluper-
fect), and were built directly to the underlying verbal root (as in Greek verbs of the
type pres. Aeimw aor. Eumov pf. Aéhouta made to the basic root Vhur-) and not, as often
in Greek, to characterized stems.

The present-imperfect or imperfective stem included a large number of different
formations. Among athematics, Greek preserves root presents, e.g., Enot @aot <
*Udhti U'hanti; reduplicated presents, e.g., ttOnov tiewor << *d’éd’eh ti d’éd’h nti
(with é-reduplication on the model of the thematic pipvo-type below); and nasal infix
presents (sitvnou nitvaol < *ptndh,ti ptnh,dnti ), which have often been remade as
nasal suffix formations in -vo-/-vu- (cf., e.g., Cevyvow vs Ved. yundikti yuijanti <
*sunékti sungénti). Thematic formations were slightly more varied, and are contin-
ued in Greek by root presents, e.g., @éow < *&éro/e-; reduplicated presents, e.g.,
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wiuwvo < *mimno/e-; iterative-causatives, e.g., pogéouar < *Horéio/e-; and statives,
e.g., npotéw < *krteh jo/e-. )

Two further important thematic types include the suffix *-ske/o-, which has become
productive in East Ionic for the creation of'iterative imperfects, e.g., pevysone: pelyw;
and *-7o/e-, which made deverbal and denominative formations such as guidoow,/
@uhdTtw < *p'ulakio/e - (: @OME, -og). This last suffix was productive in denominative
function in the prehistory of Greek. It is at the origin of many of the contract verb
types —cf., e.g., phéw < *pile-io/e- (: QUNGGS), Virdw << *nikd-io/e- (: vinn), orepovéw
<< *step’and-jo/e- (: otépavog) — and the productive denominative suffixes -iCw
(< *-id-10/e-), -6Cw (< *-ad-jo/e-), -aivw (< *-n-jo/e-) and -Ovow (< *-un-io/e-). The
imperfective also contained a number of desiderative formations, one of which has
been specialized as the Greek future.

The aorist or perfective stem had three main stem formations: the root aorist (¢fn
EBav (: Att.-Ton. EBnoav after the s-aorist) < *(h,)ég*ah t *(h,)ég*hant), the reduplicated
thematic aorist (£meqvov < *(h,)ég* eg*"no/e-), and the s-aorist (£deiEa < *(h,)édeiksm),
a type that has become extremely productive in Greek. Two further formations elabo-
rated in the history of Greek are the thematic aorist, e.g., f\Oov (via syncope) < fjAvdov
< *(h,)éh ud’o/e-, and the k-aorist, e.g., E0nuo < *(h,)édch em (~ Lat. féci).

The perfect-pluperfect or resultative stem denoted a state resulting from a past
action, a usage still well attested in early Greek poetry in forms like T60vnxa “I am
dead.” The perfect originally ablauted between o-grade root vocalism in the singular
and zero-grade in the plural, e.g., Homeric uéuova uéuauev < * memon-/memn-, and
in all stems other than the archaic verb oida < * ydidh,a, regularly had reduplication of
the root initial consonant (puéuove. < *me-mon-h,n) or consonant cluster in roots
beginning with a laryngeal plus a resonant, e¢.g., Hom. eiMjhovda (by metrical length-
ening) < *éMihovda < */ le-h loud"-h . Greek has innovated by creating the k-perfect,
expanding the use of the perfect middle, and generating a distinct set of endings for
the pluperfect active.

The moods

The PIE moods, which were formed to all three aspect stems, include the indicative,
subjunctive, optative, and imperative. Greek preserves all four categories in their orig-
inal forms and functions.

The subjunctive was made by adding the thematic vowel *-o/¢- directly to the
e-grade version of the verbal stem. The subjunctive of athematic stems surfaced as a
regular thematic formation, and is continued as such in Greek by the so-called short-
vowel subjunctive, e.g., detEeL (: £€deke), still found in early epic, East Ionic, and
many other dialects. The subjunctive of thematic stems was made by adding the sub-
junctive suffix to the thematic vowel; this resulted in a long vowel by contraction,
and is found in the familiar long-vowel subjunctive, e.g., @éont (: péow), which was
generalized in Attic.

The optative was made by suffixing *-jels-/-ih - to the verbal stem. The optative
to most athematic stems ablauted between accented e-grade suffix in the singular and
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accented endings in the plural, an alternation continued in Greek stems like iy elev
< *hsiéht *hsihént. In thematic stems, the zero grade of the optative suffix was
added to the o-grade thematic vowel, giving the Greek type @éooig pépor < *&éroil s
*Béroib t.

The imperative contrasted two formations: a regular imperative and a future imper-
ative which was used for commands relating to the future. The two formations have
collapsed in Greek. The regular imperative survives in 2 sg. and pl., the future
imperative in 3 sg. and pl.

Nominal forms of the verb

PIE had a full range of nominal forms of the verb, including participles, infinitives,
and verbal nouns and adjectives. Active and middle participles were made to all three
aspect stems. The active participle had the shape *-n#- > -vt- — often with amphiki-
netic inflection, cf., e.g., Ton. &dv, éévrog (> Att. dv, &vtog) < *esont/h snt-. The
middle participle had the shape *-m/k no- > -uevo-. The suffix of the perfect participle
was an amphikinetic ablauting s-stem *-uos-/-us-, which though still found in
Mycenaean forms like the neut. nom. acc. pl. <a-ra-u-wo-a> /ararwoha/ (~ Att.-Ion.
apnodta) has been remodeled as a #-stem in first-millennium Greek. The past passive
participle was instantiated by a large number of different suffixes, the most widely
attested being the *-zo- reflected in Greek -16-.

PIE lacked fixed infinitive formations and regularly employed case forms of verbal
nouns — typically the accusative, dative, locative, or directive — in this function. In
Greek, several different such formations are preserved, the most conspicuous being
the thematic infinitive in -gwv < *-¢ben < *-es-em which has its origins in the locative of
an s-stem noun. Greek has also inherited many deverbal noun formations, e.g., -t-/-ot-
(véveoug: yiyvouon) < *-z- and -pa, -potog (rolnuo: molém) << *-men- for abstract and
concrete nouns, -twe, -t0og (Otwe: elpw) < *-tor-/-tr- and -, -tijpog (dotijo: didwuL)
< *-ter-/-tr- for agent nouns, etc.

The Lexicon

As in all other areas of its grammar, Greek is highly conservative in its lexicon and
retains a large amount of inherited IE material, both in words preserved directly
from the IE parent language and in those made within the history of Greek from
inherited material. This conservatism is apparent in all aspects of the language’s
basic vocabulary, including terms for familial relationships (watip “father,” duvydo
“daughter,” etc.), body parts (motg “foot,” xelp “hand,” etc.), the physical world
(x¥dv “earth,” filog “sun,” etc.), domestic and wild animals (inwog “horse,” fotg
“bovine,” etc.), agriculture (&ypds “field,” digotoov “plow,” etc.), civilization and
technology (oixog “house,” vadg “ship,” etc.), and religion (Zetg, dywog “sacred,”
ctc.). Greek derivational morphology is also largely of IE origin. As with all living
languages, the Greek lexicon includes a certain number of loan words. These
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are mostly limited to terms for comestibles (ofjocapov, ®npéxrog), metals (yQuodg,
yohrdg), and cultural and technological concepts and implements (yitdv,
aoduvoog). A particularly conspicuous category of loans is comprised of Greek
place names (Képwvdog, ITagvaoods), many of which consist of similar morpho-
logical elements and likely preserve remnants of the pre-Greek languages of Greece
(see further ch. 15).

FURTHER READING

The best introduction to IE linguistics, language, and culture is Fortson 2004. Also useful are
Clackson 2007 and the slightly more advanced Meier-Briigger 2003b. The question of the IE
homeland is treated in detail by Mallory (1989). Readers who are interested in the theory,
method, and results of historical linguistics will profit from the introductory textbook by Hock
and Joseph (1996) and the more advanced Hock (1991).

The best IE-oriented historical grammar of Greek is Rix 1992. Sihler 1995, though highly
idiosyncratic, is also useful, as is the out-of-date comprehensive treatment by Schwyzer 1939.
For the early prehistory of Greek, readers will consult Hajnal 2003a; 2005 and Garrett 2006
and, for the supposed relationship between Greek and Armenian and Phrygian, Clackson 1994
and Neumann 1988. Greek laryngeal treatments are outlined in Beekes 1969 and Peters 1980.
Greek dialects in the second millennium BCE are discussed by Cowgill 1966 and Risch 1979.
The Mycenaean case system is treated by Hajnal 1995. The function of the augment in epic
language is outlined by Bakker 1999; 2005: 114-35.

Greek is served by two etymological dictionaries, Chantraine 1999 and the more IE-oriented
Frisk (1960-72), both of which are out of date. Updates to Chantraine’s etymological dictionary
are regularly published in Revue de Philologie, de Littérature et d’Histoive anciennes. A more mod-
ern etymological treatment of Greek and IE verbal roots and verbal formations is found in Rix
2001. Pre-Greek elements in Greek are discussed by Morpurgo Davies 1986. An essential
resource for bibliography on all aspects of Greek linguistics is provided by Meier-Briigger 1992.



CHAPTER THIRTEEN

Mycenaean Greek

Rupert Thompson

“Mycenacan” is the name we give to the variety of Greek which was in use in Greece
in the Bronze Age in an area encompassing Crete and the mainland as far north as
Boeotian Thebes. Our evidence comes from the tablets written in the Linear B script
(on which, see ch. 2), primarily from Knossos and Pylos, dating from between 1400
and 1200 BcEk. As the earliest written form of Greek, the importance of Mycenaean for
the study of the history of the language and its dialects cannot be overstated.

Phonology

Stops

Mycenaean has the same three manners of stop articulation (voiceless, voiced, aspi-
rated) as the later dialects (see ch. 7 for the phonological basics). Although the script
does not generally mark it, the feature voice is guaranteed by the use of separate signs
for /t/ and /d/. Similarly, the optional sign pu, = /p"/ guarantees aspiration. That
the aspirated stops are unvoiced is shown by the use of z- rather than 4- series signs for
the dental aspirate.

Perhaps the most remarkably conservative feature of Mycenaean phonology is its
retention of the PIE labiovelars (see also ch. 12). Adjacent to *# or *w these had
undergone dissimilation and merged with the velars in Common Greek, and are ren-
dered in Linear B as ka etc. In other environments the later dialects (with the excep-
tion of Aeolic) turn them into dentals before front vowels ( *k” > T, *4" > *k" > 0, *g"
> 0) and bilabials elsewhere ( *&” > ww, *4 > *k" > @, *4” > B), except that *£&" and *5”
give bilabial reflexes also before *7; Acolic generally has bilabial reflexes across the
board. These changes are not shared by Mycenaean, which retains distinct reflexes of
the labiovelars in these environments, written using signs which are conventionally
transcribed ga, ge, qi, qo0 standing for /k¥, k", g% /. Thus the enclitic particle -ge, k”e
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“and” is Class. te; ga-si-ve-u, g”asileus is the title of a local official corresponding in
form though not in meaning to later faothedg “king”; and -go-ta2, a common formant
in men’s names, is either -k"ontas, later -péving, or -k™oitas, later -qottng. Where one
labiovelar is followed by another in a later syllable, the first sometimes undergoes dis-
similation to become a bilabial, so we find both i-po-po-go-i, hippop”org”eibi, and i-qo-
po-qo-i, ik k¥ op'org” 0ihi “ostlers” dat. pl. (i.e., later Gk immogpopfoic).

Semivowels and fricatives

PIE *w is preserved in almost all positions: initially, wa-na-ka, wanax “king,” Class.
Gvog; we-to, wetos “year,” Class. #tog; intervocalically, ka-ke-we, kalkzwes “bronze-
smiths,” Att. yolxiig; in word-initial clusters wi-ri-ni-jo, wriniois “made of leather”
(instr. pl.), cf. Hom. ¢wdég “skin, hide”; in internal clusters, ke-se-nu-wi-ja, ksenwin
“related to guests,” cf. Ion. Eelviog, Att. Eéviog. Mycenaean e-ne-ka, heneka “on
account of” thus shows that the lengthening in Hom. eivexa is artificial, and not in
compensation for the loss of *w. The cluster *#w before a consonant has simplified to
tin e.g., ge-to-ro-po-pi, k”etropopp”i “four-footed animals” (instr. pl.) < *&"etwropodp”i
< *kretwrpodp’i (showing that this simplification must postdate the changes to *r
described below).

Word-initial *y shows the same double treatment as in the later dialects. In some
roots—those corresponding to Classical forms in Z—it becomes an affricate, probably
[d] or [ds], written using z-series signs and here rendered dz, e.g., ze-u-ke-si, dzeuges(s)i
“pairs” (cf. Cevyog). In a second group, those with initial rough breathing in Attic,
spellings with signs of the j-series alternate with those without (these latter presuma-
bly indicating initial »). The relative pronominal stem *yo-, for example, gives an
adverb which is spelled both o- and jo-, 4, yo0 ‘how’, while the temporal adverb from
the same stem is always found as o-te, hote “when,” and the indefinite relative is jo-gz,
yok'k"i < *yod-k¥id. Either the weakening of *y to 4 was current at the time the tab-
lets were written, or the spellings with 7- are historical.

The same phenomenon is observed between vowels. Here, j-series signs are usually
used to write an epenthetic glide which arises after 7 before another vowel, or to repre-
sent the second clement of a diphthong in 7 Intervocalic PIE *y is normally lost.
Occasionally, however, it is represented by J-, e.g., the present participle zo-ro-gqe-jo-me-
no, trok”eyomenos “touring” from a present in *-gyo- (cf. tooméw). The fluctuation
between spellings with and without j- is common in adjectives of material in *-eyo-, e.g.,
e-re-pa-te-jovs e-ve-pa-te-o, elep’ante(y)os “made of ivory.” Once again we are either see-
ing the loss of intervocalic *yin progress, or the spellings with j- are historical. We can-
not tell whether *yweakened to -4- or was lost completely, as in the later dialects. Either
way, the loss of *y did not result in contraction of the remaining vowels.

Clusters of a stop and *y had undergone palatalization before the time of the tab-
lets. The clusters *dyand *gy both give a voiced affricate, written z-: to-pe-za, torpedza
“table” < *-pedya; me-zo, medzos “bigger” < *megyos. Similarly *ky gives an affricate,
presumably voiceless, which is also written z- and transcribed here as #s: za-we-te-vo,
tsawe(s)teros “this year’s” < *kyawetesteros. The same happens when a prevocalic ¢
weakens to y, as in su-za, sitsai “fig trees” < *sikyai < *sikini (Dor. and Acol. ovxia).
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The sequence *zy has become 5(s), e.g., to-so, tos(s)on “so much” < *totyo-. The sign
pte (see table 2.3) is the only one that represents a cluster of two stops. Its original
value was probably pye, since there are other signs for syllables with palatalized vowels,
but when the cluster *py became pt, it became used for pte from any source.

The fricative s has weakened to 4 both word-initially and intervocalically. Where
followed by 2 the aspiration is optionally noted using the sign a, = ha (see table 2.3).
Thus a,-te-ro, hateron “next [sc. year]” < *smtero-. Both spellings are found in the
forms of s-stem neuters, e.g., pa-we-avs pa-we-n,, p'arweha “cloths.” The form a -ka-
sa-ma, aiksmans “[spear- points” (Class. aiywi) shows that s had not yet been lost in
the cluster -/&sm-, despite this being a pan-Hellenic change.

There is some debate about whether Grassmann’s Law (i.e., the loss of the first of
two aspirations in one and the same word; see also ch. 12) had already operated by the
time of the Mycenaean tablets, and thus whether, for example, ¢-%¢ “(s)he has” should
be interpreted as ek’ei or hek'ei. Traditionally Grassmann’s Law has been dated to
Common Greek (or earlier), but a post-Mycenaean date has also been argued (Lejeune
1972a: 239; 1972b: 57; Ruijgh 1967: 44-6). In theory, if we saw a word spelled with
a, or pu,before a syllable beginning with another aspirate, we could prove that
Grassmann’s Law was post-Mycenaean. As it happens, no relevant forms have yet
been found. We know that Grassmann’s Law operated after the weakening of both *s
and *y to A, and, as already mentioned, the first of these changes has taken place, and
the second is at least in progress. Intervocalic / < *s does not, however, trigger dis-
similation (hence ¥e6g and not *tedg < *#ebos < *#esos) and it could be argued that
Grassmann’s Law thus postdates the complete loss of intervocalic 4. But we know
from spellings such as pa-we-a, that intervocalic 4 was still intact in Mycenaean, and
this could constitute evidence for a post-Mycenaean Grassmann’s Law.

Syllabic nasals and liquids

The regular outcome of the syllabic nasals *» and *» in Greek is a; sporadic examples
of apparent o reflexes, such as Arcadian déxo “ten” < *dekm, are better explained as
the result of analogy; they are, as here, largely confined to the numeral system (see
Ruijgh 1961: 199). In Mycenacan too the regular outcome is 2, so, for example, the
negative prefix (<*») always a-, e.g., a-ki-ti-to, aktiton “uncultivated”; te-ka-ta-si,
tektasi “builders” (dat. pl.) < *tektnsi. After a labial, however, the usual Mycenaean
outcome is spelled -o-, though -a- is also found. Thus both a-re-po-zo-o, aleip’odzoos,
and a-re-pa-zo-o, aleip’adzoos “unguent boiler,” though the noun “unguent” always
appears in the oblique cases with a-vocalism, e.g., dat. sg. a-re-pa-te, aleip’atei <
*aleip’ntei. By contrast *arsmp “wheel” is always written a-mo, harmo, nom./acc. pl.
a-mo-ta, harmota, dat. pl. a-mo-si, harmosi. The pair most often cited in this context
is pe-mo, spermovs pe-ma, sperma “grain, seed,” Class. onéoua, < *spermn. There have
been attempts to explain away the o-vocalism forms, e.g., the suggestion that pe-mo is
spermos, or an abbreviation for spermobolia ( Documents®* 236, 404), or under the ana-
logy of the nom./acc. stem of the #/z#-stem the declension which could, in some cir-
cumstances, have been in -o7 < *7 (Ruijgh 1967: 100-1). These have not been
generally accepted. Mycenaean is therefore unique among the dialects in showing
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o-vocalism reflexes of syllabic nasals, but it is not difficult to understand how a labial
environment could condition such a reflex.

More troubling is the fact that -0- and -2- forms alternate in a labial environment,
since, according to the Neogrammarian Regularity Hypothesis, the same environ-
ment should always trigger the same development. It is this unacceptable apparent
irregularity that has prompted the attempts mentioned above to relegate the alterna-
tion to the realms of morphology or analogy. A radically different approach was
adopted by Risch (1966), who saw here evidence of two different dialects of Mycenaean
(see below under The position of the dialect for further discussion). His theory has
found a great deal of favor. Thompson (1996-7) however argues that the distribution
of 0 and # forms is characteristic of a sound change progressing by lexical diffusion,
and that this explains the spelling fluctuation.

The case of the syllabic liquids *and */is rather different. Whereas the majority of
dialects have ag, ah, ga, ha (the cause of the fluctuation between VR and RV is
obscure), Arc.-Cyp. and Aeol. show traces of og, o\, 0o, ho as well. The Mycenaean
data are hard to interpret. We have -ar word-finally in a-re-pa, aleip’ar “unguent,”
and medially in tu-ka-ta-si, Pugatarsi “daughters” (dat. pl.). In a labial environment
there is evidence of o7, 7o, ¢.g., ge-to-ro-po-pi, k”etropopp”’s “four-footed animals” (instr.
pl.), < *k"etwy- (the o cannot be a compositional vowel) and to-pe-za, torpedza “table,”
cf. todmela, if < *(k"e)twy-pedya “four-footed.” The men’s names a-no-me-de and
a-no-qo-ta, it Anormédes and Anork™ontds, would show the same development <
*ang-, as would a-no-ga-si-ja it anork™asids “manslaughter.” Evidence for the same
reflex in a non-labial environment has also been claimed, albeit less securely, in do-ka-
ma-i, it dorgmahi “sheaves” (dat. pl.), connected with Homeric dpayuetovreg; the
woman’s name to-ti-ja, if Stortid and connected with otpotde, Aeol. otpdtog “army”;
and the man’s name zo-si-ta, if TPorsitds, cf. @egote. If Mycenaean does indeed have
o-vocalism reflexes of the liquids, this would be a potentially significant link with
Arcadian and Cypriot. An alternative suggestion by Heubeck (1972), that both # and
0 are attempts to write a still-preserved 7, has not found general acceptance.

Simplification of clusters of nasals ov liquids and *s

In non-final syllables, clusters involving a nasal or liquid and *s (i.e., *s{R,N} and
*{R,N}s) were subject to simplification in the later dialects. In the majority of the
dialects the *s was lost and the preceding vowel lengthened, while in Thessalian and
Lesbian the *swas lost and the nasal or liquid doubled. Allen (1987b: 23) dates this
development “very approximately” to 1000 Bce. However, only clusters with inher-
ited *sare affected. In East Greek, for example, the 3 pl. verbal ending *-onsi (with
secondary *s, < *-onti) is affected by a second wave of simplifications, to give Attic
-ovot rather than the *-ovvt which would be the result of the earlier change. The first
wave of simplifications ought therefore to pre-date the East Greek change of *#i to sz;
but this is of pre-Mycenaean date.

Further evidence that Mycenaean had undergone the first wave of cluster simplifi-
cations comes from the form a-ke-ra-te, which must be the sigmatic aorist participle
of the verb d&yeipm and derive from *ager-s-antes. The sign ra, must originally have
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had the value 7ya, as shown by the doublet a-ke-ti-ri-ja ~ a-ke-ti-ra,, asketrini ~
asketryai “female decorators,” but this cannot be its value in a-ke-ra,-te. It must
therefore be able to represent the outcome of both *7ya and *7sa. Plausible values are
rra and rha, suggesting an Acolic-like development of these clusters.

The second wave of simplifications, involving word-final clusters and clusters with
secondary *s, was much later and does not affect all of the dialects. The Mycenaean
3 pl. verbal form e-ko-si “they have” is thus to be interpreted bek’onsi rather than hek’si
or similar; and pa-si “all” (dat. pl.) is pansi (< *pantsi) rather than pasi.

Morphology

Nominal Movphology

The spelling rules obscure much detail since a large number of potential case forms
would be spelled the same way. Of the cases which might exist (nominative, accusa-
tive, genitive, dative, instrumental, locative, ablative, vocative), in the o-stems, for
example, the nom. sg. -os, acc. sg. -on, dat. sg. -01, instr. sg. -0, loc. sg. -0z, abl. sg. -0t,
nom. pl. -0z, acc. pl. -oms, gen. pl. -on, and instr. pl. -0is would all be written simply -o.
Beyond the nominative, accusative, genitive, and dative which are universally accepted
(we might add the vocative, which happens not to be attested because of the nature
of our documents), there is consequently little agreement about how many distinct
cases we should recognize.

In the third declension, in the singular, we can see traces of the PIE dat. sg. -e
(spelled -¢) and loc. sg. -z, both of which are used with the same dative-locative func-
tion. (In fact, at Knossos both endings are found only in the s-stems, the C-stems
proper showing only - ¢z, while at mainland sites both endings are found in the C-stems.
At Thebes the s-stems dative always has the -2 form.) Clearly we are seeing the process
by which the locative singular ending replaced the dative singular ending in the third
declension in the later dialects. In the first and second declensions both the dat. sg.
-di, -01 and the loc. sg. -ai, -0i would be spelled simply -2, -0. Should we therefore
assume that the formal syncretism of dative and locative had resulted in the replace-
ment of the locative by the dative ending, or do some -0 forms represent -0z, others
-0%2 In the plural of all three declensions the formal dative-locative syncretism is com-
plete, original locative morphs (-a-i, -0-i, -si = -ahi, -oibi, -si) having replaced the
original dative, and in the singular of the third declension, the functional syncretism
is complete. Since the #- and o-stem singular spellings are ambiguous, therefore, most
scholars see only the original dative morphs -4z, -0s.

Similarly, the spellings -, -0, -¢ could hide instr. sg. case forms -4, -4, -¢. In the
Classical dialects the instrumental has also syncretized with the dative, in both the
singular and the plural. Mycenaean clearly shows traces of an instrumental plural,
however: a-stem -a-pi = -4p"i, o-stem -0 = -ois, C-stem -pi = -p”i. Should we therefore
see a distinct instrumental singular as well, or should we interpret singular nouns
which have instrumental function as dative(-locative-instrumental)? As it happens,
where such nouns are C-stems, they are always spelled -¢, never -i. Is this significant?
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To further complicate the issue, the instrumental plural can also have locatival and
even datival function (if pParweba . . . Fitomp'i is “cloth for kbitons”), although the
-a-i, -0-1, -si endings are never used instrumentally. Evidently Mycenaean is at a stage
between that of PIE where instrumental, dative and locative were fully distinct, and
that of the later dialects when they were fully formally and functionally syncretized. It
is not clear, however, how the available morphs were distributed across the available
functions. Morpurgo Davies (1966) has argued convincingly against an ablatival use
of the instrumental, but its specter is still sometimes raised.

There is no clear evidence that the -pz morph was used in the singular as well as the
plural (as it was in Homer). In KN Ld(2) 785 some cloth is described as #*77sta
erut’rap’i, which might mean “dyed (with) red” (i.e., the sg. of the noun “red”) or
“dyed, [and] with red [attachments]” (i.e., a fem. adj. qualifying an implicit noun or
used substantivally, in which case it could easily be plural). The latter is perhaps more
likely as on other similar records cloth is described as erut’rap’i but without #7ista.
Similarly in PY Ta 714 two chairs are described as pPoinikp’i which could mean “[dec-
orated] with purple”; but in one case ploinikp’i appears to be qualified by the adj.
ku-ru-so “gold” and in the other by ku-wa-no “made of blue glass paste.” They are
better interpreted as k'rusois-k”e pPoinikp’s and kuanois-k”e pPoinikp’i “and with date-
palms rendered in gold” and “and with date-palms rendered in blue glass paste”
respectively. A third possible color term has been seen in ma-ra-pi, perhaps malamp’i
“with black,” describing an ox on PY Cn 418, but it is in truth opaque.

There are, however, two possible extensions of -pzinto the o-stems (cf. Hom. -oqu).
The phrase e-re-pa-te-jo-pi , o-mo-pi denotes a decorative part of a chariot and has
been interpreted by Chadwick ( Documents® 369) as elep’anteiop”i oimop”i “with deco-
rative bands made from ivory” (comparing I. 11.24 8éxo olpot . . . xudvoro). Similarly
the place name mo-ro-ko-wo-wo-pi is probably a composite of a man’s name in the gen.
sg. and the instr. pl. of worwoes “boundary” (Attic 60og).

The gen. sg. of the o-stems is almost always in -0-jo, representing -0y(y)o < *-osyo
(cf. Skt. -asya) and corresponding to Hom. -oto. Beginning with Luria (1957) some
scholars have also seen evidence of an alternative form written -o. The data have been
discussed in detail by Morpurgo Davies (1960) and more recently by Hajnal (1995:
247-85). A connection with the mysterious Cyp. gen. sg. ending -0-n¢ seems unlikely,
as this looks like a purely local development. Nor could it be a lengthened form -0
following the loss of intervocalic ¥, as we would expect the resulting 4 to be retained
and to block contraction. A relic of the old o-stem abl. sg. *-0¢ is a possibility, since
the genitive and ablative have syncretized in Greek. The majority of the examples are
however problematic. In the Fp series of records of religious offering at Knossos, for
example, month names in -0-jo alternate with forms in -0, some followed by the gen.
sg. me-no, mennos “month” (e.g., ka-ra-e-vi-jo ~ ka-ra-e-ri-jo-jo). Where the word
me-no does not follow we cannot be sure that the -0 forms are intended to be genitive
rather than nominative of rubric. Where me-no does follow a genitive of the month
name is likely, although often me-no has been “squeezed in” in smaller, superscript
signs and may be an afterthought. In the majority of cases the short form of the
genitive ends in -jo, and haplography cannot be ruled out. Risch (1959: 223 n. 234)
suggests instead that while me-no is singular, the “short” genitives of the month names
are in fact plural, denoting the names of festivals. Similarly in PY Fr 1202 me-tu-wo,
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ne-wo need not be singular “during the festival of the new wine” rather than plural
(Palmer 1963: 248). The example wi-do-wo-i-jo, i-*65, perhaps “the son of W.” (with
wi-do-wo-i-joa “short” gen.) has been joined by the new form ra-ke-da-mo-ni-jo-u-jo
from Thebes, perhaps “the son of the Spartan.” In both cases haplography is possible,
or the scribe might intend “W., the son,” “S., the son,” in the sense of “Jr.” (Killen
2006: 81). For arguments whether forms such as 7a-ke-da-mi-ni-jo-*65 in the Thebes
Fq and Gp tablets conceal forms of the word Ayus “son” (in which case there may be
“short” genitives), or whether *65 should be read as the FLOUR ideogram (in which
case not), see Palaima (2000-1: 483—4; 2006) and Killen (2006: 103-6).

The gen. sg. of masculine a-stems is in -a-0 = -@o, as in the dialects other than Attic
(where -ov is an import from the o-stems; Ionic -ew is by quantitative metathesis from
earlier -no < *-ao; Arc. -av, Cyp. -an is from -i2o by the regular Arcado-Cypriot raising
of final -0). It had been generally thought that this ending was formed by analogy with
that of the o-stems when it was at the stage -00 and could be analyzed as a morph -0
added directly to the stem. The fact that it is present in Mycenaean, where the o-stem
gen. sg. is in -0y(y)o shows this to be false.

The characteristically Greek -eus declension is well attested, with nom. sg. -¢-u# =
-eus, gen. sg. -¢-wo = -ewos, dat. sg. -e-we, -e-wi = -ewei, -éwi, nom. pl. -e-we = -Zwes,
dat. pl. -e-u-si = -eusi and instr. pl. -e-u-pi = -enp’i.

The dual number is used not just for “natural pairs,” but in nouns is attested only in
the nom./acc. The feminine a-stems have -0 = -0 (e.g., ktoino dwo “two plots of
land”). This is also the ending in the o-stems. Masculine a-stems, however, have -a-¢ =
-ae; this may underlie the Homeric masc. a-stem -a (rather than -n). The numeral
“two” has the instr. du-wo-u-pi, dwonp’s.

Verbal morphology

The nature of the documents means that the range of verbal forms attested is very
limited. We have only third person indicatives, participles, and infinitives. The the-
matic and athematic conjugations are clearly distinguished.

In the present tense the thematic conjugation has the endings 3 sg. -¢i (e-ke, hek'ei
“s/he has”), 3 pl. -onsi (e-ko-si, hek’onsi “they have”). The athematic type has 3 sg. -5z
(pa-si, p"asi “he says”), 3. pl. -nsi (di-do-si, didonsi “they give”). The verb “to be” is
attested in the 3 pl. ¢-e-sz, ehensi. The 3 sg. of the athematic type and the 3 pl. of both
types show the characteristic E. Gk assibilation of *#z > .

The present medio-passive is attested in the 3 sg. of the thematic type as e.g., e-u-ke-to,
euk’etoi “s /he claims,” and in the athematic as e.g., di-do-ti, didotoi sg. or didontoi pl. “it
is/they are given.” The most surprising thing here is the vocalism of the endings -(#)zoz,
vs standard Gk -(v)taw. Arc.-Cyp. too has -(v)tot. Mycenaean shows that Ruipérez (1952)
was right to see -(v)tou as the original form (see Sihler 1995: 476 for discussion).

The thematic future might be represented in the 3 sg. by a-ke-re-se, if this is agrese:
“he will take /receive,” but this might also be an aorist agrese. In the 3 pl. we have
a-se-so-si, asesonsi “they will fatten”. The athematic future is represented by 3 sg. do-se,
doser “he will give,” and 3 pl. do-so-si, dosonsi “they will give.” The medio-passive is
not attested in the indicative except perhaps in the verb “to be” in the form e, so-zo,
es(s)ontoi “they will be.”
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In the aorist: thematic 3 sg. wi-de, wide “he saw,” 3 pl. 0-po-ro, op’lon “they owed”;
athematic 3 sg. te-ke, #'eke “he appointed.” In the middle only 3 sg. forms are secure,
thematic de-ka-sa-to, deksato “he received”, athematic pa-ro-ke-ne-to, parogeneto “he
was present.” The lack of augment is somewhat surprising, although a-pe-do-ke might
be an isolated augmented form ap-edoke. Lack of augment cannot be a poetic feature,
as was previously thought. There are no secure aorist passive forms; wo-ke might be
worgen, 3 pl. of an -nv type aorist passive (Lejeune 1971: 118). Chadwick (1996-7)
proposed to read o-je-ke-te-to and tu-wo-te-to as oie(i)k"t’gto ”(there) was opened” and
Puot’eto “(there) was made fragrant,” i.e., as aorist passives of the -On- type with
medio-passive rather than active endings, but this suggestion has not been generally
accepted. Forms of the aorist middle of ttdnw, i.e., #’eto, seem more likely.

The perfect medio-passive may be represented by e-pi-de-da-to, epidedastoi “has
been distributed.”

The imperfect is not attested, unless te-ko-to-(n)a-pe really is tekton apes “the builder
was absent,” with apes < *apést, the 3 sg. imperfect of the verb “to be,” but it seems
quite likely that this is a place name rather than a verbal phrase.

The thematic present participle active is in -0, -onsa, -on (spelled -o, -0-sa, -0). The
fem. form is from *-omtya, and since it contains secondary -s-, the -7-is certainly pre-
served. The present participle of the verb “to be” is ¢-0, ehon. The fem. nom. pl. is
attested as a-pe-a-sa, apehasai < *ap-esntyai, without the remodeling on the analogy
of the masc. which characterizes most of the later dialects; compare Arc. #ao(o)a. The
medio-passive participle is in -omenos (thematic) e.g., to-ro-qe-jo-me-no, trok”eyomenos
“touring,” -menos (athematic) e.g., ki-ti-me-na, ktimena “being cultivated.”

The only secure future active participle is de-me-o-te, demehontes “who are to
build,” showing the *-es- future in a verb whose stem ends in a nasal. The form
ze-so-me-no is probably passive in force, dzes(s)omenoi “to be boiled” (describing an
unguent in the dat.), showing that the future passive and middle were not formally
distinguished.

The form a-ke-ra,-te, as already mentioned, is an aorist active participle agerrantes
or agerbantes < *agersantes “having collected” (cf. dyeipavieg with compensatory
lengthening). The aorist passive is attested as ge-ja-me-no, k”eyamenos “having been
compensated”: as in the future, then, the aorist middle and passive participles are not
formally distinguished.

The active perfect participle masc./neut. declines as an s-stem, e.g., neut. pl. te-zu-ko-
wo-n,, tetulk’woha “finished”; a-ra-ru-wo-a, ararwoha “fitted.” There is no trace of the
-t- which characterizes the perfect participle in the later dialects; it must be a later develop-
ment, albeit pan-Hellenic. The fem. form of the same participle is a-ra-ru-ja, araruy(y)a,
with the characteristically Greek ending which appears in the later dialects as -vio.. The
force is intransitive and stative rather than truly active. Nonetheless, a distinct medio-
passive form exists, although its sense is identical: a-ja-me-na, ayai(s)menos “inlaid.”

The thematic present infinitive active is in -ehen, ¢.g., e-ke-e, hek’ehen “to have.”
The first -¢- is, of course, the thematic vowel of the stem. The athematic infinitive has
the same ending -ben, as shown by e-re-¢, ere-hen “to row” (where the -e- immediately
before the ending is part of the stem, and derives from *H,) and te-re-ja-e, teleyahen
“to act as a telestds.”
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Syntax

The following true prepositions are attested: hemeka + gen. “on account of” (as a
preposition, not a postposition); peda + acc. “to”; amp'i + dat. “around”; ksun + dat.
“with”; meta + dat. “with”; eps + dat. has the sense “upon”; its ablaut variant ops (cf.
Latin 0b) governs the dat. of men’s names with the sense “under the charge of,” but
also, at Pylos, seemingly governs the instr. pl. in the phrase opz k”etropopp”i horomenos
“watching over the four-footed animals.” There is no other example of a preposition
governing the instrumental, but this may be the result of the dative-locative-instru-
mental syncretism already described. It may alternatively be a case of tmesis, although
this phenomenon is otherwise unattested.

The preposition paro + dat. is particularly interesting. In the majority of'its instances
we cannot tell whether the sense is “apud” or “from,” but in some cases (e.g., the
Pylos personnel records of the An series and the flock records of the Cn series, and the
Knossos D— flock/wool and L~ cloth records) the locatival sense seems required, in
others (notably the Thebes Wu sealings which in all probability record the contribu-
tion of commodities for a state banquet) the ablatival sense is needed. This preposi-
tion therefore shows the same double value as its Arcadian equivalent moQd + dat.
Householder (1959) has observed that formally the nouns following paro in its abla-
tival sense could be instrumentals, but this is unlikely given that the instrumental is
part of the dative-locative syncretism rather than the genitive-ablative. Morpurgo
Davies (1966) has argued that the ablatival use of the dative in Arcado-Cypriot results
from the simplification of case government after prepositions; if the same is true of the
dative used after ablatival paro, this could be a significant shared isogloss between
Arcado-Cypriot and Mycenaean (Thompson 2000).

Even though the prepositional system is well developed, the datative-locative-
instrumental is used on its own with locatival function, and the instrumental with
instrumental /comitative function: e.g., e-re-s, Helehi “at Helos”; pa-ki-ja-pi,
SpPagiamp’i “at Sphagianes”; ararwoba desmois “fitted with bindings”; torpedza . . .
kuteseyois bel'mapp’i “a table with bastard-ebony supports”. The postpositional affix
-de governs the acc.: te-qa-de, T'g”ans-de “to Thebes.”

Preverbs have become fused with their verbs. Unless opi . . . horomenosis an example,
tmesis is unattested, showing that it is an extremely archaic feature of Homeric syntax.

There are few full sentences with complex syntax, and the majority are found in
tablet headings introduced by a particle spelled o- or jo-. The following is typical:

0-wi-de pu,ke-qi-vi o-te wa-na-ka te-ke  an-ke-wa da-mo-ko-ro
ho wide Pugeq’rins hote wanax teke  Augewin damokoron
thus saw  (man’s name) when king made (man’s name) (office)

“Thus Phugegwrins saw when the king appointed Augéwas as damokoros.”

Here the subordinate temporal clause introduced by the conjunction hote has SVO
word order, while the main clause has the verb drawn to second position where it is
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univerbated with the introductory particle. This univerbation is probably motivated by
the desire to avoid writing monosyllabic words with a single sign. The particle itself has
been variously interpreted: (i) as a survival of a Linear A scribal feature (Hooker 1968:
77); (ii) as part of the demonstrative pronoun *so- (or the relative *yo-) used in the same
way as the Hittite sentence-connective particles nu, tu, su or Vedic sd4, the V2 word
order following from the verb appearing atonically in Wackernagel’s Law position in a
main clause, as in Vedic (Watkins 1963a: 13-21); (iii) as the nom. sg. and pl. of the
demonstrative and relative pronouns (Gallavotti 1956: 5-10); (iv) as an adverb built to
the relative pronominal stem, 46, meaning “thus” (Documents 91; Documents® 563).

Hooker’s Linear A survival has the advantage of not being falsifiable, but it does
little to explain what is happening. A sentence-connective particle falls foul of the fact
that it is invariably used in the first sentence of a document, and so cannot connect to
anything preceding. The nom. of a pronoun is awkward when, as in this case, the
subject is overtly expressed. Moreover, the frequent word order SOV in the Pylos Ep
land-holding records (e.g., Korinsia t'ehoyo doeld onaton hek'ei kekesmends ktoinds
“Korinsia the slave of the god holds a usufruct lease of a plot of land owned by the
ddamos”) shows that the verb is not normally enclitic in main clauses. Ventris and
Chadwick’s 40 has found the most favor, but the etymology as a relative does not sit
casily with the demonstrative sense “thus” which seems to be required, and the V2
word order is unexplained (see Thompson 2002-3a for a possible solution).

The position of the dialect

Mycenaean shows the assibilation of # > szin 3 sg. of athematic verbs and 3 pl. of both
athematics and thematics which is characteristic of East Greek. Also characteristic of
East Greek is the form hieros “holy” (vs t0g6g) and hote “when” (vs 6xa). Mycenaean
is clearly, therefore, an East Greek dialect, along with Attic-Ionic and Arcado-Cypriot
(see also ch. 14).

Some features align Mycenaean more closely with Arcado-Cypriot, some of which
(e.g., -(m)toivs -(v)tou in the 3 sg. and pl. primary middle endings) are certainly reten-
tions from Common Greek, but others, such as the use of the dative with ablatival
sense after paro, and the o-vocalism reflexes of *R , appear to be shared innovations.

In some respects Mycenaean diverges from Arcado-Cypriot: it lacks the raising of
word final 0 > # (unless apn = &nv is an early example, rather than a by-form of &nd)
or of ¢ > 7 before a nasal; but these could easily be post-Mycenaean developments in
Arcado-Cypriot. Similarly, Mycenaean has -2hs, -0ibi as the dat. pl. of the a- and
o-stems where Arcado-Cypriot has -aig, -oig; but Mycenaean has an instr. pl. in -ozs
which could underlie the Arcado-Cypriot dative in the o-stems and, by analogy, in the
a-stems. A potentially significant difference is the fact that Mycenaean has extended
the ending of the thematic infinitive -ben into the athematic conjugation, which
Arcadian and Cypriot have not done.

Mycenaean is therefore a dialect related to Arcado-Cypriot — not unexpected, given
the geography — but not necessarily to be identified as the direct ancestor of either
Arcadian or Cypriot. The precise relationship between the three is difficult to deter-
mine. Presumably the Arcadians were the descendants of speakers of a Mycenaean-like
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dialect who took to the hills when the Dorians invaded the Peloponnese, while the
Cypriots were émigré cousins.

The question of dialect differences within Mycenaean itself has been discussed since
Documents (75-6). Ventris and Chadwick observed that the dialect appears uncannily
uniform across both space and time, and attributed such differences as are observable
(e.g., the greater use of #, on the mainland) to the realm of orthography. They sug-
gest that this was due to the conservative influence of the “scribal schools,” the tablets
showing not the contemporary state of the language of the twelfth century BCE but
that of perhaps the sixteenth or fifteenth.

Modern discussions follow from the observations of Risch (1966). He focuses on
three fluctuations in the language of Pylos: (i) 0 vs & in the reflexes of syllabic nasals;
(i) -ez vs -2 as the C-stem dat. sg.; (ii) -2- vs -¢- in a group of words e.g., Artimis vs
Artemis. These he explained as the result of a substrate, substandard dialect, the ver-
nacular of the scribes, which he dubbed mycénien spécial (with a < *M, dat. in -2, and
e.g., Artemis) showing sporadically through the veneer of the official standard mycén-
ten normal (with o < *M, dat. in -¢4, and e.g., Artimis). Nagy (1968) adds a fourth
feature: whereas mycénien normal shows the standard East Greek assibilation, he
attributed the sporadic examples of preserved -#i- (e.g., Milatiai “women of Miletus”)
to mycénien spécinl.

Chadwick (1976a) observes that in this respect mycénien spécial resembles West
Greek, and proposes that Peloponnesian Doric was the surviving descendant of this
substrate. On this account, the Dorians did not invade, but were already present in
the Peloponnese as the subjects of East Greek, Mycenaean overlords. They stepped
into the vacuum left by the collapse of the palaces. The theory has not found general
acceptance: the non-assibilated forms are largely restricted to proper names and eth-
nics, where conservatism and analogical effects are common, and there are no specifi-
cally West Greek features to be seen (Risch 1979). The wider two-dialect hypothesis
too has been called into question: other explanations for o vs # < *M, and for -z vs -
in the dat. sg. are possible, and the evidence for the Artemis vs Artimis fluctuation is
restricted to non-Greek words (Thompson 1996-7, 2002-3b).

There are, however, differences to be observed between sites — see Hajnal (1997)
for the fullest modern treatment. It seems very likely that the Linear B script hides
many differences which may exist, particularly on the phonological level. Most recently
Meissner (2007) has argued convincingly that the absence of intervocalic #, and the
almost completely uniform writing of the non-phonemic glide -j- where 4 would have
been, indicates psilosis in the Knossian dialect. How this is to be related to the later
psilosis of (Doric) Cretan, however, remains unclear.

FURTHER READING

The most comprehensive introduction to Mycenaean in English is still Documents, although at
the time of writing a completely new third edition is in preparation. Bartonék (2003) is the
most recent handbook. Morpurgo Davies (1985) gives an overview of the importance of
Mycenaean to the history of Greek.



CHAPTER FOURTEEN

Greek Dialects in the Archaic
and Classical Ages

Stephen Colvin

The history of Greek from the introduction of the alphabet until the Koine is the
history of the dialects. In the Archaic and Classical periods the Greek language is an
abstract notion in the sense that there was no standard language, but a collection of
dialects that we think were mostly mutually intelligible. One should not overstate the
“abstractness” of Greek at this period, however: the notion that a language is a stand-
ard with a set of variations (dialects) is a later idea, reflecting the linguistic and socio-
linguistic history of languages such as English, French, and Spanish. In these cases
centralized political power, printing, and the influence of classical Latin led to the
conception of standard and dialect in terms of correctness and deviation: this idea is
probably alien to Greek thought about Greek before the Koine, though there is some
evidence that at the level of the dialects some regional standards had started to emerge
by the late fifth century (that is to say, Attic speakers do not seem to have regarded
other dialects as less correct or less Greek than Attic, but there may have been “social”
varieties of Attic that were regarded as less correct or less prestigious by comparison
to an emerging local standard).

In spite of the dialectal diversity, Greek was as real an entity as any language can be
because it had been named; it is this metalinguistic event which leads speakers to the
view that they have a common language. The Greeks themselves seem to have accepted
without worry the idea that they all spoke Greek, though they were typically vague
about articulating this (Morpurgo Davies 1987b). There is no reference to the lan-
guage difference between Greeks and non-Greeks in Homeric epic, let alone to dia-
lectal variation within Greek; there are a few trivial references to the existence of
foreign languages, but the epic tradition has no general term for Greek ethnicity or
language.! However, the spread of Homeric epic is part of the development of pan-
hellenic identity that has been connected with the later Geometric period (eighth
century BCE); as the first major Koine of post-Mycenaean Greece it must have been
central to the creation of a centripetal Greek linguistic consciousness, by which the
Greeks “rediscovered” and named their common heritage.?
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Greek willingness to accept the dialects as valid representatives of Greek suggests that
they conceived the relationship of dialect to language as one of concrete species (0
€ld0g) to an abstract genus (t0 yévog), “Greek” (the Greek terminology is Aristotelian,
though not applied by Aristotle to language). Given the generally low level of anxiety
about dialect difference, there is every reason to suppose that in inter-state contact the
Greeks would have engaged in dialect accommodation: when the cost is lower than the
anticipated reward, speakers of different varieties will converge in interaction (the cost
here being the speaker’s own sense of identity and integrity). Since the Greeks seem not
have suffered from a high degree of linguistic insecurity, linguistic politics did not play
a large role in their culture until the Hellenistic period, when the written standard was
fossilized and they began to look back to an earlier period of purity and authenticity.

The term for speaking Greek was rendered with the verb éMnviCw (with the optional
specification of a word for language, such as tf) pwvjj), or with the adjective “Greek”
(EMIVGG, EMNVIG) applied to a noun for speech, such as yh@ooo. It is difficult, unfor-
tunately, to be clear from the written sources how the Greeks designated dialectal differ-
ence at this period. The various Greek words for “language” were routinely used to refer
to the dialects also; the unambiguous use of the term 1) dudhextog “dialect” is hard to pin
down before the Hellenistic period. The term derives from the verb dwoAéyouon, in
which in the Classical period the pre-verb dua- mostly has the force of “through, across,”
hence “I converse, talk (with).” There are, however, indications that by the fifth century
the verb could perform a different function, one in which the pre-verb had its other pos-
sible implication, “in different directions” — hence “I talk separately, in a different way.”
Herodotus (1.142) uses the verb twice in describing the dialects of Ionia, and a frag-
ment of Aristophanes (706 PCG) shows that the derived noun duGhextog could also
mean “idiom, peculiar way of speaking”: the word refers here to a social dialect, belong-
ing to a character who speaks “the normal dialect of the city [ uGhextov. .. uéonv néheng],
not the fancy high-society accent, nor uneducated, rustic talk.” It is probable, therefore,
that the word could also be used to denote a characteristic regional idiom, though the
context would have to make it clear that the salient differential was region.

Our picture of the Greek dialects is incomplete, in two ways. First, many regions of
Greece took up writing late, in the period when the dialects were retreating in the face
of the Koine, which gradually took over as the written standard. Even before the
appearance of the Hellenistic Koine (based on Attic-Ionic, see ch. 16), in many cultur-
ally backward areas in the northern and western areas of mainland Greece one has the
impression that the dialect presented in inscriptions is a local written Kozne (in fact, a
West Greek koina) rather than a close approximation to a regional idiom. Secondly,
even in those regions where inscriptions (or literary texts) go back to an early period,
it is likely that we are dealing with a standardized or official version of the dialect,
which — in the nature of written languages — reflected a conservative variety of the
dialect and was largely immune to change (since writing systems quickly become fos-
silized). There are some exceptions to this, notably in Boeotia, where efforts were
made to keep the spelling abreast of rapid phonological changes. Language is so mixed
up with politics and collective identity that it is difficult to predict in a given case what
the factors influencing the choice of an “official” language variety will be: candidates
are likely to include distinctiveness (from neighbors), reference to prestigious literary/
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poetic traditions, and the linguistic features of a political elite. With the possible excep-
tion of Athens, we can generally only guess at this in the case of the Greek dialects. It
is worth remarking that just as the language itself varied across the regions and states
of Greece, so too the sociolinguistic culture seems to have varied: some states put up
many inscriptions, pay careful attention to matters of spelling, script, etc., and in gen-
eral seem to have found writing an interesting and valuable thing, while others seem
to have been very much less interested.

The modern classification of the Greek dialects is based, with some modifications,
on that inherited from the ancient world. The Greeks, like most peoples, associated
dialect very closely with ethnicity, and since they distinguished three main ethnic sub-
divisions amongst themselves, they divided their language into three dialect group-
ings accordingly: Ionic, Aeolic, and Doric. A well-known Hesiodic fragment sets out
the myth-historical background to this division:

"EMvog & €yévovto guhomtoléuov Paothijog
AdEASg te E0TUGg Te vl ATohog ittioydoung.

From Hellen the warrior king sprang
Doros and Xouthos and Aiolos lover of horses. (Hes. 9 M-W)

The three oftspring of Hellen “Greek” are the ancestors of the Dorians, Ionians and
Aecolians respectively. The importance of these tribal affiliations can be seen from
Thucydides’ history of the Peloponnesian War, which is often presented as a conflict
between the Ionians (led by Athens) and the Dorians (led by Sparta): Thucydides
7.57 is a locus classicus for an analysis of the conflict in ethnic or tribal terms. When
Dorians fight on the same side as the Athenians this is worthy of comment, especially
when (as at Thuc. 4.3) one side deliberately uses allies who speak the dialect of the
enemy for tactical advantage.

Dialect awareness in the early period was based on aural and oral experience: even
what we know as literary texts were in most cases encountered orally, since the literary
culture until the end of the fourth century and beyond was overwhelmingly oral. In this
period we assume that the Greeks made a sharp distinction between “live” dialect that
they encountered in various situations (trade, metics, war, panhellenic gatherings) and
the language of literature. Thus there would have been no confusing, say, the dialect of
Doric-speaking cities with the literary Doric of choral poetry. Familiarity with different
dialects will have been a function of proximity, but there will have been “superpower”
dialects also (such as Athens and Sparta) which were better known than others. For an
Athenian some dialects would have required more effort than others: when Thucydides
at 3.94 says of the Actolians “that their language is the hardest to understand”
(&ryvowotdrotol 0t YAdooav . . . eiotv), this is only from the perspective of Attic. Presumably
a Messenian would have found Boeotian more of a challenge than the Athenians, for
whom it was a neighboring dialect with some significant isoglosses.

However, in the surviving technical literature on the dialects from the Hellenistic
and Roman periods, dialect awareness is based mostly on literary dialect: this had the
effect, of course, of giving a distorted picture of the ancient dialects at a time when
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the technical terminology for talking about language and dialect had been expanded
(owing to the growth in textual scholarship and exegesis). As a result the ancient
scholarly tradition shows almost no awareness of dialects which did not attain literary
status, and in general has a number of peculiar ideas about the dialect situation in the
Archaic and Classical periods, ones which speakers living in the earlier period cannot
possibly have held. These were influential in early modern thinking on the subject (see
below; on literary dialects, see ch. 26).

The Dialects

To the three traditional dialect groups inherited from the Greeks, modern scholarship
has added a fourth group, Arcado-Cypriot, and an isolate. With these additions, the
standard classification of the dialects is as follows (the subgroups listed against cach
dialect merely reflects the available evidence — or rather, the lack of it in cases where
no such groups are recorded):

Arcado-Cypriot
Arcadian
Cypriot

e Attic-Tonic
Attic
Tonic: Euboean, Central Ionic, Eastern Ionic

e Acolic
Lesbian
Thessalian
Boeotian

West Greek
Doric: Saronic, Argolic, Laconia/Messenia, Insular, Crete
Northwest Greek: Phocis, Locris; Achaea, Elis

Pamphylian (unclassified)

This classification emerged out of nearly two centuries of modern debate on the
dialects, grafted onto a history of ancient discussion ranging from random remarks in
the classical authors to late grammatical work in the Hellenistic and Roman periods.
It is more or less inherited from the Greeks, and is therefore based on non-linguistic
(cultural, political) as well as linguistic factors. The grouping indicates as much about
the (supposed) evolution of the dialects between the mid-second millennium BcE and
the end of the Dark Ages as it does about synchronic relations in the Archaic and
Classical periods: for example, the dialects of the Greek colonies are traditionally
grouped with the dialect of the mother city in modern handbooks. Thus the dialect
of Selinous in Sicily, a colony of Megara, is labeled Megarian in handbooks, though
after centuries of interaction in completely different linguistic contexts the two dia-
lects are likely to have diverged in many areas (e.g., in the preservation of F/[w]).



204 Stephen Colvin

The modern classification

The modern scientific study of the ancient Greek dialects grew out of the publication
of the first major epigraphic corpora in the early nineteenth century and the advances
in historical linguistics which were just taking off at the time. The starting point was
Ahrens’ De Graecae linguae dialectis (1839—43), which remained the fundamental
reference during the nineteenth century: it was overtaken by the publication of more
inscriptions, and the decipherment of the Cypriot Syllabary in the 1870s. It does not
cover Attic-Ionic: the first volume covers the Acolic and “Pseudacolic” dialects, and
the second volume the Doric dialects. Under Aecolic Ahrens reunited Lesbian,
Thessalian, and Boeotian; he rejected Strabo’s influential remarks on the classification
of the dialects, in particular his classification of Arcadian and the Northwest Greek
dialects as Acolic (Strab. 8.1.2). With the small amount of epigraphic material at his
disposal he correctly concluded that the dialect of Elis was closest to Doric, though
peculiar in some respects. With a similarly small amount of data for Arcadian he simply
noted that the dialect had features in common with Doric and Aeolic. He had very
little material on the Northwest Greek dialects, which he treated briefly at the end of
the first volume with the “Pseudacolic” dialects: he could see that they differed very
little from Doric, but noticed that the preposition év + acc. (Att. €ig) is a feature
shared between the Northwest dialects and Boeotian. In the second volume he treated
Doric as a unitary dialect, and noted variations and exceptions where appropriate. He
introduced the distinction between “severe” (severior) and “mild” (mitior) Doric (still
used, though not a significant isogloss), based on the treatment of secondary length-
ened ¢and o (1, ® or €, ov).

By the 1880s and early 1890s many more inscriptions had been published, and
Cypriot inscriptions were now known. This led to fuller and more accurate accounts of
the dialects, notably in two important and unfinished works, those of Meister (1882-9)
and Hoftman (1891-8). Strabo’s close connection between Arcadian and Aeolic
(denied by Ahrens) was revived, and the term Achaean was introduced to unite all the
non-Doric and non-Ionic dialects in a high-level group (the first volume of Hoffman’s
work covered Arcadian and Cypriot under the rubric Der sid-achiische Dialekt, while
Der novd-achdische Dialekt covered Lesbian, Thessalian, and Boeotian). Scholars
looked for a new classificatory framework for the dialects in the light of the evident
connection between Arcadian and Cypriot: the unity was lucidly expounded in Smyth
1887 (followed by Buck 1907), and achieved the status of a dialect subgroup in the
handbooks of Thumb 1909 and Meillet 1913. Bechtel’ s exhaustive three-volume
reference work on the dialects (1921—4) was cautious on the status of Arcado-Cypriot
(recognizing the connection without formally setting up a new group), and accepted
the connection between Aeolic and the dialects of Elis and Arcadia which Ahrens had
rejected but the recent handbooks had revived. On the whole, however, Bechtel con-
centrated on accurate description rather than historical speculation.

After Bechtel the synchronic relations of the classical dialects were more or less agreed
on (e.g., in the second edition of Thumb’s handbook: Thumb-Kieckers 1932 and Thumb-
Scherer 1959), and scholarly debate was focused on the higher-level (or historical) rela-
tions between the dialect groups, a debate which was galvanized by the decipherment of
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Linear B in 1952. In 1909 Kretschmer had proposed that the dialectal situation in Greece
could be explained by supposing that the Greeks had entered Greece in three separate
waves: early in the second millennium BcE the Ionians entered in the first wave, followed
a couple of centuries later by the Achaeans (whom he did not distinguish from the
Acolians); finally the Dorians arrived after 1200 Bck. Kretschmer’s theory was influential
for three decades, but was finally abandoned in favor of more sophisticated attempts to
account for the development of the Greek dialects as far as possible on Greek soil. As
Cowgill (1966: 78) put it, “. . . the realization that innovations can spread across existing
dialect boundaries has led to soberer views of prehistoric migrations.”

After the decipherment there was consensus that Achaean (shorthand for Mycenaean
and the ancestor of Arcado-Cypriot) was to be connected with Ionic in a high-level
grouping distinct from Doric (or West Greek, as the group became known); argu-
ments revolved around the Bronze Age affiliations of Aeolic, the putative ancestor of
Lesbian, Thessalian, and Boeotian. In 1955 Risch proposed an explanation which was
to dominate thinking on the subject for the next half-century. He saw two dialect
groupings in the Bronze Age: on one side, West Greek and Aeolic (which, he argued,
differed from West Greek only in developments later than 1200 Bck) formed a group
which he called North Greek; on the other, Attic-Ionic and Achaean (Arcado-Cypriot
with Mycenaean) formed a group which he called South Greek. Arguments over Acolic
have continued, but for the most part have in common a further diminution of the
historical status of Acolic, emphasizing areal or even social factors over traditional
“genetic” ones in the development of the three dialects. Garcia Ramon in an influen-
tial study (1975) saw Acolic as a brief post-Mycenacan development, the result of the
overlay of West Greek onto a population speaking an East Greek (Risch’s South Greek)
dialect; others have rejected the notion of common or proto-Aeolic completely (Brixhe
2006a). Palmer (1980: 67-74) argued against the growing consensus, and made a
typically vigorous case for rejecting the premises of Risch’s North/South distinction,
and for reuniting Arcado-Cypriot and Aeolic in a significant Bronze Age dialectal unity
(“Achaean”), distinct from Attic-Ionic and West Greek. In retrospect his arguments
merely reinforce the case for not overweighting hypothetical second-millennium dia-
lects and explaining the attested varieties of Greek in terms of mixing and moving.
Many explanations of this type proceed on the unspoken and false assumption that
languages proceed from unity (homogeneity) to diversity: Greek isoglosses in the sec-
ond millennium are likely to have been as complex as in the historical period.

In the following brief description of the dialects it will be assumed that there is a
high-level connection between Arcado-Cypriot and Attic-Ionic (“East Greek”) as
against the West Greek dialects. An additional assumption will be that the dialects as
we find them in the seventh to fourth centuries BCE were formed in situ: developing
from a more-or-less eastern or a western variety of Bronze Age Greek, they developed
their characteristic traits through normal processes of local innovation, language con-
tact, and the penetration of regional isoglosses. In each “unitary” dialect that we (fol-
lowing the Greeks) identify, there will have been numerous varieties, each perhaps
with regional or social implications, and fluctuations in the written record (epigraphic
and literary) may reflect this. The distribution of the West Greek dialects lends cre-
dence to the Greek view that Doric speakers did not enter the Peloponnese in large



206 Stephen Colvin

numbers until after the collapse of Mycenaean power (¢. 1200 BCE): before that time
they seem to have been concentrated in northern and western regions of Greece.

The decipherment of Linear B shows that a number of characteristic Greek sound
changes had not yet happened in Mycenaean, and cannot therefore be ascribed to a
stage of “common” (i.e., undifferentiated) Greek (see further ch. 13). This implies
that it was not only dialect differentiation that occurred on Greek soil, but also proc-
esses of integration or coalescence by which the Greek language (like Greek culture)
was formed (see also Garrett 1999).

