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Preface

This collective volume is a tribute to the eminent Greek classical philologist John N.
Kazazis, Professor emeritus of Aristotle University of Thessaloniki and President of
the Center for the Greek Language. It consists of nineteen studies by specialists in
the field of Greek lexicography, a field that Professor Kazazis served and cultivated
with fervor throughout his scholarly career with a large number of contributions
and original work, and to which he continues to invest much of his time and energy.
We thank him for that and wish him health and strength to continue to offer in this
important field of study of the Greek language.

The papers have been arranged in three thematic units, namely (i) history of
Greek lexicography, (ii) etymology, and (iii) formal and practical issues of Greek
lexicography: morphology, syntax and semantics. All studies apply a philologi-
cal approach in the broad sense of the term, be it on matters of a more general
hermeneutical and historico-philological nature or on rather formal and tech-
nical ones such as etymology, semantics or morphosyntactic issues. A number of
papers deal with historical aspects of Greek lexicography covering all phases of
the language, i.e. ancient, medieval and modern, as well as the interrelations of
Greek to neighboring languages. In addition, some papers address more formal
issues, such as morphological, semantic and syntactic problems that are relevant
to the study of Greek lexicography, still others deal with the study of individual
words or with linguistic terminology along with methodological, epistemological
and technical issues relating to the particular problem.

There has been an effort to keep some general guidelines for all studies, but
also some degree of flexibility was applied so as to keep the character and predi-
lections of the individual authors (e.g. in terms of language style, citation format,
etc.). In the same spirit, it was decided to have the bibliographical references fol-
low the individual contribution rather than add a comprehensive bibliography at
the end of the volume.

The collection may be of special interest to scholars on the long standing
problems of diachronic semantics, historical morphology and word formation,
and to all those who are interested in etymology and the study of the lexicon of
the Greek language. The editors would like to take the opportunity and thank all
contributors for submitting on time their texts and participating in the honor to
our colleague. Thanks are also due to Walter de Gruyter for accepting this volume
in the series Trends in Classics — Supplementary Volumes.

Thessaloniki — Genoa — Athens, September 2018
The Editors

https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110622744-202
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J.N. Kazazis, Classicist and Lexicographer

There is perhaps no better opening to this volume of lexicographical papers of-
fered to our distinguished colleague than reminding the readers of Professor Ka-
zazis’ basic bibliography:

Oimmik@v ‘Prtopikai Aé&eig: A Critical Edition, 1986. Thessaloniki: Society for Macedonian
Studies, [Publication of his U. of Illinois Distinguished 1975 Master’s Thesis].

Herodotos’ Stories and History. A Proppian Analysis of his Narrative Technique 1978. Ph.D. The-
sis, U. of lllinois at Urbana-Champaign, an Ann Arbor publication.

ApxatoeAAnvikés megog Aoyos. lpoAeydueva atnv téxvn e ypaerig tou [Ancient Greek Prose.
Prolegomena to the art of Ancient Greek Prose Composition] 1992. Thessaloniki.

Aupikn Moinon. O Apxaikog Auptopds ws Mouaikn Maudeia [Archaic Greek Lyric Poetry as Musi-
cal Paideia] 2000. Thessaloniki.

Euphrosyne. Studies in Ancient Epic and Its Legacy in Honor of Dimitris N. Maronitis (eds. John
N. Kazazis and Antonios Rengakos), 1999, Stuttgart: Steiner.

Emitoun tou Ag&ikou tng Meoaiwvikng EAAnvikig Anuwdoug Mpappateios 1100-1669 tou Epp.
Kptapd [Epitome of the Dictionary of Medieval Vulgar Greek Literature 1100-1669 by Em.
Kriaras], 1st volume (A-K) ed. by J.N. Kazazis and T. Karanastasis, 2001. Thessaloniki:
Centre for the Greek Language.

Emtoun tou Ag&ikou g Meoawvikng EAAnvikig Anpwoous MNpappateiog 1100-1669 tou Epp.
Kptapd [Epitome of the Dictionary of Medieval Vulgar Greek Literature 1100-1669 by Em.
Kriaras], 2nd vol. (A-) ed. by J.N. Kazazis et al. 2003. Thessaloniki: Centre for the Greek
Language.

A Modern Greek — English Dictionary, vol. 1 (A) edited by D.). Georgacas, Publication Director:
J.N. Kazazis, 2005. Athens & New York: A. Caratzas Publisher. A CGL publication.

Ne&iko tng Meoaiwvikrs EAAnvikng Anuwdoug Mpappateiog 1100-1669 [Dictionary of Medieval
Vulgar Greek Literature 1100-1669] after Em. Kriaras redacted by a team directed by J.N.
Kazazis, 2006-2016, vols. 15-20 (from mapadpaceia to otapotw) Thessaloniki: Centre for
the Greek Language.

H Ae&ikoypagia tng apxaiog, HECHIWVIKAG Kal vEag EAANVIKNS ypappateiag: lapoluoa katdotaon
Kall TIPOOTITIKEG TWV OUYXPOVWY AEEIKOYPAPIKWV EYXEIPNUATWY. MPAKTIKA AlgBvo UG
Hupepidag [The Lexicography of Ancient, Medieval and Modern Greek Literature: Present
State and Prospects for contemporary lexicographical projects. Proceedings of an Interna-
tional Conference]. Bilingual edition, ed. J.N. Kazazis, 2003, Thessaloniki: Centre for the
Greek Language.

H Ae&ikoypadenon tou EAAnvikou lMoAitiopou, apxaiou, peoatwvikoU Kot vedtepou: Ta ouyxpova
eykukAomaidika Agika [Dictionaries of Ancient, Medieval and Modern Greek Civilization:
Contemporary encyclopedic dictionaries], 2004, ed. J.N. Kazazis. Proceedings of an Inter-
national Conference. (Bilingual [Greek — English] digital publication available at
www.greek-language.gr).

To Ne&iAdyto tou Makpuytavvn [The Lexicon of Makriyannis] (with N. Kyriazidis & J. Bréhier),
1983. Vols. |-, Athens: Hermes (Prize of the Academy of Athens).

https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110622744-001



2 — ].N. Kazazis, Classicist and Lexicographer

Ta EAAnvika tou Makpuytavvn pe tov Ynodoytotr [The Greek of Makriyannis, being a digital
Concordance to the Opera Omnia of Makriyannis] (with N. Kyriazidis) 1992. vols I-VII, Ath-
ens: Papazisis.

Zupgpaotikog Mivakag AéEewv I. Zepépn [A Concordance to the Poems of G. Seferis] (with Evina
Sistakou), 2003.Thessaloniki: Centre for the Greek Language.

Ot EAAnvikég Zmoudég otnv Eupwnr. lotopikn Avaokomnan ano tnv Avayévvinon wg To TéAog Tou
2000 aiwva [Greek Studies in Europe. A Historical Survey from the Renaissance to the end
of the 20th century] (eds. J.N. Kazazis and S. Velkova), 2007 (repr. 2009). Thessaloniki:
Centre for the Greek Language.

Institutions Offering Courses of Modern Greek in Greece and Abroad: A Brief Guide Updated
and Revised, 3rd edition (eds. J.N. Kazazis and M. Sgartsou), 1998, Athens. An edition of
the Greek Ministry of Education and the CGL (digital publication available at www.greek-
language.gr)

Aoyog yra tv EAAnvikn Awooa, Adyo yia tnv EAAnvikn Moudeia, 2016, Nicosia, Cyprus: Leventis
Foundation.

These publications, which may be conveniently subsumed under such headings as
Classical Philology, History of Classical Studies, Lexicography of Ancient, Medieval
and Modern Greek, and Cultural Lexicography, allow one to discern the double line
of research and teaching Kazazis pursued in his career. A few words are therefore
in order about the influences which shaped his formation as a scholar and the
bonds between Classical Philology and Lexicography.

At Aristotle University of Thessaloniki, Kazazis (b. 1947) was taught by the
eminent classical scholars J. Th. Kakridis and Stylianos Kapsomenos and by the
historical linguist N. Andriotis. All three had worked for the ‘Center for the Re-
daction of the Historical Lexicon of Modern Greek’ of the Academy of Athens, and
they shared a virtually unprecedented knowledge of the historical development
of Greek from antiquity to the present day, advocating the importance totius grae-
citatis in all matters linguistic and philological. Passionately dedicated to the
cause of Demotic Greek (Dimotiki), they put their vision of Greek to the service of
education and society at large.

In the U.S.A., Kazazis spent a year working on the compilation of a dictionary
on grand scale at the ‘Center for the Modern Greek-English Dictionary’ at the Uni-
versity of North Dakota in Grand Forks. Its director, Professor D.]J. Georgacas
(1908-1990), was steeped in the tradition of Georgios Hatzidakis (1848-1941), Ed-
uard Schwyzer (1874-1943), and Max Vasmer (1886-1962), and cultivated a life-
long friendship with Kakridis, Kapsomenos, Andriotis, and Em. Kriaras. When he
was a researcher at the ‘Center for the Redaction of the Historical Lexicon of Mod-
ern Greek’ of the Athens Academy, Georgacas had met Kriaras, who was at the
time director of the ‘Medieval Archive’ of the Athens Academy prior to his moving
to the University of Thessaloniki to assume the chair of Medieval Greek Literature
and undertake the compilation of the massive Lexicon of Medieval Greek Vulgar
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Literature 1100-1669 to replace Du Cange. Georgacas, already an acclaimed ety-
mologist, proved an ideal mentor for Kazazis in historical linguistics.

From 1972 to 1978, Kazazis pursued graduate work in Classics at the Univer-
sity of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, where he became acquainted with classical
philology as an exact discipline of the school of W.A. Oldfather, Alexander Turyn,
Revilo P. Oliver, Mark Naoumides, and M. Marcovich, while at Yale University he
studied under John Herington and Gordon Williams. By a stroke of luck, he was
exposed to three scholars who practiced the method of the famous Berlin Semi-
nar, transplanted during World War II from Germany to Oxford by its proponent,
their common teacher Eduard Fraenkel. Both his thesis supervisor, John Kevin
Newman, and his Yale colleagues Herington and Williams had been old Oxoni-
ans. Finally, it was at Urbana that he came under the spell of some of the finest
historical linguists of the time, Henry and René Kahane, and the father of modern
Lexicography Ladislav Zgusta —all outstanding Greek scholars.

Upon his return to Greece in 1978 as a faculty member in the University of
Thessaloniki’s Department of Philology, he taught Prose Composition, Lyric Po-
etry and Epigram, Homer and Hellenistic Epic, and collaborated closely with Di-
mitris Maronitis, the most incisive contemporary Homeric scholar in Greece.
There followed two post-doctoral research fellowships in the early eighties, at
Harvard’s ‘Center for Hellenic Studies’ (Washington, D.C., 1982-83), and the Aus-
trian Academy of Sciences (Vienna, 1982). He served as a visiting Professor at the
University of Maryland (College Park, 1989/90), and was nominated a George Mil-
ler Professor, Universityof Illinois at Urbana-Champaign. In parallel, he served as
Research Coordinator at the ‘Center for the Redaction of the Historical Lexicon of
Greek’ of the Athens Academy (1989-94) and Director for Minor Languages of the
Atlas Linguarum Europae (ALE).

The dots were connected with the establishment of the “Centre for the Greek
Language” in the Thessaloniki (1994), as a research and applications institution
of the Ministry of Education, when Kazazis was appointed Deputy President and
later President of the Board. The CGL gave him the opportunity to succeed Kri-
aras, in the compilation of his Medieval Dictionary (after Kriaras’ fourteen vol-
umes, Kazazis, with a highly specialized team of redactors, has to date edited six
volumes—the seventh, no. 21, will be published in 2018), and to continue Geor-
gacas’ Modern Greek-English Dictionary: he arranged for the Georgacas Diction-
ary Archive (2.5 million slips of paper with excerpts from Greek literary and non-
literary sources from 1800 to 2000) and the 7,000 volumes in the Dictionary’s Li-
brary to be donated to the CGL and transferred from Grand Forks to Thessaloniki.
He subedited and published Volume 1 (A), encompassing nearly one-sixth of the
dictionary, already redacted in magisterial fashion by Georgacas himself, and he
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organized the digitization of the archival material into a relational database to
facilitate further redaction.

For the needs of the CGL as a national institution for language, Kazazis became
engaged in the creative integration of New Technologies in language research and
teaching (databases, digital learning environments, digital communities of prac-
tice, the architecture of digital learning). In close collaboration with Professor Di-
mitris Koutsogiannis and numerous Greek scholars, foreign specialists, and teach-
ers he devoted a substantial amount of time to the creation of: a Komvos for the
Greek Language (www.komvos.edu.gr, operational since 2000) and a comprehensive
Portal for the Greek Language (www.greek-language.gr, operational since 2008); a
number of other dedicated digital data bases; a digital community of practice called
“Fryktories” (www.komvos.edu.gr/fryktories/index.php (since 2002), and a sub-
stantive enrichment of the Portal called ¥noibeg (digital “tesserae”, operational
since 2016). The success of the Portal may be judged by its 420,000 unique visitors
per month. For years, all forms of typical and atypical Greek language instruction
in Greece and abroad have been drawing on the CGL’s rich repositories of digital
resources to support everyday work.

As a result of his student and teaching experience and the infrastructure and
resources of the CGL, Kazazis gradually became an advocate of a holistic model
of modern philology to serve contemporary educational needs. As modern-day
Greek is a rich, subtle, and multilayered language (integrating elements from all
periods of Greek from antiquity to the present), and as classrooms in Greece are
being gradually transformed into classes of mixed audiences, today’s Greek
teacher must be able to perform a near-miracle. He must be able to teach Greek
both as a mother tongue and as a foreign language. Therefore, parallel to his du-
ties as Chairman of the National Council for Primary and Secondary Education,
he headed teams of work and with Koutsogiannis designed new curricula for
Greek in the schools (2011 and 2015) with innovative features underpinned by the
digital resources of the CGL. The CGL provides teaching materials, models, and
teacher retraining (professional development) to help the educational system re-
spond to new and unforeseeable challenges.

Since 1994, responding to a call by the Rector and the Senate of the University
of Thessaloniki, Kazazis designed, organized, and continues to oversee “JASON”,
a program designed to provide practical assistance and resources to Departments
of Greek Studies in sixteen universities across the Black Sea region. Today, after
the practical support and the infrastructure Aristotle University of Thessaloniki
has provided (including over 800 summer scholarships to foreign students), a
number of PhDs have been produced, as well as college and school teachers of
Greek and a body of bilingual staff and entrepreneurs in six countries. Thanks to
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“JASON”, Greek Studies in the region is experiencing a noteworthy renaissance,
and the ‘Jasonites’ in these countries form a dynamic physical and digital com-
munity of Modern Greek enthusiasts. In 2016, Modern Greek was introduced as
an optional second foreign language in the Russian school system. The CGL was
present and active in this effort too.

In 2014 Kazazis became professor emeritus of Aristotle University of Thessa-
loniki, and in 2015 he was honored for his work by the UNESCO Chair of Intercul-
tural Policy of the University of Macedonia and the UNESCO Center for Women
and Peace in the Balkan Countries. In 2015 he became Honorary Professor and Dr.
of the Kuban State University of Krasnodar, Russia.






Christoforos Charalambakis
Kriaras’ Medieval Dictionary and its importance for
the study of Modern Greek

Emmanouel Kriaras (1906—2014) was the last eminent demoticist of the twentieth
century, and the most famous Greek lexicographer.' He had the rare privilege of
living a long, healthy life, reaching the age of 108 years, and was able to produce
high quality scientific work. He has been admired for his stamina, social
sensibilities, stable democratic principles, courage and insight. Kriaras was a
pioneer in lexicography, an innovative demoticist, an eminent byzantinist, a
famous specialist in Cretan literature and in Modern Greek language and
literature. He introduced comparative literature to Greece, he was an eager
correspondent and, in his earlier years, was a poet and prose writer. His
outstanding qualitative and quantitative scientific work, which is posted on the
portal for the Center for the Greek Language,? will guide and inspire future gen-
erations. The opus magnum of his brilliant research is undoubtedly the Diction-
ary of Medieval Greek Demotic Literature, 1100-1669, the so-called “Kriaras’ Dic-
tionary” [henceforth DictKr], which has been enthusiastically accepted by the
international scientific community. I have presented the dictionary’s advantages
in a few publications.’

For the compilation of the Academy of Athens’ Practical Dictionary of Modern
Greek [APractDict], DictKr was a model for imitation used extensively to better
present meanings and etymologies for many entries. Emmanuel Kriaras
cheerfully encouraged the project from the beginning. His great lexicographical
experience, insightful criticisms and valuable suggestions were offered with
generosity.*

An entire monograph could be written on the importance of DictKr to Modern
Greek lexicography. Thousands of medieval words that survive in Modern Greek

| am grateful to Dr Nikolaos Lavidas, Assistant Professor of Linguistics at the Department of
Theoretical and Applied Linguistics, School of English, Aristotle University of Thessaloniki, for
invaluable comments. | am entirely responsible for the remaining errors.

1 For an overall evaluation of his work, see Charalambakis (2015).

2 http://www.greek-language.gr/greekLang/medieval_greek/em_kriaras/bibliography.html?g=1.
See Kazazis et al. (2013).

3 The most important are Charalambakis (2003, 2005, 2015).

4 The Academy of Athens, of which he was a corresponding member, warmly thanks him in the
preface to the dictionary.

https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110622744-002



10 —— Christoforos Charalambakis

and its dialects are interpreted with clarity and completeness. Their meanings are
presented in detail with a number of characteristic examples and fully
documented etymologies.

The newly published volumes 19 (pafidAi-oipyovAiota), Thessaloniki 2014,
and 20 (oipdxog-otapatrw), Thessaloniki 2016 compiled by a group of
collaborators under the direction of the brilliant lexicographer, distinguished
classicist and active President of the Center for the Greek Language, John N.
Kazazis, present the same methodological accuracy and virtues as the previous
volumes. On the basis of the new data and information provided in these
volumes, it is necessary to revise some entries in APractDict as well as in all recent
dictionaries of Modern Greek, as shown by the following indicative cases.’

poptoAt ‘ravioli’: The word is medieval in origin, so the correct etymology is Medieval
pafiod < ttal. ravioli. The form pagiédia with the meaning ‘pasta stuffed with various
ingredients (minced meat, cheese, vegetables, etc.)’ is to be found in the Cretan comedy
Stathis (17th c.). The three consulted dictionaries refer directly to the Italian origin of the
word. APractDict has a separate entry for the variant form pagiéAia with two distinct
meanings: 1. Confectionery. Scallops with Chian mastic. 2. Cookery. Fried pies with
mizithra cheese [< Italian ravioli (dolci)]. Parian sweet ravioli are well known.

pokdkt: diminutive form of raki ‘a strong alcoholic beverage’. The first known
attestation is in the 17th c. DictKr describes the word as ‘caressing’, but the term
‘intimate’ is more appropriate. The same applies to a series of entries such as
oevrovkaxkt ‘small chest’. Further, 80% of the diminutives do not convey the smallness
of an object, but denote a sense of intimacy or endearment. The original word paxi has
also been known since the 16th c. Therefore, the three dictionaries under comparison
would be more consistent if they provided the exact etymology: Medieval poxi < Turkish
raki.

pavtiotnpt ‘sprinkler’: the form is medieval (16th c.). DictBab and APractDict refer
only to the Late Greek pavtiotijptov, while DictTr does not record the word.

peyka ‘herring’: The word dates to the 14th c. but is ignored by all three
dictionaries, as well as by EtymDictBab. DictDemKr and DictTr prefer the writing
péyya, which DictBab suggests is wrong. APractDict gives the alternative spelling as
equivalent. DictKr lemmatizes péyka. The spelling péyya represents the purist

5 In this study, the following dictionaries are taken into account: Triandaphyllidis (1998), Ba-
biniotis (2012) Academy of Athens (2014). For additional information I consulted Babiniotis
(2009). A general observation that applies to the three above mentioned dictionaries is that the
characterization of a word as medieval is very broad, as it covers several centuries. Where there
is an exact date of first occurrence of the word, it is well that it be listed in the etymological patrt,
even in general Modern Greek dictionaries. For example, aromAnpwur ‘payout’ occurs in a will
by the notary Ioannis Olokalos dated November 17, 1529, but most likely is even older. Kou-
manoudis (1980) dates the word back to 1896. The same erroneous information exists in Babini-
otis (2009, 2012).
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tendency of the past in which the writing -yy- “looks more Greek”. Modern Greek
corpora show that the trend is for the spelling -yk- to prevail.

peyovAdpw ‘regulate’: APractDict gives no etymology, DictTr connects the verb with
the Medieval péyovAa® and DictBab with the Italian regolare. The correct etymology is:
Medieval peyoAdpw < Italian regolare. In Erotokritos the form peovAdpw is attested.

petoéta ‘recipe’: The three consulted dictionaries propose an etymology from the
Venetian receta without mentioning that the word is attested in medieval texts.

petoivt ‘resin’: DictTr and APractDict ignore the medieval origin of the word.

pntopag ‘orator’: The three consulted dictionaries refer to the Ancient Greek
pritwp. However, the form pritopag can be found in Vlachos 1784.

pipa ‘thyme’: All three dictionaries propose an etymology from the Italian rima
and fail to mention the appearance of the word in medieval texts. The influence of the
French rime in some uses cannot be excluded.

pwada  ‘rhymed couplets’: DictTr and APractDict propose the following
etymology: from the Venetian *rimada. Nevertheless, the word has been known since
the 16th c. DictBab quotes the forms piudra and piudba, suggesting the etymology
from the Italian rimata. DictKr proposes the correct etymology from the New Latin
rimada.

pokavilw ‘plane, nibble’: All three dictionaries mention the Medieval povkavi{w,
yet the form poxavi{w, according to Trapp, dates between the 12th c. and 14th c.

popmdAa ‘white wine made from Ribolla grape’: All three dictionaries fail to ety-
mologize the word. DictKr gives the date of its first appearance (16th c.) and the correct
etymology from the Italian ribolla. The white wine from the island of Kefalonia with
the same name has the indication “Protected Designation of Origin” (PDO). On Wik-
ipedia we find a typical folk etymology “It is probably derived from the Greek word
pouBog ‘thombus’ (Italian rombo), a figure in which ceremonial properties were also
given. The word possibly implies the wine’s power to charm us, to bring us to a state
of musing or light drunkenness”.”

poTa ‘route, course’: DictBab relates the word to the Italian rotta, as does DictKr,
while DictTr and APractDict prefer the Venetian rota, which is the most likely
etymology since the word is of Venetian origin and dated to the 17th c.

povpmivt ‘ruby’: DictTr connects the word to the Italian rubin(o), through a similar
morphological process as in the case of uapyapitdpt ‘pearl’, and DictBab, from the
French rubin.? The word has been known since the 17th c. DictKr correctly notes: “from
the plural form rubini of the Italian rubino.”

pouvo@éTt ‘bribe’: All three dictionaries, as well as EtymDictBab, propose the
following etymology: from the Turkish riisvet. The word exists since the 17th c. with
the meaning ‘bribery’ or ‘bribe’. In a letter written by Eugene Giannoulis (1595-1682),
an eminent teacher of the nation and a strong fighter of Orthodoxy, we read: (for a
kadis ‘judge’): Aev niaipvet povopétia ‘He takes no bribes.’

6 [péyovA(a) -dpw]. In practice, it is a morphological analysis. In many cases etymology is iden-
tified with morphology, a topic that needs to be examined in more detail.

7 https://el.wikipedia.org/wiki/popndAa_Ke@oaAlovidg

8 EtymDictBab restores the correct etymology.
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povglava ‘a wicked woman’: DictBab and DictTr have a single entry for both the
masculine and the feminine form. APractDict prefers separate entries, since the
meanings are different, but no etymology is offered. Medieval povgidva comes from
Italian ruffiana.

pov@iavog ‘pimp’, ‘snitch’: All three dictionaries etymologize it from the Italian
ruffiano, without mentioning that the word is already Medieval.

povglavitoa: The three dictionaries do not mention this diminutive form which is
still in use today. Emawvog twv yvvaikwv (Women’s praise, 15th c.) attests the form
poplavitaa.

povxdkt, pouxoAdkt ‘small clothes’: Both diminutives are attested in medieval
texts. In Neofytos Rodinos (17th c.) we read: Ot TTwyol, ot TEWATUEVOL EVYAPLOTOVVTAL
ue oAwydxt Ywyui, pe odiya povydxia ‘The poor, the hungry are pleased with a little
bread, with a few rugs.’

povyo ‘clothing’: It dates back to the 13th c. The plural povya ‘clothes’ dates back
to the 6th c. All three dictionaries relate its etymology to the form povyov. DictTr and
DictBab propose the established etymology, from the Slavic ruho. DictKr correctly
prefers the etymology of the Late Latin roccus, rucus, as Stylianos Alexiou has shown
with convincing arguments.’

po@odg ‘grouper, the fish Epinephelus marginatus’: All three dictionaries
etymologize the word from the Late Greek oppdg. The form pogdg is attested in the
work of Zane Ventramo IoTopia Twv yvvaikwv, Twv kadwv kat Twv kaxkwv (History of
women, good and bad, 16th c.).

pwya: All three dictionaries refer to the Ancient Greek pwé, accusative p@ya.
Nevertheless, the three meanings of the word (1. berry of the grape. 2. nipple. 3. inner
fingertip) are medieval.

pwpaitkog: DictTr proposes the etymology Medieval Pwuai(og) ‘citizen of the
eastern Roman state’ < Hellenistic Pwpuaios ‘citizen of Rome’ plus the suffix -tkog (see
also pwptdg). DictBab accepts more or less the same etymology and APractDict does
not provide any etymological information. The aforementioned dictionaries do not
acknowledge the medieval origin of the word.

Z&ppato ‘Saturday’: The forms ZdapSBaro and Zaffdro appear in the Chronicle of
Morea (14th c.).

ookld{w ‘put in a sack’: APractDict does not lemmatize the word. DictBab includes
no etymological information, whereas DictTr provides a morphological analysis
[oax(i) -1d¢w]. The verb is of medieval origin.

ookopa@a ‘darning needle’: The etymology in the DictTr is partially a
morphological analysis: “caxopdg(i) augmentativ -a < Medieval oaxkxopdp(iov)
hypocoristic of the Late Greek oaxxopdgog (id est feAdvn) (see odkog).” DictBab links
the word to the Late Greek adjective oak(k)opdpog. APractDict incorrectly derives it
from the Medieval ogaxxopdgpiov. EtymDictBab mentions the medieval origin of the
word (11th c.). According to DictKr, the word appears in a very interesting context in a
nostrum, dating back to the 16th c.

9 Alexiou (2009), 196: the garment, originally the outer garment, is the Medieval rucus (suprema
vestis) of Western Europe.
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oakovAa ‘bag’: DictTr, DictBab and DictKr consider the word to be diminutive of
odxog ‘sack’ (oak-ovAa). However, it is most likely formed on the hypocoristic oaxovAt
with the augmentative ending -a, as claimed by Minas (2003). None of the three
dictionaries indicates the medieval origin of the word.

oakovAL ‘small bag’: DictTr and APractDict inaccurately etymologize it from the
Medieval oaxovAi(o)v. DictBab offers the correct etymology from Medieval oaxovAt.
Paradoxically, EtymDictBab gives an inaccurate etymology: oak(x)ovAi(o)v. It should
be noted that the diminutive oakovAdx: is also medieval.

oGAa ‘hall’: All three dictionaries suggest an etymology from the Italian sala. The
word has been known since the 13th c. It is therefore a medieval word. Thus, the exact
etymology is from the Medieval Latin sala.

ooAapovpa ‘brine’: The exact etymology, which is not present in any of the three
dictionaries, is from the Medieval Greek oadauovpa (perhaps “a kind of sauce”), which
comes directly from the Venetian salamora.

ooldta ‘salad’: All three dictionaries propose an etymology from Venetian. The
word, however, has been known since the 17th c. Thus, the exact etymological
information should be: Medieval gaddra < Venetian salata. In some Modern Greek
examples, the influence of the French salade cannot be excluded.

oolatwkd: “Every vegetable with which salad is prepared; synecdochically salad”.
APractDict and DictBab do not offer any etymology. DictTr and EtymDictBab provide,
as usual, a morphological analysis: gaAdt(a) -txd, neuter form of the gadarixdg. The
origin is medieval (16th c.).

oGAo ‘saliva’: The correct etymology is from the Medieval odAio(v). The idiom
TpEYovy Ta oddia pov meaning ‘it is my intense desire to enjoy or acquire something,
covet’ is also medieval.

odAtoa ‘sauce’: DictTr provides the following etymological information:
“Medieval *odAtoa (cf. Medieval odptoa) < Italian salsa with development of [t] to
facilitate articulation or Italian (dialectical) salza.” DictBab, like APractDict, relates
the word to the Italian salsa, whereas EtymDictBab prefers the dialectical Italian salza.
XdAtoa, unattested according to DictTr, has been well known since the 16th c.

oapdpt ‘saddle’: DictTr and APractDict etymologize it from the Medieval
oayudpiov, whereas DictBab correctly derives it from the form caudpt of the same
period. Nevertheless, EtymDictBab refers to the inaccurate medieval form oaudpiov.

oavidl ‘board’: DictBab and EtymDicLMP etymologize the word from the Ancient
Greek oavibiov. DictTr correctly refers to the medieval form oaviéi, and APractDict to
oaviéw. The literal meaning of the diminutive caviddx: is medieval as well.

oamiAa ‘corruption, immorality’: None of the three dictionaries acknowledges that
the word, with a metaphorical sense, has been known since the 16th c.

oopdu ‘serai’: this form dates back to the 16th c.

oopdéha ‘sardine’: APractDict should have included the information that the
medieval word comes from the Italian sardella. The reference to the French word
sardine was made in APractDict to state that the meaning ‘galoon’ is from this
language, which is stated for the first time in a Modern Greek dictionary.!® The idiom

10 See Petit Robert (2017): “(1817) Arg. milit. Galon de caporal, de brigadier ou de sous-officier.”
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oav oapbéleg ‘like sardines’ with the meaning of ‘twisted, one over the other’ is
attested from the 17th c. It is worth noting that the same expression occurs in several
European languages. Cf. French étre serrés comme des sardines, German wie Sardinen,
Italian essere stretti come sardine. The French and German words come from the
Italian sardina, Latin sardina, Late Greek gapéivn ‘fish from the island of Sardinia.’

oopikt ‘turban’: DictTr and APractDict etymologize it from the Turkish sarik.
DictBab correctly states that it is a Late Medieval word. There is a recording of this
word from the 17th c. The etymology from xatoapikiov, which DictTr accepts and
EtymDictBab does not exclude, seems unlikely.

oa@pdv ‘saffron’: DictBab and APractDict state that the word was borrowed from
French safran, whereas it is already medieval (The Assizes of the Lusignan Kingdom of
Cyprus, 13th c.) deriving from the Old French safran. DictTr does not record the word.

o6xng ‘shah’: APractDict is the only dictionary not to mention that the word is at-
tested in medieval times. Its use from the 13th c. is very interesting (Greek poems by
Maulana Roumi: in an address, probably affectionately used, according to DictKr: EAa
KaAé pov, éAa adyn pov ‘Come on, my dear, come on my Shah’). The expression kaAé
puov ‘my dear’ confirms this interpretation.

opriowpo ‘erasing’: DictBab merely quotes the word; DictTr provides a
morphological analysis (68n0- (of1vw) -uo), while APractDict includes no etymology.
In a literal sense, the word is found in Michael Soumakis, The faithful priest (17th c.).

opnotog ‘extinct, off’: All three dictionaries etymologize it from the Late Greek
oBeatog; yet the word is medieval (16th c.).

oyovpaivw ‘curl’: None of the three dictionaries has taken into account that the
word appears in a Calendar (15th c.) with the same meaning.

oepPipw ‘serve’: The exact etymology of this medieval verb is given by DictKr:
Venetian-Italian servir(e).

oepPitoo ‘dinnerware, cutlery’: All three dictionaries provide the following
etymology: from the Italian servizio. More accurate is the etymology: Medieval
oeppfitaio ‘service’ < Venetian-Italian servizio.

oepytavt ‘stroll’: All three dictionaries only refer to the Turkish seyran, even
though the word is already medieval. The expression kdvw oepyidvt ‘go for a walk’ is a
loan translation, from the Turkish expression seyran etmek.

oepylavifw ‘go for a walk. None of the three dictionaries indicate that a medieval
verb gep(y)avi{w existed.

oeppayld and olppayld ‘belongings’: All three dictionaries ignore the fact that both
forms are medieval.

oeprievtivng ‘serpentine’: Only APractDict includes this lemma. Etymology:
Medieval oeprievtiva < Italian serpentina.

onkwpog ‘(up)rising’: None of the three dictionaries mentions the medieval origin
of the word.

onkwvw ‘raise’: This verb shows a striking polysemy in the DictKr with 23
additional phrases, many of which are preserved until today: eornjxwoe Tov ddxTuAdv
TOV Kau E0€LoeY Kat pofiéptaé Tov ‘he raised his toe and raised it and scoffed’ (17th c.),
onkwvw To xéptv ‘I raise my hand’ means ‘I practice physical violence’, Machairas
(15th c.). The meaning of ‘I take away something from someone’ dates to the 13th c.
and of ‘I wake up someone who sleeps’, ‘I grab, steal’ to the 15th c. The meaning of the
imperative form orjkw/onkwoov in asyndeton or in a complex sentence to denote
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incitement or to have the desire to do something immediately, is stated by the 14th c.
Cf. Pulologos (17th c.): Znxwoov, @vye ‘Get up, go’. The phrase onxwvovrat ot Tpixes
uov ‘my hair stands on end’ to describe the feeling of fear, terror or horror is found in
the 17th c. The expression onk@verat avepog/Svvatog votog ‘wind/strong south wind
blows’ is medieval. The following collocations are medieval as well: onkwvw T0
Tpamédi(v) ‘I gather the dishes after the meal, I clean the table’ (17th c.), onkwvw tnv
pwvnv ‘I raise my voice’ (16th c.). See in DictKr the expressions onkwvw to motrpt ‘1
lift the glass’, onxwvw To ke@dAt ‘I raise my head’, onxawvet o voug ‘I can imagine’.

onkwTog ‘up, raised’: The word is used in texts of the 16th and 17th c. It is
lemmatized in the Thesaurus Graecae Linguae by Henry Stephanus. None of the three
dictionaries states the medieval origin of the word. In John Moresino’s Solomon’s Bed
(17th c.), there is an expression that is used until today: Eyw gipat ekeivog omov €Byaleg
oéc apyde £éw NG ekkAnoiag onkwtov ... ‘I am the one that you frog-marched out of
the church last night ...".

onuadt ‘sign’: DictBab derives the word directly from the Late Greek onuddiov,
EtymDictBab restores the correct medieval form onudéiv, which is also recorded in the
DictTr and the APractDict. More precisely, however, the form onudéi(v) should be
included instead. The expression uné¢ yta onudéi ‘not the slightest sign’ is attested in
Anthimos Diakrousis, 17th c. None of the three dictionaries quotes the corresponding
Modern Greek expression oUte yta onudadt with the same meaning.

onpepa ‘today’: According to all three dictionaries, the word is derived from the
Ancient Greek orjpepov. DictTr: Ancient Greek orjuep(ov) -a, like Tapa ‘now’. DictBab:
onuepov/Truepov. Modern Greek orjuepa is formed on the analogy to the adverbs
ending in -a. EtymDictBab accepts the interpretation of the DictTr. The form onjuepa
has been known since the 12th c. The expression w¢ Ta orjuepa ‘until today’ (16th c.) is
not mentioned in any of the three dictionaries, although it is quite widespread in
Modern Greek.

onpepwvog ‘of today’: The expression i onuepvn nuépa ‘this day’ is attested in
Erofili (17th c.). Cf. Modern Greek tn onuepivip nuépa. An equivalent expression is
found in Late Greek texts: Tnv onjuepov nuépa ‘today, nowadays’.

onta ‘sieve’: APractDict offers no etymology, whereas DictTr and DictBab
unnecessarily relate the word to the verb 076w ‘sift’. This noun with the meaning ‘thin
sieve’ is used in Geoponicon of Agapios Landos (17th c.).

otyotpayovdw: Cf. Medieval otyavotpayovdw ‘I am singing in a low voice’.

otyovpog ‘sure’: DictTr and APractDict connect the word to the Medieval atyovpog.
DictBab correctly refers to the Medieval oiyoupog, from the Venetian seguro, whereas
DictKr derives the word more accurately from the dialectal Italian siguro/seguro.

odepkd: Cf. Medieval atdepixd ‘tools and utensils made of iron’ attested in a will
written by Ioannis Okolalos.

oidepo ‘iron’: All three dictionaries etymologize it from the Medieval giSepov; the
form, however, without the final -v is more accurate. The phrase paocei Ta gibepa,
verbatim ‘he chews irons’, used in the metaphorical sense ‘he has great physical
strength’ is known from Erotokritos.

odepomnopta ‘iron door’: The variant form oiénpomnopra is attested since the 17th c.

oikaAn ‘rye’: DictTr and APractDict say nothing about the fact that this form is
already medieval (17th c.).
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o1pokog ‘sirocco’: The word dates from the 16th c. DictTr and DictBab link the word
with the Italian scirocco but the correct etymology is the following: Medieval (16th c.)
oipoxog, Venetian siroco, Italian scirocco.

okepnég ‘abdomen or stomach of a slaughtered animal’: None of the three
dictionaries acknowledges that the feminine form of the word has been known since the
17th c.

ok€tog ‘pure, simple’: All three dictionaries etymologize it from the Italian
schietto, but the word has been known since the 17th c.

okovilw ‘I dirty someone or something with dust’: None of the three dictionaries
includes the information that the word has been known since the 12th c. according to
a philological correction by H. Eideneier, Prodromic poems 4, 421. During the 15th c.
the word was in common use.

okota ‘rope with which the sailboat sails are regulated’: All three dictionaries link
the word with Italian scotta, but the word appears for the first time in the 15th c.

okoU{w ‘howl!’: This verb is unquestionably linked to the Ancient Greek oxv{opat
‘I am angry, outraged’, but the form oxov{w was attested in the 17th c.

okpivio ‘a kind of wooden furniture’: All three dictionaries link the word to the
Late Greek okpiviov. DictKr etymologizes it from the Italian-Venetian scrigno. In the
16th and 17th centuries, the Venetian influence is more likely.

okvAoAoL: None of the three dictionaries mentions the medieval origin of the word,
which dates to the 14th c. in the meaning ‘pack of dogs’. This sense, along with the more
common metaphorical one ‘a lot of wicked people’, has been preserved up until today.

oovAatodpw ‘I wander around aimlessly’: All three dictionaries link the verb to
Italian sollazzare without mentioning its medieval (17th c.) existence.

ogourid ‘cuttlefish’: DictBab correctly states the medieval form of the word (see
Agapios Landos, Geoponikon, 17th c.), while DictTr and APractDict refer only to the
variant form covria.

None of the three dictionaries mentions that the following Modern Greek words
are already medieval: podoxoxkitvi{w ‘I get red color like the rose’, podoxoxkivioua
‘the result of poboxoxkwi{w’, povpiavevw ‘calumniate, slander’, povegiavid
‘calumni’, oakidpng ‘driveler’, cadmdpw ‘put to sea’, odAro ‘jump’, oyaoud
‘squeamishness’, oiyaoldpng ‘squeamish’, oxdpuo(v) ‘digging’. The following
words are attested from the 14th c.: oxovpid{w ‘rust’, sovppwvw ‘1 get wrinkles’,
in medieval times; ‘shrivel, steal’, in Modern Greek, omnAwd ‘cave’ (as a place
name), omoupyitt ‘sparrow’. Xmovdaotrpto with the meanings ‘school’ and
‘faculty’ has been known since the 15th c. Words dating back to the 16th c.
include: oxotewvdda ‘darkness’, oxoumibi ‘rubbish’, okovmi{w ‘wipe’, ouapdydi
‘emerald’, ordAa ‘drop’, otadi{w ‘(for flock) I rest at noon in a shady place’. The
following words date back to the 17th century: pepevécs ‘joint payment with the
amount corresponding to each’, oaoti{w ‘I am embarrassed’, gevrépt ‘nacre’,
otbepag ‘smith’, oxAnpdkapbdog ‘hardhearted’, outytog ‘united, connected to
something’, oumdpog ‘gunshot’, gokdxt ‘narrow and small road’, govfAepdg
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‘pointed’, oogdg ‘low divan’, coppdg ‘low dinner table’, oexovAdpw ‘manage’,
in medieval times; ‘I am an opportunist’, in Modern Greek.

DictKr, as illustrated here based on the recently published volumes 19 and
20, is an invaluable treasure — among other things — for a thorough study of
Modern Greek." The great number of lemmata illustrates the rich heritage of the
demotic language. Not only etymology, but also the study of phonology,
morphology and syntax as well, will profit from the data and the explanations
provided in this dictionary, as I hope to have demonstrated (necessarily to a
limited extent) in this paper.

Semantics will be the great winner by exploiting this dictionary. The
analytical presentation of the meanings of each lemma, while recording semantic
shades, opens up new directions for comparative research. It is of great scientific
interest to locate the meanings that are preserved till today, as well as to trace
their first appearance.

An unexplored field of research is the connection of etymology to semantics.
Depending on the meanings of a word, different etymologies can be correct.”? DictKr
is a valuable source for this issue, too. For example, aerog ‘eagle’ also means
‘intelligent man’. This second meaning is a loan translation of the Italian aquilone.

By studying the entries in DictKr one realizes that thousands of loan words
that were once used in everyday speech have become obsolete over the years.
Indicative of this is the following list from the last published volume: gotokonma
‘saucer’ < Venetian sotocopa, Italian sottocoppa, cotomootog ‘dependent’ <
Venetian sotoposto, Italian sottoposto, cotookpifépw ‘undersign’ < Italian
sottoscrivere, gotookpitog ‘undersigned’ < Italian sottoscritto, goTooKpPITOIOV
‘signature’ < Italian sottoscrizione, covdAiog ‘common’ < Medieval Latin usualis,
oovat(a ‘frame’ < Venetian soaza, Old Italian soazza.

Some argue - not only in Greece but also in other countries — that foreign
words should be avoided, or even worse, eliminated because they alter the
physiognomy of a language. The historical development of languages clearly
shows that those who want to expel foreign words and phrases from common
speech try to do so in vain. Loanwords that are functional and cover
communication and scientific needs are incorporated into the target language

11 When additional research extends to all published volumes, many new cases will appear.
See the following indicative list of lemmas: §pooovAa ‘diminutive of dew’, kapBéi ‘loaf’, kapméra
‘thick wool textile’, koAaov(og, cf. Medieval xovAaov{n¢ ‘guide’, koumdoTa ‘compote’, kopaoavt
‘a kind of mortar’, koutgovva ‘doll’, kpemdpw ‘run out’, AaovTo ‘lute’, udAn ‘a kind of dog dis-
ease’, [lavayitoa ‘diminutive of Mother of God’.

12 Iam dealing with this issue in another study in which I will give many detailed examples.



18 —— Christoforos Charalambakis

and, after many years, they probably do not bother anyone. Those that do not
meet these criteria or express concepts or objects that are no longer in use
gradually disappear. DictKr confirms in the best way that languages evolve and
follow their own independent course without being subjected to regulatory
tendencies. More importantly, DictKr is also a basic source for the compilation of
a historical dictionary. The first appearance of words in Greek and their usages
and semantic changes over time remain one of the most urgent research
desiderata.

The State, along with other institutions, has the moral and scientific
obligation to assist in the completion of this monumental dictionary, which is of
great national importance, by 2021; in this way its completion will coincide with
the celebration of two hundred years of Greek independence.
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Christina Katsikadeli

Language contact and contact induced change
in the light of the (digital) lexicography of
Greek loanwords in the non-Indo-European
languages of the Greco-Roman worlds (Coptic,
Hebrew/Aramaic, Syriac)

Introduction

The present paper deals with the interaction of Greek (Hellenistic Koine) with
other languages of the Greco-Roman world, primarily with the non-Indo-
European ones used in Egypt and Syria-Palestine in Late Antiquity and the Early
Byzantine period. The following presentation aims at summarizing and
highlighting the merits of the respective lexicographical progress on the Greek
loanwords which could eventually contribute to a deeper general understanding
of language contact processes and language change phenomena in these periods
and which - in some specific cases — would elucidate if and to what degree some
of these phenomena had an impact on the subsequent history of other languages
in the Eastern Mediterranean.

In the Hellenistic and Roman periods significant phonological,
morphological, semantic and syntactic changes can be observed at all levels of
the linguistic system of the Greek language. It has been convincingly argued that
this period has been a crucial formative stage for later Greek, and ultimately for
Modern Greek. It is by now a well-established approach that by studying the
phonology of the Koine we might be capturing the Modern Greek state of affairs
in statu nascendi (Bubenik 1989, 285). In a number of cases, local differences of
Hellenistic Greek arose as a consequence of the fact that the population was
composed of immigrants from different language areas (Egyptian, Phoenician,
Hebrew, Aramaic and various Anatolian languages); this state of affairs was
followed by a phase of intensive contact between Greek and Latin in Late
Antiquity.! The language interaction in these areas was mutual, in the sense that

1 Among the four types of Koine, we concentrate here on the variety which Bubenik (2009, 317)
describes as: ““Koine’ in the traditional meaning of the word - i.e. the colloquial substandard (= the
speech of the privileged classes in the provinces, the speech of the “middle” class in continental
Greece, and the language of commerce). In the conquered territories there developed regional
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Greek also had an influence in adstratal and substratal languages. The
importance of investigating certain phonological phenomena which separate the
Ptolemaic, Palestinian and Asia Minor Koine? from the epichoric Koine in Greece
and the importance of the Greek borrowings into Coptic and other languages for
our knowledge about the phonology of Hellenistic Greek is summarized in
Bubenik (1989, 285-303).

The study of the mechanisms of language change in the Hellenistic and the
Roman periods in terms of historical linguistic — and to some extent
sociolinguistic — notions and hypotheses goes back to older, pioneering studies,
among others by Dieterich (1898), Thumb (1901), and some decades later by
Gignac (1976) and Teodorsson (1977) on the Ptolemaic Koine. Understandably,
the main interest of linguistic research was attracted by the material which had
been important for the emerging discipline of historical-comparative linguistics
since the late 19th century, as well as of classical philology.

For the last three decades scholars from a wide range of humanities, such as
classical philologists, comparative philologists specializing in Greek,
Egyptian/Coptic, Semitic languages and dialects, as well as historians,
papyrologists, archaeologists and theologians have contributed to an immense
pool of valuable pieces of information that enable us to gain a deeper insight into
the cultural and linguistic diversity during the Greco-Roman period in Hellenistic
and Roman Egypt, Syria-Palestine and Anatolia. The high value ascribed to the
material concerning the Koine period becomes evident in digitalization projects
of papyri and epigraphic collections, studies in onomastics, as well as in
important publications concerning diachronic studies of Greek, interdisciplinary
studies on ancient bi-/multilingualism and new editions.?

varieties of Hellenistic Koine, known under labels of Ptolemaic Koine, Syro-Palestinian Koine
and Asia Minor Koine”.

2 As in the case of Latin, the present paper will not discuss the varieties in Asia Minor. Lycian
and Phrygian, which possess a relatively larger corpus of data, give us an opportunity to say
something significant in this context and there is evidence for contacts between Lycian and
Greek (cf. Rutherford 2002) and Neo-Phrygian and the Hellenistic Greek of Asia Minor (Sowa
2008, 73). Unfortunately, the questions concerning substrate influence from aboriginal lan-
guages on Hellenistic Koine in Asia Minor cannot be resolved without new data.

3 Cf. the contributions in edited volumes such as Neumann/Untermann (1980); Brixhe (1993,
1996, 1998); Adams/Janse/Swain (2002); Cotton/Hoyland/Price/Wasserstein (2009). Evans/Ob-
bink (2010); Papaconstantinou (2010); Mullen/James (2012); Dils/Grossmann/Richter/Schenkel
(forthcoming); Grossman/Haspelmath/Richter (2015); monographs such as Evans (2001) on the
verbal syntax in the Greek Pentateuch; Reintges (2004) on a theoretical approach of the Coptic
Grammar; Clackson (2015) for an overview in ancient bi-/multiligualism; the field will profit
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At this point, one might ask why the results from such a well attested
linguistic area (compared to other regions of the world) are disproportionally
meagre in the domain of interaction between languages. Part of the explanation
of this phenomenon can be summarized as they are in a comment by Clackson
(2012, 49): “In Egypt, as in other areas of the ancient world, the practice of
separating out Latin and Greek material from the ‘other’ texts, both in
publications and in museum deposits, has led to the disregard and even loss of
the documents not written in a classical language”.

In the same vein, from the point of view of historical linguistics, the areas of
Egypt and Syria-Palestine were studied separately and for their own right, since
the languages involved (apart from Latin) do not belong to the group of the Indo-
European languages, resulting in parallel, rather restricted accounts of
comparable phenomena in Greek and in the ‘other’ languages. In most cases,
these studies fail to capture relevant generalizations across the language family
boundaries beyond the Greco-Latin bilingualism, although it has been argued
that Egypt and Syria-Palestine were the two areas with the greatest amount of
vernacular attestation where bi- or multilingualism was probably the usual norm
(Clackson 2012, 47-48, 57; cf. also Sidarus 2008 on sociolinguistic aspects). The
situation in Asia Minor was different in spite of the fact that the attestation of the
languages in contact in this region is all but optimal.

1 Lexicography of Greek loanwords in
Egyptian/Coptic

From the Egyptian papyri written by Graeco-Roman bilinguals we gain important
evidence concerning the far-reaching Latinization of the vocabulary used by
administration and military officials. Stronger structural influence of Latin is
detectable in word-formation processes of the Egyptian variant of Hellenistic
Koine (Ptolemaic Koine) (e.g. see Filos 2010; Dickey 2003 on the phenomenon in
general).

In the present contribution, we concentrate on another language contact
constellation attested in Egypt, namely that between Greek and Egyptian/Coptic.*

enormously from the publication of the results of “The Grammar of Medieval Greek”-Project in
Cambridge.

4 Following Bubenik (1989, 257), the Egyptian language is divided into the following stages:
“i) The sacred archaic language of the religious cult preserved in hieroglyphic inscriptions on
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The Coptic literary language had been productively in use for a period of about
1000 years. The earliest literary documents consist of translations of Greek
original texts and can be dated to the year 300 CE. The latest original Coptic
documents include inscriptions as well as extensive works that can be dated to
the first half of the 14th century (the Bohairic Martyrium of John of Panajét or the
Sahidic poetical composition Triadon).” From the introduction of the novel Greek-
based writing system for rendering the Egyptian language around the year 300 CE
until the 8th c. CE, Greek was the high prestige language that covered a wider
range of written language domains besides Coptic. From the middle of the 8th c.
CE on, Arabic succeeded Greek in fulfilling this function (Richter 2009).

As to the extent of Greek-Egyptian bilingualism, we have evidence from the
papyri in a much wider range of linguistic contexts, some of them being very
relevant to everyday situations. For over 1000 years, Greek served both as the
spoken language of administration and urban society, and as a written language,
it gradually dominated literature, sciences, and to some extent private day-to-day
correspondence (cf. Ray 2007, 812-14). Recent studies reveal more detailed
information about the speakers (Clackson 2012, 47ff.; 2015, 103ff.).

In Egypt we have ample evidence for the extent of bilingualism and ‘heavy
borrowing’, including vocabulary items permeating all levels of language, such
as pronouns, particles and verbs (cf. the extensive entries in Forster 2002 and in
the DDGLC, see below under 1.1).

In fact, there hardly exists a comparable instance of extensive linguistic
borrowing in antiquity for which such a huge amount of systematic and well
attested material is available. Nevertheless, up to now the Greek loanwords in
Coptic have not been treated as an object of systematic scientific research, and as

the walls of temples [...] ii) the language of the native pre-Christian literature and of the legal and
business documents written in the demotic writing system [...] iii) Coptic, representing the last
phase of the Egyptian language, written in the Greek alphabet with eight additional symbols
taken from the demotic writing system. Coptic texts of the 3rd and the 4th c. AD include transla-
tions of the Bible, and Gnostic and Manichean writings. Attempts to write Egyptian in the 2nd c.
AD such as Coptic passages in Greek magic texts and the Coptic horoscope of ca. 100 AD, are
called Old Coptic.” For a more detailed description, cf. Grossman/Richter (2015, 69-101), and for
a grammatical overview of Egyptian and Coptic, cf. Haspelmath (2015, 103-143).

5 Although the production of documentary texts that deal with everyday life, such as legal texts
or letters, diminishes in the 11th c. CE, the continuation of the tradition of copying manuscripts
is well attested (e.g. in the manuscript P.Bodl.Hunt. 393 from the year 1393) above all in connec-
tion with Bohairic liturgical manuscripts, which were copied until the 18th c. (cf. Richter et al.
2013, 285 with further literature).



Language contact and contact induced change =—— 25

aresult we are not yet in the position to give a realistic estimate of the extent and
the quality of this kind of loan vocabulary.

Borrowing from Greek has been highly significant, both quantitatively and
qualitatively, for the overall structure of the lexicon of the Coptic language and
the architecture of a great number of its semantic domains. In the context of
Greek-Coptic bilingualism, Clackson (2012, 57) also suggests the consideration of
gender “as one of the potentially important factors in language conservation and
language shift.” Thus, the Egyptian-Coptic language grants us the opportunity to
look over many centuries of contact-induced language change in a single ancient
language under fairly well-known historical and sociolinguistic conditions. On
the other hand, the Greek lexical items that are accessible via Coptic sources can
be considered as the most important indirect source for our knowledge of the
Greek vocabulary of the post-classical period.

The diversity of the Coptic textual corpus, apart from the quantitative aspect,
constitutes for the linguistic as well as the lexicographic description and analysis
of Coptic a very demanding enterprise, but also a very rewarding project since the
results are rich and complex.

1.1 The state-of the-art: the DDGLC-Project

The Greek-Egyptian language interface contributes to the enrichment of the
Egyptian lexicon of the 1st millennium CE with more than 4500 Greek words
which encompass most grammatical categories and semantic fields, and displays
the most extensive evidence pertaining to lexical borrowing in antiquity.
Nevertheless, the collection and analysis (even at the most elementary level) of
the relevant linguistic data, i.e. the lexicography of Greek loanwords in Coptic,
has been attempted without success during the 20th century and has advanced
as one of the cardinal desiderata in the field of research of word analysis in the
Egyptian language (Richter et al. 2013).° Greek influence is a central topic in the
study of the Coptic language, and for the past decades many projects and
monographs have been devoted to the study of loans from Greek into Coptic.’

6 The idea for compiling a dictionary of the Greek loanwords in Coptic goes back to C. Abel
Koptische Untersuchungen (Berlin 1876, 549-550); cf. Richter et al. (2013, 287).
7 http://research.uni-leipzig.de/ddglc/docs/DDGLCBibliography.pdf
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Since 2010, the large-scale research project Database and Dictionary of Greek
Loanwords in Coptic (DDGLC)® has set as its declared aim to provide an adequate
lexicographic analysis of all the loanwords included in the corpus of the literary
and nonliterary texts of Coptic. Additionally, all types and tokens of Greek words
in Coptic texts along with their syntactic and semantic properties and functions
should be fed — at a first phase of the project — into a database, and at a later
stage should be encompassed in a dictionary. In the same vein, and applying the
same methods, both the loanwords in pre-Coptic Egyptian language and the
Arabic loanwords of Later Coptic should be documented as well. In this way and
in an exemplary fashion, data covering a period of 1500 years can be secured and
will form the basis of scientific research in the areas of historical and contact
linguistics and linguistic typology in general (Richter et al. 2013).°

Since the DDGLC is a work in progress, it would not be expedient to discuss
the macro- and microstructure in detail. Nevertheless, striking data on Coptic-
Greek bilingualism can already be gleaned from a ‘parergon’ of the DDGLC,
namely the material on ‘non-inflected’ Greek loanwords in Coptic, collected by
Gertrud Bauer.

1.2 The “Gertrud-Bauer card index”

In 1975 Gertrud Bauer published her “Konkordanz der nichtflektierten
griechischen Worter im bohairischen Neuen Testament”," but this work was only
a part of a large collection of lexicographical slips which was produced in the
1970s and 1980s for Prof. Alexander Bohlig’s loanword project at the University
of Tiibingen, Germany. Since 2015 a digitalized card index of Greek function
words in Coptic is available online (as part of the DDGCL) under the title “Gertrud

8 From 2010 to 2012 the project Database and Dictionary of Greek Loanwords in Coptic (DDGLC),
funded by the State Ministry for Science, Research and Art of Saxony, was hosted at the Institute
for Egyptological Studies of the University of Leipzig.

9 For more information on technical aspects of the DDGLC, see Richter et al. (2013) and http://
research.uni-leipzig.de/ddglc/.

10 Online: http://research.uni-leipzig.de/ddglc/bauer/index.htm

11 The best attested Coptic dialects are: Sahidic, Bohairic, Akhmimic, Fayyumic, Oxyrhynchtic
(Mesokemic or Middle Egyptian), and Lycopolitan (“Subakhmimic”), cf. Grossman/Richter
(2015, 78-80).
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Bauer Zettelkasten Online”, as a new lexicographical tool for Coptologists, clas-
sicists and linguists.”? The slips constitute a thorough lexicographical compila-
tion of about 15,000 attestations of almost 150 types of Greek prepositions, con-
junctions and particles in Coptic, from virtually all Coptic dialects and types of
texts, arranged on the basis of a detailed analysis of their semantic and syntactic
properties.

The following examples should merely provide some hints of the valuable
data ‘hidden’ in the Coptic dialects which display the extensive interaction
between Greek and Coptic:

1) In Coptic, we find a broad repertoire of Greek adverbs: manner adverbs:
Copt. kalos, kakos; degree adverbs, Copt. holos; temporal adverb Copt. tote;
modal adverb Copt. pantés (cf. Reintges 2004, 121-22).

Most striking is the degree of the adoption of conjunctions and particles, e.g.

hina (2), hos (3), and the (micro)variation in function/semantics and dialectal

distribution (4), (5):

2) Gr.iva ~ Copt. hina (in Bohairic) functions as a final conjunction, sometimes
for imperative/volitional constructions with the conjunctive:

a. Mk 5,23: tva éNBwv (£muBiig Tag xelpag avTii)

Copt. hinaenteki ‘Come!’;

b. hina after Copt. (quotative) particle Ce, e.g. Acta Martyrum 68,23 (ed.

Balestri-Hyvernat, CSCO):

avosh ebol Ce hina entovrokeh em-polikarpos

‘they shouted (that), Polykarp should be burnt’

3) Selection of some of the different functions of Copt. hds ~ Gr. wg (search re-
sults from the “Gertrud-Bauer Index”-Online):

a. hos + noun (without an article) ‘as, like’ (attested in almost every Coptic dialect);

b. hos + de (~ Gr 6¢) followed by an imperfect (temporal) or conjunctive

‘(however) when’;

c.hos + Copt. + part. Ce + different tenses: ‘so that’, ‘as if’ or introducing

indirect speech.

4) The use of Greco-Coptic concessive connectives: kaiper ‘although’, kaitoi (-ge)
‘although’, kan + conditional construction ‘even if’ (cf. Miiller 2009, 142-1438).

12 “In summer 2010, seven cardboard boxes with lexicographical slips compiled by Dr. Gertrud
Bauer were presented by Professor Peter Nagel (Bonn) to the DDGLC office, which had been
handed over to him in the early 1990s by the late Professor Alexander Bohlig. The Gertrud-und-
Alexander-Bohlig Stiftung funded the scanning and slotting of the slips into a database accord-
ing to the hierarchical structure of the original compilation,” http://research.uni-leip-
zig.de/ddglc/bauer/BauerIndex.pdf
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5) The diversity of the Greek loanwords on the lexical and functional level
among the Coptic dialects is striking, even in cases with an ‘influential’ Greek
Vorlage, cf. for instance the following variants of Greek étav in John 9:5: 6Tav
&V T KOOUW (), PGS £ipiL TOD KOGHOL:

a. Sahidic:

hoson ti-hm-p-kosmos ang-p-uoin m-p-kosmos
insofar 1S-in-DEF.M-world  1S.ABS-DEF.M-light of-DEM.M-world
b. Lycopolitan:

heos ti-hn-p-kosmos anak p-uain m-p-kosmos

as long 1S-in-DEF.M-world  1S.ABS-DEF.M-light of-DEM.M-world

c. Bohairic:

hos e=r-50p hn-p-kosmos anakudini nte-p-kosmos

as DEP=1S-be.STAin-DEF.M-world  1S.ABS light of-DEM.M-world

‘As long as I am in the world, I am the light of the world” (Miiller 2012, 143-44).

The fact, that many Greek loanwords were used in Egypt before ‘heavy’
translation activities can be supported by ‘blocking’ phenomena, i.e. in several
cases the Coptic translations display a different Greek form than the Greek
Vorlage. For instance: Copt. agon (Vit. Antonii 1,6) for Greek GuiAAa or Copt.
ekklésia (Vit. Antonii 3,11-12; 3,26, 4,15) for Gr. kuplaxdv, cf. Hasznos (2012, 11).

The importance of the Greek elements found in Coptic for our understanding
of the contemporary Greek language of the time has been already recognized by
one of the most eminent scholars and handbook authors of the last century,
namely Albert Debrunner (1955). Mutatis mutandis the same applies for the
material in other languages of the Greco-Roman worlds and its documentation in
lexicographical works.

2 Lexicography and case studies from Syria-
Palestine

2.1 Greek loanwords in Jewish (Palestinian) Aramaic

The situation in the East, where Greek was spoken by people whose native
languages were Hebrew, Aramaic and Phoenician, is arguably more complicated
than in Egypt. According to historical, archaeological and philological material,
the social and economic conditions prevailing in the cities in Syria-Palestine
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would resemble those in Egypt, showing also a ‘stable bilingualism’ (cf. Clackson
2012, 47ff.), but we do not have many details at our disposal due to the nature of
the evidence which consists of learned texts and inscriptions (there are virtually
no private letters and business documents, which are so common in the Egyptian
papyri). We do not know when the Jews first adopted the Greek language.
However, Greek was well embedded at all levels of society, and was the exclusive
or first language of a number of groups in Roman cities of the Near East (Millar
2006). Our knowledge on the Greek spoken in Palestine is still mainly based on
the studies in New Testament Greek which, along with the translation of the
Septuagint, are the principal literary works in Hellenistic Koine.” The corpus also
includes works by educated Jewish authors like Philo and Josephus Flavius, the
anonymous Old Testament apocrypha (deuterocanonical books) and
pseudepigrapha. The Hellenistic inscriptions from Syria-Palestine are not so nu-
merous as those from Egypt, their content is less variegated, and they were writ-
ten mostly by commoners. Rosén (1980, 237-38) contends that structural Semi-
tisms (or Aramaisms) do not occur in the Hellenistic inscriptions (either private
or public). The absence of Semitisms in inscriptions contrasts to their presence in
the Old and the New Testament as well as in Josephus Flavius.

Our secondary evidence, however, consists of Aramaic and Hebrew
(“Mishnaic Hebrew” or “Jewish Palestinian Aramaic, Jewish Babylonian
Aramaic”) transliterations of Greek words in the Rabbinic literature (Mishnah,
Targums, Talmuds) contained in the monumental work by Krauss (1898-1899),
and Sperber’s important contributions (Sperber 1984, 1986), and more recently in
the Aramaic dictionaries by Sokoloff (2002a, 2002b, 2003, 2014),” and the spe-
cialized work on Greek loanwords by Shoval-Dudai (2015 and forthcoming). Here,
we should point out that Greek loanwords, which total over two thousand from
various dialects, make up the largest group of non-native words in the Aramaic
lexicon.

13 The linguistic variety of these texts is traditionally called “Biblical Koine”. Earlier scholars
used a somewhat problematic term “Jewish Greek” as a special “ethnolect”. More recently, de
Lange (2007a), Janse (2007) and Bubenik (2010) have emphasized the regional and sociolinguis-
tic characteristics of the Greek used by Jewish people, arguing that “Jewish Greek” should be
understood “as one particular regional variety or substandard of the Koine, i.e. the Syro-Pales-
tinian Koine” (Janse 2007, 647—-648).

14 But even with all its shortcomings, this work is still of primary importance for it serves as a
dictionary and the only concordance of classical words in rabbinic literature.

15 Cf. also de Lange (2007b, 806-809) and Stemberger (2011, 120-121) on further desiderata in
the field.
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Despite the fact that the rabbinic material is of vast dimensions, significant
progress has been made in the past decades resulting in considerable correction
and supplementation of the older dictionaries: new texts have been published
and old familiar ones have reappeared in critical editions. The manuscript
material has now become readily available for the verification of readings, and
as aresult a number of non-existent words have been corrected. Furthermore, our
knowledge of Greek (and Latin) has increased with the further discoveries and
publications of papyrological, epigraphic and vulgar sources with a special stress
on dialectology and the patristic literature (and their dictionaries). In addition to
that, a good number of existing entries require supplementing, both with added
source references and with references to the scholarly literature. Many
etymologies must be corrected in the light of more recent research and
methodology (cf. Krivoruchko 2012), and in a number of cases a single lexical
entry must now split up into several different ones.'

In the last decades our increasing knowledge of Hellenistic Koine allows us
to correct or adjust views of the past, some of them justifying choices and
explanations that Krauss made in his dictionary. He has been criticized for
explaining rabbinic words as words found only (or mainly) in poetic literature, or
even in Homer. But we now know that Koine did contain some ‘poetic’ words, e.g.
the word Hebr./Aram. /’mbtis/ for Greek appdtng (E. Ba.+), which is a poetic form
of dvopdtng.” Just as ‘early’ Greek words may be shown to have survived even
into the Roman period, so Late Latin words may be shown to have already existed
in this same period: e.g. Aram. <pikiilia > ‘a kind of scarf or kerchief’ (Pal. Talmud
Beza 5.2, 63a) < Hellen. Gr. paxtdAiov/paxidliov < Late Lat. faciale ‘headband,
headgear’ (cf. also Sperber 2012, 34).

The analysis of the contact between Greek and Aramaic can enable us to gain
non-trivial insights into the mechanisms of loanword-suffixation. For instance,
in some cases forms with Aramaic inflectional suffixes coexist with forms that
reflect Greek suffixes (Creason 2008, 142). Another aspect of the Greek loanwords
in Hebrew/Aramaic texts from Roman Palestine concerns some possible exam-
ples for Greek ‘productive morphology’ from the Early Rabbinic literature, i.e.
morphologically and semantically predictable Greek forms, not attested in Greek
by this time. An illustration of this point is provided by the following two exam-
ples from Genesis Rabbah (GenR), a commentary on the book of Genesis which
probably reached its final edited form in the first half of the fifth century, and
displays a high frequency of Greek (and other) loans:

16 Cf. Katsikadeli/Fykias (2017) for some examples.
17 Sperber (2012, 22) reads épupatng.
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(6a) Sperber (1984, 94) <zititwwis> [zititws] *{ntevtog:

GenR 32,1,289 ‘(Doeg) removed (David’s) wife (or permitted) her [to remarry], and declared
him sought for <zititwwis>, like one who is (legally) dead, [that] he may be killed and his
wife free (to remarry)’ ...

The alternative form *{ntevtdg, borne out by many readings, is not attested in the Greek
lexica, but is quite likely in the view of the (poetic) form {ntevw (={ntéw)

The examples may involve ‘predictable’ compounds, like the widely spread
determinative type for titles as in (6b), but also types with a lower frequency, such
as left-headed verbal governing compounds as in (6c):

(6b) Sperber (1984, 67) <archikritis>, chief judge *apxwpttng:

GenR 50.3, 5195 (MsBritMus): ‘And Lot was their chief judge (archikritis)’

(6b) Sperber (1984, 118) s.v. <nikwlwgws> *vikoAoyog ‘winning attorney’ from the midrash
Pesikta de RavKahana (~ 5th c. CE):

If you wish to win your case before me, appoint yourself so and so as a ‘winning attorney’
(nikologos), and you will win your case before me

Provided that these formations are not direct loans, we could assume that in cases
like the aforementioned we deal with instances of ‘autonomous’ word-
formations, comparable to neologisms in technical jargon that we are familiar
with in the context of modern Greco-Latin ‘internationalisms’.

In the past decades the revision of older proposals of alleged Greek lexemes
showed, on the one hand, that some of them are the result of an erroneous
reading, while about a dozen of them are not Greek but of Iranian or Semitic
origin. On the other hand, some are indeed identifiable as Greek or Latin words
not listed in Krauss (1899). A great number of them have been collected by
Sperber (2012, 56—75) in his study “A select list of two hundred and eighty-eight
new entries” (i.e. examples of Greek and Latin words in rabbinic literature, cf.
another example from GenR, concerning the rarely attested lexeme /grdwmi/
(always in legends referring to Alexander the Great):

(7) Sperber (2012, 62) s.v. 94 <grdumi> = panis subcinericus = yapdoUpiov'®

GenR (33,1): ‘Alexander of Macedon visited King Kazia beyond the dark mountains. He came
forth, offering him golden bread [grdumi] on a golden tray.’ (transl. Freedman/Simon, see
bibliography)

18 The origin of Med. Greek yapdovpuiov is unclear: the etymology from Lat. caldumen is not un-
problematic, while the suggestion of a Persian origin is plausible (cf. Perles 1917, 297-98). The
later Greek yapSovpuna with a different meaning from that of yapdovuiov, namely ‘(dish) made
from goat’s or sheep’s intestines’ (cf. also German Kaldaune ‘(dish) with tripe’) might be a dial.
Italian form which entered Greek via Albanian gardump (cf. Babiniotis 2009, 289 and LKN s.v.).
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Parallel passages in the rabbinic literature (Bab. Talmud, Tamid 32ab, Leviticus
Rabbah 27, 1; Pesikta 74b) display other Aramaic lexemes denoting ‘bread’ (lhmo,
nhmo). Thanks to the midrash passage, the meaning ‘bread’ is ensured, and apart
from that the occurrence of the lexeme in Palestine is attested in the 5th c. at the
latest, providing substantial support to the entries in Hesychius and Pseudo-
Zonaras, who use yapdovutov to explain x0A(M)i ‘a kind of bread’ - an
explanation that has been “unclear” or “puzzling” for lexicographers in the
past.”

A rough count of the material collected in Sperber (2012) shows that there are
over three hundred new words to be added (and numerous additional forms).
Also, over half of the hundred “odd words” left by Krauss with a question mark
may now be clarified. An interim summary of the Greek loanwords in Rabbinic
literature demonstrates that the collection of the Greek loanwords in post-
classical Hebrew/Aramaic will not only facilitate the straightforward
understanding of (difficult) texts — presumably one of the primary goals of a
dictionary — but it will also enable scholars to attain more accurate insights into
the degree of interaction between Palestinian-Jewish and Hellenistic worlds.*

2.2 Lexicography of Greek loanwords in Syriac

While the lexicography of Greek loanwords in Coptic is flourishing and the
number of the up-to-date tools for post-classical Hebrew/Aramaic is increasing,
the case of Syriac has been rather problematic (although classical Syriac is still
in use, as a liturgical and literary language for Syriac Christians, both in the
Middle East and in the diaspora). Syriac began as the local Aramaic dialect of
Edessa (modern Urfa in South-Eastern Turkey) and from there it diffused, as a
language of Christianity, over Mesopotamia and Syria to Ethiopia, India, and
Central Asia.”

A Greek-Aramaic bilingualism was established throughout Late Antique
Syria and Mesopotamia. Compared to other Aramaic dialects, Syriac underwent

19 Cf. Perles (1917) concerning the correspondence between the author and G.N. Hatzidakis on
this matter.

20 The project “Digital Dictionary of Loanwoards in the Midrash Genesis Rabbah” (2018-2021)
funded by the Austrian Science Fund, hosted at the University of Salzburg & Austrian Center for
Digital Humanities, OAW, Vienna will deal with 400 types of Greek borrowings in Jewish Pales-
tinian Aramaic.