Dialect diffevences

The most striking differences between the dialects are in the phonology (but it should
be borne in mind that regional phonological differences seem more significant when
spelled out than when heard by a native speaker of the language). Regional variations
in the lexicon, normal to all languages, may be provoked by phonological change or
morphological awkwardness (e.g., §Fic “sheep” > 8ig, replaced by mpéfarov in Attic,
cf. Ar. Pax 929-36); generally they are random developments.

Morphological differences between the dialects are mostly minor: in verbal inflec-
tion there are variations in the infinitive endings, the inflection of vowel-stem verbs
(thematic in Attic-Ionic and West Greek, athematic elsewhere), and verbal endings
(1 pl. -peg in West Greek recalls the Italic ending). There are some small differences
in nominal and pronominal inflection: notably variations in the personal pronouns
(which were given nominal endings in Att.-Ion.: Nué-eg > Nueic). Att.-Ion. and Arc.-
Cyp. innovated the nom. plur. ot of the article tot.

Phonological differences between the dialects grow out of a number of common
developments in Greek which took place before the introduction of alphabetic writing
(it is not always possible to tell whether the changes happened before or after the
surviving Linear B tablets). As a result of the loss of intervocalic /y/and /b/ (from
*s5) in pre-alphabetic Greek, and later by the gradual loss of F/[w], vowels were
brought into contact: this led to contraction or synizesis (loss of syllabicity when a
vowel is realized as a glide before another vowel) in the various dialects: thus * Fétebo
“years” > W. Gk Fétea, lon. énia, Boe. Féua, Att. &m; *yévehog > Att. yévoug, else-
where yéveog or yévioc. New long vowels also came about from a process known as
compensatory lengthening (see also chs 8 and 12), whereby the vowel was lengthened
to “compensate” (preserve syllabic length) for the loss of a consonant from a conso-
nant cluster: thus

péoovu “they bear” > E. Gk *@épovol > Att.-Ion. pégovot, Lesb. pégoiot
*pOégyw “I destroy” > @Ueipw, @dfow (but Lesb. pUégow)

Tévg (acc. pl., article) > Att.-Ion. tovg, Lac. tdg

néoFa “girl” > Att. »6on, Ion. xoton, Lac. ndoa

The consonant clusters in question are typically a resonant (/4/ /v/ /m/ /n/) plus /s/,
/v/, /w/ (note that /s/, /w/, /¥/ are all highly unstable in Greek, and disappear at
various times and places). The new lengthened ¢ and o that emerged from contraction
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and compensatory lengthening merged with inherited IE n/[€], ®/[3] in “severe”
western dialects, but were maintained as long close vowels [€], [§] in Ion.-Att. and
were eventually written as €1 and ov (the so-called “spurious diphthongs™). On these
developments, see also chs 7 and 26).

Consonantal differences obvious in written texts include #) loss of f/[w] in the
dialects at different times, and &) variations in the treatment of palatalized consonants,
which resulted from the adjacency of consonant and yod: thus *@uAdx-ym > Att. Boe.
Cret. gpuhGTTo, elsewhere gpuhdoow; * Deus > Zetg, but Boe. and some W. Gk Aetc.
Other differences (loss of the aspirate, the development of stops into fricatives, sec-
ondary aspiration, and rhotacism of s) are less easy to detect, partly because they were
difficult to represent orthographically, and partly because writing systems tend to be
conservative.

The West Greek dialects have sometimes been characterized as “conservative,” as
against “innovative” Attic-Ionic. This is an unhelpful generalization (based on the
change of # > si in eastern Greek), and reflects cultural prejudices which can be traced
back to the Greeks themselves. Each of the dialect areas was innovative in particular
ways: Boeotia (despite the retention of #) had an innovative vowel system, which
Attic probably shared to some extent; Laconian turned 9 /[t"] into a fricative [0], and
started to delete intervocalic s (virdoog > vindhag).

Note: all dialects apart from Attic-Ionic retain inherited a,/[a] rather than raising it to
n/[&], an innovation associated with these two dialects only (on “raising,” see fig. 7.1).
This is not specified in descriptions of dialect features.

Awvcado-Cypriot

Neither the Arcadians nor the Cypriots were identified with any of the three tribal divi-
sions in the Greek world. Cyprus was a peripheral part of the Greek world and wrote
inscriptions in a local syllabic script that other Greeks would not have been able to read.
Herodotus says at 7.90 that the Cypriots of his days were descended from immigrants
from Greece, including Athens and Arcadia, and also from the Levant and Africa. Other
ancient sources record mythological links between Arcadia and Cyprus: for example,
that Paphos was founded by the Arcadian king Agapenor after the Trojan War (e.g.,
Paus. 8.5; see also Palmer 1980: 66-7). Classical Greek sources on earlier migrations
need to be treated with caution, since ethnic identity is fluid and “traditions” are likely
to reflect contemporary positions. As Goody and Watt (1963: 33) remark,

.. . genealogies often serve the same function that Malinowski claimed for myth; they act
as “charters” of present social institutions rather than as faithful historical records of times
past. They can do this more consistently because they tend to operate within an oral rather
than a written tradition and thus tend to be automatically adjusted to existing social rela-
tions as they are passed by word of mouth from one member of the society to another.

If any connection was made between the dialects of Arcadia and Cyprus in the ancient
world it was not recorded in a form which has survived. The grouping is counter-
intuitive, given the geographical distance between them: it has traditionally been
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explained in historical terms by supposing that settlers from the Peloponnese arrived
in Cyprus in the late Bronze Age, especially perhaps during the unsettled conditions
that prevailed in Greece following the decline of Mycenaean power. The migration
has been connected with the Greek tradition that the Dorians entered the Peloponnese
after the Trojan War, but this is controversial.?

Arcadian and Cypriot share with Mycenaean Greek:

@) The assibilation of [t] to [s] before [i], the feature which is the most obvious diag-
nostic of the “castern” dialects. That this change had already occurred in the lan-
guage of the Linear B tablets (ct. do-so-si [dosonsi] “they will give”) shows that it
is not the ancestor of all the Greek dialects, in spite of being the earliest attested.

b) Vocalization of syllabic resonants (*/ *7 *m *n): */ *r are vocalized with o (Arc.
T€10QT0G < *k”etr-tos); *m *n give both 2 and o (in conditions which are hard to
define). A similar distribution in the Aeolic dialects.

¢)  Myc. po-si [posi], the likely ancestor of Arc.-Cyp. m6g (Att. modg).

d) amd “from” (Att., W. Gk and): this seems to be an inherited variant, not a pho-
nological change.

¢) A shared archaism is the 3 sg./pl. middle verbal ending in —(v)to. where other
dialects have innovated —(v)tou after 1. sg. -uon (Arc. yévitor, Cyp. keitoz).

f) Prepositions meaning “out of”, “from” (&nv, £¢€, Myc. pa-ro [paro] = wopd) are
constructed with the dat.-loc. rather than the gen.

In addition, Arcadian and Cypriot share the following features:

@) Atendency to raise € > before a nasal (thus iv < év) and o > v at word end (Cyp.
genoitu).

b) Assibilated treatment of labiovelars (see chs 12 and 13) before the front vowels €, v :
the result of */%”z (perhaps an affricate such as [t']) is written {AC or with a special letter
Win Arc. (60 “whoever”), and with an sin Cyp. (exclusive to these two dialects).

¢) Athematic infin. ending —(¢)vou, shared with Ton.-Att. (Arc. fivon “to be”).

d) Athematic (-w) inflection of vowel-stem verbs.

¢) wdg for nai “and” (exclusive to these two dialects).

f) Inherited év (iv) with the acc. “into” is retained, as in NW. Gk, Boe., and Thess.
(Ion.-Att. and Dor. innovate €vg > gig/ég).

J) Ov for the prep. avd: also E. Thess. and Lesb.

k) Demonstrative pronoun ovu (Arc.), ove (Cyp.), ovu (Arc., Cyp.): ovu also in
Cret., ove in E. Thess.

The two dialects also reflect centuries of independent development and local inter-
action. Arcadian shares &i “if” with Ion.-Att. (W. Gk ai): the Cyp. equivalent ¢ is gen-
erally transcribed 1), and has parallels in W. Gk (e.g., Cret., cf. Buck 1955: 103). The
most striking divergence is in the modal particle: Arc. has &v, an isogloss with Att.,
while Cyp. has xe (with Lesb. and Thess.). No doubt both were possibilities in the
Peloponnese in the late Bronze Age (the form is not, unfortunately, attested in Myc.):
the Arc. choice of &v points to an isogloss with Attic uninterrupted by West Greek at
some point when the Achaean speakers were already established on Cyprus with the
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alternative form. In some cases the Cypriot script is ambiguous: secondary long ¢ and
omerged with inherited , 0 in Arc., as in the neighboring West Greek dialects (Laconia
and Elis); there is no reason to assume this for Cyprus.

Pamphylian, a difficult and poorly attested dialect, has traditionally been grouped
with Arcado-Cypriot, but shares at least as many features with West Greek (including
preservation of -#z).

Attic-Tonic

Ionic can divided into three subgroups: western (Euboea), central (the Cyclades), and
castern (Ionia and adjacent islands). Herodotus (1.142) records the existence of four
distinct dialects in Ionia, but there is no trace of this in the epigraphic record; this
speaks for the early existence of a “chancellery” style in written Ionic. Varieties of
Euboean must have been close to Attic, Boeotian, and Locrian.

Attic and Ionic share the following features:

a) The eastern Greek assibilation of [t] to [s] before [i].

b) Raising of [a] to [E] (1), universal in E. Ion. and Eub., partial in Att.

¢) “Quantitative metathesis” of vowels in hiatus: no > ew. A form of synizesis: [€0]
> [e¢3]. Thus *pBaoiiijog > pacthémg.

d) Secondary lengthening of ¢, o gives ev/[€], ov/[0].

¢) Early loss of f/[w].

f) Addition of -n (nu ephelkystikon) to dat. pl. nouns in -si and verbal endings in -5
and -¢ (3 sg. and pl.).

4) &l “if” and the modal particle v in conditional clauses.

h) No apocope of prepositions.

Differences between them are relatively trivial: the change & > v was inhibited in
Attic after ¢, i, 0. Ion. has -00- from palatalized velars, and compensatory lenthening
after loss of F/[w] (*EévFog > Eelvog, Eévog), and E. Ion. shares loss of aspiration with
Lesb. A Eub. peculiarity is the rhotacism of intervocalic -s- (mouwplv < mouotv, etc.); it
shares -tt- for -00- with Att. and Boe.

Aeolic

We considered above the arguments for supposing that Aeolic was not a unitary dia-
lect in the Bronze Age on a par with the other major groupings, in spite of two
isoglosses in unique combination (-tv maintained, and *7 > 0g, 0);* to some extent
the problem reduces to the theoretical question of how many isoglosses constitute a
dialect. Such common traits as there are must have spread through the areas north
and west of Attica before the last group of settlers left mainland Greece for eastern
Acolis; this eastern dialect (Lesbian) was then in interaction with Ionic. Boeotian
shares many features with West Greek (it has been called a “mixed dialect”), but also
some with Attica; Thessalian shows a marked West Greek influence in the western
region, much less in the eastern region (Pelasgiotis).? However, the epigraphic record
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from Thessaly is poor, and hints at a greater dialectal diversity than the traditional
East /West distinction.
Innovations and selections common to the three dialects include:

@) The labial treatment of labiovelars before a front vowel: *£”, *47, *g"h > w0, B, ¢
(elsewhere 7, 8, ¥), though there are exceptions to this.

b) The perfect participle in -wv, -ovtog (imported from the present).

¢)  The third declension (consonant-stem) dat. plur. in -goot.

d) o for pia “one” (fem.).

¢) A patronymic adjective in -(¢)zos.

They share with Arc.-Cyp. the vocalization of */ *7 *m *» with o (data are confused,

especially in the case of Thess.): e.g., Lesb. Boe. otp6tog “army.”

Lesbian and Thessalian show gemination of m, #, /, » instead of vowel lengthening
to compensate for the dropping of a consonant: éuu < *¢ow “I am.” They share with
Arc.-Cyp. athematic (-w) inflection of vowel-stem verbs, and 6v for the prep. dva; and
with Cypriot the modal particle xe.

Isoglosses between Thessalian and Boeotian are in general shared with West Greek,
and are mostly archaisms (such as the retention of -# where Lesbian joins Ionic in
changing to -s7). A common innovation is the extension of the athematic infinitive
ending -uev to thematic verbs (Thess. mpdooeuev).

The three dialects are marked by individual peculiarities. Lesbian innovated a
predictable recessive accent, and the Thessalian accent seems to have changed into
a stress accent (perhaps also recessive). The Boeotian vowel system changed rapidly
in the direction of modern Greek from the fifth century. Diphthongs were simpli-
fied: [ai] > [€], [oi] > [}] > [1]; and e-vowels were raised: ev/[ey] > [€] > [1], n/[E]
> [e].

West Greek

The West Greek dialects have traditionally been known to classicists as “Doric.”
However, a subgroup of northwestern dialects can be clearly isolated by a number of
important isoglosses, and linguists generally use the term Doric to refer to the dialects
outside of this subgroup. With the important exceptions of Elis (Olympia) and Delphi,
most of the speakers of Northwest Greek lived in culturally and geographically iso-
lated areas: inscriptions are on the whole few and late.

The literary Doric familiar to the postclassical grammarians (see ch. 26) is a non-
localized Koine with a few minor variations and many extraneous elements. The real
Doric dialects covered a vast area, from the colonies in Sicily and southern Italy, across
mainland Greece and over the Aegean to Crete, Asia Minor, and North Africa. There
are, predictably, a large number of local features, reflecting regional innovations,
isoglosses with neighboring dialects, and (probably) local substrate influences. The
theory that an early variety of Doric Greek was a “low-class” sociolect in the Bronze
Age Peloponnese (Chadwick 1976a) is tempting for a number of reasons, but has
now been rejected by most linguists, for whom the arrival of West Greek speakers into
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the Peloponnese (and across the Aegean) after the end of Mycenaean hegemony is
still the most economical way to explain the dialectal data.
West Greek dialects have in common:

a) The retention of —u;

b)  The vocalization of syllabic resonants with 2 (*7> ag, oo etc.);

¢)  First person plur. verbal ending —ueg;

d) Future suffix -oe- (xhepéw “I shall steal”);

¢) Temporal adverbs 6xa, mtoxa etc. for §te, mote;

f) ai “if” and the modal particle za in conditional clauses;

J) A range of lexical peculiarities such as A® “I want,” dfjhouon “id.” (from
* g”elsomai — this is merely a variant of Att.-Ion. fovlouon < * g”olsomai).

The inscriptions from the Northwest Greek area show some additional features,
including;:

a) A tendency to open ¢/[¢g] to a/[a] before an o/[r]: pdow < péow (in Elean the
opening is general).

b) The third-declension (consonant-stem) dat. plur. in -oig (wdvtoLg).

¢) Inherited év + acc. “(in)to” is retained.

The dialect of Elis has long puzzled scholars. It is marked by a number of unusual
features, including rhotacism of final -5, a change n/[€] > a/[a] and (probably) the
early development of stops to fricatives: 0/[t"] > a fricative [0], etc. We have a large
number of Elean inscriptions from an early date, and the Eleans seem to have made a
decision to represent the peculiarities of their dialect accurately: if we had similar early
epigraphic data from other areas of the West Greek world it is likely that Elean would
not appear so anomalous.

The preceding paragraphs have sketched only a small selection of the very many
regional variants recorded in Greek before the Koine. It has been claimed, presumably
on the basis of late grammarians, that the Greeks thought of dialect difference (pho-
nological, morphological) only in terms of different “words.” This is scarcely credible
of the Classical period, a culture fixated with language, and is in any case implicitly
contradicted by the accurate depiction of non-Attic dialect in Aristophanes ( Acharnians
and Lysistrata), and by (for example) Theocritus at 15.88, where the poet expects
that his audience will understand that the verb mhateidlw “make broad, flatten”
applies to the characteristic lowering of n/[€] to 6,/[a] in West Greek.

Most dialects, perhaps all, continued to be spoken for many centuries after the vic-
tory of the Koine in the written form of the language; there were various nostalgic
outbreaks of dialect epigraphy in the Roman period, notably in Lesbos and Sparta, as
late as the second and third centuries ce. However, without the underpinning of local
institutions and a written standard the dialects must eventually have fallen into the
status of local patois, continuing to develop perhaps in rural areas, but in urban cent-
ers little more than regional accents. This will have been a function of sex, education,
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and social status, and will have taken time: nevertheless, the “disappearance” of the
dialects was none the less real for being social and psychological. Once speakers
decided that “Greek” meant the common language, reflecting citizenship in the new
Hellenistic world, the old dialects will have gradually lost both their social status and
even their names. Some regional features of modern Greek are traceable to ancient
dialect features (for example, nasalization in Cypriot, and the Tsakonian dialect of the
southern Peloponnese), but in general the neo-Hellenic dialects are thought to derive
from regional varieties of the Koine (chs 16 and 37).

FURTHER READING

For the ancient Greek conception of dialect, see Morpurgo Davies 1987b; and for the implica-
tions of later Greek ideas on dialect for our sources, Cassio 2007. Mickey 1981 discusses the
way Greeks used foreign literary dialect in inscriptions, and what this tells us about the way they
thought about dialect.

Buck 1955 is an excellent comprehensive introduction to the dialects: invaluable in spite of
being out of date in various particulars. Colvin 2007 has a short grammar of the dialects, and a
selection of texts with commentary and biblography. Schmitt 1977 is a brief but very useful
overview, with a good survey of bibliography on each dialect. Cowgill 1966 is still useful as a
lucid and intelligent discussion of the questions raised by the decipherment of Linear B for the
dialects, many of which are still pertinent.

Bile et al. 1984 is important reading, giving the manifesto of what has sometimes been called
the Nancy school of Greek dialectology: these scholars have sought to shake up traditional
thinking about the dialects in the light of modern linguistics (especially structural linguistics
and sociolinguistics), in particular by questioning “genetic” relationships between the dialects
and associated migrations. Garrett 2000 is also an interesting corrective to “classical” thinking
in Ancient Greek linguistics and dialectology, suggesting a model of convergence rather than
the traditional differentiation for both Indo-European and Greek.

NOTES

1 On the idea of foreign languages in pre-Classical and Classical Greece, see also ch. 19.

2 For references to language in Homer, see Colvin 1999: 41-50; the question is discussed by
Thucydides at 1.3. On Panhellenic consciousness, see Snodgrass 1971; cf. Nagy 1979: 7;
1990a: 52-115.

3 For the late migration of the Dorians (the “return of the Heracleidae”), see, e.g., Pind.
Pyth. 1.62-5, Hdt. 9.26, and Murray 1993: 9-11. For a sensible critique of simplistic
migration theories, see Dickinson 2006: 53—4, 62-3.

4 Pointed out by Ruijgh 1978: 420 in his review of Garcia Ramén 1975.

5 The germ of the Aeolic dialects has traditionally been located in Thessaly: Garcia Ramén
1975: 69 and Drews 1988: 222-3, following the ancient ethnographic tradition (Apollod.
Bibl. 1.7.3).



CHAPTER FIFTEEN

Greek and the Languages
of Asia Minor to the
Classical Period

Shane Hawkins

The history of language contact between Greek speakers and languages to the east is
a complex story that invokes not only comparative and historical linguistics but the
disciplines of archeology, history, religion, and material culture. It is a history impeded
by many difficulties and gaps in knowledge, and which has sometimes suffered from
fevered speculation, but at the same time the story is both fascinating and one of great
importance (not just) to classicists.

This chapter focuses on issues of language contact between Greeks and the lan-
guages of Asia Minor down to the Classical period of ancient Greece. Since only a
sketch of this story can be given here, an attempt is made to discuss some of the major
issues dealt with by scholars in the field and to provide an appreciation of some of the
problems that confront them in their work. Not all of the languages under discussion
will be familiar to all readers, so the first part of this chapter gives a brief introduction
to the languages of Asia Minor. This is followed by a section on the historical and
social contexts for language contact, and a final section on ‘language artefacts’ or
phenomena created when speakers of different languages communicate.

The Languages of Asia Minor

Ancient sources provide the names of many different people groups in Asia Minor.
Some of these groups can be identified, but the nature or affiliation of their languages
remain unknown, while other groups are little more than names to us today (e.g.,
Keteioi ( = Hittites?), Dardans, Zeleians, Pelasgians, Halizones, Mysians, Maeonians
( = Lydians?), Solymians, Leleges, Lemnians; see Bryce 2006). Since little can be said
for certain about these languages, this chapter focuses on areas where evidence is
more readily available: contacts with the Anatolian language family, with Phrygian,
and with Old Persian.
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The Anatolian languages have the distinction of being some of the oldest attested
Indo-European languages (see also ch. 12), while at the same time being among the
last recognized as belonging to the family. It is generally agreed that at an early stage
a group of Proto-Indo-European (PIE) speakers emigrated to form a separate Proto-
Anatolian group, which then further split to form the individual daughter languages
of the Anatolian family. By the end of the third millenium central and eastern Anatolia
were occupied by three linguistically differentiated groups: Hittite, Palaic, and Luwian
speakers. The other five members of the Anatolian family, all first-millenium lan-
guages, include Lycian, Carian, Lydian, Pisidian, and Sidetic. The earliest movements
of these later languages are largely conjectural.

Hittite was the administrative language of the Hittite empire, which spanned from
the seventeenth until the end of the thirteenth century Bck. The language survives
mostly on several thousand clay tablets produced by professional scribes and written
in a cuneiform syllabary of Mesopotamian origin. Most of the Hittite texts have been
discovered in the palace structures of the capital Hattusa (Bogazkoy, mod. Bogazkale),
where about 25,000 tablets have been found. The subject matter of Hittite texts
includes treaties, annals, didactica, law code, and literary texts, but most of them
detail cultic material and ritual performance. The writing system is a blend of phonetic
syllabic Hittite combined with Sumerian and Akkadian logograms. The work of pale-
ographers and linguists has now made it possible to divide both the script and the
language into old, middle, and new categories.

Palaic was the language of north-central Anatolia bordered by the Black Sea to the
north and the Halys River to the south. The language was already extinct by the thir-
teenth century BCE at the latest and survives in about a dozen cuneiform texts of ritual
and myth dating to the Old Hittite period (1570-1450 BcE) that were discovered in
the Hittite archives at Hattusa. Palaic is conservative and shares certain traits with
Hittite.

Luwian (or Luvian) is the only Anatolian language attested in both the second and
first millenium. It was spoken mainly in south and southwestern Anatolia and north-
ern Syria, though the influence of Luwian in the northwest and the east, including
Hattusa itself, and particularly in the Late Empire (end of thirteenth cent.), may have
been considerable. Luwian and Hittite are closely related and Hittite ritual texts are
replete with Luwianisms treated either as foreign words or as borrowings with Hittite
inflection. There are two closely related dialects of Luwian: cuneiform and hiero-
glyphic (the latter formerly sometimes called “Hittite hieroglyphs”). Cuneiform
inscriptions are primarily devoted to state or private ritual and date as early as the
sixteenth but mostly to the fourteenth and thirteenth centuries. Hieroglyphic Luwian
is attested as early as the fifteenth century. Most inscriptions are datable to the tenth
to seventh centuries, after the fall of the Hittite empire, and are attributable to local
rulers of southern Anatolia and northern Syria. These are mostly monumental inscrip-
tions on stone and are dedicatory in nature (though some have lengthy historical
sections) and names or titles on seals.

Lycian was spoken along the mountainous coast of southwestern Anatolia between
the Gulf of Telmessos and Bay of Attaleia (mod. Gulf of Fethiye and Gulf of Antalya).
Lycian survives in inscriptions mostly of the fifth and fourth centuries and was written
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in an alphabet derived in part from an early Greek model. Inscriptions, numbering
around 150, are mostly in stereotypical language inscribed on tombs. There are also
graffiti, pottery and object inscriptions, and over 200 inscribed coins. There are only
two inscriptions of any size in Lycian. The Letoon trilingual (in Lycian, Greek, and
Aramaic) records the founding of a cult of Leto near Xanthos. The Xanthos Stele, a
historical account of a local dynasty, is partly written in a more archaic dialect of
Lycian called Milyan (sometimes referred to as Lycian B). This text and another also
written in Milyan are in verse. There is no direct evidence of the language after
Alexander’s conquest of Lycia in 334 /3.

Lydian was spoken in west-central Asia Minor, and survives in over 100 texts dating
as early as the eighth but mostly to the fifth and fourth centuries BCE. Most of these
come from the Lydian capital at Sardeis and most are tomb inscriptions on stone in
an alphabet related to Greek. At least eight inscriptions are written in a stressed verse
containing meter and rhyme.

Carian was the language of the southwestern coast of Asia Minor between Lydia
to the north and Lycia to the south. Several Carian graffiti, scrawled by mercenaries
in Egypt, date from the seventh to fifth centuries. About twenty short fourth- to
third- century inscriptions from Caria itself survive.

The final, meagerly attested, languages are Pisidian and Sidetic. The former is the
language of Pisidia, located north of Lycia and east of Caria (see fig. 16.1). There are
about 30 sepulchral inscriptions (containing no more than names and patronymics) of
the second or third century ck written in an alphabet related to Greek. Sidetic is the
language of Side, located about 15 kilometers east of modern Antalya on the southern
coast. There are about ten Sidetic inscriptions, datable to the third century, three of
which are Sidetic—Greek bilinguals.

Phrygian is an Indo-European language and shares a few distinguishing features
with Greek, Armenian, and Indo-Iranian. It is not well understood, but several ele-
ments of the grammar have been worked out. ‘Paleo-Phrygian’ refers to inscriptions
dating from the beginning of the eighth century BCE to about 450 that are written in
an alphabet that is perhaps derived from a Greek model. There are over 300 such
documents, several of which remain unpublished. Over 100 ‘Neo-Phrygian’ inscrip-
tions, mostly funerary, appear in the first and second centuries Ct. They are character-
ized by phonological changes, such as a reduction in the number of vowels. It appears
that the Phrygians were Hellenized rapidly after the conquest of Alexander (see fur-
ther ch. 16); Neo-Phrygian inscriptions are written in the Greek alphabet and about
half of them are Greek—Phrygian bilinguals. It is possible that Phrygian survived to
the fifth or even seventh century ck.

Old Persian, one of the languages used in the Achaemenid empire, designates the
southwestern dialect of Old Iranian. The language of the inscriptions is an artificial
idiom incorporating dialect forms, archaisms, and influences from other languages
spoken in the empire. It was written in a cuneiform syllabary perhaps devised in some
form already under Cyrus II (¢. 559-530) and developed by (or under) Darius 1
(r. 521-486), and which continued to be used at least until Artaxerxes III (end of
reign 338). The consensus view that the script was invented solely for the purpose of
displaying royal inscriptions as prestigious display pieces has now been undermined by
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the appearance of an administrative text from Persepolis recording a modest com-
modities transaction (Stolper and Tavernier 2007). The language survives primarily in
about 100 royal inscriptions in various media, though a number of proper names and
isolated glosses survive in external sources, including Greek.

Contexts for Contacts

In this section we consider some of the historical and social background that would
suggest points of contact between Greeks and non-Greeks, such as diplomatic rela-
tions, the movement of workers, tradesmen, and refugees, and xenos and marriage
alliances.

Scholars differ in their determination of the time at which the subgroup of Indo-
Europeans that eventually became known as Greeks migrated to the southern Balkan
Peninsula and settled in what would later become Greece. Whenever exactly the
Greeks arrived, they did not find themselves alone but in the presence of other Bronze
Age populations. Language contact with non-Greek speakers was a linguistic reality
from the moment (pre-)Greeks first arrived.

The most conspicuous lnguistic signs of substrate influence on Greek are a number
of loan words identifiable by their non-Greek phonology and/or lack of convincing
Greek etymology. Scholars have noted that such words tend to cluster in groups with
certain suffixes or sound sequences. For example, words with a sequence -(v)uv- (to-/
teT00)-Uéhuuva “-foundations,” tépauva “chamber, house”), words with -gv- (dyaovog
a small fish, xégvog type of earthen dish, ®63ogvog “high boot”), and words with -uf}-
(dudvpauPog “dithyrambos,” Ovupoa “thyme-leaved savory,” otuprog “beehive”).
Words in -wvdog typically designate native flora (ddxwvdog “hyacinth,” (voho)uivin
“mint,” tepéfviog (and variants) “pistachio tree”), novel technologies (meipivdog
type of wicker basket, mhivdog “brick,” hapiovdog “labyrinth” (cf. Myc. da-pu,-ri-
to-jo, Mifoug “ax,” Carian AdGfouavdog), doduwdog “bath”); and comestibles
(&pvdog “absinthe,” xiowvdog “inferior-quality honey”).

The status of these words and their linguistic affiliation(s) is a much-debated topic.
It is not even certain that all words sharing a suffix or sound pattern can legitimately
be grouped together. As a rule, it is impossible to identify the origins of these words
with any precision, and scholars frequently resort to classifying them with broad labels
such as “Substrate,” “Pre-Hellenic,” “Aegean,” or “Mediterranean.” There are, how-
ever, two well-known — and also controversial — theories about origins. One posits that
certain words, sometimes dubbed “Pelasgian” (cf. Hdt. 1.57), are non-Greek in origin
but can nevertheless be reconstructed in terms of PIE. For example, Greek tdpog
“funeral rites” is the regular outcome of PIE *#mb"os. However, the same proto-form
appears to be the source of tiufog “grave mound,” which shows a different outcome
of the resonant *s. A similar development with another resonant can be seen in the
word migyog “tower” for expected trdoyog from *&74”- (cf. Germ. Bury).

A second theory argues that one of the major constituents of the substrate was from
Asia Minor, and more particularly that it was Luwian. Such a theory partly rests on the
evidence of several toponyms that cannot be explained as Greek but which do look
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Anatolian. For example, Greece, Anatolia, and the Aegean are dotted with names in
-00- (e.g., Telmessos, Halikarnassos, Knossos) and -vd- or -vU- (e.g., Passanda,
Zakynthos, Korinthos; Finkelberg 2005: 43-6 for maps). These have been related to
Anatolian formations such as the productive Luwian suffix in -2 - that makes posses-
sive adjectives and the Anatolian suffixes -wanda- and -anda-. A favorite example of
Luwian advocates is the name Parnassos, which is meaningless in Greek but explicable
as a derivative of Luwian parna “house” + Luwian possessive suffix -assa-. Parnassa is
also an Anatolian toponym.

While most of the details regarding contact with substrate languages are lost in the
mists of prehistory or merely suggestive at best, more recently archeology and the
written records of Anatolia have inaugurated a new chapter in the history of early
language contacts in Asia Minor by making clear the extent to which there was early
contact with Anatolia. We can now see that as early as the fourteenth century
Mycenaean contacts and occasionally permanent settlements dotted the coastline of
Asia Minor. By this time Mycenaeans are taking over earlier Minoan sites and estab-
lishing bases in places like Miletus, Iasos, and Miisgebi. Certainly the main thrust
behind this movement was trade, the evidence of which sometimes includes surprising
finds such as Hittite ware in late Helladic Miletos, a Hittite cylinder seal in a Mycenaean
building at Thebes, and a fifteenth- to fourteenth-century Mycenaean bowl recovered
as far away as Hattusa.

Shortly after the decipherment of Hittite, the Swiss scholar Emil Forrer announced he
had discovered among the tablets from Hattusa references to a place called Aphiya/
Ablbiyawa, which he claimed referred to the land of the Ayxouwol “Achaeans” (i.e.,
Mycenaean Greeks). The claim was spectacular and controversial and the “Ahhiyawa
Question” has provoked scholarly debate, occasionally very bitter, ever since. For scholars
interested in the Homeric epics, these texts have yielded a bevy of tantalizing names, such
as Wilus (iy)a (="Thog/Fihog “Ilion”), Tarwisa (= Tooin “Troy”), a king of Wilusa named
Alaksandu (cf. AMEEovdgog Alexandros /Paris), Pariya-muwa (= Priam, Igiapog ?), and
Tawagalawa (= Eteocles < * Etewokléwes ?). While disagreement remains over such
equations and many of the details, scholars have made strides in firming up the notori-
ously complex issues of Anatolian geography and a consensus has formed around the
idea that Abbiyawa does refer to Achaea, that it is to be located somewhere on main-
land Greece, and that Wilusa is, in fact, to be equated with Ilion/Troy.

The Hittite records show clearly that there existed, already from the sixteenth cen-
tury, a series of diplomatic contacts and occasional marriage alliances with Mycenaeans.
For example, a late fifteenth-century letter by the Hittite king to a western vassal men-
tions an Ahhiyawan named Attarssiya, who seems to have attacked the vassal with 100
chariots from his base in western Anatolia. He later reconciled with the vassal and
together they made raids on Alasiya (= Cyprus, or part thereof). The Annals of King
Mursili IT (¢. 1320) record that the king of Arzawa (capital at Apasa = Ephesus) and
the land of Millawanda (= Miletus) joined forces with the king of Ahhiyawa against
Mursili. Millawanda was destroyed by Mursili’s generals and the Arzawan king appears
to have taken refuge with the king of Ahhiyawa. A treaty was drawn up (¢. 1296-1272)
between the Hittite king Muwatilli and Alaksandu, ruler of the vassal state of Wilusa.
A letter from the late thirteenth century attests that the people of Wilusa had deposed
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their king, Walmu, and that his replacement had not obtained recognition by the
Hittite king, who planned to reinstall the deposed Walmu. A letter from the king of
the “Seha River Land” to an unidentified Hittite king (¢. first half of thirteenth cent.)
records that Hittite troops attacked Wilusa. The letter also mentions Lazpa (= Lesbos),
which had been attacked by an Ahhiyawan vassal ruler in Millawanda.

A remarkable letter from a king of Ahhiyawa to the Hittite king (thirteenth cen-
tury?) appears to form a response to an earlier letter from the Hittite king, quotes an
carlier letter, and even refers to an earlier dynastic marriage contracted between the
Ahhiyawa and Assuwa of western Anatolia. The extant tablet recording this letter
appears to be a Hittite translation of a Mycenaean (oral? written?) communiqué.
Another letter from Hattusili III to the king of Ahhiyawa (mid-thirteenth cent.) indi-
cates that Millawanda/Miletus was then under control of Ahhiyawa. The text also
appears to mention Wilusa and clearly indicates that a Hittite king and a Great King of
Ahhiyawa “were at odds over the matter of Wilusa.” Another fragmentary text may say
that a Hittite king banished his wife to Ahhiyawa. An oracle text (early thirteenth
cent.) indicates that a deity of Ahhiyawa and a deity of Lazpa were going to be brought
to an ailing Hittite king.

From the Greek side there is evidence of contact, too. The Linear B documents
from Pylos record the presence of female workers, perhaps slaves taken in raids, from
the western Aegean. Watkins (1998: 203) has suggested that the Mycenaean name
Aswijos “man from Aswa = Assuwa,” originally applied to refugees from the war con-
ducted by the Hittite king Tudhaliyas against the Assuwan confederacy around 1430.

These texts raise many questions that are difficult to answer at present. What they
indicate, however, is that even at this time there were routes of communication between
the Ahhiyawan and Hittite kingdoms and the vassal states that lay between them. Already
there existed a high level of bilingualism among — at the least — a diplomatic and scribal
core, if not the larger population. How exactly the particulars worked, how close the
connections, how extensive or widespread the bilingualism, is unknown. It remains to
be seen, for example, whether we can assume connections as close as those supposed by
the theory of a shared Greek-Luwian oral tradition, which is based on the recognition
of the poetic “from steep Wilusa” (alati . . . Wilusati) in a Luwian ritual text that is
comparable to the Homeric formula “steep Ilion” (e.g., Il. 13.773; Watkins 1986). On
the other hand, in 1995 a bronze seal with a hieroglyphic Luwian inscription bearing the
name of a professional scribe was discovered at Troy. Also, Greeks had a history of expe-
rience with foreign-language speakers, and when they moved into Asia Minor they
encountered peoples with long traditions of bilingualism from very early times. According
to Bryce (2002: 5-6), “no fewer than eight languages are represented in the tablet
archives of the Hittite capital and perhaps even more were spoken in its streets on a given
day.” Similar situations would have existed in western Asia Minor in the following cen-
turies, and trade, diplomacy, and military ventures would have necessitated the creation
of bilingual communities and the formation of pidgins (cf. yA®oo’ éuémunto “(their)
speech was mixed,” in reference to the multi-ethnic Trojan army at I/. 4.438).

Early Greek epic attests to the idea of close alliances between Greeks and Lycians.
Their grandfathers’ xenos relationship prevents Diomedes and Lycian Glaukos from
engaging each other in battle. Glaukos also mentions the early marriage alliance
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between Proitos, king of Argos, and the king of Lycia. According to Herodotus, the
Lycian Sarpedon led a group of Cretan immigrants called Tersislae to Asia Minor, set-
tling in Lycia. The name Termilae is reminiscent of Tr#mmili, the Lycian self-designa-
tion, and the story “may indicate that part of the Lycian population was Cretan in
origin” (Bryce 1995: 1162). Archeological records of close contact in the areas of pot-
tery, alphabet, architecture, and sculpture (e.g., Greek influence in the style of tomb
reliefs) begin in the latter half of sixth century. By end of fourth century, however,
Lycian culture was in decline and was slowly overwhelmed by Greek expansion east.

The Phrygians migrated from the Balkans and their arrival in Anatolia is usually dated
to the end of the Bronze Age, after, but not immediately consequent upon, the fall of the
Hittite empire. They settled in central Asia Minor, making Gordion their capital city and
forming a confederation of sorts with the Muski and their king Mita (the Midas of leg-
end). The kingdom was destroyed shortly after 700 by Cimmerian invaders, in whose
wake were left a number of smaller Phrygian settlements that carried on until the end of
the seventh century, when they fell under Lydian subjection. In the I/iad the Phrygians
appear as allies of Priam, who had fought on an earlier occasion as a Phrygian ally (3.1844t.).
Priam’s wife, Hekabe, is a Phrygian, and her brother Asios lived in Phrygia (16.717).
Evidence from material culture attests to close contact between Greeks of Asia Minor and
Phrygians already in the eighth and seventh centuries (Boardman 1999). Ancient sources
record the eighth-century marriage of the Phrygian king Midas to Demodike, daughter
of a king Agamemnon of Acolian Kyme (Poll. Onom. 9.83). Midas was the first of many
eastern kings to dedicate a gift (a throne) at Delphi. Frescoes at Gordion “which are
wholly Greek in their style” present “evidence for the work of Greek artists in Phrygia” in
the sixth century (Boardman 1999: 93). It seems that Phrygian was the most common
ethnic origin of slaves in fifth- and fourth-century Attica, and that “most Athenians had
an at least cursory familiarity with Phrygians” (DeVries 2000: 341).

Like the Phrygians, the Carians are also portrayed as the foreign allies of Troy in the
Ilind. In Homer they alone are described as foagpagdgmvog (11, 2.867). Greek contact
with Carians must have been close from early on. Herodotus records (1.146-7) that
the first Ionian colonists at Miletus brought no women with them, but married the
young Carian girls whose parents they had slain when they arrived. Intermarriage
must have been common; according to one tradition, Herodotus, who came from
Halikarnassos with its mixed Greek—Carian population, was the son of a Carian named
Lyxes and was related to the epic poet Panyassis, whose name is also Carian. Thales
the Milesian was half-Carian, half-Phoenician. The general Themistocles may have
had Carian ancestors.

The Carian economy depended largely on external sources of wealth, a fact that led
to extensive emigration and military service under foreign regimes; “the land of Caria
was essentially a springboard to action elsewhere” (Ray 1995: 1188). To the Greeks,
“Carian” was synonymous with “mercenary,” as the denigrating phrase “to run the risk
with a Carian” (¢v t® Kapl xvduvedew), i.e., to spare citizens by making use of merce-
naries, attests. In fact, though, Ionian and Carian mercenaries served together on many
occasions from as early as the seventh and sixth centuries in Egypt (see also chs 3 and
17). At Abu Simbel, for example, one finds mixed Greek/Carian graffiti from the sixth
century etched by soldiers serving under Pharoah Psammetichos I. One graffito,
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ITehe@og OVdGUO “Peleqos son of Eudamos,” records a Carian name with Greek pat-
ronymic. Bilingualism must have been common in the mixed ethnic cities of Carian
Asia Minor and among the soldiers who had served together abroad; Strabo claimed
that Carian had “many Greek words mixed up in it” (14.2.28). In 411 Tissaphernes,
the Persian satrap, employed Gaulites, a Carian trilingual, as envoy to Sparta (Thuc.
8.85.1f., who however calls him dtylwtrog “bilingual”). More surprising is the story
that the Greek oracle at Acraephia in Boeotia answered a Carian representative of the
Persian Mardonius in his native Carian (Hdt. 8.135).

The founding of the Lydian empire under Gyges and the Mermnad family came
shortly after the fall of Phrygia, around 685. By the end of the sixth century, after waging
war against and forging alliances with several major coastal cities, Lydia controlled most
of western Anatolia. Although it held a territory smaller than that of its Phrygian prede-
cessors, Lydia maintained hegemony over Anatolian Greece under Croesus. Remains of
material culture attest to extensive networks of contact between the two. Greek and
Lydian fine wares are sometimes nearly indistinguishable, Lydian dress and music had its
vogue in parts of Greece, and Greek tradesmen were known at the Lydian court. Alyattes
sent to Delphi a large silver bowl with an iron stand, thought in antiquity to be the work
of Glaukos of Chios, and Croesus dedicated two very large bowls of gold and silver at
Delphi, which were thought by the Delphians to be the work of Theodorus of Samos
(Hdt. 1.25.51). More than one vase painter in Athens signed his name “Lydos.”

For lyric poets such as Sappho, Alcaeus, and Anacreon, “Lydian” was already a
byword for wealth, luxury, and effeminacy. Some ancients claimed the poet Alcman,
who lived in Sparta, was originally from Sardeis, though this was and remains a matter
of debate. The Ephesian iambic poet Hipponax lent some local color to his invective
by employing some Lydian (and Phrygian) words (Hawkins 2004).

Periander of Corinth sent 300 Corcyrean boys to Alyattes to be made into eunuchs
(Hdt. 3.48). Aclian (VH 3.206) records a marriage between Alyattes’ daughter and an
Ephesian ruler, Melas. According to Herodotus (1.29-33, 75£t.), Croesus’ court in
Sardeis was visited by “all the great Greek teachers of that epoch,” including Solon,
and Ionians fought on his side, probably as mercenaries, in the campaign against
Persia. The inhabitants of Cibyra, located in southern Phrygia near the borders of
Lycia and Pamphylia, were said to be descendants of Lydians and Pisidians and to
speak Pisidian, Solymian, Lydian, and Greek (Strab. 13.4.17).

Lydian dominance came to an end in 546 when Sardeis, and eventually most of Asia
Minor, fell to the Persian King Cyrus. Already by the mid-sixth century a treaty had
been arranged between King Cyrus the Great and Miletus (Hdt. 1.141). Initial con-
tacts with Persia appear to have been mostly indirect or through representatives of the
empire such as the satrapy at Sardeis. From this time there is growing archeological
evidence for trade with Persia in valuables such as Attic pottery, wool, metals, vessels,
and statuary. Two of the most important areas of Greek interaction with Persia were
skilled labor and manpower. Workers from Ionia with knowledge of stoneworking,
building techniques, and sculpture are known to have labored on building projects at
Pasargadae, Persepolis, and Susa. The trilingual inscription from the palace of Darius
at Susa says that Ionians were among the building’s stonecutters. These men, along
with Carian and Lydian masons, were possibly forced laborers. Pliny (HN 34.68)
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identifies an Ionian sculptor, Telephanes of Phocaea, who worked for both Darius and
Xerxes. Some of the building materials were also imported from Ionia. Caricatures and
Greek graffiti survive in a quarry at Persepolis dating from late Archaic period. Notably,
the flow of influence was not just one way; it is highly likely that Persepolis exerted a
strong influence on the architecture and art of the Athenian acropolis.

Greeks also served in the Persian army, either by compulsion or as mercenaries. The
army of general Harpagus included Ionian and Aeolian Greeks (Hdt. 1.171). Tonian
and Aeolian soldiers served under Darius in his attack on Eretria in 490 (Hdt. 6.98ft.).
In the battle at Salamis and Plataea, Xerxes’ army and navy included Greeks and even
Demaratus, the exiled Spartan king, served as adviser (Hdt. 6.70). In 401, 10,000
Greeks followed Cyrus as mercenaries in a campaign against Artaxerxes 11.

We read of deportations of Greek citizens and their resettlement in Persian-
controlled areas, or instances such as the shipment of boys and maidens to the impe-
rial court (Hdt. 6.20, 32). Even Greek nurses have been identified at Persepolis.
Villing (2005: 237) suggests that a Greek “may have worked as a scribe in the
Persepolis secretariat, since one of the Treasury Tablets dealing with wine transactions
is written in Greek.” Darius had a Greek physician, Democedes of Croton (Hdt.
3.129-37), whom he found among his other (Greek) slaves.

Much changed with the advent of the war with Persia (499—479), which led to the
creation of an Athenian ideology that saw Persians as the barbarian “other,” a rhe-
torical foil comprised of dichotomies like democracy/monarchy, rugged/soft, civi-
lized /barbarian, free /slave. Such antipathy was not, however, universal among Greeks
or even Athenians. Sparta, of course, colluded with the Persians against the Athenians
andreceived financial support from Persia. The banished Athenian general Themistocles
settled on an estate granted by Artaxerxes I and learned Persian (“as best as he
could” — §oa €d0varo) in his exile (Thuc. 1.138.1). Alcibiades also is said to have
learned the language (Ath. 12.535E). Plato was said to have had a Persian student
(Diog. Laert. 3.25). Ctesias (fifth cent.) served as a doctor in the Achaemenid court
and as envoy of Artaxerxes. Histiaeus, tyrant of Miletus, was at least able to identify
himself in Persian when fleeing in battle (to no avail — he was impaled and his mum-
mified head sent to Darius in Susa; Hdt. 6.29). When Alexander burned Persepolis in
330, he supposedly freed 800 Greeks.

Language Artefacts

Aveal features

Pointing to features of language shared by Greek and Anatolian speakers, some scholars
have argued for the existence of a Sprachbund or linguistic area in western Anatolia. Areal
or geographical diffusion is a product of language contact or bilingualism in which lin-
guistic features spread across language boundaries. A frequently mentioned example of
morphological diffusion is the inherited *-ske-/*-sko- suffix that forms the -eoxe/o- imper-
fects in Greek. The function of this suffix in PIE is not exactly clear and it shows different
uses in different branches of Indo-European; in Latin it mostly forms inchoatives while
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in Tocharian it makes causatives. It is generally unproductive in Greek, but in both Hittite
and East Ionic Greek it indicates ongoing action with iterative /imperfective /durative /
habitual sense depending on context and the semantics of the verb. Puhvel (1991: 20)
argues that if this is a matter of areal diftusion, it “implies contact if not symbiosis between
an eastern form of the Late Mycenaean Greek and thirteenth-century Hittite in or around
western Anatolia, and especially of some familiarity with Hittite language and literature
on the part of an incipient aoedic tradition.” An example of semantic diffusion may be
detected in a shared feature of western Anatolian, in which Greek pédv, Cuneiform Luw.
maddu-, and Hier. Luw. ma-tu- all mean “wine,” whereas this root is found in words
meaning “sweet,” ‘honey,” or “mead” in other cognate languages.

Interpreters

If language difference was ever a hindrance for the Greeks in interstate communica-
tion, our sources do not inform us. Occasionally we are told of interpreters, such as the
one sent by Xenophon to the Thracian king Seuthes, whose cup-bearer was able to
translate Greek into Thracian (Xen. An. 7.2.19, 7.3.25). Herodotus notes that when
the Scythians went on a trading expedition to the Agrippaei, they took along seven
interpreters, each of whom spoke seven different languages (4.24). Darius had a con-
versation with representatives from an Indian tribe translated for the benefit of Greeks
present at his court (3.38). Cyrus used an interpreter to communicate with Croesus
(1.86). Cambyses sought Ethiopian interpreters from Elephantine (3.19). The trilin-
gual Carian envoy was mentioned above. Xerxes’ heralds were accompanied by an
interpreter (Plut. Them. 6.2). Xenophon mentions a number of interpreters in the
Anabasis: the Ten Thousand employed a Persian interpreter (2.5.35;4.5.10); Tiribazus,
a satrap in Armenia, questioned the Greek generals through an interpreter (4.4.4f.);
the Persians used an interpreter named Pigres (1.2.17); a peltast who had been a slave
at Athens served as interpreter when they encountered his native people, the Macrones
(4.8.4ft.); an interpreter was available when they reached the Mossynoeci (5.4.2).

Scripts and alphabets

Herodotus describes (2.106) a relief cut along the Karabel Pass on the road from
Smyrna between Ephesus and Sardeis, which he claims was made by the Egyptian king
Sesostris and which contained an image of the king and an inscription in Egyptian
hieroglyphics reading, “By the strength of my shoulders I possessed this land.” In
actuality, the relief, which remains i» sitn, depicts Tarkasnawa, a local thirteenth-
century vassal of the Hittite king, and the inscription, in Hieroglyphic Luwian, reads
“King Tarkasnawa, king of Mira,” followed by two fragmentary lines recording the
names of the king’s father and grandfather.

Thucydides records (4.50) that in 425 the Persians sent documents in “Assyrian
letters” to Sparta, and that when the Athenians intercepted the Persian envoy who
was carrying them, “The Athenians had the letters translated and they read them.” In
all likelihood, however, the correspondence was neither in cuneiform nor Assyrian
(i.e., Akkadian). Cunciform was used for permanent and monumental inscriptions,
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not for letters, and the official language of communication in the Achaemenid empire
was not Akkadian but Imperial Aramaic (Schmitt 1992: 26-7).

In general, Greeks recognized the presence of other writing systems, but there is no
evidence that there was any general knowledge about how to read them or even about
the languages these scripts represented. Translation was a specialist task, but one that
was available at least in some major centers of fifth-century Greece. This seems to be
implied by the incident recorded by Thucydides, however mangled the facts given
there. The passage from Herodotus, on the other hand, indicates that local or popular
traditions about such matters could be terrifically incorrect.

It should be remembered, however, that there was a long history of contact with
foreign writing systems in Greece and that on at least three occasions Greeks adapted
one of these foreign systems for themselves. This is the case with Linear B, which is an
adaption of the earlier Linear A used for writing a non-Greek language (see ch. 2).
Somewhat later, a large wave of Mycenaean refugees on Cyprus adopted the Cypro-
Minoan script, creating the Cypriot Syllabary (attested from the eleventh cent. to the
Hellenistic period). Finally, of course, the Greek alphabet was adapted from a West
Semitic script (see ch. 3). In turn, we find examples of this alphabet working its own
influence, such as in the “Eteocretan” inscriptions (seventh century and later), which
use the Greek alphabet to write a non-Greek language and which are sometimes
accompanied by Greek. Or, for example, the sixth-century script from Lemnos that is
similar to Greek and Phrygian alphabets. The Phrygian, Carian, and Lydian alphabets
resemble the Greek alphabet (or epichoric versions thereof) in many aspects and are
frequently thought to derive, at least in part, from it. But the exact relationship among
them is difficult to work out and it has also been suggested that Phrygian for instance
developed its own alphabet from Semitic sources independently (Mellink 1986).

Bilingual inscviptions

Bi- or multilingual inscriptions are prima facie evidence of language contact, but their
significance is not always easy to assess. Bilingual inscriptions do not necessarily imply
extensive bilingual audiences, but they may be a product of various social arrange-
ments: ¢.g., i) predominately monolingual communities living together who cannot
read each others’ language; ii) societies that contain one (or more) subgroup of
monolinguals; iii) a society of monolinguals with a bilingual elite. Inscriptions may
transcend local concerns; one language of a bilingual may be used as an international
language of communication, or, as in case of the obsolescent Akkadian on Achaemenid
inscriptions, to convey prestige.

Scholars are also interested in how the different languages in bilinguals stand in
relation to each other, whether they are independent or whether one is primary and
the other a translation, to what degree there is equivalence between the languages,
whether there is unintentional or deliberate (ideological) interference from one lan-
guage onto another.

The use of bilingual inscriptions was familiar throughout the Mediterranean and
Near East, but only a few short Greek bilinguals survive in Phrygian, Carian, Lydian,
and Sidetic. There is a fragmentary sixth-century Carian—Greek bilingual from Athens
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and a Carian—Greek bilingual was discovered in Kaunos in 1996 that has had impor-
tant consequences for the decipherment of Carian. There are about ten Lycian—Greek
bilinguals, the most important of which is the Letoon trilingual and the Xanthos Stele
(mentioned above). Studies of the Lycian—Greek inscriptions have noted instances of
verbal borrowing from Greek into Lycian (sttala = otdha “stele,” triyerg = touiong
“trireme”) and Lycian interference in the use of Greek prepositions, particles, and
patronymic formulations. It has been argued that parallels in word order, however, are
not to be explained as the result of interference between the languages, but “are gen-
erated within the context of the production of the inscription by translators who
consciously seek to preserve cross-language syntactic patterns” (Rutherford 2002:
215-16). They aim at symmetry, since the “order of the main constituents in the
sentence is a higher priority than exact imitation of the syntax” (ibid. 218). According
to Bryce (1995: 1170), the use of Greek represents an “upper-class cultural bias in
Lycian society toward the Greek world.”

It is also noteworthy that monolingual Greek inscriptions were occasionally com-
missioned by non-Greeks. For example, decrees relating to Mausolus were inscribed
in Greek and several Greek authors mention Greek inscriptions on the tomb of Cyrus
and the column set up by Darius on the Bosporus (Hdt. 4.87). The tomb of Darius
contained a Greek inscription (Strab. 15.3.8). A Greek inscription from Magnesia
supposedly preserves a letter from Darius rebuking the satrap Gadatas. This has been
taken to show that Achaemenid administrative correspondence was sometimes con-
ducted in Greek, but the inscription is a late Roman copy and perhaps, it has been
argued, a forgery.

Loan words

Like bilingual inscriptions, loan words are clear indications of language contact and,
also like bilinguals, they involve their own special problems of interpretation. Even if
one can be certain that a given word is a borrowing, there remains the issue of deter-
mining what, if anything, that borrowing has to say about the nature or extent of
contact between the two sources. For various reasons, including the fact that the
process of borrowing does not provide the linguist with a set of controls such as inher-
ited or cognate forms do, it is not always possible to determine with confidence
whether a given word is, in fact, a loan. Difficulties are created by the fact that some
loans are attested only in the borrowing language, some are not attested in the lan-
guage of origin but supported by related words in (an)other related language(s), and
some loan words are not transmitted directly from the original language but indirectly
through a third language.

It is not always possible to be precise about the date of borrowing or the exact source
of Anatolian loans. To illustrate how circuitous a path one might have to trace in hunt-
ing a loan down, consider the case of oVddv, a kind of felt shoe made from goat hair.
The Roman poet Martial refers (14.140) to udones Cilicii “Cilician slippers,” on the
basis of which some scholars assume an Anatolian source for the word. Or consider
Myc. di-pa, démog “bowl,” which is now widely connected with Hier. Luw. ipas- (pho-
netic /dibas-/) “heaven, sky.” The origin of Greek “bowl” seems to have developed
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from the Hieroglyphic Luwian sign for “sky,” which is a bowl, and the common notion
of the sky as a great (inverted) bowl (Melchert 2003: 184; Watkins 2007).

Some of the more commonly accepted Greek—Hittite equations include Myc.
e-re-pa, E\épa(v)g “ivory” and Hittite lahas “ivory”(?) (although the use of the
Glossenkeil in one Hittite text may indicate the word is Luwian); Myc. ku-wa-no (exact
meaning unclear), wdovog “dark-blue enamel,” “lapis lazuli,” and Hitt. kuwanna
“copper,” M*kuwanna- a precious stone; Gk otheyyic (with variants) “scraper” and
Hitt. éstalk- “make smooth, flatten.”

Several words attested in late sources can be linked to Anatolian words. Hsch. yuyai
“grandfathers” and Lyc. xuga, Hitt. pubpas “grandfather”; Hsch. otAfn kind of cake
made from barley, sesame, and poppyseed and Hitt. si/upa kind of cake; o®ot, odu
kind of ore and perhaps Hitt. Suwaru- “heavy”; t0pagig “celery pickled in vinegar”
and Hier. Luw. tuwarsa (see further Neumann 1961).

Lycian loan words include Afqda (Lyc. lada “wife”) and the late-attested uivoig
“society of trustees for the care of a tomb” (uevditow “members of such a society”).
A likely loan word in Lycian from Greek is stzrat| = otpatmyds “general.”

The lemma dpgttvov, Lydian for “discus” (Hsch.), could reflect the Lydian out-
come of a root meaning “turn” seen in Lat. orbis, Toch. B yerpe “disk, orb.” féxxagig,
an unguent extracted from a plant, is labeled Lydian in ancient sources. Derivatives of
noUnn “rich sauce of blood and spices” appear in the Classical period (e.g., Xen. Cyr.
8.3.3), though later sources claim it is particularly Lydian. Hesychius claims the word
Mathog is Lydian for topavvog “tyrant” and a connection to Hitt. laphiyala- “leader of
a military campaign” has been suggested; Myc. mo-7i-wo-do and uéhvpdog “lead”
come from Lyd. mariwda- “dark” (phonetically [marivda-] vel sim.). The word
néhuvg “king” (cf. Il. 13.792) is taken from gaim (A )vs “king,” which appears about
nine times in Lydian inscriptions. Lydian g, which is a labiovelar, seems to indicate
that the word was borrowed early, sometime before the loss of the labiovelars in
Greek. In addition to wdipvg and Pdxxroagig, the iambic poet Hipponax uses the words
roing from Lydian kawes “seer, priest” and oxomedetoar, probably to be taken with
Lyd. kabrdokid “steals” (Hawkins 2004: 2671t.).

Aside from personal names and the designation “Carian” (Kdp), there are no clear
examples of Carian loans in Greek. According to Stephanus Byzantius the Carian
toponym AlGfavda is equivalent to inmévirog, being a compound of the Carian words
dha “horse” and Pavda “victory” (cf. YAhovaha, said to be a compound of YAhog and
dha). Likewise, the Carian city Movéywooa supposedly contains the native element
viooo “stone” (< *geis- “gravel,” Germ. Kies?) and the Carian city Zovdyyeha (sup-
posed burial place of the eponymous king Karos) is a compound of cova(v) “tomb”
and yého “king.”

A great number of words have been labeled “Phrygian,” but few of these can be
supported by any meaningful evidence. The words Béx(x)og or Pen(x)ég “bread,”
called Phrygian in Herodotus (2.2), and &xokog “bit, morsel,” seem to appear in
Phrygian inscriptions as fexog and axxahog. Other words include févvog “association
of believers in a god,” yhoveds “gold,” and dovuog “religious association of women.”
The otxyoy/ovryic (Hsch.) is a type of Phrygian shoe, but the word may be from a
third source. There are also some Greek words borrowed by Phrygian speakers: Phryg.
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oopot (dat.), cogov (gen.) from Greek copdg “coffin”; Phryg. ®0go, xogov from Greek
x®0og “land, country”; Phryg. dahouel from Greek dahdun “den.”

Most evidence for Old Persian comes from proper names found in literature, inscrip-
tions, and papyri (see “Further Reading”), but there is also a wide range of non-ono-
mastic material: fatidxn a kind of cup or saucer and OP batugara “drinking cup,” Mod.
Pers. badiya “vase”; dopewnds “gold stater,” perhaps from OP *darika- “golden”; udyog
“Magian,” OP magus “Magian”; pogtiydoog (and variants) “man-eater,” i.e., “tiger,”
OP *martiya-khvara- (ct. Avest. ¥’ar- “cat”), Mod. Pers. mard-kiwir, dowvdng a bread
made of 8puCa “rice” and Mod. Pers. bring, Pashto wriZe “rice”; napddeioog “enclosed
park” (Avest. pairi.dagza “[area] with a wall around it”); 06dov “rose” (Myc. wo-do-we),
Sogd. wrd “rose”; (o)udoayva “lash, scourge” and perh. Iran. *mara-gna- “serpent
killer” (ct. Syriac maraini).

Some loans fall into distinct groups:

@) items of apparel: dvaEupideg “trousers”; yovvaxng/xovvaxng “thick cloak” (OP
*gaunaka- “hairy,” Avest. gaona- “hair”); xévdvg “Median double or upper gar-
ment with sleeves” (OP *kantu, *kam- “cover”); pavidxng “necklace” (cf. Avest.
-maini- “collar,” Ved. mani “jewel”); mogayoddov/-ng “garment (with purple
border)” (cf. Parthian &rywd “curtain, veil”).

b) measurements: &oTdfn a dry measure; udolg a liquid measure; xasnidn a dry meas-
ure (Xen. An. 1.5.6, Hsch.; perhaps = nasmtétig also a dry measure); mogoodyyng
measure of distance (cf. Mid. Pers. frasang “league”).