21 Early evidence for the interaction of Greek and Syriac comes from the more than 150 docu-
ments discovered at Dura-Europos (3rd c. CE); see Butts (2016, 29-30) with further literature.
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a particularly intense and prolonged period of contact with Greek. The Greek-Syr-
iac language contacts resulted in a large number of Greek loanwords in Syriac,
found already in the earliest Syriac texts, such as the Old Testament Pentateuch,
and they increase in number throughout the history of Classical Syriac (Brock
1999-2000). In the pre-eighth-century Syriac texts there are in fact more than
eight hundred Greek loanwords attested, which were not translated from Greek.
Many more are found in translations from this period or in later Syriac literature
(whether translated or not). Many of the Greek loanwords in Syriac entered
through the vast translation of literature from Greek into Syriac (Butts 2014a,
82);? many others, however, reached Syriac through contacts between Greek
speakers, Syriac speakers, and bilingual Greek-Syriac-speakers. In addition to
Greek loanwords, there are more than one hundred Latin loanwords found in
non-translated Syriac texts from before the eighth century. Many of these reached
Syriac via Greek. Most of the Greek loanwords in Syriac are nouns, though there
are also particles and verbs. Morphological borrowing from Greek into Syriac is
also evident, e.g. the Syriac plural suffixes g’n’s ‘gardens’ (sing. gnt’ ‘garden’),
which ultimately represents the Greek accusative plural -as of first declension
nouns (Butts 2016, 130-131).2

The research on contact-induced changes in Syriac due to Greek has focused
on Greek loanwords and has led to important recent studies which include the
phonological and morphological integration and grammatical replication of
these loanwords; cf. Butts (2016). Nevertheless, an up-to-date lexicographical work
still remains a desideratum, on which see Brock in Christidis (ed.) (2007, 826):

Syriac still lacks any counterpart to Krauss’s (1898-1900) collection of Greek and Latin
words in Rabbinic writings, and the only monograph on Greek words in Syriac (Schall
1960)* is concerned with only two aspects: Greek words in the earliest native Syriac litera-
ture up to, and including, Aphrahat, and Greek words in Syriac concerned with religion (for

22 The largest body of literature was translated from Greek into Syriac from the late 4th to the
late 9th c. These translations fall into three broad categories: (1) Biblical (2) Patristic, including
Basil of Caesarea, Cyril of Alexandria, Eusebius of Caesarea, Evagrius of Pontus, Gregory of Na-
zianzus, Gregory of Nyssa, Severus of Antioch, and Theodore of Mopsuestia, and (3) so-called
Secular, including Aristotle, Galen, Isocrates, Lucian, Plutarch, Porphyry, and Themistius (Butts
2014a, 81).

23 On cases of replication, e.g. Syriac den ‘then, but’ (< Aramaic *’idayn ‘then, at that time’) on
the model of Greek dé ‘but’, cf. Butts (2016, 174-191); the development of a copula in Syriac based
on the existential particle ’it ‘there is’, which was replicated on the Greek verbal copula estin;
(Butts 2016, 153-173).

24 Schall (1960).
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a Greek-Syriac index see Voigt 1998).% For the rest, there are few studies confined to partic-
ular works (Brock 1967, 1999-2000; Elsas 1968),% though a number of editions of Syriac
Texts (especially in the Corpus Scriptorum Christianorum Orientalium series) are helpfully
provided with indexes of words of Greek origin.

As in every case of linguistic borrowing, the importance of the lexicographical
documentation of these data for various studies is evident: we gain valuable
insight into the mechanisms of the phonological integration of Greek into a
Semitic language as well as information involving the narrowing of semantics
and specialization in terminology. At this point, I would like to draw attention to
at least two important merits of a detailed collection and analysis of the data: the
frequency and the semantic field of the loanwords can vary even in authors of the
same genre and from the same region, without significant chronological distance
between them, as demonstrated by Brock (1999-2000) in his ‘sampling’ from the
two Syriac poets Ephraim (4th c. CE) and Narsai (5th c. CE), who both lived in the
cities of Nisibis and Edessa in Asia Minor.

Although the impact of Greek on Syriac has been less as compared to that on
the Coptic language, nevertheless the case of Syriac offers valuable data for the
study of the adaptation of loanwords. For instance, the morphological
integration of Greek loanwords with Syriac suffixes can vary according to the
chronology and the cross-genre variation, displaying differences in their
frequency together with Greek loanwords and in the ‘peek’ of their productivity.
Cf. for instance the chronological distribution of the following derivations: a)
nominal abstract formations: -ut> (5th-6th c., e.g. <rkwn> + -uto> ‘rulership’),
adverbs -2’it (7th c., e.g. <nmws’> + -2’it ‘according to the law’) and adjectives -oyo
(5th c.+, e.g. <’ksny’> + -0y2 ‘strange, foreign’). Other Aramaic dialects (Christian
Palestinian Aramaic, Palmyrene) display only the suffix *-iit (~ Syriac -uto) (Butts
2016, 124-29; and 2014b, esp. 227-232 for suffix conglomerates).

Even this small sample suffices to illustrate the merits of investigations of
this kind. The collection of Greek loanwords in Syriac in digital databases and
their analysis through language corpus management and query systems could
exemplify the aforementioned developments and further ‘trends’ of language
contact over time.

25 Voigt (1996).
26 Brock (1967); for Brock (1999-2000); Elsas (1968).
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3 Summary and outlook

In the last ten years — roughly speaking — there have been promising attempts,
and significant first results have been achieved that may lead to a general revival
of the lexicography of Greek loanwords in post-classical periods. Parallel to the
benefits for specialists in various historical disciplines, the objective of such
lexicographical work consists in providing an update to and a complementary
tool for the study and the examination of the Greek lexicon in other non-Indo-
European languages covering all phases of Hellenistic Koine until the Arab
conquest, thus fulfilling some of the remaining desiderata in the field. The bias
in this research had consisted, in the first place, in the absence of ‘dialogue’
between Indo-European, Semitic and Egyptian linguistics, but also in the lack of
interest in the circles of classicists and Indo-Europeanists pertaining to post-
classical Greek in general, despite the bulk of the material and the importance of
the texts from this period. The majority of twentieth-century classicists
characteristically thought that even Christian texts have nothing to do with the
classical world. This has led to a growing gap between the study of ‘pagan’ and
Christian authors, and growing compartmentalization between theological and
classical students. This artificial specialization has had a fatal impact on views of
the history of Greek (and Latin), which may be best seen in the fact that the
compilation of the major dictionaries of Greek (LSJ) and Latin (OLD) excluded
Christian authors and separated ‘patristic Greek’ in Lampe (1961-1968) (see
Clackson 2015, 161-163).

A ‘reunion’ of the Greek material could be crucial for the systematic
comparison between standard and substandard language in the provincial vari-
eties of Koine Greek or provincial vs. epichoric dialects (where available), where
evidence from later Greek could be seriously considered, since in the territories
outside ‘old’ Greece one could find evidence of synchronic variation in bilingual
speakers who employed Hellenistic Koine and one of the adstratal languages.
Many of the innovations thrived and were accelerated in bilingual communities,
whose culture was undergoing rapid changes. Although approaches to areal lin-
guistics differ as to their theoretical framework, they all stress the significance of
language contact factors in the process of change and the issue of borrowability
under language contact conditions. The lexicographical tools enable us to collect
data not only in order to understand the variants involved, but with the objective
of gaining results which will contribute to our general understanding of language
contact and linguistic areas.

Modern lexicographical formats, like the DDGLC, can provide linguistic
access to the Hellenistic-Roman and Byzantine worlds, as a basis for future work,
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in order to elucidate more elaborate issues and questions, e.g. application of
contemporary theories of linguistic borrowing) and code mixing (cf. Reintges
2001), contact induced changes and the sociolinguistics of multilingualism,
loanwords and lexical borrowing, fine-grained semantics encompassing cultural,
social and religious connotations, thus having important implications for
disciplines other than linguistics.

Where possible, the examination of the material contained in modern
databases and lexicographical works should encompass marginal works and
recently published texts. Newly discovered texts of ancient languages will
continue to improve our knowledge of the different languages spoken in the
ancient world and can be useful for the examination of contact phenomena where
Greek, as a Groficorpus-language, functions as a ‘donor’ language to other
languages, but also for further linguistic surveys, such as the comparison
between terms used in different registers (religious, medical, legal, etc.).

On the morphological level, the rendering of certain types of Greek
derivational suffixes and nominal compounds in Coptic, Hebrew/Aramaic and
Syriac and vice versa could be studied more systematically.” Further research
topics could refer to certain aspects of Greek loanwords concerning research in
specialized areas like ‘hybridic’ compounds and typology of borrowing in general
(cf. Grossmann/Richter forthcoming). A linguistic survey which concentrates not
only on phonology and morphology, but also on syntax and linguistic typology
could be facilitated by collecting and analyzing loaned verbs and ‘functional’
words. Today, we have much more material and recent bibliographical
documentation and/or analysis on these topics, cf. among others Hasznos (2012)
on Greek and Coptic clause patterns, Miiller (2009; 2012), Almond (2010) on Greek
loaned verbs in Coptic.

It would be overly ambitious to address all the domains of linguistic
description for such a wide-ranging corpus in a single paper; nevertheless, the
above selected examples should be sufficient to give some idea of the challenges,
the problems and the possible benefits stemming from the compilation of new
databases and digital dictionaries of the Greek loanwords in the languages of the
Greco-Roman and Byzantine periods. As the material is so large in its
chronological span and so complex in the problems it poses, only the conjunction

27 Further research in this area should also pay more attention to the influence of Greek on
Aramaic: “The contact of Aramaic with Indo-European languages, especially with Greek, may
have increased the use of suffixes since the morphology of those languages largely involves suf-
fixation rather than differences in vowel patterns” (Creason 2008, 119).
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of experts from several different disciplines can hope to bring such
lexicographical projects closer to completion.
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Doris K. Kyriazis
Greek-Albanian and Albanian-Greek
lexicography in the 18th and 19th centuries

The present paper examines lexicographic works that appeared during the 18th
through the beginning of the 20th century, starting from the multi-lingual (in
three and four languages, respectively) lexicons by Th. Kavalliotis (1770) and
D. Moschopolitis (1802), the Greek-Albanian lexicon by M. Botsaris (1809), the
works of E. Mitko (Italian-Greek-Albanian lexicon, in about 1860, published in
2013, Albanian-Greek Vocabulary, annex of the “Albanian Melissa”, 1878, Alba-
nian-Greek/Greek-Albanian lexicon, in about 1880, published in 2014), the
Greek-Albanian lexicon by P. Koupitoris (1870-80, published in 2006) and the
Lexicon of the Albanian language (Albanian-Greek Lexicon) by K. Christoforidis
(1904). As time progresses we observe an ascending course in the qualitative
characteristics of these works, without, however, achieving a complete bilingual
dictionary by today’s standards, since for various reasons their compilation failed
to meet this objective. There is a lot to learn from the examination of these works
with regard to the position and the role of the Greek language in the pre-national
and national Balkans, as well as about the course of literacy of the remaining
‘illiterate’ peoples of the area.

Long before meeting in lexicography, the two languages, Greek and Albanian,
had already met at the pathways of the geography and the history of the Balkans.
Strabo’s observation with regard to the Epirotes that they are mixed with Illyrians
(Gvapépuktal 8¢ Tovtolg T& TAAupkd £€6vn), even that some of them are bilingual
(Bviol 8¢ SiyAwTroi giot) (Geography U c 327), was enhanced by Georgios Frantzis
who wrote in mid-15th century about (...) T0 KdKIGTOV Kai Avw@eAEoTATOV TV AA-
BaviT@V Y£VOG ... [TIob] GvTi ToD €inelv kwpog f| GoTea KAOTPAS EAEYOV KOTA TRV
avt@v yA@ooav v PoapPopi{ovoav ‘the worst and the most harmful race of
Albanians ... [that] instead of saying kwpag or dotea used to say kdotpag in their
barbarian language’ (Ppavt{rg 1838, 391).

1. Through this diachronic and assessing framework, the first elementary
glossary makes its appearance in modern times in 1770: Greek stands side by side
with Aromanian and Albanian. The author is Theodoros Kavalliotis (see more in
KwvoTtavtakomovAov 1988), originating from the ywpa Voskopojé (Moschopolis),
which grew to become a moAig thanks to “the conquering Balkan Orthodox
merchant[s]” (Stoianovich 1960). The publication place was Venice, where
centuries before a rich tradition of printing multilingual dictionaries/glossaries
had been established (Carpinato 2000, Kiyka 2015, 920ff.). The traces of Corona
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Preciosa,' first published in 1527 and being republished many times since then,
were followed by the scholar Lampros Boubas,? from Ioannina; most probably
also by Kavalliotis and Moschopolitis. This lexicon is part of Kavalliotis’ book
under the title TIPQTOIIEIPIA, mop& ToD 00@OAOYIWTATOV Kai aibeoipwTdTov
ABaokdAov Tepokrpukog, kai Ipwtomand Kuvpiov O@EOAQPOY ANAXTAZIOY
KABAAAIQTOY TOY MOZXOIIOAITOY EYNTEOEIZA, Kai viv mp@Ttov TUMOLG
éxBobeioa Aamdvy ToD évtipotdtou, kai xpnowwotdtov Kvpiov Tewpyiov
Tpikourta, ToD kot Kooprokn émAeyopévov €k matpibog MooyomOAews.
ENETIHZIN onpo’ 1770. Hoapd Avtw-viw T@ BoptoAl. SUPERIORUM PERMISSU, AC
PRIVILEGIO. For space reasons, we shall not enter into details regarding the
structure of the lexicon, which extends pages 13-59 and includes 1170 words, rec-
orded in three parallel columns of Greek, Aromanian and Albanian.

Why did Kavalliotis decide to write such a lexicon? Starting from the fact that
this is a simple citation of words, not accompanied by any lexicographic
comment, we could say that the structure absolutely corresponds to the word
npwromnelpia, first knowledge/lessons’, which expresses the essence of the work.
Thus it is open to discussion if Kavalliotis had the literacy of the other Balkan
peoples in mind, or even the foundation of comparative Balkan linguistics. These
dimensions are the added value that the work acquired over time,*> which, how-
ever, do not necessarily coincide with the initial intention of the author. Never-
theless, quite often time allows and/or imposes different readings of the same
work. Objectively speaking, “Ilpwtonelpia” paved the way and triggered the lit-
eracy of other Balkan languages, which had no written tradition until that time
(see below TetpdyAwaoov Ae&ikov of Moschopolitis). On the other hand, the par-
allel citation of words in three Balkan languages arranged in different columns
led to comparisons and considerations with regard to their relative chronologies
and mutual interrelations.

1 Introdutorio nuovo intitolato Corona Preciosa p. imparare, leggere, scrivere, parlare & intendere la
Lingua greca volgare & literare, & la lingua latina, & il volgare italico con molto facilita e prestezza
senza precettore (cosa molto utile ad ogni conditione di persone o literate o non literate) compilato p.
lo ingegnoso huomo Stephano da Sabio stampatore de libri greci & latini nella inclita Citta di Vineggia.
2 Ae&xov tetpdylwaoov tiig TraAikrs, Pwuaixfiig, EAAvixiic xal Aatvikrg yAdoong. TIpdyepov kal
WPEAPWTATOV €I TO V& PAON B0TIG EMBUUG pe eDKoAlav Exelvny iV TA@ooav 6mod &’ adteg 8ev
n&evpel. Mepiéxov €t v Kuploxry [pooevxry, kai GAeg Oeopntopikaig kai GAAx Tve ypriotpa.
TunwBev eig kowrv weeAelav Tod "Pwpoikod yevoug, Empeleia kai damdvn tob Kupiov Adpmpov
Mrovpma. Kai petd dong émpeleiog 8opfwoév. Eig Bevetiav 1750. Mapd Avtwviw 1@ BopToAL

3 Republished by Thunmann (1774), Miklosich (1882), Meyer (1895) and Hetzer (1981).
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In this context, the material assembled by Kavalliotis becomes particularly
important for the study of various aspects of the different Balkan languages, as
well as for tracing the network of language contacts in the area, showing the
contribution of “small” players in this regard. For instance, in the following string
KiTpIvog ykaApmivou (Bepda // mpdowvog Biapvte tyyeA\pmep // xAwpog Biapvte
eaoile/nykiEAN\Umgp we can see that the Greek words kitpwvog ‘yellow’, mpdawvog
‘green’, yAwpog ‘fresh’ correspond to the Albanian words (3€pSq, tyyéAApmap,
eoaile/nykiENunap, where (Bépda (i verdhé) and tyyéAApumap (i gjelbér) show a
semantic change compared to their Latin etyma (viridis ‘green’, galbinus
‘yellow’), though in Aromanian there has been no such change. On the other
hand, we see that Albanian is using, alternatively, the Turkish word yesil ‘green’.
Furthermore, in one of the series oppavog oap@avov Bappapa and MTWYOG
ooppavou pappap we observe that in Albanian and Aromanian the word
oppavog ‘orphan’ has also acquired the meaning ‘@twyog/poor’, which in turn is
seen in Greek idiomatic texts of Epirus (see the word op@dvia ‘@TwyoAoyld’ in
documents kept in the Archive of Ali Pascha, Kyriazis 2012, 33). The series T{¢pkL
T¢épxiov pped/kiEpOaA and timota T{PG xiTCyKE, are also interesting as we find
traces of Latin (circus) and Turkish (hi¢c ‘nothing’; cf. Alb. hicgjé and Greek
dialectal form ttoovTinota ‘nothing’ from Epirus).

2. The work of Daniil Moschopolitis is in line with Kavalliotis’ “IIpwtoneipia™:
EIXATQIIKH AIAASKAAIA Tiepigyovoa AeEikov TeTpdyAwooov TV TEGOAPWY
Kow@v AlaAektwv ftol Thg amAfig Pwpaikig, Tig &v Mowig BAoykiig, TAg
BouvAyapikig, kol Tiig AABaviTikAG. Zuvtebeioa pév €v apxii Xxapv edpadeiog TV
®oAdywv GAoyAdoowv VvEwv Tapd ToD AibeoipwTtdtov K AoylwTdTOU
AdaokdAov, Oikovopou K Tepokrpukog Kupiov AavinA tod £k MooyxomoAewg,.
KaAAvvOeioa 8¢ x* émavEnvOeioa Tfi MPoodBNKN TVOV Xpelwd®v K’ meplepyeiag
Giwv ¥’ eOABOG dplepwOeioa @ TaviepwTaTw Kai AoylwTtdtw MnTpomoAitn
Hehaywveioag, Yreptipw xai E&dpyw maong BovAyopikiis Makeboviag Kupiw
KYPIw NEKTAPIQ TQ EK MOYNTANIQN O0 x’ T0ig dvoAdpact Tomolg Ek8edoTtat
8’ weéhelav 1@V Enapylwt@v adtod evAaBdv Xplotiavdv. Ev €tel owtnpiy
_owp'. 1802. Researchers make mention of another edition of 1794 in Venice
(Saramandu/Nevaci 2013, 195), while the copies of 1802 which have been
preserved do not mention the place of publication.

Before looking into the TetpdyAwooov Agfikdv we think it necessary to
underline that Eicaywywkn AilSaokoAia was underestimated due to the reactions
by the (Balkan) reader due (mainly) to the known introductory verses AABavoi,
BAdiyot, BovAyapol, ANGyAwaool, xapiite / K’ £Tolpacdiite 6ot oag, Pwpaiol va
yeviite. /| BopPapikrv aervovteg yA@ooav, @wviv kai f0n / Omnob otovg
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AmOYGVOUG 00§ V& @aivovtal 6av podoL. / ... / Evnvioate e tov Baduv Drvov
TG Gpabeiag, / Pwpoikia yYAWooo pddete, pntépa Tfig co@iag ‘Albanians, Vlachs,
Bulgarians, speakers of other languages, rejoice and prepare to be Romaioi /
leaving behind the barbarian language, voice and customs;/ till your descendants
refer to them as myths./ .... / arouse from the deep sleep of ignorance,/ and learn
Romeika, the mother of wisdom,” which, of course, testify to the existence of a
certain ideology but should be seen within the context of the historical period in
which they were written (KwvotavtakomovAov 1988; Lloshi 2000; KokoAdkng 2003,
56-60).

Regarding the origin of the author, we learn from the author himself that ‘O
HoLo168aE AavirA, Evtipog Oikovopog, / TV BiPAov é&emovnoe... ‘Daniel the Vlach
... wrote this book...,” whereas at some other point he clarifies that mistakes could
have been avoided, &v €{peba eldrpoveg kal TV v AT VMOAoIMWV SloAEKTWY
‘if we knew the other dialects.” Daniil verses Aool ol mpiv GANOYAwoooL GAN’
e00eBeiG 10 Beia,/ Pwpaiwv v’ &noktroete YA@ooav kat Ophiav /| MeydAwg
w@ehovpevol €ig TO éndyyedud oag,/ K €ig dAa T EUMOPIKA EMIXEPAPOTA 00G
‘Peoples who spoke other languages before but who were pious/ acquire the
language and speech of the Romaioi/ and so take advantage of them in your
profession,/ and in your merchant activities’ clearly reveal the objective of
compiling [IpwTonelpia,* and outline the spirit of the era: “... Greek culture and
influence were widespread among all Christian groups, and the religious
dichotomy was more influential politically and psychologically than the
superficial classification of the population by language” (KokoAdxng 2003, 530).

Although there is an explicit urge by Daniil, his work — objectively and
without pursuing it — sets an example for the literacy of other Balkan peoples,
providing them samples of writing in their languages based on the Greek
alphabet.’

Daniil’s TetpdyAwooov Ae&kov, spanning pages 1-36 of the enumerated text
of Elcaywyikn Adaokalia, “in the Albanian part includes three hundred items

4 “Daniil composed his work as a school book for teaching, and as a means for acculturation”
(Lloshi 2000, 156).

5 ’Ex TOA@V Siapaivetat Tekunpiwv, 6Tt poidvTog Tod xpovov EvekoANGPOn UTO TV 8lBaokd-
Awv avTiig [Tfig Néag Akadnpiog Mooyomodews] 1 i8éa TG Eyypappatioews T@V éyxwplwv Sia-
Aéktwv TAG Te ANBavikiig kot KovtooBAayikiig (fowg kal Tfig MakedovooAaBikiic) kai Tfig kaAAlep-
yiag avtdv, idiwg npdg paktikolg okomovg ‘It results from evidence that over time, the idea of
literacy regarding domestic dialects of the Albanian and Aromanian (maybe even Slavo-
Macedonian) was incubated by the teachers [of the New Academy in Moschopolis], as well as of
their learning for practical reasons mainly’ (Kovpilag 1935, 66); “virtually it was a contribution
to writing the Albanian language” (Lloshi 2000, 156).
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less than Kavalliotis’ Lexicon, but the former can be considered a rich
vocabulary, because of the intensive representing of a specific range of words.
Lexicon Tetraglosson is based on the principle of the semantic and thematic
fields... The richest fields are: human body parts, flora, fauna, handworks and
house life” (Lloshi 2000, 154).

The title of the lexicon, as well as the characterizations used by the author,
(“kowveg BidhexTol”, “amAf pwpaikn”), show that he is oriented towards daily,
simple and common languages of the area, which is corroborated by the
linguistic material he provides. However, his Greek (pwpeika) reveals traces of a
scholarly tradition where Albanian presents idiomatic types of S.E. Albania. In
Daniil’s Tetraglosson Lexicon there is also something that has not been carefully
examined and that can be interpreted in many ways. On page 17 of the
Eioaywywr Awdaokolia (Introductory Teaching), “conservative” Daniil states,
among other things:

Ot kAémtal KAémTOUV TNV VUKTA Kal of Anotai eDYEvwouy TNV NEéPav Kal MAToDV T&
Kappavia. Apr ol kpLral Kal of Taoddeg Yupvwvouv tOv kdopov. Kai ot &pyovTteg pé kaAnv
TéVIY THVOUY TO aipa TV TTWGV. Ak £T0DTO BupdveTal 6 Bedg kol pdg maubevet pé
G00velaug e mavoukAav pE Aouknv pe aigvndiov dvatov. (Greek column, underlining is
ours) / Thieves steal at night and robbers go out during the day and rob caravans. But
judges and paschas rip off people. And Lords, tactfully drain the poor. God is enraged
about this and makes us suffer from diseases such as the plague and sudden death.

Haramité vjedhiné naténé edhe kursarété daliné diténé edhe shkeliné karvanat. Po
kadillarét edhe pashallarét zveshiné jeténé edhe koxabashité me té mir zanat pinné
gjakné e varféret. Pandae zémeéroeté peréndia edhe ne mundon me sémundéra me murtajt
me 1éngim me prénjeré mort. (Alb. column, emphasis ours).

The same text is repeated in Aromanian and Bulgarian, and one may wonder if it
is written by some priest (who would be expected to perpetuate the social status
quo) or some social rebel.



46 = Doris K. Kyriazis

Fig. 1: D. Moschopolitis, Eicaywytkn Awaokohia (Introductory Teaching), p. 17

From the extract cited here, we can understand why Daniil could be considered
a pioneer of comparative Balkan linguistics (see also Saramandu/Nevaci 2013,
195-96). In his Lexicon there are no separate word lists presented in isolation,
but rather consecutive texts, a fact that facilitates the identification of morpho-
syntactic balkanisms, which, as is known, can be detected in whole texts.

3. M. Botsaris’ Greek-Albanian Lexicon was compiled in Corfu in 1809, upon the
encouragement and presence of the French Consul F. Pouqueville, who met
Botsaris there as well as his relatives (TtoxdAag 1980, 39-40). The known hero
Markos Botsaris transcribed the Lexicon (but was not the author); we presume
that the compilers were himself and the company of his friends who replied al-
ternately to the questions submitted by Pouqueville (I'oydAag 1980, Lloshi 1995).
His work is entitled Ae&ixov Tiig Pwpaixois kai g ApBavntnkig ATARG / Lexicon
of [Simple] Greek and Simple Albanian.® The lexicographic material covers 136

6 It is noted that Daniil too in his TepdyAwaaov Ae&ikov speaks of “AmAf} ‘Pwpaiikry”. I think that
in the title of Botsaris’ Lexicon the word amnAr|g ‘simple, common, popular’ concerns both lan-
guages, Albanian and Greek.
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two-column manuscript pages containing 1950 words. In the respective parts of
his introductory study, I'ioxyéAag provides detailed data about the semantic fields
and the phonetic and morphologic characteristics of the Greek and Albanian
parts.

We could add here that the material of this lexicon can be compared, in its
Greek part, with written sources of the same period, such as “AAnmaciéda /
Alipassiada” by Ch. Sechretis (Zd6ag 1870) or the texts included in the Ali
Pascha’s Archive (IlavayiwTtomovAog 2007), whilst with regard to the Albanian
part comparisons with the Albanian translations of Kawr Atabrikn / New Testa-
ment (Corfu 1827) can prove useful.

In order to have a better understanding of the conditions at the time, we need
to mention that there is a general interest in the “unknown” languages of the
area, as seems to be the case in a letter sent by A. Korais (A. Kopar|g) to A. Vasiliou
(A. BaotAeiov), during the same time period, in which Korais requests to be in-
formed about basic Albanian words’ and their relation to the Greek language
(Kyriazis 2015, 231).

The Greek glossary of M. Botsaris’ Lexicon is a mix of scholarly, popular and
dialectic forms, which can be explained both by the presence of the French Consul
and by the tendency to stick to ancient ways of speaking (Aoylotatiopog) of young
Botsaris: a00£vTNG — ApévTng, SakTuAoG — dyTuAo, EwaEdpog — StaPoAog, but also
Srotdlw — opdividlw, Eumpoadev — avtikpuTa, XO&G — &P, NdmAwpa — medkog, etc.
(Toxahag 1980, 63-65). The Albanian part of the Lexicon “is attributed in the Tosk
dialect of South Albania,” bearing archaic characteristics which make it look simi-
lar to the dialect of the Albanian speaking populations of Southern Italy (T'toydAog
1980, 72). The lack of an abstract vocabulary is obvious® (see various periphrases
like BuolaoTriplov — vént pér korpan, katdAoyog — fjalé pas fjale, poryaAida — grua
me burr, UriepPoAkdG — e miré naha té miraté) and the use of popular/idiomatic
words such as tOxn — vitore, Suatuyrg — vitorebosh, kakopilikog — vitorezi, movn-
po¢ — i paudhé, @\oTIpog — gjokshapété. This idiom preserves the older meaning
of the words, such as op@avdg — i varféré next to @Twyog — [i] varféré,” kdotpov -

7 “The words that I'm interested in are, firstly, the ones related to religion such as: God, angel
etc.; next, the names of the domestic animals (des animaux domestiques) and last, several words
describing grass and trees that are used for our nutrition” (Koparg, 1966, 546).

8 In about 1820, Athanasios Psalidas wrote that “f) ApBaviiTikn av kai £nfipe TOAKIG Eévaug Aé-
£e1G, elval kaTd avTa rTwyr kot EAeg” (‘the Albanian language, although it borrowed many
foreign words, is always poor and insufficient’) (YoAidag 1941, 224).

9 In Modern Greek the word op@avdg ‘orphan’ does not mean ‘poor’, while in Albanian i varfér
means ‘poor’, but not ‘orphan’.
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qutet,” etc. The glossary bears traces of the contacts of Albanian with other lan-
guages, such as Greek (e.g. aiwviog {wr) — zoi githé jeténé, mkpog — farmék) or Turk-
ish (e.g. xywpa — kasapa, ywplatoovvn - fishatarllék, avBevtia — zotérllék, Bonbog
- ndihméxhi), etc.

In reality, the lexicons composed by Kavalliotis, Moschopolitis and Botsaris be-
long to the pre-ethnic phase of the Balkans, which is also manifest in the way the
term £€0Bvog ‘nation’ is rendered. In Kavalliotis, the word €6vog is rendered in Alba-
nian as milet, while Aaog is rendered as ykivvt (gjind), which could be a synonym
of the word milet (< Turkish millet ‘hist. Religious community; group defined by re-
ligion and language’, Redhouse 777). In Botsaris’ lexicon, £€8vog is rendered with
the word pndta (bota), which most probably means ‘people’ (Cabej 1976, 294). On
the other hand, in Botsaris the word pwpaiog is rendered as kaurr (< Turk. gavur
‘giaour, infidel, unbeliever, non-Muslim, Christian’, Redhouse 386), and even now-
adays in Albanian it means ‘Christian’. Most probably this is the meaning given
when Moschopolitis uses the word €6vog, when he invites the other Balkan peo-
ples, the “mpiv dGAAOYAwooouG”, “GAN’ e00eBelg T Beia”, to acquire “Pwpaiwv
yA@ooav kai OpAiav”, namely, to learn Greek, which is the language of Orthodoxy.
Moschopolitis considers these peoples to be members of the broader cultural com-
munity of Christians, and like Rigas, he entrusts them with the use of their common
language (Kitromilidis 1989, 65-67, KokoAdxng 2003, 56—60).

4. Among other lexicographical contributions by the Albanian Greek-speaking
scholar E. Mitko (Kyriazis 2014), it is worthwhile mentioning the Eyyetpibiov
MaAdywv Trado-éAMnvo-aABavik@v. Ampnuévov eic Vo uépn Ovouaotixov kal
Aidoyikov / Manual of Italian-Greek-Albanian Dialogues. Divided in two parts,
List of words and Dialogues, recently published in Tirana (Sala 2013).

As in the case of Moschopolitis’ TetpayAwooov Ae&ikdv, which was copied by
Mitko when he was young, material is classified on the basis of semantic fields.
Seeking the source or the prototype on which Mitko was based, we found traces
of a similar bilingual work entitled 'Eyxeipidiov AtaAdywv TrahoeAAnvik@v.
Aipnpévov eig dvo peépn ‘OvopooTikOv kol Awhoywov. IIpdg xpfiow Tt@v
omovdaldvtwv v Trahknv yA@wooav Néwv. 'Ynd M.IL IepiSov. "E&eddOn
Samndvn I1.T. Mépou. 'Ev ‘EppovnidAet. Tomoig MLIL. Iepidov kai IL.T. Mépov, 1851.

Comparing the different parts of the book, ‘OvopaoTtikdv and AtaAoyikov, in
conjunction with the fact that it is a unique work of its time, there is no doubt

10 Nowadays gytet (< Latin civitas, acc. civitat-em) means ‘city’, while in the old times it meant
‘a fortified settlement’.
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whatsoever that Mitko was actually based on this work, adding the correspond-
ing columns in Albanian.

The title of the manual indicates that the Greek language is in a mediating
position, operating as the reference point for both Italian and Albanian. The col-
umn occupied by the latter may sometimes be more extensive, which means that,
in reality, the trilingual manual by Mitko had a multiple objective: to teach Alba-
nians the meaning of the words in Italian or in Greek, and at the same time to
urge them to learn how the different concepts are rendered in Albanian, i.e. to be
able to ask about the weather, the time, or how to greet people, and the like.

With this work, which must have been composed in 1860s—70s, Mitko seems
to pick up the thread of the trilingual and quadrilingual lexicons of Th. Kavalliotis
and D. Moschopolitis in a very different time period and cultural context. The text
of the trilingual manual has a utility and enlightening character and does not deal
with the symbolic dimension of the language as a means of identity shaping and/or
differentiation. In Mitko’s lexicons we find the key word gytetsimé | qytetcim
‘TIoALTLopoG / civilization’, which suggests that he was trying to spread ‘civilization’
among people of the same cultural origin, in anticipation of the upcoming new era.

Fig. 2: Second part of Mitko’s manuscript, with the first page of AlaAoyiké lupvéopata / Con-
versation Exercises

5-6. There follow five more lexicons, two Greek-Albanian and three Albanian-
Greek. The rich content provided in the Greek-Albanian lexicons by E. Mitko (see
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Kyriazis 2014) and P. Koupitoris" (see T'loxdAag 2006) allow us to follow both the
process and the means of enrichment of the Albanian vocabulary during the last
decades of the 19th century.

As is known, the ethnic movements which had been developed in the Bal-
kans mainly during the 19th century aimed at promoting and cultivating the na-
tional languages as a powerful symbol of identity and as a means to establish and
further strengthen national conscience (Skendi 1964).

E. Mitko is an indicative example of how Greek language learning can be
transformed into a source of knowledge and inquiry on the different trajectories
followed by various ethnic groups in the Balkans throughout their historical evo-
lution. Mitko’s intellectual course and the shaping of his personality are well de-
scribed, albeit not that elegantly, by his fellow-citizen known as N.D.N., author
of a geography book on Kor¢é, who writes: “... atéhere Grekoman i forté, edhe mé
pas Shqipétar’ i flakté ... ‘...then [at 1843] a strong Grekoman, later a fervent Alba-
nian...” (N.D.N. 1923, 12). Taking a more neutral approach, we could say that Mitko
devoted himself over time to an attempt to promote his nation, but without stop-
ping to show his love for the language and culture of the Greeks.

The Greek-Albanian Lexicon by E. Mitko (Kyriazis 2014) contains about 2,500
Greek words, which are usually rendered with the corresponding Albanian ones,
but as a rule no examples are used. The vast number of Albanian synonyms is
particularly impressive, as in the following case:

ayéAn. Zogori-a (bd. 235). -&y£An, komddi. Tafé, tirmé (Xpot.) kopée-a,
grigje-ja.

MwpOG. I 1éné, i marré, 16¢co-ua, i rénégjharé-i, i pércarté, lage-ja, kokéthaté,
kokétharété, hato, i hutiiom (bd. 142). 'Ett, ndkar-i (fl. 5, 230).

6xMog. (Xpote. EE. 9) Gjéndéje-ja. (dps. 10, 15) gjindé-ja (Ehava.) tirmé-a, kot
(flam. ) 1éhé-a, 1ég€, boté (diat. 51, 10) kat (p.oj. 80) lasmé-a.

niayig. Gracéké-a, ngracéké, kurth-i, xamké-a, sardhé-a, dhokan-i, bat-i, lak-
u. To bat dpwg etvat ayig pév, AN’ dvev 8éoews.

MIRYKOOL0G. i gjithéjetéshimé, i pérgjithéshimé, i gjithéqishimé.

nénwv. Piépér-i, y. piépén-i. (tpv.) kokomar-i, xat (bpog) shqebdn-i.

11 The full title of his work is Aefikov EAnVaABavikdv Emitopov £k TR EMNVIKAS €ig TV
GABavikrv StdAexTov T@V év ‘EANGSL AABavdv, pdAota Ty T@V 'Ydpaiwv, peta nopadéoewg kol
TOV BAwv SLOAEKTWY, TOOKIKAG, YKEYKIKAG Kol TAG T@V év Ttohig kai Zikelig AABav@v
(cf. TloxéAag 2006, B).
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GTA@UALG, TO ToOpT, TO TOGUTOVPOV. Fre-ri, kat (mAOT.) fréra-té- (okdp.) vile-
ja, gérdhaj-i (mAOt.) gérdhaja- (eAb.) papé-a- (kpts.) veshilké, veshijké-a, 10 8¢
Xwpig otauAla, shopitké-a.

His Greek lemmas are of a mixed character, with most of them deriving from the
scholarly tradition and some being popular and dating to the second half of the
19th century, like the following items:

Y60g, Bpfivog, polpoAdyt. Vomé-ja.

£ykvkAov. Fustan-i, fustanéllé-a.

£yKvog, £yyaotpwpévr. Mbarsé, me barré, «U-ghent me barré = eupeon €ykvog».
yapyoaAnOpa, i GAMwg Batavida kai mopapayovAa, eAN. adrv. Gjéndéré-a
(Tspp.) gréndélé-a. '16. kot TaA. glandule.

The sources from which he draws his material for Albanian is the language of the
people as well as scholarly formations — neologisms, which are mainly loan
translations (calques). According to the general spirit of the era, calques are con-
sidered to be an intermediate solution to mitigate the opposition between the need
to enrich the language and the pressure to ‘purify’ it from foreign words, as well as
the limitation of the lending process.

P. Koupitoris belongs to the Albanian speaking populations who had settled
centuries before in various parts of the Greek territory. The 6pu680&ov (common
faith) and common byzantine cultural background contributed to the ties
between foreigners and locals and created the conditions for their integration
into the imagined community of Greeks. During the years of the Greek Revolution
and especially after the foundation of the Modern Greek State, we observe an ac-
celeration in the assimilation rate of these people.

We have not been able to spot any parts of the work where the author men-
tions the reasons that urged him to compile the Greek-Arvanitika lexicon. How-
ever, we can imagine that he was trying to record and preserve a dialect which in
the end, he believed, would become extinct. The work remained unpublished un-
til recently, and as a result it did not reach people who might be interested in or
influenced by it.

As can be judged by the title but also from the analysis of the structure of
Koupitoris’ lexicon, this is actually a work that does not serve immediate prag-
matic purposes. Next to each Greek word there is a series of synonyms in Alba-
nian-Arvanitika without providing any extra information about how or where it
can be used. The objective of the writer was to show the wealth and capabilities
of Albanian and Arvanitika. For the latter, a different theory was developed: it is
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the richest Albanian dialect, being under the immediate beneficial influence of

Greek and running the risk of rapid shrinkage as a result of its direct contact with

the Greek language (!) (Qirjazi 2008).

With respect to the type of vocabulary listed in the lexicon, the following ob-
servations can be made:

— words with a broader geographical dissemination, found in the Albanian lan-
guage and belonging to its basic vocabulary.

— words of Arvanitika from Hydra, with characteristics belonging to the “his-
toric heritage” of the dialect and to borrowed words of various origins, e.g.
Italian, Turkish, Slavic.

— neologisms, bearing the compiler’s personal signature.”

7-8-9. Following are the Albanian-Greek dictionary by K. Xplotopopidng
(XptoToopidbng 1904) and the dictionary by E. Mitko (see Kyriazis 2014), two dic-
tionaries that, although compiled in the same period, bear the special personal
signature and reflect the life course of their compilers. In fact, both of them are
dictionaries of Albanian with word definitions in Greek, i.e. their peculiarity is
that they use Greek as metalanguage. The publication took place after the death
of the authors, who had not completed their compilation during their life time.
Xplotoopidng’ dictionary was printed in Athens in 1904, whereas Mitko’s dic-
tionary (which reflects the Albanian vocabulary of the 19th century) was not able
to influence the subsequent development of the Albanian language since it was
never published.

It is noted that the first steps of Mitko as lexicographer can be seen in his
“Ae&Noylov AABavo-EAANVikov / Abanian-Greek Vocabulary” of “AABavikr Mé-
Mooa / Albanian Bee”, a collection mainly of folk art material that he was prepar-
ing for many years, which he finally published in Alexandria in 1878. The “Vo-
cabulary ...” is considered an explanatory glossary of “Melissa”. In addition to its
other merits, this work contains data that make it an autonomous lexicographic
work.

K. Xploto@opidng, a graduate of “Zosimaia” School of Ioannina, was lucky
enough in his young years to have been the student of Hahn, Consul of the Austro-
Hungarian Empire in Ioannina and author of the renowned work “Albanesische
Studien” (Jena 1854), the third volume of which includes the section Beitrdge zu
Einem Albanesisch-Deutschen Lexikon. Apart from this experience, Xplioto@opidng
dealt with the translation of ecclesiastical books.

12 For a more detailed comparison of two dictionaries, see Kvptang (2013).
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In terms of quantity, the number of lemmas in Xpioto@opidéng’ dictionary is
twice as much as that by Mitko, containing 11,675 entries as compared to about
6,000 in the latter’s work. However, the number of words in Mitko’s dictionary
does not include the so called “internal” words which raise considerably the total
number of Albanian words in it.

The comparison of the macro- and micro-structure of the two dictionaries
shows that one includes words and meanings not found in the other, and vice
versa. For instance, Mitko uses the word biéshké-a: y. "Opog ] §€v6pov, yprjowov
npo¢ Booknv mowviwv' (Concil. 12), Bouvov @alakpov (our underlines, D.K.),
while Xpioto@opidng does not mention meanings at all: ‘Bookn moviwv/
pastureland’ and ‘Bouvov @ahakpov/bare mountain’: bieshké-a (Shk.) sh.
bieshka-té = 6pog, krhs. mal-i = Bouvov, kodré-a = Ad@og (edhe bishka = 0nAdv,
£ANANV. Béokw). Furthermore, Mitko uses kréshté-a (@ut.). ‘EAdtn, Titug’, but this
meaning is not found in the corresponding word of Xpioto@opiéng. Mitko uses
farké-a. To ovUylov T@v {Wwv, olovel yapdkwpa. 2/ 7| OTPOOLG, 1| oikoSopn TAG
Aekavng TAS Ppoewg, N ABOOTPWOIS TG aVAT|S, TAG oikiag, ToD £8dpoug, KA.
«Te kroj i farkuaré», while Xploto@opidng uses farké-a. = 1| £otia Tob o1dnpovp-
yob (edition of 1961).

For more information regarding these dictionaries, the readers can consult
the relevant specialized literature (TCovBdvn 1961, 13-22; Kostallari 1972; Kyriazis
2003; Qirjazi 2005, etc.).

Conclusions

We examined nine lexicographical works that were published or written during
the time period 1770-1904; three of them are multilingual dictionaries, three are
Greek-Albanian and three Albanian-Greek.

Regarding their impact, we could say that they were of limited range, even
the ones that were published, like KafaAAiwtng, MooyomoAitng, Glossary of “Al-
banian Melissa”, Xptoto@opidng.

In all these works, Albanian is written on the basis of the Greek alphabet.
Although this shows the broad use of Greek, at the same time Greek functioned
(and still functions) as an inhibitor, making these works into something like an
archaeological relic (“keiprAtov apyatoloykov”) for those whose knowledge of
Greek was limited or non-existent (T{oupévn 1961, 17).

There is heterogeneity regarding the structure and the objectives of these lex-
icons. Even their titles are conventional, since, for instance, the Albanian-Greek
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lexicons by Mitko and Xpiotoopidng are in essence explanatory lexicons of Al-
banian, but use Greek as their metalanguage.

The works that meet the elementary lexicographic specifications and are no
simple word lists appear during the second period of Greek-Albanian / Albanian-
Greek lexicography, when the composition of lexicons is part of the program of
national awareness of the Albanians.

The consideration of Greek-Albanian / Albanian-Greek lexicographic pro-
duction during the 18th and 19th centuries corroborates the observation made by
P. Mackridge in one of his recent works: “[T]he rise of Greek nationalism, which
carried along with it many speakers of other languages, eventually led to rival
nationalisms in the Balkans, which emerged both under the influence of Greek
nationalism and in reaction against it. As the nineteenth century progressed, it
became increasingly obvious that many Orthodox Christians in the Balkans did
not feel themselves to be Greek. [...]. Intellectuals began to ‘discover’ that they
were not really Greeks at all [...] and they began to spread this new ‘discovery’
with quasi-religious zeal among large masses of those they considered to be their
people” (Mackridge 2009, 188).

During the 20th century, more works appear and enrich the list of titles of
this series, increasing the relevant production considerably after 1990, when the
relations of the two peoples and countries acquire a new impetus. These works
are part of a different era and should be examined as such in the context of a
different study.

We close with the note that the compilation of a good Greek-Albanian and
Albanian-Greek dictionary, based on scientific lexicographic criteria, remains to
the present date a desideratum.
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Nikolaos Lavidas
Language change and early dictionaries of
Modern Greek

1 Introduction

The present paper aims at investigating (a) the reliability of early Modern Greek
dictionaries as sources for the history of the Greek language and (b) their role in
the development of Modern Greek through the establishment of prescriptive
rules. The presence of loanwords in a dictionary, for instance, and the way they
are described, is a clear case of reflection of results of language contact in the
development of a language. On the other hand, several studies have demon-
strated cross-linguistic examples from dictionaries that lead to wrong conclu-
sions about the diachrony of a language, including various erroneous assump-
tions on language contact. Therefore, there is no consensus as to whether or not
the history of language contact is represented in dictionaries (Mooijaart/van der
Wal 2008). It is evident, however, that the dictionaries are a significant source, at
least if one looks at the elements of earlier dictionaries that later lexicographers
reused or abandoned, or at the kind of neologisms lexicographers may have
added: The diachronic paths of words (for instance, which words or phrases are
stably used and which words change or even ‘die’) can be traced in this way in
lexicographical works (and even in the various editions of the same dictionary)
(Landau 2001; Hartmann 2001; Xydopoulos 2008).

With regard to the role of dictionaries in determining the direction of change,
prescriptivism has been shown to block or delay a change but not to reverse its
direction. We should note, though, that most previous studies on the role of pre-
scriptivism concern grammatical change and grammar books and not the rela-
tionship between lexicography and language change. In relation to this question,
the aim of this study is to trace the manner of development of Modern Greek dic-
tionaries in their early years, mainly with regard to non-verbal usage markers
(crosses/daggers and asterisks, among others) and style labels that will be shown
to demonstrate the main indicators of the prescriptive or non-prescriptive status
of a dictionary.

In Section 2, we examine the role of early dictionaries of Modern Greek in
language change, both in the meta-discourse of change and as a factor of change
through prescriptive practices. We show that pre-19th-century dictionaries of
Modern Greek aim at providing Ancient Greek semantically equivalent words and
do not discuss the language change of Modern Greek (Section 2.2). On the other

https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110622744-005
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hand, 19th-century Modern Greek lexicographical works form a new system of sym-
bols and abbreviations and establish a prescriptive pattern (Section 2.3). Section 3
discusses the relationship between early lexicography and language change,
mainly the stages of change that are criticized in early dictionaries (in a comparison
with prescriptivism in grammar books) and the types of effect of lexicographical
prescriptivism. Section 4 summarizes the main conclusions of the study.

2 Early Lexicography of Modern Greek: Meta-
discourse of change or a factor in change, or both?

2.1 Early dictionaries as a source of evidence

A first look at the early dictionaries of Modern Greek reveals the ways in which
dictionaries are primary sources for the history of Greek. Dictionaries (and, in
general, lexicographical works) can function as sources mainly for the external
(sociolinguistic) but also for the internal (changes in the linguistic system) his-
tory of Greek.! Several elements of dictionaries evidence aspects of the linguistic
history: for instance, the variety of Greek — archaized or demoticized — and the
target language/language of definitions used in the dictionaries (most of the early
dictionaries are bilingual ones), as well as the definition of words of historical
and cultural importance or the quotations that appear in an early dictionary, or
even the format or the typography of dictionaries. Even not well-known diction-
aries of the 18th and 19th centuries are sources of valuable information on the
history of Greek through the word count, their publication history or their title
(Salmon-Alt et al. 2006; Considine 2014). Moreover, lexicographical texts (dic-
tionaries as well as glossaries or word lists) can always offer the only or earliest
record of some (rare) words and phrases. In the following sections, we will exam-
ine the case of pre-19th and 19th-century dictionaries and show their main differ-
ences in the later establishment of a prescriptive pattern.

1 An example of clear evidence on the development of Greek (for instance, with regard to se-
mantic changes, emergence, retention and loss of lexical items) as derives from dictionaries is
Kriaras’ Dictionary of Medieval Greek Vernacular Literature (cf. Charalambakis 2015 and his ar-
ticle in the present volume).

The recently published volumes (volumes 19 and 20), compiled under the direction of Prof. Ka-
zazis, also constitute a model of a valuable lexicographical work that offers rich information on
the history of the Greek language. See Kazazis et al. (2013). Our study aims at describing the
methodology of early dictionaries of Modern Greek as well as their role in language change.
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2.2 Pre-19th-century dictionaries of Modern Greek: How to
provide Ancient Greek semantically equivalent words

The first dictionaries of Modern Greek are bilingual dictionaries, with a focus on
providing the Ancient Greek or Latin equivalent word and, in many cases, a defi-
nition in another European language. They are prepared by speakers of Greek as
a second language and are published outside of Greece. We will indicatively ex-
amine dictionaries of the 19th century (a selection of them) that form the first at-
tempt at compiling a Modern Greek dictionary, rather than just a selection of
words or a list of words/glossaries to provide the semantically equivalent words
in Ancient Greek. According to most of the previous studies, Modern Greek lexi-
cography appears in the 19th century (Perakis 1994; Babiniotis 2012).% Before dis-
cussing 19th-century dictionaries of Modern Greek, we will briefly present an
overview of some earlier attempts at dictionaries that include (Early) Modern
Greek words of the 17th and 18th century (Alissandratos 1980a, 1980b;
Papanastasiou 2001; Perakis 1994).

The first elements of Modern Greek lexicography (even though they are types
of glossaries) appear in (a) Varinus Favorinus’ Méya xai mavv wpélpov Aeéixov
[Dictionarum magnum ac perutile Varini Phavorini Camertis] (Rome, 1523) and (b)
Nicolaus Rigaltius’ Glossarium Taxtikov uéoBapBapov [Glossarium taktikon mix-
obarbaron. De verborum significatione, quae ad novellas impp. qui in Oriente post
Iustinianum regnaverunt, de re militari constitutiones pertinent] (Paris, 1601). Both
present mainly Ancient Greek words, but some Modern Greek words are also in-
cluded. For each Modern Greek word, its meaning is provided in archaized Greek.
Jan van Meurs’ Glossarium Graeco-Barbarum is considered the first dictionary of
Modern Greek (Lyon, 1610). Van Meurs provides Latin definitions as well as ex-
planations in Greek. It is an initial attempt at an explanatory dictionary of Greek,
which includes Modern Greek words from various registers, e.g.: akaudtng
‘loafer’, amouaxpa ‘remotely’, yioudrog ‘full’, yatog ‘tomcat’, kamerdviog ‘captain’,
nebepoc “father in law’, pTépva ‘heel’, pTepo ‘feather’.

Other dictionaries of the 17th century present Modern Greek together with
Ancient Greek and with an Atticized Medieval Greek variety: for instance, (a) G.
Germano’s Vocabolario italiano e greco (Rome, 1622); (b) Simon Portius’ Agéixdv
Aatvikov, Pwuaixov kat EMnvixov [Dictionary of Latin, Romaic, and Greek] (Paris,
1635); (c) Gerasimos Vlachos’ Onoavpds tn¢ eykvxlonaibixi¢ fdocws TeTpdyAwo-
oo¢ [Thesaurus in Four Languages of Encyclopedic Knowledge] (Venice, 1659); and

2 For instance, Babiniotis identifies the birth of Modern Greek lexicography with Adamantios
Korais® Ataxta (1829-1835). For a different view, see Georgoudis (1984).
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(d) Du Cange’s Glossarium ad scriptores mediae et infimae graecitatis (Lyon,
1688). Germano’s dictionary offers Italian definitions, whereas Portius’ diction-
ary is trilingual, with Modern Greek, Ancient Greek, and Latin parts. Vlachos’ dic-
tionary contains Modern Greek lemmas (elements of the Cretan dialect, too) with
Latin, Italian, and Ancient Greek explanations. Vlachos is the first Greek lexicog-
rapher of a Modern Greek dictionary.

Dictionaries of the 18th century include, among others: (a) Alessio da
Somavera’s Onoavpog s Pwpaikng kat tns Opaykikng F'Awooag / Tesoro della lin-
gua greca-volgare ed italiana (Paris, 1709) and (b) Georgios Ventotis’ Ae£ikov
TpiyAwooov TG ItaAkng, TaAAKr, kot Pwpaikrig StaAéktov [Trilingual dictionary
of Italian, French, and Greek] (Vienna, 1790). Somavera’s dictionary is a Greek—
Italian and Italian—Greek dictionary. It contains a rich list of lemmas, and it became
a significant source for later lexicographers. Ventotis’ dictionary includes demotic
as well as heavily archaized words; it also presents examples of morphological var-
iation, without the addition of any prefixed symbol (see below for the emergence of
anew pattern of a system of symbols in later dictionaries), e.g.: yaAnvevoag, -caca
‘calm man/ woman’, yopfpog ‘son in law’, yddpoylov ‘scratch’, yeéveoig ‘birth’,
yevvalotng ‘gallantry’.

2.3 The case of the 19th-century Modern Greek lexicographical
works: A system of symbols for prescriptivism

As mentioned above, our study will focus on examples of the role of dictionaries
of the 19th century, mainly because the 19th century is the period during which
dictionaries with the main purpose of describing the Modern Greek vocabulary
emerged. Several earlier studies have named the 19th century “a century of a sig-
nificant change in Modern Greek lexicographical works” (Papanastasiou 2001).
The most important dictionaries are the following ones:

(a1) J. Schmidt’s Aeéikov Ando-EAMnvixdv xat Tepuavikév [Neugriechish-deutsches
und deutsch-neugrichisches Woérterbuch. Zum Gebrauch der Deutschen und
Griechen] (Leipzig, 1825) and (a2) J. Schmidt’s Néov Agéiév mpdyepov T'aAAikov-
Amlo-EMnvixév kat Tepuavikév [Nouveau dictionnaire complet francais-grec-
moderne-allemand] (Leipzig, 1838).2

3 Our presentation of the main characteristics will have to be brief, and we will only focus on
the system of prefixed symbols in these dictionaries due to space limitations.
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J. Schmidt’s (1825) dictionary includes some initial remarks in a prescriptive
direction; as seen above, earlier dictionaries register Modern Greek words (de-
motic Greek words), do not comment on them, but offer the corresponding archa-
ized or Ancient Greek words. In his preface, Schmidt states that the aim of his
dictionary is to provide the simple or common language of everyday communica-
tion. In this respect, he feels that he should not exclude loanwords because the
dictionary should be useful to speakers of German who may find these words in
books or hear them in conversations. This was the first time that the question of
the presence or absence of loanwords in a dictionary is discussed. This issue is
related to the “Greek language question” and demonstrates an example of how
lexicography can be a source of information on a crucial aspect of the history of
Greek. On the other hand, Schmidt uses brackets to propose “better” words or
phrases instead of the loanwords. In this way, Schmidt is the first Modern Greek
lexicographer to use symbols to mark different types of words; the dictionary re-
veals aspects of the debate on the “Greek language question” through these sym-
bols as well as, of course, the lexicographer’s own view on the “language ques-
tion”. The following symbols are used in Schmidt’s (1825) dictionary:

Dagger (1): Daggers are used for newer Greek words (which underwent
change) as well as loanwords, e.g., Aaxtdpa ‘yearning’,
Aaonwédng ‘muddy’, Aadwvw ‘to oil’.

Asterisk (*): Rare Greek words, used only in high registers, are marked
with an asterisk.

Parentheses: Parentheses mark Greek words that can replace the loanwords.

No symbol: Words retained from Ancient Greek without change take no
marker.

(1) Further examples from Schmidt (1825):*

Dagger

Sdayxavw Saykwvw (*6dxvw) bite’; SaxtvAibt (baxtuvAibiov) ‘ring’; daveikd loan’
Asterisk

Sdaileta ‘copiousness’; daidrc ‘generous’; deipn ‘neck’

No marker

Setxviw ‘show’; bextog ‘accepted’; Seouevw ‘fetter’

4 Further examples are provided indicatively here from the data we collected from a corpus
study in early dictionaries (17th—-19th century). All results presented here derive from the same
part of the dictionaries (lemmas starting with A) to make a comparison between the dictionaries
possible.
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Schmidt’s (1838) dictionary offers definitions in French and German. It is quite
close to his 1825 dictionary; some differences from his earlier dictionary mainly
concern the aims of publication, French definitions, and the number of symbols
used. Schmidt’s (1838) dictionary includes a new system of symbols:

No symbol: For “pure” Greek words that Schmidt considers Ancient
Greek words still used by the speakers of his time.

Dagger: “Barbarous” loanwords, used in oral language.

Asterisk: Words that underwent a change or were coined in later Greek.

Double Asterisk: 0ld Greek words, sometimes used by Modern Greek speakers.

(2) Further examples from Schmidt (1838) (Perakis 1994):

Dagger

xouPdg ‘bucket’; kovkovAa ‘hood’; paxi ‘raki’

Asterisk

aMd{w ‘change’; avamoda ‘backwards’; pouyadi{w ‘snore’

Double asterisk

avaé ‘king’; Botpug ‘bunch’; irTdg ‘twofold’; eyyvcs ‘near’; kreivw ‘kill’

(b) Korais’ Ataxta [Miscellany] (Paris, 1829-1835)

Korais’ work presents a theoretical investigation of the necessity and challenges
of dictionaries, as well as an application of his methodology (especially in the
2nd, 4th, and 5th volumes of Atakta), even though he avoids labeling any of his
volumes a dictionary. Korais published lists of words/glossaries (AApdBnta) in
various volumes of Ataxta. He states that Somavera’s and Du Cange’s dictionar-
ies (as well as an anonymous Greek-German dictionary) are sources for his own
work. Further sources for Korais’ glossaries are, among others, poets who write
in Modern Greek, for instance, Ptochoprodromos or Emmanouil Georgillas.
Korais refers to the Dictionary of the French Academy (first publication in 1694;
Le dictionnaire de I’Académie francoise, dédié au Roy, Paris) and presents it as a
very valuable dictionary (Georgoudis 1984; Vayakakos 1984; Babiniotis 2012;
Knapkova 2017).

Korais, together with Schmidt, can be considered the founder of Modern
Greek lexicography, as well as the first prescriptive lexicographer (again, to-
gether with Schmidt) of Modern Greek. His purpose is to include words and
phrases of Ancient Greek for young people to correct and “decorate” their oral
language. Korais does not intend to revive the Ancient Greek language; he admits
that this would be impossible. He also describes the danger of replacing Modern
Greek words with Ancient Greek ones, which can create a terrible distance from
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the oral language. On the other hand, even though Korais argues that one should
be very careful not to exclude from a dictionary words used for centuries, he pro-
poses the usage of earlier forms, e.g., ovvdyw instead of ovvd{w ‘deduce’, or
puvAdoow instead of puAdyw ‘guard’.

Korais uses abbreviations for the following concepts: (a) common words; (b)
vulgar words; (c) Greek words; (d) words from the period of decline of the Greek
language; (e) Roman or Latin words; and (f) Greco-Roman words. Korais also uses
symbols similar to dictionaries of other European languages and similar to
Schmidt: The asterisk marks words that are not included in other dictionaries (in
his sources), e.g., afapia ‘damage’, yewoBoAw ‘spawn’. Moreover, in the case of
common Greek words, the asterisk denotes that these words are not listed in the
dictionaries Korais uses as sources — they were added either because they are al-
ready frequent in oral and written speech, or to be judged by the speakers of the
language. The asterisk with “Greek words” means that the Greek dictionaries had
failed to register them but they are attested by early lexicographers and commen-
tators.

(3) Further examples from Korais (1829-1835):

Asterisk

Slamétalov ‘area’; Siagpopd ‘disagreement, debate, fight’; dvoapeorovuar ‘be-
come unhappy’; SuokoAaivw ‘become difficult’; Suoyvpifopar ‘support’

Moreover, the second part of the 5th volume includes an appendix with a list of
all vernacular words that are registered in the five volumes of Ataxta.

(4) Examples from Korais (1829-1835) — Volume 5. (i) Appendix: Common words
(In this appendix, the asterisk means a word for which Korais did not provide an
explanation in the fifth volume of Ataxra.)

No symbol

Séyouat ‘accept’; tafalw ‘read’; Staxontw ‘interrupt’

Asterisk

diomrtpov ‘binocular’

(ii) Appendix: Greek words

No symbol

Sdxvw ‘bite’; detxviw ‘show’; Seiddg ‘timid’; dededlw ‘lure’
Asterisk

dioteyog ‘two-story’
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(c1) Skarlatos Vyzantios’ Aeéikov tng xafd’ nudas EMnvixng StaAéxtov
uebepunvevouévngs g to apyaiov EAMnvikov kat to T'aAhikov [Dictionary of our
Greek dialect — with Ancient Greek and French definitions] (Athens, 1835); (c2)
Skarlatos Vyzantios® Aeéixov Emitopov [One-volume Dictionary] (Athens, 1839);
and (c3) Skarlatos Vyzantios’ Agéixdév EAMnvikov xat FaAdixov [Greek and French
dictionary] (Athens, 1846).

Skarlatos Vyzantios is the first Greek lexicographer to produce dictionaries
in the area of the new free Modern Greek state. He follows Korais’ views on pur-
ism, but he also provides other ways of correction and purism of Modern Greek,
as well as a detailed proposal of how to prescribe and enrich (“pvBpicopev xat
mlovTioopev”) the oral language through the knowledge of Ancient Greek. His
aim is to correct the language, for Modern Greek to approach Ancient Greek grad-
ually, because he believes that the distance between Modern and Ancient Greek
is not great at all.

Skarlatos argues that it is not acceptable to respect the vernacular pronuncia-
tion, or, for instance, to be careless about orthography or to use unaugmented types
of verbs in the past tense; on the contrary, according to him, the lexicographer
should always choose the most “useful”, that is, the most original type. We should
note that the “language question” in this period divides speakers, with a group of
speakers in favor of only Ancient (archaized) Greek and another group of speakers
who considered demotic Modern Greek to be a separate and absolutely different
language from Ancient Greek (among others, Horrocks 2010, 438-470; Mackridge
2010). Skarlatos’ view is that people should use in their written texts the orthogra-
phy and morphology of Ancient Greek, whereas the oral language can follow the
pronunciation and forms of Modern Greek.

Moreover, his decision on loanwords is to exclude those that “pollute” Greek
from the main lemmas and to transfer them to an appendix, where he can offer
their Ancient Greek replacement / equivalent. In this appendix, he includes very
common and frequent words, e.g.: Sdpka ‘boat’, yiayid ‘grandmother’, kavarmég
‘sofa’, umaxdAng ‘grocer’, oiyovpog ‘sure’.

However, in his preface, Skarlatos argues that he does not exclude “foreign”
words that are common and deeply incorporated in the language, that is, words
that are fully accommodated and from which new words can be derived. This fact
is an important piece of evidence for the development of the relevant loanwords:
it reveals features of their accommodation and of their later acceptance by speak-
ers of Modern Greek. It also shows a positive attitude towards lexical change that
appears in dictionaries when the relevant change is in a later stage — in contrast
to the case of grammatical change and grammar books (see below).
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Besides loanwords, Skarlatos also excludes words that “did not sound well
to his ears”, e.g.: 6uokarovAwtog ‘hard to cicatrize’.

(5) Further examples from Skarlatos (1835):
Appendix
Saua ‘a kind of game’; Spodikwvw ‘gorge’

On the other hand, we should note that Skarlatos provides examples of variation:
e.g., bwbexada — dwdekapid ‘dozen’, (yTidvog — jtovAag ‘beggar’, and yaouov-
pnTov — Yaouovpnua ‘yvawn’. Skarlatos also uses asterisks for words he transfers
from the Ancient Greek vocabulary with a different meaning or that he coined by
means of analogy with early Greek words.

Skarlatos’ (1839) dictionary excludes “foreign” or “corrupted” words that are
not attested at least once by an author. On the contrary, it includes words that
can be useful in explaining other frequent words or in offering the etymology, e.g.
ypuTn ‘awoman’s dressing-case’, yputobdokn ‘bag or chest for old clothes’ (a com-
pound that was still used according to Skarlatos). It appears that derivation in
early dictionaries is a significant criterion of the productivity of a word, both in
cases of new loanwords and ancient Greek words. Abbreviations for the following
concepts are used in this dictionary: (i) imprecise term; (ii) misuse word; (iii) ne-
ologism. Examples of symbols (and of the contrast between presence-absence of
symbol) can be found in (6).

(6) Further examples from Skarlatos (1839):

No symbol

daveilw ‘lend’; detypatifw ‘sample’

Cross

dnlopavric ‘evident’; Stalvyiov ‘divorce’; Siapopoyevric ‘with origin from various
races’; SieMaufavw ‘confuse’

Finally, Skarlatos’ (1846) dictionary also prescribes the language but mainly at-
tempts to work in the direction of standardization; his aim is to present one lan-
guage for all parts of Greece, which, according to Skarlatos, could contribute to
the social, national, literary, and cultural progress. The structure of the 1846 dic-
tionary is similar to that of 1835. It includes an appendix of loanwords and words
that should be excluded. 469 words can be found in this appendix — much fewer
than the 922 words of the first dictionary, even though this dictionary is much
bigger (27,000 lemmas in contrast to 10,000 lemmas in the 1835 dictionary) (Pe-
rakis 1994).
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(d) Georgios E. Zikidis’ Aeéikov opBoypapxov kat xpnotikév thns EAnvixng
yYAwoong tne te apyaiag xat g veotépag [Orthographic and usage dictionary of
Ancient and Modern Greek] (Athens, 1899).

Zikidis’ aim is mainly to teach the philologically correct spelling of words,
the correct usage, as well as how to “clean” Greek from “foreign words” (loan-
words). In reality, his dictionary is a dictionary of learned Greek. On the other
hand, besides elements of archaizing Greek or Ancient Greek words proposed by
the lexicographer, the dictionary includes newer words, even demotic Greek
words. In his preface, Zikidis claims that one should coin new words when nec-
essary, but he proposes the replacement of new words with other more “correct”
words that are analogous to early Greek words.

Zikidis marks vernacular words with symbols (with a dagger) because many
words of vernacular Greek are attested in poems or other written texts. Addition-
ally, he marks (with an asterisk) rarely used Ancient Greek words that should be
introduced to the written language due to the lack of other words of similar sig-
nificance. This shows that Modern Greek lexicographers use symbols to mark
words both positively and negatively. The following list includes assumed de-
motic words in Zikidis’ dictionary: xopuwtrjptov ‘hair dressing salon’, Iporrévnoig
‘training’, and @peyydpiov ‘moon’.

(7) Further examples from Zikidis (1899):

Dagger (for the majority of the lemmas that have a prefixed symbol)
devbpootoryia ‘hedgerow’; dnAntnpiddw ‘poison’; dnpocioypagia ‘journalism’;
Snuoymeiopa ‘referendum’; Siaywviouds ‘competition’; SidrjAwoig ‘demonstration’
Asterisk

Sepaéog ‘timid’; dnuofdpog ‘devourer of the common stock’; dnuoBowia ‘a public
feast’

No symbol

ddxvw ‘bite’

(e) Stefanos E. Koumanoudis’ Zvvaywyn véwv Aééewv vmo Twv Aoyiwv mAagbetowv
and NG AAWOEWS ugxpL Twv kal’ nudag ypovwy [A collection of new words which
have been created by the scholars from the fall of Constantinople until our times]
(Athens, 1900).°

Koumanoudis also develops a system of marking through symbols: The as-
terisk denotes that the word is not a neologism, but it had a different meaning in

5 Due to space limitations, we discuss only a selection of the major Modern Greek dictionaries
of this period.
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Ancient Greek from that in Modern Greek, e.g., exloyevs (Modern Greek: a
voter/with the right to cast a vote; Ancient Greek: person who collects taxes). The
cross shows the application of an interesting criterion of accommodation of bor-
rowings because it marks a compound with only one element from the Modern
Greek written language — all other elements are foreign (the term used in the dic-
tionary for these words is: “voBoyevrg”), e.g., apytdové ‘archduke’, and
teunelyaveiov ‘a place where lazy people gather’. The equal sign is used for neol-
ogisms, newly coined (the term used in the dictionary is: “veémAaotog”) in other
languages and used by Greek scholars. This is again a very significant information
included in the dictionary with regard to the history of language contact and
change: e.g., faxtnpioAdyor ‘bacteriologists’, eumeipiouos ‘empiricism’, avarouia
‘anatomy’, and efvoypagpia ‘ethnography’.

(8) Further examples from Koumanoudis (1900):

Cross

Sdaououmytat ‘people/governments that impose taxes’

No symbol

Sexanuepia ‘ten-day period’

Asterisk

6éxTn¢ ‘receiver’; deamotiouog ‘despotism’; Stapevdw ‘contradict’

It appears that early dictionaries of Modern Greek are a significant source of in-
formation on the development of Greek with regard to semantic change, the in-
troduction and accommodation of loanwords, and, mainly, the “Greek language
question”. A close examination of early dictionaries can lead us to valuable con-
clusions, if we trace the diachronic paths of elements of earlier dictionaries that
later lexicographers reuse or abandon, or of neologisms that lexicographers add.
Moreover, 19th-century dictionaries establish a prescriptive pattern of comments
on language change through a system of non-verbal usage markers (crosses/dag-
gers, asterisks) and style labels.
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3 The relationship between early lexicography and
language change: Stages of change and types of
effect of prescriptivism

Dictionaries from the 19th century follow a more prescriptive approach than dic-
tionaries from previous centuries. Prescriptivism in all examples (and in all phe-
nomena that it may affect) is reflected as a desire to fix or establish a standard, to
eliminate variation and change, to reject the most recent historical development,
and to regulate the language. Accordingly, prescriptivism is based on the view
that one linguistic variety should be imposed on the whole community of speak-
ers because it has an inherently higher value than other varieties (Crystal 1998;
Osselton 2006).°

Delveroudi/Moschonas (1997 and 2003) have argued that purism is a prereq-
uisite for prescriptive grammar (and we can add: for a prescriptive dictionary as
well). According to their approach, purism is a metalinguistic practice that is
based on two systems of opposition: social contrast between “us” and the
“other”, and linguistic contrast between correct and incorrect. Delveroudi/Mos-
chonas have shown that purism mainly aims at loanwords, neologisms, dialectal
forms and social idioms (characteristics of the language of young people, for in-
stance) and focuses on words as words are more easily observed than any gram-
matical construction. The practice of purism attempts to mark and isolate these
types of words (loanwords, neologisms, etc) from the rest of the vocabulary.
Thomas (1991, 171-72) has also claimed that: “One of the most salient character-
istics of purism is that it introduces a criterion for assigning markedness in the
language system on the basis of origin.””

6 Pullum (2004) has shown the existence of nine types of prescriptivism; the first group of types
of prescriptivism is related to a past or present social norm (classicism, authoritarianism, nos-
talgia). The other group of types of prescriptivism is connected with subjective criteria (logicism,
commonsensism, aestheticism, coherentism, functionalism, asceticism). One of the main aims
in all cases of prescriptivism practice is to “improve” the language. Furthermore, Wright’s (2008)
five types of prescriptivism aspects mainly demonstrate the comments that appeared in (English
and French) 18th century books: pleasantness of speech, social desirability, analogy, pleasant-
ness of sound, offences against nature.