¢) military and political terms: (é)nwvdung “short straight sword” (Sogd. kyn’k, Hor.
Od. 1.27.5 dcindces); ywputdg “quiver” (no Iranian evidence); téEov “bow” from
Iran. *taxsa “bow”; &yyagog “(mounted) courier,” for carrying royal dispatches
(Hdt. 3.126, 8.99; exact origin of term unclear); xdodaxeg “mercenaries” (cf.
Mid. Pers. kardayg “traveler, migrant”). In some cases we have the Greek desig-
nations but the Persian terms are not attested and must be reconstructed:
wowdoyng = *baivarpatis “commander of 10,000”; ywdoyne = *hazarapatis
“commander of 1,0007; éxorovidoyng = *Oataparis “commander of 1007
dexGoyng = *dabapatis “commander of ten.”

The Greek corpdmng “satrap” is not from the OP xs20ra-pavan “protecting the
land,” but instead mirrors the Median (a northwestern dialect of Iranian spoken by the
Medes) form xsa6ra-pa-. This is not entirely surprising, as Medisms are said to occur
“more frequently among royal titles and among terms of the chancellery, military, and
judicial affairs” and “not least in the official characterizations of the empire and its
countries” (Schmitt in Woodard 2004: 739). Herodotus (1.110) correctly identifies
ondro “female dog” ( *spaka, cf. Avest. spaka-) as Median rather than Persian.

In addition to loan words there are also a number of calques, or loan-translations, such
as faouhels Paothémv “king of kings” for OP xsayaBiya xsayaOiyanim and Paoiheds O
uéyag “the Great King” (e.g., Hdt. 1.188) for x5aya0iya vazyrka. Close advisers to the
kings seem to have gone by an Iranian term meaning oi motoi “the Faithful” (Hdt.
1.108, Xen. An. 1.5.15, etc.). ol Baothéng OpUoaluol (xal to faothéws dta) “the eyes (and
cars) of the king” (Hdt. 1.114, Xen. Cyr. 8.2.10, ctc.), has no clear OP equivalent.
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There are a few words in Greek that are not loans but glosses: 0goodyyor glossed
(Hdt. 8.85) as evepyétou faothéog “benefactors of the king” = (Iran. *varusanha “far-
famed” has been suggested, cf. Ved. urusdamsa “far-famed”); padivéxn a dark, strong-
smelling oil (Hdt. 6.119); tuxtd (= téhetov “perfect, complete” at Hdt 9.110) the
name of the royal supper given on the king’s birthday (Mod. Pers. tacht); meiodyog is
a Persian term for a leper, according to Ctesias (fragm. 14).

Finally, there are a large number of post-Classical loans and glosses (e.g., aTdm
“freedom” (Hsch.), Avest. azata “high born”; davdxn small coin, Mid. Pers. dan (ay);
devag “evil gods” (Hsch.), OP daiva- “evil god’”, many of which have unclear or
complex histories; the interested reader may find these, and more, in Brust 2005.

FURTHER READING

Good introductions to the languages discussed in this chapter can be found in Woodard 2004.
On language contact between Greeks and pre-Greeks, see Morpurgo Davies 1986 (somewhat
outdated now but methodologically important), Woodard 1997b, and Finkelberg 2005. For
material culture, see Boardman 1999. On bilingualism in antiquity, see Adams et al., 2002.
A recent account of the Ahhiyawa Problem is Latacz 2004, which must be read with the review
by Katz (2005b). Important contributions on the topic include Foxhall and Davies 1984 and
Mellink 1986. For Hittite history and society, see Bryce 2002, 2005. An important conference
on the Ahhiyawa Question was held at Concordia University in Montreal January 4-5, 2006,
and the papers will be published (Teffeteller, ed. forthcoming). On areal features, see Puhvel
1991 and Watkins 2001; on interpreters Mosley 1971. For foreign words in Greek literature
(not covered here per se), see Hall 1989 and De Luna 2003. For Old Persian in Herodotus, see
Armayor 1978, Schmitt 1967b, Harrison 1998, and Munson 2005; for Old Persian names,
Schmitt 1978 and the relevant fascicles of Iranisches Personennamenbuch edited by Schmitt et
al. Those interested in Greek connections with cultures of the Near East will want to consult
Masson 1967, Szemerényi 1974, Burkert 1992, and West 1997a.

An important work on the subject, Collins, Bachvarova, and Rutherford 2008, was published
after the completion of this chapter.



CHAPTER SIXTEEN

Linguistic Diversity in Asia
Minor during the Empire:
Koine and Non-Greek Languages

Claude Brixhe

Origins of the Linguistic Situation
in the Imperial Period

In order to understand the linguistic situation in Roman Asia Minor, it is necessary to
recall the broad outline of the history of this region starting from the end of the
Bronze Age.

a) End of the Bronze Age. Within the loop of the River Halys in central Asia
Minor we find the heartland of the Hittite empire; around it are satellites, in particu-
lar Mira to the west with its capital Apasa — probably future Ephesos (see Hawkins
1998). Indo-European languages are spoken in this general area, Hittite in the center,
Luwian to the south and west. We are in the dark as to the pre-1E languages of the
region. Achaeans are present on the Aegean coast, though without real colonization
apart from Miletus (see Zurbach 2006).

b) Beginning of the Iron Age. After the collapse of the Mycenaean and Hittite
worlds Greeks of various origins colonize the Aegean coast from the Hellespont to
the area south of the Meander river. The various settlements over time constitute
three distinct political and dialectal entities: the Aeolis to the north, Ionia on the cen-
tral Aegean coast, and the Doric region to the south. Achaeans settle in Pamphylia.
Furthermore, coming from Macedonia and Thrace, Thracians and Phrygians cross
the Hellespont; the former stay on the coast of Mysia and western Bithynia; the latter
move up the Sangarios river to Gordion (see fig. 16.1).

¢) Archaic and Classical perviods. Greek settlements remain limited to the coast;
Miletus colonizes the southern coast of the Hellespont and of the Black Sea, where as
a consequence lonic is spoken, except for Heracleia, which is a Megarian and Boeotian
colony. Dorians (of unknown provenance) and Acolians from Cyme join the Achacans
in Pamphylia. The Rhodians (Doric speakers) colonize the eastern side of Lycia. Of
the three hegemonies developing over time in central Asia Minor (the Phrygian, the
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Figure 16.1 Map of Asia Minor in the imperial period

Lydian, and the Persian empires) only the first and the last will have linguistic
consequences, respectively in the form of the expansion of Phrygian in the central
uplands and of the impact of Achaemenid administration and settlements.

d)  Hellenistic period. In 334 BCE, along with the armies of Alexander the Great,
Attic Greek, on its way to becoming the common language of the Greek world (Brixhe
and Panayotou 1988), penetrates into central Anatolia. Not long after 280 BcE the
Galatians add Gaulish to the linguistic landscape by taking possession of western
Cappadocia and northeast Phrygia.

¢) The arrival of the Romans. With the creation of the province Asia in 133 or
129 BcE, the Romans introduce a new protagonist to the scene, Latin, which they
have long tried to impose (Brixhe 1987a: 7-8). Latin, however, has to yield to Greek,
the language of the clite and of power in the cities. What the Romans achieve, there-
fore, is the expansion of Greek in Asia Minor.

Which Greek?

But what is this Greek that was vehiculated in this way? Naturally, we have no access
to it but through the written word, inscriptions (see also ch. 4). The Greek of these
documents is an Attic that has become “common language” (Koine). Its “universal”
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vocation and form go back to the imperial aspirations and cosmopolitan nature of
fitth-century BCE Athens. Certain aspects of the language that Aristophanes gives to
his strangers are illustrative in this regard (Brixhe 1988b: 136-7).

Athens was the center of an essentially Ionian empire; as a consequence its language
undergoes Ionian influence, a process to which the existence of an already rich Ionian
prose tradition was no doubt favorable. Expanding at the expense of the dialects,
Attic, in the process of becoming Koine, went on to incorporate in addition Dorisms
(e.g., vadg for Att. vedg “temple”; influence from literary language is likely here)
or universally non-Attic forms such as guldoow for guldttm, which is known only
from the Attic of Boeotia and Euboea (on these points, see the articles of Lopez Eire
analyzed by Brixhe 1990: 206-7).

But the Koine is not merely a heritage. Undergoing a more or less rapid vernacu-
larization process, according to region or social class, it acquires from a very early date
a dynamism leading to internal developments. Thus as early as the end of the fifth
century BCE we see a flection emerge that foreshadows the modern types xAégptng/
uhéprn “thief” or monnds,/mannd “priest,” with eventually the intrusion of a dental
enlargement (-0-, still present in numerous contemporary plurals, e.g., monnddeg
momddm|[v], see also further below as well as chs 36 and 37 — for the details, see
Brixhe and Panayotou 1988: 250-2 (Macedon) as well as Brixhe 1993b: 68, 78 (Caria
and Lycia)).

However, the trajectory thus outlined is a simplification of what is in reality a very
complex situation (on which, see also Brixhe and Hodot 1993). This complexity is
reflected in the reductive treatments of most modern Hellenists who describe a mul-
tifaceted reality as simply “the Koine.”

To begin with, Koine is both a written and a spoken language. The highest written
register, the standard language (i.e., Classical Attic as it was fixed at the end of the
fitth century BCE and represented linguistically in the language of Demosthenes), and
the lowest spoken registers form the poles of a continuum. Just as present-day lan-
guages such as French, Spanish, or English, Attic has transcended its original borders
to become the language of widely dispersed communities. Such a language, as it
comes to cover a wide and heterogeneous territory, is naturally polymorphous. Its
unity exists mostly on an abstract level.

Extending from Demosthenes to Julian, that is, seven centuries, the written stand-
ard is represented in literary prose, diplomatic documents, and municipal decrees.
The latter are from one end to the other of the Greek or Hellenized world written
in an identical and homogeneous language, as can be seen in the following two
inscriptions:

‘O duog 6 Tapoéwv Tig unteortdiems Tadv xatd Kixiov Ttig iepds xai aovhov Néotogr
Xbouwvog avdol ayadd EInuétt vohdg *al 0OPEOVIS %ol gVvolog Evexrev Thg eig TOV
dfuov.

The people of Tarsis, metropolis of the Cilicians, sacred and inviolable, to Nestor son of
Charmon, excellent man who has lived beautifully and wisely, and in reason of good
intentions to the people. (Tarsis, Cilicia, honorific decree, first cent. cg; Dagron and
Feissel 1987: 73)
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Ayadij timL. Averihov Agotaivetov Tov duandtatov tiig Pouyiag énttoomov 1) wéMg, T
SUELELQY THG AVOOTAOEMG TOMOAUEVWY TOV TTEQL AVQ. ADivonov AxGMov TedTov EoyovTo
AQYOVIWV.

With good fortune. The city <has honored with a statue> Aurelius Aristainetos, the most
righteous procurator of Phrygia; the archons under Aurelios Athenaios Akulios (=
Aquilius) have charged themselves with its erection. (Synnada, Phrygia, base of statue,
first half of third cent. cg; Buckler, Calder, and Guthrie 1933: 20)

As we can observe, an Athenian of the belle épogque would not have been out of his
element in reading these texts.

But it is only this superior register of the language that deserves the name Koine in
a real sense. Since the fourth century BCE, pronunciation has naturally evolved, with
consequences for orthography. Still, even adjusted for such change, this written regis-
ter reflects an elevated spoken register that is superior at least morphologically, syntac-
tically, and lexically, though it occasionally has a regional flavor even with members of
the elite. But can we go beyond such formal language and reach the lower strata on
the basis of the continuum that is offered by our written documents?

A first observation cannot but lower our expectations. The sector of the population
whose language we can reach is necessarily limited to the producers of written docu-
ments (scribes, stonecutters), i.e., adult literate males, which excludes children and,
with some exceptions, women.

Furthermore, writing distorts “natural” speech in that it presupposes a contact,
however minimal, with literature, or at least with the school. The composition of a
written statement is a formal act to which the writer devotes his entire linguistic com-
petence. Any written message, however modest or practical, has in the last resort
always as model the language of Demosthenes, which continued to be taught. The
language teaching in the school tended to reintroduce forms into the written lan-
guage that had long become defunct in the spoken language. The dative dies at a very
carly date, as we will see, but it is being reintroduced in schools for centuries. The
prepositional phrase gig+ acc., the expression of direction, is very early substituted for
év + dat. as the expression of the locative (see also ch. 36), but the latter expression
reappears constantly (Brixhe 1992: 145-50). To complicate matters more, the inter-
action between the grammatical “norm” and naturally evolving language leads to a
host of hypercorrect forms in the texts of semi-literate writers, e.g., dative instead of
an expected genitive; év + dat. for eig + acc; and while €\oa had created, by analogy,
elna besides elmov; the reverse phenomenon is the hypercorrect creation of ¥lvoov on
the analogy of elmov, which was still being taught.

Accordingly, we cannot but have modest ambitions: to reach at least partially the
language spoken by part of the population of the first to third centuries CE, in full
awareness of the fact that the language was characterized by an infinite number of
social and/or geographical variations without there being impermeable boundaries
between the numerous registers. In order to reach this goal, we have to scrutinize
attentively the orthographical variations with regard to the norm: these variations will
be more of interest when they correspond to changes endorsed by the later history of
the language.
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Greek in Asia Minor in the First
Centuries CE: General Tendencies

We will see in this section that generally the Koine in Asia Minor has evolved along the
same lines as in Greece.

Phonetics and phonology
Vowels!

In the first centuries ck the phonological system of vowel articulation is already what
it is today, reduced to five isochronous vowels:

/i /n/
/e/ /0/
/n/

This corresponds to the following graphemic system:

/i/-L,ELH,HL Y, YT, OI
/e/- E, Al

S/ A, Al

Jo/- 0, Q, QI

/u/ OY

This system is the result of a number of earlier mutations: at an early date the pho-
nemes represented by EI and H have become confounded with /7/, whence /i/ after
the elimination of the oppositions of quantity. In contact with the other dialects which
did not have /y/, this Attic-Ionic phoneme (written Y') has become delabialized and
so became identical to /4/; /0i/ has evolved toward /y/ and hence OI became over
time another graphemic representation of /4/. Just as in Modern Greek, the orthog-
raphy of /i/sounds is the most demanding part of the writing system.

Official documents follow Classical orthography in principle, with one exception.
According to usage introduced at the beginning of the Hellenistic period, EI has virtu-
ally become the norm for ancient /7/(hence, e.g., éteiunocav and veixy for éttunoov and
vixn). But in other registers we can observe a multitude of exchanges between equiva-
lent graphemes: I for I’ (ywi = yuvij, Pontus); Y’ for OI (émaviEe = émavoiEo, Pontus);
I for OI (1ig = 1015, E. Phryg.); OI for I (oiotpod = iatpov, Cilic.); E for Al (cf., supra
énavige); Al for E (natoaiomoev = xatéomoev, Pisid.); etc. The situation is particularly
complex in the case of the succession of two originally different /7/, represented by
two different graphemes, as in Class. émoinoa (cf. Mod. Gk mowmtiig (péitis)): éminoev
(passim) is manifestly an attempt at representing this pronunciation, but is énénoev
(passim) heir to an old Attic form with monophthongized /0i/ or a recent compro-
mise between orthographical norm and actual pronunciation? With substitution of
I for H the same question applies to émowoe (SW. Phryg.) and the new aorist
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émoune /émowna (W. Phryg. — where do we place the accent?); but here we may wonder
whether OI does not simply correspond to /7/, and hence whether /7/ has not been
reduced to /7/; ct. meputvoduevog (Capp.) and Neo-Pontic epika (Drettas 1997: index).

There are three further changes, not apparent from the graphemic system given
carlier, which complicate the situation:

a)  The change from /e/ to /i/ before vowel. This neutralization entails in this phono-
logical context slippage between E or Al (the norm) as well as the graphemes for /7/
(LELH,Y),e.g., 0udg for ¥edg (Cilic. ); Bvoi for 9eoi (S. Phryg. ); éhomotov for ehawomdiou;
and the reverse phenomenon AcxAnme6dmpog for Aoxinmédweog (Pisid. ). In fact, /4/ or
/¢/ in hiatus eventually resulted in /j/ which (in the absence of an adequate grapheme?
or for phonetic reasons?) could be expelled from the writing, e.g., Aoydg for Awoyag (NW.
Phryg.); AoxAntiavot for Atoxinmovod or xved(v) for xvplwv (Cilic. ).

b)  Closed articulation of the mid vowels /e/ and /o/ (on these terms, see ch. 7).
This took place at least in entire central Anatolia, in Cilicia, and partly in Lycia (same
phenomenon in the Greek of Attica, Macedon, and Egypt), whence the sporadic sub-
stitution of I for E, in particular in contact with a nasal (e.g., undivo. = undéva, Pontus;
Muwvéav = Mevvéav (E. Phryg.); conversely, E can come to be substituted for a graph-
eme of /i/ (e.g., mimoe = mowjoer, W. Phryg.; én6 = tné SW. Phryg.). By the same
token there are exchanges between O/ Q and OY, e.g., cwpoToudTixL = COUATOVTXY
and, conversely, duapépooa = dragégovoa (Cilic. ).

¢) In final position, reduction of /io/ to /i/. This happened under all phonetic
conditions and with Pamphylia possibly as epicenter; see Brixhe 1994), e.g., Aoviolg
and xevotdgv (Pamph.) for Atoviolog and xevotdgpiov. Note that this phenomenon
seems to be prior to the change from /zo/ (EIO) to /40/ which remains untouched,
whence permanency of the graphemes —elog and —etov or variants.

The orthographic system as outlined above shows clearly the elimination of most of
the inherited diphthongs. The evolution of the vowel system has resulted in the spo-
radic appearance of younger diphthongs as well, e.g., detuvnorog > aiuvnorog (/ai/,
Isaur., or Bofdet > foid ([0i/-, Ionia, W. Phryg.).

Of the ancient diphthongs only /en/ and /an/ subsist. They were no doubt pro-
nounced either vocalically (/aun/en]) or semiconsonantically (/aw/ew]) according to
speaker and naturally according to phonetic context. The graphemes AY and EY can
reflect the norm, as can some variants, e.g., 0ottod for oot (Cilic. ), rateongovaoov for
roreonevooav (Isaur. and Cilic.). The semi-vocal element was no doubt already pro-
nounced as a spirant by some speakers, anticipating Modern Greek pronunciation (e.g.,
roteonéPaocev for rateonetooev, Mys.). But there was also already a low variant /a/and
[e], widely distributed and reflected in the graphemes A and E, e.g., &tod for awtov ( pas-
sim); AEGvovu for AvEGvovt (Pisid. ); moutavéoag for moutaveioog (Lyc.). This articula-
tion is not regionally restricted and comes from afar, since we encounter the
corresponding written representations already in sixth-century BCE Attic inscriptions.

Words of Latin origin are eventually subjected to this mutation. In virtue of regional
and social variation in Latin the sound [a#/ in that language had been integrated in
Greek as Q or AY. And this AY was susceptible of being reduced to A [a]: Avgihog >
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Apfihog (E. Phryg.). Sometimes this substitution is explained with Latin itself:
Ayovoty, Ayotota, or Ayovotdhog for Lat. [aug-] (E. Phryg.) reflect a low Latin
variant, with elimination of /#/in [an] before following [u].

Consonants

The orthographical norm for geminated consonants has obtained to the present day
(e.g., yoouwsj or ®dAotog in Mod. Gk). But in linguistic reality they have been
reduced to simple consonants for a very long time, e.g., ®\irov (Cilic.); ®dhotov
(Caria); 9dhaoa (Pontus). Conversely, we can also encounter oty (passim),
‘HAMu60wpog (Pamph.), or AAAEEavdgog (Capp.). But entirely new geminated conso-
nants are also possible, e.g., at the place of a nasal and a following occlusive or spirant
(ovpprov for ovuprov, Lycaon.).

The weakness of nasals at word end as well as word-internally essentially
before stops can already be observed in Classical Attic. In early-CE Koine in Asia
Minor we can observe that word-internally Classic orthography is generally main-
tained (with sequences such as —-MII-/-MB-, -I'K-/-I'T-), though from a very early
date in the Hellenistic period, N has been generalized regardless of the phono-
logical profile of the following stop. In spite of this, suppression of the nasal is
frequent:

e climination of the letter-sign, e.g., €0Gde (Gal.), vigeg (= viugaug, Pamph.), otBiov
(ovuprov, S. Phryg.), ddoa (Gvdoa, Lyc.);

o climination of the letter-sign with voicing of the following stop, e.g., Advyévn for
Avtiyovn (central Phryg.), but the reverse writing occurs as well, e.g., avtot for
avdol (Pisid.);

e at word end very frequent omission, e.g., w6y (wéhv, Gal.), dotho (doTAOV,
W. Phryg.), O1jun (Ofjxny, Cilic.), see also ch. 37;

e cven within a syntagm the nasal can be dropped, e¢.g., 10 dothov and to doTAo (TOV
dothov, W. Phryg.);

e inverse writing, i.e., addition of an undue nasal happens as well, e.g., mavtt
1) Bovhopévev (Lyc.), éEéotav (€Eéotm, Cilic.), or tixottov (Pisid.).

As for stops (see also table 7.3), the voiceless stops, as already seen, are voiced after
nasal, whether word-internally or within a syntagm (cf. Mod. Gk, tov natéoa [témbat-
era]), e.g., nondv O (= vomdv t, SW. Phryg.).

For voiced stops we can observe the generalization of the elimination of /g/ in
/gn/ (in itself already old), e.g., yivouou, ywdonw (passim). Furthermore, we can
observe fricativization in virtually all contexts:

e B can serve to denote the semi-vocalic element of a diphthong (see above) as well as
Lat. /v/(< /w/, e.g., DAAPLog for Flavius, passim) or the ancient /w/ of the Pamphylian
dialect, e.g., Aipdmoroviy, Zdparog for AuFi- or ZoFo- (Pisid., Pamph.);

e A turns into O, sign of a voiceless dental fricative, e.g., Evdduov for Evdduov
(Cilic.) or mhaduovg for mhadwots (Caria);
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Table 16.1 The development of ancient consonant stops in Koine Greek (cf. tables 7.3
and 37.1)

Phonemes
lnbinl dental velar Graphemes
Fricatives voiced v/ /8/ Y/ B A r
voiceless /f/ /6/ /6 5/ D ] X
Occlusives 7/ /t/ /k/ I T K

e I can disappear altogether from the writing, e.g., 6Mog for dAiyog (passim) or be
used to note /2/in hiatus, i.e., /j/, e.g., yo10ds (= ioteds, Cilic.). Just as in Mod.
Gk, the pronunciation corresponding with I' varied with the timbre of the follow-
ing vowel: /j/ before /e, i/, [y]before /a, o, n/,

e What we sce, then, is a series of voiced fricatives: /v/, /§/ and /j, y/, with the
graphemes B, A, and T

e Voiceless aspirated consonants have been fricativized as well;

e @ is interchangeable with OY and Y in Anatolian names (Oaga, Ovaova, Ovava,
southern Asia Minor) and serves to represent Lat. /f/, e.g., ®AGProg for Flavius,
passim;,

e as noted earlier, A and © are partially interchangeable;

e cven if there is no clear clue for X, it is probable that the phoneme represented by
this sign has undergone the same development, i.e., /¢/ before /e,i/and /x/ before

/a0, u/.

This gives us a series of voiceless fricatives, /f/, /8/, and /¢, x/, parallel to the series
of voiced fricatives.

Functionally, then, ancient voiced and aspirated occlusives evolve into two series of
fricatives (voiceless and voiced), that are collectively opposed to the series of voiceless
occlusives (see table 16.1).

The sounds [ 4], [4], and [g] certainly existed, but only in allophonic variation (on
which, see ch. 7) of voiceless consonants after nasals.

The liguids /v/ and /I/ had generally an apico-alveolar pronunciation (i.c., the tip
of the tongue touching the alveolar ridge behind the upper teeth), and it is not sur-
prising to see interchanges between the two:

e Dbetween vowels, e.g., év peydhvowv for év pueydoowow in a funerary epigram of
Isauria;

e in particular before fricatives, where the substitution of /7/ for /I/ is frequent,
e.g., adepod and adeppoi (= ddehp-, S. Phryg.) or dvagpidvia (= dvehddvra,
Cilic.).

This latter change was destined to a great future and was to be integrated in Mod.
Gk (see chs 36 and 37), without, however, touching the totality of the material for
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any period or the entire geographical space, e.g., Mod. Gk o adepgpds, but Neo-Pontic
0 adelfon. In this same context, we sometimes see /7/, another apico-alveolar, replac-
ing /I/ before labiodental fricative /f/: &devepév (Pamph.). These substitutions are
evidence for the articulatory weakness of ///in this position and it does not come as
a surprise that it can be eliminated altogether: &de@® (Lyc.). Latin words are eventu-
ally subject to the same process in the same contexts, e.g., Kagnovovia (Calpurnia,
Gal.) or Aepartiov ( Delmatian/Dalmatian, W. Phryg.).

The composite nature denoted originally by Z (see chs 3, 4, and 7) had long van-
ished and made place for a voiced counterpart /z/ to /s/. This phonetic value of the
letter can be seen in its use instead of = before voiced consonants, e.g., Twijvov or
npelPutepog (Cilic.). Traditional orthography remains the norm, however. From the
Hellenistic Age the new pronunciation had given rise to a pleonastic £Z which is still
sporadically encountered in our time, e.g., opxrioCo (Isaur.).

We have seen that Attic, expanding in the process of becoming Koine, had substi-
tuted the type guhdoom with guidttw. The Attic revival (see ch. 31), which reached
its culmination during the reign of Hadrian, reintroduces the old form sporadically in
high-register written language such as municipal decrees.

Morphology and Morphosyntax?

Morphology is not an autonomous component of language, but a domain straddling
phonology, syntax, even the lexicon. It suffices to project the phonological changes
we just reviewed to a few paradigms to see the consequences for morphology as well
as for the realization of functions, i.e., syntax: reduction of the number of available
forms (in particular in the singular) and confusion of flectional paradigms. The nom.
sg. forms molitng, evyeviig, udviig, and wéhexve, morphologically distinct as they may
seem to us, all had phonetically the same nominative ending in —7s; they also had the
same accusative and dative ending in —z. The singular of xegalij was reduced to just
two torms (kefali/kefalis).

True, the highest register of written language could give the impression of a lan-
guage that had remained stable since the fourth century BCE, and the Attic models
were probably more resistant in the speech of the elites, particularly in regions where
Hellenization goes far back (the Aegean rim, Black Sea colonies, Hellenistic founda-
tions). But as appears from the most modest documents (epitaphs, confessions, pri-
vate dedications) from regions where Greek was competing with another language,
many speakers are manifestly baffled by the ancient flectional paradigms (highly com-
plex in themselves) which in addition were now being obscured by numerous clashes
between the various endings.

The result is a chaotic situation. For example, for Anel\iis we find the genitives
AmehoU, AnehhoTs, Aneléov, and Amelhéovg; that of the indigenous name Atng
appears in the forms Attov, Atteov, Attem, Atteovs, Attn, and Atmdog (see Zgusta
1964a s.vv.). Nouns of the type ndtowg, the ending of which was not distinct from
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that of Méyog anymore, cause the worst difficulties: sometimes the declension is mod-
ified (e.g., ol matpwves,/ Witowveg, Lyd.), or the word is simply left undeclined: oi
nérowg (conforming to the norm), but tov witowe (see BE 2007: 452).

Behind this anarchy we can discern the beginnings of the modern flectional para-
digms. The evolution seems to have been propelled in particular by proper names.
This is not surprising: with their unique referent (which binds them to a restricted
communication), anthroponyms have always more freedom with respect to the flec-
tional norm than the rest of the lexicon, and this is even truer for indigenous names
integrated in Greek that could not rely on any previous tradition.

It is impossible to go into all the details here; I will limit myself to the general ten-
dencies.

Nominal movphology

Declension of the Adyoc-type: acc. sg. and gen. pl. have no doubt lost their word-final
nasal (see above) and the dative is probably already defunct. This flection, then, has
probably already its modern face.

The elimination of word-final nasal leads by reaction (stigmatization?) to the addi-
tion of an unexpected nasal to the acc. sg. in the athematic declension, e.g., untépav,
atéQav, yuvaixrav, udotuoav, xetgav, and édvav (for aidva, Isaur., Pontus, SW.
Phryg.). This in its turn leads to a new nominative by analogy (@UAag > gilanag) and
the elimination of consonant stems from the language. Furthermore, for the nouns of
parenthood a flection-type that is felt as specifically masculine or feminine can now be
assigned to either sex, as in Mod. Gk matépog vs. untépa. This development starts in
the first centuries CE: e.g., nom. duydtoa in a metrical epigram from Philadelphia
(Lyd.) and in particular duyatégag (gen. sg., Pontus) and toig idlag duyotéong (= taig
idiaug duyatépaug, E. Phryg.).

The identity of nom. and acc. pl. in the types vyevig, téMg, téhexvg had favored in
certain dialects in pre-Koine Greek the extension of nominative to the function of
accusative in nouns of consonant stems. This features continues in Asia Minor Kozne:
e.g., acc. avdpudvteg or mdvteg (Isaur.). This feature is generalized in Mod. Gk, where
—g¢ is the nom. pl. and acc. pl. ending in all flection-types (masc. or fem.) with the
exception of that of AGyog.

In its expansion, Attic encounters a flection (essentially Doric) of the type
noltog/ moAita, where gen. sg. is created simply by taking away the final —s. But
the dialect of Athens had by itself numerous comparable situations, e.g.,
Avoyag,/Avoya, voug,/voU, xouooUs,/xouvooU, or veds,/ved. It is thus not surprising to
see from an early date a flection emerge of the type Avdpéog,/Avdpéa (Cilic.), which
in the natural development of the language spreads to all masculine nouns, e.g., the
gen. Twdvvn (Cilic.; model: mohitng), Awoxhqj (Cilic.; models: evyevig, ITeguxiig),
Epuam (indigenous name, Caria; model: pdvug), Maxpv (W. Phryg.; models:
otdyvg or Poxig).

By contrast, the first declension, essentially fem., was always characterized by the
inverse reflex: gen. sg. is formed by the addition of an —s to the nom. form. What we
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Table 16.2 Masculine and feminine flection in
Modern Greek

Nominative Genitive
Masculine -5 -0
Feminine -0 -5

witness, then, is the gestation period of the situation in Modern Greek, where after
the elimination of consonant stems there are two contrasting flectional types (see
table 16.2, also table 36.2).

Some Mod. Gk masculine nouns: mwotépag,/motéQa., TOMG,/TOMT, ROWES,/RAPE,
nomovs /momoy, etc. Examples of feminines: ehnida,/ehnidag, Odhacoo,/ddhaccag,
vinn /vinng, onéyn/oxéyng, Podow,/Pedowg, Pouol/Ppouois; see Triantaphyllidis
1941: 231t.

In order to resolve the problems posed by word-internal hiatus at the junction of
the root and the ending (whether or not these are caused by a phonetic accident),
the Greek language has used since a very early date a “plug enlargement” —¢- or —d-,
just as, for example, the Mycenaean perfect participles in —woba (< *wos-a) (see ch.
13) have been replaced with those in -(F)dta in alphabetic Greek. Hence we have
Agtepg/Agtémrtos-Agtéudog or also Oftg/Ofndog besides Oétiog (Pindar).
Perhaps initiated by the flection -Gg/-ado0g of ancient Ionian anthroponymy, the
mechanism has acquired a wider distribution since the end of the Classical period in
nouns ending in -@g, -00g, etc. (cf. the situation of the Pamphylian dialect). In the
Asia Minor Koine this flection fringes the traditional as well as the innovative flec-
tion types that we have already reviewed, e.g., Eouidt (Pisid., model: mohitg),
Evtoynde (evyevig, Pisid.), Koduxindog (Ilegixiijg, Pamph.); on the indigenous
name Attg, see above. Of Ocaeig we find gen. Ocaertog and Ocael (Pisid; Pisid.—
Phryg. border); of ITilug, gen. IIthltog (Pamph., Pisid., Lyc.) besides ITtAhog
(elsewhere).

All the phonetic changes had also limited the autonomy of flectional endings in
various feminine paradigms. For example, in the first declension, the singular was
reduced to just two forms: one for nom., acc., and dat. (-a or -, [a] or [i]), and
one for gen. (—og or -ng, [as] or [4s]). The confusion is answered by the same “plug
enlargements” 1/0 and by a recharacterization of the nominative, e.g., A@QodeLoLig
(Lycaon.), dat. 'Evtuyuadr (E. Phryg.), nom. Zwtwxic (W. Phryg.), dat. Zo1nd
(E. Phryg.); mevdepadr (ibid.) in competition with mevdepd This phenomenon
touches naturally on Latin anthroponyms integrated in Greek, such as nom. Toviudg
(Pamph.), dat. Touh@dr (Bithyn.), gen. and dat. respectively ®avotdrog and
dovotdn (Cilic.).

The examples cited show once more that the real Jocus of the development has been
proper names, in particular in the singular. Modern Greek would capitalize on the
-0- enlargement for the creation of plural paradigms; see the tables in Triantaphyllidis
1941: 239 (masc.) and 247 (fem.).
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The disappearance of the dative case

The phonetic changes we briefly reviewed greatly obscured the system of endings and
hence the realization of syntactic functions. The circumstances weighed especially
heavily on one of the important linguistic characteristics of the age: the decline and
eventual elimination of the dative case (see Brixhe 1987a: 95-102; 1992: 145-50;
2002: 263-5).

The first signs of collapse can be observed in private documents from Egypt, ostraka,
and papyri (see also ch. 17). These texts go back to the second century BCE; however,
it is not until the second and third centuries ct that the decline of the dative acquires
real momentum.

The function of the dative is taken over by the accusative, e.g., dvaveua tolg
yéLovrog Mde “be cursed all those who are defecating here” (Cilic.); Boridm (= Borjder)
oV d0UAGV oov 'Hodvnv “come to the aid of your slave Ioannis” (Ionia). Three-place
verbs (e.g., aviomu, avatidmu) with an indirect object (attribution) in the dative in
Classical Greek are frequently construed with a double accusative, e.g., 1ov 8t avdoLdvta
avéomoev Ia Exataiov tov idiov aydowv “la, daughter of Hekataios, has erected <this>
statue for her son whose death was untimely” (Pamph.); also single acc. with implicit
dir. obj: Evtiyng . . . tov agynyémv Andhhwva . . . avéomoev “Eutuches has erected
Apollo the Leader <this statue>” (W. Phryg.). The dative is in competition even after
dtdmw, e.g., dmoel 1@ touelm “he will give to the treasury” (Lyc.), but ddoel ig 10
tepdrtatov tapeiov “he will give to the most holy treasury” (Mys.).

The strongest competition, however, comes from the genitive, e.g., forjot Nyxohdovu
wovdyov (= fofdet Nivohdov) (SW. Phryg. ); tov 8t dvdpiavta avéatnoey Tiig yhurutdg
untodg “he has set up a statue of /for his sweetest mother” (Pamph.); gen. occurs even
after prepositions that govern the dat., e.g., oUv tiig untEds Motedvng “with his mother
Matrone” (Lycaon.).

There is easy fluctuation between case endings expressing the same function in the
same syntagm, ¢.g., avéotoev Eavt® xal Boddw v yuvaixa “he has erected for
himself and his wife Batthis” (Cilic.); avéodnoa (= dvéomoa) Tfj yYAurutdoy (= -t) wov
Oeooefeing x& 1) adehpf] uov Kvpuonij #E éuowtot Lovrog avéotnoo “I have set up
for my sweetest Theosebeia and my sister Kyriake and for myself <I have set up>’
(E. Phryg.); ovv 1@ youp®d(= youpo®d) uov Iétpov “with my son-in-law Petros” (ibid.)
or obv yuvnuog Tatel (central Phryg.).

The rest of the story is known: in Modern Greek the prepositional dative has been
replaced by the accusative. For the function of attribution (ind. obj.) the northerly
dialects have selected the accusative; the southerly dialects the genitive, which is stand-
ard modern Demotic which relies on the dialects of the Peloponnese.

But what is the situation in Asia Minor in the second and third centuries, the time
that provides most of our documentation? First, even though most of the collapse
takes place in the singular of the thematic flection, the plural and the other paradigms
are equally affected. Second, the substitutions of the accusative for the dative are on
the whole a minority. They seem to be more frequent in the north than in the south,
where the genitive tends to be substituted. Still, the two types of exchanges (i.e.,
accusative for dative and genitive for dative) occur everywhere.
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The situation in the spoken language is the more difficult to appreciate when we
observe that the dative is still, though with innumerable errors, abundantly present in
literary texts till the end of the millennium (see also ch. 35). The pullulation of devi-
ant uses in the period under consideration allows us to suppose that the dative has
disappeared, even though its various forms are constantly being reintroduced by the
schools and by the standard Attic in use for the highest varieties of the written lan-
guage. We may wonder whether, in order to replace it, language users did not hesitate
between the accusative and the genitive. But there is one region where by virtue of
the multiplication of the errors in this sense one has the impression that the genitive
has already been elected as replacement. This is the Phrygophone area, i.e., the entire
central plateau of Asia Minor. The endings of the obsolete dative seem to be here
nothing other than free variants of those of the genitive.

I have shown elsewhere (Brixhe 1992: 139—40) that whereas the semantic affinities
between the various functions in question certainly did not impede such an evolution,
the process was fueled first and foremost by the phonetic weakening of the endings
involved. Multiple homophonies in the case endings occurred as a consequence of (i)
the weakening of nasal in final position; (ii) the development of a vocalic genitive
singular; and (iii) the closing of /o/ to /u/ in certain regions.

To these observations we may add, first, that Phrygia (where interchange between
the dative and the genitive is very frequent) may well have been one of the epicenters
of the southern triumph of the genitive, in view of the agreement between Greek and
Phrygian on points (i) and (iii); second, whatever the details of the substitution, the
anthroponymics, the singular, and the thematic declension have apparently played a
major role in the innovation.

In what is no doubt the same development, we can observe from very early onward the
substitution of the normal expression of direction (eig + acc.) for locative expressions (év +
dat.). In the modern language, it is known, verbs for “staying” and for “going” share the
same prepositional phrase, an avatar of eig + acc. (giuon/éoyxouon omv ok “I am/go in
(into) the city.” This neutralization was the more easily tolerated in that with an opposition
“staying/going” the semantic opposition between direction and location is already given
with the lexical meaning of the verb. Hence it can seem redundant to have two different
prepositional phrases for place and for direction (the same neutralization takes place in
French and in many other modern languages). Has the Classical expression of the locative
prepositional phrase disappeared from the living spoken language? Naturally, it frequently
occurs in the written standard. Maintained in the schools, it is found frequently and for a
long time to come (see ch. 35), often in hypercorrect fashion as expression of direction,
which is proof of its elimination from the spoken language.

Pronouns
Here, too, the discussion will be limited to general tendencies.
a)  The anaphoric tov, tov, etc. (Brixhe 1987a: 80). The stem atrs-, traditionally

always accented, was split into an accented form (atrtds, ovtév, avtod) for the expres-
sion of identity and “ipseity,” and an unaccented anaphoric form (aUtév, arrot) which
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is frequently reduced in our texts to &tdv, dtov (see above, “Phonology” under
“Vowels”).

In order to create between these two an opposition similar to that between €ué and
ue, the language mutilates the unaccented form to arrive at the modern contrast
between avtdc/outév/ontod . . . (deictic) and tov/tov . . . (anaphoric). In the second and
third century cE this pair is already present in the language of at least part of the
population, as indicated by the sporadic appearance of the truncated unaccented form,
e.g., 6 avijo g “the husband of-her” (SW. Phryg.) or £&m1 w0 fijuc tov “on the pedestal
of-his” (E. Lyd.). When would its generalization have been completed?

b)  The reflexive pronoun (Brixhe 1987a: 80-2). The singular remained relatively
unaffected by the phonetic evolution, but the plural naturally suffered from the con-
fusion between Mudg ortovg and VUGS aVTOUG.

The written standard remains faithful to the Classical norm, and in spite of the
aforementioned confusion we may assume that the same was true of the spoken lan-
guage of the elite. But the departures from this norm are so numerous, in particular
in southern Asia Minor, that to all appearances the spoken language had already found
a new equilibrium: to judge from innumerable attestations, éovto- (é0t6-) became the
sole reflexive pronoun for the three grammatical persons, both in sg. and in pl. Telling
examples are émoinoa tavtd “I have made for myself” (Cilic.) and xateorevdoouey ...
gowtolg “we have prepared . . . for ourselves” (Lyc.).

The language thus economizes on person, which is in any case already expressed
by the verb. Eventually the language will reintroduce the reference to grammati-
cal person; hence Mod. Gk tov gautot pov “of/for me,” tov eavtov cov “of/for
you,” etc.

¢) Expression of possession (Brixhe 1987a: 82—4). Even though the continuous
teaching of the Classical system is attested with numerous examples, it is evident that
in the spoken language the modern situation has already been reached: whether or
not the possession is reflexive, it is expressed with the genitive of the postposed non-
reflexive personal pronoun: pov, cov, attod (atod, ToT, etc.), e.g., Enonoo EHavTd . . Xl
M) yuvewrel pov “I have made for myself . . . and my wife” (Pontus); éxdounoev tiv
untéoa owtod “he has paid the funereal honors to his mother” (Lycaon.).

This expression of possession is often in competition with the adjective idiog (ti) idiot
yuvouxi, Pontus), which is sometimes combined with the genitive of the personal pronoun,
e.g., Toig idlog oo dmehevvEgols “for his (own) freedmen” (Pamph.). Would this be the
ancestor of the modern idiom o (1)8tx6g pov (oov, Tov) “the . . . of mine/yours/his”?

d)  The relative pronoun. 8g, 1|, 6 remain the norm. Note simply the occasional
use of the definite article as relative pronoun, e.g., 310 t© Gudotua t €rxoinoav
“because of the error that they had made” (E. Lyd.). This use is of course ancient
and recurrent; it originates in the functional parallelism between the restrictive
relative clause and epithetic adjective: ¢ podntig 6 omovdaiog ~ 6 padnrtig ¢
omovdaidg £0TLV.

Note also the success, in Phrygia in particular, of the use oftig as indefinite relative
pronoun: tig &v ToUTw NEHW ®axiv xEQa TEOToioL (XeToa Toooioet) “whoever will put
a hostile hand to this heroon.” The usage is ancient, but has always remained infre-
quent (for its origins, see Brixhe 1987a: 84).
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Verbal morphology

In this sector, too, the upheaval caused by phonetic change has at times had decisive
syntactic consequences.

a)  Leveling of paradigms. Conforming to its sense, the verb “be” is given medio-
passive endings, e.g., eluat. The athematic —wu verbs are aligned with the thematic
conjugation in -w, which by now is the only one that is productive: ttdew (= tdévau,
E. Lyd.), 8ot (8tdn, from 6tdw = 8tdmwt, Cilic.), dvaotdve (—otdvet, from dvaotdvem =
aviomu, Cilic.), etc.

The thematic aorists of the type elmov are aligned with the sigmatic aorist (¥\voa),
e.g., pehduevog (= dpedduevog, Pontus), dievévravta (= dieveyrdvia, Caria, Capp. ),
anévava (= anédavov, Pisid.), etc. This feature belongs no doubt to the spoken lan-
guage, but the school and the written standard are a conduit for this double flection
as well and we frequently encounter, even in Greece itself, the reverse phenomenon,
the alignment of ¥\voo with eimov, e.g., éxohdoeto (SW. Phryg.) or £otnoov (Lycaon.).
Is this a hypercorrection confined to the written language? Can it appear in the spo-
ken language?

b) Non-declinable participle in gestation. Fluctuations that can be observed
regionally indicate that the language is on its way toward an indeclinable participle
with invariant form: in Cilicia, the nom. sg. masc. diagpéowv occasionally modifies
U1jxn or omporodijxn. In Cilicia again as in Isauria and Phrygia the form duagpégovra,
formally acc. masc. sg. or nom.-acc. n. pl., is occasionally epithet to 9run, couatodrxn,
or wvijua. Literary examples of this feature are attested later as well.

These hesitations are a prelude to the situation in standard Modern Greek: one
single form in —ovtag, indeclinable, no doubt an ancient nom. masc. sg. modeled on
the acc. masc. sg. in—ovta, as moTéQag is to motéQa(Vv).

¢)  Weakening of the augment. The augment of the verb begins to stop being an
grammatically obligatory feature of verbs in the past tense, ¢.g., ®éounoe (W. Phryg.).
But since it continued to be taught, we can expect to encounter hypercorrect forma-
tions in compound verbs such as amexatéomoev (Gal.). In standard Modern Greek,
augment has been eliminated when it is unaccented.

d) Optative (Brixhe 1987a: 88-9). The optative’s functional weaknesses have
over the years been exacerbated by the phonetic changes. It certainly still belongs to
the standard language, but has gone out of use in the spoken language; in private
communication it is used in some fixed formulae only, such as wishes in the 3 sg. and
pl., most often in imprecations directed to possible grave robbers, e.g., Almotto,
negurtéoouto, etc. (Phryg.), ui yij ul) ddhaca xagmodg doin “may neither land nor sea
carry fruit” (Pontus); at times competition with the subjunctive also occurs, e.g., el d¢
TG AVUEL (= avoiEel), Toladta tdoy (for aol) “If anyone opens <this>, may he suffer
such things” (zbid).

¢) Subjunctive, futurve, and aspect (Brixhe 1987a: 8§9-94;2001: 106-7). When we
remind ourselves that vowels are from now on isochrone, that EI and H indifferently
note /4/, and that the oppositions /¢ ~i/and /o ~u/ are frequently neutralized with the
archiphonemes /I/ and /U/, we can readily understand why in regular verbs the
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present indicative and subjunctive, future indicative and subjunctive aorist are for-
mally confounded, with a whole series of linguistic and graphemic consequences. In
the present, mood is not included anymore in the verbal form, but determined by the
syntactic environment (as in Modern Greek, where dévo “I bind” is ind., subj., or
fut., according to the presence of the prefixes &, vd, or ¥d, resp. and the negations
O€[v] or uf[v].

Hence:

a) use of the written form of the indicative where the subjunctive is expected, e.g.,
tvor un Aoet, tva Movtow (E. Lyd.);

b) when confusion between fut. and subj. aor. was excluded, the two forms become
free variants of one another, e.g., tig &v mpoooioeL (or variants, for —evéyxy,
Phryg.), oriva . . . yevijoeton (for yévnton) 1) otijddn (E. Lyd.);

¢) in the aorist, indicative and subjunctive naturally remain distinct, as they are in
Modern Greek (e.g., €deoa vs [vd] 6éow).

In short, from now on verbal forms are not in and of themselves indicative anymore
of mood.

Beyond ovthography

The language of certain documents, from southwest Phrygia for example, has often
been characterized as “barbaric” (Brixhe 1987b: 49-50). Such a judgment is purely
philological and does not look beyond mere orthography. A form like moétvyel (which
in any case has not been understood correctly) is a “barbarism” only for modern cor-
rectors of Greek grammatical forms; in light of the above review of phonetic changes,
the form is revealed as émewoétuye, with aphaeresis (cf. Mod. Gk pépa < nuépa) or
inverse elision (after t xmE{ =10 ywotov) and the closing of /¢/to /i/ (Brixhe 1987b:
52, 54, 72). Anuévnoo “I have forgotten” is no more than the first attestation of
modern Mouove (the replacement of havddvopar), with local reduction of -sm- to
-m- (ibid. 57, 61, 73). And éEovmhdouov for éEeunidoiov (Lat. exemplarium) is a
Phrygian monstrosity only when we ignore £€Eounmhov in Hesychius and éEovmhdoiv
(-wov) attested in an Egyptian papyrus: our form probably represents a variant of fairly
wide distribution (ibid. 56).

The scribes of our documents, in fact, spoke a living Greek, whose differences with
the Classical language were in agreement with the general evolution of the language in
other hellenophone regions, with some local particularities (on which, see below).
They simply did not master a set of orthographical conventions that was fixed five or
six centuries before for an altogether different phonetic profile of the language.

If we define a linguistic norm as the total set of rules permitting members of a given
language community to understand each other, then the language of our documents,
even the most modest ones, conforms to the norm. The written and spoken standard
constitutes a kind of “surnorm” which, even if it remains the theoretical target to be
reached, remained inaccessible to the modest scribes and engravers who worked at the
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gates of the necropoles and sanctuaries. The pagan confessions attested from eastern
Lydia to southwest Phrygia (Petzl 1994), dating from the first to the third century
CE, might well be the transcription of oral statements. In “official” settings, speakers
sensing the inadequacy of their language with respect to the “standard,” tend to raise
the level of their speech, entering in registers they do not master. The result is broken
speech in pathological syntax that has nothing to do with the natural development of
the language. (We may think in the modern context of humble witnesses to an acci-
dent who are handed a microphone for them to give their version of what happened.)
In a phrase like tvo undéve €E0v elvan wite moketv wite Umodrinny tidewy “so that it is not
permitted to anybody either to sell (the goods) nor to mortgage them,” tvo + infini-
tive cannot be treated as a legitimate linguistic development: this is an occasional
formula which is linked to the conditions of its utterance and will have no future
(other examples in Brixhe 2001: 113-16).

A Heterogeneous Linguistic Area

This Koine, evolving in Asia Minor along the same lines as in other parts of the Greek
world, has spread over a vast, linguistically heterogeneous territory where Greek dia-
lects as well as non-Greek languages were spoken. In addition to social variation,
normal in any community, there were without fail here and there local variations
which lent to the common language a local coloration.

Koine and Greek dialects

a) Koine and Asiatic Aeolic. In the beginning of the Christian era we can observe
in the Aeolid, i.e., the area between the Caicos and Hermos rivers, a written revival of
the dialect. We do not know when this dialect definitively disappeared from the spo-
ken language. The resurgence in any case seems artificial: as manifestation of identity,
it originates in the upper classes and is based, not on a living dialect, but on the epi-
graphical tradition or on the language of Aeolic lyric (Sappho and Alcaceus), see Hodot
1990: 19-20; 20-3. Acolic does not seem to have any influence on the Koize of the
region in the imperial period, at least in the written language.

b)  The Koine of the Pontic region (Brixhe 1987a: 109). Looking over the Pontic
inscriptions of the beginning of the Christian era, one is struck by two features:
(1) there is very little exchange between the letter H and the graphemes for /7/,
(I, EL . .); instead, H tends to be substituted for E or Al, e.g., év0adn, xatdxi,
nATARLVIN (= —xELTOL, -®ELVTOL), TTEVTT, AdfApLa, etc; (i1) whereas elsewhere the final
nasal is often eliminated (see above), in the Pontic region it is very frequently
explicitly written. In one case (the region of Amasia) it is even strengthened by a
supporting final vowel, e.g., éotepéoeve (= éotéonoev). This is the more remarkable
since the nasal in question is n-mobile. The strengthening in question is also visible
in numerous final nasals in the modern language in the third person plural endings
in —ovv(e) and —av(e).



Linguistic Diversity in Asia Minor 245

We have seen that with the exception of Heracleia all of the coast had been colonized
by the Ionians, who took their dialect there. It is this dialect very likely that colors the
Koine of the region by communicating the two particularities just mentioned, which
can be supposed to have touched the Heracleia district (BE 1996: 436).

¢) The Koine of Pamphylia. The originality of the dialect of Pamphylia and its
various components is known (see most recently Brixhe 2006b: 31-5). It is very
likely that at the very beginning of the Christian era it was still spoken by part of the
population. In the written records its influence on the Koine is apparent only in
personal onomastics, ¢.g., fluctuations between 0 and @ in IMagopovorovés with
respect to Iladapovoiavds /-vij (Termessos, Pisid., territory adjacent to the
Pamphylian plain: Brixhe 1976: 83); traces of /w/ become /v/ and now written as
B: Aprdmorovii (Termessos; cf. dialectal AtFiddpovg, ibid: 137), Kopfaiis, Zwpaiinas,
ZwPpahina, Zdparog/Z6parog, Zoparinwv (< ZwfF(o)-, Termessos, Pamph., Egypt for the
Pamphylians: Brixhe and Hodot 1988: 200-1).

Koine and non-Greek languages (except Latin)

Competition for the Greek Koine essentially comes, not from the Greek dialects, but
from the numerous languages found throughout the region. See also the parallel dis-
cussion in Ch. 15.

The Thracians, who occupied the southern coast of the Propontis and of the Black
Sea all the way to Heracleia and beyond, have not left any linguistic traces other than
onomastic (see below).

The Persian diaspora resulting from erstwhile Achaemenid domination of the region
seems to have been assimilated under the diadochs. Its memory nevertheless persisted
until the imperial period, with the cult (very much alive in Lydia) of the goddess
Anahita, Gr. Avaertig, who was assimilated with Magna Mater and Artemis. In the late
Empire an epitaph from southwest Phrygia still evokes “the gods of the Hellenes and
Persians.” The descendants certainly kept the memory of their origins (hence the
frequent Persian anthroponyms throughout Lydia, Caria, Phrygia, and Kibyratis: see
Robert 2007: 348-53; 650-65), but they probably did not speak the language of
their ancestors anymore.

Lycian inscriptions more recent than the fourth century BCe have not been found,
but survival of the language until the imperial period is not impossible. The persist-
ence of double forms, one being the translation of the other, might be a sign in this
regard: at Aperlai and Kyaneai, in Egmdaon 1) ol Zagnndovig the second name is the
Greek translation of the first, indigenous, one (Schiirr 2007: 36-7).

According to ancient sources (see Brixhe 1987a: 11), Mysian, Isaurian, and
Lycaonian would have survived until the sixth century ck, an unverifiable assertion in
the absence of any documents. Jerome (331-420 ck) informs us that in his time Gallic
was still spoken by the Galatians, a suspect testimony according to Lambert 1994: 10.
They may have retained for a long time a sense of their ethnic identity (Brixhe 2002:
252), but linguistically they have left us only anthroponyms. Culturally engulfed, first
by the Greeks, then by the Romans, the literate members of the population had
apparently long abandoned their ancestral language in favor of Greek.
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In fact, the only two languages that have left written documents that can be attrib-
uted to the imperial period are Pisidian and Phrygian, dominated languages that have
found refuge in the cemeteries.

All the inscriptions in Pisidian (a post-Luwian language) have been found at or in
close proximity of the Eurymedon: about 40 epitaphs already published and a number
of unpublished texts yielded by the territory of Timbriada (southeast of Lake Egridir)
and written in the Greek alphabet of the time (latest review of the corpus in Brixhe
and Ozsait 2001: 175; the latest general study of the language is Brixhe 1988a).

Neo-Phrygian is attested in about 120 epitaphs ranging from the end of the first
century to the middle of the third century ck. A little over half of them are bilingual.
These texts, too, are written in the Greek alphabet of the day and all of them, with some
exceptions, represent imprecations with respect to looters (Brixhe 2002: 248). They are
confined to the central plateau (Brixhe 1993a: 328) and thus cover an area much more
restricted than the territory that has yielded Paleo-Phrygian documents (ibid. 325).
This is probably a sign of the contraction of the Phrygophone population.

Documented indigenous language in the imperial period, then, is rare. Still, in spite
of a relative scarcity of sources it is likely that outside the old Greek territories on the
Aegean coast numerous epichoric languages continued to be spoken. In the cities of
central Asia Minor bilingualism must have been the norm, as opposed to a non-Greek
monolingualism in the countryside.

Such bilingualism surfaces at times, as in the following imprecation which starts
with a Greek protasis and ends with a Phrygian apodosis:

Og GV TOUT® TG UVNUETW ROKMDG TTQOOTOOEL . . . , UE OEMS KE CEUEAMS KE TL TETLRUEVOS ELTOV.

Whoever damages this monument . . ., will be marked with infamy with both gods and men.

In a Pisidian epitaph the indigenous names have Pisidian inflection, whereas the other
(Greek or Roman) names have Greek inflection, e.g., Myvi Titov “Meni, son of Titos”
(Lat. Titus) and conversely Néueows Mnvig “Nemesis, daughter of Meni” (Brixhe and
Vottéro 2004: 13-17).

But the cohabitation of Greek with the indigenous languages is most manifest in the
coloring that the spoken language undergoes. A case in point is the absence of aspirated
stops in the indigenous languages, whatever their origin. When speaking Greek, the
lower strata of the population assimilated the Greek aspirated occlusive stops (that had
become fricatives, see above) to their own voiceless stops. In their writing, T and ©, IT
and @, K and X become interchangeable graphemes for /2/, /p/, and /k/, resp. This
feature is widespread in Phrygia (e.g., énoMveioorto = énoltetoaro or ¥fg = Tiig), and
also in Isauria (e.g., amehitpoL = dmeleilegol), in Lycaonia (e.g., xotdyite = —xerton), and
in Cilicia (e.g., tijxn for Ofun), etc. These spellings naturally also affect names of Latin
origin, e.g., ®oeiwda for Primilla and, conversely, Ilgoviivov for Frontini
(E. Phryg.). For general discussion, see Brixhe 1987a: 110-13; 157. The same phenom-
enon is found in Egypt and in the language of strangers in Aristophanes.

If there is a region where the impact of the indigenous language on the Greek
Koine was most visible, this must be Phrygia. Phrygian was an Indo-European
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language, belonging to the same prehistorical cluster as Greek (and Thracian). The
local aristocracy certainly spoke and wrote in the same standard language as else-
where, as shows in the public documents, but in texts from the private sphere we can
observe much interference with the local language in addition to the phonetic feature
just mentioned. Some remarkable cases include:

e Metathesis of » and /, particularly frequently in E. Phryg., e.g., Otogehovév for
Valerianum,

e reduction of st to ¢ word-internally or word-initially in sandhi, e.g., dvémoa or &i
(= eig) Tov Vedv;

e prothesis, relatively rare in Asia Minor, but particularly abundant in Phrygia and in
the adjacent areas, e.g., ionjAny, iomovdaodviwv (E Phryg.);

e substitution of mog,/moo- for mEGg,/mEoo-, no doubt because of the existence in
Phrygian of a preposition/preverb mog,/moo- which was functionally identical, e.g.,
mootelpov, ToodEet, tég (SW. Phryg.), mooaudom (E. Lyd., a zone with a partially
Phrygian population);

e adoption of vocabulary of Phrygian origin: t Pévvog “association of faithful,”
0 Pérog “bread,” and 6 dotuog “religious association.”

At times, the variation seems to be stimulated as well by the genetic proximity of
the two languages and by convergence phenomena: the closing of middle vowels and
the elimination of final nasal in both Greek and Phrygian entails in provincial Kozne a
very high frequency of the confusion of the dative and the genitive and sometimes the
accusative (see above).

The distance between the lowest and the highest registers was incontestably very
considerable and we have to speak at least of diglossia. But in view of the sheer number
of variations we may wonder whether we are not in fact dealing with a separate dialect.
This would be one of the first neo-Greek dialects born from the diversification of the
Koine. The dialect would have been eliminated during the disruptive migrations caused
by the Arab incursions of the seventh century ck, and later by the Seljukian invasions of
the eleventh and twelfth centuries g (Brixhe 1987a: 110-16, 158;2002: 259-63).

Greek and Latin

The last actor to arrive on the linguistic scene is of course Latin. Since the Romans
placed the burden of their domination on the local ruling classes (see also ch. 19), the
language of power in Asia Minor, for Greek and non-Greek speakers alike, remained
Greek. Greek was also the language of a culture manifested in prestigious centers like
Ephesos, Nicaea, Nicomedia, or Tarsus.

Latin has yielded written documents only in the cities. Documents deriving from
the highest authorities in the Roman Empire arrived from Rome in Latin and were
translated into Greek by the provincial chancelleries. Governors and high officials
certainly addressed the cities in Latin, and city officials honored the emperors, gover-
nors, and their benefactors in Latin till the fourth century ck. In that same period the
colonies used Latin for their official documents as symbol of their status and reminder
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of their privileges. The private documents of the colonists, on the other hand, were
frequently in Greek from the second century ct onwards. See Kearsly and Evans 2001
for the decreasing number of bilingual epitaphs and funerary honors. There is general
discussion of the question in Levick 1967: 130ft.

Still, in Asia Minor, as in all eastern regions of the empire, Latin was at least partially
the language of administration and law, and almost exclusively of the military. Its pres-
ence did not fail to leave traces in Greek. Sometimes the Latin feature is structurally
unimportant and would not have a future:

2) Roman realities can be designated through insertion of transliterated Latin syn-
tagms into Greek text, as in an inscription from Attaleia honoring a Roman citi-
zen who was xovortogovigouu oULEQOUU ROVQOVIGQOVW (quattuorvirum viarum
curandarum, Brixhe and Vottéro 2004: 33; Brixhe 2007c: 906);

b) Name of tribe frequently in the dative in Greek, modeled on the Latin ablative,
e.g., Kvpeiva, Zafotiva, etc. (Brixhe and Vottéro 2004: 34; Brixhe 2007c:
906);

¢) Sporadic use of the “dative absolute,
(Brixhe 2007c: 906-7).

”

in response to Latin ablative absolute

In view of the institutional differences between the Greek and Roman worlds the
arca most affected is the lexicon, with at times durable consequences (see also ch. 19);
some frequent possibilities:

a) Periphrasis: ol toeig 6vOoes = triumvivi ( Res gestae);

b) New sense to an old Greek word: Umatog “most elevated” (adj.), hence 6 tmortog
“the consul”;

¢) Calque: davdpeg, dvavdola for dunmviri/dunmviratus (Pisid.); ixavonowd for
satisfucere (E. Lyd.); on the model of the couple consul/proconsul the couple
tratog/dvdvmatog is created.