7 On prescriptivism in contemporary Greek, see Moschonas/Spitzmiiller (2010) and Moschonas
(2014).
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On the other hand, even grammarians that follow a prescriptive trend, like
Henry Fowler (1965, 622), have great doubts about the results of the practice of pre-
scriptivism in language. Moreover, prescriptivism also appears to be sensitive to
other discourse-related and genre-specific conventions, such as colloquialization
(Leech/Hundt/Mair/Smith 2009).

We should note that the prescriptive approach to the writing of dictionaries and
grammar books that started in the 18th century can be traced in many European lan-
guages.® The early grammar books of European languages, for instance, aimed at
codifying the principles of the languages as well as at “improving” the languages
(Curzan 2014), whereas the French Academy established the following pattern: A lan-
guage should not be represented per se, but ‘best’ usage should be emblematized.’

Previous cross-linguistic studies have demonstrated the influence of pre-
scriptivism through grammar books on areas of grammar. For instance,
Auer/Gonzalez-Diaz (2005) and Auer (2009) have examined the impact of 18th-
century grammars on English subjunctives. These studies indicate that prescrip-
tivist grammarians can slightly influence, but are unable to stop/reverse, the ten-
dency in favor of indicatives. The authors have argued that their findings are a
warning against the danger of overestimating the impact of prescriptivism on the
process of language change. Anderwald (2012, and in various articles) has shown
a connection between (i) the existence/nonexistence of prescriptive comments in
grammar books and (ii) the stage in the S-curve occupied by the change (old vs.
new changes) and the speed of change (see Diagram 1).1°

8 Eighteenth century, for instance, is seen as “an age of prescriptivism.” Cf. Rydén (1984, 513
514): “the 18th century in itself is the first century to evince a more massive interest in syntactic
usage, albeit primarily from a prescriptive or proscriptive angle: the grammarian, not usage, be-
came the official arbiter of language.”

9 Cf. Stathi (2006). We should note that the Greek lexicography of the 2nd century AD is the
result of the puristic linguistic movement known as Atticism. The Greek language of that period
was regarded as incorrect, and dictionaries should present the ‘correct’ words as used in the
great works of the 4th to 2nd century BC (See Phrynichos’ ‘ExAoyr [Selection], 2nd century AD).
The European Enlightenment also serves the need to prescribe standards — and the assumption
is again that earlier periods of the language are more ‘correct’ and contemporary language
should follow / imitate earlier stages. As a result, Accademia della Crusca (1612) is explicitly ret-
rogressive and prescriptive, with the goal of following the Florentine dialect of the 14th century —
the dialect of Dante or Petrarch. The first edition of the Dictionnaire of the Académie Francaise
(1640) attempts “to give definite rules to our language and to render it pure.”

10 S-curves (Sigmoid-curves) are logistic curves that are also used in modeling population
growth or epidemiology; quantitative historical studies have shown that language change has
stages in the shape of S-curves. Chen (1972) and Bailey (1973) are the first to apply this concept
to linguistics — cf. Labov (1994), Bailey (2002), Kroch (1989) and Walker (2010).
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Diagram 1: Idealized S-curve of language change; Nevalainen/Raumolin-Brunberg (2003, 54)

Anderwald’s conclusions are that not all new developments are criticized in the
grammar books — in contrast to the view that the general attitude is that language
should not be allowed to vary or change: the Golden Age Principle (Trudgill 1998;
Labov 2001). This means that the innovations are not necessarily criticized or dis-
approved, but the phase and speed of change are the relevant factors that con-
tribute to a high significance of features in the eyes of grammarians. Very new
(especially slow) changes tend not to be observed.! Extremely negative com-
ments appear when the strongest rise of change (extension of change occurs).
This means that the grammarians react against changes that have progressed be-
yond a certain degree. We should note that, according to this approach, the time-
lag caused by the tendency of copying earlier grammars should also be consid-
ered a significant parameter. In a similar way as with lexicographers (see Sec-
tion 2.3), one can observe an “evolution of a discourse community of grammari-
ans” (Watts 1999, 2008) in the form of rewriting and copying earlier works. This
trend strengthens the development of accepted patterns.

Hence, prescriptive comments are not unaffected by language change - their
tendencies are linked to language change, but the relationship between com-
ments and change is not direct. In contrast to grammar books, in the case of lex-
icographical works we do not observe negative comments and suggestions for
exclusion when the new words/ loanwords are used frequently or by a high per-
centage of speakers in later stages, because loanwords in later stages of change
are more easily accommodated.

11 Nevalainen/Raumolin-Brunberg (2003), for instance, distinguish between incipient, new,
mid-range changes, changes nearing completion and completed changes.
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Another main difference between grammarians and lexicographers regard-
ing the practice of prescriptivism is the following: Lexicographers have to select
which lemmas will be part of the dictionary and which forms (and which orthog-
raphy) will be preferred. These decisions can be interpreted in a prescriptive way,
even though this was not always the intention of the lexicographer. In this re-
spect, some dictionaries may claim to be descriptive, but they almost inevitably
contain prescriptive elements (cf. “hidden prescription”; Bergenholtz/Gouws
2010). Inclusion of a lemma, for instance, can be seen as a prescriptive process —
evidence that a form has entered the “correct” language — whereas omission may
indicate prescriptive silencing of a word. Prescriptive reservation and subjective
evaluation of evidence can coexist with descriptive processes of data collection
within a single lexicographical work or lemma (Hanks 2013; Mugglestone 2015).
Therefore, it is more essential to examine the existence of prescriptive and de-
scriptive elements in a dictionary (and the system of prefixed symbols is a signif-
icant relevant evidence, as shown in Section 2), or even in a lemma, than to dis-
tinguish between prescriptive and descriptive dictionaries.

With regard to the effects of prescriptivism, language change has been ana-
lyzed as involving two types of factors, namely external factors, where prescrip-
tive trends of societies belong, and internal factors, e.g. economy or “ease” (Jesper-
sen 1921)." Van Gelderen (2004, 2005), for instance, provides several examples of
the interaction between external pressures of prescriptivism with internal princi-
ples of language change.

In Section 2, we presented an overview of how bilingual dictionaries of the
pre-19th century period avoid the prescriptive approach. Their descriptive ap-
proach is probably mainly due to their aim to offer the corresponding Ancient
Greek vocabulary. They register Modern Greek words to show their Ancient Greek
equivalents or to offer a translation in other European languages. On the contra-
1y, 19th-century dictionaries consider prescriptivism a positive and natural as-
pect of lexicography, and, for this reason, they set a prescriptive pattern, in ac-
cordance with the general tendency in their contemporary European lexico-

graphy.

12 Cf. (i) Jespersen’s “tug-of-war” between economy and innovation: “the correct inference can
only be that the tendency toward ease may be at work in some cases, though not in all, because
there are other forces which may at times neutralize it or prove stronger than it” (Jespersen 1921,
chap. 14, section 6), or (ii) Lightfoot’s (1979) contrast between “changes necessitated by various
principles of grammar” and changes “provoked by extra-grammatical factors,” hence, “between
necessity and chance” (Lightfoot 1979, 384, 405).
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The terminology used in the dictionaries reveals only part of the methodol-
ogy, and keywords in usage notes can cause a misleading picture. Therefore, re-
search should extend to the usage of prefixed symbols and label abbreviations.
This observation is also related to the fact that prescriptivism and purism have
the tendency to mark and isolate words (Delveroudi/Moschonas 1997 and 2003).
In accordance with practices in other dictionaries of European languages, early
lexicographers caution speakers against words mainly by using non-verbal sym-
bols and abbreviations. For instance, early dictionaries of Modern French, Ital-
ian, or English mark old words by means of an asterisk, warn readers mainly
against loanwords with a dagger (Osselton 1958), or even add an appendix with
the most notorious words. Thus, the early Guy Miege’s Great French Dictionary
(1688) or Abel Boyer’s Royal Dictionary, French and English (1699) employ the lex-
icographical device of prefixing symbols to draw attention to certain entries.
Three main symbols can be found in early European dictionaries: a single dagger
for vernacular as well as taboo words; a double dagger (¥) (not attested in the
Modern Greek dictionaries considered in the present study) for obsolete words;
and an asterisk for figurative words and phrases. If we examine the diachrony of
these symbols, we can trace examples of semantic change in several cases
(Yafiez-Bouza 2007).B Following his contemporary European dictionaries,
Korais, as well as Schmidt, established a prescriptive tradition for distinguishing
old words through symbols, abbreviations and verbal usage notes. In this way,
Korais and Schmidt initiated the prescriptive tradition in early Greek dictionaries
(similar, for instance, to Johnson for the case of English dictionary-making)." The
prescriptive spirit is, then, at work among Korais’ successors — and, as seen
above, not among the earliest compilers, who probably served different purposes
with their dictionaries. In addition, the 19th-century lexicographical works con-
stitute a great source of information for the history of Greek and, mainly, for the
state of the “Greek language question” in the particular period (Mackridge 2010).

The general tendency, however, of the late 20th-century metalanguage in
dictionaries has been a trend from “correctedness” to “appropriateness”, and, as

13 For instance, see the symbols that accompany the lemma glee in different dictionaries of
English:

Lemma: glee

1616-Bullokar * [symbol for an old word]

1676-Coleso [abbreviation for an old word]

1727-Bailey + [symbol for a uncommon word]

1755-Johnson Note: “not now used”
14 For a cross-linguistic perspective, see Norman (2002), Dorosenko (2011).
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aresult, the tendencies in the lexicographhic metalanguage appear to form a cir-
cle in a way. In recent decades, lexicography has become more descriptive as a
result of the development of corpus linguistics and of new sociolinguistic atti-
tudes (Ottenhoff 1996; Berg-Olsen 2016).

To summarize, the tendencies of prescriptive comments are linked to the
characteristics of language change. In the case of grammatical change, negative
comments appear in the strongest rise of change, and grammarians react against
changes that have progressed beyond a certain degree, whereas dictionaries do
not contain suggestions for exclusion of new words or new loanwords in later
stages of lexical change. The reason is that neologisms and loanwords in later
stages of change are incorporated in the Lexicon of the language to a higher de-
gree. However, the lexicographical works — in contrast to grammar books — ap-
pear to be more affected by the social parameters of language change, as in the
case of the “Greek language question”. Moreover, the terminology used in the
dictionaries and the keywords in usage notes can cause a misleading impression:
prescriptivism and purism have the tendency to mark and isolate words, and
early lexicographers caution speakers against words mainly by using non-verbal
symbols and appendices, rather than with special terms or keywords.

4 Conclusions

We examined different aspects of the relationship between early dictionaries of
Modern Greek and language change. Early dictionaries appear to form a signifi-
cant source of information on the sociolinguistic as well as on the internal (i.e.,
with regard to changes in the linguistic system) history of Greek. For instance,
the variety of Greek — archaized or demoticized — as well as the language of defi-
nitions used in the dictionaries evidence various aspects of the development of
Greek. The first dictionaries of Modern Greek focus on providing Ancient Greek

15 See Charalambakis (1990 and 2007); according to him, a dictionary has no reason for exist-
ence if it does not follow the development of the language, with a focus on the presentation of
the new vocabulary that becomes more well-known and is incorporated in the core of the com-
mon language.

The new Practical Dictionary of Modern Greek of the Academy of Athens, [Xpnotiko Aeéixo
¢ NeoeMnvixij I\wooag], has selected circa 5,000 neologisms, which are presented with de-
tailed explanatory examples. For instance, a significant number of loan translations of Modern
Greek, which appear in many languages and change aspects of their vocabulary in a very rapid
manner, is also carefully recorded in this dictionary.
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or Latin equivalents and, in many cases, a definition in another European lan-
guage. On the contrary, 19th-century dictionaries establish a prescriptive pattern
with regard to language change, following a similar tendency of their contempo-
rary European lexicography. Early lexicographers of Modern Greek mainly use
non-verbal symbols, mark or “isolate” words (see the role of appendices in early
dictionaries), and caution speakers against certain words. In contrast to prescrip-
tive grammarians, lexicographers do not react against new words or new loan-
words in later stages of change. Neologisms and loanwords in later stages of
change are incorporated in the Lexicon of the language to a higher degree. How-
ever, lexicographers (in contrast to grammarians) appear to be more affected by
the social parameters of language change, as in the case of the “Greek language
question”. Moreover, we have traced the development of early dictionaries of
Modern Greek with regard to non-verbal usage markers (crosses/daggers and as-
terisks, among others) and style labels that demonstrate the main indicators of
prescriptive patterns, and we have argued that prescriptivism also in the case of
Lexicon can delay or block a change but cannot reverse its direction.
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Stefano Valente

From Plato to the Byzantine Etymologica:
The etymologies of ‘fpwec’ in the
Etymologicum Gudianum

In the 1st cent. BCE, Dionysius of Halicarnassus praised Plato for having been the
first to explore etymology and its mechanisms (Comp. 16.4 Aujac/Lebel):

niept OV eipnTan oA TOTG P HUMV, TX KPATIOTA 52 VW OG TPWTW TOV UEp ETupoAoyiag
eloayayovtt Adyov TIAGTwvt TG TwKPaTK, TOMOXf HéV kal GAAR pdhwota & év
KpotOAw.

These matters have been discussed at length by our predecessors, but I attribute the most
important contributions to Plato the Socratic as being the first one to introduce the subject
of etymology in many different passages of his works and especially in his Cratylus.!

In fact, the most extensive part of Cratylus (396c—421c) is concerned with etymol-
ogies.? Leaving aside the philosophical motivations and the modern debate relat-
ing to both that aspect of this work and to its general interpretation,’ it can be
said with confidence that the etymologies discussed by Socrates have continued
to circulate for centuries independently of the dialogue itself and even outside
the Platonic tradition. Some of them found their way into Late Antique and Byz-
antine lexica, and, quite naturally, into the etymologica. The circulation of Pla-
tonic etymologies — especially those from Cratylus — in Byzantine lexica is wide-
spread and would deserve a detailed investigation. In this paper, I intend to focus
on the etymology of a single word, in order to offer some preliminary remarks
within the framework of broader research concerning the means of dissemination
and re-use of Platonic doctrines into Late Antique and Byzantine etymologica.”

This paper originates from preliminary research on the Etymologicum Gudianum that | have un-
dertaken at the University of Hamburg in cooperation with Klaus Alpers, Christian Brockmann
and Daniel Deckers. My warmest thanks go to them for their valuable suggestions towards the
present contribution.

1 Transl. Usher (1985, 115) with some changes on the basis of Roberts (1910, 161).

2 See Ademollo (2011, 181-256) with further bibliography. On ancient etymology, see Herber-
mann (1991); Bernecker (1994); Sluiter (2015) with further references.

3 See the recent commentary by Ademollo (2011) with rich bibliography.

4 See also Valente (2017).

https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110622744-006
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Near the beginning of the ‘etymological’ section of Cratylus, Socrates dis-
cusses the origin of the name ‘hero’ (fipwg, 398c—e):°

EPM. (...) 6 8¢ 81 “fipwg’ Tl &v €in;

2Q. T00T0 8¢ 00 MAVY YaAETOV EvvoTioal. GIKPOV Yap TapiikTal auTdv TO Gvopa, dnAodv
TV €k 10D EpwTog yéveatv.

EPM. nig Agyeig;

2Q. oUKk oloda 8Tt Apibeot oi Fpweg;

EPM. i odv;

2Q. mévTeg 8iymov yeybvaoty £pacbévtog fi Bod BvrTiig f BvnTob Bedc.6 £V oVV oKomig Kal
TODTO KT TV ATTIKRAY TV TAAXLAV @wviv, Aoy glon: SnAdoet ydp oot 6T mapd 10 100
£pwTog vopa, 6Bev yeydvaaty ol fpweg, GUIKPOV Tapnypévov £0Tiv Tovopatogth xdpuv.” kat
fTot ToDTo Aéyel TOUG Hpwa, i STL ool foav kal priTopeg [kai] Setvol kai StahekTikol, Epw-
Tév ikavol Svteg® 10 yap ‘elpetv’ Aéyew éotiv. Smep ovV pTt Aéyopev, &v Tf ATTIK]| QWVi]
Aeydpevol ol Hpweg PrTOPEG TIVEG Kai EPWTNTIKOL CUPBAIVOVGLY, WOTE PNTOPWV Kal COPL-
0T@V y&vog ylyveTal TO fpwikov @DAov.

Her. (...) but what is the meaning of the word ‘hero’? (...)°

Soc. I think that there is no difficulty in explaining, for the name is not much altered, and
signifies that they were born of love.

Her. What do you mean?

Soc. Do you not know that the heroes are demigods?

Her. What then?

Soc. All of them sprang either from love of a god for a mortal woman, or of a mortal man for
a goddess; think of the word in the old Attic, and you will see better that the name Heros is
only a slight alteration of Eros, from whom the heroes sprang: either this meaning, or, if not
this, then they must have been skilful as rhetoricians and dialecticians, and able to put the
question (épwTdv), for €ipewv is equivalent to Aéyew. And therefore, as I was saying, in the
Attic dialect the heroes turn out to be rhetoricians and questioners. All this is easy enough;
the noble breed of heroes are a kind of sophists and rhetors.®

The word ‘fipwg’ is ascribed a double etymology playing on the orthography of
the Attic dialect, the first one related to the semantic sphere of love (£pwg), the
second to that of speaking (eipw) and asking questions (¢pwTtdw)." As for the first
etymology, Andrew Dyck cursorily stressed that it “continued to be quoted many

5 Here and below, I follow the text of Burnet (1900).

6 This part of the text is uncertain. See also the apparatus criticus in Duke et al. (1995).

7 On this passage, see Dyck (1978) and Ax/Sideras (1979) with further bibliography.

8 H.Schmidt suggested to write £pwTdv <kai eipetv>, while Ademollo (2011, 247 with n. 141) sug-
gests moving the supplement after 6vteg (i.e. Gvteg <kai €lpewv>).

9 Here, Jowett (1953, 58) adds an explanation in parentheses “fjpwg, in the old writing £pwg.”
10 Transl. Jowett (1953, 58f.).

11 On the interpretation of this passage, see Ademollo (2011, 247 n. 142) with further references.
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centuries later,” namely in one out of three entries concerning this substantive in
the Etymologicum Gudianum,? one of the most important etymologica dating to
the second half of the 10th cent.” Here, Plato is considered as an authoritative
source for etymological information. In the edition by Friedrich Wilhelm Sturz
(1818), the text of these glosses reads as follows:*

(1) 248.57-249.2 "Hpweg, IAATwv Epweg 814 TO fipdadal Bdv BVNTOG, ££ v EyevviBnoav of
fipweg. ApLoTOVIKOG, BTL yNYEVEIS ROV, Ol MPWTNV Mepl THY Epav, olov, EpweC. TIVEG 8¢ BTt
i MavSdpa ek Aob £yéveto, fig Mavéwpag kai Emunbéwg oi &vopwrot.

Heroes, Plato explains them as derived from £pweg (‘lovers’) by reason of a god loving a
mortal and the heroes being begotten of them. Aristonicus says that they were earthborn,
those around the first #pa (‘ground’),” that is to say #pweg. Some others say that Pandora
was generated from clay, and man from Pandora and Epimetheus.

(2) 249.3-7 "Hpweg EkAiBnoav Gmod T £pag, f| &mo Th§ ApeTiis, i Grd Tod Gépog, WG Pnatv

‘Holo80g, 4épa Eoadpevol, iy 4mo Tfg Epdoewg, TOuT £0TL TG HiEEWS TOV Bedv, T Gmd ToD
£pw TO KOVPIW, A P& TO Gp® O onpaivel T Appdlw.

Heroes received this denomination from &pa (‘soil’), or from &petn (‘virtue’), or from dnip
(‘air’), as Hesiod says, ‘clothed in mist’, or from €paotg (‘love’), that is pi&ig (‘sexual inter-
course’) of the gods, or from €pw, that is kovifw (‘11ift up’), or from Gp® (‘I will raise up’),
which means appéw (‘I accommodate’).

(3) 249.9-14 “Hpweg, ApiBeot, Suvartoi, ol yiyavteg, ol méhat TpwToyeveig &vOpwrot. fi 4rd
Tiig épwTHoews, SlahekTikol yap 81 1O fipdoBar BvnT@v, €€ MV EyevwiBnoav fpwes.
ApLOTOVIKOG, BTL yNyevelg foav oi mp@Tot mepl THY £pav. Tveg 8¢ 6Tt 1 MavSpa £k oD
gyéveto, g Mavspag kol Empn8éwg oi Gvepwmot.

Heroes, demigods, mighty men, the giants, the old, firstborn men. Or from épwtnotg (‘inter-

rogation’), for they were skilled in dialectic because of falling in love with mortals, from

12 Dyck (1978, 70 with n. 1). Beside the Etymologicum Gudianum, Dyck also mentions the Ety-
mologicum Sorbonicum quoted by Gaisford in the apparatus to EM 437.32. However, this ‘etymo-
logicum’ is none other than manuscript z of the Etymologicum Gudianum itself, that is the ms.
Par. suppl. gr. 172 (12th cent.), which depends upon the Vat. Barb. gr. 70: see Reitzenstein (1897,
73f.); Sciarra (2005, 379f.).

13 On Greek and Byzantine etymologica, see e.g. Reitzenstein (1897); Id. (1907); Valente (2014);
Alpers (2015) with further bibliography.

14 Obvious typographical inaccuracies have been silently corrected. The translation refers to
the printed text. On this edition, see below.

15 Tentative translation of the meanigless Greek text.
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whom heroes were generated. Aristonicus says that the first heroes were earthborn, con-
cerning the #pa (‘ground’).’® Some others say that Pandora was generated from clay, and
man from Pandora and Epimetheus.

These entries present many textual problems, many due to the manuscript used
by Sturz, a copy made by Liider Kulenkamp of the ms. Guelferbytanus 29/30 Gudi-
anus Graecus, written in 1293 in Terra d’Otranto.” This manuscript offers a se-
verely contaminated and reworked text and, as such, is not the best witness of
the original version. Thus, since the edition by Sturz cannot be used with confi-
dence,® clarity can be achieved only by examining the archetype of the whole
textual tradition of the Etymologicum Gudianum, that is the famous ms. Vaticanus
Barberinianus gr. 70 (second half of the 10th cent., siglum: d), as Richard Reitzen-
stein first demonstrated.” Edoardo Luigi De Stefani based the first critical edition
of the whole etymologicum on this manuscript, but he did not live to see his edi-
tion brought to the letter eta.?® Therefore, in order to properly understand the text
of the Etymologicum Gudianum for the three entries above, a new investigation of
the Barberinianus is needed.

Although some quires in this codex are no longer extant today,* the relevant
folio concerning the three entries on the etymologies of fipwg is fortunately still
preserved. On fol. 81", the first two glosses are part of the main text (respectively
1. 7-9 and 10-12):%

(1) fipweg-2 TIAGTwV (Crat. 398c—d) #pweg 514 16 Apao<Bar> Bedv BvnTHg, £E MV EyevvriBnoav
ol fpweg. AploTévikog (fr. 48 Razzetti)™ &TL ynyevelg qoav oi mp@Tol mept THv Epav, olov
Epweg: TivEG 8 b1 TlavSwpa £k tAoD £yéveto, fg Mavswpag kat Emundéws ot &vépwrot.

16 Tentative translation of miept v £pav.

17 See the description by D. Harlfinger in Harlfinger (1978, 35-37 with pl. 11). See also Reitzen-
stein (1897, 87 n. 1); Cellerini (1988, 12f., 27); Sciarra (2005, 388 with notes 108—111).

18 Reitzenstein (1897, 155). See also Cellerini (1988, 15); Alpers (2015, 295).

19 See Reitzenstein (1897, 91-103); Capocci (1958, 75-78); Maleci (1995). On the dating of this ms. in
the second half of the 10th cent., see Alpers (1984, 62f.); Id. (1991, 536-539); Id. (2015, 295f.).

20 De Stefani (1909 and 1920): the edition covers the entries from a up to Celai.

21 The last estimation of the loss quires and folia was made by Maleci 1995, 13-25.

22 Here I edit the glosses on the basis of my collation of the Barberinianus, adding a synthetic
critical apparatus as well as a translation.

23 In the margin, the scribe d? wrote the abbreviation “Op” (i.e. “Opnpog), which stands for the
epimerisms to Homer: see Reitzenstein 1897, 99; Cellerini 1988, 31-34. However, it should be a
mistake: see below.

24 T have no access to the dissertation by F. Razzetti.
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Epweg] Epweg Dyck | Apdo<Bar> Bedv] cf. infra gl. 3 : fipag Beov d | Bvntiig d (-iig per compen-
dium, -aig legit Dyck) : vnt@v d? gl. nr. 3 (iam coniecit Dyck, cf. infra) | €pweg?] €pweg Dyck
| Erupn6éwg Dyck, cf. etiam gl. [nr. 3 : | Empnifeog d

heroes: Plato explains them as derived from pweg (‘lovers’) by reason of a god loving a
woman: the heroes were generated from them. Aristonicus says that the first heroes were
earthborn, derived from &pa (‘ground’), that is to say épweg. Some others say that Pandora
was generated from clay: and man from Pandora and Epimetheus.

(2) fipweg ékArdnoav amod TG Gpetiig, | Gno Tob &épog, wg enoiv Hoiodog “fépa
£oadpevol” (Op. 255, cf. 125)- | Gro Tfig EpAoewg, TOUTETTLTAG HiEews, TOV Be@V, fi 4o TG
£pag (Epa 8¢ 1 i katd SLGAEKTOV)-* fipwG Yap YEyove mapd TO oipw, T kovPilw, fi mapd T
Gpw 6 onpaivel TO dppoiw* 16 8¢ alpw onuaivel n' téypdpnt?.

£oodpevol] &-d | fpwg] f- d

heroes: they received this denomination from dpetr (‘virtue’), or from anp (‘air’), as Hesiod
says: “clothed in mist”, or from €paotg (‘love’), that is pifig (‘sexual intercourse’), of the
gods, or from £pa (‘soil’) - for £pa means earth according to the dialect: in fact, fipwg (‘hero’)
comes from aipw (‘I raise up’), that is koviCw (‘I lift up’), or from épw (‘I adapt’), which
means appolw (‘I accommodate’). The verb oipw (‘I raise up’) has eight meanings.

In the upper margin of the same fol. 81", another contemporary scribe (d*) added
the following entry corresponding to the third one in the edition by Sturz; the text
was later supplemented by another scribe (d°) from the same scriptorium:*

(3) flpweg-? fpibeol, duvatoi® .ol yiyavteg, ol mdAat TpwToyevelg &vBpwmol. fi &mo Tig
épwn’loswq, SlahekTikol yop fipweg MAdtwv (Crat. 398c—d) £pweg 81 'r(‘) np&adat Bvntdv,
EEwv syswnenoow oi fipweg. Aplotovikog (fr. 48 Razzetti) §T1ynyeveig noo(v ol Tp@TOL TTAPX
TV épav* olov Epweg. Tveg 8¢ &L 1 MavSwpa ék mAod yévetor f<g> Mavdipag kal
"Emupn8ewg ot dvbpwrot.

ol ylyavteg supra lineam addidit d* | ipdoBot d? post correctionem, cum fipac6(ev) ante cor-
rectionem d? scripsisse videatur | fig] | d2

25 In the passage of Hesiod, however, there is no mention of heroes (vv. 252-256): Tpig yap
poptol eiowv émi xBovi movAvBoteipn / dBdvartol Znvog @VAakeg Bvntdv dvbpwnwv, / of pa
@UAGooOVTEV Te Sikag kai oxETAl Epya / iépa EGOGUEVOL, TIAVTN QOITMVTEG M’ adav. / T 8¢ Te
nopBévog £0TL Aikn, Ao Ekyeyawia KTA.

26 On this explanation, see e.g. Erot. 35.15 N., Hsch. € 5629, € 5725 L. It is not clear which dialect
is meant here. See Beekes 2010, 449 s.v. €pa with further references.

27 See below, n. 32.

28 See Maleci 1995, 61. More generally, on the scribes of the Barberinianus, see Reitzenstein
1897, 92-95; Maleci 1995, 45-72; Sciarra 2005, 361f.

29 The lemma is preceded by a cross.
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Heroes, demigods, mighty men, .the giants,.the old, firstborn men. Or from épwtnoig (‘in-
terrogation’), for the heroes were skilled in dialectic. Plato says that they are &pweg (‘lovers’)
because of <gods> falling in love with mortals: the heroes were generated from them. Aris-
tonicus says that the first heroes were earthborn, derived from épa (‘ground’), that is to say
#pwec. Some others say that Pandora was generated from clay: and man from Pandora and
Epimetheus.

This last entry supplements the first one with relevant information. Among the
different explanations for the substantive fjpwg collected in these three entries,
both Platonic etymologies are recorded, partly explicitly, partly only alluded to.
On the one hand, the etymology related to £pwg is accounted for by quoting Plato
in entries nos. 1 and 3, while it is only alluded to in entry no. 2 in the words
Epaotg/pi&ig Twv Bev (‘love/sexual intercourse of the gods’). On the other hand,
the link with the noun épartnoig and the assessment that heroes are dialecticians
(BiaxhexTikol yap fpweg) reflects the second Platonic etymology (from €pwTtéw)
and the explanation that heroes are in a way rhetoricians (ol fjpweg pritopég
Twveg). However, in order to try to understand how Plato’s etymology reached the
Etymologicum Gudianum, the sources of this lexicon should be investigated.

Concerning entry no. 2, Andrew Dyck correctly identified the source in two
epimerisms on the first book of the Iliad (1.4). The main part of the entry in the
Etymologicum Gudianum was taken from the following epimerism (Ep. Hom. A 4
A" Dyck):*°

fpwwv fpweg 8¢ EkAnBnoav amo g dpetig, fi dnd Tob depog, MG pnaotv ‘Hoiodog “népa
£oodpevol” (Op. 125, 255)° f| &mo TAG £pAoEwS, TOUTENTL TAG HiEEwS, TV B@V" fj &1 ThG
£pag (Epa 8¢ 1 yi katd SidhekTov). fipwg 8¢ yéyove mapd TO aipw, TO KovWilw, fi mapd TO
ap@®, TO appolw.

of the heroes: the heroes received this denomination from dpetr (‘virtue’), or from anp
(‘air’), as Hesiod says: “clad in the air”, or from £paotg (‘love’), that is pi&ig (‘sexual inter-
course’), of the gods, or from &pa (‘soil’) (pa means earth according to the dialect): The
word fpwg (‘hero’) comes from aipw (‘I raise up’), that is koveilw (‘1 lift up’), or from dp@®
(‘I adapt’), which means appow (‘I accommodate’).

30 The entry is attested by the mss. P (Par. Coisl. 387, within the ‘scholia-epimerisms’, Ps) and
O (Oxon. Nov. Coll. 298, within the ‘alphabetic-epimerisms’, Oa, “extra ordinem”, as Dyck re-
marks), as well as by the Etymologicum Gudianum. A slightly different and more complete ver-
sion of the same epimerism is preserved in the same ms. O within the section of the ‘scholia-
epimerisms’ (Os): see Dyck 1983, 16-20.
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Furthermore, Dyck correctly stressed that the last part of entry no. 2 in the Etymo-
logicum Gudianum was taken from the beginning of the following epimerism to
Homer (A 4 A%:*

To 8¢ aipgw onuaivel OkTw* alpw, TO KOLPITW KTA.>
The verb aipéw (‘I take’) has eight meanings: aipw (‘I raise up’), that is kov@iCw (‘I lift up’) etc.

It is well-known that other scribes of the Barberinianus tagged many entries with
the sigla of the sources while revising or supplementing the main text.®* The epim-
erisms to Homer usually bear the abbreviation “OpP. In this case, however, scribe
d? wrote it next to entry no. 1, which has nothing to do with the epimerisms, and
not next to no. 2. Thus, Dyck is probably right in supposing a mistake made by
this scribe. Concerning the Platonic etymology of fipwg from £paoig, it seems safe
to assume that Plato was not directly consulted by the compilers of this epimer-
ism, and they rather relied on their source for this information (if not on the
source of their source).

On the other hand, entries nos. 1 and 3 reveal a close connection and deserve
being jointly analysed. Entry no. 1 first introduces one of the two Platonic etymol-
ogies — that is fipw¢ from £pwg. Then, there is a quotation from the grammarian
Aristonicus (1st cent. BCE/1st cent. CE): he maintained that the origin of the name
was the substantive £pa, ‘earth’, thus considering heroes as earthborn. Such an
explanation is also listed in entry no. 2. Closely connected to this etymology is the
mentioning of the myth of Pandora, generated by Prometheus from clay, and
Epimetheus: men are therefore seen as descended from earth-born heroes. The
origin of this further association is not named (twvég).>* Entry no. 3 shares all
these materials, but adds some other explanations at the beginning. The first
two ones (fuibeot and Suvatoi)® are synonyms and seem to come from the so-

31 This epimerism is attested only in Oa (“extra ordinem”). On the relationships between the
mss. of the epimerisms and the Etymologicum Gudianum, see Dyck (1983, 24f.).

32 Dyckindicates “Orus, Ilepi moAvonpavtwy Aé€ewv ap. Reitzenstein, Gesch. [i.e. 1897], p. 340”
as the source of this latter epimerism. Besides, he rightly remarked that the verb £ypéepn at the
end of the interpretamentum of entry no. 2 in the Barberinianus is probably mistaken (app. ad L.):
“gypapn errore dixit, ut vid.: cf. Et. Gud. 54.5 et 158.4 Stef.; Et. Gud. 523.37 Sturz.”

33 See Reitzenstein (1897, 99-102); Id. (1907, 813); Alpers (2015, 297f.) with further bibliography.

34 On Pandora and Epimetheus, see e.g. Fink (1958).

35 The addition of oi yiyavteg by d>does not belong to the original entry. Furthermore, it seems
to be unparalleled within the surviving Greek lexica. The source of this annotation is therefore
still to be found.
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called lexicon of Cyril, although fpifeol can also be read in the passage of the
Cratylus mentioned above:*

Cyr. npw v! fipweg fpideol, Suvatol.

Heroes: demigods, mighty men.

Cyr. npw g® fipweg' fiuibeol, Suvaroi, yevvaior.”
Heroes, demigods, mighty men, noble men.

The following explanation — oi éAalL TIPWTOYEVELS GvBpwToL — is seemingly un-
paralleled: for the time being, it is impossible to say whether it was taken from
Cyrill’s lexicon or from another source. After these lexicological explanations, the
second Platonic etymology of the word flpwg is introduced (&mo Tfig épwTr oW,
BlaAexkTikol yap flpweg). However, it is difficult to tell whether the source of the
whole entry no. 3 is one and the same or — rather — scribe d? first copied the ma-
terials not present in the main text into the margin and then decided also to ap-
pend the text of entry no. 1 for the sake of completeness. Since this last explana-
tion has left no trace in any other source, it is impossible to know if it has been
directly gathered from the Cratylus or, more likely, from an intermediate source.

Perhaps some further insight into the explicit quotation of Plato in these two
entries may be gained. For this, a comparison with other entries of the Etymolog-
icum Gudianum with quotations from the Cratylus where the intermediate source
is still traceable may offer some help. Plato’s Cratylus turns out to be mentioned
three times in the Etymologicum by Orion of Thebes, one of the primary sources
the compilers of the Etymologicum Gudianum had at their disposal.® In the
printed — and unfortunately by no means critical — edition of this lexicon pub-
lished by Sturz in 1820, Plato is mentioned explicitly in these entries:*

16.10-15 &vBpwmog* katd IIAGTwva (Crat. 399¢)* mapd T GOPETv Kol Voelv & 81 nwre kat
£lde* TV GAGYwV P AoyI{opévmv Kai TpovooupévwY* ob Yap &v ixBiig eig kbpTov eioiiAdev,

36 On the Cyril-lexicon as a source for the Etymologicum Gudianum, see e.g. Cellerini (1988, 49-51).
37 See also Cyr. npw AS” and A8, Hsch. n 871 L. The Cyril-lexicon is also at the basis of an entry
in the Synagoge (£ 121 C., in turn source of Phot. n 267 Th. and Suda n 556 A.).