Some of these innovations (e.g., new word [ixovomol®d] or new sense [0 Umatog])
subsist in the modern Greek lexicon. Better still, the designation of Roman promag-
istrates with a compound with the prefix évti- has created a process that is still pro-
ductive in all sectors of public life, the naming of officials of lower rank, e.g.,
énitpomog “commissioner,” AQvieni{tQomog “assistant commissioner,” see Brixhe
2007c: 908-9.

Two traits confirm that the influence of Latin on Greek has been more profound
than would seem at first sight.

@) In southern Pisidia, Isauria, eastern Pamphylia and western Rough Cilicia,
a derivation in -tovég/—avi| (Lat. -ianus/-iana) was used as patronymic adjective,
e.g., Avprihog Mavdpuavdg Aoyyeivog “Aurelios Longinos, son of Mandros,” Avgniio
Kuhhopauwtavi) Ewm “Aurelia Eie, daughter of Killaram6s” (Pamph.). Note that this
adjective occupies precisely the filiation slot in the Roman onomastic formula, see
Brixhe 1996: 700; BE 1994: 599 and 2002: 444, 446.
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b) This practice, geographically limited in any case, would not have a future.
This is different for the Lat. suffix —arius/-Gouog, in competition with autoch-
thonous -ag for the names of crafts and professions, e.g., xavvopdorog “hemp worker”
(Brixhe 1987a: 107). The suffix has survived till the modern language (Triantaphyllidis
1941: 131).

Note that with respect to the features briefly reviewed here Greek behaves with
regard to Latin in the same way as elsewhere; the vocabulary of the lowest strata of
the population was never affected.

Onomastics

Asia Minor has always been a zone of encounter and passage. Personal onomastics and
toponymy are faithful to this tormented past.

Toponymy

Every new resident people and (since masters like to arrogate the privilege of naming)
every new hegemony or dynasty, has left its mark on the toponymy of the region
(Calder and Bean 1958; see also ch. 15).

a) Pre-Hittito-Luwian and Hittito-Luwian toponyms: I1égyn, Zihvov, Aomevdog
(Pamph.), Graga, Agixravda, [ivaga (Lyc.), Adava (Cilic.), etc. Some of these, hel-
lenized, have entered very early in the Greek cultural universe, no doubt toward the
end of the second millennium BCE: Mikntog (Milawanda/-wata in the Luwian hiero-
glyphs), "Egecog (Apasa), Thov (Wilusa). The abundance of ethnic adjectives in
-Nvég,/—avig probably also goes back to the Hittito-Luwian stratum.

b)  Phrygian toponyms: T'6pdiov, Kotwaerov, Midaegiov (on the Hittito-Luwian and
Phrygian toponyms, see Zgusta 1984);

¢) Greek toponyms. On the coast the following names go back to the very first
colonizations: Zudgva, Hodxheia, ToomeCots, etc. Inland we find toponyms deriving
from the Macedonian invasion: the various Avudygta, Attdheio, AQowvon, AovdireLa,
and Ztpatovireioy

d) Latin toponyms, e.g., the various Kowodewa, Zefaoty (Aungusta), and
Khavdiémoitg. These are usually not the names of new foundations but the Latin
substitutes for earlier names (e.g., Kawodpeio for Mafaxo or IMoummiémohg for
Z06hoL).

¢) Hydronymy is entirely free of Latin influence and offers the same mix of Greek
and Anatolian names (tentative classification in Tischler 1977: 153-78). Of the four
great rivers of Asia Minor two have Anatolian names (Maiovdgog and Zayydoiog) and
two Greek (Alvg and Toug). It is not always easy to distinguish between an authentic
Greek name and the hellenization of an indigenous hydronym; for example, we now



250 Claude Brixhe

know that Kéotpog (Pisid. /Pamph.), previously thought to be Greek (Tischler 1977:
78), is the avatar of Hittito-Luwian Kastrayas.

Awnthroponymy

It is not surprising that personal names essentially reflect the Greek and Roman
hegemonies.

Statistics based on the available text corpora show that even in the most remote
regions the percentage of Latin anthroponyms often is situated between 25 and 30
percent, for example, in Kibyra, Laodicea-on-Lycus, or Tyana.* The Roman naming
convention of the tria nomina appears very early, the bearers being either native
Italians or “naturalized” Greco-indigenous citizens. After the granting of citizenship
to all the inhabitants of the empire (212 ce) Avgihog appears everywhere. The new
Roman citizen’s usual name (Greek or indigenous) supplies the cognomen, e.g.,
Map(#og) Avp(1ilog) Adnvédmeog (Pisid.).

As we have seen (see also ch. 19), in exerting their power through the hellenophone
clites the Romans effectively achieved the hellenization of Asia Minor. As a conse-
quence, Greek names are almost everywhere an overwhelming majority. In the zones
that yield the pagan confessions mentioned earlier (see Petzl 1994), whose Greek has
often been considered barbaric, more than 85 percent of the names attested are Greek.
The percentage is rarely lower than 60 percent (e.g., 57 percent in Tyana).

Hence the fact that indigenous anthroponymy, even though rich and varied, rarely
represents more than ten percent of the onomastic stock of a community. Zgusta (1964a:
539-58) allows us to identify the zones where it resisted most: Caria (with its //-/d fluc-
tuation; e.g., 'oowhhog/Yoowrdog), Lyd., Phryg., Lyc., Pisid., Isaur., and Lycaon.

In the imperial period, Hittito-Luwian Asia Minor of the second millennium BCE is
represented by names of two types.

e Names only used among intimates (Lallnamen in German), such as Ba(g), Na(g),
APa(s), Ava(g), etc. (typology in Laroche 1966: 241-3). This practice is universal,
but was always favored by the Anatolians, sometimes even infiltrating the old Greek
territories;

e Names with specifically Anatolian roots. Zgusta (1964b) studies some of these,
with maps illustrating their geographical distribution: for example, there are the
names produced by Tarbu(nt) “the Victorious One” (the Hittite storm and
weather god): Tagrovdoag, Tooxovdag, Tegrovdag, etc.; the names containing the
element muwa- “force, vigor” ([-]uoag, [-Juwvag, [-]Juovag, [-]uve, [-Juws in our
Greek texts, e.g., Kidpauovag); and names with zizi- “man” (—ontog, —ottag in the
Greek texts., ¢.g., Muwpaontog), see Houwink ten Cate 1961: 125-8;166-9;171-2;
Zgusta 1964b: §§ 13,17, 23. All of these are concentrated in Southern Asia Minor
and virtually absent in the West (except for Caria) and the North.

Through the centuries other actors have appeared on the stage and left their traces.
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a) The Phrygians, who borrowed the Lalinamen from the peoples they subjugated,
but have transmitted some specific names, e.g., Egvvn/Eevva or Ipov (gen.
Inevog, dat. Tuevi);

b) The Persians, with names such as Agoaxng, Agromatng, or Muigng (Lyd., Caria,
Kibyratid), see Robert 2007: 352-3;

¢) The Thracians, in particular on the south shore of the Propontis, around
Kyzikos;

d) The Galatians, very modestly represented with names attested in Ancyra till the
lands bordering Kyzikos (see BE 1987: 368 and Brixhe 1993a: 336 and n 51).

We see, then, that personal onomastics perfectly reflects the history of the region,
illustrating the consequences of the various interventions.

Conclusions

The linguistic strata that had accumulated since the second millennium BCE, most of
which were still active during the imperial period, as substrates or adstrates, have cer-
tainly given Asia Minor, its inner regions in particular, an original and variegated lin-
guistic profile. In rural regions non-Greek monolingualism was no doubt the norm
from which few individuals were able to escape; those who did, for example, were
those whose land yielded an agricultural surplus and who consequently needed to
know a little Greek in order to be able to sell their wares in the city, where a situation
of bilingualism was constantly being fed by the surrounding countryside.

We have seen the extent of the differences setting apart the various registers of the
Koine. At the top of the social pyramid there was an elite whose language, at least in
official contexts, attained the Attic standard in its morphology and syntax. At the bot-
tom we encounter indigenous populations who naturally had acquired all the low
variations of the language — treated in this chapter as its “natural” development —
which were to form the basis of modern Demotic. Variations engendered by the local
speech were possible, which as we saw could accumulate so as to authorize at times
the use of the term “dialect.”

But not all the regions have been equally well documented, and we have no access to
spoken language but through written texts. This means that we are completely in the
dark as to the speech of those who did not have access to writing. We have to be aware,
then, that the picture presented in this chapter is necessarily imprecise and incomplete.

FURTHER READING

Numerous collections of inscriptions, by city or by region, are available today. City-based collec-
tions are related to the great excavations of which some are old (Pergamum, Magnesia of the
Maeander), others constantly being completed (Miletus, Ephesos); region-based collections are
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published in series in a perpetual state of expansion: TAM, and MAMA, with essentially regionally
oriented bibliographies. The IK series, on the other hand, has predominantly city-based bibli-
ographies. The language evidenced by the inscriptions is studied by Brixhe 1987a; see also the
numerous remarks in BE since 1989, in the section “Asic Mineure.”

NOTES

See Brixhe 1987a: 46-61.

See Brixhe 1987a: 31-46.

See Brixhe 1987a: 63-102.

Note that this percentage applies to onomastic stock in a community, not to the number of
individuals.
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CHAPTER SEVENTEEN

Greek in Egypt

Sofia Torallas Tovar

The aim of this chapter is to analyze the Greek language spoken and written by the
Greek inhabitants of Egypt during the Greco-Roman period, mainly through the
source material provided by the papyri. In ch. 5 the difficulties and advantages of
working with papyri as a source for the Greek language have been outlined; ch. 16
treats in depth the characteristics of the variety of Greek spoken generally in the
Mediterranean in the Hellenistic period, including thus Egypt. Since these two impor-
tant aspects have already been discussed elsewhere in this volume, I will consider here
some aspects pertinent to Egypt only and to the texts provided by Egyptian sources.

Definition of Egyptian Greek

Egyptian Greek is, broadly speaking, the dialectal variety of Koine spoken in Egypt in
Greco-Roman times, attested not only in literature written in Egypt but also, and
mainly, in the documents written on papyrus during this period. This corpus cannot
be analyzed as a whole, however, since there are important factors that play a role in
the development and diversification of Greek in Egypt. I take as a model the study of
the diversification of Vulgar Latin, partly due to bilingualism (Tovar 1964).

Demotic and Coptic are the two “stages” of the Egyptian language as it came in
contact with Greek during the Greco-Roman period. The terms define both a stage
of the language and a particular writing system. Demotic was used during the period
650 BCE to 400 ce. Coptic script is an adaptation of the Greek alphabet to record the
Egyptian language during the Christian era.

The sources

The Egyptian variety of Greek was probably most patent in the spoken language that
has obviously not been preserved. The few traces in the written sources are difficult to
assess, since — and here comes the intervention of the sociolinguistic problem — it is
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impossible to know who the writer behind each document is, how deep his linguistic
skills are, and what his level of bilingualism is. One cannot study a language but through
its speakers, and the speakers of Greco-Roman Egypt were not a uniform group.

The best way to chart the linguistic situation in Greco-Roman Egypt would have
been the interviewing of'its speakers, as field workers do in modern linguistic research.
The closest we can get to that unattainable ideal is through distilling from the writ-
ten sources the pertinent peculiarities of expression (see Langslow 2002: 23-51).
The first problem we are faced with here is the higher register found in many written
texts (see also ch. 16; on register, see ch. 20) and in general the requirements of writ-
ing as a medium. Simply put, writing conceals most vernacular traits of language
(Versteegh 2002: 57-66). This is true not only for literary texts, but also for private
and public documents: official documents and even some private texts are often
expressed in formulary language. It is also important to note that literacy brings a
more conscious and attentive approach to language, since it is conducive to the crea-
tion of standard usage and tends to avoid code mixing, which is more typical of
popular linguistic registers. Of the sources mentioned, the papyri and ostraka are
without doubt the richest and most direct source for our survey. The evolution and
characteristics of the sociolinguistic situation can be surveyed through accurate anal-
ysis of these documents: a choice of language, orthographic mistakes, popular or
vulgar expressions are the only trace of the linguistic behavior of the speakers, mem-
bers of a society which spoke at least two majority languages and wrote in different
graphic systems.

One has also to consider that access to literacy and education in general was limited
to a small portion of the population, and written texts are a testimony only for that
limited group. The illiterate probably mixed languages more vividly. Another limita-
tion is the fact that we cannot identify the speaker through the preserved testimonies.
It is impossible to know whether the author of a text was mainly a speaker of Greek
or of Egyptian, whether he was literate or illiterate, or whether he was using an inter-
preter. Onomastics are of little help in assessing the ethnic or linguistic origin of the
writer, since names of different origins often appear in the same family; moreover,
many men used double names, an Egyptian one at home and a Greek one in public
(Choat 2006: 51-6). In spite of all these limitations, the papyri and ostraka of Greco-
Roman Egypt are the only source that can help us understand an extremely complex
linguistic situation.

Greeks in Egypt

A historical survey of the contact and presence of Greeks in Egypt has to start very
early, in a period for which our written sources provide scant evidence. We know of
the presence of Greeks in the land of the Nile before the Classical period. From the
seventh century BCE, intense commercial activity in the Mediterranean brought many
Greek sailors, traders, pirates, and travelers to the coasts of Egypt. The linguistic situ-
ation is that of discontinuous and sporadic contact, which produced minor interfer-
ence, perceptible only in a few loanwords adopted to name new realities (Torallas
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Tovar 2004a; 2004b). As a result of this contact, Naukratis was founded in 650 BCE
by Milesian traders. It would be extremely interesting to study the linguistic situation
of Naukratis, where Greek merchants from all origins lived in close contact with
Egyptians. It is very likely that merchants developed some kind of “pidgin” to under-
stand each other, which unfortunately is not attested in any written source.

But real and permanent contact of the two populations did start early in the seventh
century. The first Greek community in Egypt is described by Herodotus (2.153—4;
163; see also Diod. Sic. 1.66.12). During the seventh century the Egyptian armies
extensively recruited foreign mercenaries (see also ch. 15). Herodotus reports that
the pharaoh Psammetichos I (663-609 BcE) settled the Greek and Carian mercenaries
of his army in camps near Pelusium, in the northeastern border of Egypt. These new
settlers adopted the local habits, including language and customs. By the mid-sixth
century, the pharaoh Amasis transferred these communities to Memphis, where they
formed two minority populations: the Hellenomemphites and the Caromemphites
(Cook 1937; Thompson 1988). They preserved their identity under the powerful
influence of Egyptian culture. The Greeks settled in a district named the Hellenion.
They were mostly Ionians, in Demotic the wynn ms n Kmy, “Greek born in Egypt”
(see Swiderek 1961; Goudriaan 1988: 14-21; Boswinkel and Pestman 1982; Monte-
vecchi 2001). As a result of natural contact, intermarriage (émvyouto) between the
Greeks and the Egyptians occurred (cf. Steph. Byz. Ethn. 359).

Shortly before the arrival of Alexander, in the fourth century, there is still some
evidence of the preservation of Greek ways of life or even of the Greek language in
Memphis. In Abusir, near Memphis, in a necropolis dating back to pharaonic times
that was later used in the fourth century Bce (Watzinger 1905), in a typically Greek
burial a scroll was found, probably belonging to one of the members of the
Hellenomemphite community (Wilcken 1917: 149-203, esp. 192). The scroll con-
tained the text of the Persae of Timotheus, the longest fragment preserved by this
poet and the oldest Greek papyrus known to date (P. Berl. inv. 9865; the latest edition
is Hordern 2002). This papyrus had been copied in the first half of the fourth century
and probably not in Egypt. The fact that this papyrus was found here indicates at least
some connection between this community and the Hellenic world (Van Minnen
1997:247-8, 252).

Another document coming from this community is Artemisia’s curse, one of the
oldest examples of “Egyptian Greek” (UPZ 1 = PGM 11 40). The author of the curse
is a woman with a Greek name, though her father’s name is clearly Egyptian, Amasis.
It is written in the Ionian dialect of the fourth century BCE, and was found in the
Serapeum of Memphis. The latest piece of evidence for this community is that of UPZ1
116, where a man named Apinchis, son of Inarous — both Egyptian names — is
described as an Hellenomemphite.

When Alexander arrived in Egypt, the Hellenomemphites were part of Egyptian
society. One would have expected them to have played a key role in the adaptation of
Greeks in Egypt in Hellenistic times, but their isolation from Greek culture was too
evident: they were no longer Greeks. Conversely, the newly arrived Greeks did not
consider themselves simply as “Greeks”; they preserved for some time their local
identities, Macedonian, Rhodian, etc. There was even a tendency to preserve the
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settlers’ original dialect in the first century of the Ptolemaic period (Clarysse 1998).
Interesting evidence for this is provided by Theocritus, who has Syracusan women in
Alexandria claim their right to speak their own dialect:

Zvpoarooialg EmTAooELS.

og €107 zol toTto, Kogiviwon eiugg Gvmdey,

g ®al O BehMepogav. ITehomovvaoloti Aahetueg
Awpiocdewv § EEeott, don®, Tolc AwQLEETOL.

These are women of Syracuse you are bullying. Let me assure you, we trace our descent
back to Corinth, just like Bellerophon. Peloponnesian is what we are talking. Dorians
may, I suppose, be permitted to speak Dorian. (Theoc. Id. 15.90-3)

Soon, however, the ethnonyms were dropped from official documents (see Kramer
1991: 69-70) and all immigrants became a single community of Greeks within a cul-
tural, linguistic, and ethnic melting-pot.

Hellenistic Egypt

The conquest of Alexander initiated a much more complicated period, linguistically
speaking. The Greeks arrived not as a minority integrated in a fully Egyptian society,
but as the dominant section of the population. Even though Demotic Egyptian was
not completely dismissed and was kept in some fields of administration, such as finan-
cial and juridical documents, the invaders introduced the Greek language as the lan-
guage of power and culture (Zgusta 1980; Crespo 2007). It is striking that Ptolemaic
kings and queens of Egypt never even bothered to learn the Egyptian language, with
the exception of Queen Cleopatra VII, whose knowledge of languages was legendary
according to Plutarch (Ant. 27). Polybius (5.83) informs us that Ptolemy IV used an
interpreter when he addressed the Egyptian phalanx of his army. Such small details
offer us a glimpse of the social situation that prevailed during the first period after the
conquest.

The confrontation between natives and Greeks, due at least partly to the resent-
ment produced by the favorable situation enjoyed by the Greeks, could generate
resistance to language mixing. Language is an important sign of ethnic identity, which
is difficult to fake. And in this case Egyptian and Greek were two such signs of identity
standing face to face. The strong position of Greek limited the written production in
the Egyptian language, which already in the first century ct had virtually disappeared
from the administration (Bagnall 1993: 237; Lewis 1993; Depauw 2003). From the
early Roman period onward, Demotic contracts had to present a Greek subscription
in order to be valid, and this brings about an end to Demotic archives. Demotic was
progressively restricted to the temples and the religious sphere.

There are some explanations for the demise of the Demotic script. On the one hand
it has been claimed that it was an extremely complicated system, accessible to only a
reduced part of the population, generally linked to priesthood and administration.
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According to this explanation, the hieroglyphic, and also the Demotic script were
victims of their own complexity (Quaegebeur 1974: 405). On the other hand, the
Roman government imposed the use of Greek in public documents, and this ulti-
mately brought about the downfall of Demotic. The teaching of Demotic writing was
linked to the temple, and not to schools as Greek was (Maehler 1983: 192-7). Bagnall
(1988) has oftered the most convincing explanation for the demise of Demotic, which
he relates to the progressive loss of power and influence of the Egyptian religion. The
temples, together with their staff, celebrations, belongings, and scripts, suffered
increasing decline from the first through the third centuries ck.

The Egyptian language began to be written with alphabetic characters as early as
the first century of our era. But this conversion had a long development: it started
with the transcription of personal names, or prayers on mummy labels (Quaegebeur
1978: 254). Later on, entire texts were transcribed in this alphabetic system derived
from the Greek. These first texts are known as “Old Coptic” (Quaegebeur 1982;
Satzinger 1984) and were used mostly for magical purposes. With the addition of
seven extra Demotic signs for sounds alien to Greek, a new writing system was intro-
duced and tested. Christianity soon adopted the new alphabet for the translation of
the Bible and other Christian writings, as a vehicle of Christianization.

Bilingualism: Society and Language

The interaction of Greeks and Egyptians through the centuries gave birth to a com-
plex and variegated bilingual society. It can be assumed that there were very different
levels of bilingualism depending on the speaker, social extract, education, and contact
with the second language. The understanding of this complex situation benefits from
work on bilingualism in modern linguistics, which suggests patterns observed in mod-
ern societies that can sometimes be applied successfully to ancient societies (useful
studies are Thomason and Kaufmann 1988 and Thomason 2001). In this way, Fewster
(2002) employs the concept of a gradation of bilingual speakers in the modern world
presented by Hoffmann (1991), to which I will return later. Vierros (2003; 2007) has
resort to studies of language attrition and language contact (De Bot and Weltens
1991; Lambert and Freed 1982) in order to explain the language skills of the scribes
of'a group of documents.

There is evidence for bilingualism in Egypt as well as for the activity of translators
(¢ounveic) even before the Prolemaic period (Peremans 1983b; Rochette 1994).
Herodotus (2.154) mentions them in the fifth century BCE and explains that they are
the descendants of the children who learnt Greek from the Hellenomemphites. After
the conquest of Alexander, hellenization proceeded differently along the Nile in urban
and rural areas. The places where mercenaries of the Macedonian army received plots
of land were the first territories with mixed populations, since they attracted workers
from both origins. In those melting-pots, Greeks were Egyptianized,' while Egyptians
were hellenized. Intermarriage (Peremans 1981), commercial transactions, and prox-
imity all ensured a certain level of knowledge of the second language.
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A higher level of bilingualism developed mostly in cities and among the population
of Egyptian origin. In some regions the impact of Greek was less felt. For instance,
Theban Pathyris was an Egyptian-speaking environment. P.Batay. 4 is a second-
century BCE testament where four out of five witnesses are Egyptian and sign in
Egyptian because there are not enough Greek-speaking people in the town (toig
gyxwololg Yoauuoow dud to wi) eivar ¢ml Tdv Témwv totg toovs "EMvas “In local script
because of the fact that an equal number of Greeks is not present in the area” (see
Vandorpe 2002a; Vierros 2003: 720; Youtie 1975). The levels of bilingualism — and
literacy — among the population of Greco-Roman Egypt are difficult to assess. Biling-
ualism should not be understood as a condition of perfect proficiency in two languages
in every sphere of the speaker’s life — this in fact occurs rarely.

In modern societies the following levels of bilingualism have been described: i) at
the basic level stands the monolingual speaker who knows at least a minimum of
expressions in the other language; ii) an immigrant (in the case of Egypt it would,
conversely, be the case of the natives), who learns the elite language just enough to fit
into the social and economic mechanisms; iii) a speaker who has been immersed and
trained since childhood in a second language; iv) a speaker who has parents from dif-
ferent linguistic origins, and who has learned both languages during his upbringing;
v) lastly, a perfect bilingual, who has no difficulty expressing himself in either lan-
guage (Fewster 2002: 237 quoting Hoffmann 1991: 16-17).

The monolinguals existed in both ethnic groups in Egypt. The Greeks in the cities
did not learn Egyptian, but understood some expressions due to proximity (Peremans
1983a: 262 ; Rochette 1996b). There were also Egyptian monolinguals, especially in
the chora, and in the south. The subscriptions and Demotic translations of Greek texts
bear strong indication that many natives remained un-hellenized. An example is P.Oxy.
2.237, a transcript of court proceedings from 133 ck, where the epistrategus Pachonius
Felix needs to use an official translator for the interrogation of a witness (see Youtie
1975: 205). The two categories following can be illustrated with the case of the tax
collectors in Upper Egypt. Their imperfect knowledge of Greek declension indicates
that their use of the language was just enough to report to their superiors (Fewster
2002: 230, 238-9). The Narmouthis texts present a slightly more advanced level of
bilingualism. There is at least an attempt at Greek education. In urban areas, all
Egyptians working in the central administration needed to write and speak Greek at an
advanced level to be able to fulfil their tasks correctly. Some documents illustrate the
proficiency of some scribes in writing the Greek language, but not in an absolutely
perfect way. For example, many first-century CE documents from the Fayum are trans-
lations from Egyptian contracts into Greek that have been made as perfect as possible
(natdr to duvat6v). SB 1.5231 (ce 11) in particular features some terms that have
simply been kept in the original language in Greek characters: Aéyel éuveidmg dpméer
[vo]n[Ge] moopitng . . . vePodm Quo]iit io]ey[Eltov “Amenothes, great one of the
temple, first prophet (?) . . . possessor of purity, master of the lake, master of the lake
Moeris, says.” This can be interpreted as the product of a speaker who knows the sec-
ond language almost perfectly, but lacking some expressions and terms.

The fourth level is that of bilingual speakers coming closer to perfection. Dionysos
in the second century ck, of Egyptian origin, is a competent scribe in both languages
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and scripts (Boswinkel and Pestman 1982). Many civil servants in high positions in
the Greek administration must have had a similar level (Peremans 1983a: 269).

Greek or Demotic as a Second Language

Greek education in schools was not limited to the Greek population in the metropoleis.
It also extended to the Egyptian population, even in the chora. In the Ptolemaic
period learning Greek became a necessity if one wanted to find a place in the econ-
omy. The bilingual population grew, and eventually mixed into the Greek population
(on language and ethnicity, see Bagnall 1993: 203-51). These natives often had a
Greek name beside their own Egyptian name, each of them used in the public and
private sphere respectively (see Quaegebeur 1978: 244; Clarysse 1985). The Fayum
is an example of an area where bilingualism was strongly developed. We have very
interesting philological evidence for this, for example in bilingual contracts of sale,
first written in Demotic and then translated into Greek. There are also Greek docu-
ments featuring subscriptions in Demotic. These examples attest the existence of a
bilingual scribal practice and show that at least a portion of the population made the
effort to learn to write and speak Greek. The production of these scribes is as hetero-
gencous as the levels each one of them reached in their mastery of the language. Some
of the texts unveil the peculiarities of the Greek spoken by the scribes.

Egyptians learning Greek often reached a high level of proficiency and thus many
documents produced by them cannot be distinguished from documents produced by
native speakers of Greek, since one cannot identify divergences from the correct lan-
guage. The signs that would betray an Egyptian scribe are usually orthographic mis-
takes which show an alternative pronunciation influenced by the mother tongue, or
morphological and syntactic mistakes due to a defective knowledge of the language.
The use of the brush (Egyptian) instead of the calamus (Greek) is another important
fact in identifying an Egyptian scribe (on the brush-pen, see also ch. 5).

As an example of Egyptians learning Greek, there is school material in the ostraka
from Medinet Madi, Narmoutis, from the second to third centuries CE, found in a
temple (Bresciani and Pintaudi 1987; Pintaudi and Sijpesteijn 1989; Pernigotti 1998).
The texts, written by Egyptian scribes (Donadoni 1955), are in Demotic and Greek
(see Gallo 1989), often bilingual. These texts also illustrate the phenomenon of code-
switching, where the writer alternates between the two languages either by inserting
words from the other language in his text, or simply by changing from one to the
other. This phenomenon is frequent in spoken language, but very rare in written evi-
dence. In the Narmoutis texts, moreover, there is also “script-switching”: the Egyptian
texts are written in Demotic, running right to left, but in some cases, when a Greek
word is inserted, the direction of the writing changes, since Greek runs left to right.
Mummy labels are one more example of the use of Greek by Egyptian priests. It is
again the sphere of the funerary, deeply linked to religion (Quaegebeur 1978). These
labels often feature bilingual texts. Their minimal content was the name of the deceased,
though often one finds other personal details and even a small funerary prayer to
Osiris. The question whether they were produced by the same scribe or by two different
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ones is not entirely clear. Moreover, these texts are evidence for the study of double
names and how the transcription system worked (Quaegebeur 1974).

The opposite case of Greeks learning Egyptian is rare but not absent. An example
of'a Greek learning Egyptian is that of a mid-second century BCE letter, addressed by
a woman to her son or husband, to congratulate him on his learning to write in
Egyptian characters:

muvdovouévy novlavew og AbyumTie YOGUUOTO. CUVEXGONV 0Ol Xl £UauTi, GTL ViV Ye
TTOQOYEVOUEVOG €ig TV oMV 0LdGEELS TTarpt Pahovfiftl iatporhioTnL Tar waddoLo xot EEelg
€pOdLov eig 1O YToas.

When I heard that you were learning to write Egyptian I rejoiced for your sake and for
mine too, because now, when you move back to the city, you will teach the slaves of the

medical school of Faloubetis, and you will have an income until you are old. (UPZ1.148;
Rémondon 1964)

Despite the uncertainties in the interpretation of this letter, it seems clear that this is the
case of someone who probably belonged to a mixed family or was in fact Greek, and
was learning Egyptian in connection with the study of medicine. Another area in which
Greeks could use Demotic was dream divination, a religious activity.” An example of
this linguistic speciality is a third-century ck letter, in which Ptolemy writes to Achilles
to tell him about his “vision,” introducing his description of the dream saying;:

E00EEV poL xal mEQL TOD 6AUOTog drocagijvai ool, drwg OV TEdmov ol Veol og oidaoLy.
Aiyvurtiott 88 Uméyapa Omtmg axQLP@S idfLe.

It seemed convenient to me to tell you about my dream, in order that you understand
how the gods know you. I have written it below in Egyptian so that you understand it
clearly. (Mitteis and Wilcken 1912: 50)

In spite of the scarcity of the evidence and the uncertainties of the interpretation of
the texts, we can conclude that in Ptolemaic Egypt and during the first centuries of
Roman rule the Egyptian language in Demotic script was actively used in the spheres
of family and religion, especially in the temples, and for activities such as the practice
of medicine and oniromancy, as appears from the two examples (Torallas Tovar 2003;
2005). The native population was hellenized at first according to practical need, but
soon the interaction between both populations created increasingly strong links, and
it is reasonable to suppose that at least a portion of the population was completely
bilingual. Clearly, the lower classes intermarried, giving birth to bilingual families. It
is however difficult to assess their linguistic situation since the lower classes did not
leave as much written evidence.

Some Features of Egyptian Greek
As it has been stated above, written language is always more conservative than spoken

language, and the writer, being more conscious of his linguistic medium, tends to
avoid the interference of a second language. We can safely assume, therefore, that if a
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linguistic interference occurs in written language, it was probably more frequent in
spoken language. Below I list some possible cases of interference of Egyptian with the
Greek text.?

Phonology

Some peculiarities of pronunciation can be traced in orthographical mistakes. The Greek
papyri are in fact a vast source of information, since they provide documents originating
from different social layers and from different levels of alphabetization. There are two
competing trends (the reason why the phenomena are not systematic): i) behind orthog-
raphy lies the pronunciation of the scribe, which may or may not emerge in the docu-
ments; ii) orthographic convention plays against phonetic orthography.

The situation in the papyri has been studied systematically by Mayser 1906, Gignac
1976-81, and more recently by Horrocks 1997a. Many of the phenomena can be
considered as general for Koine Greek (see ch. 16) and can be explained by internal
evolution of the Greek language, for which the papyri are a very useful source (reduc-
tion of long diphthongs, loss of vowel quantity, iotacism, monophthongization of
short diphthongs, fricativization of v as second element of a diphthong). But other
features can be explained as typical of Egyptian Greek, and especially as due to linguis-
tic contact. The papyri feature such a vast variety of cases that, in the words of Gignac
(1976-81), there are enough arguments for any theory. One must stick to the most
common phenomena, like the confusion of vowels. The Egyptian accent was so strong
that vowels in unstressed syllables lost their quality (wéAwv /méAwv; uetog0). Deviating
pronunciation and orthography are also due to assimilation and metathesis: &vdpomog
for &vipwmog, ouudaiiog for oeudaiog, evoyouovely for evoXNUOVETY.

The situation for consonants is clearer than that for vowels. The evidence from
Egyptian, Demotic, and Coptic is also more transparent, since vowels have a defective
notation, whereas consonants are in general graphically represented. There was a
confusion between voiced and voiceless stops: /t/-/d/ and /k/-/g/ as well as a
confusion between voiceless and aspirated voiceless consonants. Egyptian did not
have a phonological opposition between voiceless and voiced stops, which explains
the confusion in Greek as due to linguistic contact. Examples include xeitoveg/
veltoveg, tuootwv,/dMuootwv, and tpaxuds,/dooxuds (Gignac 1970). The opposition
of w and p (which was fricative) was not always so clear: oendowov for ogfdouov or
Bév for méhv.

The process of fricativization of aspirated voiceless stops (see also chs 7 and 16)
started as early as the fifth century BCE in Laconia (see ch. 14) and in Asia Minor in
the Hellenistic period. In Egypt, however, the voiceless aspirated stop was preserved
until the Low Koine, perhaps due to the influence of substrate. When the Greek
alphabet was adopted by Egyptian, some signs were added to note voiceless fricatives: ¢
hori, for the glottal, and ¢ fai for the labiodental. The Greek signs for the aspirated
voiceless, @, U, and yx, were used only for Greek loanwords in Coptic: yyxH, «pIAo-
copoc and in some cases when a voiceless stop precedes an aspiration: T-9AAw, “the
old woman” > eAAw.

The confusion of liquids /A is common in many languages. However, we find it
more profusely in documents from Fayum. The fayumic dialect of Coptic presents
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lambdacism as very characteristic trait. Here the key for assessing linguistic contact
instead of considering a general linguistic trend is the frequency of appearance of this
mistake in the Greek of Fayum: xadold (ro000d), xavdmeh (vaddmeQ), Huéha (uéoa).

Morphology

Hardly any evidence of contact can be traced in morphology which cannot be inter-
preted as general Koime (Gignac 1981; see also chs 16 and 36): the loss of dual
number, reorganization of the pronominal system, analogy changes in some declen-
sions and conjugations, use of hypocoristics in —tov, etc. The morphology of Greek
and that of Egyptian are completely different. Egyptian has no declension, which
explains a typical feature of texts written by Egyptians, the uninflected use of personal
names (Vierros 2007).

One instance of nominal derivation can be included in this section. This is a case of
structural borrowing. Egyptian and Coptic feature a pattern of nominal derivation
characterized by juxtaposition of a regensand a rectum (Loprieno 1995: 56), as in md.t
rmg lit. “the thing of man,” “mankind,” Copt. urTpwte. In this way, one finds in the
Greek Excerpta of the Pachomian Rule (ed. Albers 1923), the expression v 1@
6w g éotidoewg rendering Copt. mafoyww (lit. “place-of-eating,” na “place,”
oywow “to eat”). Similarly év 1¢ ténw év O »adevdel renders manfkoTk (lit. “place-of-
sleeping,” wua “place,” AkOTR “to sleep”).

Syntax

Many of the phenomena general to Koine Greek also appear in the papyri: loss of
dative, more frequent use of prepositional phrases instead of cases, periphrastic
expression of the future with péhw, &éxw, or Véhw, use of subordinate clause with tva
instead of infinitive clause, etc. On these phenomena, see also chapters 16, 18, and
36. Other syntactic features of Egyptian Greek are due to linguistic interference:*

Loan constructions

Literal translations of Egyptian constructions into Greek often created new syntactic
constructions, mainly involving prepositions and adverbs.

@) The numeral “one” in Egyptian (#*, Copt. oya) is also the indefinite pronoun.
This can lie behind the use of €ig for tig in BGU 4.1044, fourth cent. CE: £ig heyduevog
dafowg “someone called Phaesis”.

b) The Egyptian polysemy of Copt. eic, meaning both “behold” and ”since”
(Layton 2004: 390), can also lie behind the use in Greek of idov with a temporal
meaning “since,” as in: BGU 4.948: 1| uijtne cov Kogarjva aodevel idod déra Toelg
unveg “your mother Kophaena has been ill since three months” (cf. Luke 13.16: idod
déna nal dntd Etn “since 18 years”).?

¢) The construction known as $vog 1md oivov or oivov “the donkey under the
wine,” where the preposition Un6 is used with the notion of occupation (“donkey
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loaded with wine”), can be explained by the interference of the use of the Egyptian
preposition kr: P.Mich. 9.620 is a third-century CE account of an estate, where rooms
are listed with their occupants using this expression: xéiho Ud Opoevoipy “cell
rented by / occupied by Horsenouphis.” Another instance of the same case is P.Oxy.
1.76.14-15 (second cent. CE): &xov U avtdv mEOg olxnow témovg tels “he rents
three portions of the house.” Other examples, not used for persons, include P.Mich.
9.620: €oTv TAPETOV . . . VIO ®VELOKDV XGETOV “it is a store-room for the storage of the
master’s hay”, and P.Flor. 3.376.1.28 (third cent. CE): o) Umd TAQOVE *VELOKOVG
“a yard to keep the master’s bulls” (Husson 1982; Erman 1893; Youtie 1950: 103—4).

4) Similarly, there is the use of the preposition év with an instrumental meaning
mostly in the Tebtunis papyri (1.16,41,45,46,47,48), as év payoioous or év uoyoiont
“with the sword(s).” This can be compared to Copt. gn TacHyr “with my sword.”
The expression appears frequently in Septuagint Greek (e.g., Num. 31:8, I Sam. 2:33)
and NT Greek (Rev. 6.8.5). It can be interpreted as a feature that Egyptian has in
common with Semitic (see also ch. 18).

¢) The common use in Egyptian and Coptic of =e for introducing direct speech as
in nexay xe anok ne nexc “He said (that) I am the Christ” can be lying behind the
frequent use of ¢t to introduce direct speech in Egyptian Greek. P.Oxy. 6.903, a peti-
tion in very vivid language, presents some cases of this phenomenon: ®ol Aéywv ...
611 86T TAvTo T OUTHG, [ . . . | Aéywv &t Sl Tt amfiAdog gig TO ®vguandv “and saying ...
‘Give me cverything she has,” [...] saying ‘What for did you come to the
Church?”.

f) The use of the construction eliyeoda éndvo, with éndvm being equivalent to
nép, can be found in P.Lond. 6.1926: ¢bv elEn éndvo pov “if you pray for me.” This
can be compared to Copt. WAHA exn—, a preposition meaning literally “upon.”

Loan translations

In this case both the construction and the concept are borrowed. The structure is
reproduced as accurately as possible with the means available in the target language.

#) The idiomatic expression in Eg. 3bd n hrw (lit. “month of days”) or Copt.
eRoT nigooy, can be found in P.Strash. 1.35 (fourth cent. CE) &0 ufjvag Huepdv “two
months of days,” a literal translation.

b) Egyptian constructs the numerals with the article in singular (Loprieno 1996:
71-2; Layton 2004: 57). This construction is found in Greek in P.Oslo 1.4 (fourth
cent. CE) 100 dddexna otidywv for t@v dddena otoryeiwv “of the twelve elements.”

¢) In a similar way, the transference of gender in nouns can be considered some
kind of loan translation. One comes across in the papyri examples such as: P.Cair
Masp. 1.67075, ol ottov (dem. Eg. blbyi3.t, Copt. 8ABiAe are fem.) and P.Oxy.
6.893, o0 Wuépag (Eg. hrw, Copt. gooy are masc.).

d) Itis a typical feature of Egyptian to use the repetition of numerals with a dis-
tributive meaning (Loprieno 1996: 72; Layton 2004: 53). In Greek this is expressed
by the use of the preposition xatd and the numeral. Examples such as xott 690 dvo at
P.Oxy. 6.886 can be explained by interference.
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¢) Especially interesting are the relative constructions studied by Vierros (2003).
The comparison with the same type of clause in Demotic explains a recurrent
divergence in a certain group of documents produced by scribes of Egyptian origin.
In Egyptian, relative clauses with a subject different from the antecedent referred to
use a coreferential element for this (Loprieno 1996: 203).

The most common way of constructing relative clauses in Demotic is to use a rela-
tive converter #t, plus a morpheme 7w and a suftix pronoun which is the subject of the
relative clause. An example can show how this suffix pronoun appears in the same
place where the relative pronoun in Greek is expected:

n3 mt.w(t) nt iw iw=k d n-im=w
ART.PL NOUN.PL REL ASP PRS=PRON.2SG VERB PREP=3PL

The words which you are saying them (Johnson 2000: 67 E155)

The interference of Egyptian in Greek appears when the construction loses the con-
nection to the antecedent in the relative pronoun, e.g:

TEOTWATTOLA XLl PEPALDTOLOL TAV ROTO TV VIV Tttty TdvTwv Oaific 1 drwodouévn, odg
£86Eavto PIPLc xal 'Qoog ol moLduevoL

The negotiator (fem.) and warrantor (fem.) of everything related to this sale, Thaibis, the
seller (fem.), whom (masc. pl.) Phibis and Horos, the buyers, accept. (P.Mil. 1.2)

The relative pronoun otg should according to Greek syntactic rules have been iy,
referring to Thaibis, but the subject of the clause is masculine plural.

f) It is common in Egyptian to use an anaphoric or coreferential pronoun in
relative clauses, referring to the antecedent. Its use is pleonastic in Greek, and it can
be due to interference of the Egyptian construction, as for example at P.Oxy. 1.117:
OGun 8o raraceonuoopéva [T]f opeoytdl wov, €& dv dmoeig Tolg moudiowg cov Ev £E
aut@v “two strips of cloth sealed with my seal, one of which please give to your chil-
dren” or P.Mich. 1.29: »a [1] tov 6t tdAov ortiig awrooteld [oot] atrtdv “and her foal
I will send it to you.”

Idiomatic expressions can be transferred into the target language in the form
of a literal translation. Detecting these cases requires a deep knowledge of both
languages. One was noticed by P. Derchain (2001) in Hdt. 2.133: &g te w0 £Aea
xal T dAoeo mhavapevov, referring to the king Mycerinos. When Mycerinos was
told by the oracle that he would live only six years, he decided to feast and enjoy
himself unceasingly both day and night, “moving about in the marsh-country
and the woods.” This mysterious expression is explained when compared to an
Egyptian metaphor, 535 ssw, literally “to wander in the woods,” meaning “to
enjoy life.”
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Lexical borrowings

With almost fifteen centuries of contact it is in fact odd that there is such a limited
number of Egyptian loan words in Greek (Torallas Tovar 2004b). Language contact
studies generally divide loan words into two kinds (Haugen 1950: 212-13): 1) terms
natural to the target language, which the speaker does not distinguish from the native
terms; and ii) xenisms, which remain as specialized terms to denote foreign objects,
practices, or ideas and are generally imported through commercial contact or geo-
graphical and travel literature. Fournet (1989) organizes Egyptian loan words in three
groups: 1) well assimilated loanwords, ii) peregrinisms and iii) loanwords in Egyptian
Greek. But these terms may be interpreted differently when appearing in different
contexts. The term used to name a special kind of cake — kakis — is a good example
for two different contexts. Strabo (17.2.5) needs to explain what it means xal ot
nanelg Ot LGV T diptov yévog “and the kakis are a particular type of bread.” But we
find a completely different context in P.Mich. 5.243, in which the writer uses the term
as part of his basic vocabulary, not distinguished from other terms of Greek origin
(&éndotov magayofua elopégovtog (dpaxuiv) 1 nol ®dxnelg 6o “bringing each one on
the spot one drachma and two loaves of bread”). The two language users have in each
case a different conscience and audience, when using the term »dmig.

The adoption of Egyptian terms needed strategies of adaptation into the Greek
declension system. One of these resources in the earlier-attested terms was the suffix
—1g: Baorg, ViPig, Oxvihdotig “palm,” “basket,” “rounded bread”). This alternated with
another integration suffix -tov, used for diminutive, which survived until the eighth
century CE in coining new terms from a foreign one (Palmer 1945: 79-86; Gignac
1976-81: 2: 25): nohéProv, éupoiwov, hardtov “sleeveless tunic,” “head cushion,”
“a liquid measure.”

Some terms in later texts seem to be the product of code-switching and they preserve
the Egyptian non-declined form: xévtoov (SB 1 1160), a vessel, is Copt. Koynxoy.
There are however some cases of non-declined forms in earlier periods too, for instance
the names of the Egyptian months (Thissen 1993).

Sometimes the writer felt the need to express the same reality in both Greek and
Coptic to make sure it would be understood by bilingual or semi-bilingual readers. This
was often found in inventories or lists of payments, where things were called by their
native names alongside their Greek term (Sijpesteijn 1992: 242). P.Vat Aphrod. 25
(sixth cent. ck) has toU Mdxxov ijtoL tvevre “the reservoir or tneupe”; P.Lond. 5.1722,
(ck 530) %ol to Voméoaiov fjtol Tyonee “the space under the stairs or zchrire.”

A semantic borrowing happens when a term in the model language has two mean-
ings, one of them in common with the target language. The polysemy is transferred
and the term in the target language acquires an extra meaning. An example is Gk
OdAhog “branch,” which acquired the new meaning of “present” due to the existence
in Egyptian of two etymologically unrelated homophone terms: mnb “branch,” syno-
nym of 96hhog, and mnb.t “present” (Derchain 1955). Gk 6pog “mountain” acquired
the meanings “desert” and “monastery,” which can be explained through Copt. tooy
“mountain,” “desert,” and “monastery” (Cadell and Rémondon 1967; Kahle 1954:
27-8; other examples in Husson 1986 and 1999).
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FURTHER READING

On Latin in Egypt, see Adams (2003: esp. 527-641); Rochette 1998. In general on bilingual-
ism in Egypt, see Adams, Janse, and Swain, eds. 2002 (esp. Fewster); also Peremans 1964 and
1983a, Rochette 1994, 1995, and 1996a, Dieleman 2005, Liiddekens 1980, and Oréal 1999.
There is linguistic description of Greek in Egypt in Horrocks 1997a and Ray 2007. On lit-
eracy, see Hanson 1991, Harris 1989, Hopkins 1991, Bowman and Woolf 1994 and Wipszycka
1984. On bilingual documents, see Boswinkel and Pestman 1978. On the use of demotic in
juridical documents, see Daumas 1972. On the identity conflict, see Goudriaan 1988,
McCoskey 2002 and 2004, and Torallas Tovar 2005. On Egyptian scribes and their practice
in writing Greek, see Clarysse 1993. On writing materials, see Tait 1986 and Sosin and
Manning 2003.

NOTES

1 An interesting example of the Egyptianization of Greeks is the family of Dryton in Upper
Egypt; see Vandorpe 2002b.

2 There are dreams told by Greeks in Demotic, like P. dem. Bologna 3173, although it is not
completely clear who produced this particular text. Apollonius, someone close to Ptolemy,
the katoikos of the Serapeum at Memphis, mentioned above, could have been the author of
these four dream descriptions. See Goudriaan 1988: 44-5.

3 Kapsomenos 1953 represents a trend reticent to recognize the interference of a second
language in these phenomena.

4 For many examples I depend on Vergote 1938: 1355-9; cf. Vergote 1984. Others are my own,
or else I quote the source. Sometimes I refer to examples in Biblical Greek, mainly Septuagint
(see also Torallas Tovar 2007), since there are also traces of linguistic interference which can be
compared with the papyri. There are comparative studies by Montevecchi (1957, 1964, 1996,
and 1999) and Passoni dell’Acqua (1981). For more on Biblical Greek see ch. 18.

5 But see also the remarks in ch. 18 on id09 as due to Hebrew. [Ed. ]



CHAPTER EIGHTEEN

Jewish and Christian Greek

Coulter H. George

During the reign of King Ptolemy II Philadelphus (283-246 BcE), the Library of
Alexandria became the pre-eminent cultural center of its day. No less a figure than the
poet Callimachus catalogued its collection, and, perhaps ¢. 270, his equally famous
rival Apollonius of Rhodes became the head librarian. But Alexandria was not just a
city of Greek learning. There was also a substantial Jewish population, and Ptolemy’s
librarian, with his collector’s enthusiasm for completing sets, also wanted to have a
good copy of Jewish law. He advised his king as follows:

If it seems a good idea, Your Majesty, we will write to the high priest in Jerusalem, asking
him to send men who have led noble lives and are now advanced in years, who have expe-
rience in the legal practices of their people, six from each tribe, so that, scrutinizing what
is agreed upon in most cases and obtaining accuracy in the translation, we can establish a
clear text, worthy both of the state and of your designs. (Letter of Aristeas 32)

This, at least, is the story told in the Letter of Avisteas, a document generally dated to
the second century BCE, which purports to describe the background behind the Greek
translation of the Hebrew Bible, called the Septuagint (< Lat. septudginti “seventy”)
after the 72 (or, in some versions, 70) scholars who translated it. The letter goes on
to describe the elders’ remarkable wisdom, as displayed in their sage answers to ques-
tions of political philosophy put to them by Ptolemy, but then spends little time on
the actual mechanics of the translation. This would be regrettable for those studying
the language of the Septuagint were it not for the fact that the letter is a dubious
historical source anyway. For instance, it identifies Ptolemy’s librarian as Demetrius
of Phaleron, who fled to Alexandria after a period as governor of Athens (318-307),
but was neither the head librarian nor even on good terms with the king, supposedly
because of some maladroit political moves at the time of Ptolemy’s accession.
Nevertheless, the Letter of Aristeas provides a good anecdotal starting point for this
chapter, for it brings together the two main linguistic strands that must be teased
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apart in assessing Jewish and Christian Greek: its temporal location in the Hellenistic
Age and its geographical location in the multilingual eastern Mediterranean. Put dif-
ferently, to what extent does the language of the Septuagint, New Testament, and
other Judeo-Christian writings differ from Classical Attic because it represents the
natural diachronic evolution of Koine Greek? And to what extent does it differ
because most of these texts were composed by people who were either translating
Semitic-language sources or else themselves speakers of a Semitic language:?

The Language of the Septuagint

Many features of the language of the Septuagint that diverge from Classical Attic have
traditionally been thought to result from the literal translation of characteristically
Hebrew syntactic constructions and lexical expressions into unidiomatic Greek. Three
typical examples follow.

a) The Septuagint strikes the classically trained reader as unusually paratactic:
that is, it eschews nested subordinate clauses and participles in favor of a string of
syntactically coordinate sentences linked together by »at “and.” Compare the Greek
account of the creation of light with the Hebrew original:

(1) ol elmev O Vede, Tevniitw @@, %ol &yéveto gac. xal eldev O Vedg o @pdg 61l
HOAGV.

And God said, “Let there be light.” And there was light. And God saw the light,
that it was good. (Gen. 1:3—4a)

QA 24

way-yo mer Elobim yohi or wa-yhi or
and-he.said God let.there.be  light and-there.was  light
way-yars’ Elohim Yet-ha-"or ki-tob

and-he.saw  God PARTICLE-the-light that-(it.was.)good.

The Greek follows the Hebrew word order and syntax very closely. Indeed, there are
only two exceptions to an otherwise perfect one-to-one correspondence between
the Hebrew and Greek: first, a definite article is added to ¥géc “God” in Greek;
second, the Hebrew particle ‘¢z, which marks definite direct objects, is left untrans-
lated. More important are the similarities. In passing we may note that the structure
eldev ... 10 pdg 6t nakdv, with the subject of the subordinate clause raised to be the
object of the main clause, parallels the Hebrew precisely. Of more widespread sig-
nificance is the fact that each Greek xat corresponds to the so-called waw conversive
of Hebrew. In this construction, wa “and” (which in an unvocalized text appears as
the single letter waw) occurs at the start of a clause, directly followed by a verb form
that would otherwise be translated as a future or jussive subjunctive, but is instead
“converted” to be the equivalent of a simple past tense. Phonological changes also
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take place, including the strengthening of the conjunction to wa and the doubling
of the following consonant. The effect of the construction can be seen in (1) in the
contrast between yahi (yevnOijtw) and wa-yhi (vol éyéveto). (In this case there is an
additional complication: when the verb begins y2-, the schwa is dropped and the
initial ¥ does not double (Jotton—Muraoka §§18b, 18m).) As the waw conversive is
extremely common in the Hebrew Bible, accounting for 29 percent of all finite verb
forms (Waltke and O’Connor 1990: §29.1c), scholars have been quick to see the
influence of translation language behind the high number of Septuagintal sentences
that start with »af + main verb.

b) Another feature that distinguishes the language of the Septuagint from Classical
Attic is the increased use of the oblique cases of the personal pronouns, especially as
possessives, direct objects, and resumptive pronouns (for the last category, see Janse
2002: 361-4):

(2) »olgyéveto vid elvon abtods v Td edie xal avéom Kaiv éml Apel tov adehgov
aUTOD ROl ATTERTELVEV QUTOV.

And it happened in their being in the field and Cain rose up against Abel his
brother and killed him. (Gen. 4:8)

wa-yhi bi-hyot-am bas-sadeh way-yaqom
and-it.happened in-being-their in.the-field and-he.rose.up
qayin ‘el-hebel ’a-tw way-yaharg-ehi
Cain to-Abel brother-his and-he killed-him.

In this example, forms of the third-person pronoun avtév occur three times in just
twenty words of Greek: once as the subject of an infinitive, once as a possessive pro-
noun, and once as an object pronoun. All three times there is a corresponding pro-
nominal element in the Hebrew in precisely the same position in the sentence. This is
a greater use of this pronominal stem than is generally said to occur in Classical Attic,
in which the sense of the possessive ovtov, for instance, is sufficiently expressed
through the definite article on its own, and pronominal objects can be dropped alto-
gether; cf. Thuc. 1.3.3 Aavaoug 0t év toig €meot xal AQyelovg ®ol Ayowolg avorolel
“but [Homer] calls them Danaoi and Argeioi and Akhaioi in his poems,” where
English requires the pronominal direct object and also favors possessive 4is over the
bare article.

Example (2) also shows once again the prominence of the waw conversive in
Hebrew. It occurs with all three main verbs, and it is translated into Greek with »at +
main verb each time. Particularly typical of the syntax of the Hebrew Bible is the
expression of a subordinate temporal clause with the sequence wa-yhi + preposition +
infinitive construct (of the subordinate verb) (&i-hyit-am) + waw conversive (of the
main verb) (way-yaqom) (Waltke and O’Connor 1990: §§33.2.4, 36.2.2). This leads



270 Conlter H. George

to the Greek structure xal éyéveto + preposition + articular infinitive + xal + main
verb, where one would otherwise expect a participial construction or a subordinate
clause introduced by, e.g., g or énel “when.”

¢) A third feature of Septuagintal language that can be attributed to Semitic influ-
ence is its non-Classical use of prepositions. This is most obvious at the lexical level:
certain verbs take prepositions in constructions that are not found in Attic authors,
but which do have analogues in the Hebrew original. The verb goféonon “fear,” for
instance, usually construed with an accusative object in Attic, can take &nd + genitive
in the Septuagint. This reflects the Hebrew construction of the verb yarz’ “fear, be
afraid” (seen in the form #7’%in in example (3)) with the preposition min “from,”
which often assumes the combining form mé-:

(3) i mriEnte undt @oPndifre G’ avtdv

Do not tremble and do not be afraid of them. (Deut. 1:29)

16°-ta" arsiin wa-10° -tir’in mé-hem

not-tremble.2pl and-not-be.afraid.2pl from-them.

Such non-standard prepositional use can also be found more systematically in the mark-
ing of agents of passive verbs. Classical Greek typically has Uné + genitive, but Hebrew
often uses min (as well as compound prepositions formed from miz). As it happens, the
closest Greek counterpart of min is &md, a preposition found only rarely as an agent
marker in Classical Greek. Even so, nearly invariably, when the Hebrew Bible uses min
or its compounds in this function, the Septuagint has éné. When, however, the Hebrew
does not predispose the Greek to one preposition or another, Uné remains the agent
marker of choice (George 2005: 232—40). Contrast in this respect (4) and (5):

(4) nalyvvairo éxpepinuévny amd avdpog alrtig
and a woman divorced by her husband (Lev. 21:7)
wa-issiah Joriisih mé-1s5-iah
and-woman divorced from-husband-her

(5) nototh gignuéva Umo Pagod
according to what was said by Pharaoh (Gen. 45:21)
‘al-pi par'oh
according.to-(the.)mouth.of Pharaoh.

Such a pattern strongly suggests that U6 remained the default agent marker for the

translators of the Septuagint and that &6 was only used because of interference from
the constructions in the Hebrew original.
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Now, all three of these features — parataxis with »af, increased pronoun use, and non-
standard prepositional constructions — have also been claimed as representing merely
the simple historical evolution of Greek. In the examples just presented, however, the
regularity of correspondence between the Greek and the Hebrew points rather to inter-
ference from the source language as the cause of the non-Classical constructions. Still,
it remains the case that some potential Semitisms do reflect straightforward diachronic
developments in Koine. But since Greek is developing at this period in a direction that
is on the whole bringing it closer to Hebrew, considerable effort is often necessary to
work out whether diachronic development or interference from Hebrew is more impor-
tant in accounting for the presence of such features in the Septuagint.

One such development was the gradual loss of the optative (Evans 2001: 175-97;
see also ch. 16). Starting soon after the Classical period, Greek first lost the optative
as a marker of secondary sequence in subordinate clauses; next, the potential optative
disappeared; finally, the optative of wish was lost, although it survives even today in a
couple of fossilized phrases (e.g., o un yévorto “God forbid!”). The Septuagint appears
to represent a relatively advanced stage in this progression, insofar as the optative of
wish is by far the most common use, accounting for approximately four-fifths of the
total number of optatives. As Evans shows, however, caution is required in interpret-
ing this statistic. Because the Hebrew verbal system does not employ non-indicative
moods in as wide a range of uses as Greek, the only Hebrew construction that natu-
rally lent itself to translation with a Greek optative was the jussive. Moreover, the
potential optative, though relatively infrequent, still shows enough flexibility in its
Septuagintal use to be considered a living part of the literary language. That the opta-
tive of wish is much more common than the potential optative is thus likelier to result
from Semitic interference than from the gradual decline of the optative in Koine. It
must also be noted, however, that the Pentateuch, at least, has no examples of the
optative in subordinate clauses apart from in a curious set of comparative clauses
introduced by (&c¢) ei. In this case, it is reasonable to posit that the early decline of this
use of the optative explains its rarity in Septuagintal Greek.

Along these same lines, we may consider the dative case, which, in this period, was
beginning to lose ground to various prepositional usages (Horrocks 1997a: 57-9;
see also ch. 16). While the Septuagint often does maintain the old preposition-less
dative, there are also many instances where a prepositional construction, such as év +
dative or ént + accusative is used instead. Here too, however, one must be wary of
underestimating the extent to which the choice of dative or preposition in the Greek
was motivated by the Hebrew original. In the passage that Horrocks uses to illustrate
this phenomenon (2 Kings 18:17-21), the following constructions potentially show
prepositions used where one might earlier have expected the dative on its own: with
elrov “said” and Bodw “shout,” medg + acc. (v. 18, v. 19 (2x)); with némoda “trust
in,” éni + acc. (v. 21 (3x)); with ompiCouon “lean on,” énl + accusative (v. 21); with
avetém “deny, refuse assent,” év + dat. (v. 20); and a comitative dat. €v duvduel
Papetq “with a strong force” (v. 17). In every one of these constructions, the Greek
preposition matches the one used in the Hebrew: the three examples of wpdg corre-
spond to ¢/ “to,” the four examples of éxi all translate ‘a/ “upon,” and both examples
of év render bo “in.” Furthermore, the translator did find use for the dative on its
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own in three places. Twice, in verse 21, it translates / “to, for” (once with némoda,
once in the phrase ottwg. . . madow “thus he is to all”); the final dative, tivi temolddg
“trusting in whom?” is particularly striking because it is the sole example in this pas-
sage where the dative or prepositional construction fails to match the Hebrew, for
the dative translates ‘al (elsewhere here rendered by ént) rather than /. In other
words, the one time that the translator has departed from the Hebrew construction,
it is in the direction of favoring the dative. This particular example may be the excep-
tion that proves the rule, as it is certainly true that the general decline of the dative
should have encouraged its replacement or reinforcement by prepositions in the
Septuagint. Still, the unusually close correspondence between the particular replace-
ment for the dative employed by the translator and the construction found in the
original text means that we cannot fully evaluate the use of prepositions in the
Septuagint without reference to the Hebrew.

In the end, perhaps we should not be surprised that the Septuagint does not ofter
particularly explicit evidence of diachronic development in Greek: if most of it was
indeed translated in the third century BCE — and the features Evans examines in the
Pentateuch are “consistent with the consensus view of a date of ¢. 280-250 Bce”
(2001: 263) — there simply had not been that much time since the Classical period for
changes to take place in the language. But there will be more evidence for such dia-
chronic development once we allow another three hundred years to pass and turn to
the New Testament.

A Semitic Interlude

Before moving on to the Greek of the New Testament, however, a few words about
the Semitic languages are in order. As far as the Septuagint is concerned, it is
Hebrew that is the chief source of potential Semitisms. But the question becomes
more complicated when we turn to the New Testament, for another Semitic lan-
guage comes into play: Aramaic. Aramaic and Hebrew are closely related to each
other. First, they are both placed in the Northwest Semitic branch of the Semitic
language family tree on the basis of shared linguistic innovations, such as the change
of Proto-Semitic *w- to y- (Heb. yeled, Aram. yald-a “child,” but Akk. walddum
“give birth to”). Second, there are historical reasons for considering the two lan-
guages in conjunction with each other. While Hebrew had been the primary spoken
language of Israel and Judah up to the time of the Babylonian Captivity, after the
sixth century BCE it was gradually confined to use as a learned religious language,
and Aramaic, the lngua franca and chancellery language of the Persian Empire,
replaced it as the spoken vernacular. Indeed, a couple of the books of the Old
Testament that were written last include lengthy passages in Aramaic, notably Ezra
4:8-6:18 and 7:2-26 (fifth—fourth century BCE) and Daniel 2:4b-7:28 (mid-second
century BCE). Hebrew continued to co-exist with Aramaic, as is shown for example
by the presence of both languages in the Dead Sea scrolls, but the exact sociolin-
guistic relationship between the two languages in the first century cg — the main
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period of interest for those examining the language of the New Testament — remains
uncertain. Still, it is generally accepted that Aramaic (not Hebrew or Greek) was
the language in which Jesus is most likely to have taught.

But even though Hebrew and Aramaic are closely related languages, there are still dif-
ferences between them, and these provide a foothold that occasionally enables us to
determine whether a particular Semitism in the New Testament is more probably a
Hebraism or an Aramaism. First, the treatment of the Proto-Semitic interdental fricatives
shows that Aramaic, though very similar to Hebrew, still belongs to a separate branch:
Proto-Semitic *4, for instance, becomes z in Hebrew, but 4 in Aramaic (Heb. zabab :
Aram. dahab, both “gold”). More important, however, for teasing apart Hebraisms and
Aramaisms in the New Testament are a number of morphological and syntactic differ-
ences. The waw conversive, so typical of Hebrew, is not a feature of Aramaic, which is
generally much happier to allow asyndeton: see table 18.1 for the contrasting figures for
the Hebrew and Aramaic sections of the book of Daniel. Aramaic also uses the participle,
which serves as a historical present, to a greater extent than Hebrew. Finally, the Aramaic
treatment of the definite article is different. Whereas Hebrew has a prefixed article (baz-
zahab “the gold”), Aramaic has a suffixed article (dabb-a “id.”). Furthermore, the
Aramaic article gradually underwent semantic bleaching, and, by the time of Late Aramaic
dialects like Syriac, the form of the noun with the article had become the unmarked form
of the noun (the so-called emphatic), thus creating the need for other strategies — notably
proleptic pronouns, discussed below — to mark definiteness.

One final topic that deserves mention is the nature of the sources that can be used
as evidence for the Aramaic of the first two centuries CE. There is, as it happens, a rather
unfortunate gap in the attestation of Aramaic. A relatively abundant amount of Aramaic
survives from its use as a lingua franca in the Persian Empire, and the texts written in
Late Aramaic (¢. 200-700 cE), including both the Aramaic of the Jewish targums
(translations) of the Old Testament and Syriac, the dialect associated with Christian
writers in and around Edessa, are even more extensive. But until the discovery of the
Dead Sea scrolls from Qumran, there was little that could be dated to the intervening
period of Middle Aramaic. Accordingly, much of the scholarship on Aramaisms in the
New Testament has revolved around the extent to which it is permissible to use the
Aramaic of better-attested periods to assess the validity of a putative Aramaic construc-
tion thought to underlie a curiosity in the Greek of the New Testament. Paradoxically,
as our knowledge of the Aramaic of the appropriate period has grown, this question
has somewhat receded in importance: the dissemination of an increasing number of
Middle Aramaic texts has shown that many constructions previously known only from
other periods of Aramaic are in fact attested in New Testament times as well (Casey
1998: 35-6).

The Language of the New Testament
As Aramaic is the language in which Jesus is most likely to have taught, it would be

surprising if it had not left some imprint on the Greek of the New Testament.
Nevertheless, some features characteristic of New Testament Greek once attributed to
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the influence of the Semitic languages have been shown to represent nothing other
than the natural evolution of Kozne Greek. In the following section, we will examine
some of these features, first looking at the evidence that suggests that they are due to
contact with Semitic languages, then turning to the papyri used to support the alter-
native position.

We may begin with one clear sign of Semitic influence on the language of the New
Testament, namely the occasional quotation of untranslated Aramaic words:

(6) xatiéleyev: APPa O moTiE
And he said: Abba, Father. (Mark 14:36)
Aram. abbi “father”

(7)  wol npatioog Tig xe1dg ToT maudiov Aéyet avtii” Talda novy, 6 ¢otiy
uedeounvevduevov: TO ®0pdoL0V, 0oL Aéyw, EYELQE.

And he took hold of the child’s hand and said to her: “Talitha qum,” which, trans-
lated, is: “Child, I say to you, get up.” (Mark 5:41)

Aram. fa/ita [emphatic state] “girl,” gam “arise”

The exact reason for such switches into Aramaic is uncertain, but it is likely that sev-
eral motivations must have been in play. Turner proposed that Jesus was quoted in
Aramaic whenever he was speaking to people who did not know Greek, but Casey
(1998: 64) rightly criticizes this explanation as incompatible with extract (6): it seems
safe to assume that God the Father could get by well enough in whatever language he
chose. What does stand out about these passages, however, is that they occur more in
Mark than in Matthew or Luke, suggesting, in line with the standard view that Mark
pre-dates the other two synoptic gospels, that Aramaic quotations were gradually
edited out of the text.

More valuable, however, for assessing the various influences on New Testament
language are those features that, in addition to being more pervasive, are integrated
into the text at a more structural level. We will consider three in turn: parataxis and
asyndeton, pronouns, and subordinating conjunctions.

a) Paralleling our look at Septuagintal language, we turn first to questions of
coordination: both parataxis and, comparatively more prominent in the New
Testament, asyndeton. Certainly, the xal éyéveto construction that is so typical of
the Septuagint is also found in the New Testament, although it is not evenly distrib-
uted: seven times in Matthew, seven times in Mark, 28 times in Luke, and six times
in Acts, but never in John. When it occurs in the New Testament, it generally looks
very similar to the Septuagintal construction. With example (2) above, compare the
following;:

(8) nal éyéveto &v Td elvol abtov év i Tdv tehewv xal idod dvhe mAfiong Aémoag

And it happened in his being in one of the cities and, behold, a man full of leprosy.
(Luke 5:12)
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Table 18.1 Contrastive figures for asyndeton in Hebrew and Aramaic sections
of Daniel and in the New Testament

Sentences stavting with — Sentences starting with

Text connective particle asyndeton
Daniel 1:1-2:4a (Hebrew as 22 1 (the opening verse)
original language)

Matthew 3 13 0

Mark 1 36 2

Luke 8 58 2

Daniel 2:5-49 (Aramaic as 22 22

original language)

John 1 28 34

Once again, rather than a subordinate temporal clause, we find zal éyéveto followed
by the preposition év governing an articular infinitive. Also Septuagintal is the use of
%ol idov introducing a nominal main clause: this construction stems from the frequent
use of hinneh “behold” at the start of such clauses in Biblical Hebrew (Waltke and
O’Connor 1990: §40.2.1; but see also the remarks on ido¥ in ch. 17).

But, as has already been noted, such parataxis with xafi is more typical of Hebrew
than it is of Aramaic. The Hebrew sections of Daniel nearly invariably have a connec-
tive particle while those in Aramaic use asyndeton and connective particles in roughly
equal measure. As foreshadowed by the frequency counts for xal éyéveto given above,
the synoptic gospels line up with Hebrew practice in almost always using a connective
particle, while John mirrors the relatively high frequency of asyndeton found in
Aramaic (Burney 1922: 49-52; see also table 18.1).

While the figures given here throw all three synoptics into sharp contrast with John,
on the whole Mark appears to have had more asyndeton than the other two, which
again might reflect the position that that gospel is closer to an Aramaic original than
Matthew and Luke are (Black 1967: 55-61) — though Maloney, it should be noted,
argues that Mark’s asyndeton is not an Aramaism, but rather straightforward Hellenistic
Greek (1981: 77-81). Finally, Luke’s particular fondness for xal éyéveto may be con-
nected to the generally Septuagintalizing style of passages like the hymns in the birth
narrative (ibid. 151-6).

b) A second feature of the language of the New Testament to show possible
Semitic influence is once again, as in the Septuagint, an increased use of third-person
pronouns. This may take several forms. First, we have already seen that the postposed
Aramaic article gradually lost its force as an article; new strategies were thus necessary
for marking definiteness, among them the use of a proleptic third-person pronoun,
originally a demonstrative, but later weakened to an article. The sort of construction
seen in Biblical Aramaic in the first extract below would then be the ultimate source
of the anomalous use of avrti) in the second (Black 1967: 96-100, 108-12):
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(10)  beh-zimna (Daniel 3:7, 8, etc.)

in.it-the.time — at that time.

(11)  év ot} 8t Tij oiniq uévete £00lOVTES RO TTIVOVTES T TTOLQ' AUTMV.

But stay in that house [not: in the house itself], eating and drinking what is given
by them. (Luke 10:7)

Second, Aramaic also appears to have used a proleptic pronoun with the discourse-
cohesive function of marking the topic of a clause. Thus, an Aramaic clause like the
first item in the following pair could have led to the peculiar Greek of the second (but
cf. Maloney 1981: 113-16):

(12) ba salma res-eh di-dhab tob
it the.statue head-its of-gold good

The statue, its head was made of pure gold (Daniel 2:32)

(13)  avtdg 8t 6 Twdvvng elyev T EvEuua aitod Gmd TELMY xauilov

And this (aforementioned) John had his garment made from camel hair. (Matthew
3:4)

Finally, Aramaic uses the preposition /5 “to, for,” together with a suffixed pro-
noun, in an indirect reflexive construction roughly equivalent to the Greek mid-
dle. This is particularly common with verbs of motion, such that a construction
like that of the first item below could have given rise to that of the second (Black
1967: 101-4):

(14) ‘=it Iy (Abigar 22 (Cowley 1923: 212, 228))

Lwent for.me — I betook myself, I went away

(15) aniihOev mdg E0utdV Dawpudlwy T YeYoveg

He went off to himself (?), marveling at what had happened. (Luke 24:12)

The last three Greek passages thus exemplify three of the environments in which the
writers of the New Testament used pronouns where a strict Atticist would have
avoided them; however, as we shall see below, such pronominal use is by no means
certain to be a Semitism.

¢) A third class of New Testament syntactic oddities often ascribed to Aramaic
influence lies in the confusion of various subordinating conjunctions. This state of
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affairs would result from the multifunctionality of the Aramaic particle da (< earlier 47),
a word polyvalent enough to make Greek @g look quite straightforward by compari-
son. For ds not only overlaps with &g as a causal and temporal conjunction and as a
marker of indirect statement, but also shares with iva and ®ote the function of intro-
ducing purpose and result clauses, with &g that of the relative pronoun, and, last but
not least, stands in as a marker of possession, virtually equivalent to the genitive case.
This last function can be connected to the same shift in nominal morphology that led
to increased pronominal use in Aramaic. At an earlier date, Aramaic, like Hebrew,
could mark the possessive relationship by putting the head noun in the so-called con-
struct state, leaving the dependent noun unmarked. But the increased use of the suf-
fixed article across the board gradually obscured this distinction, apart from in a few
lexicalized phrases, thus creating the need for an alternative genitive marker. At any
rate, the fact that this particle had these manifold uses means both that there was
opportunity for mistranslation (or at least a skewed translation) when 4o in an existing
Aramaic text was turned into Greek and that a native Aramaic speaker composing in
Greek might not have always hit upon the correct Greek usage in constructions belong-
ing to this general sphere.

In particular, there appears to have been a movement, especially in the Gospel of
John, toward increased use of va as a catch-all conjunction (Burney 1922: 69-76;
Black 1967: 76-8). Now the rise of iva is certainly not restricted to Koine that is sub-
ject to Aramaic influence: one need only point to the replacement of the Classical
Greek infinitive by the Modern Greek construction with va (see chs 36 and 37) to
show the general trend. But the overwhelming prevalence of {vo in John requires
special explanation (127 times, as opposed to 33 times in Matthew, 60 in Mark, and
40 in Luke, according to Burney’s count). Interference from Aramaic might well be
responsible. Consider the following passage, where Black argues that confusion of g
and tva by an Aramaic speaker who did not understand the difference between the
functions of 42 as a marker of relative and purpose clauses could have led to the use of
tva where one expects the relative:

(16) %ay® £WTHOW TOV TATEQX %Al BAOV TOQARANTOV SdOEL DUy, (vor ued” DUV gig TOV
al@va 1.
And I will ask my father and he will give another intercessor to you so that he
might be with you for ever. (John 14:16)

... ut maneat nobiscum in aeternum (Vulgate)

.. . qui wobiscum sit in aeternum (Vetus Latina, Codex Monacensis, ¢; for the Old
Latin of John, see now http: //www.iohannes.com)

In this passage, one manuscript of the Vetus Latina even offers textual support for the
position that the Greek ought to have a relative pronoun instead of iva. We may
reasonably surmise that the anomalous use of {va in similar passages was at least
sometimes due to interference from Aramaic, even in the absence of any textual
smoking guns.
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Still; one can go too far in this direction and start to see Semitisms as the explanation
for every last curiosity in New Testament syntax. For the New Testament is very dif-
ferent from the Septuagint: it is not a wholesale translation of a Semitic-language text
(although it is likely that Aramaic sources lie behind parts of it), and it was written
about three hundred years later. There is thus much more prima facie reason to
attribute divergences from Attic to diachronic development rather than to Semitic
interference. This certainly seems true at the morphological level: the near complete
loss of the optative (only the optative of wish is found, except in the more literary
Luke and Acts), the substitution of first for second aorist forms (e.g., £necav for
gmeoov in Matthew 17:6 and elsewhere), and the increase of -w verbs at the expense
of -w verbs (e.g., iotdvw and otixw for {otapo and éomna) are all features that reflect
the regular development of Kozne, as was shown in chapter 16. But the same may also
be true of potential Semitisms as well. The scholar most associated with this position
is Adolf Deissmann, whose chief breakthrough was to note that features, especially at
the lexical level, that had previously been thought peculiar to Biblical Greek in fact
had parallels in Hellenistic papyri not connected with the Judeo-Christian tradition.
His Bibelstudien (1895), for instance, contains numerous examples from papyri illus-
trating the non-biblical use of supposedly Christian words, arranged alphabetically
from aydmnn “(Christian?) love” to 0 vidg To Veod “the son of God” (1895: 80-170).
Albert Thumb did similar work on syntax (1901). Consider, for example, the frequent
use of avtdv as a third-person pronoun discussed above. This is in fact paralleled in the
papyri (see ch. 17):

(17)  nototeéym oty Aéymv ol uh) apd oUThv QuyYTv. xotohaufdve outhy zol Eupdilo
avTiv
I run after her saying I will zoz let her run away. I catch her and hit her. (P Par.
50.17; example from Maloney 1981: 112)

Moreover, the fact that this use of avtdv, after aphaeresis of the initial syllable, devel-
oped into the Modern Greek enclitic third-person pronoun tov further suggests that its
appearance in Christian texts is due to the internal development of Greek rather than
external interference from Semitic (Horrocks 1997a: 208). The situation is similar with
paratactic xai. If such parataxis is common in many different sorts of low-register texts
in many different linguistic traditions (Trenkner 1960), then why shouldn’t we attribute
its presence in the New Testament not to Semitic influence but to the simple fact that
this collection of texts is the product of writers of little education who couldn’t be
expected to compose elaborate Atticizing periods replete with hypotaxis?

There remain two objections, however, to considering all linguistic features found
both in the papyri and in the New Testament to be simple Koine. First, there is the
nature of the papyri themselves. They do not represent Koine tout court, but merely
the Koine of Egypt, and so they too may have been subject to linguistic interference,
though in this case from Egyptian rather than Semitic (see ch. 17). As Vergote points
out, however, Egyptian behaves rather like the Semitic languages in many of the syn-
tactic features under consideration (1938: 1353-60): for example, it is more prone to



Jewish and Christian Greek 279

use third-person pronouns than Attic is. Thus, a papyrus like that given in the above
example should perhaps not be used as evidence for the frequent use of third-person
pronouns in “garden-variety” Koine (Maloney 1981: 112-13). This can be taken too
far, of course: as already mentioned, the later Greek development gives us good rea-
son to think that this high level of pronoun use would have been common to most, if
not all, forms of Koine. But the fact remains that we must be wary of assuming that
the papyri are free from non-Greek influence — warier, at any rate, than Deissmann
was when, as Burney pointed out (1922: 5), he cited as an example of paratactic »at
in non-Semitic Koine a papyrus letter that contains the word paydwhiogilag “tower
guard” (< Heb. migdal “tower”).

A second problem with too strong an adherence to the Deissmannite position con-
cerns the distribution of the features in question. Some of them may well occur in
plain Koine, but are they as frequent in such documents as they are in the New
Testament? And, when they do occur, is the general shape of the construction the
same in terms of word order, tense usage, and so forth? In other words, it is not
enough simply to find individual examples of paratactic xaf in low-register papyri: one
also has to show both that it is as common a construction there as in the New
Testament and that the overall feel is the same. Trenkner, for instance, in asserting
that “style »ai” was too widespread a phenomenon to be associated too closely with
Semitic influence, adduces such examples as the following (1960: 17; cf. example (28)
inch. 11):

(18) #Ew & avtiig 000" VIO TOU ®OKOT KON TOD FTQAYUATOS 1) YUVH, v d1j00.oa. TQOOTTTEL
700G T YGvarto td TorrponheT, xal thv tedueCav dvoroémet. ol el ui) zetvog dipeiheto,
ATOLET BV TOQOVOUUEVT) . . . KON TEQL TAUTNG THG GvDMmou ol &v Agradio AGyog v
v 1ol puolols.

And, as she was driven insane by this awful treatment, she leapt up and fell at the
knees of Tatrocles, and she overturned the table. And if he hadn’t taken her away,
she would have perished in a drunken frenzy . . . and even in Arcadia there was talk
of this woman among the Ten Thousand. (Dem. 19.198)

But this repeated use of xai is clearly something very different from what we saw in
the examples from the Septuagint and New Testament: in those examples, there is less
subordination, and »af is followed directly by the verb (or idov), both traits that align
those passages more closely with Hebrew models.

In the end, the truth, as so often, is likely to lie somewhere in the middle. Indeed,
the general consensus seems to be that the pendulum, having swung in the
Deissmannite direction in the early twentieth century, has returned to more neutral
ground now (Voelz 1984: 952; Janse 2007: 647). The language of the Septuagint
and the New Testament does not represent a special dialect of Jewish-Christian Greek
altogether cut off from the regular development of Koine, nor is it completely free
from Semitic influence. Instead, as one would expect of writings produced in
Hellenistic Alexandria and Roman Palestine, it reflects both the broader evolution of
the Greek language as a whole and the more specific influence of the Semitic milieu
in which it arose.
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FURTHER READING

As space has permitted discussion of only a small number of illustrative problems — and texts
other than the Septuagint and New Testament have been passed over altogether — readers are
advised not to neglect the many other recent accounts of Jewish and Christian Greek. Summaries
with different emphases from the present chapter include: De Lange 2007, covering Jewish
Greek and including reference to texts other than the Septuagint as well as discussion of distinc-
tively Jewish uses of individual words like mpooevyij; Drettas 2007 on the translation of the
Septuagint; and Janse 2007, which discusses New Testament Greek, including convenient lists
of lexical items particularly characteristic of Christian Greek. A more thorough account, focus-
ing on New Testament Greek and the many responses to Deissmann’s work over the course of
the twentieth century, may be found in Voelz 1984. Though older, Vergote 1938 still offers a
good picture of the earliest scholarly reaction to Deissmann; he also examines the potential for
interference from Egyptian on Jewish and Christian Greek. Despite its somewhat parochial title,
Maloney 1981 also provides a very convenient overview of many of the issues discussed here.

For the Septuagint in particular, Ferndndez Marcos 2001 is a useful introduction with rich
bibliographys; it also covers the other Greek translations of the Hebrew Bible. For the many vari-
ations in the legend of the 72 (or 70) translators, see Wasserstein and Wasserstein 2006. Evans
2001 shows how much can be accomplished by close linguistic study of verbal syntax in the
Pentateuch, while Janse 2002 looks at the Septuagintal use of resumptive pronouns in relative
clauses, causative verbs, and the position of clitic pronouns (contrasting the conscious influence
of Hebrew in the Septuagint with the unconscious influence of Turkish in Cappadocian Greek).

For Semitic influence on New Testament syntax, Beyer 1968 is a central study. Wilcox 1984
looks at New Testament Semitisms more generally. Fitzmyer 1979 is a helpful collection of
essays on topics such as the languages of Palestine in the first century ce and the chronological
phases of Aramaic. Chancey 2005 argues that Greek was spoken less in first-century Galilee
than previously thought (making Aramaic influence on the New Testament all the more likely),
although it should be emphasized that there is very little evidence we can use to determine the
relative sociolinguistic positions of the two languages. Important works seeking to reconstruct
the Aramaic sayings thought to underlie some of the Greek of the New Testament include the
classic Black 1967 and, more recently, Casey 1998 and 2002.



CHAPTER NINETEEN

Greek and Latin Bilingualism

Brumo Rochette

Introduction

Greco-Roman bilingualism is without doubt one of the clearest manifestations of the
close cultural ties between Greece and Rome. The scope of this phenomenon, extend-
ing to numerous aspects of the ancient world, including diplomacy, literature, law,
medicine, religion, administration, the military, commerce, and philosophy, reveals
it as one of the principal foundations on which Greco-Roman cultural unity is based.
This importance fully justifies the interest it has evoked in the linguistic, literary, and
cultural sectors of classical scholarship. Whereas Greco-Roman bilingualism was until
the 1930s chiefly used to illustrate the symbiosis of two languages and two cultures in
the Greco-Roman world (e.g., Boyancé 1956; Marrou 1965: 374-88), since the
1980s new perspectives have been opened up that have benefited from work in general
linguistics, in particular the pioneering study of Weinreich (1953). The most recent
developments in the study of Greco-Roman bilingualism are concerned with notions
such as language contact (Dubuisson 1992b), linguistic interference (Biville 2001-3),
diglossin (Adams 2003: 754-5), code-switching (Wenskus 1998), mixed language
(Leiwo 1995), and language choice (Adams 2003: 35-6). Moreover, research in these
areas has turned from quantitative to being qualitative in nature, in differentiating
situations of bilingualism according to type of context. And advances in sociolinguis-
tics have brought questions to the fore such as “Who speaks what language to whom
and when?” In this respect the study of Kaimio (1979) and the work of Dubuisson
(1992a) are typical of the shift in focus from the words spoken to their speakers in
their actual contexts (see also Valette-Cagnac 2003: 149-51), with constant attention
being paid to such parameters as the concrete speech situation, the speakers’ linguistic
competence, their motivations, their sociocultural level, and their attitude toward
foreign elements (see also the overview in Dickey 2003a).
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Bilingualism in Classical Greece

The evidence on bilingualism in the world of Archaic and Classical Greece is scant.
Before the fifth century BCE there is little to go by. The Homeric poems make only
sporadic and largely inconclusive mention of linguistic diversity (e.g., Il 2.867;
4.438; Od. 19.175; see Werner 1989). It is not until the fifth century that authors
show awareness of the existence of linguistic diversity and of an opposition between
foreign languages and Greek as one of the key elements of Greek identity (e.g., Hdt.
8.144; on non-Greek languages in Herodotus, see Munson 2005). At Politicus 262d
Plato takes issue with a classification that divides humanity into two parts, 0
EMnvirdv, the Greeks, on the one hand, and on the other all the other peoples that
are referred to with a single name, “barbarians,” even though they do not all speak
the same language (dovugmvolr). The languages of the barbarians lack a recognized
status and are compared to the chirping of birds (Soph. Trach. 1060). Only Greek is
considered to be a real language (Strab. 14.2.28). In the comedies of Aristophanes,
the Persian Pseudartabas and the barbarian Triballus utter unintelligible sounds that
are opposed to Greek. Such a lack of linguistic curiosity is not necessarily sheer igno-
rance, for Ar. Ach. 100 is authentic Persian. In such a context it is normal for poly-
glots to be looked upon as exceptions (Werner 1983). The adjective moAiylwooog in
the sense of “speaking various languages” is rare (Rotolo 1972: 409 n. 52; Dubuisson
1983: 214-15). We know of some dtyhwooot, persons who know Greek and a bar-
barian language, either a Greek who can speak a foreign language, like Themistocles,
who had learned Persian in a year, or a barbarian who knows Greek (Dubuisson
1983: 206-13; Rochette 2001). The Greek world remains monoglot at least until
the Hellenistic period. Great Greek travelers such as Herodotus and Hecatacus do
not feel the need to learn the languages of the peoples they visit, since they are con-
vinced that Greek is universally understood and that they will always find people who
are capable of translating the texts in which they are interested. We know from
Herodotus (2.154) that Pharaoh Psammetichos I had entrusted Ionian colonists
with Egyptian infants, in order to produce bilingual speakers who would become
interpreters.

The Encounter of the Greek World with Rome

Flexible linguistic policies

The conquests of Alexander the Great had the effect of imposing Greek as the
Weltsprache of the entire Macedonian Empire, thus supplanting Aramaic, the lnguan
franca of the Persian Empire (Zgusta 1980: 137). After the completion of his cam-
paigns Alexander intended, according to Plutarch (Alex. 47.6), to unify his empire by
establishing Greek as the sole administrative language of his provinces. After the king’s
death, Greek became in fact the language used in the various kingdoms resulting from
the division of the vast empire.
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In the west, meanwhile, the rise of Roman power did not come at the expense of
philhellenism: Graecia capta ferum wictorem cepit et artes | intulit agresti Latio
“Greece, conquered, has conquered its wild victor and has imported the arts into
rural Latium” (Hor. Epist. 2.1.156-7). The process of hellenization of Rome begins
with the Punic Wars (Gruen 1992: 223-71). Greek becomes the language of choice
of the educated class in Rome. The reading of Greek literary works spread among the
clite due to the arrival in Rome of libraries taken as booty (such as that of Perseus,
king of Macedon, brought to Rome by Emilius Paulus in 167 Bct). The Romans were
accordingly aware of the prestige of Greek as an international language: Graeca legun-
tur in omnibus feve gentibus, Latina suis finibus, exiguis sane, continentur “Greek texts
are read by virtually all peoples, Latin texts are contained within their own restricted
boundaries” (Cic. Arch. 23). Military exchanges between Italy and the Greek world
as well as trade were also favorable to the diffusion of the two languages. From the
second century BCE onward, negotiatores criss-cross the eastern Mediterranean and
leave numerous epigraphical documents as traces of their passage. The epigraphical
record at Delos shows that this island had become a meeting-place for merchants
from Latium or Campania, who sometimes have been buried there (Adams 2002:
103-27;2003: 642-86).

But increasing levels of bilingualism did not prevent the Romans from being aware
of the prestige of their own language. Cato, even though he was capable of expressing
himself in Greek, used Latin even when he was addressing native Greek audiences,
such as the Athenians in 191 Bce.! In fact, it was customary for Roman magistrates to
respond only in Latin to foreign ambassadors, whether in the Senate or abroad (Val.
Max. 2.2.2: magna cum perseuerantin custodicbant, ne Graecis umquam nisi Latine
vesponsa davent . . . non in urbe tantum nostra, sed etiam in Graecia et Asia “They took
care with the greatest perseverance never to respond to the Greeks in any language
but Latin, . . . not merely in our own city, but also in Greece and in Asia”). In spite of
being bilingual the Roman magistrates attached much importance to the use of Latin
for diplomatic discourse in order to underscore the maiestas of the Roman people
(Gruen 1992: 236 n. 61). In the Senate the use of Latin was mandatory for the same
reasons (ibid. 238 n. 69). Interpreters would translate resolutions in Latin, whether
in Rome (so C. Acilius during the embassy of the three philosophers of 155 BCE) or
in the Greek world.? Augustus, whose knowledge of Greek was insufficient to speak
the language fluently (expedite, Suet. Aug. 89; ct. Dubuisson 2002) and Tiberius, a
perfectly bilingual speaker, make efforts in the same sense to promote pure Latinity as
unifying cement for the Empire (Suet. 775. 71). According to Kaimio (1979: 96),
Valerius Maximus’ statement cited above could be explained as a wish to support the
policy of Tiberius in favor of Latin.

Still, it was not Roman policy to impose by force the use of Latin on Greek-speaking
provinces (Rochette 1997). Bilingualism functioned in a flexible and practical way,
Roman policy being well adapted to the circumstances (Dubuisson 1982). Proof of
this is provided by the formal request addressed by the citizens of Cumae to the
Roman Senate in 180 BCE: Cumanis eo anno petentibus permissum est, ut publice Latine
loquerventur et praeconibus Latine uendendi tus esset “That year it was granted to the
Cumaeans, at their request, to use Latin for their civic discourse and for the merchants
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to use it in their transactions” (Livy 40.42.13). Cumae wished to obtain authorization
to replace Oscan with Latin in their public discourse, in particular in their auctions.
This example shows that the inhabitants of regions subjected to Roman power were
not obliged to use Latin, even though they frequently wished to do so. The Romans
did not have a rigid linguistic policy (Dubuisson 1982).

Promotion of Latin

In the Republican period the primacy of Greek gave rise to an anti-hellenic movement
led by Cato the Elder, who was the first to write a Roman history in Latin, the
Origines. Varro, pupil of the very conservative L. Aelius Stilo, can be placed within
this same movement. Author of De Lingua Latina, he contributed to the autonomy
of Latin toward which the Romans had been striving since the conquests of the sec-
ond century and the definitive victory over Greece. He was not ignorant of the debt of
Latin to Greek (Ling. 9.31) and is the author of an entire treatise on the Acolian
origins of Latin (Collart 1954: 205-28). But he maintains that certain words in Latin
do not derive from any other language (Ling. 5.3). At the level of literary registers,
Cicero took great pains to show that the Latin language is equally well, if not better,
suited for the articulation of philosophical concepts, parting company with Lucretius
on the subject of the ggestas patrii sermonis “poverty of the language of the fathers”
(e.g., Lucr. 1.139, 832; 3.260; see Fogen 2000: 77-141). In opposition to this for-
mula, he tried to promote the language of Latium by using it for his philosophical
treatises, thus endowing Rome with a corpus of literary works in its national language
(Cic. Fin. 1.10). In creating numerous neologisms according to various mechanisms
(Nicolas 2005), he made a monumental contribution to the enrichment of the Latin
language.

The ambiguous status of Greek

In spite of its favorable position in the Roman Republic, the Greek language has
always had an ambiguous status in Rome, being at the same time a foreign language
and an integral part of Roman society (Dubuisson 1981a: 27-8 n. 6). Greek is both
internal and external to Roman society. The ambiguous relation of Augustus with
Greek as described by Suetonius (Axyg. 89) is enlightening in this respect. According
to the biographer, Augustus was greatly drawn toward Greek studies ( Graecae disci-
plinae) and he excelled in them, having as rhetoric teacher Apollodorus of Pergamon.
Nevertheless, he never learned to speak Greek fluently and he refrained from writing
in that language (aut loqueretur expedite ant componerve aliquid aunderet). He wrote his
text in Latin and had it translated ( Latine formabat uertendumaque alii dabat).
Bilingualism was strongly favored in education and is most apparent at the level of
the individual.®> Many educated Romans boasted excellent knowledge of Greek to the
point of speaking it as a second maternal language. Cicero (Cic. De o7. 2.1.2) says of
Crassus that he spoke Greek as if he did not know any other language. According to
Cornelius Nepos (Nep. Azz. 4.1), Atticus spoke Greek so well that one could have
believed he was a native Athenian. Still, Greek was not universally used and known in
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Rome (Quint. Inst. 12.10.57). Even Cicero could make mistakes (Holford-Strevens
1993: 209). Romans who knew Greek did not all understand the language in the
same way: an educated aristocrat knew a homogeneous and codified Greek, whereas
members of inferior classes would speak the Hellenistic Koine. Cicero himself did not
have a uniform attitude toward Greek.

Did Romans use Greek in daily conversation with each other? There are few sources
that allow us to form a precise idea on this subject (Kaimio 1979: 193). What is
certain is that Greek was widely used for the composition of works on archeological,
historical, and philosophical subjects (Henriksson 1956). Cicero had projected a
Greek hypomnéma on his consulate (Azt. 1.19.10; 2.1.2; Lendle 1967). His remarks
in the letter to Atticus of 60 BCE (A#z. 1.19.10) show that there existed a “Roman”
variety of Greek, a Greek that allowed Romans to stay Roman. Cicero asks his friend,
who speaks Greek like a native Athenian, to be indulgent if he finds un-Greek turns
of phrase or a less elegant style (quod homini Attico minus Graecum evuditumaque
uideatur). According to Cicero, Lucullus deliberately committed solecisms and
barbarisms in order to sound Roman.

Bilingualism is thus closely linked with identity. The only bilingualism acceptable in
Rome is the one that makes it possible to identify the speaker. This is why Romans
who speak or write Greek never use the Greek of the Greeks, since they are eager to
be different. The problem of identity is illustrated by an anecdote, reported by Cicero
(Fin. 1.8-9), of Albucius being greeted in Greek in Athens by the practor Scaevola,
an apparently absurd gesture (Valette-Cagnac 2003: 170-9).

Latin is Greek

Greek and Latin are so closely linked in the linguistic consciousness of the Romans
that they came to assume a total assimilation of Latin to Greek: Latin is a form of
Greek. This is the thesis that has come to be formulated at Rome from the time of
Sulla to the reign of Claudius: Latin is presented as a Greek dialect, Aeolic (Werner
1996). The grammarian Philoxenos of Alexandria, who is perhaps to be dated prior
to Varro, wrote a dialectical treatise to this effect (Funaioli, Gram. Rom. Frag. 1,
p. XVI, 206-8; Collart 1954: 206-18). The cultural context underlying this theory is
well understood. Annalists and early Roman historians who had prepared the frame-
work within which the theory could develop (Gabba 1963) include Fabius Pictor,
Hyperochos of Cumae, even Cato, who states that Evander upon his arrival in Latium
made Greek and the Greek alphabet known to the barbarians of this region ( Origines
1.19). Since Cato can hardly be credited with sympathy for the Greeks, such a state-
ment is surely an echo of a communis opinio of the time (Gruen 1992: 235). Dionysius
of Halicarnassus, who serves the cause of Augustus, takes up the theory in the first
book of his Roman Antiquities (Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 1.90.1), insisting on its three
dimensions, cultural, religious, and linguistic, with the object of proving the ethnic
unity of Greeks and Romans. In his view the Romans speak a language that is neither
completely barbarian nor completely Greek. Speculations of grammarians on the
origins of the Latin language would lead linguists of the generation of Charisius
(fourth cent. cg) and Priscianus (¢. 500 cE) to emphasize, on the basis of parallels, the
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similarities between the two languages (Schopsdau 1992). Macrobius (fourth cent.
ce) would link the two languages so tightly as to confirm that the study of the one
leads necessarily to the mastery of the other (Keil. Gramm. Lat. V.631).

Greek in Rome

Latin borrowing from the Greek

Rome is a bilingual city. The Greek epitaphs of the city, engraved by and for persons
of foreign origin, slaves, freedmen, or immigrants from the East, but equally for
Roman natives, reflect a cosmopolitan society and provide evidence for widespread
bilingualism in the capital of the Empire (Kajanto 1963: 43—4). Greek was the first
language of numerous slaves and immigrants. Kaimio (1979: 315) even speaks of a
Greek pidgin. Greek has infiltrated in the linguistic habits of Rome’s lower classes
before it exerted influence on the higher echelons of society. The language of every-
day speech in fact has undergone foreign influence from a very early date. Latin has
borrowed not only Greek words, but also words from other Italic languages even
when typically Latin words were available for the concepts in question. Popina
“tavern” and rufus “red” are Latin borrowings from Oscan-Umbrian and Faliscan,
whereas the Latin equivalents are coquina (<*quoquina) and ruber (Meillet 1977:
100-1). These words have been completely “naturalized” and become generalized
along with their host language.

From the Greek, Latin has borrowed two categories of words (Biville 1990-5:
1: 31).

a)  Written and learned borrowings drawing directly on Greek texts. These words
keep their original form fairly conservatively and are thus “ageless” (Biville 1992:
232-3). Aer (0ro, 0€og), for example, is a Greek word completely naturalized in
Latin. The “welcoming” of a Greek word in Latin is expressed by Seneca (Sen. Ep.
120.4) with the evocative image of civil rights, civitas, a term adopted by the gram-
marians (civitate donaverint).

b)  Oral or “vulgar” borrowings subject to various types of deformation in their
progressive integration within the Latin language. These phonetic phenomena, stud-
ied by Biville (1990-5), depend on the period in which the borrowing takes place and
loan words continue to be modified along with the host language. Greek pamtiCo
becomes baptidio in Christian authors, since the Greek sound [z], at first assimilated
to Latin s(s), comes to be written as 47 by the third century ck (pronounced [dz],
Biville 1990-5: 2: 417-18). When entering into the language a Greek word under-
goes deformations that render it suitable for the phonetic structures into which it is
inserted and which make it lose its foreign character, e.g., suppression of a phoneme:
Mwv > leo; inversion: Yoy > spyche; addition: uvé > mina. Such adaptations can be
formulated as rules of phono-graphemic correspondence between the systems of
Greek and Latin (Biville 1990-5; 1991: 51-2). Once it has adapted to the rules of the
host language the borrowing is part of the language and undergoes the same phonetic
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developments as purely Latin words (Biville 1986: 852—4), e.g., mhatelo enters as
platea (Plautus) and subsequently becomes * platya from which derive It. piazza and
Fr. place. Far from being closed, this system is productive. It generates a Greco-Roman
language system of neologisms created by hybridization (e.g., Romulidae, Anti-
Catones) as well as a purely Greek presence within the Latin language, a “Greek
Latin” composed of neologisms of entirely Greek provenance, but created by Latin
speakers for whom Greek is not the primary language (Biville 1993).

The degree of receptivity of Latin to external influences can be best measured in the
imperial period, particularly in subliterary texts (Adams 2003). Yet in spite of all the
linguistic and cultural influences Latin has not lost its identity nor its force (Verg. Aen.
12.834-9).

Code-Switching

Besides borrowing, a further language-contact phenomenon manifests itself from a
very early date in Latin literature: code-switching, the switch from one language to
another within one and the same discourse. As early as the comoedia palliata the
transition from Latin to Greek is very frequent (Jocelyn 1999). In Plautus this
process appears in various passages, particularly in the responses of slaves or other
characters of the lower social strata (Jocelyn 1999: 184-9). For Plautus, who
addresses an audience that is largely bilingual, the use of Greek is clearly a sign of the
condition of slave (Shipp 1953). But in everyday life code-switching was a living
reality too and is frequently attested for the second and first centuries BCE (Jocelyn
1999: 177-84).

The best-known case in literature is that of Cicero, who was, as we saw, fluent in
Greek both in speech and in writing. In 70 BCE he addressed the senate of Syracuse in
Greek ( Verr. 2.4.147) and he communicated with various Greek correspondents (Plut.
Cic. 24.8-9). Whereas his public speeches present a pure Latinity, as symbol of Rome’s
prestige, his letters abound with Greek words and expressions —up to 850. The switch
from Latin to Greek in Cicero as well as in the writings of other members of the
Roman elite has often been interpreted as a form of intimacy, or even of a “language
of intimacy” (Pabén 1939), the maternal language of the Roman so to speak.
According to some scholars, the language switch could be provoked by emotive and
psychological contexts. Dubuisson attaches great importance to this aspect and
extends it to the general use of Greek among the Roman upper class. Caesar’s xol oU
téxvov would be due, according to him, to the fact that at the moment of his death
he “refinds his mother tongue or at least his first language.”* Pabén (1939: 129) sees
proof that Greek was used as the language of the emotions in a passage in Juvenal’s
sixth Satire (184-99), where Greek is presented as women’s language of sexuality. But
that passage also points up a distinction between two linguistic spaces: the private
sphere, where Greek is permitted, and the public sphere, where it was frowned upon.
The use of either language is thus closely linked to the speech context. In private, the
use of Greek signals culture and an element of recognition for an educated class.
In public, in particular in the Senate, one abstains from speaking Greek, since Latin is
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the language of formal civic discourse. Similarly, to speak Greek in the countryside
produces unusual effects, since Greek is associated with urban life (Plin. Ep. 7.25.2-5).
The Greek language is endowed with qualities that make it the preferred language in
certain contexts: smoothness (Quint. Inst. 12.10.27-8), charm, grace, and cheerful-
ness (Plin. Ep. 4.3; cf. Valette-Cagnac 2003: 164-0).

The switches from Latin to Greek in Cicero’s letters cannot all be explained by
the intimate character of the use of Greek in Rome. First, the Greek words we find
in his letters are not all of the same status. Cicero uses many Greek medical terms
in the absence of a fully developed medical vocabulary in Latin at the time. Code-
switches also depend on the correspondent and the date of the letter in question.
When he writes to politicians and dignitaries of the State, Cicero uses Latin with-
out any code-switches, just as in letters to his wife and daughter, which are in
general free of Greek (Wenskus 2001: 218-19). He reserves Greek for certain inti-
mate friends, such as Atticus, who presents himself as more Greek than the Greeks
themselves (Valette-Cagnac 2003). The use of Greek, language of “connivance,”
serves to create rapport with the addressee of the letter.

Chronology plays a role as well (Venini 1952). At certain points in his career
Cicero makes a more extensive use of Greek than at others. During his exile (April
58 to September 57) he refuses any use of Greek words, but within a month of his
return he resumes the habits of the past. In the letters of the year 56 we find 63
Greek words, but we can observe a total absence of Greek in the letters of the years
48 and 47, another period of political crisis. But in the years 45-44, when he is
composing his philosophical treatises, Greek appears again. However, in February
of 45 during the days following the death of his daughter Tullia which greatly
affected him, Cicero avoids Greek. We can conclude from this that there is a psy-
chological dimension in Cicero’s code-switches. In periods of tension and anxiety
he tends to avoid Greek, whereas when he is more relaxed, he uses it again. The
use of Greek, then, is for him a conscious choice.

The Balance of the Two Languages in the Empire

Utraque lingua

Under the Empire the two languages coexist on a basis of complete equality, as is
shown by the expression utraque lingua “in either language” (Dubuisson 1981a) or
the formula used by the Emperor Claudius, uterque sermo noster “either of our two
ways of speaking” (Suet. Claud. 42.1). Whereas the adjective bilinguis never means
“bilingual” (Poccetti 1986), utraque lingua underlines the close connection between
the two languages, since it sets Greek and Latin together apart from all other lan-
guages, thus signaling the unity, parity, and complementarity of Greek and Latin. By
contrast, bilinguis has a negative connotation (Verg. Aen. 1.661) and designates a
language that is mixed and corrupted, like that of the Brancchides, who had gradually
abandoned their native language to adopt a foreign language (Curt. 7.5.29; Hor. Sat.
1.10.30).
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In the western part of the Empire Latin gradually won out over Greek, which
remained the principal language of the Pars orientis. A passage in Plutarch (Quaest.
Plat. 10.3 = Mor. 1010D) seems to signal the decline of Greek, even though his
expression (“Latin. . . which nowadays is spoken by everyone”) is probably a rhetorical
exaggeration. Plutarch himself knows Latin (see below), but admits that he does not
know it sufficiently well to appreciate the stylistic finesses in Cicero’s speeches (Plut.
Dem. 2.2).

Some authors write both in Greek and in Latin, depending on the occasion: the
Christian apologist Tertullian, the Platonist Apuleius of Madaura, both Africans, and
also the Emperor Marcus Aurelius, who wrote his Reflections in Greek, but in his
younger days preferred Latin in his correspondence with his teacher, the purist Fronto.
Greek is the learned language, adapted to such domains as history, philosophy, or sci-
ence. The mathematician L. Tarutius of Firmum, a friend of Cicero and Varro, wrote
a book on the stars in Greek. The Emperor Claudius wrote in Greek books on the
history of Etruria and Carthage (Suet. Claud. 42.5). A number of philosophers
(mostly Stoics), all full-blooded Italians, wrote their treatises in Greek so naturally
that philosophers writing Latin, like Seneca, are the exception (Gauly 2004: 38-51).

But after the reign of Marcus Aurelius, which marks the culmination of the col-
laboration between the two cultures (Swain 2004 ), Greek gradually loses its favored
position in the Pars occidentalis. At the personal level, this change is already visible in
the correspondence of Pliny the Younger. Whereas Cicero’s Greek presents all the
characteristics of a real Umgangssprache, Pliny’s is more artificial and tied to the liter-
ary tradition. After having been bilingual for various centuries, the West became
exclusively Latin (Hier. Ep. 50.2). Toward the end of the fourth century ck it became
difficult to find Greek teachers in the cities of the West (Cod. Theod. 13.3.11).

Bilateral unilingualism

In the domain of official communication the Roman conquest of the Greek world had
not changed anything in the status of either language. Latin did not replace Greek, but
rather was added as an instrument of social and economical advancement. Greek
remained the language for official documents addressed to the cities of the Greek world.
With some rare exceptions, such as the Res Gestae dini Augusti, all the senatus consulta
and epistulae of the Republican period (Sherk 1969) as well as imperial constitutions
(epistles, edicts, rescripts, instructions) from Augustus till the reign of Diocletian (Oliver
1989) are in Greek. But after 284 ck till the beginning of the fifth century Latin gradu-
ally takes over.

In the Greek provinces the use of Latin in the administration is limited to four
principal domains: exchanges between the central government, i.e., the emperor and
the Roman magistrates in function in the provinces (the correspondence of Pliny the
Younger with Trajan is a good example); communication between the Roman magis-
trates and the Roman colonies; the administration of the Roman colonies; and, to a
certain extent, administration relative to the ciues Romani. Roman administration
thus uses Latin in the East for external communication, whereas Greek serves the
purposes of internal communication, even though Latin can also be used for political
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communication between cities in the East (Eck 2000). Before the Roman conquest
Greek was of course already the language for international communication in the
Mediterranean basin. It was also the administrative language for the Hellenistic mon-
archies and the language of culture enjoying considerable prestige in Roman society.
The Roman administration needed Greek equivalents to the notions necessary to
Roman government and so the scribes of chancelleries had to translate the documents
into the other language (Mourgues 1995). The result was what Kaimio calls a bilateral
unilingualism, since the Roman Empire is divided in two partes, one latinophone, the
other hellenophone (Adamik 2006: 24-8). But alongside the two official languages,
the local languages continue to have their place in the government of the provinces,
often through the intermediary of interpreters (Eck 2004).

Latin in the Greek World

A new linguistic policy?

As indicated in the previous section, the situation gradually changes, starting from the
second half of the third century ck and in particular in the fourth century. Diocletian
and his successors are often thought to have pursued an aggressive linguistic policy
that aimed at generalizing the use of Latin throughout the Empire. Marrou (1965:
378) sees support for this in a passage in Libanius (314-93). In his autobiography
(Lib. Or. 1.234) the rhetor from Antioch expresses concerns about the future of
Greek rhetoric and holds Roman law and the Latin language responsible for the
demise of his school (Cribiore 2007: 206-12). However, Libanius also specifies that
the decline as he sees it is not caused by any decree or law (yoduuoro ukv obv xol véuog
toUto oV Emparttev). Rather, it seems that the decline of Greek was due to the public
prestige and influence that came with the knowledge of Latin. Arguments ¢ silentio
are always delicate, but if a systematic language policy had existed, it would have been
very likely that Libanius, great defender of Greek language and culture, would have
mentioned it and fought it energetically.

However this may be, the increasing importance of Latin in the Greek world, in
particular from the fourth century ck, is no stranger to the creation of new imperial
residences, that is, new administrative centers, in the Greek orient. With Nicomedia,
where Diocletian took up residence, and in particular, somewhat later, Constantinople,
the “New Rome” at the heart of the Greek-speaking world founded by Constantine
in 324 ck, the faraway capital comes closer to its Greek subjects, who from now on
have reasons to learn the language of Rome. The central administration uses Latin,
the “language of the rulers” which is linked to the person of the emperor.

When the Tetrarchy came to an end with Constantine the Great, the administrative
system that the Tetrarchs had established survived the organization in prefectures.
Besides quantitative and territorial factors, there was also the qualitative factor in the
increase in prestige of Latin among the hellenophones. A career in the bureaucracy of
the Empire or in the Roman army was attractive, and knowledge of Roman law, and
hence of Latin, was indispensable for such a career. This is the reason why the Greeks
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began to attend in great numbers the law school at Beirut, which was considered as
early as the first century ck an island of Latinity in a Hellenophone world (Suet.
Gram. 24). Libanius, who forbade himself the knowledge of Latin, complains of this
phenomenon, which emptied the schools of traditional Greek moudetor (Lib. Or
1.214). But knowing Latin permitted one to rise faster on the social ladder (Chrys.
Oppugn. 3.12 = PG 47.368), as is shown by the career of Strategius Musonianus,
praefectus praetorio orientis in 354 under Constantine II (Amm. Marc. 15.13.1;
Drijvers 1996). For efficient Latin language acquisition special textbooks appear, such
as the Hermeneumata Pseundodositheana (Debut 1984). This method is based on
scenes of daily life composed in order to teach hellenophones Latin. In the fourth
century Cg, authors who are native Greek speakers, such as Claudianus of Alexandria
or Ammianus Marcellinus of Antioch, use Latin for the composition of their works
(Geiger 1999).

Latin influence on Greek

The importance of linguistic policy in favor of Latin, if it existed at all, has probably
been exaggerated (Adams 2003: 635-6), but the prevalence of Latin in the eastern
provinces toward the end of the Empire is a historical reality. The influence of Latin
on Greek has long been presented as relatively unimportant and less significant than
the reverse phenomenon. Such a perspective may be justified if one takes only literary
language into consideration. The majority of Greek authors during the Empire are
impervious to the influence of Latin, especially when they attempt to reproduce the
purity of Classical Greek. This is especially clear in the case of the authors of the
Second Sophistic (see ch. 31), such as Lucian, who nevertheless must have known
Latin. But the Greek historians, some of them working at Rome (Dubuisson 1979),
all undergo influence of Latin, partly due to the subject matter of their writing, as was
also the case with their Hellenistic predecessor Polybius (Dubuisson 1985). Examples
include Diodorus Siculus, Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Strabo, Plutarch, Arrian,
Appian (Famerie 1998), Cassius Dio (Freyburger-Galland 1997), and Flavius Josephus
(Ward 2007). As Dubuisson (1979: 99) notes, all these writers understood and spoke
Latin and were capable of reading Latin literature.

In order to present Roman realities to his audience, the Greek historian had three
methods at his disposal: (i) transcription pure and simple (per transcriptionem), by
which consul is rendered as nwvooUh; (ii) the calque (per translationem), the creation
of a word composed of Greek elements which correspond to the original, comsul
becoming otupoviog; (iii) equivalence (per comparationem), by which consul becomes
tnarog (Dubuisson 1992b: 102). The same three-fold strategy can be applied to
quaestor (Famerie 1999: 218-25): transcriptio (v(o)valotwp) is rare, but transiatio
(tautag) is frequent in many Greek cities; comparatio (Cnmris) does not appear until
very late.

Plutarch’s rapport with Latin is instructive in this regard (Dubuisson 1979: 95-7;
De Rosalia 1991: 450-1; Setaioli 2007). This author deals with Latin in two ways,
first at a practical and later at a formal and theoretical level. He was certainly able
to communicate with his interlocutors in Rome and Italy when he was living there.
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The duties resulting from his official appointments under Trajan and Hadrian must
have made extensive knowledge of Latin a necessity for him. Later, no doubt during
his retirement at Chaeronea when he composed the majority of his works, he must
have spent much time and energy on the study of Latin texts, which he cites fre-
quently and which he understands well in general. Geiger (2002) shows that at Cato
Minor 11, in the narrative of the death of Cato’s half-brother, Caepio, and Cato’s
reaction, Plutarch renders verbatim a Latin expression used by Munatius Rufus in his
polemic against Caesar.

But it is the papyrological documents of the imperial period that give us the best
idea of the receptivity of Greek to the influence of Latin (Daris 1991; Cervenka-
Ehrenstrasser 1996-2000; see also ch. 37 in this volume). The borrowings are (i) in
the sphere of public life, in particular government administration and the military;
(ii) in social life (industry, commerce, agriculture); and (iii) private life (home and
furniture, food, and clothing). Examples are atvyovotohovdss angustalianus “tunc-
tionary of the officium of the Augustal in Alexandria”; fopdwvdoiog burdonarius
“mule driver”; déxontov decretum “decrete”; nevinvaolog centenarius “centurio”;
%noQtivy cortina “tapestry.”

Dickey (2003Db) has analyzed the chronological distribution of Latin borrowings in
Greek papyri. The statistics that she has established show clearly that the fourth cen-
tury CE represents the period in which Latin borrowings are most numerous: 3,365,
which is 102 Latinisms for 100 documents as against 1,380 for the second century
and 1,329 for the third. The influence of Latin also shows in expressions that are
directly translated from conventional Latin formulae. Thus the epistolary concluding
formula ¢go@ovai oe eliy(opan), pikt(ate) is nothing other than the translation of ual-
ere te opto (Dickey 2004a: 506). By the same token, the vocative title xUgte frequently
found in the Greek papyri of the imperial period seems to be a translation of Latin
domine (Dickey 2001; see also ch. 22).

As we saw, not only the translation, but also the transliteration of Latin administra-
tive terms is possible. The latter allows of a direct import of Latin terms in Greek. The
use of calques, which was prevalent for centuries, can still be seen as a sign of resis-
tance to Latinization through the opposition to direct borrowing, which would signal
acceptation. First-century BCE borrowings are still concerned with objects, titles, or
customs that were unfamiliar to Greeks (e.g., xevivolov centurio, heyudv legio), but
fourth-century ce borrowings enter the language even when a Greek word existed for
the reality in question (e.g., Péotn wuestis, doneg hospes, oo familia; ct. Dickey
2003b: 257).

The epigraphical record, too, is witness to this influence of Latin. The Roman govern-
ment units stationed all over the Greek world, as well as the numerous commercial
exchanges, brought a never-ending stream of latinophones to the Greek world. The
epigraphy of the Near East shows evidence of Latin influence on Semitic languages
through Greek. The term Jlegio, Aeyedyv in the New Testament, is found in the inscriptions
of Palmyra as LGYWN (Millar 1995: 405). In Asia Minor, where the influence of Latin
clearly manifests itself in the borrowings evident in Greek inscriptions (Kearsley and
Evans 2001: 157-62), bilingual funereal inscriptions, whether translations or Greco-Latin
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assemblages, show that the persons commemorated desire in the choice of language to
show their belonging to the one or the other community (Levick 1995: 399).

FURTHER READING

On multilingualism in the Greco-Roman world, see Rotolo 1972 and Werner 1983 and 1992.
Kaimio 1979 offers a broad synthesis and rich bibliography on the attitude of the Romans to
the Greek language. His perspective is sociolinguistic theoretically, but in practice his approach
is historical and literary, as he discusses historical and social contacts between Greeks and
Romans, the use of Greek in official documents, the use of Greek in private life, and Greek as
language of high culture. On these issues, Dubuisson 1981b and 1992b, Weis 1992, Rochette
1996¢, Valette-Cagnac 2003, and Dupont and Valette-Gagnac 2005 should also be consulted.
On the subject of linguistic politics, Petersmann 1998 offers a well-documented synthesis. For
the linguistic aspects, in particular Latin borrowing from Greek, see Biville 1990-5. Biville
2001-3 discusses the various aspects of linguistic contact: interference, transfer, and fusion.
Code-switching in Cicero has attracted much attention and has led to various lines of interpre-
tation, e.g., Wenskus 1993 and 1998, Dunkel 2000, Adams 2003: 297416, Swain 2002, and
Dubuisson 2005. For contacts between Latin and other languages, see Adams 2003, who
opens wide perspectives and surveys a wide range of materials. He insists in particular on the
need to consider the phenomenon of bilingualism comprehensively and takes into account not
only literary texts, but also subliterary sources that are closer to the actual experience of the
language user. The study offers a wealth of bibliographical material. On the process of latiniza-
tion of the Greek world, see Rochette 1997. The collective volume edited by Adams, Janse, and
Swain (2002) is of great interest for methodological purposes; it approaches the phenomenon
of bilingualism from various perspectives and goes far beyond Greco-Roman bilingualism
proper. For the Byzantine period, see Zilliacus 1935.

NOTES

1 On Cato, see Gruen 1992: 52-83; on his knowledge of Greek, Weis 1992: 139; on Athens,
Gruen 1992: 237.

2 On embassy, see Gell. 6.14.9, with Kaimio 1979: 104-5, and Greek world, Livy 45.29.3,
with Kaimio 1979: 100. See also Moatti 1997: 82-3.

3 E.g., Quint. Inst. 1.1.12-14, a text that highlights the respective status of Greek and Latin.
See also Dubuisson 1992a: 195-9.

4 Dubuisson 1980: 887-90, with the objections of Wenskus 1993: 214-15 taken up by
Adams 2003: 310.
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CHAPTER TWENTY

Register Variation

Andreas Wills

Dialects, Sociolects, Registers

The term “register” is not always used consistently. Its core value is captured best
when we compare “registers” with other varieties of language. Whereas “dialects” and
“sociolects” are varieties defined by groups of speakers, other varieties are constituted
by a shared topic (“technical languages”) or by a shared situational framework: it is
the latter which should be referred to as “registers.”

The theoretical basis for the modern study of registers was laid when Malinowski
(1923) and Firth (1935) first paid close attention to the interaction between linguistic
usages and their cultural settings (Malinowski’s “context of situation”). To take a
simple example, one and the same sentence may be offensive when uttered in conver-
sation with one person, but perfectly acceptable when said to another: already
Protagoras allegedly objected to Homer’s use of the imperative dewde “sing” in the
first line of the I/iad because he felt an imperative to be inappropriate in a prayer to
the Muse (Arist. Poet. 1456b15-18 = DK 80A29). Since ancient prayers routinely
used imperatives, we may not agree with Protagoras — nor did Aristotle — but the gen-
eral point remains true: a prayer is a different “genre” from, say, an everyday conversa-
tion between equals, and therefore it follows different linguistic rules. Not to observe
these rules may render a text awkward, inefficient, improper, or simply ridiculous, as
the poets of Ancient Comedy knew when they made their characters speak in a para-
tragic or paracpic manner: in real life, no cook would have been so pretentious as to
speak Ounowdg all the time, as does the cook in Strato’s Phoinikides when he asks his
exasperated employer how many uépomnecg (i.e., Gvdpwmor “people”) are invited to din-
ner and whether the plan is to sacrifice uijha (i.e., moépata “sheep”) (Strato fragm. 1;
cf. also Arist. Poet. 1458b31—4: ApupoGdng tods teaywdods éxmuddet Gt & ovdels av
elmerev €v Tij dLahént TOTTOLE XOMVTOL, 010V TO dWUETOV B0 AL uf) Atd SOUGTOV HTA.
“Ariphrades made fun of the tragic poets because they use expressions which no one
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would ever utter in ordinary conversation, like dwudtwv dmo instead of &md dwpdrtwv
‘from the houses’ etc.”).

Register, Style, Genre

Traditionally, the varieties highlighted in the preceding examples would have been
referred to as Homeric/epic and tragic style respectively. Even in some specialist lit-
erature the term “style” is preferred to “register” on the grounds that the latter “has
been applied to varieties of language in an almost indiscriminate manner, as if it could
be usefully applied to situationally distinctive pieces of language of any kind” (Crystal
and Davy 1969: 61). While this criticism is justified to a degree, to use “style” instead
only makes things worse. One may speak of the “style” of an author or even of an
epoch (e.g., the “style” of Thucydides/of Hellenistic literature), but given the wide
range of linguistic usages adopted by Thucydides in different parts of his work or by
different Hellenistic authors, any overall description of these would end up being
banal; and one might even argue that the peculiar “style” of a poet like Aristophanes
arises precisely from the mixture of “registers” belonging to different communicative
situations. Hence, the danger of imprecision is at least reduced when we use the term
“register,” and as long as we define at what level of generality we are conducting our
investigations, “register” is actually quite a useful concept. After all, the same is true
for its counterpart “genre”: the fact that we may refer to, say, love-letters as a “genre”
at a low level of generality, whereas at a higher level personal letters on all kinds of
topics might constitute a “genre,” does not reduce the usefulness of the concept of
“genre.” Rather than set registers and genres against each other, by associating the
former with regularly recurring communication situations and the latter with regularly
recurring message types (Ferguson 1994: 20-1), we should therefore understand reg-
ister as the form (or signifiant) plane of an utterance or text, which corresponds to
genre as the content (or signifié) plane: genres are “text categorizations made on the
basis of external criteria relating to author/speaker purpose” or “text categories read-
ily distinguished by mature speakers of a language” (Biber 1988: 68;1995:9), whereas
registers are constituted by the linguistic features identifying these text categories. For
instance, all those features (of intonation, syntax, lexicon, etc.) which were typically
used in a funeral speech constitute the “register” of the “genre” émirdpLog Adyog.