38 See Cellerini (1988, 47—-49).

39 P.H. Larcher identified the Platonic quotations (in the footnotes to the text in Sturz 1820).
40 The passage in the Cratylus reads: onpaivet ToiTo 16 §vopa 6 “GvBpwmnog” 6Tt T& pev GAAa
Brpia Mv Opd oVBEV Emiokomnel oVBE dvahoyileTat 008E Gvadpei, 6 8¢ GvBpwmog dpa Edpakev —
TobT0 & €07l [10] “Onwme” - kail Gvabpel kai AoyileTat TodTo 6 dnwrmev. évtelbev 8 pévov T
Bnpiwv 6pBdg 6 GvBpwmog “GvBpwmog” wvopdadn, Gvabpdv & dnwre.
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Op@v GAAov kpatovpevov. oi 8¢ mapa TO dvakA@vTa Ty SPv Gvw &Opeiv: ol 8¢ mapd TO
&vapbpov Exetv £mog,”! ToVTETTL PWVNV.*

man: according to Plato, it comes from ‘to observe’ and ‘to consider’ what one has looked
at and seen, while the irrational animals do not examine or foresee. For a fish would not
enter into a net if it saw another one already captured. Others say that the word &vBpwmog
comes from raising up the sight when one bends the neck back. Some others from having
an articulate utterance, i.e. voice.

93.14-18% Antdr 6 pév MAdtwv @notiv (Crat. 406a). mpacia yap 1 600G TaG* EAeodoa (sic).
Katd 8¢ Twvag, Anbw TO yap fluepov kai mpol, €k Tob £mAeAfjobal T@OV €ig avTRV
nemAnppeAnpévwv éppaivetat 6 8¢ Apiotapxog @nat, mapd t0 Af T0 Awplov, & ot BEAEL

Leto: Plato says. For the goddess is gentle, forgiving everybody. According to some others,
the name comes from Anfw, for being benign and gentle, clearly derived from forgetting
those who had offended her. Aristarchus says that the name comes from the Doric verb Afj,
that is ‘she wants’.

41 The transmitted £€mog should be corrected in 6ma as Larcher suggested (see also the entry in
Et. Gud. below).

42 See also Orion’s excerpt in Sturz (1818, 611.45-47); cf. De Stefani in apparatus.

43 In the printed edition, this entry is merged with the previous one (93.13f. Ajki0og [sic]- mapa
T0 peydhag [sic] ywpeiv. fj Aglov Exovoa kUTOG, peyaAokntog [sic]). Larcher remarked that “Antd
est initium nouae glossae. Nam quae post Antw sequuntur, nullo modo cum praecedentibus co-
haerent” (Sturz 1820, 93 n. 75). — This entry is the source of Epim. Hom. A 9 A Dyck. A slightly
different version is represented by Epim. Hom. A 9 A, which Dyck attributes to Heracleides of
Miletus because of the words oUTwg ‘HpoakAeidng at the end of the interpretamentum (see also
Dyck 1983, 28). I would rather be inclined to identify this grammarian as Heracleides Ponticus
the younger (1st cent. CE), one of the primary sources of Orion’s etymologicum (see Matthaios
2015, 225 with further literature). Therefore, I would consider these two epimerisms as two dif-
ferent versions of the one and same entry coming from Orion’s lexicon.

44 The Platonic text reads as follows: Antw 8¢ &mo TAG TPEOTNTOG TG B0, KaTd TO EBeArova
givat @V dv Tig 8énTai. Towg 8¢ GG oi Eévot kahobiatv — moAhol ydp “Anbw” kaAoloty — £0tkev Vv
TPOG TO PR TPXL ToD fBoUG GAN fiuepdv Te Kot A€Tov “AnBw” KekARoBat DO TV TOUTO KAAOUVTWV.
45 Larcher rightly conjectured mévtog (Sturz 1820, 93 n. 77). Iwould suggest writing <kai tév>Tog just
as in Epim. Hom. A 9 A® Dyck and in Et. Gud. 369.14-21 Sturz (see above, n. 43, and below, p. 82).
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144.24f. owpa- wg IIN&Twv @not (Crat. 400c),* ofjpa 0Tl TG YUXFG. Womep yap Evébarmral
avT@.”

body: as Plato says, it is the grave for the soul. As if it had been buried in it.

All the quotations come from Plato’s Cratylus. Notably enough, these three en-
tries of Orion found their way into the Etymologicum Gudianum, where the text
turns out to be more complete than that of the printed edition:

147.17-23 de Stefani &vBpwnog katd IIA&Twva (Crat. 399¢) mapd 10 GOPeTv kai Aoyileabda,
dmep Snwrte kol £ide, T@V AAGYwWV {wV | AoyI{opEVWY Kol TPOVOOVEVWY* oD YAp & ixolg
€ig xOpTov €eiofiN@ev Opwv GANOv kpatoLpevov, o8¢ Bpvig €ig Alva. oi 8¢ mapd TO
GvoxkA@<v>Ta TV 6PtV dvw GOpeiv. Tveg 8& mapd T0 Gvw Bpetv: 1 mapd TO EvapBpov Exewv
6ma, TOUTEOTL VNV KTA.®

man: according to Plato, it is derived from ‘to observe’ and ‘to consider’ what one has seen
and observed, while the irrational animals do not examine or foresee: for a fish would not
enter into a net if it saw another one already captured, nor a bird in a hunting-net. Others
say that it stems from raising up the sight when one bends the neck back. Some others yet
that it is derived from crying to the sky, or from having an articulate speech, i.e. voice etc.

369.14-21 Sturz Antw, €k 10D MBw 1O AavBdvw, O pev IAGTwv enoti (Crat. 406a), Tpdelx
Yap kai névtag EAodoa (sic)-"! 1O 8¢ fApepov kal mpdov £k Tod émAeAfioBat T@V gig avTRV
niem\eppeAnpéVwV Eppaivetat, 6 8¢ Apiotapxog mapa 10 Ad T0 BEAwW, Emeidn O £av Tig BEAD,
o’ a0 AauBver T 5& A onpaiver Tpia, Ad 6 BéAw, £€ 0D kail AT, AD TO EmBLPE &€
ov kol MA@, A® 10 PAénw, Smep dmd Tod Adw Yéyove kot AeAnpévog.>

46 In the Cratylus we read: kal yap ofjpd Ttvég @acty avTo (scil. odpa) eivat Tig Yuxic, g
TeBappévng &v @ VOV mapdvTL kai 16Tl ab TovTE onuaivel & &v onpaivy i Yoy, kai TavTy
“ofpa” 6pOwG KaAelobalt.

47 See also Epim. Hom. ¢ 22 Dyck o@pa (Il. 3.23)* mapd T0 ofjpa, 6 onaivel TOV T.0Qov, KaTd
Tov [T\ drwvaL (cf. Crat. 400c; Gorg. 493a)" TAWOG Yap £07TL, PNot, TO OWMQ TG PUXTAS Siknv ydp.
T&pov £.vB&mTeTaL T, YUy TG OWHKTL TPOTH TOD HokpoD €ig pokpOv yivetat, o@pa kTA. The
source here is once again Orion’s etymologicum, as Dyck correctly stressed in the apparatus.
Furthermore, he indicated that Orion’s entry is also the source of Et. Gen. ms. A s.v. cOpa
(whence EM 742.15).

50 The rest of the explanation comes from a different source (see de Stefani’s apparatus). It is
interesting to note that the entry on &v8pwrog in the Barberinianus belongs to the marginal sup-
plements (fol. 22).

51 The correct reading is probably mpoeia yap kai mavrtag €éAeodoa, just as in Orion’s entry (see
above, p. 81).

52 The Gudianum is likely the source of EM 564.17-24 and of Tzetz. exeg. in Hom. Il. 70.25-29
Hermann (see Dyck 1983, 85, app. to 11. 23-33).
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Leto, from the verb Arjfw, that is to ‘escape notice’ (AavOdvw). Plato says because <the god-
dess> is gentle and will catch everybody.” The benignity and gentleness clearly derive from
forgetting the sins committed against her, but Aristarchus says that the name comes from
the verb A@ (‘I desire’), that is 0¢Aw (‘I want’), since one obtains from her what one wishes.
The verb A@ has three meanings: (i) 0¢Aw (‘I will’), whence also Leto, (ii) A\@ (‘I desire’), that
is émBupéw (‘I desire’), whence also MA@ (‘I long for’), (iii) BAeénw (‘I see’), that comes from
Adw (‘I see’) and AeAinpévog (‘longing for’).

520.4-8 Sturz c@pa, 81 T6 oMoV aija kol &pa | mapd TO ofjpa, O CNUAIVEL TOV TAQOV, KaTA
1oV [TAGTwva (Crat. 400c), Ta@og Yap £0TLTO oOUA THG PUXAS SKMv yap Tégov évbdmnTteTal
N Yuxn 1@ cwpatt KTA.

body: because of safe blood and at once. Or from ofjpa (‘tomb’), that means grave, accord-
ing to Plato, since the body is a grave for the soul. For the soul is buried in the body just as
in a grave etc.

Unfortunately, only the first of these three entries can both be read in the edition
by De Stefani and verified against the Barberinianus, because the leaves contain-
ing the other two entries are lost. Nevertheless, it can be claimed that these quo-
tations from Plato’s Cratylus reached the compilers of the Etymologicum Gudia-
num via Orion. By analogy, it may be supposed that the entry on fjpweg in the
Etymologicum Gudianum was also gathered from the same source.” However, this
should be considered a mere working hypothesis, to be verified by studying all
the quotations from Plato’s Cratylus in the Etymologicum Gudianum as well as in
Orion. For this purpose, a deep investigation of the textual tradition of both works
and of their sources will be needed.

To sum up, this short preliminary investigation reveals the diffuse circulation
of Platonic etymologies within the Greek scholarly tradition and confirms once
again the longstanding influence of Plato’s Cratylus throughout the centuries.

53 See above, n. 45.

54 In particular, if we consider the entries on fljpweg and Ant, we can recognize a very similar
exegetical structure: after the etymologies taken from Plato, a quotation from the Alexandrian
scholar Aristonicus is introduced.
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George ). Xydopoulos

Crystal’s dictionary of linguistics and phonetics
and its adaptation to Greek: lexicographic,
terminological and translation issues

1 Introduction

In this work I discuss lexicographic, terminological and translation issues that
occurred during the adaptation process of David Crystal’s “Dictionary of Linguis-
tics and Phonetics” (DLP) into its Greek edition. To do so, I, first make a series of
metalexicographic observations regarding the structure, the content and the pub-
lication history of the original English version of the dictionary, from 1980 till its
last edition in 2008. More specifically, in section 2, I present the lexicographic
profile of DLP, based on the relevant theory and practice about terminological
dictionaries, with special emphasis on the particularities of the terminology of
linguistics and the way it is accommodated in DLP. In section 3, I provide a de-
tailed presentation of the lexicographic profile of the Greek version of DLP (of the
first and of the [forthcoming] second edition) and I discuss all issues pertaining
to the content of the megastructure, to the rebuilding of the macrostructure, and
to the adaptation of the microstructure to the needs of the Greek-speaking users
of the dictionary.

2 The lexicographic profile of DLP

David Crystal’s “A Dictionary of Linguistics and Phonetics” (henceforth DLP) is
one of the most (or the most) well-known and acclaimed English dictionaries of
terms and concepts in general linguistics and phonetics, mainly addressed to stu-
dents and junior researchers in the field; it has already appeared in six editions,
from 1980 to 2008. In the sections that follow, first, I make some brief remarks
about the special kind of terminological dictionaries and how they are compiled
(section 2.1). Then, I outline the major characteristics of the terminology of lin-
guistics (section 2.3). Furthermore, expanding on these remarks, I discuss the or-
ganization and content of the megastructure, the macrostructure and the micro-
structure of DLP from a (meta)lexicographic perspective.

https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110622744-007
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2.1 The nature of terminological dictionaries

Specialized lexicography, as a division of lexicography, is a branch of applied
linguistics that is interested in the production of terminological dictionaries. Ter-
minological/specialized dictionaries cover vocabularies in specialized fields of
knowledge, thus including words (or terms) used in specific scientific or techno-
logical fields and excluding words used for general purposes. In other words,
these dictionaries can be viewed as “an explicit formal representation of the
knowledge within a certain domain (medicine, chemistry, linguistics, law etc.)”
(Martin/Vliet 2003, 336).

In typological terms, general dictionaries are distinguished from terminolo-
gical ones in that the former cover the so-called general vocabulary while the
latter focus on terms used to describe concepts in a specific subject field
(Martin/Vliet 2003, 333-35). Of course, items from a specialized vocabulary can
be generalized and move onto general vocabulary if they are used by the
average speaker in his/her everyday communication (e.g. vowel, consonant).
This instance of the so-called de-terminologization has lexicographic
consequences as these “general-ized” terms can be excluded from the
macrostructure of terminological diction-aries and, instead, appear in general
dictionaries (Meyer/Mackintosh 2000). As attested by Bowker (2003, 156), a total
of 25% to 40% of lemmas listed in general dictionaries have originated from
various specialized domains (see also Xydopoulos/Pavlakou 2008, 1066—
67). Of course, the treatment of these “tech-nical” words in general
dictionaries differs substantially from that in terminolog-ical dictionaries, as
the user in each case has clearly distinguishable lexico-graphic needs. As
Martin/Vliet (2003) put it, general dictionaries are more usage-oriented, while
terminological dictionaries are more knowledge-oriented.

A terminological dictionary is set up within a well-defined and delimited
sub-ject field taking into consideration its function and its projected audience. A
crit-ical phase in the whole enterprise is to select the corpora that will serve
as the basis of information for the concepts and terms under investigation.
These can include either printed or electronic material where available in
each subfield. Lexicographers have the responsibility to select the most
appropriate primary/secondary/tertiary bibliographical resources in terms of
scientific quality, rele-vance to the project concerned and coverage sufficiency
(see Bergenholtz/Tarp 1995, 98ff.).

All corpora collected need to be scanned, manually or automatically, in
order to identify and extract the relevant terminology to be included in the
dictionary. The decision with regard to which terms are to be included or
excluded is to be based on statistical and other corpus-related criteria (e.g. word
frequency, con-cordance). The collected data need to be analysed in order to
determine which
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terms are used and in what context. This will allow for appropriate definitions of
the terms and identification of any synonymic terms that need to be cross-refer-
enced. This analysis will also provide categorial, phonetic and other grammatical
information necessary to build each lemma. The proper context analysis will pro-
vide crucial information necessary for the conceptual delimitation and for a
“most commonly accepted” definition of each term, taking into consideration
and reconciling different theoretical approaches or views about each scientific
concept relevant to the particular field covered by the terminological dictionary.

The preparation of the entries in a terminological dictionary does not follow
a specific microstructural pattern, as is the case with general dictionaries. It is the
task of the lexicographer to decide how to present the information, taking into
consideration the function of the dictionary along with the profile of the intended
readership. The entries are then listed in the macrostructure, either in an alpha-
betical or in a systematic/thematic manner (see also Bowker 2003, 160-63).

In the next sections we shall see how these lexicographic principles have
been implemented in the case of DLP. Before that, a few comments are in order
about the nature and the constitution of linguistics terminology that are highly
relevant for the organization and content of DLP.

2.2 Anote about linguistics terminology

Modern terminology of linguistics includes a corpus of terms which is growing
rapidly and is enriched by new terms resulting from the constant development of
the individual branches of the field. This, according to Bolinger (1968, 554), sug-
gests that linguistics is still an “immature” science. The corpus of linguistics ter-
minology is organized on the basis of the levels of analysis of language, covering
interdisciplinary areas of (applied) linguistics as well. Modern linguistics termi-
nology, of course, consists of terms that originated from traditional fields of lan-
guage study (i.e. traditional grammar, philology) as well as of terms borrowed
from sciences bordering to linguistics in its applications, such as mathematics,
logic, psychology, philosophy, sociology, computer science, etc. (Giannoulopou-
lou 2001, 23-24; Katsoyannou/Efthymiou 2004, 27-28; Xydopoulos 2002, 496).

In formal terms, linguistics terminology includes mainly nominal elements
(nouns and adjectives) and a limited number of verbal elements. Terms are de-
rived either as one-word formations, through derivation and compounding or
periphrastically, in the form of lexicalized phrases, via syntactic processes (Cabré
1999, 73, 87 and Xydopoulos/Pavlakou 2009, 1064-5).

As is the case with other sciences, linguistics terminology aims mainly at
mapping and describing the conceptual structure of a specialized scientific field.
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In other words, adopting the onomasiological approach, it identifies a scientific
concept and its characteristics, resulting in the naming of the particular concept
(see Anastasiadi-Symeonidi 1986; Sager 1990; 1997; 1998; Xydopoulos 2008; cf.
Temmerman 2000). Linguistics terminology is characterized by a high level of
accuracy in naming a scientific concept so as to prevent any misinterpretations.
Of course, it is impossible to exclude ambiguity caused mainly by polysemous
terms (e.g. the term context) which are only disambiguated in the appropriate
contexts (Cabré 1999; Xydopoulos 2002; Tsakona 2007).

2.3 Publication history and design features of DLP

The 1st edition of DLP appeared in 1980 with the (more hesitant) title “A First
Dictionary of Linguistics and Phonetics” by the publisher André Deutsch in Lon-
don (Crystal 1980). The 2nd edition appeared in 1985 with the modified title “A
Dictionary of Linguistics and Phonetics” by Blackwell publishers in Oxford, in
association with André Deutsch (Crystal 1985). Given its success, the 2nd edition
of DLP was translated in Serbocroatian and Portuguese (see Kristal 1987 and Crys-
tal 1988). The 3rd edition was published in 1991 in Oxford solely by Blackwell
publishers (Crystal 1991). The 4th edition was published in 1997 by the same pub-
lisher (Crystal 1997) and formed the basis for the 1st Greek edition, published in
Athens by Patakis Publishers in 2003 (Krystal 2003; see section 3.3). The 5th edi-
tion of DLP appeared in 2003, nearly twenty-five years after the first edition in
1980 (Crystal 2003), while the 6th edition appeared in 2008 by Blackwell in Ox-
ford (Crystal 2008). The 2nd Greek edition of DLP is based on the 6th edition of
DLP (Krystal in press; see section 3.4).

In terms of language and directionality, terminological dictionaries can ei-
ther be monolingual or bi-/multilingual. They can be addressed to users being
native or non-native speakers and can either be uni- or bidirectional (see Ber-
genholz and Tarp 1995, 52-53 and Bowker 2003, 156). In these terms, DLP is con-
sidered a unidirectional monolingual (English) terminological dictionary of lin-
guistics addressed to either native or non-native speakers of English.

2.4 Coverage and users

Coverage in terminological dictionaries can be either broad or narrow. Generally,
terminological dictionaries of broad coverage aim at a part of the specialized vo-
cabulary in question, while those of narrow coverage aim at comprehensive cov-
erage of the terms in a particular field (see Bowker 2003, 156). DLP is a dictionary
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of broad coverage as it includes terminology of phonetics and linguistics apply-
ing criteria mainly regarding the frequency of use and the datedness of terms.

As claimed earlier, users of terminological dictionaries differ from those of
general dictionaries as they mainly form part of specialized audiences that work
in the particular field covered by each dictionary (Bergenholz and Tarp 1995, 19—
20 and Bowker 2003, 156-57). In particular, the users can be either trained pro-
fessionals or trainees or experts from related fields or non-experts. The profile of
the users addressed by a terminological dictionary is crucial for determining the
technical and linguistic quality and quantity of the information included in the
microstructure. In the same vein, a terminological dictionary can have a produc-
tive, a receptive or a combined function depending on the users’ profile and their
lexicographic needs. DLP is a useful (introductory but comprehensive) manual of
linguistics terminology, with a receptive function that serves both the language
teaching professionals and the academic community dealing (directly or indi-
rectly) with linguistic issues. Throughout its publication history from 1980 to
2008, DLP included that portion of linguistics and phonetics terminology that
was appropriate for the level of linguistics knowledge of its readership. It com-
prised all terms that are mostly used in current bibliography (e.g competence,
prosody, structuralism, morphology), or are more popular (e.g. terms of generative
grammar theories), and excluded most highly specialized terms that can be en-
countered only in advanced bibliography by experts in the field (e.g. terms from
Hjemslev’s glossematics). Because of its “introductory” nature, DLP has given
special emphasis on concepts that, although appearing to be simple, are quite
difficult to understand and use for new students in the field (e.g. distinctive fea-
tures, form, function, word, sentence, utterance).

2.5 Macrostructure

Macrostructure of (printed)! terminological dictionaries can be organized either
alphabetically or thematically (see Bergenholtz/Tarp 1995, 198). Despite the ad-
vantages and disadvantages of either of the two approaches, the choice of order
depends on the function of the dictionary. If the dictionary has a receptive func-
tion, then the alphabetical order is preferable, as users can conveniently search
and find information about individual terms. If the dictionary has a productive

1 Here, my focus is on features and properties of terminological dictionaries printed on paper;
for a discussion about different media for terminological dictionaries and their impact on macro-
and microstructure, see e.g. Martin (1997); Bowker (2003); Martin/Vliet (2003), etc.
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function then users benefit a lot from a thematic organization, since they can
study all terms that are relevant to a central concept of the discipline in question
(Bowker 2003, 157-58 and Bergenholz and Tarp 1995, 199). DLP’s macrostructure
is organized alphabetically, given that it is a terminological dictionary that is
used as a reference resource for linguistics terms and concepts and so has a re-
ceptive function.

The 1st edition of DLP included a selection of ca. 2,000 entries (i.e. 1,000
main entries and 1,000 subentries) from phonetics and from various areas of lin-
guistics (Barkan 1981; Smith 1982; Crystal 1980, 2-5). The data were collected
from a set of twenty books from various areas of linguistics. In terms of coverage,
Crystal applied a more user-centered approach and decided not to exhaustively
cover all terminology in language sciences (cf. Ducrot/Todorov 1981). He listed
only those terms that: (a) were sufficiently “attractive” and useful to the average
user (e.g. competence, structuralism, generate vs. allolog, bahuvrihi); (b) did not
appear in general dictionaries (e.g. alphabet, abbreviation); (c) were originally
coined within linguistics and were not borrowed from other disciplines (e.g. rein-
forcement, runic); (d) were not names of languages or linguistic families; and (e)
were particularly important / meaningful for the discussion in linguistics. Fur-
thermore, DLP, in its first edition, excluded terms that belonged to: (a) traditional
terminologies about language (e.g. anaptyxis, alliteration); (b) other disciplines
and had the same meaning in linguistics (e.g. amplitude); (c) applied linguistics
(e.g. transfer, aphasia); and (d) comparative philology (e.g. umlaut) (for com-
ments on coverage see Smith 1982, 461-62; Crystal 1980, 2-5).

The 2nd edition included a total of 2,225 entries (i.e. 125 new main entries and
100 new subentries if compared to the 1st edition). The new terms originated
mainly from developments in the mid-eighties, in the field of syntax and the the-
ory of transformational grammar, and from alternative syntactic theories like the
generalized phrase-structure grammar as well as from phonology, pragmatics
and discourse analysis and text linguistics (Crystal 1985, x—xi).

The 3rd edition included ca. 200 new entries (bringing the total of macro-
structure to ca. 2.400 entries) and some 100 subentries. As with the 2nd edition,
new terms came from developments in the fields of syntax (i.e. government and
binding theory) and phonology (i.e. autosegmental phonology, metrical phonol-
ogy), from early 1990s (Crystal 1991, xiii).

The 4th edition benefited a lot from encyclopedic works and handbooks on
linguistics published in the mid-nineties. As a result, 600 new terms and con-
cepts were added, with substantial contributions from non-linear phonology and
semantics, bringing the total to 4,000 terms from major fields in general linguis-
tics and phonetics. Of course, Crystal made a careful selection of the newly-
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coined terms to be included and allowed only those that appeared to be institu-
tionalized as attested by two or more (secondary) bibliographical sources. It in-
corporated new terminology that came from advances recorded in different
fields of linguistics such as psycholinguistics and language acquisition, cogni-
tive linguistics, discourse analysis, semantics, phonology, minimalist syntax,
computational linguistics, sociolinguistics, acoustic phonetics, grammar, histor-
ical linguistics, etc. (Crystal 1997, xv—xvi).

The 5th edition of DLP had to address the increasing popularity of the disci-
pline and thus accommodate an abundance of new terminology that needed to
be documented (cf. Bolinger 1968, 554 on the “immaturity” of linguistics). Thus,
this edition of DLP comprised over ca. 3,000 entries containing some 5,000 terms.
However, it did not cover all linguistics and phonetics terminology in use. Special
attention was paid to all concepts and terms that reflect the development of lin-
guistics throughout the 20th century and not to the totality of the terminology in
linguistics and related fields. As it had been the case with all previous editions of
DLP, the 5th edition did not include terms found in general dictionaries (e.g. al-
phabet) nor systematic terminology of other disciplines related to linguistics (e.g.
from literary criticism). In the same vein, this edition did not include any proper
names that are usually found in encyclopedic works of reference. Given that lin-
guistics was already an extensively interdisciplinary field in 2003, the 5th edition
had to incorporate terms from other fields into linguistics such as comparative
philology, language teaching, information technology, computing and logic,
psychology, etc. Similarly, it incorporated almost all (mathematical or logical)
terms pertaining to linguistics formalization as well as terms from philology and
traditional grammar that are of renewed interest these days (Crystal 2003, vi-x).

Finally, the 6th edition of DLP followed the same organization pattern as the
previous edition, with some obvious changes. This edition contains a total of
5,100 terms organized in 3,000 entries, reaching a content of nearly 250,000
words. The new and final edition of DLP now includes more terms from the ad-
vancing field of Chomsky’s minimalist programme during the first decade of the
new millennium (Crystal 2008, xi—xii).
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2.6 Microstructure

The microstructure in a terminological dictionary may consist of different types
of information such as a definition, equivalent terms, synonym terms, etc.2 Of
course, the amount and type of information depend on the users’ profile, the
function of the dictionary as well as whether it is monolingual or multilingual.
Monolingual terminological dictionaries like DLP generally provide at least a def-
inition supplemented by encyclopedic information about the term. Additional in-
formation can include the grammatical and phonetic form(s) of the term, exam-
ples of usage, synonyms or related terms, etc. Bi/multilingual terminological
dictionaries have a much simpler microstructure, listing only the equivalent term
in the target language(s) accompanied by a subject label referring to the particu-
lar field or subfield of the discipline. In some cases, there may also be short defi-
nitions and examples of usage.

Because of its pedagogical nature, as admitted by Crystal himself (1980, 5-6), the
microstructure of each entry of the 1st edition of DLP was organized in a rather differ-
ent way than it was expected for a terminological dictionary in the 1980s. The defini-
tions were enriched with encyclopedic information and illustrative examples, while
at the end of each entry the users were given bibliographical suggestions (only sec-
ondary sources) to further their study on the particular term. The information in the
microstructure was structured so as to make each entry independent from others.
This way, the users could easily and quickly get the answers they sought without hav-
ing to navigate through different cross-referred entries.

In the 2nd edition, apart from corrections and improvements to the text, Crys-
tal expanded bibliographical references in each entry. However, in order to main-
tain the pedagogical purpose of DLP, he did not include any primary bibliograph-
ical sources. In the 3rd edition, DLP saw an innovation with the addition of the
chart of the International Phonetic Alphabet as part of its megastructure, and in-
cluded cross-references in the microstructure in order to connect related entries.
In the 4th edition a major development was the elimination of the bibliographical
references that appeared at the end of most entries in the three early editions. In
addition, cross-references were increased so as to facilitate the search of terms.

In the 5th edition, DLP saw important improvements with regard to the content
of its microstructure. The definitions became more discursive with the addition of
illustrative examples and encyclopedic information of historical or epistemological

2 For a discussion of the difference between the microstructure of a general and of a termino-
logical dictionary see Wright (1994, 13) and Martin/Vliet (2003, 334-35). For a clarification of lexi-
cographic terms relevant to terminological dictionaries, see Bergenholtz/Tarp (1995, 15-16).
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nature. As was the case beginning with the 1st edition, entries were kept as auton-
omous as possible without redundant cross-referencing. This feature has both fa-
cilitated the search process by the users and saved time (see Bogaards 2003, 30).
The autonomy of entries, of course, led to an unavoidable repetition of information,
but this disadvantage for an ordinary book turns out to be an advantage for diction-
aries. In addition, all major term derivatives were treated as separate entries so as
to accelerate the search process. These particular entries were cross-referential of
the type “X see Y”. Terms as headwords appeared in bold accompanied by gram-
matical information about their category to assist users who were not native speak-
ers of English. As in previous editions, defined terms appeared in small capitals
inside relevant entries throughout the DLP. Finally, the abbreviations were no
longer given as separate entries but, like symbols and IPA, they were instead pre-
sented in a separate table at the front matter of DLP’s megastructure.

Finally, the 6th edition kept all improvements of the 5th edition and, in addi-
tion, many entries that first appeared in the 1st edition of the dictionary were re-
vised, updated and chronologically adjusted to the most recent state of the disci-
pline (in 2008).

3 The Greek edition of Crystal’s DLP

The 1st Greek edition of DLP was published in 2003 in Athens, Greece by Patakis
Publishers under the title “Aeéiké yAwaooloyias kat pwvntixrg” (henceforth
LGF1). The aim of this publication was to offer Greek-speaking students and
scholars of linguistics the well-renowned terminological dictionary of Crystal in
Greek so as to help them in dealing with concepts and terminology of linguistics
in their studies and research; LGF1 was based on the 4th edition of DLP. The 2nd
Greek edition of DLP, based on its 6th edition, is currently in press and is expected
to be published in 2018 by Patakis Publishers in Athens (cf. section 3.4 below).

Before I examine the profile of LGF in (meta)lexicographic terms, it is worth
making a brief note about the nature and particularities of linguistics terminology
in Greek along with a quick mention of other reference works dealing with Greek
linguistics terminology.
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3.1 Terminology of linguistics in Greek

As we saw earlier in section 2.2, Greek terms found in linguistics terminology origi-
nate from the traditional terminology of philological and historical studies in lin-
guistics, either as direct loans (e.g. aorist, diphthong, etc.) or as internationalisms
(e.g. morphology, phonology, etc.). It is obvious that these terms form a natural part
of Greek linguistics terminology, but this is a very limited portion when compared
to terminology imported by means of calquing. Thus the majority of current Greek
linguistics terminology comes from other languages and, maybe exclusively, from
English, since the findings of current linguistics research are mainly communicated
internationally via English (see e.g. Kakridi-Ferrari 2001; Haralambakis 2004).
Modern Greek terminology of linguistics can be found in:

(1) (a) primary bibliographical resources (i.e. research reports, journal articles,
monographs, etc.)
(b) secondary bibliographical resources (e.g. research indices, abstracts, etc.)
(c) tertiary bibliographical resources (e.g. textbooks, scientific encyclope-
dias/dictionaries, terminological manuals for teachers, etc.).

Linguistics terminology in general dictionaries of Greek is rather limited and usu-
ally confined to traditional “philological-grammatical terms” (see Xydopou-
los/Pavlakou 2009 and references therein). If we accept the claims of Cabré (1999,
38), Iordanidou (2004, 221-22) and Xydopoulos/Pavlakou (2009, 1066), among
others, that the occurrence of technical terms in general dictionaries is an im-
portant indication for standardization of these terms, then the degree of stand-
ardization of linguistics terminology in Greek is relatively low when compared
with that of the corresponding English terminology.

3.2 Other Greek linguistics dictionaries/glossaries

Expectedly, LGF was not the first and only linguistics terminological dictionary
to have appeared in Greek. In 1983, a two-volume dictionary of linguistics (enti-
tled Agéixd Spwv ylwaooloyiag “Dictionary of Linguistics Terms” [LOG]) ap-
peared, authored by Sotiris Dimitriou, an anthropologist and a well-acclaimed
writer, but not a trained linguist. The dictionary was published by Kastaniotis
Publishers in Athens, Greece as part of a six-volume set of terminological diction-
aries by the same author, in the broad area of “semiotic” sciences. LOG lists Greek
linguistics terms, along with their equivalents in English, French and German ac-
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companied by extensive encyclopedic definitions. At the end of the second vol-
ume there are three bilingual alphabetical indices that facilitate the user in locat-
ing English, French and German terms in the dictionary (see Dimitriou 1983).

In 2003, apart from LGF, another major linguistics terminological dictionary
in Greek made its appearance. It was the ZUyypovo Agéiko dpwv xar Beudrwv
yAwaooloywv (“Modern dictionary of terms and issues in linguistics” [SLOTG]).
SLOTG was authored by George Sakellariadis, a trained philologist and linguist,
and published in Athens, Greece by Savvalas Publications. The dictionary in-
cluded ca. 1400 terms from various areas of general linguistics with extensive
definitions. A bilingual alphabetical index (a.k.a. glossary) at the end of the dic-
tionary listed English linguistics terms along with their equivalents in Greek (see
Sakellariadis 2003).

In 2007 and 2008, we saw the appearance of two glossaries of linguistics
terms published by the Department of English of the University of Athens as part
of an EU funded project. The glossaries were bilingualizations of the glossaries of
sociolinguistics, by Trudgill (2003), and of semantics and pragmatics, by Cruse
(2006), published by Edinburgh University Press. Both bilingualized glossaries
listed the terms in English, as in the macrostructures of the original English glos-
saries, along with their equivalents in Greek and the translated definition (see
Tsakona 2007; 2008).

In 2007 and 2009 two electronic bi/trilingual glossaries/dictionaries of linguis-
tics terminology made their appearance. First, the “Online glossary of linguistics
terminology” (OGLT) by Xydopoulos, a bilingual bidirectional (English — Greek)
glossary of terms from various fields of linguistics was made available online in
2007, based at the Philology Department of University of loannina (see Xydopoulos
2007). OGLT’s lemmas give English or Greek equivalents along with the linguistics
field where each term is used. Second, the Agéixko yAwoooloyikwv dpwv: T'spua-
vikd — EAM\nvixa — AyyAwca (Dictionary of linguistics terms: German — Greek — Eng-
lish; LGOGEA) by Boutoulousi appeared online in 2009 and was revised and up-
dated in 2013; it is based at the German Department of Aristotle University of
Thessaloniki (see Boutoulousi 2013). LGOGEA is actually an online bidirectional tri-
lingual glossary, similar to OGLT in terms of structure and content. It includes a
German macrostructure, accompanied by English equivalent terms, that leads to
Greek equivalent terms. Within the German macrostructure there are also equiva-
lent terms in English (see Boutoulousi 2009; 2013).

Finally, it is worth mentioning that apart from these fully-fledged (printed or
electronic) dictionaries or glossaries, there are various bilingual indices or glossaries
that can be found at the end of Greek linguistics textbooks, especially of those pub-
lished the last twenty years (Xydopoulos/Tsangalidis/Prountzou 2014, 444). These
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are actually bilingual lists, indexed or non-indexed, intending to support readers in
dealing with terms and their equivalents found in particular books.

Let us now move on to the discussion of the characteristics of LGF and of the
way it was compiled.

3.3 The first edition of LGF

In the sections that follow, I focus my attention on the structure and content of
the two Greek editions of Crystal’s DLP (i.e. LGF1 and LGF2, respectively) as well
as on issues regarding the lexicographic structure, the adaptation of terminology
and the translation of DLP’s text into Greek.

3.3.1 Building the megastructure

LGF1 maintains the megastructure of the 4th edition of DLP, with some additions
(see diagram 1 below). It includes the translations of Crystal’s introductions to the
1st, 2nd, 3rd and 4th editions followed by the Greek version of IPA (tables of con-
sonants, vowels and diacritics) at the front matter.

The additions to the outside matter of LGF1 include a translator’s note at the
front matter, right before Crystal’s introductions, and a bilingual alphabetical in-
dex and bibliography at the back matter. The unidirectional bilingual (English-
Greek) alphabetical index, at the back matter, serves both as a quick reference
glossary and as an index for users who only know the English term and wish to
find the equivalent term in Greek and be subsequently directed to the relevant
lemma. The back matter concludes with a list of ca. 75 bibliographical items used
by the translator in the process of verifying standardized or non-standardized
Greek linguistics terminology (see section 3.3.4 below).