Register Markers and Co-Occurrence Patterns

Many genres are of course not characterized by specific linguistic features: unless we
pay attention to the content of an émtdglog Aéyog, there may be little to tell us for-
mally that we are dealing with one. Formal linguistic features that are exclusive to one
genre — so-called “register markers” — are indeed rare. In English, we may perhaps
think of the itemizing “Whereas . . .” in legal texts, and it is feasible that the obscure
sequence o-da-a,in Mycenaean lists fulfilled a similar function (cf. Palmer 1963: 57,
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“paragraphing-itemizing”); it might not have survived into alphabetical Greek because
it was tied to a specific administrative genre which was discontinued during the “Dark
Ages.” Similarly, text-initial &A\” Stov/onérav/onéte (often followed by xal téte 81j or
the like) seems to have been a characteristic feature of oracular verse responses in
Classical times, as suggested by instances like the famous oracle given to Croesus and
cited by Herodotus:

al\” Gtav nuiovog paothets Midotot yévntal,
%l tote, AvdE T0daPoE, moluyiplda tag "Eguov
@etyewy undt puévewy, und’ aideiodar xaxdg elval.

But when a mule becomes king to the Medes, then, o tender-footed Lydian, flee to
the many-pebbled Hermos, do not stay, nor be ashamed of being a coward. (Hdt. 1.55.2;
cf. Hdt. 3.57.4, 6.77.2, 8.77, Plut. Mor. 399¢, and Paus. 9.17.5; Fontenrose 1978:
166-70)

In this case, the linguistic peculiarity must have arisen from a transitional connector in
chresmologic collections, but because oracles are normally cited in isolation, it has
lost its original function and become a register marker. That it was consciously per-
ceived as such is shown by the fact that parodistic oracles regularly adopt it, as in
Aristophanes:

OAN OmGToy paoyy Pupoaietog ayruAoXiAng
yougpnifot dpdxovro *oGAe oV otoToTdTV,

O téte Magphaydvav puev dréAlutol 1) oroodaiun,
#noLMoTdANoLY 8 Vedg uéyo xdog Omdalel,

of xev ul) Towhelv aMGVTOS WAV EAmVTOL

But when the leather-eagle with crooked claws snatches with his jaws the blood-sucking
booby snake, then the garlic-sauce of the Paphlagonians perishes and the god grants
great fame to the tripe-sellers, unless they rather choose to sell sausages. (Ar. Eq. 197-
201: cf. further Ar. Ay. 967-8, Lucian Peregr. 29-30)

However, we must not think that such a beginning was a necessary ingredient of verse
oracles, whether taken from chresmological collections or actually formulated by the
Delphic Pythia and similar institutions (zf'their responses were versified). For instance,
a common alternative marker is the imperative @pdCev/podteo/pedlov, which is also
found both in serious and in mock oracles (e.g., Hdt. 8.20; Paus. 3.8.9; Ar. Eg. 10304,
Pax1099-1100). Yet again, not every utterance in which the imperative godCev occurs
is also an oracle: neither Od. 13.376, where Athena urges Odysseus to think about
how to deal with the suitors, nor the skolion at PMG 903 is. So we must not concen-
trate exclusively on register markers. Instead, the linguistic description of a given reg-
ister should rather focus on the co-occurrence of entire sets of features, none of which
may be exclusive to the register under consideration, even though the specific mixture
and alternation patterns are (cf. Ervin-Tripp 1972; Biber 1994: 35-6).

The “correct” description of the register of verse oracles does not, then, stipu-
late an introductory @A dtav/ométav/ondte and/or an imperative @odlev/podleo/
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pOAGCov; it just observes that there is a significant likelihood for either of these fea-
tures to occur, iz conjunction with further features such as a hexametrical rhythm,
an Jonic-epic base dialect (M#doot, yapgnAiiot), epic vocabulary and phraseology
(#0dog Omalel, af »ev), the ample use of metaphors (often from the animal world:
nulovog, Puooaietog, dpdnovta), a high incidence of compound epithets (cf.
10dafoé, torvyprigLda, dyrvloyxiing, aiuatondtv), an injunction formulated in the
jussive infinitive (pedyewv, undt puévewv, und’ aideiodai), a condescending or even
aggressive but occasionally also a honorific form of address (Avdt modapoé; else-
where, e.g., ® uéheor “wretches,” 8ABie “blessed”: Fontenrose 1978: 173-4), and
SO on.

Register Allusions and Parodies

If registers are mainly characterized by co-occurrence patterns, rather than register
markers, one difficulty arises: in order to make meaningful comparisons between reg-
isters, we need large text samples. It would be impossible to substantiate the above
claims about typical verse oracles on the basis of only three or four recorded responses.
Moreover, the literary scholar in particular will want to know when a given passage,
whose surroundings belong to one register, contains a sufficiently distinctive mix of
features to have evoked another register in the minds of the primary audience. When
Empedocles addressed his listeners with the words & wtémot, & dgthov Ivntdv yévog, &
dvadvolfov “Woe, o wretched race of mortals, fatefully doomed” or told them deuhot,
navdelhol, ®udumv o xetpag Exeovon “Wretches, more than wretches, keep your
hands from beans” (DK 31B124.1, 31B141), these utterances are likely to have been
consciously designed so as to sound “oracular,” for elsewhere the poet does proclaim
to be consulted as a udvtig (DK 31B112.10; cf. Willi 2008: 235-8); but how could
we ever prove this in the absence of ancient testimonia?

Because of such difficulties of demarcation, one particular source of evidence for
register variation in Ancient Greek is of prime importance: parodies. Unlike other
forms of allusion, parodies are the more effective the more recognizable they are. In
the parody of a genre, the genre’s register features and co-occurrence patterns are
therefore faithfully highlighted (though possibly exaggerated), whereas the contents
of the message are often incongruous (cf. Willi 2003: 5-6). In a fragment of
Aristophanes’ contemporary Cratinus, we find for example a parodic attack on Pericles
which formally imitates early epic genealogies, without actually being hexametrical
(Cratinus fragm. 258): Ztdowg 0t xal mpeoPuyeviis | Xodvog dhlijholol ueyévie |
uéylotov tixtetov Tigovvov | v 1) xepanyepétav | Oeol xaréovor “Discord and Time
born of old having intercourse with one another bring forth the greatest tyrant, whom
the gods call head-collector”; apart from the non-Attic forms (dAMjhoiot, nohéovot)
and the epic or pseudo-epic epithets (mpeopuyevijc, nepainyegétav ~ Hom. vepein-
vepéta “cloud-collector”), the semantics of wyévte and the historic present tixteTov
are most characteristic since the former is largely restricted to epic, and the latter is at
least likely to have been a stock ingredient of early genealogies, just like its counter-
part yiyvetou (cf. Lilja 1968: 101-19; Dover 1997: 67-8).
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Similarly, we could infer from the parody at Ar. Ar. 1040-1, where the Decree-
Seller visits Cloudcuckooland and proposes the law ypfjio0ow Negehornorxuyiag totode
10lg uétgolol xol otadpoior %ol Yngiouoor xoddmeg Ologitor  “That the
Cloudcuckoolanders may use these measures and weights and decrees just as the
Lamentians,” that the “officialese” style of Classical Athenian laws and decrees typi-
cally used jussive accusative-with-infinitive constructions (cf. Thesleff 1967: 77; Bers
1984: 167) and possibly also the conjunction xaddmep, which is otherwise rare in
pre-fourth-century Attic prose. In this case, of course, we would have known these
things anyway from actual fifth-century laws (see, ¢.g., Andoc. Myst. 968 with phrases
like duéoar & Adnvaiovg dravrag “that all the Athenians may swear” and xaddmeQ
Apuddidv te ral Agiotoyeitova “just as Harmodios and Aristogeiton”), but we are
not always so fortunate. Without comedy, for example, we would not know for cer-
tain that official proclamations by the Athenian #fjoug were standardly introduced by
the words dxovete Aedd “listen, people,” followed by jussive infinitives (cf. Ar. Ach.
172, 1000-21, Pax 551-3, Av. 448-50), for the supporting evidence in other genres
is limited and, apart from Lucian Bis acc. 12.4, mentions only the formula as such,
without indicating the following construction (cf. Susario fragm. 1; Plut. Thes. 13.4;
Eust. 1. p. 4.60.17).

Register Boundaries

So far we have operated with a somewhat intuitive notion of what counts as a distinct
“genre” (with its associated register) in ancient Greece. Although this may be unavoid-
able, the resulting picture is not always quite satisfactory. Let us consider oracular
responses once again. At first these might seem to constitute a coherent as well as
clearly demarcated group of texts. The latter is no doubt true, but the former much
less so. The oracular passages cited above (and many others that could be added) do
show considerable formal similarities, but our faith in the adequacy of a register
description based on them is shattered when we look at the Delphic oracle quoted by
Demosthenes:

ovupégel Adnvaiois [. . .] Dvovrag xahleQeiv Al imdtg, AOMva vrdry, Hoonhet, ATéhhmve
OWTHOL, AL ATOTEUTELY AUPLOVETOL - TEQL TOY G (ryorDag AtEAAmVL dryulel, Aatot, AQTéudt,
AL TOG AYULOG KVLOTV, ROLL QATTOOS LOTAUEV RO XOQOUG, KOLL OTEQPAVAPOQETY ROTTO TTATOLOL
%A

It is profitable for the Athenians [. . .] to sacrifice with good omens to Zeus the Highest,
Athena the Highest, Herakles, Apollo the Saviour, and to send to the Amphiones; about
good luck to Apollo of the Streets, Leto, Artemis, and to make the streets steam with
sacrifice, and to set up mixing-bowls and choruses, and to wear wreaths in the traditional
way. (Dem. 43.66)

The non-Attic forms in this piece (Tiyog dyadag, ®viofv, IoTAUEV, ®OTTO TETOLA) SuUg-
gest that at least the second part has undergone no editorial adjustment (e.g., by a
transfer of an original verse text into prose); and yet, the response does not show any
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of the “typical” register features previously discussed. Would an Athenian audience
therefore have thought of two entirely separate oracular registers: “verse oracles” vs
“prose oracles”? Or should we admit only one oracular register, but one with consid-
erable internal diversity (cf. the “mixed” oracle at Dem. 21.52)? As long as we want
to say anything meaningful about the most characteristic linguistic components of a
given register, the former view is preferable, but the problem persists: both the
Demosthenic and the Herodotean oracles would have been covered by the same
generic name pavteto (uovenin).

At the same time, we cannot simply postulate invariant cross-cultural genres
associated with certain situational contexts. No doubt there are some parallelisms
between communicative situations in a modern European culture and in the ancient
world — e.g., writing a personal letter, delivering a defense speech, praying to a divin-
ity, etc. — but the divergences are likely to be greater than the similarities, and this
not only when one culture lacks a given genre and its register altogether (e.g.,
ancient oracles, modern police reports). Thus, while communal religious acts cer-
tainly played a major part in the lives of many people in ancient Greece, and while
they still do so for some people in modern Britain, there is nothing to suggest the
existence of one coherent “religious /liturgical register” in Greek (Willi 2003: 8-50):
as far as we can tell, there was much less of a linguistic overlap between the language
of Greek hymns and official prayers than between the language of traditional church
anthems and liturgical prayers in the English tradition (on which, see Crystal and
Davy 1969: 147-72: distinct vocabulary, morphological archaism, reversals of word
order, etc.). To judge again from some parodic evidence (which is the main evidence
we have: cf. esp. Ar. Ap. 864-88, Thesm. 295-311, 331-51; Kleinknecht 1937,
Horn 1970), the most noticeable feature of official communal prayers in Classical
Greece was the enumeration of long lists of divinities, which is unknown in hymns,
whereas some of the main features of Greek hymns (e.g., the use of elaborate epi-
thets, a high incidence of relative clauses, the avoidance of definite articles, etc.; see
Adami 1901) played no visible role in official prayers: several of these hymnic fea-
tures are rather shared with other forms of choral poetry. The absence of a unified
religious /liturgical register thus illustrates the need not to overlook culture-specific
genre and register boundaries.

Synchrony and Diachrony

Moreover, allowance must be made for diachronic changes in the history of regis-
ters. This is obvious where standard expressions are replaced or altered. A con-
spicuous ingredient of the register of decrees in Classical Athens is the introductory
formula £80Ee t1j fovii) /1@ dfjuw “the council /people decided” + accusative with
infinitive. In Classical Elis, the structure is quite different, since a typical decree
there begins with & Fodrpa toig Faketowg “the decree of (lit.: to) the Eleans” (with
an adnominal dative). However, at some point, presumably under Athenian influ-
ence, Elean decrees adopt the éd0&e-type formulation (Rhodes and Lewis 1997:
550-1).
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In other cases, the changes are less obtrusive. Dover (1997: 62-3) observes that
casual oaths such as vi) Aia “by Zeus” and ut tolg Ueotg “by the gods,” which serve
as a means of intensification in comedy and in prose dialogues (Plato, Xenophon) but
not in tragedy, are rare also in early oratory (Antiphon, Lysias, Andocides, Isocrates);
only in the speeches of Isacus and Demosthenes do these oaths suddenly occur with
some frequency, thus indicating “a change towards informality, no doubt very care-
fully calculated, in the middle of the fourth century” (cf. also the increased frequency
of the deictic affix -{ attached to pronouns and adverbs such as oUtoot, 6dt, ovtwot,
etc.). Of course, we do not know what happened when these speeches were actually
delivered — Andocides and Isocrates might have inserted the occasional viy Ala on the
spot — but the emerging overall pattern agrees with observations made cross-linguis-
tically about the diachronic evolution of written registers, for even in the case of
Greek oratory we are dealing with the written representation of (an) oral genre(s).
“When written registers are first introduced in a language, they are already quite dif-
ferent in their linguistic characteristics from pre-existing spoken registers,” and “over
the early periods of evolution [they] develop linguistically to become more sharply
distinguished from typical spoken registers,” but “in later periods, written registers
begin to show a fundamental split between specialized, expository prose, and other
more popular kinds of writing,” the latter showing “a reversal of the trend towards
more literate characteristics and a marked transition back towards more oral linguistic
characteristics” (Biber 1995: 311). In view of this third period, it makes sense if
features such as oaths and deictic -{, which were banned from early oratory as well as,
say, historical prose, were allowed “back” into written Greek by later orators like
Demosthenes and Isaeus, but not by the contemporary historiographers.

Given the possibility of such diachronic changes, a complete description of the reg-
ister system of Ancient Greek would have to consist of two parts: the first would
provide a synchronic picture of the entire register landscape at several points in time,
taking into account all the problems regarding the establishment of register boundar-
ies mentioned above, and the second would then trace the changes between these
synchronic pictures (noting in particular the loss or emergence of registers as well as
their mutual interaction). Obviously, to do all of this would be a Herculean task, and
it is therefore understandable if no one has ever tried. More surprisingly, however,
even the major registers of Ancient Greek have never been comprehensively described
and compared: there is no such thing as a “Handbook of Greek Registers,” to match
the handbooks of Greek dialects. This is all the more remarkable since the study of
(at least some) registers was already pursued by the Greeks themselves.

The Beginnings of Register Studies

When a comedian parodies a register, this presupposes an aprioristic notion of its lin-
guistic norms. The same is true when Plato’s Socrates remarks about himself that he
is talking “almost in dithyrambs” (Pl. Phdr. 238d): clearly, Plato’s readers knew what
this meant just as well as the audience of Aristophanes’ Birds was able to appreciate a
dithyrambic parody (Ar. Ar. 1372-1409). On a different level, Thucydides must have
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a precise idea of the usual register of historiography when he announces that his work
will be a challenge to his addressees: for t uf) pudmddec, “the lack of leisurely story-
telling,” which they are about to face, no doubt refers to the linguistic as well as the
content plane of his exposition (Thuc. 1.22.4).

Next to such impressionistic statements, there is one domain in which the reflection
about registers was more systematic: the teaching of rhetoric. Here, apart from the
principal dichotomy between the macro-registers of poetry and prose (see, e.g., Isoc.
9.9-10, according to whom Eéva and nouvdt ovéuarta “strange and newly coined
words” are the prerogative of the former; cf. Arist. Rh. 1404b26-33), several more
specific registers were distinguished: thus, Aristotle (RA. 1406b1-5) saw in the fre-
quent use of compound words the defining feature of dithyrambic poetry, as opposed
to epic and iambic poetry with their preferences for yh@ttow “strange words” and
metaphors respectively, and Dionysius of Halicarnassus ( Dems. 2; cf. Thuc. 5) observes
that natural philosophers, local historians, and genealogists regularly wrote in the
“plain style,” which is structurally similar to ordinary spoken language.

However, these issues are discussed in more detail only with regard to register
differentiation within oratory (though oratory in the widest sense: Demetr. Eloc.
223-35 devotes an entire section to the register of letter-writing): &1 8& ui) Aehndévan
Ot Al Endotw yéver apudttel AEELS. o0 YO 1) 0UTH YOOUPLXY) ROl Ay mVLOTLXY, OVOE
dnunyoouxd) xal duwavixyy “one must not forget that a distinct register is appropriate
for each genre; for the register of writing is not identical with that of debating, and
the register of assembly speeches is not the same as that of lawcourt speeches” (Arist.
Rb. 1413b3-5). Epideictic, deliberative, and forensic speeches must be kept apart,
because the addressee groups are different (Arist. R4. 1358a36-b8; ct. Dover 1968:
59 with further passages), and, within these, different stylistic rules obtain for differ-
ent sections (mpoofuov “introduction,” dujynolg “narrative,” miotelg “proofs,”
énlhoyog “conclusion” in Aristotle’s taxonomy): for instance, asyndeta such as
elonna, anxnrdare, €xete, xolvate “I have spoken, you have heard, keep it, judge it”
(which are to be shunned in written style: Arist. R4, 1413b19-20) are appropriate
at the end of énthoyor (Arist. Rh. 1420a6-8). More generally, features such as the
artificial avoidance of hiatus, periodic sentence structures, and frequent figures like
antitheses may be suitable for ceremonial (epideictic) speeches (Dion. Hal. Isoc. 2),
but not for public or private forensic speeches, which must both (though to differ-
ent degrees: Dion. Hal. Dem. 56) follow the artless conventions of ordinary speech
(Dion. Hal. Lys. 3).

The foundations for these theoretical statements were laid long before Aristotle,
by the sophists if not earlier. Both Gorgias and Protagoras are said to have paid atten-
tion to the concept of ®audg in their teaching, i.e., to how a speech can be adapted
to the particular circumstances and communication situation in which the speaker
finds himself (Gorg. DK 82B13, Prot. DK 80A1.52; cf. the modern concept of
“audience design”: Bell 1984). But before them, Pythagoras had already become
famous for his gift of making his speeches suitable for different types of audience, and
we may therefore perhaps regard this elusive early thinker and teacher as the true
founder of register-variation theory (Nicomachus FGrH 1063F1; cf. Willi 2008:
173, 284-6).
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Taxonomies and Statistical Comparisons

One crucial difference between ancient and modern approaches to register variation
lies in the strong prescriptivist element which is found in the major sources men-
tioned above: for example, Aristotle censures Gorgias for not following the “rules”
of oratory as he uses too many compound words (Arist. R4. 1405b35-1406al) and
Dionysius of Halicarnassus finds fault with Thucydides because his liking for nomi-
nalized adjectives, among other things, is supposed to be inappropriate in the writing
of history (Dion. Hal. Thuc. 31: ¢.g., t ovyyevég and 10 étougurdy for ovyyévewa “kin-
ship” and étawplo “party”). In contrast, modern register studies aim to be exclusively
descriptive (unlike style guides). In order to achieve this, it is essential to compare
like with like.

One way to ensure the comparability of the material is to set up as precise a register
taxonomy as possible. The most detailed proposal to date is that of Biber (1994:
39-44), who draws on earlier classifications by Crystal and Davy (1969), Hymes
(1974), and Halliday (1978). Biber’s analytical framework includes the following
main components:

#) Communicative characteristics of participants (i.e., number of addressors and
addressees, presence/absence of an audience);

&) Relations between addressor and addressee (i.c., relative status and power, extent
of shared knowledge, personal relationships);

¢) Setting (i.e., characteristics of the place of communication, extent to which place
and time are shared by participants);

d) Channel (i.e., written vs spoken communication, medium of transmission);

¢) Relation of participants to text (i.e., planned vs on-line production, personal
evaluation by the addressor and addressee);

f) Purposes, intents, and goals (i.e., entertainment value, amount of transferred
information);

5) Topic/subject (i.e., popular vs specialized level of discussion, specific subject
area).

When classified according to this taxonomy, probably no two texts will share exactly
the same configuration, but the model is able to establish the level of generality at
which a comparison is made: one might for instance ignore differences of topic or
channel as long as all the other criteria are identical. Such decisions are particularly
necessary in dealing with ancient texts since the textual basis would otherwise be
excessively reduced. Thus, the symposiastic songs (skolia) collected by Athenaeus
(15.694c-696a, our main source for skolia, providing 26 out of just over 30 items in
PMG 884-917) must all have arisen in communicative situations in which categories
a)—f) were fairly homogeneous (the symposium), but they widely diverge with regard
to category g) (topic/subject). Even disregarding this, however, their register is by no
means uniform: one might note a general tendency towards the co-occurrence of
first-person verbs and other references to the addressor with directive utterances
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(xoM, Gowotov [¢ot], imperatives) and evaluative vocabulary (douotog, dyodds, xahde,
pthog, delhGg, etc. ), but it is unclear whether similar patterns could not also be detected
in other genres.

Let us therefore consider an alternative approach to register variation, which, at least
initially, abstracts from all aprioristic notions about genre boundaries. Instead, we might
simply take a number of texts of equal length and analyze their constituent linguistic
elements (phonological, morphological, lexical, pragmatic, etc.). The distribution of
these elements will make the texts fall into groups: for example, the addressor—addressee
relationship in texts with frequent second-person pronouns is obviously different from
the one in texts without such pronouns. Moreover, we might look for co-occurrence
patterns again (for example, some of the texts with frequent second-person pronouns
might also use more present-tense than past-tense verbs). Only after establishing such
patterns would we then ask whether the corresponding texts also belong to the same
genre on non-linguistic grounds. We would thus obtain a methodologically unobjec-
tionable register description, but there is one drawback: each of the surveyed texts would
have to be of a certain minimum length (a few hundred words at least) to make com-
parisons statistically meaningful. A single skolion, oracular response, or public decree
might not be long enough to be assessed. This second method of ensuring comparabil-
ity can therefore never entirely replace the more intuitive one described before. Still, it
would make it easier to establish how “typical” (or deviant) a particular passage is within
the framework of the genre to which it supposedly belongs.

A Sample Study of Non-Poetic Registers
in Classical Greek

Unfortunately, in the absence of a tagged electronic corpus the work required to produce
comprehensive results in such a manner would be enormous. For our present purpose,
however, a small sample study may illustrate the methodology, its potentials, and pitfalls.

While the 23 linguistic variables figuring in table 20.1 were somewhat randomly
selected, to reflect syntactic, morphosyntactic, and pragmatic divergences alike, the
same is admittedly not true of the six roughly contemporary text samples, each con-
sisting of the first 1,000 printed words of the given text in a standard edition. Had it
been possible to compare dozens of samples, randomness would have been manda-
tory, but given the time needed to count the occurrences of even such a limited set of
variables across six passages, a little streamlining seemed advisable. Thus, the begin-
nings of Lysias’ defense of Euphiletos (Hude) and of Andocides’ speech On the
Mysteries (MacDowell) could be expected to “represent” the macro-genre “forensic
oratory”; the beginnings of Herodotus Book Two (Hude) and Thucydides Book Six
(Hude) (each including some paragraphs of a more geographical type) that of histo-
riography; and the beginnings of Plato’s Gorgias (Dodds) and Aristophanes’ Clouds
(Hall-Geldart) that of casual conversation (or at least an approximation thereof).
Table 20.1 shows that certain distribution patterns do in fact coincide with these
generic classifications.



Table 20.1 The distribution of 23 variables in six 1,000-word samples of Classical Attic

Greek

Linguistic feature Lys. I Amdoc. Hde. II  Thuc. VI Pl Gorg. Ar. Nub.
Nouns (incl. proper names, 131 147 241 290 149 205
but excl. nominalized adjectives

and participles)

Attributive adjectives (excl. 11 11 18 11 3 18
pronominal adjectives GAAog,

0VdE(G, TOLOTTOE, TOOOTTOG, TGS as

well as ordinal numbers)

Demonstrative pronouns I 22 16 18 1 15 25
(oTog, o, TotT0)

Demonstrative pronouns II - 4 - - 3 1
(60¢, 11dg, T6E)

Pronouns with demonstrative -{ ~ — 1 - - - 8
First-person verbs 41 25 9 1 30 54
Second-person verbs (excl. 9 16 2 - 25 24
imperatives)

Past-tense indicatives (aor., 74 36 37 55 13 35
imperf., plupf.; excl.

counterfactual ind.)

Perfect indicatives 5 6 3 1 6 7
Future indicatives 2 9 5 - 8 18
Subjunctives (excl. subj. as 10 8 1 1 7 11
negative aor. imp.)

Potential optatives 7 6 2 1 4 6
Finite passives 4 8 3 18 1 2
Imperatives (incl. subj. as 3 4 - 1 15 28
negative aor. imp.)

Infinitives 38 52 36 12 45 15
Participles 65 56 62 69 26 44
Relative clauses, specific (6g, 10 15 12 6 17 9
etc.) and general (dotig, etc.)

(excl. adverbial relative clauses,

e.g. o0 “where”)

Conditional clauses 3 5 - 1 11 8
Direct questions - 5 - - 34 28
Average sentence length 196 204 21.3 233 8.2 7.5
(number of words, accepting

the punctuation of the editions

used)

Vocative phrases 11 9 - - 29 17
Oaths - - - - 2 5
Particles (&AMG, dv, Goa, atdQ, 89 91 80 70 148 104

av, yao, ye, yoiv, 8, 81, dimov,
Sfra, 1), #aitor, puév, uévrol, uiv,
oUv/Qv, TEQ, TOL, TOlVLY; also
embedded in combinations like
£Gv, vuvd, Eywye, o0dE, but
excl. lexicalized items like 6d¢,
000¢v)
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a) The frequency of nouns and proper names is much higher in Hdt. Book Two
and Thuc. Book Six than elsewhere; only Ar. Nub. comes close, but the condensation
there might be due to the restrictions imposed by the meter and admissible overall
length of a comedy.

b)  Unsurprisingly, first-person verbs are far more common in the forensic speeches
and in “conversation,” but the table also shows considerable internal variation in the
historiographical data (cf. the deictic pronouns); this distribution is similar to that of
second-person verbs (but note that the second-person verbs in the Lysias sample are
mostly found in embedded speech).

¢) Past-tense indicatives are rarer in “conversation” than in the other registers,
but the figures are not uneven enough to ensure that different samples would not
have produced different distribution patterns. Conversely, future forms as well as
modal forms are more frequently found in the “oral” registers of oratory and “con-
versation.”

d4) The two “oral” registers differ in their use of imperatives: while virtually absent
from historiography, imperatives seem to be most easily accommodated in “conversa-
tion,” and the same holds for questions, oaths, and vocative phrases. Whether the
slightly higher figures for perfect forms in the “oral” registers are meaningful, must
be left open.

¢) The average sentence length also differentiates between forensic oratory and
“conversation,” but here the former is close to historiography. Interestingly, the dif-
ference is not correlated with a smaller number of relative or conditional clauses in
“conversation”; it rather goes hand in hand with a more restrictive use of participial
phrases (whereas the number of infinitives appears to be unrelated to sentence com-
plexity).

f) No clear pattern emerges for passives and demonstrative pronouns (except that
the use of deictic - is rare outside the comic sample), but this is mainly the fault of the
wide divergence of the Herodotean and the Thucydidean passage; already Dion. Hal.
Amm. 2.8 comments on Thucydides’ weakness for the passive. Similarly, there is some
inconsistency in the “conversational” representation of attributive adjectives (where,
as under 2) above, Plato may be nearer the truth than Aristophanes).

y) Finally, particles are rarest in historiography, more usual in forensic oratory,
but distinctly most common in “conversation.” The figures for Plato and Aristophanes
are in broad agreement with those counted by Duhoux (1997), but I am no longer
sure that, with Duhoux, ordinary colloquial Attic must have been less particle-friendly
than Plato’s rendering of it (cf. Willi 2003: 261); again, we must not forget the tech-
nical restrictions a poet like Aristophanes was facing.

Register Dimensions

By way of conclusion, we may ask how the results of such individual register analyses
can be integrated into a larger framework providing overall parameters for register
classification. A very basic way of proceeding would be to adopt a unidimensional
scale of increasing “formality” (cf. Biber 1994: 34, and 37-9 on further simple
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frameworks: e.g., Chafe’s (1982) “involved vs detached” and “integrated vs
fragmented”). Toward one end of the scale we might locate an Aristophanic conversa-
tion, toward the other a Thucydidean exposition. Accordingly, linguistic features
could be classified as more or less formal (e.g. “informal” deictic - vs “formal” pas-
sives). However, such a categorization would soon encounter problems, because the
institutional “formality” of a communicative situation need not be reflected by a “for-
mal” register. The writing, recitation, and deposition of a curse-tablet (defixio) was
certainly an act of high formality for the addressor/sender, but the language of curse-
tablets is far from “formal”: where there is more than just a list of names, the
vocabulary (including “technical terms” like xotadéw or xotaypdgpm “to write /bind
down?”) is simple, and instances of muddled syntax or doubtful orthography are com-
mon; the mere presence of certain formulaic phrases (e.g. noradém tov X “I bind
down X,” 6 X xol ) 100 X yhdooo areotoaupnévy “X and the tongue of X [are to be]
paralyzed”) does not change this, since formulaicity is not the same as formality.
Meanwhile, there is also nothing distinctly informal about these curse texts, unless
we choose to qualify as “informal” everything that does not conform with certain
grammatical standards.

Hence, a more sophisticated framework is needed. In a cross-linguistic study of
English, Korean, Tuvaluan, and Somali, Biber (1995) has argued that the register
dimensions that are necessary to describe the co-occurrence patterns of register
features in these languages reflect a small number of over-arching categories: orality
vs literacy, interactivity, production circumstances (on-line vs planned), informational
focus, personal stance, argumentation/persuasion, and narration. Extrapolating a
universal from this, we might try to define each register of Ancient Greek accordingly;
the number of nouns and names in the historiographical samples above would for
instance indicate a strong informational focus, whereas the limited number of first-
and second-person verbs and the absence of direct questions or vocative phrases would
point to a low interactivity score, and the number of participial constructions as well
as the sentence-length parameter to a high degree of planning.

Alternatively, we might adopt a classification which starts from a more general
reflection on the uses of language in communication. Jakobson (1960) distinguishes
six basic functions: emotive (focused on the addresser and his/her attitude to what
(s)he is saying, e.g. through evaluative terms), referential (focused on the referent),
conative (focused on the addressee, e.g. through second-person forms), poetic
(focused on the message for its own sake, e.g. through poetic figures), phatic (focused
on the (dis)continuation of the communication, e.g. through requests for attention),
and metalingual (focused on the code, e.g., through glossing of difficult words); see
fig. 34.1. Jakobson himself stresses that “the diversity [sc. between different types of
verbal messages] lies not in a monopoly of some one of these several functions but in
a different hierarchical order of functions” (1960: 353). So, a Thucydidean exposition
would score low for all the functions but the referential, whereas a forensic speech
would score higher with regard to the emotive and conative functions (and also, less
prominently, for the phatic one: cf. the vocative phrases in the above samples). Even
a strongly metalingual register is imaginable when we think of an ancient commentary
like the Derveni papyrus in which the verbal choices of another text (here, an Orphic
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cosmogony) are explained with sentences including terms such as dvoudCev, onpaiveuy,
nohelv, etc. (e.g., col. XVIII.6-7 Oppetg yoo v @odévno[t]v Moipav éxdleocev
“Orpheus called the thinking Moira”; col. XVIIL.2-3 100t otv 1O mveduo Oppeis
dvéuaoev Motgav “this breath, then, Orpheus named Moira”). Once again, the pre-
dominance of one or the other communicative function is associated with specific
co-occurrence patterns.

Of course, the picture of the register landscape of Ancient Greek we obtain by
adopting Biber’s dimensions, Jakobson’s functions, or any other classification, will
not be revolutionary. We are perfectly able to state that a Platonic dialogue is more
“argumentative” or “conative” than an epic catalogue without analyzing its linguistic
set-up. But that is not the point: we can also enjoy a cake without knowing the ingre-
dients that went into it. A true connoisseur, however, will want to know. In other
words, we cannot truly understand and appreciate Greek literary culture without
understanding how the texts that constitute it work.

FURTHER READING

There is no comprehensive study of the registers of Ancient Greek. Even studies on individual
registers (however broadly defined) are rare: apart from those cited in the main text, note for
instance Ausfeld 1903 and Pulleyn 1997 on prayers, Nehrbass 1935 on the healing reports of
Epidauros, Koskenniemi 1956 and Kim 1985 on letters, Lazzarini 1977 on votive inscriptions,
van der Eijk 1997 on medical texts, and Walser 2001 on the Greek of texts belonging into the
context of the Jewish synagogue. Mostly, relevant observations therefore have to be collected
from works dealing with either specific variables (e.g. Meyer 1923 on compounds, Trenkner
1960 on paratactic structuring, Denniston 1954 on particles, Dickey 1996 on forms of address)
or very large topics such as colloquial language (e.g. Stevens 1976, Lopez Eire 1996) or the
style of Greek prose (e.g. Denniston 1952, Rydbeck 1967, Lilja 1968, Dover 1997) and poetry
(e.g. Bers 1984); to these one may add the many stylistic studies on individual authors (e.g.
Breitenbach 1934 on Euripides, Dover 1968 on Lysias, Hummel 1993 on Pindar), highlight-
ing for example Thesleff 1967 on registers in Plato or Allan 2007 on narrative modes in
Thucydides.

Recent sociolinguistic findings are brought to bear on Ancient Greek register variation in
Willi 2003; because of'its cross-linguistic implications, the work by Biber (1995) is of particular
interest here. The papers in Biber and Finegan 1994 can be read as a diverse introduction to
modern register studies more generally.



CHAPTER TWENTY-ONE

Female Speech

Thorsten Fogen

Introduction

Since the 1980s there has been a remarkable concern in classical studies with the role
of women in ancient Greece and Rome, as can be seen, for example, from the recent
research report by Scheer (2000) and from the internet website “Diotima” (http://
www.stoa.org/diotima). The majority of investigations concentrate on aspects of
gender and sexuality, the legal status of women (e.g., marriage laws, the regulation of
inheritance), and general patterns of behavior in various spheres of society. However,
no wide-ranging attempt has been made so far to systematically collect and discuss the
literary evidence on gender-specific communication in Greco-Roman antiquity. The
few contributions touching upon this topic are rather eclectic in their approach: they
either do not pay much attention to metalinguistic documents, or they concentrate
on a single genre or author, such as analyses of women’s language in Greek comedy
or tragedy. Moreover, some classicists tend to ignore modern linguistic studies on
female speech, a fact that is occasionally responsible for a lack of rigorous methodol-
ogy as well as of a critical distance from the ancient texts.

This chapter attempts to provide an overview of how the Greeks and Romans por-
trayed the forms of speech that were used by women. It is not the aim here to recon-
struct actual linguistic patterns of communication that were used by this group of
speakers; the evidence for such an endeavor would be too sparse. Rather, the main
focus will be on metalinguistic reflections presented by a wide range of Greek and
Roman literary writers. How do these authors describe the forms of speech deployed
by women? What kind of value do such reports have, especially those that have noth-
ing in common with linguistic analysis proper? Although very few, if any, of the state-
ments to be examined demonstrate a neutral and objective approach to their topic,
they serve as important documents for the reconstruction of the Greeks’ and Romans’
awareness of marginalized social groups. They thus have a sociological rather than
linguistic value.
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Methodological Problems

Before we move on to the actual examination of the literary evidence, it is crucial to
say a few words on the methodological difficulties and limits of the analysis of ancient
texts on women (see, ¢.g., Blundell 1995: 10-11).

a) The extant Greco-Roman literary evidence on women does not only consist of
texts from a number of different genres, each of which may take a special perspective;
it also spans a period of approximately 1,300 years from the Homeric poems (¢. 800
BCE) to pagan and Christian texts from late antiquity (¢. 500 ce). Furthermore, some
genres are rather problematic sources for the precise reconstruction of social condi-
tions affecting the lives of women. Especially texts that are based upon myths from the
remote past (such as epic and tragedy) or located in a fantastic world (such as some
comedies) may not portray their female protagonists in a way that could be directly
related to the real situation of women in Greece and Rome (see Fantham
et al. 1994: 69-70, 121-2). Satire and invective provide even less reliable informa-
tion, as it is part of their generic conventions to distort reality.

b) The vast majority of sources was not written by women themselves, but by elite
Greek and Roman males. This includes texts that purport to have been composed by
women such as the courtesan letters by the two epistolographers Alciphron (second/
third cent. ce) and Aristaenetus (¢. fifth century cg). Other voices, especially non-elite
ones, are seldom heard, although one may gain some insights from non-literary evi-
dence such as graffiti and private letters preserved on papyrus (see Bagnall and Cribiore
2006), provided these texts were actually written by women themselves and not by
scribes; however, many private letters were penned or at least dictated by upper-class
females, though their literacy was by no means standard for women of lower social
ranks. The scope of analysis is further constrained by the fact that our evidence is lim-
ited to written material, not spoken language from which conclusions about female
communication might be derived. It is therefore questionable whether the available
data reflect women’s speech accurately.

¢) There is also the problem of the general marginalization of women in ancient
societies. In Classical Athens, but also in later periods, education and participation in
politics was a male privilege. Although some women were literate and a few even pro-
duced literary texts, this tended to be the exception. Forms of visual evidence such as vase
paintings which depict women holding book-rolls or girls being taught in a domestic
environment mirror upper-class activities and cannot be interpreted as representative of
the entire Greek and Roman societies (see Blundell 1995: 132—4). Political and intellec-
tual independence was not a goal ancient women were supposed to strive for; rather, they
were expected to define themselves through their fathers or husbands. But although they
are rarely represented as public figures or speakers, they participated in public life through
certain forms of ritual speech such as lamentations (see Alexiou 1974; Holst-Warhaft
1992: esp. 98-170; McClure 1999: 40-7) and scurrilous joking (oioyxgoloyia), as it
occurred in the context of religious festivals such as the Thesmophoria, the Stenia, and the
Haloa, all celebrated to honor the goddess Demeter (see McClure 1999: 47-52).
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4) While women in antiquity have been the object of numerous scholarly
investigations, the fact is often ignored that they do not constitute a homogeneous
entity. As Griffith (2001: 136) rightly says, “the term ‘woman’ is too clumsy an
umbrella for too many separate categories (daughter, sister, virgin, bride, wife, mother,
princess, captive, etc.), whose several duties and expectations cannot be expected to
cohere tidily.” In the case of many female figures in ancient literature and history, it
depends on one’s perspective with which social group they may be associated. For a
character such as the seer Cassandra in Aeschylus’ Agamemnon, it is crucial to note
that she is not only a woman but also a captive, and being a Trojan, she is viewed by
the Greeks as a foreigner. Medea is a comparable case: as the daughter of the Colchian
king Aietes she is a woman with an aristocratic background, through her grandfather
Helios (the sun god) she is connected with the divine sphere, and as the niece of the
sorceress Circe she is familiar with the powers of magic; at the same time, she embod-
ies the “barbarian,” even for her husband Jason, who expects her to be grateful to him
for having brought her to the “civilized” world (Eur. Med. 534—44). Therefore, when
women such as Cassandra or Medea speak, the question arises of how we are to view
their speech habits: as typical of “barbarians” (or, to use a modern linguistic term, of
“foreigner talk”) or as characteristic for female speakers? Quite often, such a distinc-
tion would not even make sense, since it would impose artificial boundaries. It thus
turns out to be difficult to extrapolate characteristic traits of female speech habits.

For reasons of space and in order to avoid any major inconsistencies, this overview
limits itself to an investigation of the literary sources, mainly from early Greece to the
early Roman Empire. Christian authors have not been taken into account, although
some of them may not radically deviate from pagan writers in their approach to the
topics in question (see Fogen 2004: 230-5). Although the subsequent outline cannot
hide its very selective character and makes no claim to be exhaustive, it nevertheless
tries to describe typical elements of Greco-Roman thought.

Research on Female Speech in Modern Linguistics

Before the ancient evidence is considered, it will be helpful to give a brief introduction
to some of the findings of modern linguistics on female speech (for details, see Fogen
2004: 200-15). Some connections between speech and gender were already observed
in the nineteenth century, most notably by Wilhelm von Humboldt (1767-1835) and
Jacob Grimm (1785-1863), and in the early twentieth century, especially by the Danish
linguist Otto Jespersen (1860-1943) in the chapter “The woman” of his book Language:
Its Nature, Development and Origin (1922), and by the American sociologist Paul Hanly
Furfey (1896-1992). In a succinct article from 1944, Furfey starts from the assumption
that diverging forms of language usage of men and women are less prominent in the
languages of Europe than in those of primitive peoples. He then adduces instances of
phonetic, grammatical, and lexical idiosyncrasies which are restricted to the usage of
female speakers. One of his examples, taken from the language of the Chiquito of Bolivia,
may serve as an illustration of phenomena situated on the grammatical level:
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In the men’s language two genders are distinguished. Nouns designating gods, daemons,
and men are masculine, while those designating women, the lower animals regardless of
sex, and all other concepts are feminine. There is an elaborate system of gender inflec-
tions involving, not only nouns, but all the words of the language except a few invariable
particles. This results in a sharp distinction between constructions containing masculine
nouns and those containing feminine nouns. . . . In the women’s language these gender
distinctions do not exist. Men, therefore, use masculine constructions when speaking of
masculine nouns and feminine constructions when speaking of feminine nouns, while
women use the feminine constructions in all cases regardless of gender. . . . The language
of the Chiquito probably represents the most radical distinction between men’s and
women’s speech which is known to exist anywhere. . . . (Furfey 1944: 219)

Furfey points out that, from the sociologist’s perspective, linguistic evidence on
gender-specific modes of communication has intriguing implications for a better
understanding of gender roles within a given society. According to Furfey, the asser-
tion of masculine superiority can be recognized from the system of the language used
in a hierarchically structured community. Since he notes that comparable sex differ-
ences also occur in the languages of Europe, one may argue that he anticipates i nuce
key points of much later research regarding women’s language.

Research on female speech was not very intensive in modern linguistics until the
1980s. Important impulses came from the works by Robin Lakoff (1973) and Mary
Ritchie Key (1975) as well as from Barrie Thorne’s and Nancy Henley’s reader
Language and Sex: Diffevence and Dominance(1975). In her famous article “Language
and woman’s place,” Lakoff started from the assumption that “[t]he marginality and
powerlessness of women is reflected in both the ways women are expected to speak,
and the ways in which women are spoken of” (1973: 45). In the first part of her paper,
she tries to identify several traits that in her opinion characterize female speech (1973:
49-57): women tend to use a wider and more precise range of color terms which are
absent from the active vocabulary of most men (e.g., ecru, aquamarine, lavender),
they have the inclination to employ supposedly meaningless particles such as goodness
or ok dear; another significant feature of female speech is the use of evaluative adjec-
tives for the purpose of approbation or admiration (e.g., adorable, charming, divine,
lovely); a further characteristic is constituted by tag questions such as és»’¢ 4t to avoid
straightforward assertions and a conflict with the addressee; also conspicuous is rising
instead of falling intonation in declarative sentences, often interpreted as a sign of
women’s lack of self-confidence and of a clear opinion.

Lakoff has been criticized for her method of basing her conclusions on data which,
as she admits herself, were “gathered mainly by introspection” (1973: 46) and ana-
lyzed rather intuitively. Her claim that many of her findings may be universally true
has also provoked objections. Most importantly perhaps, it must be questioned
whether lists of context-independent features that are supposedly characteristic of
female speech are really useful, since “the same linguistic features can, when used by
different persons in different contexts and cultures, often mean very different things”
(Romaine 1999: 5; similarly Cameron 2007: 45-51, 118-19, 163—4; see also ch. 20).
Despite its obvious deficits, however, Lakoft’s investigation has stimulated discussion
in scholarly circles as well as in the public sphere. Two years after its publication, the
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article was turned into a short book with an extended list of characteristic features of
women’s speech (Lakoff 1975),! and it has since been re-edited as a revised and
expanded version with a commentary (Lakotf 2004).

With regard to methodology we note that some studies seem to be inclined to
grasp “women’s language” as a uniform concept. However, modern sociolinguistics,
following ancient rhetoric (consciously or unconsciously), has convincingly demon-
strated that sex or gender alone is not the only parameter that determines the
communicative behavior of a speaker. Thus the simple fact that a speaker is female
cannot be used to draw far-reaching conclusions. In addition, criteria such as the cul-
tural and social background (including religion), regional origin, level of education,
and age of a speaker, as well as the communicative context of an utterance (“Who
speaks to whom and when?”), must be taken into account (see, e.g., Nabrings 1981:
118). It is open to question whether the category of gender can be sufficiently iso-
lated from these other factors. Therefore, “the study of men’s versus women’s speech
is much more complicated than it at first appears” (Romaine 1999: 131).

During the last three decades, the investigation of “women’s language” from a
wide range of different angles has attained a vital role within linguistics, as can be seen
from the sheer abundance of publications.? Perhaps in no other branch of linguistics
has the scholarly output been so high; this is also due to the fact that gender and com-
munication are analyzed in many disciplines neighboring linguistics, such as commu-
nication studies, sociology, psychology, anthropology, education studies, and gender
studies. However, the vast majority of these enquiries lack a historical dimension and
completely ignore the fact that some ancient authors already raised the problem of
gender-specific languages (now called, for example, genderlects or sexolects®) and thus
made at least a first step toward a diaphasic sketch of the linguistic levels and varieties
of both Greek and Latin, however far such sketches may be from a scholarly analysis.*

Ancient Evidence on Female Speech

The ancient sources on women’s language are admittedly not very ample or elaborate.
Moreover, they are scattered: there is no single treatise that deals entirely with female
speech. In the following paragraphs, some relevant metalinguistic passages have been
collected and combined with a closer reading in order to obtain a more differentiated
impression of the ancients’ views on gender-specific language and style. Ancient
authors point out gender-based differences not only in pragmatic respects, but also on
the phonological, morphological, and lexico-semantic levels.

In the following outline the analysis of the sources will be structured according to
their content and contextual criteria, although cases of overlap cannot be entirely
avoided. This emphasis on the contexts of the documents may help prevent a grossly
anachronistic approach, without restricting the corpus to a too narrowly focused
period of time. The following topics will be treated in six sections: (i) physiological
differences between men and women, especially with regard to voice; (ii) the linguistic
influence of mothers and nurses; (iii) passages from rhetorical treatises on “unmanly”
appearance; (iv) the phenomenon of language change and the question of the openness
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of women toward change; (v) the stereotype of the loquacity of women; (vi) some
other aspects of communicative strategies that are described as typical of women, such
as forms of address, diminutives, and oath formulae.

It should be noted that this contribution is not concerned with literary texts written
by women® and the minute analysis as to their linguistic peculiarities. Such an investi-
gation must be reserved for the future and may serve as a valuable supplement and
touchstone to the documentation of metalinguistic sources on gender-specific
communication.

Physiological diffevences between men and women

The bodily constitutions of men and women are the topic of ancient medical and
biological treatises (see Lloyd 1983: 86-111), among which the works of Aristotle
belong to the most extensive sources. In his De generatione animalinm, he classifies
women as infertile males and as constitutionally retarded, which is why they cannot
produce semen (Arist. Gen. an. 120 727b33-729a33, V 3 784a4-11). According to
him, most relevant for speech differences is the fact that female voices tend to be
higher and less robust than male ones, and this not only among humans but among
all species that have a voice, except in the bovine (Gen. an. V 7 786b7-788b2, Hist.
an. IV 11 538b13-15). Aristotle views a deep voice as the mark of a nobler nature
(Gen. an.V 7 786b34-787a2). Similarly, Epictetus observes that nature has provided
the female voice with a softer sound (Diss. 1.16: amohdrtegov). As will be demon-
strated below, this has wide-ranging implications for the speech training of the rheto-
rician who is expected to train his voice to be sonorous and masculine in order to
avoid any vocal signs of effeminacy.

The linguistic influence of mothers and nurses

Some literary sources accentuate the great influence of the language of women on
children. For the purposes of assuring a most eftective education of very young chil-
dren, Quintilian, professor of rhetoric in first-century Rome, recommends employing
only those nurses who are not only morally impeccable, but who also have a flawless
diction. It is to be expected that by permanent contact with the nurse the children will
imitate her ways of speaking. As all kinds of impressions are likely to be engraved in
children’s minds to a significant extent, one ought to take care, he says, that children
do not adopt bad language from a supposed model; later in their life, they might have
severe problems in getting rid of certain defective accents or incorrect grammar
(Quint. Inmst. 1.1.4-5). Similar remarks can be found in Cicero’s dialogue Brutus
(§ 210). Both Cicero and Quintilian demonstrate how influential the contact with an
ideal female speaker of Latin can be for children with the example of Cornelia, the
mother of the Gracchi Gaius and Tiberius: she is said to have contributed much by her
own high linguistic standards and her erudition to the rhetorical talent of her sons,
and her sophisticated style could still be recognized from her letters (Cic. Brut. 211;
Quint. Inst. 1.1.6). But in some cases, it was the father himself who not only attended
to the more advanced education of his sons, but who also taught them to read and
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write, like the Elder Cato. He thought the elementary instruction of his son to be so
crucial that he did not want to leave it to a slave, and he even tutored him in the
principles of Roman law and physical education, as Plutarch reports (Cato maior
20.5-0).

Itis interesting to note that in Latin, in contrast to many other languages of Europe,
there is no term that corresponds exactly to “mother tongue.” There are, however,
the terms sermo patrius or lingua patria, referring to the “tongue of the father(s),” or
expressions consisting of a word for “language” and a possessive pronoun such as
sermo noster or Lingua nostra. The coining of materna lingua with the meaning of
“mother tongue” does not occur until the twelfth century ce and even then it still
coexists for quite a while with the more common Zngua patria or similar expressions
(Fogen 2000: 51-6, with full references). Greek terms such as gpovi Toteda or mdtoLog
are loan translations of the Latin patrius sermo and are not attested in literary docu-
ments before the third century ce (Fégen 2000: 58-60).

Rbetorical treatises on “unmanly” appeavance

In addition to the practical training in the forum as part of the tirocinium fori, norma-
tive rhetorical treatises and handbooks were used to prepare the future orator for his
professional career. They contained important advice on the successful appearance of
the rhetorician in public. To achieve this goal, not only stylistic aspects were to be
taken into account, but also the impression which the orator made on his audience by
his nonverbal behavior, i.e., the use of gestures, posture, facial expression, and voice
(see Fogen 2001: 207-9; cf. Richlin 1997).

Quintilian starts his own outline with the earliest level of rhetorical education.
Already in his very young years, the future orator ought to concentrate on a proper
diction in his grammatical and stylistic training: poetic texts should not be read with-
out a certain gracefulness, but at the same time their recitation must sound manly and
dignified (Quint. Inst. 1.8.2). But this postulate is not only applied to the reading
aloud of literature; it is a maxim for all speaking in public: a feeble and thin voice is
associated with female speech and thus to be avoided by the future orator (Quint.
Inst. 1.11.1, 11.3.32). This goal is achieved by a rigorous speech training during the
rhetorical instruction. At the same time, the teacher of rhetoric guides his pupil
toward a skillful use of nonverbal elements to enhance the effectiveness of his presen-
tation (Quint. Inst. 1.11.3-19).

Why does Quintilian so emphatically point to the danger of effeminacy in an ora-
tor? In the twelfth chapter of the fifth book of his Institutio oratoria, he complains
about the degeneracy of rhetoric in his own time. According to him, declamations
have become oriented increasingly toward superficial beauty, the goal of which is to
enhance the pleasure of the audience. In earlier times, good speeches were character-
ized by brevity and vigorous style; they were comparable to a male body, by nature
strong, powerful, and robust. However, this old ideal has now been abandoned in
favor of a “castrated” style, as it were, which has lost all the natural qualities of manly
speech. In particular, verbosity, contrived expressions, and long-windedness are deni-
grated in this context (Quint. Inst. 5.12.17-21). The same analogy between style and
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the human body is taken up by Quintilian in the preface to the eighth book. As he
bases his definition of good style upon the principles of naturalness and unaffected-
ness, he transposes the concept of established Roman virtues to the linguistic level
(Quint. Inst. 8 pr. 19-28, esp. 20-1; similarly Insz. 8.3.6-11, 10.1.43, and
12.10.40-7). This does not mean that he pleads for a fully archaic style or for the
complete renunciation of rhetorical devices; rather, archaisms and embellishing
clements should both be deployed moderately and with great care, not just for
cheap showmanship, but as a means of making one’s case effectively (Quint. Inst. 8
pr. 32-3).

Quintilian’s contention that a man’s appearance as well as his style ought to differ
significantly from that of a woman also appears in earlier rhetorical treatises as a pos-
tulate of a pronounced normative character. As in many other cases, he follows certain
tenets developed by the rhetorical tradition, in particular Cicero (e.g., De o 3.41,
3.199; see also Rhet. Her. 3.22). The key to understanding the rejection of female
elements in a male speech lies in the contention of Roman authors that a man’s style
indicates his morals, and that his morals will affect his style (zalis oratio qualis vita) — a
motto which is of Greek origin (e.g., Diog. Laert. 1.58 on Solon and Cic. Tusc. 5.47
on Socrates). This principle is discussed at greater length in epistle 114 of Seneca the
Younger with reference to Maecenas as an example of effeminate style and, earlier on,
in some passages of Seneca the Elder’s Controversine and Suasorine where in particular
the “soft” style of the orator Arellius Fuscus is censured (Controv. 1 pr. 7-9, 2 pr. 1,
and Suas. 2.23; see Richlin 1997: 94-8).

This all demonstrates that in the later Roman Republic and early Empire there
existed fixed concepts as to how men were expected to communicate in public dis-
course. In many areas of Greek and Roman society, especially in rhetoric, the ideal of
masculinity prevails in every respect: the model-rhetorician is set apart from effemi-
nate speech as well as from bodily behavior allegedly typical of women. Groups such
as women, children, slaves, and barbarians that are perceived as linguistically as well as
physically different, in particular as far as their body movements, gestures, facial
expressions, and voices are concerned, are often associated with political irrelevance,
a lack of sufficient education and knowledge, and a high degree of emotionality as
well as a lack of restraint and sometimes also with immorality. These perceptions of
the ancients frequently result in marginalization of the groups that diverge from the
“male norm.”

Language change: the openness of women toward change

In a passage of Plato’s Cratylusit is maintained that women’s pronunciation differs in
certain respects from men’s (Pl. Cra. 418b7-419b4). Socrates remarks that words
change their phonological shape over the course of time, some so much so that their
original meaning is no longer discernible. According to him, the semantic value of a
word becomes particularly evident if it has retained its original shape or if it can be
traced back to it. With this background, Socrates describes two phenomena of sound
change which are obviously related to Attic Greek: first, the change from /i/ to /ei/
or /&/, supported by the example uépa > eiuépa and later Yuépa, and, second, the
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change from /d/ to /z/, illustrated by the example dvoy6v > Tuy6v. The motivation
for this change is explained by euphony: the sounds that are in use now are perceived
by the speaker to be more sublime (ueyahompenéotepa). It is added that women in
particular tend to stick to the archaic pronunciation, as they do in the case of phono-
logical change (P1. Cra. 418b7—c3).

On the basis of the findings provided by historical Greek grammar we may dispute
that the phenomena of language change outlined by Plato really took place in the way
he described. However, it seems plausible that Plato sketched a phonological feature
occurring in the first half of the fourth century BCE that was indeed restricted to
female speech, namely the pronunciation of Attic /e/ as /i/ and of /zd/ as /d/.
However, this development cannot be interpreted as a feature of archaizing tenden-
cies, but, on the contrary, as a phonological innovation which has its origins in non-
standard Greek.® The prestige forms of Standard Attic seem to have been retained by
men rather than women; they were learned by men at school and used in assemblies
as well as in the public sphere more generally. Nonetheless, the excerpt from the
Cratylus sheds an interesting light upon the way in which linguistic peculiarities of
female speakers were perceived. Therefore, it may serve as an intriguing document of
language awareness in ancient Greece. It seems to be very unlikely that the passage is
to be interpreted as an ironic exaggeration or even as conscious distortion, as in many
other instances in Platonic dialogues.

Further evidence of the supposedly archaizing speech of women comes from a pas-
sage from the third book of Cicero’s treatise De oratore, in which Crassus discusses
the significance of earlier Latin for contemporary rhetoric (De 07. 3.39—46). It cannot
be denied, he says, that most early Roman orators had a plain, unambiguous, and cor-
rect style, since in this epoch of simplicity one did not yet strive for embellishment.
Certainly, a blind imitation of this unadorned and straightforward style is not recom-
mended by Crassus, as the usage of Latin has changed in many respects. He therefore
advocates the moderate use of uncommon words and forms that belong to the past,
and then only for the sake of special stylization of certain passages. Moreover, anti-
quated style should not be confused with coarse and boorish diction, as so often hap-
pens. That an uncultivated and peasant-like way of speaking must not be equated with
the refined and urbane style of old Roman aristocracy is illustrated by the example of
Laeclia, Crassus’ own mother-in-law (b. around 160 BcE), who was married to the
augur Quintus Mucius Scaevola. For aristocratic women of that time, Crassus contin-
ues, it was typical not to adopt common phenomena of language change into their
own idiolect because they lived a secluded life in private and thus did not have the
opportunity to perceive new tendencies of language usage. By hearing Laelia’s diction
with its natural plainness, one felt reminded of the language of old Roman dramatists
such as Plautus (d. 184 Bce) and Naevius (d. after 201 BcE). According to Crassus, it
would be possible to conclude that Laelia’s ancestors also used a similarly simple, but
nonetheless cultivated style, which had nothing to do with the crude diction of peas-
ants (Cic. De or. 3.45; see Brut. 211). It is obvious that Crassus herewith gives an
example of early forms of the linguistic variety characteristic of the city of Rome,
which was typically described as not having any external admixtures and as being
characterized by a specific euphony. Frequently termed sermo wurbanus and thus
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defined as a mainly diatopic (i.e., local /regional) variety, it is clearly distinguished
from other varieties of Latin (cf. Fogen 2000: 119-41).

The loquacity of women

The claim that speechmaking (utdog) is male and not female business is first made in
Homer’s Odyssey when Telemachus tells his mother Penclope to go back into the
house and take care of her female duties, namely weaving (Od. 1.356-9). Given
Penelope’s intelligence and courage with which she administers the court of Ithaca
during her husband’s absence, this may be seen as a rather rude outburst of an ado-
lescent. At the same time, it needs to be borne in mind that Telemachus wants to
demonstrate that he has become mature enough to take charge. His words could be
interpreted as an indispensable part of his transition from boy to man which enables
him to deal with the suitors at Odysseus’ court.

The notion that women are well advised to remain silent is a stereotype of which
one can find several instances in earlier Greek literature. For Greek drama, there is a
passage in Sophocles’ Ajax: it is Ajax himself who gives this sort of recommendation
to his beloved Tecmessa, the daughter of the Phrygian king Teleutas, when she
attempts to prevent him from leaving the house and from killing the Greek army com-
manders Agamemnon and Menelaus (Soph. Aj. 292-3). In her report to the cho-
rus, Tecmessa speaks of Ajax’s reaction as of an “old song” (¢l 8 buvovueva) and
thus provides us with a hint that the exigency for women to be quiet had attained
proverbial status in fifth-century Athenian conceptions of the ideal communicative
behavior of women.” At the same time, Ajax’ response illustrates his brusque behavior
toward his beloved. Indeed, Tecmessa follows Ajax’ advice and keeps silent (Soph.
Aj. 294); he leaves the house and, blinded with madness by the goddess Athena,
murders the cattle instead of the army commanders (Aj. 294-326). In the further
course of the tragedy, Ajax refuses to answer Tecmessa’s questions and turns her away,
asking her not to besiege him any further, as she has already spoken far too much and
for too long (Aj. 585-92). The servant, who brings along Ajax’ son Eurysaces, is
encouraged by Ajax not to cry about the fatal incidents, as laments are the domain of
women (Ajy. 578-80).

For Greek men, female silence or at least verbal restraint was a sign of self-control
and moderation (owgoouvn), as can be seen from a passage in Semonides’ iambic
catalogue of women in which the only praiseworthy character is the “bee-woman”
who abstains from female talk about sex (Semon. IEG 7.90-1: agppodiciovg Aéyoug).
Women’s gossip, especially when it has a sexual content, is perceived here and else-
where to have the potential of subverting social hierarchies (see McClure 1999:
56-62). Moderation in words frequently entailed the subordination of the wife to her
husband. This social expectation of female passivity is expressed by Plutarch in a pas-
sage of his work Advice to the Bride and Groom, where he recommends that “a wife
should speak only to her husband or through her husband, and should not feel
aggrieved if; like a flute-player, she makes a nobler sound (@déyyeton oepvétegov)
through another’s tongue” (Coniug. pracc. 32 142d; cf. Xen. Oec.). A much carlier
example is Andromache’s self-description in Euripides’ Troades as a woman who has
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achieved a flawless reputation through her devout behavior toward her husband: she
exhibited cwppootvn by guarding the house, shunning conversations with other
females, and practicing silence (Eur. Troad. 643-58).