Diagram 1: LGF1’s megastructure (diagram adapted from Hartmann 2001, 59)
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3.3.2 Working on the macrostructure

A crucial decision regarding the setting up of LGF1 was how to organize the
macrostructure. There were two possible alternatives, either to copy DLP’s Eng-
lish-based macrostructure (cf. Tsakona 2007; 2008) or to rebuild the macrostruc-
ture following the sorting of Greek terms according to the Greek alphabet.

Given that the aim of LGF1 was to serve as a fully functional Greek linguistics
terminology dictionary, the translator opted for the latter alternative. This way
DLP’s directionality and monolinguality features were kept intact, just switching
from English to Greek. Moreover, users had the opportunity to treat the dictionary
as a genuinely Greek version, while they were supported in their search tasks by
the bilingual index/glossary at the back matter of the megastructure.

The treatment of abbreviations posed a slight problem, since in DLP they had
the form of alphabetisms with separate lemmas. In LGF1 they were turned into
their Greek equivalent initialisms accompanied by the English original and the
full phrase in Greek. Finally, abbreviated terms like wh-, which are pronounced
as alphabetisms, were listed in transliterated forms of their English pronuncia-
tions: e.g. “vTapAmn-ylov-£11¢” [dablujueits]. Symbols like “t” for “trace” were em-
bedded into the lemmas of the full equivalent terms, next to the headwords.

3.3.3 Working on the microstructure

LGF’s microstructure follows that of DLP with some modifications. The headword
is the Greek equivalent term in boldface characters followed by an indicator of
the lexical category for nouns (i.e. the corresponding article) and adjectives (i.e.
the endings for the three genders). In several cases, alternative Greek equivalents
appear in brackets next to the headword:

YAwoown enityvwon (n) (YAwoowr evvaicOnon (n), Y\ wooowkn cvveldnrotnta ()
[language awareness] ‘Opog mov xpnotponoteitat ediké otnv [TAIAATQIIKH TAQEEZOAO-
T'TA koL ava@EPETaL 0T0 A0 ival KAVEIG EVNUEPWHEVOG, ExeL evaloBnaia kot dlaBétel kpion
OXETIKG HE TN YAWOOO TOV, KaBWG Kal 0To OG0 yVwpilel kavelg Tn oxeTikn opohoyia («pe-
TayAwoowkn entyvwony). ITig apxeg Ti§ Sekaetiog Tov 1990 evioxvnke WBlaitepa To €pyo
npowbnong TNG YAwoOKNG emlyvwong, agov 1Tav TOTE mov eiyav apxioel va vioBetovvTal
o€ MOAEG XWPEG VEEG IPOOTITIKEG 0N Sidaokalia TG YAwooog oTa oXoAeia.

Text 1: Treatment of alternative terms inside lemmas (Krystal 2003, 83)
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As we see in Text 1 above, the equivalent of the term language awareness is pre-
sented with the most preferred equivalent Greek term yAwaoouwn eniyvwon that ap-
pears as the headword, while alternative Greek terms yAwooikr ovvaioOnon and
YAwooixn ovveldntoTnTa are given in brackets next to it, ordered according to the
frequency of use of each term. As a further means of facilitating the users, alter-
native Greek terms also appear as separate lemmas cross-referring to host lem-
mas (as seen in Text 2 below):

pn mapaywyikdg -1 -6 [unproductive] BAéne [IAPATQITKOTHTA

PN MaPERPATIKOG -1 -6 [non-finite] BAéne IAPEM®ATIKOZ -H -O

pn meEPIANTITIKGG -1 -6 [non-collective] BA¢éne ITEPIAHIITIKOZ

HN EPLOPLOTIKOG -1} -6 [non-defining, non-restrictive] (1) BAéne ANA®OPIKOZX -H -O
(2) BAéme ITEPIOPIZTIKOX -H -0

pn mAgvPkdG -1 -6 [non-lateral] BAéne IIAEYPIKOZ -H -O

HN TPAYHATIKOG -1} -0 [irrealis] BAéne IIPATMATIKOE -H -O

Text 2: Treatment of alternative terms as separate lemmas (Krystal 2003, 268)

Apart from alternative terms, headwords can be also accompanied by their deriv-
ative terms, as is the case in Text 3 below with the derivative adjectives vevpo-
YAwoooloyxdg and veupoydwootkdg of the main term vevpoyAwoooAoyia. In the
same lemma we can see that the formal comment is further complemented by the
original English term in square brackets:

NevpoyAhwoceoloyia (n) (vevpoyAwoeooloykég -1} -6, vevpoyAwoowkog -1 -0)
[neurolinguistics] KA&8og tng TAQEZOAOTTAE rtov TOANEG (popEG OVOUETETAL Kail VEUPOAO-
ywn yYAwoooAoyia (neurological linguistics). MeAeTd T0 veupoAoyiko vtofadpo TG avamTu-
&ng kat tng xprong g FAQIEAY kot emixelpel va kataokevdoet éva IIPOTYIIO yia va miept-
ypdnpet Tov TPOTO He TOV omoio 0 eykéPalog eAéyxel TG Sadikaoieg opAiag, akpoaong,
avVAYVWOong, Ypa@ng Kat vevpdtwy. H kuplotepn mpooeyyion ag@opovoe TO Vo 0pLeTOUV Ta
OTASLA EVOG «<VEVPWVIKOV TIPOYPAHHATOG», TO OTI0{0 Bat UITOPOVOE VOl EENYTOEL TX PALVOHEVA
xpovikov APOPQTIKOY cuvtoviopov, TOIIOOETHEHE XE AKOAOYOIA kat GAAwV xopaxTn-
potikwv TG [TAPATQIHE OMIAIAE. Ta kUpLa XAPAKTNPLOTIKA QUTHAG TNG TIPOOEYYLoNg -
oiovtal oTa epeVVNTIKG gupripata amod dvo Topeic: (o) Tn peAétn KAINIKQN TAQEEIKON
KaTaoTaoewv (6nwg n apacia, n duoapbpia, To TPAVAIOHA), WOTE Va SlamoTwOEL amod Ta
0Tad1 TNG avEAVoNG oL ival 1 PUOT TOV VTIOKEIMEVOV oUOTHHATOG (B) TN HEAETN TNG
napaywyng Tng ophiog pe IAPAMETPIKH pébodo, ota mAaiola TnG apOpwTIKnG QWVNTIKNAG,
el KoTEPR TNG EEETAONG TWV «PUTLOAOYIKWV» AABQN Ta OOl TIPOKVTITOVV KATA TNV OML-
Ala (.. IAPAAPOMES. OMIAIAZ, AIXTATMOI).

Text 3: Treatment of term derivatives and of English terms (Krystal 2003, 281)
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The semantic comment includes the translation of the definition along with illus-
trative examples (wherever available). If the phenomena discussed are relevant
to the Greek language, the Greek adaptations of the examples appear:

BovAnon (n) (BovAnTkdg -1 -6) [volition, volitional] ‘Opog mov ypnotpomnoteital otn H-
MAZIOAOITKH avéAvon twv TPAMMATIKQON KATHTOPION kat ava@épetal o€ éva €i§og
oxéong peta&d evog APAZTH kot evog PHMATOZ. Ztnv mepintwon evdg BovAnTtikov
(volitional) pripatog 1 piag Sopng, n mPa&n mov AapPAvel xwpa eivat To AMOTEAESHA TNG
emloyng Tov 8pdotn, m.x. H Mapia épvye. Znv nepintwon evog pn povAntikov (non-
volitional) prjpatog 1 piag Sopr|g, o §pdotng dev €xel kaboploTikn eniGpaon otnVv mpa&n,
n.X. H Mapia yAiotpnoe. [IoAG pripata €gouv kat Tig Svo epunveieg (m.x. O X ytunmoe tov Y
-kt AdBog 11 emtitndeg; O 6pog eixe 070 MAPEABOV GUYKPLTIKO POAO WG TTPOG TNV avaAvon
Twv onpoolwv oplopevwy BOHOHTIKQN pnpdtwy otny ayyAwr: yia mapadetypa, n fovAn-
Twkr| évvola Tov will otnyv mpotaon I will go («Ba @Uyw», pe TNV £vvola TO «Eival amoPaoT]
Hov va UYw») Slakpivetal and GAAEG €Vvoleg OMWG AUTH TOV XAPAKTNPLOUOV UG TTPAENG
(They will sit there for hours «Oa TIEPIHEVOLV EKEL ETL WPEGH).

Text 4: Treatment of illustrative examples relevant to Greek (Krystal 2003, 74)

In Text 4 above, the examples illustrate a phenomenon regarding volitional and
non-volitional verbs that is relevant to Greek, so examples were just translated
into Greek. If the phenomena are irrelevant, then examples appear in both Eng-
lish and Greek:

MeTatponomnoinon (n) (peratpononoww) [postmodification (postmodify)] ‘Opog mov
Xpnotporoteitat o oplopéveg ypappatikeég IIEPITPADEY kot avag@épetal oe OAa to ETOI-
XEIA (2) Ta omoia eppavitovtat petd v KEPAAH pog ®PAZHY (pog ENAOKENTPIKHE
@paong), m.x. Ta avtoxivnTa 6T0 YKapAE eivar axpiBa. Etnv ayyAwrn, avayvwpifovtat Tpia
KUpLa €i6n petatpomomnonTikng Soprig: IIPOOETIKEE @pdoelg (m.x. the cars in the garage...
«Ta QUTOKIVNTA 6TO YKAPGL»), IAPEMMATIKES (ANA®OPIKEE) [TPOTAZEIE (r.x. The car
which was in the garage... «<T0 QUTOKIVI|TO TTOV TAV GTO YKOPAL») KAl YN TOPEUPOATIKES
(ATTAPEM®ATIKEX i METOXIKEZ) npotdoelg m.y. the car parked in the street ... the car to
buy «T0 AUTOKIVITO TO MAPKAPIGPREVO GTO SPONO»... «TO QUTOKIVITO YO XYOPE» ...

Text 5: Treatment of illustrative examples irrelevant/partly relevant to Greek (Krystal 2003, 262)

In Text 5, examples illustrate postmodification, a phenomenon that is found in
Greek, but not as extensively as in English. Examples appear in their original Eng-
lish form, accompanied by a word-by-word translation into Greek.

Finally, alternative spelling forms of English terms were incorporated into
the main lemma, e.g. esophageal was incorporated into the main lemma of oe-
sophageal under the headword otgopayxdg. In addition, proper names were
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spelled in Greek, but were also given in their English spelling form to avoid any
confusion by the users (e.g. Taduoxt (Chomsky), Xooip (Saussure)).

3.3.4 Adapting the terminology

The translation of DLP and the adaptation of the English linguistics terminology
to Greek was not a straightforward task in the compilation procedure of LGF1. In
many cases, linguistics terms in DLP already existed in Greek and the task was to
locate them in the Greek linguistics literature and validate them, paying special
attention to their level of standardization in different authors and texts.>

In a similar fashion, a large number of English terms were non-existent in
Greek and had to be coined for the first time. In order to render DLP’s terminology
into Greek, Babiniotis’s (1993; 1995) four integrity criteria/conditions were
adopted, namely (a) acceptability, (b) informativity, (c) retrievability, and (d)
translatability. Acceptability refers to “linguistic well-formedness” of the term;
informativity refers to “denotability, transparency and clarity” of the term; re-
trievability refers to “brevity, monolecticity and derivational consistency” of the
term; and translatability” refers to “cross-linguistic correspondence” of the term.
To fulfill these criteria in rendering DLP’s terminology into Greek, four macro-rules
were applied, as proposed and discussed by Xydopoulos (2002; 2004; 2008):

(2) (a) Check the scientific definition of the term
(b) Verify the degree of standardization of the term
(c) Check the formation rules for the derivation of terms
(d) Prevent or avoid ambiguity

The application of each of these macro-rules satisfies one or more of the above
criteria. Acceptability is fulfilled by macro-rule (2c); informativity is fulfilled by
macro-rules (2a) and (2d); retrievability is fulfilled by macro-rule (2b); and trans-
latability is fulfilled by macrorules (2a) and (2c). These macro-rules were also
adopted (with some rearrangements) in the bilinguilization project of Cruse’s and
Trudgill’s glossaries by Tsakona (2007; 2008), while Floros and Grammenidis
(2012, 95-96) fully adopt in their work on translation studies terminology the
methodological scheme proposed by Xydopoulos (op. cit.).

3 For a discussion of the procedures for selection of equivalent terms, see Bergenholtz/Tarp
(1995, 104ft.).
4 Or “reversibility” as suggested by Floros/Grammenidis (2012, 93).
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Apart from the application of these macro-rules, the adaptation of terminology
in LGF1 included a term verification process that involved two phases. In the first
phase, in order to determine the degree of standardization of adapted terminology,
the proposed terms were checked with reference to two general dictionaries of Mod-
ern Greek (LNEG and LKN) and all linguistics textbooks published in Greek that
were available at the time (i.e. in 2001). In the second phase, bilingual tables of
adapted terminology, organized per linguistics field, were sent out to thirty Greek-
speaking linguists, with research and teaching experience in academia, who served
as informants with the request to evaluate the proposed Greek linguistics terminol-
ogy and make alternative suggestions. All suggestions made by these experts/in-
formants were taken into consideration in deciding the equivalent terms to be in-
cluded as headwords or as alternatives in the macrostructure of LGF1.

3.3.5 Translation issues

The text in (all editions of) DLP is written in a simple, properly structured, engag-
ing, and often ‘pedagogical’ style. However, there are many cases of lemmas (es-
pecially in the fields of phonetics and computational linguistics) where the exact
meaning of the text was more complicated and more difficult to translate. A spe-
cial effort was made to make the Greek text in LGF1 as accurate, understandable
and explanatory as possible, particularly so in places where the English text was
difficult for the user.

Despite the virtues of DLP’s text, there have been at times some difficulties in
the translation and adaptation of scientific texts (see e.g. Kentrotis 2000, 170-72)
that deserve some discussion here. By way of illustration, let us see a few of these
difficulties/problems and the way they were dealt with in LGF1.

In a number of cases, a major problem was the need to adapt the language
examples into Greek, given the culture-dependence of the linguistics discipline,
in the sense of Bergenholtz/Tarp (1995, 60ff.). For instance, the sentence “Visiting
speakers can be awful” is used in DLP to illustrate the term ambiguity, transfor-
mational ambiguity in particular. The presence of the gerund visiting in the sen-
tence makes a literal translation into Greek rather difficult. The sentence’s two
readings can be switched to Greek as: (a) Towg eivar anaiolo va emoxénteTal
Kkaveic ouAntég “It can be awful to visit speakers”, or (b) Ot opiAntég mov mpayua-
TOTTOLOVV EMIOKEYELS Umopei va eivat amaiotot “Speakers who pay visits can be aw-
ful”. This and other cases of formal and communicative equivalence could only
be resolved by translating the data with the additional explanation that these
were only relevant in English (see Xydopoulos 2003, 744).
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Another serious problem was the translation of functional terms in linguis-
tics such as the verbs claim, argue, postulate, stipulate, etc., especially in syntac-
tic constructions with inanimate subjects: the theory argues or the constraint stip-
ulates which do not apply as such in Greek and had to be transformed into passive
periphrases like: To emyeipnua mov npofdletar amd tn/otn Bswpia “the argu-
ment made by/in the theory” or énwg opileTat ywplic TekUNpiwon amd Tov Teplopt-
ouo “as stipulated by the constraint™.

Furthermore, there were difficulties in the translation of multiword terms,
like head-driven phrase structure grammar, which had to be adapted into Greek,
taking into consideration the restrictions in the structure of the Greek noun
phrase which does not allow multiple pre-modifiers. In satisfying the criteria of
3.3.4 above, such terms had to be translated by respecting monolecticity, on the
one hand, and post-modification, on the other, yielding the equivalent Greek
term ypauuatixn tnG keparoarpapovs ppaotikls dourj¢ “grammar of the head-
driven phrase structure.”

Finally, another translation problem concerned the adaptation of the strict
SVO word-order of English, which often had to be turned into a VSO or SVO order
in Greek, taking into consideration the information structure in the original text.
A problem related to word-order had to do with the expression of indefiniteness
in English and in Greek since in English it is marked by indefinite articles but by
zero articles in Greek, e.g. a term > (*évag) dpog “term”.

3.4 The second edition of LGF

Since the publication of LGF1 in 2003 there appeared two more editions of DLP,
namely the 5th edition (Crystal 2003) and the 6th edition (Crystal 2008). In the
next two sections, I make a brief evaluative note on LGF1 and discuss the transi-
tion from LGF1 to LGF2.

3.4.1 A quick note on the pros and cons of the 1st edition of LGF

Since its first appearance, LGF1 was well acclaimed by Greek-speaking scholars
and students and, arguably, served its purpose in making Crystal’s DLP accessi-
ble to the Greek readership as a reliable dictionary of linguistic terminology. It
made a contribution by introducing several new linguistics terms not used before
in Greek, but also by standardizing several linguistics terms in the language.
The whole enterprise, of course, had many drawbacks that had to do either
with the mistranslation of terms or with not including others that were already
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standardized. These terms were mainly in the area of phonetics (see Ladefoged
2007). For instance, the term plosion was not translated as the standardized exto-
vwon but instead as €xxpovon or eéwbnon, with the latter being a standardized
equivalent for ejection. Another example is the term advanced tongue root which
was translated as mpow8nuévn Baon yAwooag instead of the more acceptable rpo-
wOnuévn pifa yl\wooag (i.e. mistranslating the term root). Similarly, alveolar ridge
was erroneously translated as xopv@n Tov patviov instead of the standardized
patviaxn axpolopia (i.e. by mistranslation of the term ridge) and downdrift as
katepyouevo Vo instead of the correct emroviky oAioBnon (in this case by mis-
interpreting the whole concept).

3.4.2 From LGF1to LGF2

Given that since LGF’s 1st edition, DLP was revised and updated twice, and taking
into consideration developments in linguistics during the last decade with their
expected impact on the relevant terminology, the preparation of a second edition
of LGF was deemed necessary. LGF2 is expected to remedy most of the termino-
logical problems from which LGF1 suffers, but also to renew and update the dic-
tionary’s macrostructure in accordance with the improvements made in the most
recent edition of DLP (i.e. the 6th edition).

As far as its megastructure is concerned, LGF2 incorporates a list of abbrevi-
ations and a list of symbols, preceding the IPA tables in the front matter, as they
were first introduced in DLPS’s 5th and 6th editions (cf. Diagram 1 above). As is
the case with DLP, this measure will actually decongest the macrostructure of
LGF, as all abbreviations will not be treated as separate entries anymore, thus
increasing the user-friendliness and functionality of the dictionary. Furthermore,
ca. 600 entries, mainly derivative terms, that were part of LGF1’s macrostructure
have been either removed or re-accommodated as subentries, whereas ca. 1150
new entries reflecting recent developments in the discipline have been added
(see section 2.5 above). All Greek terms of LGF1 have been re-verified by consult-
ing all linguistics publications available in Greek (i.e. textbooks, monographs,
collective volumes, conference proceedings, glossaries and dictionaries, encyclo-
pedias), which have substantially increased in number during the last decade
(see Xydopoulos/Tsangalidis/Prountzou 2014, 436-437).

The microstructure of LGF2 follows the pattern of the microstructure set in
the 5th and 6th editions of DLP (see section 2.6 above). The same terminological
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and translation problems and difficulties in the microstructure of LGF1, as dis-
cussed earlier in sections 3.3.4 and 3.3.5, were encountered and dealt with in the
adaptation process of the microstructure for LGF2.

4 Conclusion

In this work, I discussed a series of lexicographic, terminological and translation
issues pertaining to the adaptation process of David Crystal’s “Dictionary of Lin-
guistics and Phonetics” (DLP) into its Greek edition. In section 2, I examined how
the megastructure, macrostructure and microstructure of DLP was first set up in
1980 and evolved through almost three decades into one of the most well-designed
and developed terminological dictionaries of linguistics in lexicographic and ter-
minological perspectives. In section 3, I presented a detailed account of the process
of turning DLP into a fully-adapted Greek terminological dictionary of linguistics.
This process involved a re-design of the macrostructure by applying Greek alpha-
betization of the lemmas. In addition, the microstructure was enriched with the ad-
dition of features (e.g. alternative equivalent terms) to the formal comment, as well
as with an adaptation of the semantic comment to the particularities of the Greek
language (wherever feasible) and the needs of the Greek readership. Finally, I also
highlighted a series of methodological and practical problems related to the trans-
lation of the text and the rendering of the English linguistics terminology into its
Greek equivalent, suggesting and testing possible solutions.

Abbreviations

DLP = Dictionary of Linguistics and Phonetics (Crystal 1980; 1985; 1991; 1997; 2003; 2008)
LGF = Ae&iko yAwaooAoyiag kot pwvnuikrg (Krystal 2003; in press)

LGF1 = Ae&iko yAwooodoyiag kau pwvnikng (1st ed.; Krystal 2003)

LGF2 = Ae&iko yAwooodoyiag ki pwvntikig (2nd ed.; Krystal in press)

LGOGEA = Aeixo yAwoooAoyikwv 6pwv: leppavikd — EAAnvikd — AyyAika (Boutoulousi 2009; 2013)
LOG = Ne&iko opwv yAwoooAoyiag (Dimitriou 1983)

OGLT = Online glossary of linguistics terminology (Xydopoulos 2007)

SLOTG = ZUyypovo Ae&ikd dpwv kot Ogpdtwy yAwooodoyikwy (Sakellariadis 2003)
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Vaclav Blazek
Agamemnon

Homer informs us that Agamemnon is the older brother of Menelaus and that
their father was Atreus:
Homer, Il. 3.455-461:

ToloL 8¢ Kai peTéelmnev Gvag avBp@v Ayapépvwv:

‘kékAuTe pev Tpdeg kai AdpSavol i’ €nikovpot:

vikn pév 81 @aivet dpnipilov Mevehdov,

VUETG 8 Apyeinv EA&vny kai kTrpad’ &y adTf

£kBoTe, Kol TNV &moTvépey fivty £otkev,

1 T€ kol £000pévolot Pet dvBpwmolot méAnTaL.’

W Epat ATpeidng, £ni & fiveov dAot Axatol.

Then the king of men, Agamemnon, spake among them, saying: ‘Hearken to me, ye Tro-
jans and Dardanians and allies. Victory is now of a surety seen to rest with Menelaus, dear
to Ares; do ye therefore give up Argive Helen and the treasure with her, and pay ye in re-
quital such recompense as beseemeth, even such as shall abide in the minds of men that

are yet to be.” So spake the son of Atreus, and all the Achaeans shouted assent. (transl.
Murray)

Homer, I1. 17.79:
Mevéhaog dpriiog Atpéog vidg

warlike Menelaus, son of Atreus (transl. Murray)

1

Besides the most frequent form Ayopéuvwv used already by Homer, some variants
are known, especially from Attic vase inscriptions: Ayapéopwv, Ayopéupwy,
Ayapévvwv, Ayopévwv (Nachmanson 1913, 246; Frisk I, 6).

The present study was prepared thanks to a grant of The Czech Science Foundation (GACR),
GA15-12215S. I am very grateful to John Bengtson for his correction of the English.

https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110622744-008



120 — VaclavBlaZek

2 Existing etymologies

2.1

In his dialogue Cratylus (3950p) Plato tried to explain the name Ayopépvwv by
Socrates’ words:

KIVBUVEDEL YOp TOWODTAG TIG £ival & “Ayapépvwv,” olog & S6Eelev ot Stamoveiohat kal
KOPTEPETY TENOG EmTIOELG TOig 80&aat 8 &peTrv. onpeiov 8¢ avtod 1 €v Tpoig povr T0d
néBoug Te Kol kapTepiag. BTL oDV &yooTog katd [3958] TRV Empoviv oUTog O Gvip
EVOTHaiveL TO Gvopa O ‘Ayopépvav.’

Yes, for Agamemnon (admirable for remaining) is one who would resolve to toil to the end
and to endure, putting the finish upon his resolution by virtue. And a proof of this is his
long retention of the host at Troy and his endurance. So the name Agamemnon denotes
that this man is admirable for remaining. (transl. Fowler)

2.2

This interpretation was kept by Pott (1857-60, 334: “zur Genlige ausharrend”)
and Curtius (1879, 311), supported e.g. by Kretschmer (1912, 330), and developed
by Heubeck (1968, 357-61) and Hamp (1971, 21-24: *Ayapévuwv, besides Attic
*Ayopévopwy, *‘Ober-Mév(o)pwv’). The second component was identified with
the verb pevw ‘I stay, wait; stand fast, abide’.

2.3

Prellwitz (1891, 171-72) derived the name Ayapépvwy from *Ayapévpwv and further
from *Ayopédpwv (cf. Attic peodpvn vs. Ionic peoddun ‘crossbeam, all from Sepw ‘I
build’). The second component should be derived from pédopat ‘to provide for, be
mindful of, bethink one of’. This idea was developed by Stolz (1909, 13-21) and more
or less accepted e.g. by Carnoy (1957, 12), Frisk (I, 6) and Beekes (2010, 8).

2.4

De Saussure (1881, 432) and Fick (1894, 400) suggested a third interpretation of
the second component, connecting it with pépova ‘I have in mind, wish eagerly,
yearn, strive’. This idea was further developed by Janda (2005, 135-139).
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2.5

The first component has been identified with &yav ‘much, too much’ [Pindar] < acc.
*mg-eHrn, cf. e.g. dya-kAeng ‘of great renown’ (Beekes 2010, 7-8; Fick 1894, 39).

2.6

But the semantic motivations ascribed to the name are rather neutral or even
inaccurate, if the name belonged to the supreme commander of the Achaean
military forces: (i) ‘very persistent’; (ii) ‘very mindful’; (iii) ‘very eagerly wishing’.

3 A new etymology

The aim of the present study is to offer a new solution, based on the functional
and etymological correspondences between Greek Ayapépvwv and Vedic Agni-.

3.1

The most important common feature connecting both mythological personages
is their relation to fire. The Vedic theonym Agni- has as its primary appellative
function the straightforward meaning of ‘fire’. The relation of Agamemnon to
fire (cf. also Gantz 1977) is best expressed by Aeschylus in his tragedy Agamem-
non, where he put in the mouth of Clytaemestra, the wife of Agamemnon, the
description of the grandiose chain of beacon fires informing the Argive people
about the fall of Ilium after ten years of war (Aeschylus, Agamemnon 281-316,
transl. Weir Smyth):

“Hepatotog "I8ng Aapnpov EKMEPTwV GEAAG. PPUKTOG 8 QPUKTOV 8ebp’ &’ dyydpou Tupdg
Enepmev: "I8n pév npog ‘Eppoiov Aérag Afjpvou: péyav 8¢ mavov £k vigou Tpitov ABGov
ainog Znvog ££e8¢£a0,2° UmepTeNr|S Te, TOVTOV (HOTe VwTioat, oy MopeuTod Aapmddog
npdg NBoviv trievkn TO xpuooeyyésg, g TG MAog, oehag mapayyeidaca MakioTou
okomaig: 68 oUTL pEMwV 008" dPpacudvws VIV OVIKDUEVOG TAPFKEV GyyEAOUL HEPOG:
£kag 8¢ @puktod @@¢ ém Evpinov podg Meooamiov @UAaL onuaivel poldv. oib
avtéhappav kol mopryyelhav ipoowypaiog £peikng Bwpov dpavteg mupl. ¥° bévovoa
Aapumdg 8 obdénw pavpouvpévn, vriepBopodoa nediov Acwmod, Siknv @adpag ceAvng,
npOg Kibap@vog Aémag fiyelpev GAANV £xSoxfv mopmod mupde. @aog 8¢ tnAémoprnov ovk
Avaiveto > @poupd mAéov kaiovoa T@V eipnpévwv: Aipvny 8§ Umep Fopy@miv Eokmpev @d-
0G: 6pog T &’ AlyimAaykTov ££IKVOULEVOV WTPUVE BETUOV pry xpovileoBat mupdg. mEUMovat
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& Gvdaiovteg dpBOVW péver 3 PAoydg péyav tdywva, Kai Zapwvikod TopBpod KATomTov
np@v OnepPdMey mpdow @Aéyovoav: EoT Eoknev DT AgpikeTo Apayvaiov aimog,
doTuyeitovag okomdg: kamert ATpeld@v £¢ T08e okNmTeL 0TEY0G > pdog TO8 0k &rammov
I8aiov mupog. Totoide Tol pot Aapmadn@opwv vopol, dAAog map’ dAAov Sadoyais TAnpov-
pevot: Vikd 8 6 mpdTog Kot TEAEVTATOG Spapwv. TEKpap TolodTov GUPBOAGY T¢ dot Adyw 3
Gv8pog mapayyeihavtog £k Tpoiag épol.

Hephaestus, from Ida speeding forth his brilliant blaze. Beacon passed beacon on to us by
courier-flame: Ida, to the Hermaean crag in Lemnos; to the mighty blaze upon the island
succeeded, third, @ the summit of Athos sacred to Zeus; and, soaring high aloft so as to
leap across the sea, the flame, travelling joyously onward in its strength the pinewood
torch, its golden-beamed light, as another sun, passing the message on to the watchtow-
ers of Macistus. ®° He, delaying not nor carelessly overcome by sleep, did not neglect his
part as messenger. Far over Euripus’ stream came the beacon-light and signalled to the
watchmen on Messapion. They, kindling a heap of ! withered heather, lit up their an-
swering blaze and sped the message on. The flame, now gathering strength and in no way
dimmed, like a radiant moon overleaped the plain of Asopus to Cithaeron’s ridges, and
roused another relay of missive fire. P Nor did the warders there disdain the far-flung
light, but made a blaze higher than their commands. Across Gorgopus’ water shot the
light, reached the mount of Aegiplanctus, and urged the ordinance of fire to make no de-
lay. B! Kindling high with unstinted force a mighty beard of flame, they sped it forward
so that, as it blazed, it passed even the headland that looks upon the Saronic gulf; until it
swooped down when it reached the lookout, near to our city, upon the peak of Arachnae-
us; and P! next upon this roof of the Atreidae it leapt, this very fire not undescended from
the Idaean flame. Such are the torch-bearers I have arranged, completing the course in
succession one to the other; and the victor is he who ran both first and last. B This is the
kind of proof and token I give you, the message of my husband from Troy to me.

It is remarkable that Agni is also mentioned in connection with ‘beacon’ — he is
asked for his beacon to protect people from narrow straits (e.g. RV 1.36.14):

urdhvo nah pahy dmhaso ni ketina | visvam sam atrinam daha

Upright, protect us from narrow straits with your beacon. Burn up every devourer. (transl.
Jamison/Brereton)

Already Homer used the metaphor about Agamemnon’s eyes like blazing fire, as
in Il. 2.101-104:

Aot 6 Y g eimwv kot &p’ EleTo: ToioL & dvéotn
Apwg ATpeidng evp kpeiwv Ayopepvwv
GYVOHEVOG: HEVEDG BE péya PPEVES AppuEhatval
niiprmAavt’, §ooe 8¢ ol rupl AapmeTOWVTL ElKTNV:
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When he had thus spoken he sat down, and among them arose the warrior, son of Atreus,
wide-ruling Agamemnon, deeply troubled. With rage his black heart was wholly filled,
and his eyes were like blazing fire. (transl. Murray)

3.1.1

If agni- is derivable from *H.egni-/*Hyz;0gni- or *ngni-/*Hi.sngni-, in the Greek

name one would expect a compatible counterpart. The first component Aya° is

derivable from *H.egn-, compatible with the pre-Aryan variant *H.ogni-, but

*H.engn®/*Hngn® would also lead to *angn® and after the following nasal dis-

similation to *agn°, cf. Greek iyvon ‘hollow of the knee, ham’ <*Hen-gnu-;

fyvnteg ‘native’ <*Hien-gneH;-t° (Beekes 2010, 576). But there are examples
showing that *HinC® can also change into Greek aC®, as in Greek &kapog ‘brain’

[Etymologicum Magnum 45.13] <*Hmn-krH:o- vs. ykapog ‘brain’ [Lycophron

{320-280 BCE}, Alexandra 1104; Alcaeus Messenius {197 BCE}] <*H1en-l€aero-

and Tykpog * éyképahog [Hesychius] <*Hien-kro- (Nussbaum 1986, 72-73; Beekes

2010, 49-50). This means that the name is also derivable from *Hmgn°. The

choice from thinkable variants could be determined by cognates in other Indo-

European languages:

— Nuristani: Waigali di ‘fire’ (Turner 1966, #55).

— Iranian: Young Avestan proper name Dastdayni-, maybe also Old Per-
sian/Median Ag-nu-par-nu in the cuneiform transcription (EWAI 1, 44);
Yazghulami ayndg ‘a white stone (= flint?)’ <*agniaka-, besides wilyn ‘black’
= *burnt’ <*aua-agn(i)a- (ESIJ 1, 86).

— Anatolian: Hittite theonym %A-ak-ni-i§ was probably borrowed from Mitanni-
Aryan.

— Italic: Latin ignis ‘fire’, besides unique inscriptional ingnis < *engni- <
*Hmgni- (Schrijver 1991, 63-64, 416).

— Balto-Slavic*ungni-: Old Lithuanian ungnis [Bretkun], Lithuanian ugnis f.,
East (Zietala) ugnis m, ugné; Latvian uguns f. & m. (i-stem), uguns m. (io-
stem), dial. (Tamian) ugin$ ‘fire’; Slavic *ognv & *ognv m. ‘fire’ < *Hingni-
(Derksen 2015, 478).

Especially with regard to the Latin data it is possible to choose the protoform
*Hingn® as compatible with all actually attested forms.

The first nasal is confirmed by such forms as Vedic dngara- ‘coal’; Ashkun
angd, Dameli angar ‘fire’, etc.; Sogdian ’nk’yr /angér/ ‘hearth’, Yaghnobi inkir
‘id.’; ?01d Irish aingel ‘fire, light’, ?Middle Welsh {first 14th-15th cent.} engyl
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‘fire’ (GPC); Lithuanian anglis, Latvian tiogle and uogls f.; Old Church Slavonic
oglv ‘coal’ (EWAI I, 48; Turner 1966, #125; Gharib 1995, #1061; Vendryes 1960,
A-36; Derksen 2015, 55; Pokorny 1959, 779). Persian angist ‘charcoal, wood coal’
and Ossetic Iron zyng, Digor zing ‘burnt coal, fire’ (*uz-anga-; see Abaev IV, 322—
23; ESIJ 1, 168), together with the Old Irish gloss ong ‘fire, hearth’ (Vendryes
1959, A-36; 1960, 0-25), indicate the root *Hong-. The Celtic data exclude the
reconstruction of the labiovelar *g¥, proposed e.g. by Derksen (2015, 478).

3.2

The second component could be derived from the verb pipvriokw ‘I remind, put
or call in mind, remember, make mention’, etc., pf. pépvnpat, subj. pepvwpaL
(similarly already de Saussure 1881, 432 and Fick 1894, 400, cited above). The
name was probably formed by the suffix -pwv, gen. -pdévog, cf. flyepwv ‘leader,
guide’, ev-Onuwv ‘well-arranged; setting in order’, etc. (Brugmann 2.1., 239-240,
300; Janda 2005, 134-139). The whole compound *Hmgn-menmon would mean
‘reminding by fire’, probably with regard to Agamenon’s chain of beacon fires,
signalizing the conquest of Troy.

4

There are also other common features, connecting the Vedic god Agni and the
Greek hero Agamemnon:

4.1 Light
Aeschylus, Agamemnon 522-523:

HKeLY&p DUV @@G £V eDPPOVN PEPWV
Kol 7010 8 Gmaot kowov Ayapépvwy Gvo.

For bearing light in darkness to you and to all assembled here alike, he has returned —
Agamemnon, our king. (transl. Weir Smyth)
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RV 1.36.3:
mahds te saté vi caranty arcdyo | divi spr$anti b"andvah

Since you are great, your flames range widely; your radiant beams touch heaven. (transl.
Jamison/Brereton)

RV 1.69.1:

ved"a ddrpto agnir vijandnn iid"ar nd génam svadma pitiinam |

jdne nd $éva ahiiryah sdn mad"ye nisatto ranvé duroné

The blazing one, blazing bright like the lover of Dawn,
has filled the two conjoined {word-halves}, like the light of heaven. (transl. Jamison and
Brereton)

Let us mention that in both Greek and Vedic there are used continuants of the
root *b"eH,- ‘to shine, light’ (LIV 68-69).