In comedy and related genres the image of the loquacious woman is exploited as
a topos, employed to evoke laughter and ridicule, and often developed into the gro-
tesque. Comedy allows for intentional exaggerations, like those in Plautus’ Aulularia,
in which the matron Eunomia says that women are rightly held to be garrulous, as
something like a silent woman has never existed (Aunl. 123-6; cf. Rud. 1114, Cist.
120-9, and Poen. 32-5; see also Ter. Heaur. 621, 879-81, 1006-11). But
Aristophanes already plays with this stereotype (e.g., Eccl. 120, Thesm. 393; cf. Willi
2003: 168-9), which is taken up after him by various other authors such as Alexis
(96 PCG), Menander (581.13 PCG), Lucian (RA. pr. 23) and Libanius (Decl.
26.34).

Particularly impressive is the fifteenth idyll of Theocritus, which portrays the con-
versation of the Syracusan women Gorgo and Praxinoa in a parodistic manner. With
their vicious tongues they make nasty comments about their husbands, before they
move on to speak about the Adonis festival. When they go together to the palace of
Queen Arsinoé in order to attend the festival in person, they encounter a man who is
surprised at their torrent of words and also at their Doric accent. Praxinoa tells him to
mind his own business (Theoc. Id. 15.87-95).

Almost four centuries later, Juvenal takes up the stereotype in his so-called Satire on
Women and supplements it with references to women’s inclination to spread rumors
and fabricate horror stories in an unrestrained fashion (Juv. 6.408-12). This proclivity
for exaggeration is mirrored in Juvenal’s verses by hyperbolic formulations (Juv.
6.410-11: magno . . . diluvio, cuncta arva) as well as emphatic plural substantives
(ibid.: populos, urbes, terras). The fact that crude and grossly made-up stories were
usually called “old women’s tales” (ypa@v utdou or aniles fabellae) or “old wives’ prat-
tle” (yoaoloyla, a term employed by Sextus Empiricus (Math. 1.141) to criticize the
supposedly idle talk of his opponents) indicates that older women in particular were
thought to be quite inventive in their narrations. Quintilian relates such stories to the
fables of Aesop (Quint. Inst. 1.9.2) and thus to the world of fantasy (cf. Quint. Irnst.
1.8.19; Cic. Naz. D. 1.94; Apul. Mez. 6.25.1; Sen. Ben. 1.4.6). But literary evidence
on women’s talkativeness is also found outside the tradition of comedy and parody.
The rhetorician Seneca the Elder, for instance, mentions mulicbris garrulitas to
denote the opposite of his description of a woman who is not only perfectly capable
of keeping a secret even in a most precarious situation, but who is also a paragon of
female modesty (Controv. 2.5.12).

The stereotype of female loquacity is ubiquitous in ancient literature, in particu-
lar in comedy and satire. It recurs in these and other literary genres, but also in
proverbs and sayings of all centuries thereafter. In addition to their garrulity, female
speakers are often described as noisy and gossiping. They are said to be unreliable
in what they utter, to reveal secrets, and to have a tendency to lie, and sometimes
their language would mirror their irrationality (see Kramarae 1982: esp. 87-90;
Buffimann 1995: 135-6; Bierbach 1995). In general, these proverbs show that it is
women who deviate from social norms with their communicative behavior, and it is
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evident that the perspective in these sayings is almost always a male one. The “norm”
is thus equated with male speech, as is the case in many other respects. The simplistic
statement that “women talk too much” has therefore been rightly contested by
modern linguists (e.g., Tannen 1990: 74-95, 96-122; Holmes 1998, see also
Yaguello 1978: 61-6).

Interestingly, various sources prove that the ancients’ distaste for loquacity did not
only apply to women but also to men. Theognis has a few verses on how unbearable
the company of a talkative man is for others (Theognis 295-8). Theophrastus devotes
three sketches in his Characters to types of men who suffer from garrulity (&doheoyia),
talkativeness (AalM@), and the spreading of false rumors (Aoyomoiia). Later on, Plutarch
composes a separate essay on the problem of “garrulity,” an annoying antisocial
behavior which, as he says, is difficult for philosophy to cure, since the typical babbler
will not be prepared to listen to anyone, not even to words of reason (De garr.
1 502b). Plutarch, who approaches the topic from an ethical perspective, warns that
a talkative person often creates the impression of being untrustworthy and prone to
lies (e.g., De garr. 3 503c—d). Uncontrolled talking may even harm friends, aid ene-
mies, and ultimately lead to self-destruction (De garr. 7-15 504t~10c). In the second
part of this work (De garr. 16-23 510c—15a), he offers various methods for treating
this disease (véoog): especially by developing a disciplined habit of reticence and by
exercising self-control.

Forms of addvess, diminutives, oath formulae

Finally, some minor topics will be discussed that are associated in ancient texts with
female speech. Certain forms of address are classified by the Suda lexicon as being
used only by women, although earlier on they were also employed by men (s.vv.
@ uéhe (vol. I p. 609 Adler) and & t6v (vol. 11T p. 628-9 Adler); cf. Bain 1984: 33-5,
with special reference to Menander; Sommerstein 1995: 73-8; and Willi 2003: 186-8,
192-3, with special reference to Aristophanes).

The fourth-century grammarian Donatus writes in his commentary to Terence’s
comedy Eunuchus that the vocative of the possessive pronoun meus fits very nicely
with the flatteries of women (Donatus in Ter. Eun. 656.1; similarly, Donatus in Ter.
Phorm. 1005, Ad. 289, Andr. 685). It is generally typical of women, he adds, that
they flatter and lament (Donatus in Ter. Ad. 291.4). A further characteristic trait of
female speech that is recorded by some sources is the frequent usage of diminutives
termed in Greek Umoxogiouol or vmoxogiotvd (Gilleland 1980: 181; Sommerstein
1995: 76-7). One may interpret statements like these as an indication of the belief
that the general tendency of women to be more affective or emotional than men
could be perceived on the linguistic level. Some of the sources pointing in that direc-
tion could also be related to the frequently expressed attitude of ancient authors that
women use language for trickery and cheating. Hesiod’s Pandora is the classic example
in this respect (Hes. Op. 54-104, esp. 77-9; cf. Hes. Op. 372—4 and Th. 570-612),
and Aristotle in his Historia animalinm (1X 1 608a21-b18) states that, while the
nature of men is most consummate and complete, women are, among other things,
more compassionate than men, more easily moved to tears, more mendacious
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(pevdéotegov), and more deceptive (evomoatntéregov) (Hist. an. IX 1 608b8-15). But
already in Homer there are various female figures who use their speech, with its soft-
ness or its sweet sound, to beguile men (see Bergren 1983: esp. 69-75; Cantarella
1996: esp. 3—13; McClure 1999: 62-8), like the Sirens (Od. 12.39-54, esp. 12.39-40),
the sorceress Circe (Od. 10 passim), and the nymph Calypso (esp. Od. 1.55-7). All of
these female characters have in common that they symbolize sexual attractiveness,
that they are femmes fatales, by their conscious instrumentalization of their erotic
appeal and charm they try to interfere with Odysseus’ plan to return to his faithful
wife Penelope who, as Odysseus himself admits, cannot compete with the immortals’
looks (Od. 5.215-18). Thus they present a serious danger to the male protagonist
that he must overcome in order to pursue his goal.

Other gender-specific differences are observed for the use of vows and oath formu-
lac (see Sommerstein 1995: 64-8; Adams 1984: 47-55; Morcau 1995: 54-6). In
Aristophanes’ Ecclesiazusae (produced probably in 392 or 391 Bck), one of the women
is rehearsing a speech which she wants to deliver at the assembly in male guise and
which should therefore sound like the speech of a man (&vdoiott). However, when she
swears uo t ved “by the Two Goddesses,” i.e., by Demeter and Persephone, she is
harshly criticized by the female protagonist Praxagora, as this formula was only used
by female speakers and would most definitely betray her sex (Ar. Eccl. 148-60, cf.
189-92; see Bain 1984: 39-42). The exclamation mebercle is, according to Gellius,
reserved for men, whereas mecastor is an expression exclusively employed by women.
Gellius even gives a reason for this: women never swear by Hercules because they do
not participate in his festivals (Gell. 11.6.1-3). However, the oath formula edepol “by
Pollux” was uttered by both men and women. Gellius closes with the statement that
he disbelieves the hypothesis brought forward by Varro that in early Rome edepol was
only used by women during the celebration of the Eleusinian mysteries and only later
taken up by men, who were not informed about the original context of the formula
(Gell. 11.6.4-6). Part of the evidence provided by Gellius is supported by a note of
the grammarian Charisius, who adds the exclamation ezuno “by Juno” to the list of
formulae that are reserved for women and mediusfidius “1 call heaven to witness,” “so
help me God”) to the formulae used by male speakers (Charisius, Gram. 1.198.17-23
Keil). In Petronius, however, the female character Quartilla uses mediusfidius (Petron.
Sat. 17.4: misereor mediusfidius vestri “By the god of truth, I pity you”); one may
argue that the author consciously puts a “male” expression in the mouth of a woman
who is on the whole portrayed rather negatively as lacking proper female conduct and
being vulgar.

Conclusions

This survey has had to be restricted to the discussion of a few exemplary passages.
Further topics could have been taken into account, such as linguistic taboo, the lan-
guage of love, and the way in which women communicate with small children (see
Boscherini 1995: 57-60). Then there is some evidence on women’s knowledge of
foreign languages. To give just one example, Plutarch (Plut. Ant. 27.2) reports the
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Egyptian queen Cleopatra’s talent to turn to whatever language she pleased, so that
in her interviews with barbarians she very seldom needed an interpreter, but made her
replies to most of them herself and without any assistance, whether they were
Ethiopians, Troglodytes, Hebrews, Arabians, Syrians, Medes, or Parthians.

Nevertheless, it is possible to draw at least some conclusions from the material con-
sidered here. One can group the documents examined in this contribution along the
following lines. These are:

@) texts that contain remarks on the language of women in general;

b) sources that are related to the language of specific groups of women and thus
take into account social (diastratic), age-related, education-related, and regional
(diatopic) differences;

¢) documents that are concerned with individual women and thus relate to a spe-
cific idiolect typical of one particular female speaker;

d) passages from normative rhetorical treatises that characterize the speech of cer-
tain men as “unmanly” and thus proceed from a more or less clear idea of what
prototypical female speech is like, at least with regard to pitch and voice quality.

Women’s language was almost always understood in antiquity as a deviation from the
male norm. If, on the other hand, women did not behave as they were expected to
and acted more like male speakers, this was perceived as a transgression of boundaries
and a threat to male domains and spheres of power. Greek drama provides instructive
examples of “dangerous” female characters, such as Clytemnestra, Antigone, and
Medea, whose bold behavior and words disrupt the masculine order (Griffith 2001:
124-5, 127-35).

In particular the documents reporting on women’s loquacity reveal that the majority
of the texts concerned with female speech are loaded with stereotypes, though in cer-
tain literary genres like comedy and satire admittedly on purpose and for the sake of
parodic exaggeration. But on the whole, the use of clichés is so pronounced and impor-
tunate even in non-humoristic texts that it is impossible to claim that ancient texts
provide a reasonably neutral description of the characteristics of women’s language.
Nonetheless, many of the documents, in particular those embedded in a rhetorical
context, reflect relatively precise societal expectations regarding the communicative
behavior of both men and women. Those who did not adopt the system of strategies of
communicating that was held to be ideal committed an offense and had to reckon with
sanctions. On the other hand, as has been pointed out, prescriptive rules “are of limited
value in determining how females really spoke” (Adams 1984: 44).

Most intriguing and perhaps also most reliable are documents like those on certain
forms of address or oath formulae, the use of which is described as being restricted to
women. Further, remarks on pronunciation (the phonological level) and the personal
style (the lexical and pragmatic level) of individual women, as they occur in Plato’s
Cratylus and in Cicero’s description of Laelia, should not be totally discarded,
although it must be underscored that sketches like these can be criticized for incorrect
explanations of phonological phenomena or for the lack of a more detailed descrip-
tion of the idiolect of a particular female speaker.
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Most ancient sources offer far-from-nuanced and often misogynistic analyses of ele-
ments of gender-specific communication; instead they contain a large number of prej-
udices and stereotypes toward female speech that, along with many other texts, have
unwittingly set the agenda for modern criticism and in particular feminist linguistics.
But however one-sided and biased ancient approaches may have been, it cannot be
denied that some of the texts, notably rhetorical treatises, are noteworthy for their
attempts to provide the first steps toward a sociolinguistic outline of Greek and Latin.
It was recognized in ancient rhetoric that there are a number of parameters that deter-
mine the communicative behavior of a speaker, namely social background, regional
origin, level of education, age, and also gender (see, for example, Fogen 2000: esp.
117—41). This perception provided the basis for elaborate research in modern socio-
linguistics that has been undertaken mainly from the 1970s onwards, and it would
not be completely mistaken to maintain that it laid at least some of the groundwork
for contemporary studies on gender-specific communication.

The informative value of ancient sources regarding gender-specific forms of lan-
guage may be rather limited from the viewpoint of modern linguistics, in particular
because of the biased and stereotypical character of the majority of the ancient texts
in question. But their importance can certainly not be denied from a historical per-
spective, since “[t]hrough an historical approach we can learn how our present atti-
tudes toward women’s and men’s speech were shaped” (Kramarae 1982: 87).

FURTHER READING

Among contributions from modern linguistics, Romaine 1999 is particularly valuable. Those
who read German may refer to Samel 2000.

Gender-specific communication in Greco-Roman antiquity is dealt with more extensively in
Lardinois and McClure 2001 and in the article by Fogen (2004 ), which also contains a broad
documentation of scholarship on female speech and related topics. For an analysis of speech and
gender in Greek drama, McClure 1999 is to be recommended.

NOTES

1 For a convenient summary and critical discussion of Lakoft’s revised catalogue of features
in her 1975 book see, for example, Fasold 1990: 102-7, 116 and Romaine 1999: 154-7.

2 Among the more extensive surveys, see in particular the books by Yaguello (1978), Talbot
(1998), Romaine (1999), Samel (2000), and Eckert and McConnell-Ginet (2003), but
also the useful volumes edited by Hellinger and Bufimann (2001-3) and Holmes and
Meyerhoft (2003). See the extensive bibliography in Fogen 2004.

3 To give just a few examples: Gliick 1979 employs the corresponding Germanized term
“Sexlekte.” Nabrings (1981: 113-22) speaks predominantly of “gender-specific varieties”
(“geschlechtsspezifische Varietiten”), Tannen (1990: 42, 279) of “genderlect.” Jespersen
(1922: 241) uses the phrase “sex dialects.”
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4

5

6

Among the commonly used introductory surveys on gender and language Romaine 1999
is a notable exception; see also Bufmann 1995 and Kramarae 1982: esp. 87-90.
Collections of literature written by women are, for example, Rayor 1991, Churchill, Brown,
and Jeffrey 2002, and Plant 2004; see also Snyder 1990.

For details, see Boscherini 1995: 55-6 and in particular Sommerstein 1995: 81-3.
Sommerstein’s interpretation of the passage has now been questioned by Willi (2003: 161-2,
171, 194-5), who assumes “(1) that women prominently furthered linguistic innovation in
Attic because they regarded the innovatory variety as prestigious, and (2) that this variety
had prestige connotations also for those (male) social groups who aimed at cultural refine-
ment (qoteldmg) although that meant to be on the ‘female’ side of the established gender-
model” (Willi 2003: 162).

See also Democr. 68 B 274 DK and Eur. El. 945-6. Sophocles’ line is quoted by Aristotle,
Pol. 1 13 1260a30, and slightly modified by Menander (Mon. 139).



CHAPTER TWENTY-TWO

Forms of Address
and Markers of Status

Eleanor Dickey

The use of language communicates many things besides information. The two
utterances, “Boy! Open that door!” and “Excuse me, sir, do you suppose you could open
the door for me?” both convey the basic information that the speaker wants the
addressee to open the door, but the first one also conveys the speaker’s sense of supe-
riority to the addressee, while the second also conveys the speaker’s respect for the
addressee. Forms of address, that is words or parts of words that refer to the addressee,
are a common place for languages to encode references to status and respect, though
there are also many other ways in which such references can be signaled linguistically.

In many modern languages, such as French, German, and Italian, social differences
are indicated by the use of two different sets of second-person pronouns and accom-
panying verb forms. With this “## / vous” distinction, one pronoun indicates familiar-
ity and/or lack of respect, while the other indicates distance and /or respect. Ancient
Greek, like English, does not have such a distinction in pronoun and verb usage: there
is only one second-person singular pronoun for all addressees.

In both Greek and English, linguistic encoding of status is most obvious in “free”
(not grammatically bound) forms of address, that is, vocatives. Thus the difference
between “boy” and “sir” in the two utterances quoted above is striking (but it is not
the only difference, as even if both these words were removed the second sentence
would be more respectful than the first). For this reason far more scholarly attention
has been devoted to vocatives than to other linguistic status markers in Ancient Greek,
and the term “address system” is generally used to refer to the body of vocatives in
normal usage and the way in which those vocatives are employed.

The Greek address system is not a unified, monolithic whole. Not only did it evolve
over time, but at any one point in time different systems were in use in different types
of Greek — not, of course, that we can always recover enough information to recon-
struct the whole range. As with many features of the Greek language, a radical split in
usage is particularly visible in the later period, between classicizing and non-classicizing
systems. Some address systems, such as the one in daily use in Classical Sparta, are no
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longer recoverable from the information we have, but that information does allow us
to recover a number of address systems with varying degrees of completeness.

Forms of Address in the Classical Period

The address systems about which we have the most information are those used in
Classical literature. Classical texts containing vocatives fall into two groups: in one
type of text a fairly small group of vocatives is used in a consistent and predictable
fashion, and in the other type of text a much larger group of vocatives, many of them
unique, is used in a varied and largely unpredictable fashion. Texts of the first type
are prose and Menander, and texts of the second type are Homer, tragedy, and
Aristophanes. Later prose by Atticizing authors such as Lucian tends to use an address
system resembling that of the first group of classical texts and can to all intents and
purposes be treated as an extension of it, except in a few particular areas (for which see
next section).

Sociolinguists investigating modern languages have undertaken extensive study of
the address systems of a wide variety of languages, and in every case they have found
predictable patterns of usage in the address system of ordinary conversation. Indeed
such predictability is essential for the proper functioning of a language’s primary
address system and allows it to operate and develop naturally. Address systems develop
as follows: a word that is not normally used as a form of address is imported into the
address system because it has a lexical meaning that some speakers find useful, and
other speakers then pick it up and start using it. As it becomes more common, the
word develops a particular social meaning, and that meaning gradually eclipses the
lexical meaning in the minds of speakers and addressees. The social meaning often
evolves over time as the word continues to be used, sometimes to the point where it
seems to be in direct conflict with the lexical meaning, which may continue unchanged
in the word’s use in non-vocative contexts. Thus in Icelandic the word for “anus” has
become a term of endearment when used as an address but is still very far from an
endearment in other uses. This development requires consistent use of the same voc-
atives by numerous speakers over an extended period of time; without such use voca-
tives cannot develop a social meaning distinct from their lexical meanings (Braun
1988: 260-5; sce also the discussion of “grammaticalization” in ch. 9).

The address system of prose and Menander contains numerous terms with social
meanings distinct from their lexical meanings (see below), as well as the consistent
usage and relatively small core group of terms that would be necessary for such mean-
ings to develop. The address system of Homer, tragedy, and Aristophanes, though it
contains many elements of the prose system, also tends to employ many other terms
in their lexical meanings. This suggests that prose and Menander provide a fairly accu-
rate reflection of the address system of ordinary conversation (at least of conversation
among educated Athenian citizens), and that other poetic genres have a tendency to
replace those simple and predictable vocatives with unique, creative, and elaborate
alternatives. In attempting to recover conversational address usage, therefore, it is
important to pick one’s literary sources carefully (Dickey 1995).
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The Classical address system, as used in ordinary conversation and preserved in
prose and Menander, was divided into two parts. There was a basic, unmarked set of
addresses that functioned as the standard terms for certain individuals, and then there
was a second set, including but not limited to categories such as insults and endear-
ments, that were used to convey particular feelings. Because the basic addresses were
not the same for all addressees, some terms belonged to both groups and could func-
tion as standard, unmarked terms in one context and as more emotional terms in
another. The same basic division is common in address systems in other languages.
For example in English a schoolteacher might be standardly addressed as “Mrs Smith”
by her pupils and as “Jane” by her friends, and either address would convey some-
thing particular if produced by the other set of speakers, while “idiot” would always
convey something particular regardless of the speaker.

Standard addresses

The basic, unmarked address in Classical Greek was always the addressee’s name
unless the addressee was a woman, a child, a slave, a foreigner, or a close relative of
the speaker. As Greeks in the Classical period had only one name it was not possible
to make distinctions by using a first, middle, or last name, as in the Roman address
system or that of modern English speakers. Thus as long as speakers were dealing with
adult male citizens unrelated to themselves, which is most often the case in extant
literature, the address system was very simple: the addressee’s single name would be
used unless some particular feeling needed to be conveyed. When Greeks addressed
Romans, of course, the simplicity of the address system was interfered with by the
addressees’ having several names. Romans themselves made complex distinctions
among those different names (see Dickey 2002), and at first the Greeks did not under-
stand those distinctions, simply using the Latin praenomen like a Greek single name.
Eventually, they learned to employ the Latin name system as the Romans did.

People other than adult male citizens, that is women, children, slaves, and foreign-
ers, could be addressed by name like adult men, but they could also be addressed by
the characteristic that distinguished them from adult male citizens. Thus women
tended to be called yovar “woman,” boys tended to be called mai “boy” or téxvov
“child,” young men veavia, veavioxre, or uglpdxiov “young man,” slaves ot “boy,”
and foreigners Eéve “foreigner.” Our surviving evidence does not indicate how girls
unrelated to the speaker were addressed, and it is possible that such addresses were in
practice rarely needed because of the seclusion in which young females lived.

The extent to which such generic designations were used instead of names depended
on the category into which the addressee fell. In surviving literature young men and
foreigners are normally addressed by name and comparatively rarely by terms indicat-
ing their youth or national origin; for boys names are less common but still the pre-
ferred option. For slaves the most common option is mat, but names are also possible
(especially from other slaves), while women are normally called yovor and rarely
addressed by name (in Classical literature; see below for a shift in the later period)
unless they are prostitutes or the speaker is also female. This latter name avoidance is
connected to a general tendency in Classical Attic to avoid using the names of
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respectable women in public at all (see Schaps 1977: 323-8, Sommerstein 1980:
406-7). Since the status of women in Sparta was notably different from that in Athens,
it is not unlikely that the Spartan address system differed from the Athenian on this
point, though we have no direct evidence of such difference owing to the scarcity of
surviving literature from Sparta.

The address choices described so far of course depended on the addressee’s name
being known; if it was unknown, the name was obviously not a viable address option.
In real life this problem would only have arisen when the name was unknown to the
speaker, but in literature it can also occur when an author wants to depict interaction
with a character whose name would have been known to the speaker but is not known
to the author. In such circumstances it was not easy to get around the issue by avoid-
ing the use of any vocative, as the absence of direct address at the start of an interac-
tion was rude. For women, children, slaves, and foreigners there was a simple solution
available in the generic addresses that were often used instead of names, and therefore
unknown or unnamed characters in these categories were almost always addressed
with ytvou, o, etc. But in the case of adult male citizens the generic term that might
seem most obvious to us, Gvep “man,” was not used. The state of being an adult male
seems not to have been a distinguishing characteristic in the way that being young or
female was; the vocative Givep meant “husband” and was restricted almost entirely to
women addressing their husbands, although in cases other than the vocative avijo
meant “man” much more frequently than it meant “husband.” Instead, speakers
employed an interesting group of very broad generic terms, chiefly oltog “this one”
(see ch. 11) and Gvdpwme “human being.” Since these addresses are not used to
unknown women, dvOpwre was exclusively masculine in the vocative, though in other
cases GvOpmmnog was gender-neutral.

The other major category of exceptions to the rule of unmarked address by name
comprised the speaker’s close relatives, who were often addressed by terms indicating
kinship. People addressing their parents normally used mdtep “father” or pfjtep
“mother” as appropriate, and names were never used, regardless of the age of the
speaker. Older relatives other than parents seem to have received kinship terms (e.g.,
Veie “uncle,” ndmme “grandfather”) from children and names from adult speakers,
though the evidence on this point is not extensive. Parents addressing their sons and
daughters normally used kinship terms (vi€ “son,” Ooyatep “daughter,” mat or ténvov
“child”) until the children were clearly adults. In extant literature names are never
used by parents to offspring who are still children, rarely to youths, but often to
adults — although the use of kinship terms by parents is not uncommon even to adult
offspring, particularly from parents of the same sex as the child they are addressing.
Spouses can be addressed either by name or with the kinship terms ydovon “wife” and
Gvep “husband”; in the case of wives yUvau is more common than names, but in the
case of husbands names are preferred to évep.

Expressive addresses

Any departure from the system just described communicated a particular attitude or
emotion. The most obvious example of such departure is insults, terms with a
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specifically offensive lexical meaning. These are difficult to study effectively with our
surviving evidence because they are not common in the texts that provide the most
reliable evidence for the address system. (Aristophanes makes frequent use of insults,
but his are too clever and elaborate to be typical of ordinary interaction.) Nevertheless
it is clear that addresses like ®Gxniote “worst” or rotoryéhaote “ridiculous” were always
rude. Another obvious example of expressive address is terms of pity, such as tohaimwoe
“miserable” or &dMe “pitiful.” These terms were often used to convey sympathy for
the addressee, but they could also be employed as insults.

Another set of terms used for marked departure from the normal system comprises
those indicating affection or admiration, as gike “dear, friend,” ayadé “good,” Eraige
“comrade,” or Béhtiote “best.” Such vocatives were sometimes used simply to express
the affection or admiration that their lexical meanings suggest, but often they were
used as a form of exaggerated politeness by a speaker who wanted to indicate his own
intellectual superiority to the addressee. This usage is particularly characteristic of
Socrates as depicted in both Plato and Xenophon, and of other Platonic characters
who take on the dominant role in dialogues that do not involve Socrates, but it is also
found in the Attic orators. The agreement between Plato and Xenophon on this point
suggests that frequent, somewhat ironic usage of such terms was a characteristic of the
speech of the historical Socrates.

Titles could be used to convey particular respect, but such usage was less common
than we might expect from parallels in other languages. The only context in which
titles can have been at all common in Greek society is addresses from slaves to their
masters and mistresses. In literary representations of such addresses déomota “master”
and d0éomowva “mistress” frequently occur, but they are by no means the rule, and in
Menander address by name is more common. Free men and women who were not a
slave’s own master or mistress did not receive titles or any other type of respectful
address from slaves, merely names or ytvau as appropriate. Such a distinction between
masters and others in address by slaves is interesting, given that in address to slaves
there is no such distinction: ot “boy” is used by masters and others alike.

Speakers other than slaves normally did not use titles at all. All our evidence on
Classical Greek society suggests that titles of office were rarely or never used by one
citizen to another, even if the addressee was an archon, a general, or a king. Such
egalitarian behavior is not unexpected in democratic Athens, but it is more surprising
that, if we can believe our sources, it appears to have been equally the rule all over
Greece, including Sparta and cities with tyrannies. Of course it would be possible to
argue that our chief sources for this information, Herodotus and later historians and
biographers, did not know or did not care how Spartan kings were addressed.
Nevertheless their evidence on this point is worthy of serious consideration, because
of the distinction they draw between Classical Greek kings and tyrants, who almost
never receive titles except from servants, and Persian and other oriental rulers, who
are often called paoket “king” even by speakers of high status in their own right. It
is unlikely that Herodotus or his successors knew a great deal about actual Persian
practice in addressing the monarch, but the picture they produce, with a sharp con-
trast between Greek and Persian practice, shows both that they were paying attention
to the issue of address and that they saw the use of titles by free men as fundamentally
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non-Greek. It is unlikely that they would have drawn such distinctions had Athenian
practice in this respect been idiosyncratic in comparison to the rest of Greece.

Subtler departures from the standard address system involve terms that belong to
the standard system but would not normally be used for the particular addressee in
question, at least not by that particular speaker. The most obvious example of such
usage in Greek is the use of a kinship term to an unrelated addressee (e.g., mdteQ
“father” to an older man or téxvov “my child” to a younger one); this was considered
a friendly gesture, as Menander explicitly states (Dys. 492-5). Address by name could
have meaning in a context where another term would be expected; for example
addressing one’s wife by name rather than with ydvow “wife” appears to have been a
sign of emotional strain, and a man addressing an unrelated woman by name could be
implying that she was not entirely respectable. Terms for youths (veavio, veavioxe,
and pewpdxiov) were sometimes applied to adults, and when so used were offensive;
interestingly there is no evidence that ot could be used insultingly in the same way.

Even more interesting are the implications of using the generic terms for strangers
(oUtog “this one,” dvdowre “human being”) to an addressee known to the speaker:
such usage was generally impolite. In this respect Classical Greek was strikingly difter-
ent from languages such as English, where strangers tend to be addressed with terms
(such as “sir”) that are polite rather than impolite when used to acquaintances. One
result of this unusual characteristic of Greek is that when an author was prevented from
using a name by his own ignorance rather than by that of the speaking character, he
would take care to point this fact out with a phrase such as olrog, £pn meooeuTiv T
Svoua . .. ““This guy,” he said, addressing him by name . . .” (Lucian Demon. 14).

Another aspect in which Greek differs from many other languages is the lack of
connection in the address system between advanced age and respect. Most of the
time, old men and women are addressed with the same terms that younger adults
would receive. A few vocatives are reserved specifically for older addressees: yoav “old
woman,” yégov “old man,” mpéofv “old man,” etc. Such terms seem on the whole to
be more impolite than polite, though there is some variation among them and in
general the feminine variants are ruder than the masculine ones. They are relatively
rare except in comedy, perhaps because comedy is our only major source of impolite
addresses. The tendency for terms indicating advanced age to be inherently respectful,
as illustrated in other languages by the derivation of titles like ss7 and seszo7 from Latin
senior “older,” is not found in Classical Greek.

All of this, of course, applies only to addresses directed at individuals. When groups
of people were addressed the situation was very different: names were not practical as
terms of address, and therefore generic terms were essential. Some generic terms were
part of the address system both as singulars and as plurals, but with very different
meanings, since in the singular they were expressive addresses contrasting with a more
expected alternative and in the plural they acted as neutral addresses since they were
the only practical option. For example plural ethnics such as ITégoow “Persians” or
Aaxedouévior “Spartans” tend to be used in polite or neutral contexts, whereas sin-
gular ethnics such as ITépoa “Persian” or Adxrwv “Spartan” tend to be forms of address
used by superiors to inferiors. And while the singular ethnic carries an implication that
the speaker is of a different nationality, the plural has no such implication.
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Forms of Address in Postclassical Greek

For several centuries after Menander there is a gap, during which few vocatives are
preserved. Examination of the literary record might lead one to believe that this gap
has to do with accidents of preservation: the surviving literature, for example Polybius’
history, happens to contain less dialogue and therefore fewer forms of address than
Classical works in similar genres, for example the histories of Herodotus and
Thucydides. But starting in the middle of the third century Bck our understanding of
the Greek language is augmented by the appearance of large number of papyrus doc-
uments from Egypt, including letters and petitions, two genres in which one might
well expect to find vocatives. It is notable that until the beginning of the Roman
period these documents very rarely contain vocatives of any type, with the exception
of Baotied in highly formulaic petitions to the king of Egypt.

This use of faotheD is interesting, given the evidence mentioned earlier that Greek
kings did not receive this title in address and the fact that the Ptolemaic rulers of
Egypt were largely Greek in language and culture. One might even want to consider
it evidence that the portrayal of address to Greek kings we find in Herodotus and later
literary authors is inaccurate, and that they in fact received titles all along. But such a
conclusion would be unwise, for literary texts make a distinction between address to
Classical (and Archaic) Greek rulers and address to Hellenistic and Macedonian rul-
ers, so that members of the latter group frequently receive the title paowhed. This
distinction can be seen not only between authors (e.g., Herodotus vs Diodorus
Siculus), but also within a single author in the case of Plutarch. If we did not have the
papyri, we might think that Plutarch had no idea how Hellenistic monarchs were
addressed, but as it is we know that he depicted such address accurately, which makes
it more likely that Herodotus depicted address to Classical Greek monarchs equally
accurately.

In the later first century BCE and first century CE vocatives start to appear again in
our written record, both in literary texts and in papyrus documents (chiefly but not
exclusively letters); in the second and later centuries they become common in both
types of source. The address system of the papyrus documents, however, is sharply
divergent from that visible in literature. The papyri reveal an address system com-
pletely different from that of the Classical period, while the literary texts have a whole
range of systems according to how heavily Atticizing they are: those with the least
literary pretensions, such as the New Testament or the works of Epictetus, show sig-
nificant similarities to the addresses of the papyri, while those with the most Atticizing
tone use an address system nearly identical to the Classical one; other works fall on a
scale between these two extremes.

The address system of the papyri at this period, and for the next several centuries, is
heavily influenced by Latin, the new language of power in the Greek world (see also
ch. 19). It is striking that the address system of the early Roman period shows so
much more Latin influence than do many other aspects of the Greek language at the
same time. This peculiarity, combined with the lack of evidence for most types of
vocative in the Hellenistic period, suggests that direct address in the vocative case had
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genuinely become rare or even died out after the end of the Classical period, so that
the Latinate address system was introduced as a new element to the language rather
than ousting a previously existing system.

The main features of the Roman-period address system, which persisted until
around the fourth century cg, were a set of titles indicating conventionalized affection
and respect. The most common of these titles was xgie “lord” (= Lat. domine; ct. ch.
19), followed by adehpé “brother” (= Lat. frater) and giktote “dearest” (= Lat. caris-
sime). One might suppose that xtpie showed respect and adehpé and piktate affec-
tion, but such is not the case; all three were highly conventionalized and could be
applied both to inferiors and to addressees with whom the writer had no personal
relationship. The similarity between the usage of ®ipie and of &dehpé is underscored
by the fact that they were often combined to form the address wigie adehpé (= Lat.
domine frater).

In this address system personal names were used infrequently, and the main distinc-
tion encoded in the Classical system, that between adult male citizens and others, was
no longer marked in the address system at all. Close relatives were still normally
addressed with kinship terms, but these terms (not only adeigé “brother,” but also
ndre “father,” uitep “mother,” vié “son,” dyatep “daughter,” and adekgi| “sister”)
were also freely used to addressees unrelated to the writer, making the address distinc-
tion between kin and non-kin much less sharp than it had been in the Classical
period.

The practice of calling women ydvar had completely disappeared by the Roman
period. In papyrus letters women are very rarely addressed by name, but this restric-
tion has nothing to do with gender since it applies to men as well; address by name
was simply no longer usual. In referring to (as opposed to addressing) women the
writers of Roman-period letters use names as freely as they do when referring to men.
It is possible that this change was related to a change in the Roman system of nomen-
clature, around the beginning of the Empire, by which Roman women for the first
time acquired individual names.

An interesting echo of this change in the status of women makes its way into the
Greek literary texts. Lucian, writing in a highly Atticizing language showing few traces
of the changes the lower registers of the language had undergone since the fourth
century BCE, of course makes heavy use of address by name and never employs the
newer vocatives like ®gie or non-literal adehpé. But he is almost completely oblivious
to the Classical distinctions of gender in the address system: Lucian’s female charac-
ters are addressed freely by name just like his male characters, and ytvou is very rare.

This element of Lucian’s address system tells us that the literary language was not
immune to influence from contemporary culture. Yet it is not clear how extensive the
contact between users of the two systems was. The subliterary address system found
in the papyri must have been used orally as well as in writing; this would be clear from
the low level of education displayed by many writers who use it, even if we did not
have explicit testimony about oral usage (e.g., ai yuvvaixeg e0hdig dnd Te000QeoHAdER
€TV VId TV AvORmV ®vEion xadotvtor “women are called ‘ladies’ by men from the
time they are 14 years old,” Epict. Ench. 40). But such evidence does not in itself sug-
gest that the Atticizing address system existed only in writing during the Roman
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period. Certainly educated men like Lucian made an effort to speak as well as to write
strictly Classical Greek; so much is clear from Lucian’s essay entitled On a siip of the
tongue in greeting. Though we have no direct evidence for the oral use of an Atticizing
address system in the Roman period, it is likely that it existed at least to some extent
among the most educated speakers.

From the fourth century onwards the address system changed again, with the intro-
duction of more elaborate polite formulae that developed further in the Byzantine
period (see Zilliacus 1949; Dinneen 1929). These formulae were often abstractions,
formed on the same principle as English “your majesty”: 1] of) évdoEdmg “your glory,”
10 00V MYog “your elevation,” etc. They therefore necessitated addressing the recipient
in the third person.

A separate issue concerning the Greek address system is the circumstances in which
the particle ® was used with vocatives. In Classical prose most vocatives are preceded
by @ (in Plato the particle is used 98 percent of the time), but usage in poetry is less
regular (ten percent in Homer, 80 percent in Aristophanes, with the tragedians in
between). For a long time it was believed that omission of @ was meaningful, though
there was little agreement as to what that meaning was (see, e.g., Brioso Sianchez
1971; Lepre 1979), but it is now thought that its use or omission had less to do with
meaning than with other considerations such as avoidance of hiatus (Dickey 1996:
199-206). In the postclassical period the use of @ declined sharply, and it is almost
never found with vocatives in papyrus documents. Given the other Latin influence on
the postclassical Greek address system it is tempting to connect this shift with Latin
usage, for o is not normally used with vocatives in Latin prose. Such a connection
would be illusory, however, since the Greek shift occurs too early for Latin influence
to be plausible. The few vocatives that occur in Hellenistic papyri are already uni-
formly without @, and even in Menander only 12 percent of vocatives are accompa-
nied by .

Other Markers of Status

Status could also be indicated by means other than vocatives. The headings of letters,
petitions, etc., in which the addressee’s name and/or titles appeared in the dative,
offered a natural opportunity for such indication. The terms used in headings are not
identical to those used as vocatives, and one can never assume that a given term has
the same implications in both uses; for example in papyrus letters to the writer’s son
it was customary to use the dative vi® “son” in the heading but the vocative téxvov
“child” in the body of the letter (see Stanton 1988: 464; Dickey 2004b). This is par-
ticularly true in cases where the heading had to provide unambiguous identification
of the addressee and therefore offered a great deal of information.

There are nevertheless some similarities between vocatives and headings: in the
Classical period they tend to be simple and are unlikely to involve titles, whereas in the
Roman period they regularly employ titles such as »9piog and &dehgpde, and in the late
Roman and Byzantine period they become extremely elaborate (e.g., Avoniiow
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Avoon6pw T[@ ®a]i [EAhadio yu(uvaoldoyw)] povi(evti) évaoyw moutdvel tiig Aou-
(moag) nal hap(mpotdng) OEvouyyrtdv ntéhems Avprihog Twédeog Zagamadov{c}
amo tiig avtiis téhewg “To Aurelios Dioskoros also called Helladios, gymnasiarch, sen-
ator, prytanis in office of the glorious and most glorious city of the Oxyrhynchites,
(from) Aurelios Timotheos son of Sarapiades, from the same city,” P.Oxy. 65. 4491.
4-8). In contrast to vocatives, however, headings do not disappear during the
Hellenistic period, and (presumably for practical reasons) personal names remain very
common in headings at all periods. Therefore there was a gradual divergence between
the terms used in headings and in vocatives: in the Classical period they were very
similar, but after that they began to diverge, and by the Roman period the differences
between them were marked.

Status is also communicated in letters by the writers’ references to themselves. Since
ancient letter headings tended to include a reference to the writer as well as to the
addressee (e.g., TIAGtwv Awovuoim e modtrewv “Plato to Dionysius, greetings,” the
heading of several of Plato’s letters), such self-references are found at all periods and
can be seen to evolve over time. In the Classical period simple, unadorned names are
the rule, for writer even more than for addressee. This tendency generally continues
in the Hellenistic and early Roman periods, but in private letters from later centuries
one can also find terms of relationship, such as tfj ®voiq uov &d[eh]on Mavotivy
ModP[o]s adehpdg xaigew “to my lady sister Manatine Probos her brother sends greet-
ings” (P.Oxy. 14.1683.1-3). Official letters from the later Roman period frequently
contain as many (or more) of the writer’s titles as of the addressee’s titles, for example
AvgnhMog Biov 0 %ol Auudviog yuuvaoiayog Pouvlevtiic Evapyog moutavig ThHS
‘OEvpvyytd@yv méhems AvpnAin Atw 1 ol ITlegtivaxt otpotyd To0 aitod vouod t@
putdte yotoew “Aurelius Bion also called Ammonios, gymnasiarch, senator, and
prytanis in office of Oxyrhynchus, to his dearest Aurelius Dios also called Pertinax,
strategos of the same nome, greetings” (P.Oxy. 14.1662.1-7).

In the late antique and Byzantine periods there is an interesting tendency for writ-
ers to use conventionalized abasement of themselves as a way of showing respect for
the addressee, on the same principle as the use of formulae such as “your obedient
servant” in older English letters. Thus we find writers referring to themselves with
terms like 6 doULG cov “your slave” or with abstractions such as 1) éuf) tameivoolg “my
lowliness” (Zilliacus 1949: 5).

It is striking that linguistic self-abasement of this type is almost entirely absent from
most Greek before the fourth century ce. An exception is some of the interaction with
the Persian king as described by Herodotus (for example a nobleman using the servile
vocative déomota “master” to address the king at 3.35.4). Such interaction, however,
was intended as a depiction of Persian practice (whether real or imagined) intended to
seem strikingly alien to Greek-speaking readers.

Status can also be indicated by the use of a plural for a single person. As noted
above, Ancient Greek did not use the second person plural as a polite form of address
in the way that, e.g., French does. But the use of the first person plural either as a
plural of majesty (like the English “royal we” in contexts such as “we are not amused”)
or as a plural of modesty (the opposite usage of the same construction) is attested in
Greek from a relatively early period. In Classical literature it is a sporadic, poetic
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phenomenon, but it becomes more regularized in the Hellenistic period, when it
appears in royal letters, and later (see Zilliacus 1953).

A very different type of status marker is found in the phrasing of requests and com-
mands (imperatives, optatives, and other ways of indicating that one would like the
addressee to do something, collectively known to linguists as directives). In Classical
Attic directives were not regularly used as markers of status: the normal way of making
a request was to use the imperative, regardless of the relative status of speaker and
addressee, and such imperatives were not normally accompanied by softening modi-
fiers like our “please” or “if you wouldn’t mind.” This is not to say that other ways of
making requests did not exist, but that they were not very common, and the unsoft-
ened imperative did not have the rude implications that it does in modern English,
where “please” is so common that its absence is immediately remarkable.

In postclassical Greek, on the other hand, and particularly in the subliterary lan-
guage, the unmodified imperative was much more likely to be used to subordinates
than to superiors, as is the case in English. It therefore became a marker of the address-
ee’s lower status, and other directive strategies became markers of higher status.
Requests too polite to use the unmodified imperative did not normally employ the
imperative with some sort of softener (like English “please do this”), but rather avoided
the imperative altogether by using a different construction (like English “could you do
this?,” though in Greek the alternative construction was rarely a question). Thus for
example we find magoaxah®d oO[v], ddehps, yodpar ot “so I ask you, brother, to write to
me” (P.Oxy. 14.1666.19) and xohic odv mowoels ¢A[Dotioa] 1@ Meoogfj meog [fud]g
“you will do well if you come to us in Mesore” (P.Oxy. 14.1676.29-32).

Nearly all these different types of status marker show a parallel development toward
more frequent and more elaborate indications of status as the language evolved from
the Classical to the Late Antique period. These changes clearly reflect changes in
social structure from democratic Athens to the intense stratification of the early
Byzantine world.

FURTHER READING

The main works on Greek address usage are Wendel 1929 (for poetry) and Dickey 1996 (for
prose). Studies of particular words abound; among the most useful are the discussions of kyrie/
despota by Hagedorn and Worp 1980 and Dickey 2001, of daimonie by Brunius-Nilsson 1955,
and of words for “god” by Wackernagel 1912. Studies of usage in particular situations include
Dineen 1929 on Christian letters and Exler 1923 on papyrus letters. Bain 1984 discusses wom-
en’s language, Zilliacus 1949 the abstractions used as titles in late antiquity, Zilliacus 1953 the
use of plural for singular, and Dickey 20044 the influence of Latin on Greek address usage in
the Roman period.



CHAPTER TWENTY-THREE

Technical Languages:
Science and Medicine

Francesca Schiron:

Definitions and Problems

A technical language can be defined as a subcategory of common language containing
all the linguistic elements employed by a restricted group of speakers to name, define,
and discuss the contents of a particular discipline. Since the ideas and the objects
of any technical discipline need to be defined unambiguously, terminology is the
landmark of any technical language. Technical terminology tends to be (cf. Willi
2003: 69):

a) Standardized, economic and concise, i.c., monosemy is preferred over polysemy;

b) Expressly neutral, i.c., the lexeme does not entail any judgment: e.g., gonorrhea
vs the slang term “the clap”;

¢)  Seldom used—though possibly understood—by the non-specialists. For this
reason, technical terms often have lay synonyms in common language; this is
particularly evident in medicine where technical and lay terminology coexist
(e.g., tinea pedis vs “athlete’s foot”) and often physicians use the latter in order
to be understood by the patients.

Studies of Greek technical languages need to take into account two basic features
of Greek science. First, when speaking of “technical languages” we assume that there
is a well-defined group of disciplines that uses them, but in ancient Greece this is far
from being true. The term téyvn was widely used by Greek writers to indicate a disci-
pline founded on knowledge (émotiun) and rationality (AGyog), but it was not clear
which disciplines could be defined as téyvai. We can reasonably speak of Greek science
during the Hellenistic period, when mathematics (Euclid, Eratosthenes, Archimedes,
Apollonius of Perge), astronomy (Aristarchus of Samos, Hipparchus), mechanics
(Ctesibius, Philo of Byzantium), and medicine (Erophilus, Erasistratus) were highly
developed and used what we can indeed call “technical languages.” But in earlier
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periods the status of téyvou is difficult to define. Medicine (with the Hippocratic
school) and mathematics (with Hippocrates of Chios and Eudoxos) were flourishing,
but their terminology was not yet fixed. For other disciplines things are even worse.
For example, the Presocratics did have an interest in the physical aspect of the world,
but it is difficult to consider them “scientists” because in the sixth and fifth centuries
BCE philosophy takes the place of science. In addition, in antiquity the distinction
between a technical text and a literary text is not as clear as in our societies. Didactic
poetry consisted of “technical” topics not directed to specialists and primarily intended
to “entertain” rather than to “inform.” In such works language follows poetic and
metrical rules rather than clarity and monosemy.

Secondly, in many cases the Greeks were the first to discover even basic phenomena
of the physical and biological world, or develop new disciplines. Even when they
might have been influenced by other cultures (i.e., Egyptian or Middle Eastern lore),
they did not adopt their technical vocabulary. As a consequence, the Greeks had no
words readily available to describe their discoveries. Modern science can build on the
experience of previous generations of scientists and on their vocabulary even when
dealing with breakthrough new results. In addition, technical terms in modern scien-
tific languages often derive from Greek or Latin roots and hence are “extraneous” to
the common language. The Greeks could not draw on the work of predecessors, nor
could they rely on other languages, because they were the first to give a name to
something previously unknown. All Greek technical terms are Greek-based. Thus on
the one hand Greek technical language was more accessible to non-specialists than
modern technical languages, but on the other hand it was a completely new (sub)
language to develop from scratch.

In this overview of Greek technical language, the main goal is to outline the different
strategies that the ancient Greeks adopted when they had to convey “scientific”
content. The focus will be on two fields, medicine and mathematics, since these are the
disciplines for which we have by far the most evidence: the Hippocratic Corpus,
Hellenistic physicians and Galen for medicine, and the works of Euclid, Apollonius of
Perge, and Archimedes for mathematics. Medicine and mathematics are central also
because many of the other technical languages in ancient Greece borrowed from mathe-
matical or medical Fachsprache, due to their strong similarities to either or both these
téyvar. For example, harmonics, optics, and astronomy, which were considered part of
the podnpotxd) Emotiun, used mathematical language, while botany and zoology adopted
medical linguistic expressions. Mechanics shares linguistic features of both disciplines.

Interestingly, medicine and mathematics employed quite different linguistic strategies
to express their results. A comparison between them will thus highlight some important
features of technical languages and the motivations behind certain linguistic choices.

Technical Terminology
Naming new objects, phenomena, and concepts discovered in a scientific discipline is

the main task of'its technical vocabulary. There are three strategies to create a technical
terminology: (i) use of existing terms; (ii) coinage of new terms through suffixation
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or compounding; (iii) borrowing of existing terms from other semantic fields (meta-
phors). The medical language of anatomy and pathology is the best area in which to
analyze these three strategies and to show how a new technical terminology was devel-
oped in ancient Greece.

Use of existing tevms

This procedure consists of giving a more specific meaning to an existing word. This
already happened in Presocratic philosophers, who endowed common Greek terms
such as guols “nature” or agyf “beginning” with new meanings to express their ideas
about reality. Using common words with a technical meaning is attested also in med-
icine. Hippocratic and later physicians use Homeric words such as »oadin, gpoéveg,
pMépec. Among diseases, omaouds “convulsion” and @Uua “what grows,” hence
“tumor,” are words used by both Herodotus and Hippocrates. This practice however
carries the risk of polysemy, since a term can have both a general and a technical mean-
ing, which can be difficult to distinguish.

Coinage of new tevms

To avoid ambiguity, neologisms are the most common solution for building up a
technical vocabulary, and the Greek language is especially versatile at creating new
words. Its derivational morphology and its compounding capability are extraordinary
resources to “name” something previously unknown. Medical neologisms created by
the Hippocratic and Hellenistic schools are the best examples, also because many of
these terms are still used by modern medicine. There are two strategies to create new
terms: suffixation and compounding.

Suffixation

In Greek, new words, especially nouns, are created through particular suffixes convey-
ing a particular meaning, such as the ending —ng for nomina agentis, -uo. tor nomina
rei actae, -0\g tor nomina actionis (see also ch. 8). The latter two suftixes are used also
in medicine to distinguish the process from the result: &€nmowg “ulceration” and
Enopa “ulcer”; otdnoig “swelling” and otdnua “tumor.” Greek medicine has the
additional peculiarity of using specific suffixes, which, though also used in common
Greek, eventually became particularly associated with medical terminology:

a) Suffix —in/-la for many abstract nouns of diseases or symptoms: e.g., aipogooryio
“hemorrhage”; heteviepia “passage of undigested food into stools” — lientery;
opUaluicn “disease in the eyes” — ophthalmia; megurvevpovio/tegurievpovio
“disease of the lungs” — pneumonia;

b) Suffix -Tug to indicate an inflammation in a particular part of the body (originally
these are adjectival forms modifying véoog, but eventually they came to be used sub-
stantively): e.g., doVotng “inflammation of the joints” — arthritis; fimottug “inflam-
mation of the liver” — hepatitis; poeviug “inflammation of the brain” — phrenitis;
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¢) Suffix -ouwva for those for those characterized by weeping/pus-filled sores: e.g.,
yayyoowva “gangrene”; poyédaivo “cancerous sore”; gAvntowvo “blister made by
a burn”;

4) Suffix —6t¢ for feminine nouns, sometimes used to express a quality or durable
attribute: e.g., ¢gudpdtg “redness”; £pUdmg “languor”; xaumvhdmng “crooked-
ness”; yhwedtng “greenness”;

¢)  Suffix—oudg for masculine nouns indicating a medical condition: e.g., uetewELoUGs
“swelling”; ®xvnoudg “itching”; hemrvouds “thinning”;

) Suffix -0dv for feminine deverbal nouns: e.g., onmeddv “putrefaction”; wondmv
“swelling”; omaddv “cramp.”

The following adjectives are particularly common in Greek medical language:

4) Adjectives in —®dng (or -1ddng) indicating any kind of similarity or quality: e.g.,
dhpddng “leprous”; intepddng/ivteguddng “jaundiced”; wvnouddng “affected
with itching”; cagrmdong “fleshy”; 00eQuddng “suffering from dropsy”;

k) Adjectives in —eudrig to indicate similarity (eldog): Dooufoediic “full of clots or
lumps”; mvoedric “like purulent matter”; omodoetdrig “ashy”;

2)  Adjectives in -1xdg often meaning “suffering from. . .”: e.g., neqpahokyinds “suffering
from headache,” “of the headache”; omvindg “of the spleen” — splenetic; tetovinds
“suffering from tetanus”; voteoudg “suffering in the womb” — hysterical.

Verbs are typically denominal: they are mostly derived from the names of the diseases
and convey the idea of suffering from them. Hence the typical suffixes of denominal
verbs are very much used:

7)  Verbs in —dm: ixtegudm “have jaundice”; modayoudm “have gout”; 00eQLdm “suf-
fer from dropsy”; Ywotdw “have itch”;

k) Verbs in -aivo: e.g., mpooyhoyoaive “make more viscid”; mvpetaivo “to be
feverish”; magoydiaivw “warm slightly”; 0depaive “suffer from dropsy”;

l)  Verbs in —¢w: e.g., aipogoayéw “have a hemorrhage”; xeporakyém “suffer from
headache”; hevrogieyuatém “have dropsy.”

In this process, derivational morphology comes also into play, so that from the one
basic form, often a noun, verbs, and adjectives are also created. The result is a family
of words, as for example, from vepodg “kidney” we have: veppoewdijs and vepeddng
“like a kidney,” vegpotruxdg and vegoiotog “of the kidneys,” and the noun vegottig
“inflammation of the kidneys.”

Compounding

Compounds have the advantage of condensing in one word a complex concept, even
an entire phrase. The Greek language allows extensive use of compounds in any field,
starting from common and poetical language. Among medical compounds, Greek
physicians used the typical prefixes privative -, dvo- and €¥- to compound nouns,
adjectives and verbs:
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@) Privative a-: e.g., Grompog “with little excrement in the bowels”; doogrog “with-
out flesh”; dogpurtéw “to be without pulsation”;

b)  dvo-: e.g., duoéuPintog “hard to set,” of dislocations; dvoevtegia (— dysentery);
dvoemioyetog “hard to check,” of bleeding; duodevém “to be weak”;

c) €v-:e.g., eVéuetog or evfuetog “vomiting readily”; eveEavdhwrog “easy of diges-
tion”; etioagrog “fleshy,” “in good condition”; etiypola “goodness of complexion.”

In some cases the opposition between the prefixes dvo- and €v¥- is used to create an
antinomy with a technical meaning: edelxijs “favorable for healing of sores” opposed
to duoehxiic “unfavorable for healing of sores”; elmvolo “easiness of breathing”
opposed to ddonvowa “difficulty of breathing.”

Some prefixes are used in medicine to give a more specific meaning to verbs, nouns,
or adjectives. The prefix Umo- has a local meaning of “below,” as in Vmoyhwootg “swell-
ing under the tongue” and “the under side of the tongue,” but it is also often used as
a diminutive: Umakyéw “have a slight pain,” tnéyhMoyog “somewhat slippery,” Uméhevrog
“whitish,” vmouéhag “blackish.” The prefix megi- intensifies: mepiyvygog “very cold,”
eQLdVVAm and meuwduvéw “suffer great pain.”

Borrowing of existing tevms from other
semantic fields (metaphors)

A particularly interesting aspect of technical terminology is the use of metaphors.
Metaphors can be linked with a typical scientific approach: analogy, by which new
discoveries can be explained after something known that shares some features with
them. Thus language can “visualize” a new phenomenon by naming it after a more
common object that has some kind of resemblance. In this way, the name already
contains some sort of explanation. The examples of metaphorical language in medi-
cine and zoology are numerous, especially for anatomy and pathology. (See also the
discussion of word meaning in ch. 9.)

Metaphors from common language

In metaphors the link between the new object and the common object is usually a
similarity in their aspect or, more rarely, in their function.

The first group includes some names for bones: for example, xeonig “weaver’s shut-
tle” is the name for the tibia or for the radius; mepévn “pin of a buckle” indicates
a small bone in the leg (Lat. fibula); notoly “cup” indicates the socket of a joint.
Among body organs, 1 &viegov TupAGv or simply tO TUpAGV is the part of intestine
without outlet (the “blind” gut); doxtdhiog “ring” becomes the anus. The name Toig
“rainbow” indicates the colored part of the eye. The pupil is called (not only among
physicians) ®éon “girl” (cf. Lat. pupilla), a metaphor which might have a more popu-
lar origin: people believed they saw a little image of a girl in the pupil (cf. Pl. Ale.
1133a).

Among the metaphors derived from similarity in function we can mention the
TAwEds “gate-keeper” (— pylorus), which is the lower orifice of the stomach that
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serves as a “watcher” for what gets out from the stomach; moreover, mohow “gates” is
the name of various orifices in the body such as in the liver. Similar is the case of
népog, literally “ford” or “strait” in the sea; in medical terminology it indicates a pas-
sage through the skin (— pore) or many other ducts of the body (womb, ovaries,
esophagus, arteries, and veins). Many internal membranes (of the heart, of the eyes,
and of the testicles) are called yrt@v “tunic,” because they defend the organ by wrap-
ping it up. The Tiyopa “bolt” indicates the arcus zygomaticus, because it connects
the cranial with the facial bones.

Herophilus employs various metaphors to name the new organs and bones he dis-
covered through human dissection. He calls a pointed bone in the skull “pharoid
process” (fragm. 92, ed. Von Staden 1989) in analogy with the Pharos of Alexandria,
whose pointed shape was similar to the bone; he also (fragm. 88) calls the retina
“spider’s-web-like tunic” (yrriov dpoyvoediic) and describes (fragm. 89) it as similar
to a net (dugpipAnotov), from which the name ytav dugpipinotpoewdiis “net-like” was
derived (and the modern term “retina” is the Latin translation of this metaphor). The
term “calamus scriptorius,” designating a cavity in the fourth ventricle of the brain
similar to the groove of a “reed pen” (xdhopog), is also due to Herophilus (fragm. 79).

In pathology, yéhato “hail” indicates a small cyst on the eyelids or a pimple in the
flesh of swine; GvOpoE “burning carbon” is a disease of the skin; pheyuovi “heat”
indicates an inflamed tumor. Also, verbs are used metaphorically to describe an ana-
tomical process: “to digest” is ovuréooewv, which means “to cook” (cf. the derivative
noun: &g “cooking” and “digestion”).

Metaphors from other technical languages

Metaphors can also be taken from other technical terminologies. The main semantic
fields from which Greek physicians drew names were human and animal anatomy,
plants’ names and their parts, and architecture.

Human anatomy is particularly interesting: some internal parts of the human body are
called with the same name given to external (hence known) ones similar to them. Kepoiy
“head” is probably the term most often “reused” to name other parts of the human body.
It indicates the biggest part of an organ: so we have a xepolj of the humerus, of the
femur, or of the heart. The femur has also an avyrv “neck,” as does the uterus. Equally
common is otéua “mouth” for various orifices, such as in the uterus (where it indicates
the same as the xepodi}). The ball of the hand is the otijdog xg1pds “breast of the hand.”
The second (or sometimes the first) vertebra of the neck or its apophysis is called 68015
“tooth” because of its protruding shape. And the heart has “cars” (otiota or Grar).

The animal world also offers examples of metaphors. Muscle comes from pog
“mouse” probably because of the rounded shape of a contracted muscle, similar to
the body of a mouse. The cuckoo names the coccyx (x6x#vg) because it resembles the
beak of'a cuckoo. The term yélvg “tortoise” is used for the chest because of the simi-
larity of shape with the tortoise’s shell (and the chest also emits “sound” like the lyre,
derived from the tortoise).

Pathology too uses names of animals. The xagxivog “crab” indicated cancer because
of the aspect of the ulcers and their resistance to cure. A wolimovug “octopus” designates
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an anomalous excrescence on the skin similar to the shapeless body of the octopus.
Bdrooyog “frog” is the name of swelling under the tongue in analogy with the frog’s
uneven body. Other diseases are named using the same stem of the animal’s name:
ahmmexto, the disease “of the fox” (a disease in which hair falls off) is so called because
ancient physicians believed that it also affected foxes; or éepavtiaols (— elephantia-
sis) because the swollen limbs resembled elephant legs. The »vvindg omaouds, the
“canine spasm,” designates a facial paralysis with a tic, which makes the human face
similar to that of a barking dog.

Plants and parts of plants too provided metaphors to physicians. In anatomy there
is 0iCa, the “root” of a tooth, of the eye, of the tongue; dxavda “thorn” to designate
the spinal column and also the apophysis of vertebras (— spinous process). In pathol-
ogy the names of plants are many, especially to describe skin disease. AvOog “flower”
together with the neologism ¢EGvinua are used to indicate an “efflorescence” on the
skin, an eruption, a pustule. Aeyniv “lichen” is a lesion on the skin, which resembles
the vegetal; poxdg “lentil” is the mole on the skin. Téouvdog is the terebinth tree and
a disease of the olive; in human pathology it indicates a swelling like the fruit of the
terebinth tree. The name of the fig, otxov, indicates a fig-like excrescence, especially
in the eye; in the eye too we can find a grain of “barley,” #oud. Ztagulij is the “grape”
of the vine and in pathology it means an inflammation of the uvula, swollen at the end
and thus similar to a grape.

Metaphors for parts of the body and for diseases are taken from other fields too; for
example, ylyyAvpog, technically a “hinge” in architecture, is the “articulation.” T'ougtog
“molar tooth,” is derived from yéugog “bolt,” because the molars are “fastened with
bolts” in the mouth. Another name for the molar is wiln “mill,” because it grinds food.
"Hhog “stud,” for the “callus” because of its shape and hardness, also comes from
architecture.

Metaphors working on similarities between the new thing and a known one are
thus one of the most powerful means to name new objects, concepts, and phenomena
in disciplines where description of a new reality is paramount. Metaphors taken from
daily life and human activities are the clearest and easiest to understand by laypeople,
but medical language takes metaphors also form other technical vocabularies, such as
those of zoology or botany. The phenomenon is not one-directional. There are cases
of botany using terms of human medicine: YweLdw means “to have the itch” (in the
human body), but Theophrastus uses it also for a disease of trees in the sense of “to
be scabby.” In the same way, a leaf of a plant can be defined couddng “fleshy,” as a
human body would be. Mathematics takes from Greek anatomy words like mhevod
“rib,” used to indicate the “side” of a triangle or another figure.

A particularly interesting cross-borrowing between two technical languages happens
between mechanics and anatomy. Since the human body can be seen as a “machine,”
Erasistratus describes the heart as a pump with valves similar to the water pump invented
by Ctesibius in the same period (fragm. 201, ed. Garofalo 1998). He also explains respi-
ration in mechanical terms (fragm. 108). Physicians borrowed from mechanics’ names
for their tools: muvdiov, originally both “brick” and “frame” used in molding bricks, in
medicine indicates the “bandage,” which “molds” the limb, as well as a machine invented
by Nileus to reduce dislocations. Conversely, machines can be described as human bodies.
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Engines, especially the torsion-engine, can have legs (oxékn), heels (ntéovar), arms
(&yndveg), eyebrows (dpoUs, the woodwork enclosing the bore of a torsion-engine).
Mechanics, like anatomy, borrows words from other disciplines: xehdvn “tortoise,” to
name a machinery used to transport heavy weights, comes from zoology. The torsion-
engine has a yehdviov “tortoise-shell” (the knob against which the butt-ends of the
arms of a torsion-engine rest) and wtéouyeg “wings” (the front-frame).

Connotative metaphors: the battle against the diseases

Another metaphorical usage in Greek medicine concerns the way physicians see their
téyvn. Descriptions of symptoms and diseases often adopt expressions belonging to
the language of war, aggression, and force. For example, a colic is a malignant “twist”
(otedpog). Diseases are an “attack” (éniveoig, Epodog) on the patient; they are painful
“like a bite” (danvddelg) and “take possession of him” (émhoupdverv), while the
patient “toils” (xduvewv) and is “tormented” (émreiveovon). This metaphorical lan-
guage describes how the ancient physicians used to see their profession: as a battle
against the disease.

Limits and vecognition of medical language

A technical language requires a certain degree of self-awareness by its speakers, since
they are often its “creators” and almost its only users. In terms of self-awareness,
medical terminology was the most advanced in antiquity.

The appearance of lexica of medical terms already in the Hellenistic period demon-
strates that medical language was already perceived as a Fachsprache, not normally
used (and understood) by laypeople. The development of medical lexicography in
third-century BCE Alexandria parallels the development of literary lexicography (on
Homer or lyric poets) and indicates that the language of Hippocrates needed inter-
pretation like that of Homer.

However, Greek medical language was not “perfect.” Polysemy often caused con-
fusion, especially in the earlier period and for smaller organs like muscles, nerves,
and the vascular system. The same term could be used for different organs: pdouyg
meant “pharynx,” “esophagus” but also “trachea” and “larynx.” The 6{dvpor “two-
fold” were both the ovaries and the testicles; dohdun “lurking place” indicated the
ventricle of the heart, the nostrils, the optic thalamus, the recesses in the cranial
bones, and the eye socket. In other cases the same term indicated both the ana-
tomical part and a disease affecting it: otaguhij meant the uvula as well as its inflam-
mation. The opposite problem was also present: one organ was called with different
names. The retina was a yutdv aupipinotooewdijc “net-like,” as we have seen, or
apayvoewdic “spider’s-web-like,” or vahoewdris “glass-like”; the bronchi were called
Bodyyia, ofpayyeg, and dogtai.

This fluid situation in medical terminology is symptomatic of the status of the dis-
cipline that, from the very beginnings, had to invent its language but was divided in
many different schools with different principles and terminology. Studying its techni-
cal language is thus a way to study the history of Greek medicine.
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Syntax

The creation of a technical lexicon is an important feature of technical languages, but
not the only one. There are many cases where technical texts manipulate syntactic
tools in order to better convey their scientific content. For example, contrary to com-
mon language, technical languages tend to use nominal constructions (e.g., “energy
flux”) rather than verbal constructions (e.g., “energy flows”). As a consequence, a
technical language tends to be richer in deverbal abstract nouns than common lan-
guage. Specifically, scientific writings use language in a denotative rather than a con-
notative way, since their scope is to “communicate” a content rather than “comment”
upon it. Thus, a scientific text needs to be clear and concise; in Greek terms, its char-
acteristics are oagijveto “clarity” and ovvtouto “brevity,” two fundamental principles
of ancient rhetoric. The best example is Greek mathematics, because it uses syntactical
devices rather than lexicon, the opposite strategy of medicine, which is based on a
highly developed terminology and common syntactical features.

Greek Mathematics

The most striking feature of Greek mathematical texts is the homogeneity and repet-
itiveness of their language. There are only few neologisms and the vocabulary is stan-
dard and rather limited. However, the text is far from easy to understand. The reason
lies in the syntactic constructions used by Greek mathematicians to express relation-
ships between, and properties of, geometrical objects.

Naming geometrical objects

The Greek geometrical lexicon is not as rich and diversified as the medical one. Still,
it has interesting features, especially when compared with medical terminology. First,
mathematical words are not normally created ex novo, but rather they are taken from
everyday language: onuetov “sign,” hence “point”; ywvia “corner,” hence “angle”;
winhog “ring,” “circular object,” hence “circle”; otepeds “firm,” “solid,” hence
geometrical “solid” figure; ogatipa “ball,” hence “sphere”; or verbs like delxvum
“demonstrate”; didww “give,” as in 1) doVeioa yoauui/yovia “the given line /angle”;
téuvo “cut,” hence “divide” a line. All these are common Greek words used with a
more specific meaning. Other words seem more “geometrically oriented,” such as
yoaupuy “line,” tetpdywvog “square,” and xihvdgog “cylinder,” but they still are used
in common Greek. Some words are used by mathematicians with a technical meaning
derived from but not identical to the original one: uégog changes meaning from sin-
gular to plural, as the pépog of a number is one of its divisors, whereas its uéon are all
the numbers less than the given one that are not divisors of it (cf. Euc. EL 7, def. 3—4).
Metaphors, unlike in medicine, are rare. For example, xévipov, the “center” of a
circle, at first sight might seem metaphorical. Literally, ®évtoov is the “horse-goad,” a
spike used to spur on the animals. From this, xévtgov then indicated many pointed
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objects: the point of a spear, the sting of bees and wasps, and the pin or rivet in
mechanics, and also the point of a pair of compasses. Since compasses draw circles and
the point is the “center” of the circle, ®évtgov was then used by mathematicians in the
latter sense. This use, however, is not metaphorical but metonymic.

In terms of lexicon, mathematics is easier than medicine. However, this does not
mean that mathematical texts are simple, but that they use a different strategy to con-
vey their content. Words like onuetov, yoouuy, yovio, ®inhog, and tetodywvog are the
“technical” terms to name a point, line, angle, circle, and square in the definitions.
However, in the demonstrations, which are the real core of the mathematical deduc-
tive reasoning, the way of expressing these geometrical objects is different. In fact,
particular points are here identified by a letter, as in © A onuelov or, in the most
abbreviated form, t0 A. Just to give some examples, we can mention:

1 AB (yoauui)— the (line joining the points) A (and) B.

) 0o tév AB, BT (yovia) — the (angle contained) by (the straight lines) AB (and) BC.
1) 1ods 1@ B (yovia) — the (angle originating) at (the point) B

0 ABT (v0nhog) — the (circle passing through the points) AB C

10 ABT (tolywvov) — the (triangle whose vertexes are the points) A B C

10 ABT'AE (nohtywvov) — the (polygon whose vertexes are the points) AB CD E

10 and ti)g AB (tetpdywvov) — the (square described) on (the segment) AB

10 U1td t@v AB, BT (0pBoydviov) —> the (rectangle contained) by (the straight lines) AB
(and) BC

These syntagms are familiar to us because they are also used in modern geometry
based on Euclid’s systematization. However, they reveal many interesting details
about Greek mathematical reasoning and its expression. The complete phrase behind
the cryptic t Um0 1@dv AB, BT is to be understood as © Und t@dv AB, BT e0deiiv
negLexSuevov ogloydviov “the rectangle contained by the straight lines AB, BC.”
None of the elements expressing these geometrical objects are “technical terms.”
There are definite articles, letters (A, B, '), and prepositions (&6, tpds, vnd). They all
have a specific function. The article “points to” real geometrical objects, a very impor-
tant function since Greek mathematics deals with geometrical objects drawn in dia-
grams accompanying the texts, rather than with the abstract idea of a geometric figure.
Letters indicate the most important points of a line, plane, or solid figure, so they
“identify” these objects. Finally, prepositions “place” each object in the space and
help defining their relative position, thus avoiding ambiguity.

This vocabulary is extremely flexible and fit for what Greek mathematics is: the
study of geometrical objects and their relations. It is not, as Netz (1999: 134) claims,
uneconomical. An angle can be called 1) Um0 t@v AB, BI" and 1) mpog t® B because the
two expressions are just two different ways to look at the same geometrical object,
according to whether we decide to focus on the lines enclosing it or on the vertex.
The use of articles, letters, and prepositions came almost naturally from the use of
diagrams in the text. Thus, when a Greek mathematician is writing 1 U7d t@v AB, BI'
he is doing nothing more than “describing” what he sees on the diagram. Hence in
this perspective there is no need of “lexical economy,” as long as the name is clear,
unambiguous, and meaningful.
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This language is immediately recognizable as belonging to mathematics. The tech-
nical element has been reached not through suffixation, compounding, or neologisms,
but rather through the interplay of simple words (articles, prepositions, and letters) in
peculiar syntactic constructions (especially the attributive positions and the substanti-
vation of any part of speech through the article) that privilege the visual side of the
discipline.

The reason for this linguistic choice is that, unlike modern mathematics, Greek
mathematics did not have any symbols. Language using mathematical symbols is more
concise, but Greek mathematics could only use Greek common language. To express
what we would write as: £ A= £ D (i.e., the angle in A is equal to the angle in D)
Euclid had to write a much longer sentence: €on 0& nal 1) TEOG T@ A on i) TEOS TG A
(Euc. EL 6, prop. 7, 36). Moreover, the written text was not easy to read: in antiquity,
Greek words were written in scriptio continua and without marks for accents and
breathing, making the text even more complex to divide into elements.

Thus the problem for Greek mathematicians was not to “create” new terms to
name new geometrical objects, because all geometrical objects can be described using
their basic components: points, lines, angles, and circles. It was to reduce common
language to the “bare bones” to be as clear and concise as possible. Streamlining the
syntax and fully exploiting the possibilities of Greek language was their solution. The
problem in reading a Greek mathematical text is that reduced forms, though syntacti-
cally intelligible, are very difficult from the mathematical point of view, unless the
reader is trained in mathematics and in its language. As happens now with modern
mathematical symbolism, one needs to know exactly the mathematical concept behind
each reduced form in order to understand phrases like 10 Urtd t@v AB, BT

Discussing geometrical objects

Because Greek mathematics is deductive, conjunctions play an important role. With
conjunctions and connective particles the strategy is the same: reduction to the mini-
mum in favor of conciseness and clarity. For example, the same conjunctions always
introduce the same kind of clause: »ai for coordinate clauses, 8¢ or GAMG for coas-
sumptions, fjtot for disjunctive clauses (see Acerbi 2008). The conclusion of an infer-
ence is usually introduced by &pa or sometimes by dote. A postpositive explicative
assertion is marked by ydg or dud. Anteposed explications are introduced by énet (or
¢mEL Y40, nOl mel, £eL OUV).

Syntax is shaped by content. In the case of mathematics, most theorems are infer-
ential; hence the most common syntactic construction is the conditional clause of the
type “If A, then B” (Acerbi forthcoming). The typical form is always éGv with aorist
or present subjunctive in the protasis, and present or future indicative in the apodosis,
to express the idea that whenever something happens, something else will follow, i.e.,
a general truth (e.g., Euc. EL 1, Prop. 6 "Eav totydvov ai dvo ywviow {oow dArfiog
Qow, xol oi vmd o (oog yoviolg Umoteivovoar hevoal toal dAMihaie Esovion “If two
angles of a triangle are equal to one another, also the sides subtended by the equal
angles will be equal to one another.” Instead, the conditional clause with &i and pres-
ent indicative in the protasis and present or future indicative or imperative in the
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apodosis is a simple condition: if something happens, something else will follow but
without implying that what is stated in the protasis may possibly apply. The latter form
is therefore often used for reductio ad absurdum proofs: ei yo duvotdv éom, . . . éo0tm . . .
‘For if it is possible, let (some property) be true . . .".

Geometrical constructions in Euclid are characterized by particular tenses and
moods in the verbs. Normally we find the perfect imperative in the middle passive
such as éneletydm “let [a straight line] be joined . . .,” ®ixhog yeyodgim “let a circle
be drawn.” The impersonal form and the passive voice help the reader to focus on the
geometrical object rather than on who must solve the problem. The perfect is a resul-
tative form, which helps to visualize the result of the construction. The same use of
the imperative (but not necessarily in the perfect tense) is found also in mechanics
when the construction of a machine is described, for example in the mechanical works
by Hero of Alexandria.

Essential and concise language was a necessary choice in mathematics. Since the
basic principles were few, and the rest is deductive and inferential, the required lexicon
was small and easy to learn. Therefore, unlike medical language, Greek mathematical
language in the Hellenistic and early Roman period is standardized.

Technical Language and Formulae

Mathematical language tends to be repetitive. It uses set phrases, easy to recognize
after reading a few texts. This has led scholars to apply the concept of “formula,”
known from Homeric studies, to Greek mathematical language. Formulae are used to
name geometrical objects (e.g., 10 A, 1 AB); in the enunciation of a problem (e.g., tel
t0[v] dovév[ta] + name of a figure (e.g., ¥UxAov) + name of a figure (e.g., TETEGYWVOV)
negryodpar “Let (a square) be drawn around a given (circle)”); to open proofs (e.g.,
£€otw yoQ . . . followed by the name of the geometrical object discussed in the proof).
The imperatives of the constructions are also formulaic, e.g., fixdw “let be drawn,”
éneCetydm “let be joined.”

Other very common formulae are found in demonstrations, such as . . . dga. .. §mep
£deL OetEan “. . . therefore . . . QED” at the end of the demonstration, which can also
be considered a sort of “ring composition” within the demonstration. Another exam-
ple is found in the reductio ad absurdum: Ei yoo duvatdy, . . . Eotw. . . dmep éotiv
advvatov. O oo . . . “For if possible, let [some property] be true. [Then, conse-
quence of the assumed property,] which is impossible. Therefore, negation [of the
property].”

There are formulae typical of the theory of proportions: the relationship of propor-
tionality is introduced by: &g ... oltwg... “as...so...,” while the different possible
modifications of the terms of a proportion are expressed by the adverbs évallGg
“alternatively” and éavdmolv “inversely,” and by forms of a so-called dativus iudican-
tis, e.g., ovvdéviL “in composition” (literally “for one who puts things together),”
duéhovt “separately,” and avaoteéyavit “by conversion.”

Another formula, used mainly in Elements Book Five (dedicated to the theory of
proportion), is used when applying the definition of proportional magnitudes: ®ol i
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toov, loov, nal ei Ehottov, Ehattov “if it is equal, equal, and if less, less” (with the
variant ol gi ioov €otlv, ioov, ®ol el éMhelmel, ENhelmer).

The application of the concept of Homeric formulae to Greek mathematical lan-
guage explains the same sense of “repetitiveness” found in Greek mathematical texts
and epic poetry. However, Homer composed poetry and mathematicians wrote prose.
Also, Greek mathematicians were literate and wrote their texts, while literacy and
writing are considered the antithesis of orality and hence of formulae. According to
Aujac 1984, the origin of Greek mathematical formulae might be didactic: Greek
mathematical education was oral and hence worked like Homeric poetry. More sim-
ply, in mathematics, the repetitiveness of set phrases helped logical necessity, a func-
tion that now is fulfilled by mathematical symbolism. Indeed, formulae can be found
also in other Greek technical texts where it serves the purpose of articulating logical
reasoning. In medicine, we find recurrent linguistic patterns, especially introductory
and concluding formulae such as viv 0t ¢0éw “and now I shall say”; uéhhw égetv “I will
say”; Tovtol O€ pot &g touto elpnton “this has been said by me up to this point.”

Style and Rhetoric

Greek “scientific style” has been described as “a continuous, systematic, and discur-
sive, though non-rhetorical and non-emotional prose” (Thesleft 1966: 89). However,
scientific discourse in ancient Greece sometimes uses language in a connotative way
when it needs to convey some emotion to convince the audience/reader about its
contents.

One of the most striking uses of rhetoric aimed at persuading can be found in the
Hippocratic Corpus, especially The Art of Medicine and On Breaths (Jouanna 1984).
These texts are characterized by long introductions and conclusions, antitheses, ana-
phoras, and sound effects typical of Gorgianic style (see also ch. 30). Rhetorical ele-
ments are also found in other works, not primarily composed for laypeople, such as
The Sacved Disease, Air, Waters, and Places, Fractures, Prognostics, just to quote the
most famous examples. The reason why medicine, unlike other technical disciplines,
uses rhetoric can be explained by looking at the historical context. Medicine, espe-
cially in the fifth and fourth centuries BCE, had to establish itself against other com-
mon healing practices performed by magicians, priests, and other types of healers. The
first concern of the first physicians was not only “medical research,” but also fighting
against these practices to prove that “real” medicine was better and more effective
than magic. This meant convincing a general audience who would go to magicians
rather than to physicians. Thus, according to a common practice of Greek society,
rhetoric was necessary to “convince” both colleagues and prospective clients.

Mathematics, by contrast, makes a much more sparing use of rhetorical devices,
because it did not need to fight against any similar but unscientific discipline, as med-
icine had to do against magic. As a consequence, mathematical language does not so
much “persuade” as “demonstrate,” and it achieves this not so much by rhetorical
means as by using logical connective particles, which are part of dialectic, as developed
by Aristotle and then by the Stoics.
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Technical language sometimes admits personal elements in scientific texts. Both the
Hippocratic Corpus and Euclid use verbs of “saying” in the first person singular (qnut
or Aéym and, in medicine only, é¢0éw) when stating something or clarifying a key pas-
sage. This use of the Ich-Stil (Regenbogen 1961: 171) is a feature of the Ionic tradi-
tion of the iotogin, and Greek “scientists” use it to underline their own results or to
explain important concepts. In medicine this sense of individual scientific achieve-
ment and of the iotopin through first-person statements is particularly evident. In
mathematics the first person is much less used, with the exception of prefatory letters
that mathematicians like Archimedes or Apollonius of Perge address to a colleague. In
these prefaces, first and second persons are much used, as the incipit of Archimedes’
letter to Eratosthenes (the dedicatee of the Method) shows:

Agyuidne ‘Eoatoodével £0 modrtewy. AmEoTEMG 0OL TEGTEQOV TMV EVENUEVOV
VEMONUATOV Avoryodpoig otV TS TEOTAOELS PAUEVOS EVRIOKELY TaTTOG TS (todE(EeLg,
Oc 0O oV £ml TOD TAEAVTOC -

Archimedes greets Eratosthenes. Before, I sent you some theorems I found, limiting

myself to their propositions and asking you to find out these demonstrations which
I did not indicate at that time. (Method 426.3)

Apart from these letters, which are not, strictly speaking, “mathematical writings”
but belong to the genre of the “preface,” mathematical texts tend to be characterized
by highly impersonal style and passive forms. However, there are some interesting
cases of Ich-Stilin Archimedes, who is more personal than Euclid. Archimedes intrudes
in his own persona in the discussion by using frequently verbs in the first person sin-
gular: for example in the De sphaera et cylindro he uses »oh® many times in the axioms
(eg., Archim. Sph. Cyl. 6.25 pbéufov d& noA® oteQESY, Emetday . .. “I call it a solid rhom-
bus when . . ..”) or haufdvow in the sense of “I take it/assume (that . . .)” to introduce
postulates (which he calls happavéueva “things taken”). By contrast, Euclid’s first-
person forms Aéym “I say” and opoilng 81y detEouev “similarly we will prove” sound
more like formulae than real “personal statements.”

Non-Normative Syntax

Technical prose is sometimes characterized by what, at first sight, can be defined as an
elliptic and anacoluthic syntax. This is certainly evident in the Hippocratic writings, in
particular the Epidemics, for example:

"Eoaowov, dg drel mod Bodtov xaoddony, o Ehafe uetd delmvov: vikta tooydons.
‘Huégnv v edmy Ot fjovyng, vixta émumévmg.

Aeutéoy mEvTo. TORWEGVI - £¢ VIRTA TOQEXQOVOEY.

Totty émmévmg - TaQéxQovoe oG

Tetd oty Suopopdtata - £ OF TV VIxTO 000EV ExoLuiom - Evimvio xal Aoylouoi - Ererta yetom,
ueydha not €nironpa, pépog, duogpoin.

TTépmey TEMT #OTHQETNTO, RO XOTEVGEL TTAVTAL - TOVAD 8 7TQO HECOL Niudong EEEUAVY - noTé e
ol 1dBvoo - GHQE. YUy, trraméMo. - otipa tréom - artédave reQl ov Suoudc,
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A fever seized Erasinus, who lived near the Canal of Bootes, after supper. [He was]
agitated during the night.

During the first day [he was] quiet, during the night [he was] in pain;

On the second day, everything exacerbated, at night he became delirious.

On the third day, [he was] in pain; he was in great delirium.

On the fourth day, [he was] in a most uncomfortable state; he did not sleep at night;
dreams and talking; then (every symptom became) worse, strong and serious; [he had ]
fear, discomfort

On the fifth day, in the morning he recovered and was in full possession of his senses;
but long before midday he fell in great delirium; he could not restrain himself; [his]
extremities [were] cold, livid; urines stopped. He died around sunset. (Hippoc. Epid. 1,
Case 8)

The syntax, rich in non-consequential constructions, is typical of notes, rather than of
elaborated prose text. Many predicates are suppressed in nominal clauses with a sim-
ple nominative (pdfog, duogpopin) or with an adjective referring to the sick person
(vonta toaymdOng) or with a prepositional phrase or an adverb (‘Huéonv thv modtnyv 6V
nouvying, vonta émmévos). There are harsh changes of subjects (Agvtéon mdvro
TAQWEVVI - &¢ vinta mapérngovoev). Sometimes, nominal phrases are followed by a
clause with predicate, creating an odd variatio (8&moeo Yuyod, vmoméha - odoo
uréot).

Sometimes the syntax is not only brachylogic as here, but even grammatically incor-
rect, as when necessary articles are missing as in Epid. 1.3.1-3: ... mupetol. . . paxod 88
vooéovoty, oudE meQl T A Suapbpmg dudyouaty yévovto “. . . fevers . . . attacked per-
sons who had been sick for a long period, but who were otherwise not in an uncom-
fortable state,” where a definite article totol before paxpd 0t vooéovaouv, 00dE el T
dhha duogpdpmg OLdyovoty is necessary in order to substantivize the participle. Another
typical trait is the nominativus pendens, a nominative that is not followed by any
predicate and seems thus disconnected from the rest of the clause, but which can serve
as a topic marking, as in Epid. 3.14.4-6: TO pehoryyohr6v te vl VEOALUOV - Ol XOTOOL
1AL TO POEVLTING, ®OUL T duoevTEQLDdEQ ToUTWV fitreto “And the melancholic and the
sanguine (complexions); bilious remittent fevers, the symptoms of phrenitis and those
of dysentery attacked them.” This loose syntax is typical of notes whose purpose is to
keep track of important events without any interest in style and elegance. The result
is a “brachylogic” prose, that must be considered not a mistake but a personal choice
of the scientific writer. This “minimalist” style suits didactic texts and reference works
well, since it contains only the relevant data and highlights the most important logical
steps through the process of topicalization, as the nominativus pendens or other abso-
lute word-usages.

In this survey, brief and limited for obvious reasons, I have tried to show how Greek
technical writers were able to exploit the lexical, morphological, and syntactic possi-
bilities of their language in order to express new scientific ideas and reasoning. They
adopted various strategies. Technical terminology was created by reusing old generic
terms, by creating new ones with suffixes and compounding, as well as by adopting
“visual” metaphors. Syntax too was used to communicate scientific content (especially
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by using argumentative particles to articulate proofs) as well as to “persuade” a larger
audience of the soundness of the “scientific” approach to a discipline. Beyond doubt,
medicine and mathematics are the best examples of technical languages in ancient
Greece. However, behind them and their linguistic achievements there is Aristotle.
Not only did he use the technical languages of both medicine (in his biological works)
and mathematics, he also made a crucial contribution to scientific language and its
syntax and style by setting out the principles of both dialectic and rhetoric which, as
we have seen, are at the core of ancient scientific discourse.
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Greek as Literature







CHAPTER TWENTY-FOUR

Inherited Poetics

Joshua T. Katz

Western literature begins with the I/zad. This statement is uncontroversial as long as
we define the first two words conventionally, with “Western” describing the area that
stretches west from the shores of Asia Minor and “literature” not including such
things as administrative records. And yet what about the very next words, the verbal
phrase “begins with”? The fact is that Homer’s foundational text, which has had an
incalculable influence on written works and other cultural artefacts the world over in
the nearly three millennia since it was composed, did not spring fully formed from the
void but itself has a prehistory that scholars have over the past two hundred or so years
been endeavoring to uncover. The purpose of this chapter is to give a sense of what
we know, or suspect, about the tradition that hides, so to speak, behind the imposing
poetic practice that most readers of Greek — whether the general public or professional
classicists — take for granted.

In order to get at this shadowy tradition, we need first of all to understand my title:
what does “inherited poetics” mean? The adjective, “inherited,” is easy enough to
define but takes some work to explain in the context of language. By contrast, “poet-
ics,” like “literature,” is nearly impossible to define, and yet most of the time we know
its effects when we see them.

Let us begin with “inherited.” The basic idea of inheritance is, of course, that some-
thing or someone takes over one or more features from a prior (or at least contempo-
raneous) thing or person. Virgil’s Aeneid, Ingres’ painting of Thetis supplicating
Zeus, and Christopher Logue’s new War Music (an English-language “account” of
the Ilind) all owe a large debt to Homer, and we can readily say that this debt is in
cach case an inheritance, for these post-Homeric figures “receive or take over from a
predecessor” (American Heritage Dictionary, 4th edn (2000), s.v. inherit 2) motifs,
diction, or both from the great poem of Achilles’ wrath. Obviously Homer and Virgil
did not know each other and obviously, too, Virgil did not “receive [his material ]
from [his] ancestor by legal succession or will” or “by bequest or as a legacy” (ibid.,
definition no. 1), but it is perfectly normal for artists to borrow deliberately from or
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somehow be influenced by one another. Indeed, a principal occupation, not to say
preoccupation, of classicists today (especially Latinists) is uncovering what are regu-
larly referred to as allusions and intertexts (see above all Hinds 1998).

But there is another meaning of “inherit” to consider as well, one that has to do
with nature rather than culture: “To receive (a characteristic) from one’s parents by
genetic transmission.” This definition (no. 3 in the American Heritage Dictionarys.v.
inherit) is headed by the label “Biology,” but in fact it applies in only lightly modified
form to linguistics as well. Although languages do not (typically) have two parents,
they (not unlike cellular organisms) do develop, multiply, and die — and this natural,
unintellectual transmission and reception of linguistic characteristics via everyday
parent-to-child communication generation after generation is what lies behind the
following two (necessarily simplified) observations. On the one hand, you, your par-
ents before you, and your children after you share many sounds, intonational patterns,
and idioms; and on the other hand, the language of your great-great-great-. . .-great-
grandmother (Old English, say, or Classical Greek) is evidently very different from
and yet at its core also the same as your modern (English or Greek) tongue. Both facts
are consequences of oral tradition (see for an interdisciplinary overview the 82 short
notes in a special issue of the journal Oral Tradition (vol. 18), which include many on
Ancient Greek and Katz 2003 on linguistics).

The development of languages, which takes place orally and aurally, is thus quite a
bit like the party game that Americans call “Telephone” and the British “Chinese whis-
pers,” but with a significant difference: to a remarkable degree, linguistic change — in
particular, phonological change —is regular. (The idea that sound change admits of no
exceptions at all, the so-called “Neogrammarian Hypothesis,” has been the subject of
sustained criticism for well over a century. This is obviously not the place to consider
whether there really are no exceptions or whether regularity is just an essentially cor-
rect guiding principle, though for a forceful defense of Neogrammarianism, see Hale
2003 and 2007: 124-45.) It is not possible to predict with confidence how some
sound now (call it £) will develop over the next ten, hundred, or thousand years, but
it is possible to chart developments ex post facto, to demonstrate (for example) that
every (or nearly every) instance of the sound 4 in the speech of your great-great-
great-. . .-great-grandmother has turned into what you pronounce as ¢ and, further-
more, to demonstrate that among your many cousins, all of whom share with you the
same Ur-grandmother as ancestor, some still say 4 while others have turned it into z.

Compare, for instance, these six sets of three words: two, tame, foot (English) ~
twa (fem.), tam, fot (Old English) ~ zwes, zabm, Fusz' (Germ.) ~ 9o, dop-, wod- (Gk) ~
duo, dom-, ped- (Lat.) ~ dvia, dam-, pad- (Skt). There is no obvious semantic or prag-
matic reason for each triplet to behave in the same way, and yet the patterns are
perfectly clear: zin English (both Modern and Old) corresponds to z in German and
to 4 in Greek, Latin, and Sanskrit. This cross-linguistic systematicity is what gives
the study of linguistic history its essential scientific rigor and allows scholars to pro-
duce a family tree, not unlike the way genealogists do: the only way to explain the
regularities is to say that English, German, Greek, Latin, and Sanskrit are all (more or
less closely) related to one another — and what this means is that they all inherited
material from one and the same source, a long-dead language that today goes by the
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name of Proto-Indo-European (on which, see also ch. 12). In this language, spoken
five or six thousand years ago, probably in the steppe north of the Black and Caspian
Seas, the sound *4 (the asterisk indicates that it is not attested as such but must be
inferred) is in effect the lowest common denominator, that is to say, the reconstruc-
tion that most easily accounts for all the evidence that we actually do possess. This
straightforward application of the Comparative Method, a simple procedure that
remains, after nearly two centuries, the most consistently validated theory of language
ever put forward (see now Campbell and Poser 2008), yields the result that the word
for “two” is PIE *dwoH (probably specifically *dwoh,) and the roots of “tame” and
“foot” are *demh,- and * ped-, respectively.” (Occasional phrases in this paragraph and
throughout the present essay are taken more or less directly from Katz 2005a, which
may be consulted for further discussion of much of the material treated here; see also
Katz 2007b for general remarks on the relationship between linguistics and classics.)

There is, needless to say, a lot more to language than just sounds: sounds combine to
form morphemes, which in turn combine to form words, which in turn combine to
form phrases, clauses, sentences, and larger narrative structures (in which there usually
rest, sometimes only below the surface, all kinds of socially important information
about dialect, class, genre, and the like). It is hardly surprising that the bigger and more
unusual the units of analysis, the more difficult they are to assess synchronically in any
given language; and since reconstruction involves in the first place the careful cross-
linguistic assessment of synchronic data, it is obvious that engaging in responsible, reli-
able diachronic analysis is a very tricky business. In principle, though, the Comparative
Method can take on larger units, and in practice it does do so, with scholars sometimes
obtaining truly illuminating and exciting results, most prominently in the area of poetics.

Formula

In Indo-European studies, poetic language (often referred to with the German phrase
indogermanische Dichtersprache) is one of the most vibrant areas of study, and Greek
naturally plays a leading role. Of particular importance has been the recognition of pre-
Greek — typically Proto-Greco-Indo-Iranian, but in some cases plausibly Proto-Indo-
European — antecedents of Homeric formulae (e.g., iedv uévog, which literally means
something like “holy vigor”), the archaic but flexible backbone of epic that has been the
subject of such a variety of high-profile scholarly inquiry since the pioneering work of
Milman Parry in the 1920s and 1930s (collected in Parry 1971). Leading references on
inherited poetic figures and motifs since Ridiger Schmitt’s catalogue raisonné (1967a)
include Durante 1976, Watkins 1995, Matasovi¢ 1996, Pinault and Petit 2006, and West
2007; note also the papers collected in Schmitt 1968 and Watkins 1994 (esp. vol. 2:
Culture and Poctics).

The Homeric formula iepdv uévog, just mentioned parenthetically, is of evident
synchronic interest. It is found a number of times in the Odyssey (e.g., 7.167), always after
the penthemimeral caesura and before a personal name in the genitive that closes the
verse with an adonic; the name is in almost every instance Aluvéoro “of Alkinoos” (there
is one example of Avuvéoro “of Antinoos” (Od. 18.34), and 'Hehiow “of Helios” appears
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once in a Homeric hymn (Hymn. Hom. Ap. 371)). Aside from two (obviously allusive)
examples in Quintus of Smyrna’s Posthomerica, which lack the following personal name,
and aside from Homeric quotations (in, e.g., the works of scholiasts and grammarians),
the formula is unattested outside Homer. But as for Homer, it is difficult to see that
the formula could have any function aside from a space-filler since “the holy vigor of
Alkinoos” — whatever that would even mean —is nothing but a periphrasis for “Alkinoos,”
the name itself (as already the fifth-cent. ck lexicographer Hesychius states).

Now, the combination of semantic obscurity with evident archaism is precisely what
the historical linguist looks for since one of the main mantras of comparative philol-
ogy is this: if you encounter a synchronic oddity, look for a diachronic explanation.
And at least the beginnings of such an explanation are at hand, as was recognized
already in 1853 by the German comparative mythologist and philologist Adalbert
Kuhn (see Kuhn 1853a: 274): iepdcs “holy” and uévog “vigor, strength, fighting spirit”
find their (nearly) exact cognates in the Sanskrit words zsird- “vigorous” and mdnas-
“mind, intellect,” respectively — and in the oldest text from India, the Rigveda, we
find the collocation #sivéna . . . manasa “with vigorous mind (instr. sg.)” in a hymn
to the intoxicating god Soma (RV 8.48.7). It is true that ssiréna . . . mdanasi is found
but once and appears, furthermore, with the genitive singular pronoun z¢ “of you”
between the two words (which, if it were Greek, would mean according to some
scholars, whose views on this subject are in my opinion intellectually stifling, that the
pairing could not possibly count as a “formula”), but this is not to say that it holds no
interest for the Hellenist. While there remain details that we do not know, it is surely
the case that something like */4 45(h,)ro- (see Garcia Ramén 1992) + * menos- existed
before the Greek and Indic languages went their separate ways (perhaps much earlier:
Matasovié 1996: 42 suggests a parallel in Old English, but the link is tenuous at best)
and that what we find in Greek is the semantically bleached vestige of this tradition.
The adjective iepdg has shifted meaning from “vigorous” to “holy” (but this makes
little sense in connection with Alkinoos) while the noun pévog has gone from meaning
“mind” (this English word likewise goes back to the root of mental activity par excel-
lence, PIE *men-, on which there is an enormous body of secondary literature; see most
recently Bakker 2008) to conveying basically the same sense that the adjective once
did, namely “vigor, strength” — except that in this old collocation, pévog does not syn-
chronically mean much of anything. And it will not have escaped the notice of the reader
who knows Greek that Alkinoos is a “speaking name”: ie@ov uévog Akntvéoto from a
diachronic point of view effectively means “the strong mind of Strong (¢xi-) Mind (véog).”

There are, of course, dozens of tales to tell about Homeric formulae and the tradi-
tion from which they are inherited, stories that highlight their diachronic as well as
synchronic interest. Let me briefly mention three. First of all, some formulae seem
straightforward, even banal. For example, is it really so interesting that dxéeg inmot
“swift horses (nom. pl.)” (e.g., I1. 5.257; cf. also acc. pl. dxéag inmovg (e.g., Il 3.263))
finds correspondents (with the noun preceding the adjective: “horses . . . swift”) in
Vedic dsvas . .. afdvah (RV'10.119.3; nom. pl.) and Young Avestan aspanho . . . Asanud
(Yast 17.12; nom. pl.) — given, after all, that speed is a proverbial equine feature
(Matasovi¢ 1996: 40, 73—4 adduces parallels in early Celtic, Germanic, and Slavic
literatures, but also in Tamil, which is not Indo-European)?
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Other formulae, however, have for one reason or other proved to be anything but
straightforward, with the famous, not to say infamous, example of ®Afog dgotov lead-
ing the pack. The study of Indo-European poetics began (it is conventionally said)
with a passing comment by Kuhn (1853b: 467) about the essential equivalence of the
unique Homeric phrase ®Aéog dipdtov “imperishable fame” (1. 9.413) with the like-
meaning Vedic dksiti Sravah (RV 1.40.4, 8.103.5, and 9.66.7) and (even closer,
though Kuhn did not explicitly note it) §rdvas. . . dksitam (RV 1.9.7). The controversy
over this correspondence — in particular, whether it is appropriate (as I believe it is) to
speak of *k£lewos nd’g""itom, whose two parts are individually the evident precursors
of the words for “fame” and “imperishable” in both Homer and the Rigreda, as a
“formula” — is fiery and shows no signs of abating.

And finally, in at least one case, detailed morpho-phonological analysis has actually
taken away, in my view conclusively, what has generally been considered a formula. It
has been claimed since the 1870s (see the extensive treatment in Schmitt 1967a:
10-11, 142-8) that the verse-final vocative phrase d@top £¢dwv “o giver of good
things,” used of the god Hermes in Od. 8.335, as well as in Hymn. Hom. 18.12 and
29.8 (cf. likewise verse-final nom. pl. dwtijpeg édov in Od. 8.325) has nearly exact
equivalents in Vedic (e.g., nom. sg. dati vasinam (RV 8.51.5; said of the leading
deity Indra)) and Young Avestan (e.g., nom. sg. data vanbhuungm (Videvdad 22.1, 8,
and 14; said of the highest god Ahura Mazda, whose name, by the way, reflects the
PIE root *men-)). The Proto-Indo-European reconstruction would be something
like *deh tor- b weswoHom, but while this preform yields data vanhuugm directly,
Nussbaum (1998: 130-45), building on doubts that some other scholars have had
over the years as well, seems finally to have demonstrated that é6wv® reflects */,es-u-
(cf. Gk &0 and Vedic sz, both adverbs meaning “well”), a derivative of the root *J es-
“be” (ct. English is, Gk £oti, etc.), rather than */,wes-u- (seen also in, e.g., Old Irish
fin “worthy”); for discussion, see now Wodtko in Wodtko, Irslinger, and Schneider
2008:241-2 n. 13,253, 255 n. 8, with references. Though phonologically, morpho-
logically, and semantically nearly identical, the Greek and Indo-Iranian phrases thus
do not share an ancestor. Still, we can well imagine that their two Ur-grandmothers
were friends: the Proto-Indo-Europeans do seem to have spoken of their gods as giv-
ers of good things, but either they did so with more than one phrase or the single one
they used is unrecoverable on the basis of the attested evidence.

Let us go back to dmnéeg inmor and xhéog Gpdrtov. In fact, the former is interesting.
In the first place, it presents a salutary reminder that much of language, even poetic
language, is actually pretty ordinary. From another and entirely different point of
view, however, there is something quite remarkable behind the ordinariness, for
although dwéeg and immoL appear to be in no way alike (they have no letters or sounds
in common), the Indo-Iranian evidence strongly suggests that “swift horses” is actu-
ally a figura etymologica, *h,0k-ewes hek-wos (“swift swifties”), with two difterent
derivatives of a Proto-Indo-European root that is sometimes set up as */,ek- “swift”
(for references, some skeptical, see now Wodtko in Wodtko, Irslinger, and Schneider
2008: 200-1, 230-3, esp. 231 n. 1). And as for “imperishable fame,” its importance
in “standard” Homeric studies presumably comes in no small part from the fact that
Achilles speaks of xhéog Gpdtov in his great speech to the embassy, in which he
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muses on the choice between returning home and winning undying glory through
death on the battlefield. Instead of summarizing the extensive literature, I send read-
ers to the latest two articles on the subject: Volk 2002, which presents a clear and
original line of argument in favor of taking Homer’s phrase as a reflection of the
inherited poetic tradition, and Finkelberg 2007, which resumes and amplifies earlier
arguments that there is no good reason to believe it to be inherited at all.

Poetics

By talking about Homeric formulae, I have evidently been sliding from an explanation
of inheritance into the realm of poetics. Whatever exactly is meant by “poetics” (see
Brogan in Preminger and Brogan 1993: 929-37), it clearly has to do with formal
concerns. In the second chapter of his 1995 book, Calvert Watkins treats the history
and study of Indo-European poetics as having three parts (Watkins 1995: 12-27):
formulaics (at which we have already looked), metrics, and stylistics, the last a neces-
sarily vague term for the study of “all the other linguistic devices, figures, and other
recurrent phonological, morphological, and syntactic variables which may be in play
in verbal art in cognate languages” (1995: 12). Let us consider the matter with refer-
ence to one of the similes that precede the Catalogue of Ships in book 2 of the Iliad
(459-68):

TV &, Og T OpVIDwV Tetenvav E0ven TOMG,

XNVAV 1 YEQAVWV 1} ®OxVeV douliy0deipmv, 460
Aol év hewudvi, Kaiotpiov augt oéevoa,

EvOa xal EvOa tot@vron oyalldueva trteQiyeoot,

®horyyNdOV TEOROULGVTWV, OUoayeT O Te AeLudv,

¢ T@V EVVER TOAMD VEDV ATTO0 ROl ALOLGWY

é¢ mediov TEOoYEoVTO ZuaudvoQLoV: Tt VIO UMDV 465
ouepdaréov rovapiie modMV alt@v Te Ral (Tmmy.

Eotav & &v Aeludvi Zxopavogin avieudev

wvplot, 000, Te QUM %ol dvOea yiyvetouw o).

And as the many tribes of winged birds, wild geese or cranes or long-necked swans on the
Asian meadow by the streams of Caystrius, fly here and there, glorying in their strength
of wing, and with loud cries settle ever onwards, and the meadow resounds, so their [sc.
the Greeks’] many tribes poured out of the ships and huts into the plain of Scamander,
and the earth resounded terribly beneath the tread of men and horses. And they stood in
the flowery meadow of Scamander, countless, as are the leaves and flowers in their sea-
son. (Murray-Wyatt 1999: 95)

From the point of view of the Indo-Europeanist, the second verse, ynvav i} yepdvwv
1} ®0nvov dovAiyodetpmv “of geese or cranes or long-necked swans” (460) is perhaps
especially remarkable, for every syllable goes back to something in the proto-language
(compare Watkins 1998: 204). The genitive plural ending -wv is exactly cognate with
Lat. gen. pl. -um (cf., e.g., anserum “of geese”) and such other genitive plural end-
ings throughout the family as Skt -@m and Avest. -gm (ct. vdsianam and vanhuugm
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(~ ¢dov)), Old Hitt. -an, and Lithuanian -%; they all go back to (quasi-)PIE *-om,
from a still earlier *-oHom. The precise morphology of the repeated conjunction
“or” is not entirely clear, but it is a contraction of ¢ (well attested in Homer as such),
whose first element is generally believed to be the (independently well-known and in
the first place asseverative) particle 7 (which probably reflects a deictic element or
interjection of the form PIE *¢h, (vel sim.) and is cognate with a Vedic particle 4; com-
pare Dunkel 1997: 18-23, 25-6) and whose second element, -(F)$, is certainly cog-
nate with Latin -ue “or” (PIE *-we).

As for the compound adjective “long-necked,” both parts are of inherited stock:
dohyds “long” — here with a metrically lengthened first syllable (see, e.g., Chantraine
1973:99) — goes back to something like PIE *dolh ig"0- (certain morpho-phonological
matters remain disputed) and is cognate (more or less exactly) with the like-meaning
Skt dirgha-, Hitt. daluki-, etc., while delpf “neck” (cf. Arc. depFa) goes back to
something like *g"er{ H’ |weh, and is evidently related (but the details are difficult) to
such words as Skt grivi- “neck” and Russian griva “mane.” Whether the combina-
tion itself goes back to the proto-language is uncertain.

Finally, all three birds have good Indo-European names: yijv “goose” is cognate
with (the first syllable of) Lat. anser, as well as with English goose (Old English 4os),
Skt haisi-, etc. (PIE *4"ans-); the precise Proto-Indo-European preform of yégavog
“crane” is not securely reconstructible, but the Greek word is cognate at the level of
the (almost certainly onomatopoetic) root (PIE *ger(/,)- “cry hoarsely”) with such
other designations of the bird as English crane (Old English cran), Welsh garan, and
(a bit more distantly) Lat. gris; and ®ixvog “swan” seems to mean literally “whitey”
and be the nominalization of PIE *%uk-no- “shining, white,” an adjective that makes
its way into Sanskrit in a slightly different guise, Sukra- (PIE *kuk-ro-; ct. the Sanskrit
verb foc- “shines”). All three birds are indigenous to all the likely candidates for the
Eurasian homeland of the Proto-Indo-Europeans (compare Mallory 1991,
J. A. C. Greppin in Mallory and Adams 1997: 66-8, 140-1, 236, 558, and also
Mallory and Adams 2006: 143-5).

The formulaic nature of the passage is not in dispute. A glance at Pavese and
Boschetti 2003: 60-1 shows that at least parts of seven of the ten verses are found
elsewhere in the Homeric corpus, from the disjunct phrase Zxoudvdgolov: attdo
“Skamandrian [meadow]. But . . .” (465), which reappears in the same metrical posi-
tion in I/. 6.402; to the iconic collocation #vOa »ol &vdo “hither and thither” (462),
which is found over 30 times in the I/iad and the Odyssey, to the whole verse on which
I was just concentrating, ynvév f yeodvav i xinvov doviyodelpwv, and also (g T@v
E0vea oMb ved@v dmo nal xhowdmv “so [poured] the many tribes from the ships and
huts” (464), both of which are found in full elsewhere as part of similes, in 1. 15.692
and 2.91, respectively. (Two components of the latter are formulae in themselves:
verse-final ve@v duto xal ®Moldmv and also €0vea molhd, a significant phrase, discussed
further below, that appears in the first verse of the quoted passage as well and yet again
in the verse that immediately follows, I/. 2.469 (see n. 4 below).) Some passages are
more formulaic than I/. 2.459-68, some less so, but this simile suffices to demonstrate
something that essentially every Homeric gobbet could, namely the existence of
“building blocks” that are the hallmark of oral composition.
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Meter

Since formulae are generally considered to be repositories of linguistic archaism
(passed down by oral transmission, as already explained), the next question to ask
concerns meter. Diachronically perfect lines are highly unusual, but what does “per-
fect” mean? Is there, for example, any reason to think that /. 2.460 directly reflects
something like *j4"ansoHom eh,-we gerh,poHom ch -we kuknoHom dolh ig’o-g"erwo-
Hom in the proto-language? The simple answer is that there is not, and this in itself
makes clear that the relationship between inheritance and poetics is not always straight-
forward.

For one thing, the cumbersome asterisked verse I have just posited is neither a
dactylic hexameter (scanned according to usual principles) nor an instance of any
other conventionally recognized metrical form. But — and this is the more important
point — since the hexameter has no immediately recognizable analogues in other
Indo-European traditions and is generally believed to be a Greek innovation, we
have no cause to try to reconstruct whole hexametric lines anyway. The origin of the
hexameter remains high on the list of problems that all Hellenists should wish to see
resolved, for it is obviously difficult to say anything authoritative about the deep
background of Homeric formulae unless one has a plausible theory of the relation-
ship between these linguistic units and the prosodic template that guides (or is
guided by) them. And furthermore (though I have no room to talk about this here),
if early Greek poetry is filled with such inherited motifs as “imperishable fame,” then
what does the lack of a reconstructible hexameter say about the antecedents of
the very genre of epic (compare Katz 2005a), which classicists typically view as
fundamental?

A number of views of the origin of Greek heroic poetry’s defining meter may be
found in the relatively recent scholarly literature (see Magnelli 1996); not surprisingly,
the details are highly technical, and it is not easy to provide a summary. What is nearly
certain, though, is that the hexameter arose out of one or more shorter “lyric” lines,
and this is interesting to the historical /comparative linguist since the (synchronically
very complicated) metrical underpinnings of archaic Greek lyric poetry — a genre that
exists as such alongside the epic hexameter — correspond to well-known forms in Indic
(e.g., the meters of the Rigveda), Iranian, and very likely other traditions and thus
probably go back to Proto-Indo-European times. The work of Antoine Meillet (see
especially Meillet 1923) was fundamental for establishing the genetic relationship
between Greek and Indic meters, but this great linguist could do nothing with the
hexameter, which he thought had to be of foreign origin (see 1923: 57-63). My own
preferred view of the hexameter is that of Nagy (1974), who, building on work by
Meillet, Roman Jakobson, and Watkins, sees its “Aeolic” archetype in a sixteen-syllable
internally expanded pherecratean, which is itself a catalectic version of another lyric
base, the octosyllabic glyconic. Nagy’s arguments (which he has often repeated and
lightly revised: see Nagy 1998, with references) are not without significant problems,
as distinguished and basically sympathetic reviewers have pointed out (West 1974
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and Haslam 1976), but the linchpin of his case is very attractive: the appearance of
#héog GUutov at the end of an expanded glyconic in Sappho (44.4 Lobel-Page/
Voigt) — with which one might indeed cautiously compare the consistent appearance
in the Rigvedan of dksiti Sravab at the end of an octosyllabic pada — is probably not to
be attributed to Homeric borrowing but is rather an important piece of evidence for
the lyric background of this significant “formula” and for its metrical deployment
prior to the creation of the hexameter.

Whatever the precise origin of the hexameter may be — significant alternatives to
Nagy’s scheme include the coalescence of a hemiepes and a paroemiac (compare West
1973a: 185) or otherwise of a glyconic and a pherecratean (see first Berg 1978 and,
for more recent discussion and literature, Haug and Welo 2001 and Hajnal 2003b:
61-100, esp. 70-9, and 2003c; see also ch. 27 below) — the interplay between formula
and meter needs to be recognized, and one of the more significant aspects of Nagy’s
work is his insistence on the importance of trying to give a formal diachronic account
of this relationship. Just how important it is, and how difficult, can be seen from the
controversy over the Iliadic verses

Yoyl & én gedémv mrauévn Aiddode Peprixel,
Ov mtétuov yodwoa, Mroto’ avdgotijta nal fifnv

and his soul flying from his limbs went to Hades,
bewailing its fate, leaving manliness and youth,

said first of Patroklos (1. 16.856-7) and then of Hektor (I/. 22.362-3). If you try to
scan Mmoto’ avdportijta xal #ifnv, you will immediately encounter a really quite dra-
matic difficulty: the first syllable of avdgotijta “manliness (acc. sg.)” can hardly not
scan long since the alpha is followed by no fewer than three consonants, and yet it has
to scan short according to the regular rules of the dactylic hexameter; if it scanned
long, the first three syllables of the word would form what is in this meter an impos-
sible sequence, a cretic (—v—). The standard response to the problem (see, e.g., Watkins
1995: 499, with some references in n. 1) is to say that whatever the synchronic scan-
sion of avdgortijta may be, the verse was composed at a time when -Qo- was still a syl-
labic 7(and there was notyetan epenthetic 4): *“anytat-” (vo—), from PIE * h,ny-“man”
(cf., e.g., Skt ndr- “man”). An alternative view (see Tichy 1981) holds that when the
verse was composed, the proto-hexameter did in fact allow a cretic: specifically,
avdportijta xol fifnv really does scan the way it looks (—v—uu—-), that is, as a trochee-
opening pherecratean (Tichy explicitly — and, it must be said, very elegantly — builds
on Berg 1978). I favor the former, but the whole matter will have to be revisited in
the light of a brilliant forthcoming paper by Timothy Barnes (see also ch. 27 below).
An awkward but rarely acknowledged truth is that most reconstructions of archaic
poetic language vield preforms whose metrical properties sit uneasily with the pro-
sodic schemes we are used to: for example, ol goes back to disyllabic *kati and the
pluperfect ending -gv (3 sg. act.), as in feprixer “went” at the end of the previous
verse, is probably a contraction of -e¢ (see Katz 2006a, with 13-15 n. 30). Working
out in detail the implications of this would be a worthwhile project.
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Stylistics

Having considered formulaics and metrics, we come finally to the omnium-gatherum
of stylistics and return to ynvav i yeedvwv 1) xixvov doviyodetipmv. One striking fea-
ture of this verse is that each of the avian names begins with one of the three velar
stops in the language: %”, g, and k. (I have already mentioned that the root of the word
for “crane” is thought to be onomatopoetic; the gutturalism of all three birds is per-
haps meant to evoke their cries.) Furthermore, the two parts of the adjective “long-
necked” (on the use of compounds in Indo-European poetry, see now West 2007:
79-81) both begin with a delta, and the only other oral stop in the word is another
velar; indeed, with the exception of the two 4’s (one of which reflects a labiovelar, as
we have seen), all oral stops in the line are velars, and this makes a striking contrast
with the immediately preceding verse, which begins the simile, for it contains no velar
stops at all, only dentals and labials. Alliteration is a feature of stylized language the
world over, of course, but it played a larger role in early Greek poetry than most schol-
ars readily admit (see Silk 1974: 173-93, 224-8) and was arguably a significant tool
in the kit of the Proto-Indo-European bard (see, e.g., Watkins 1995: 23 and passim;,
West 2007: 58-9 is a bit more cautious). What phonetic repetition does is call atten-
tion to the words in question, and there are other interesting examples of this effect
in I1. 2.459-68 as well. One case belongs in a class of its own: the consonants p and ¢
found at the start of metenvadv “winged (gen. pl.)” in 459 and mot@vronw “fly about
(3 pl. pres.)” and mrepiyeool “wings (dat. pl.),” both in 462. There is a good historical
reason for this: all three words are derivatives — each with a different form of ablaut:
¢e-grade met-, o-grade mot-, and zero-grade mt- (see Watkins 1995: 21-2 on anaphora
and polyptoton as stylistic devices) — of the PIE root *peth,- “fly.” But there is more
to say (compare Bader 1997-8: 111-13 and passim). Not only is wetenvav picked up
morphologically by mot@vron and strepiyeoot, but the words on either side of metenvav,
opvidwv “of birds” and &Jvea molhd “many tribes,” are picked up phonetically by
Evio nal EvOa . . . ayadhSueva “hither and thither . . . exulting” (462) and then again,
to form a ring, by guAla xal dvdea “leaves and flowers” at the end of the simile (468;
cf. also 467 avi-): 0pviv- + &dvea ~ Evio nal EvOa ~ dvoea and morG ~ -aAou- ~
oMo, The repetition of the sounds in the phrase “the many tribes of winged birds”
is a sort of proleptic reinforcement of the point of the Catalogue of Ships, namely to
list the many tribes of men — who will be going into battle and, like the gvolAwv yeven
“generations of leaves” (1. 6.146) to which men are likened in what is the most dis-
cussed of all early Greek similes, will very likely die (compare Latacz 2003b: 136).*
There are also poetic features at play that point to inherited material of greater
complexity than simple sounds and morphemes. The most obvious one concerns
the entirety of verse 460. “Geese or cranes or long-necked swans” is a paradigmatic
example of what is often known as Behaghel’s Law, a stylistic figure named after
the Germanist Otto Behaghel that was evidently part of the repertoire of the artful
Proto-Indo-European: NOUN,, NOUN, and/or [EPITHET + NOUN]_ (in general, the
number of syllables also increases from x to y to z). This figure (it is not a “law” at all)
forms a subset of the Gesetz dev wachsenden Glieder (“law of increasing members”),
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one of four general principles of discourse that Behaghel formulated in the first half
of the twentieth century; West (2004 and 2007: 117-19), who notes that it is found
with special frequency in the Catalogue of Ships (West 2004: 34-5), has now dubbed
it the “Augmented Triad.” The nouns are frequently proper names (as in I/. 1.145
1) Alog 1} Tdouevedg 1) 0log Oduvooevs “whether Ajax or Idomeneus or godly Odysseus”
(all three are vowel-initial; the list continues with further augmentation in the next
verse and — for an early example outside epic — Alecm. Partheneion 75-6 ®ikvia /
Acpog[é]ta v goatd te FuavOepic “Philylla and Damareta and lovely Wianthemis”
(Watkins 1995: 31 notes the phonetic effect in the middle of 76)) and in one other
instance in Homer are names of birds: ox@még v {onués te taviyhmoooti te ropd@vol
“owls and hawks and long-tongued crows” (Od. 5.66). Examples abound in Indo-
European poetry from India to Ireland, as documented by West (see also now Galjanié
2008: 138-43), who does not ignore the tricky matter of trying to square the idea
that “Behaghel triads” are a poetic inheritance with a plausible picture of Proto-Indo-
European meter, which for him involves, quite reasonably, hepta- and especially octo-
syllabic sequences (West 2004: 44-5, 47-8, referring back to West 1973b). Also
desirable are investigations into the status of these triads as a purely Indo-European
phenomenon (is it really?) and also into their relationship with the wider Gesetz, whose
rhetorical effects are said to be visible in languages all over the world and occur by no
means just in poetry. One example among many from Ciceronian Latin of what clas-
sicists generally call a “rising tricolon” or a “tricolon crescendo” is si acerbe, si crude-
liter, si sine causa sum o tuis oppugnatus “if 1 have been attacked bitterly, cruelly,
without reason by your family” (Fam. 5.2.10); Morgan (1983), suggesting that triads
of various kinds may be one of the “bas[e]s of a grammar of folk-poetry” (55), gives
examples of triads of various kinds in Sumerian, Egyptian, and Biblical Hebrew, as
well as in Indo-European languages, ancient, medieval, and modern.

Finally, it can hardly be forgotten that the entire passage I/. 2.459-68 — like the
immediately preceding verses 455-8 and the immediately following verses 469-73
and again 474-83 — is a simile. West (2007: 95) writes that “[s]imiles are perhaps a
universal feature of poetry and colourful discourse,” adding, however, that “[t]he
long simile that is such a familiar ornament of the Homeric poems, where the picture
is developed by successive clauses and a whole situation is sketched, is very rare else-
where.” So this most prominent stylistic feature of early Greek epic poetry presumably
does not have Proto-Indo-European roots. Instead, it is probably a borrowing from
the Near East, an example of a poetic “areal feature,” as suggested by Puhvel (1991:
21-9 (=2002: 169-77 + 308 n. 17)) and West (1997a: 217-19, 242-52). The simile
on which I have been concentrating describes, after all, birds and warriors along the
Skamander, near Troy in what is now the Turkish province of Canakkale, where Hittite
and other Anatolian languages were spoken in the second millennium BCE. And
indeed, an increasingly important line of research in Greek poetics involves sorting
out Proto-Indo-European inheritance from relatively low-level borrowing from Indo-
European and non-Indo-European Anatolia. To take just one example, Oettinger
(1989-90) has argued that yaia uéhouvo “black earth” (e.g., Il. 2.699) is more likely
to be a (culturally interesting) Hurrian-inspired borrowing from Hittite than a formula
of Proto-Indo-European date.
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There are many aspects of the inherited poetic tradition on which I have not
touched: for example, the fact that Skamander (Zxduovdog) is actually only the name
of the river for men, while the gods, who in a number of Indo-European traditions
have a different vocabulary, call it Edvdog “Tawny” (see Il. 20.74), with a rearrange-
ment of sounds (on the cultural significance of this pairing in the shared Greco-
Anatolian context, see Watkins 1998: 206-9, esp. 209). And it would certainly have
been appropriate for me not to have concentrated almost exclusively on Homer and
instead to have said more about other poetic genres (West 2007: 63-74 gives a brief
overview; see also Katz 2006b on riddles): I note the synchronic description and dia-
chronic background of Sappho’s syntax and style in Tzamali 1996 and the same for
Pindar in Watkins 2002 (and other publications). Fascination with what came before
our earliest poetry does not take away from Homer’s genius (or Sappho’s or Pindar’s)
or imply that archaic Greek bards were hacks who did little but unthinkingly assemble
bits of the inherited tradition. On the contrary: much of the power of great verbal art,
from all times and all places, derives from the abil