4.2 Wealth
Homer, II. 2.100-108:

... GV& 8 kpeiwv Ayapépvawv

€0t okfimtpov Exwv 1o pEv "HPalotog Kape TevXwV.
“Hepatotog pev diwke Au Kpoviwvt GvakTt,

avTdp Gpa Zevg SAKe SloKTOpw GpyeipovTn:
‘Eppeiag 8¢ Gvag 8@kev ITéNom mAnginney,

avTap O abte EAoY 8K ATPEL Toévt Aoy,
Atpeg 8¢ Bviiokwv EAtmev ToAvapvL OueoTy,

avTap 8 adTe OUECT Ayapépvovt Aeine @opiival,

\

ToAAfjow viooLot katl Apyei movTi Gvaooetv.

Then among them lord Agamemnon uprose, bearing in his hands the sceptre which He-
phaestus had wrought with toil. Hephaestus gave it to king Zeus, son of Cronos, and Zeus
gave it to the messenger Argeiphontes; and Hermes, the lord, gave it to Pelops, driver of
horses, and Pelops in turn gave it to Atreus, shepherd of the host; and Atreus at his death
left it to Thyestes, rich in flocks, and Thyestes again left it to Agamemnon to bear, that so
he might be lord of many isles and of all Argos. (transl. Murray)
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RV 1.60.4:

agnir bhuvad rayipdti rayindm
Agni has became wealth-lord of wealth. (transl. Jamison/Brereton)

RV 1.70.5:

sd hi ksapavam agni rayinam dasa dyé asma aram suktaih |
eta cikitvo bhuma ni pahi devanam janma mdrtams ca vidvan

For Agni, the protector of riches on earth, does ritual service {for him}
who does ritual service for him {Agni} fittingly with good hymns. (transl. Jamison/Brereton)

RV 1.72.1:
agnir bhuvad rayipati rayindm satrd cakrané amjtani visva

Agni has become the wealth-lord of wealth, making wholly his own all immortal things.
(transl. Jamison/Brereton)

4.3 Role in the wedding ritual

Hesiod, Catalogues of Women and Eoiae 68.13-15:

kal VO ke 81 Kaotwp e kal kpatepog IToAvSeVKkng YapBPOV TOHoAVTO KATh KPATog GAN
Ayopepvwv yapBpog Ewv EuvaTto kaotyvitw Mevehdy

And truly Castor and strong Polydeuces would have made him their brother {lit. their
kinsman by marriage}, but Agamemnon, who was his {Tyndareos’} son-in-law, wooed her
{Helen} for his brother Menelaos. (transl. Evelyn-White)

RV 10.85.8-9:

siiryaya avind vardgnir asit purogavdh [/
sémo vadhityiir abhavad asvinastam ubhd vard |
siirydm ydt pdtye samsantim mdnasa savitadadat

The ASvins were the wooers of Siirya and Agni was the leader.

Soma was the bridegroom; the A$vins were both wooers,

when Savitar gave Siirya to her husbhand, as she pronounced {her vow}
with her {whole} mind. (transl. Jamison/Brereton)
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4.4 Comparison with “bull”
Homer, Il. 2.480-483:
Aite Bolg dyéAn@L péy E€oxog EmMAeTo MavTwy
Talpog: 6 Yap T POETTL HETATPETEL RYPOUEVNOL:
Tolov Gp  ATpeidnv Bfike Zelg ApaTL KEivw
ékmpene’ v moAoioL kal EEoyov fpweaaty.
Even as a bull among the herd stands forth far the chiefest over all, for that he is pre-

eminent among the gathering kine, even such did Zeus make Agamemnon on that day,
pre-eminent among many, and chiefest amid warriors. (transl. Murray)

RV 1.31.5:

tvam agne vrsabhadh pustivardhana udyatasruce bhavasi Sravayyah

You, Agni, a bull increasing prosperity, should be celebrated by the {priest}
who holds up the offering spoon. (transl. Jamison/Brereton)

4.5 Universal king
Homer, II. 3.455:

Tolol 8¢ kal petéetnev Gvag avBpdv Ayapépvawy

Then the king of men, Agamemnon, spake among them, saying. (transl. Murray)
Homer, Il. 3.178-79:

0UTOG Y ATPEISNG EVPL KPEIWV AyOUEUVWY,
Gppotepov Baothedg T dyadog kpatepog T aixpnTg:

Yon man is the son of Atreus, wide-ruling Agamemnon,
that is both a noble king and a valiant spearman. (transl. Murray)

RV 3.55.4:

samané raja vibhrtah purutrd $dye Saydsu prdayuto vandnu

The common king has been dispersed in many places; he lies in his resting places
[= hearths] {spread out} for some distance along the (fire-)logs. (transl. Jamison/Brereton)
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RV 1.36.2:
janaso agnim dadhire sahovidham | havismanto vidhema te

The people have installed Agni, the increaser of might.
Bringing oblations, we would do honor to you. (transl. Jamison/Brereton)

RV 1.36.17:
agnir vavne suviryam agnih kanvaya satibhagam

Agni gained good heroes en masse, and Agni good fortune for Kanva. (transl.
Jamison/Brereton)

RV 1.36.18:
agnir nayan ndvavastvam brhddratham | turvitim ddsyave sdhah

Agni, our force against the Dasyu, led Navavastva of the lofty chariots and Turviti. (transl.
Jamison/Brereton)

5 Conclusion

In the present study five or six common features (or epithets) in the mythologi-
cal biographies of the Vedic fire-god Agni and the supreme commander of the
Achaean military forces, Agamemnon, have been collected: fire & light, wealth,
bull, role in the wedding ritual and universal king. The most important is ap-
parently “fire”. The name of Agni represents the general Vedic appellative for
this phenomenon. In the case of Agamemnon his name seems to be motivated
by the lost Greek equivalent of Vedic agni-, Latin ignis, Balto-Slavic *ungni-
‘fire’. Concerning the difference in stem-formation, it is tempting to see in the
Indo-Iranian+Latin+Balto-Slavic isogloss *Hingni- the original locative in *-i ‘in
the fire’, while the hypothetical pre-Greek counterpart *Hmgn could represent
the suffixless locative.

Note: Janda (2005, 138-39) mentions the remarkably high association between
the Vedic appellative manman- ‘thought, understanding, intellect, wisdom’ and
the theonym Agni- in Rgveda: 28 out of 71 attestations of the word mdnman-;
followed by Indra —10; Mitra-Varuna — 7; ASvins — 5; Maruts — 3; Usas — 1; Ratri —
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1, etc. Janda’s idea to compare the syntagm Agni- & mdnman- with Mépvwv is only
a small step from the comparison with Ayapépvwv, discussed here.
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Alcorac Alonso Déniz

What’s in a drop? Making sense of WAKAZ in
Aristophanes, Acharnians 1150-1151

1 The meaning of Yakdg / Ppekag in Ancient Greek:
‘drizzle’ and ‘drop of rain’

The noun Pox&g (or Pekag) occurs in Greek from the 5th ¢. BCE ownwards.! Like
most forms with the suffix -(1)a8-, its grammatical gender is invariably femi-
nine.? There is no evidence of its use as a masculine nickname, with the excep-
tion of one passage in Aristophanes’ Acharnians, which will be the topic of this
paper.’

As for its meaning, pakdag / Ppekag denotes primarily the meteorological
phenomenon of light rain falling in fine drops, Eng. ‘drizzle’, which can be ex-
tended metaphorically to other liquids:*

@daopa Alyvrtiowot péylotov 81 €yéveto- Hobnoav yap Ofifat ai Atyvntial, olite npotepov
oLBapd Vabeioat olte VoTEPOV TO pPéXPL EUED [...]- 00 yap 87 Detat T& dvw Tiig AlyvmTov T0
mopamav- GAAG kol ToTe DoBnoav ai Offat Pakdst

The Egyptians saw a most wonderful sight, namely, rain at Thebes of Egypt, where there
had never been rain before, nor since to my lifetime; for indeed there is no rain at all in the
upper parts of Egypt; but at that time a drizzle fell at Thebes.

(Hdt. 3.10)

I thank Julian V. Méndez Dosuna for his critical remarks and suggestions on a previous draft of
this paper, Panagiotis Filos for his help on some aspects on Modern Greek lexicology and
Philomen Probert, who kindly checked and corrected my English.

1 The relation to Yéw ‘vanish’ is problematic on several accounts (see, for instance, DELG and
EDG, s.v.). Lit. spagas/spakas ‘drop’is perhaps connected to Yakdg (see Derksen 2015, 418). As for
the distribution of Ypakdg and Pexdg, cf. Ppaxdg Attikoi- Pekdg "EAnveg (Moer. Y 5 Hansen).

2 For the prehistory of this suffix, see Rau (2004) [2010]. For its use in personal names, see
Alonso Déniz (2017).

3 For the use as a woman’s personal name, see infra § 5.

4 Unless otherwise indicated, English translations are taken from the Loeb Classical Library
editions. However, I have slightly modified some of them.

https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110622744-009
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ol 8¢ vetol katakAvLovat [sc. Ta 8¢ fxvn ToD Aay®] kai ai Poakddeg

Heavy rains drown [the footsteps of the hare], and so do drizzles.
(X. Cyn.5.4)

Gvaryopévou 8¢ tod Vypod aiel St TNV Tod Beppol SUVOLY Kal TIGAWY PEPOUEVOU KATW Bii

TV PO&WV TIpOG TV YAV, T& GvOpaTa TOTG TabeoLY Kettat Kai TIow Slaopaig adtdv- Gtav

HEV YOp KaTO PKpa @EpnTaL, YoKASeg, dTav 8 Katd peillw popLa, DETOG KaAETTaL

Moisture then is always made to rise by heat and to fall again to the earth by cold; and

there are appropriate names for these processes and for some of their sub-species — for in-

stance when water falls in small drops it is called drizzle, when in larger drops, rain.
(Arist. Met. 347a.8-12)

KGKQUOLDV OEETav alpatog o@ayny / BAAeL [ Epepviy Pakddt gowviag Spdaov

And he coughed up a sharp spurt of blood and hit me with a black drizzle of gory dew.
(A. Ag. 1389-1390)

The denominative verb Ppoka{w ‘to drizzle’ and its compounds are attested al-
ready in classical authors:

&£ oVpavod 8¢ k&mo YAG Aeudviat / 8pocot katepakalov

Dews from the sky, and meadowy ones from the ground, drizzled over us.
(A. Ag. 560-561)

oV yap €06’ fiBlov f| Tuxelv pev 118n ‘omappéva, / TOV Beov § Empakddewy
Yes, nothing’s more delightful than having the seed in the ground, and the god pattering
it with drizzle.

(Ar. Pax 1140-1141)

VIPETW pEV GAQITOLS, / Pakaleétw 8 dpTolow, VETw & ETvel

Let it snow with barley groats, drizzle with loaves of bread, rain with soup.
(Nicopho fr. 21 PCG)

A singulative sense, i.e. the expression of a unit ‘drop’ contained in a ‘drizzle’, is
attested in the late lexicographers:®

Pekdg: oTaywv ‘psekas: drop’ (Hsch. P 111 Cunningham and Hansen), Ppexddeg: pavideg,
otayoveg ‘psekades: drops, droppings’ (Hsch. { 110 Cunningham and Hansen), mpkeg:

5 For the concept of ‘singulative’ or ‘unitizing’ as a semantic function, see Acquaviva (2015).
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otayoveg, Pekddeg, otalaypol ‘prokes: drops, psekades, droppings’ (Hsch. m 4143 Han-
sen), Poxdag yap f pavig ‘for psakas is ‘the drop” (Et. M. 817.13), Lat. gutta: Pokdg. PYekdg.
otokTn ‘drop: psakas, psekas, oil of myrrh’ (Gloss.).

In some passages, it is difficult to determine if the author is referring to the
eventive continuous meaning (‘drizzle’) or to the singulative one (‘drop’):®

nAGoTYE 6 1y xaAkoD Buydnp ém’ dxpatot kadiln / kotTdBov MPnAdic kopupaic Bpopiov
Poxddeootv

And the disk, the daughter of bronze, sits upon the highest upper point of the cottabus-
stand for Bromius’ drops/drizzles.
(Critias fr. 1.9-10 Vorsokr. Diels-Krantz)

However, some instances in technical works attest to the singulative meaning
‘drop of rain’ for Yakag / Pekdg.” Furthermore, in two passages where the singu-
lar form is attested in combination with mass nouns (&py¥piov ‘money’, Y&upog
‘sand’), the word conveys metaphorically a very small portion of solid entities,
confirming the meaning ‘drop’:®

GyBopat vUiv, / VK v aitiinT &ptov mammav pe kahoboal, / Evdov § dpyupiov pnde
PAKAEG 1] TEVL ATV

You annoy me, when you ask me for bread and call me dear daddy, and in our house
there’s nary a droplet of money at all. (Ar. P. 119-121)°

6 This is the reason for some mismatches in modern lexica. For instance, for Arist. Met. 347a
8-11, where the term has in all probability the eventive and continuous sense ‘drizzle’, we find
the translation ‘drop of rain’ in LSJ, BDAG and ‘goutte’ in DGF. For Ag. 1389-1390 and Sim.
47.1-2, where pakdg has the metaphorical sense ‘drizzle of blood’, DGF translates ‘goutte’ and
HWGS ‘Blutstropfen’, as if it were a singular for plural (LSJ and BDAG interpret ‘shower’, which
is closer to the original). I will deal in another paper with the interpretation of the singulative
meaning of nouns related to meteorological precipitations.

7 E.g. Arist. Met. 348a 413 and [Arist.] Mund. 394a 29-33 = Posid. fr. 336a Theiler.

paper that it is probably a dat. pl. of a diminutive noun Ppaxadioxiov ‘small drop’ > ‘small spot’
(cf. koTOAN - koTUAioKOG > KOTUAIGKLOV); See already Mayser (1936, 101).

9 See for this expression Taillardat (1965, 125-128), Willi (2003, 181). The scholia to this pas-
sage are aware of the metaphor: Pakdg- 10 opkpdTaTov (RN, Pax 121b). They also consider it
(perhaps mistakenly) a rural expression: punde 6BoAod 6vtog AUV 81 TOV MOAEUOV. YEWPYOG
Yaip éot- 810 kai i Pakddt &ppodiwg éxprioato ‘For we do not have even an obol because of the
war’. He is a countryman and he uses “drop” accordingly’ (Z® Pax 121a). The same expression
is found in Latin: quoi nec parata est gutta certi consili / [neque adeo argenti] ‘Not a drop of
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foov éni Papopny GvtAelv dha, kamd ABvoong / bappov dpepunThv dptidoal Pekdda, /
ioov kai aidwv atépyetv méBov

Like baling the sea on to the dry land and counting a drop from the Libyan sand is to court
the love of boys. (AP 12.145.3-5)"°

These two senses of Poxkdg / Pekdg are paralleled by vi@dg, another noun refer-
ring to a meteorological precipitation phenomenon, which usually denotes a
‘snowstorm’ (eventive and continuous), but occasionally can refer to a ‘snowflake’
(singulative):

WG & 6T Gv £k veéwv TTiTaL vipdg NE xahada / Yuxpr Lo purtiig aibpnyevéog Bopéao

And as when from the clouds there flies snow or chill hail, driven by the blast of the North
Wind that is born in the bright heaven.
(Hom. 1. 15.170-171)

(G TE VIPABEG XLOVOG TimTwat Bapetai / ApaTL xewept

As flakes of snow fall thick on a winter’s day.
(Hom. I1. 12.278-279)

In sum, Poxag / Pekag exhibits two meanings in Ancient Greek texts: ‘drizzle’,
from which the denominative Ppakalw / Ppekalw ‘to drizzle’ is derived, and ‘drop
of rain’, which metaphorically can denote ‘a small drop’or ‘a small quantity’ of a
liquid or solid entity.

2 Aristophanes, Acharnians 1150-1155 and
Antimachus

In one of the final scenes of the Acharnians, Lamachus is summoned to prepare
himself to leave Athens and defend the northern Attic passes against an immi-
nent Boeotian raid. Meanwhile, Dicaeopolis receives an invitation to attend a

certain counsel is ready for you, or indeed of money’ (Plaut. Pseud. 397-398). Cf. also Sp. afia-
dir al guiso una gota de sal ‘Add a little salt to the stew.’

10 The passage is difficult. The expression GpOunTAV GpTidoat Pekdda was interpreted by
Jacobs (1802, 307) as &pOpfioat Pekdda ‘count one drop’. According to Gow/Page (1965, 564), it
means “get the total of counted grains precise” (dptiog), “square the total”. I will study the
image in another paper.
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public feast organized by the priest of Dionysos (1069-1094). A swift dialogue
follows, in which the former bemoans his luck as he prepares his meager food
supplies and his weaponry, whereas the latter joyfully gets ready for the ban-
quet (1095-1142). After reflecting on the disparate fortunes of Lamachus and
Dicaeopolis in a short anapestic introduction which resembles a kommation
(1143-1149), the chorus launches a bitter attack against some Antimachus in
two lyric stanzas (iambo-choriambic rhythm)," which start with the following
lines:*

Avtipayov tOv Wakadog, TTov Euyypa@f, Tov peAéwv montv,t  1150-1151
WG pEV ArAQ® AOyw Kak@G EE0AEaetey O Zevg: 1152-1153
6GY &pe OV TARpova Afjvana xopny@v &réAva’ Gdetmvov. 1154-1155

Antimachus son of Psacas, the draftsman, the composer of wretched lyrics,
to put it bluntly, may Zeus destroy him utterly!
For when he sponsored a Lenaean chorus he dismissed poor me without a dinner.

The chorus puts several additional curses on Antimachus: a bitch shall take
away from him a sizzling squid when he is ready to eat it (1156-1161); he shall
come at night on his horse and a drunk Orestes shall hit him on the head (1162—
1168); when he looks for a stone to throw back at his aggressor, he shall find
instead fresh dung with which he shall hit the comic Cratinus (1168-1173).

All that we know about this Antimachus is the information transmitted by
the scholia. Most of them agree in considering him a poet and a choregos, but
the reason for the chorus’ resentment towards him seems to have been a matter
of dispute among commentators. According to some, he behaved in a miserly
manner towards the members of the chorus,” but others believed that he pro-
posed a bill forbidding comic composers to mock citizens by name, and, as a
result, several poets refrained from forming a chorus, so that choreutai allegedly
starved.™ A shorter version of the latter interpretation contends that the decree

11 See Parker (1997, 149-151). Although not strictly a parabasis, the chorus’ intervention
exhibits several parabatic characteristics (see Totaro 1999, 15-17 and Lauriola 2010, 222-226).
12 I reproduce the text and line division in Olson (2002). The translation is Sommerstein’s
(1980, 149), with slight modifications.

13 oi 8¢ Aéyovow 8Tt [sc. 6 Avrtipayog] momTng MV KaAOg (KaKOG?) XopnyWv TOTE HIKPOAOYWS
T0iG YopevTais éxprioato (EF 1150a; cf. Suda a 2683).

14 £80kel 8 6 AvTipayog oVTog Pri@Lopa memotmkévar 3Tt pr 8et kwpSelv &€ dvopatog, kol £m
TOUTW TIOAAOL T@V TIOMT@V 0V TiPocfiABov Anopevol Tov xopdv, kai SfAov 8Tt ToAol TV T@V
TIOMT@V 00 TPOoTiABov AnPopevol TOv Xopov, kai SfAov &TL oMol T@WV XOPEVTAV EMeivwv.
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that Antimachus had supposedly defended did not allow choregoi to give any-
thing to the chorus, i.e., choreutai ceased to be paid.” Olson (2002, 348) suppos-
es that the three Antimachi attested in Old Comedy, the one mentioned by Aris-
tophanes in Acharnians, the one ridiculed in Clouds (1022-1023), and the banker
mentioned by Eupolis (fr. 134PCG = £™ Ar. Nub. 1022), could all be one and the
same man.'® Be that as it may, Antimachus must have been a real citizen who
lived in Athens and was in all probability still alive around 425 (pace Wilson 2000,
320 n. 93).

As for Woxadog following Avtipoayov in 1150, a scholium in the Ravennas
manuscript (R, ca. 950) suggests two alternative explanations:

OV Wakddog &@n, ol pév 611 oltwg émekaleito S TO OLVEX@DG TTVEWY, T 81 TO pndév
avaAdooL.

Some consider that [the chorus] says ‘son of Psakas’ because he was nicknamed in that
manner for his habit of spitting, or because he never spent anything. (Z*1150c)

Conversely, the Suda, the paroemiographers and the scholia of the more recent
codices (14th—15th c.) agree in sticking to the first explanation, i.e. that Antima-
chus spread an excessive amount of saliva droplets as he talked:

Pekds. 8pooog. Avtipayog oDTwe EKaAeito Wekdg. &mi TV mTuehwd@®v. 0UTog 88 PeA@V v
TomTNG. oUTW 8& £kANON, SL1OTL Tpoaéppatve ToLG OphovTag (sic) Staleydpevog.

Psecas. Dew. Antimachus was nicknamed so, Psecas. [It is said] of those who spittle. He
was a poet of lyric verses. And he was so called because he spattered with saliva his con-
versation partners when he talked.

(Suda P 39 Adler; cf. o 2683)"®

Pekdg. 1| 8p600G. 0UTWG ExaAeiTo AvTipayog TTUEADSNG MV. 0UTOG 8¢ peA®dV RV TOMTHG:
oUTtw 8¢ ékahetto, 10Tt poaeppatve Toig Opholot Slaheydpevog.

éxopriyet 8¢ tote 6 Avtipayog Ote elonveyke 10 YrAgiopa (EM1150a; cf. Suda o 2683 and P 39
Adler).

15 oot yap avTov ypdpat Prigiopa HoTe Tovg Xopoug pndev Ek T@v xopnywv AapBdvety (EX1150c).
16 The scholiasts say that the Antimachus mentioned in Ar. Nub. 1022 (cf. also Suda o 2684
Adler) was mocked for being a beautiful and effeminate catamite, and add that there was a
second Antimachus, who was mocked for being a villain; a third, called “son of Psakas”; a
fourth, a banker mentioned by Eupolis; and a fifth, a historian, who was perhaps the same as
the first one.

17 The so-called 4th hand in the Laurentianus plut. 31, 15 (14th c.) and the Suda have ¥ekadog.
18 The scholium of Nub. 1022 which enumerates the different Antimachoi (see n. 16) has Ppadakog
in one of the versions (X£), which is a vox nihili resulting from the transposition of delta and kappa.
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Psecas: the dew. Antimachus was dubbed in that manner because he used to spit. He was
a poet of lyric verses. And he was so called because he spattered with saliva his conversa-
tion partners when he talked

(Diogenian. 8.71)¥

Wakdg 8¢ oUTog émekaleito, £Neldh mpooéppatve ToUG SAODVTAG (sic) Sloaheydpevog

He was nicknamed Psacas because he spattered his conversation partners with saliva
when he was talking. (££'1150a)

Yakag 0 Avtipayog EMeKaAETTo, 6 GUYYPAPEVG, O TWV HEADV TIONTNG EMELST TIPOTEPPALVE
TOUG OlAODVTAG (Sic) Slaheyopevog

Antimachus, the syngrapheus, the poet of melic songs, was nicknamed Psacas because he
spattered his conversation partners with saliva when he was talking. (Z*1150a [see
app.crit.] and d)

Another man was allegedly nicknamed Woxdg for identical reasons: v 8¢ Tig
kail ‘OAupri<ovi>kog kahovpevog Woxag Sia tobto (ZEM"1150a; cf. Suda o 2683
and { 39 Adler).

Olson (2002, 340) concludes that Wakag, which is nowhere to be found as a
personal name in Attic literary or documentary texts, “is probably not a true pat-
ronymic, but a joke.” The interpretation that Antimachus spread too much saliva
as he talked and was consequently dubbed “son of Waxdg” has been accepted by
most modern scholars (see Ribbeck 1864, 262; Blaydes 1887, 437; Green 1892, 89;
Leuween 1901, 184; Merry 1901, 64-65; Graves 1905, 129; Rennie 1909, 255; Starkie
1909, 223-224; Rogers 1910, 175-176; Radke 1959, 1355; Cantarella 1953, 223;
Mastromarco 1979, 198, n. 169; Sommerstein 1980, 210; Thiercy 1988, 157;
Rodriguez Adrados 1991, 75, n. 216; Macia Aparicio 1993, 134, n. 75; Henderson
1998, 207, n. 134; de Cremoux 2008, 152—153; Olson 2002, 340; Kanavou 2011, 47).

Some scholars translate Aristophanes’ text literally: “illum Psacadis filium”
(Longueville 1838), “filius Guttae” (Blaydes 1887), “le fils ‘de la Goutte’” (van
Daele in Coulon 1923), “10 Y16 T00 ZTayovidn” (Koumanoudis 1985), “figlio di
Psakas” (Cantarella 1953), “el de Psacade” (Rodriguez Adrados 1991), “figlio di
Psacade” (Lauriola 2008, 185).

Others try to render the interpretation of the scholia: “the son of Splutter-
ing” (Green 1892), “offspring of Sputter” (Rogers 1910), “son of Splutter” (Merry
1901, Rennie 1909), “figlio di Sputacchione” (Russo 1953), “il figlio di Scharac-

19 Cf. Greg. Cypr. [Cod.Leid.] 3.41, Apost. 18.51. The version in Erasmus’ Adagia (2.9.44) is
simply a misinterpretation of the Dutch scholar.
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chio” (Mastromarco 1979, Lauriola 2010, 223), “son of Showers” (Sommerstein
1980), “Antimaco, el de Chaparrén” (Rodriguez Monescillo 1985), “le fils Du-
crachin” (Thiercy 1988), “hijo de Tiraperdigones” (Macia Aparicio 1993) “el hijo
de Espurreo” (Gil Fernandez 1995), “son of Drizzler” (Henderson 1998), “fils de
Postillon” (de Cremoux 2008), “son of sputter” (Kanavou 2011, 47).

3 Did Antimachus spread an excessive amount of
saliva when he talked? The linguistic evidence

For all the unanimity of scholars, the interpretation of Antimachus as a person
who used to shower his conversation partners with saliva as he spoke is hardly
right.

To begin with, everything about Antimachus in the scholia is easily inferred
from the text itself. Despite the metrical and textual problem of 1151,% it is clear
from the text that he was a poet and probably a member of a board of
Euyypogeig ‘draftsmen’ or ‘commissioners’.? Antimachus was also a choregos at

20 The line exhibits Tov Euyypaepii, TOv (tdv R and P) pedéwv momntny in the manuscripts, with
an initial iambic metron followed by a choriamb and a bacchiac, which is echoed by K&G’
£TEPOV VUKTEPIVOV Yévolto in the antistrophe (1163), with an initial choriamb instead. Some
modern editors do not alter the transmitted text (e.g. Coulon 1923, Cantarella 1953, Sommer-
stein 1980), assuming that the contracted &uyypaeii is possible and that an iambic metron can
respond to a choriamb. But contracted forms of nouns and personal names in -g0g in 5th c.
Attic drama are only found in Euripides’ Doric songs: 'O8vooii (Rh. 708), AxAAfj (EL 439),
Bao\fi (fr. 781.24 TrGF Kannicht). Elmsley (1830) deemed line 1151 to be an interpolation de-
rived from the scholia, and he proposed to dispense with &uyypageig and read TOv péleov T@v
pehéwv non Ty ‘the wretched poet of the wretched lyric songs.” A variation of this correction is
TAOV peMéwv TOV péAeov o TV, conjectured by Dobree (1833, 193). A more radical approach is
adopted by Bothe (1845, 108), who erases TOv &uyypa@f] and oOT@® kokov in 1162. For other
substitutions of Tov &uyypagi proposed by modern scholars, see Rogers (1910, 232). Other
editors retain the noun &uyypageig and accordingly suggest other emendations for the verse:
TOv péheov Euyypagéa momtnv €’ ‘the wretched composer and poet’ (Blaydes 1882),
Euyypagéa, TV peAéwv monTRV ‘composer, poet of the wretched lyric songs’ (Rogers 1910),
TOV peléwv Evyypagéa omTAv ©° ‘the composer and poet of the wretched lyric songs’ (Elliott
1914).

21 In the legislative practice of Athens before 411 BCE, the ovyypoa@eig were citizens appointed
to draft or compose (ouyypépw) proposals eventually ratified by the appropriate bodies (see
the examples in inscriptions and historical sources in Smith 1920, 16-31; Kahrstedt 1932, 1387-
1388; Rhodes 1997, 27). The acc. Evyypagi (recte Evyypagéa) is hardly an interpolation (see n.
20). Only if &uyypag@éa was in the transmitted text, some ancient commentator could have
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the Lenaia festival, and he did not offer the banquet to members of the chorus
(1154-1155). The alleged lex Antimachea was made up by late scholars eager to
find a connection between the chorus’ grudge against Antimachus and the noun
guyypagéa in 1151 (Korte 1921, 1234-1235, Halliwell 1984, 86-87). The diver-
gences in the content of the law and the use of expressions like £80kel (X5, cf.
n. 14) and @aoti (2%, cf. n. 15) point to a blatant invention.? Similarly, the second
interpretation of Waxa&8og provided by the Ravennas scholium (8t t0 pn8év
avaA@oal ‘because he did not spend anything’ (Z¥); see § 2) is mere guesswork,
just like the scholium to &méAvo’ &8etrtvov (1155) in later codices: &vti ToD
dnieotépnoe Toug piobovg ‘Instead of saying “he despoiled me of my salary”
(ZErh1155¢).

More importantly, all other scholia assumed incredibly that Yakdg was An-
timachus’ nickname, rather than his patronymic: Avtipoxog oVTwG EKOAEITO
Wekdg (Suda P 39), Yakag 8¢ ovtog émekaleito (BF; cf. Suda o 2683), etc. (for
the rest of the instances see § 2). This explanation is obviously at odds with the
text of all the manuscripts, which unanimously exhibit Avtipoyov tov Yakadog.
Strangely enough, some modern scholars seem to have accepted this interpreta-
tion and dispense with the patronymic in their translations: “spuckender Anti-
machos” (Ribbeck 1864, 177), “de[r] sabbernde[r] Wicht” (Wissmann 1881), “das
Spritzbiichsenmaul” (Seeger 1968), “Tov Avtipoyo [...] Tov caAdpn” (Roussos
1992).Z Some scholars (e. g. Starkie 1909) believe that the interpretation is based
on a copy of Acharnians that had Avtipayov Tov Wakada in 1150. As far as I
know, this variant appears only in the citation of the verse in a manuscript of
the Suda (Parisinus gr. 2623, 15th c.): kai @now Aploto@avng mept AvTipdyov
“Avtipayov T0v Wekdda W pev ami@ Adyw” ‘And Aristophanes says about An-
timachus: “Antimachus the Psecas, to put it bluntly””’ (t 424 Adler), instead of
the reading Avtipayov tov Wekadog of all other sources. Arguably, the interpre-
tation as an epithet of Antimachus found in the scholia has been incorporated
into the quotation of 1150 of the Parisinus gr. 2623. This intrusive gloss is paral-
leled by the varia lectio anéxAeioe deimvwv (1155) of the Ravennas manuscript,

eventually over-interpreted the technical term and made him the draftsman of the lex Antima-
chea. Furthermore, the discrepancy between cuvyypag- (Koine) in the scholia and &uyypaep-
(Attic) in the text can be easily accounted for if we accept that the former was simply a gloss of
the latter.

22 Arguably, other references in the scholia to laws against 6vopaoTi kwpwS8eiv have no factu-
al base at all and are drawn from Hellenistic views on censorship in Classical Athens (Halli-
well, 1991, 56; pace Gil Fernandez 2007, 68-69).

23 See also Hug 1929, 1831.
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instead of &néAvo’ &deimvov or GnigéAvoev adetmvov of later manuscripts, which
in all probability originated in the explanatory note of the scholia (&nékAeioe
Seimvwy )%

The above evidence raises serious doubts about the explanation of the pat-
ronymic Wakdg in the scholia. As generally happens with Aristophanic scholia,
“plain ignorance is rampant” (Wilson 2007b, 54) and “the great bulk of annota-
tion upon iotopiat is [...] untrustworthy or entirely worthless” (Rutherford 1905,
383).

Linguistically, the interpretation of the scholia of Ypakdg as ‘drizzler’ > ‘sput-
terer’ assumes a backformation of the verb Pakdlw. Leaving aside the fact that
this sense never occurs in Ancient Greek (see § 1), Ypakdg could hardly be under-
stood as a backformation of Ppaxalw by the 5th c. BCE Greek speakers. To begin
with, deverbative adjectives in -a8- are for the most part not based on -&{w
verbs: kpepdvvopt (cf. aor. kpepdoar) ‘hang up’ (Hom.+) 2> kpepdg ‘beetling’
(A.), PBivw ‘waste’ (Hom.+) 2> @Owag ‘wasting’ (S.+), petyvop (cf. aor. éuiynv,
Hom.+) - pydg ‘mixed pell-mell’ (Eur.+). A similar pattern is found in deverba-
tive nouns in -&8-, which are perhaps nominalizations of ancient adjectives:
patvopat ‘to be mad’ (Hom.+) - pawag ‘frantic woman’ (Hom.+), @uyeiv ‘es-
cape’ (Hom.+) - @uyag ‘fugitive’ (Hdt.+), Aopnw ‘shine’ (Hom.+) > Aapmdg
‘lamp’ (Hdt.+), loyw ‘restrain’ (Hom.+) - iodg ‘anchor’ (Soph.+).

Conversely, whenever an -alw verb is found alongside a deverbative -G3-
adjective or noun, the former is the derived form: omopdg ‘scattered’ (Hdt.+) >
omopalw °‘scatter’ (IG 1I%, 8388, 3rd c. BCE), iA\dg ‘rope’ (Hom.+) - (AAGEeL
Beopevel. ouatpépet. dyehalet ‘bind up’ (Hsch. « 574 Latte), ABég ‘anything that
drips’ (Soph.+) > Aalopar ‘run out in drops, trickle’ (Antiphan. Megalop.
AP 9.258), Aapmag ‘torch’ = Aopmalw ‘give light’ (Man., 4.318),% nepmndg ‘group
of five’ (X.+) > nepnalopat ‘reckon up on the five fingers’ (Hom.). Incidentally,
TTUGG ‘sputterer’, a kind of serpent, according to Dioscorides (Eup. 2.125) direct-
ly derives from now (**mrvd{w is never attested). Furthermore, some -a6-
forms are denominative: voun ‘pasturage’ (h.Ven.+) - vopdg ‘roaming, grazing’
(inmot, S. Tr. 271; cf. vépw), Bpopwog (Pi.+) - PBpopudg ‘of Bacchus (fem.) (Pi.),
{nnog = innég ‘of the horse’ (Hdt.), AiBog ‘stone’ > ABag “(group of) stone(s)’
(Hom.+), dpoipn ‘change’ (Hom.+) > duoiBég ‘as change of raiment’ (Hom.+; cf.
dpeifw ‘to change’). The -alw verbs associated with the mentioned forms can

24 Elmsley (1830) preferred the text transmitted by Ravennas and printed &nékAelo’ G8etrtvov.
25 Similar pairs are attested with different root vocalism: vopdg ‘roaming about for pasture’
(Hdt.): vépw ‘pasture’ (Hom.+), Aoydg ‘chosen’ (Hdt.+) : Aéyw ‘pick up’ (Hom.+).

26 A deverbative is also possible (see DELG, s. v. Adunw).
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either be based on the the secondary -a8- noun or on the primary form: vopd{w
‘graze’ (Nic. Th. 950), Bpoptalopal ‘be in a frenzied state’ (Glauc. AP 9.774.2),
innaopon ‘drive horses’ (I1.+),” MOalw ‘fling stones’ (A.+), GpolBalw ‘exchange’
(Men. Prot. p. 22). Be that as it may, a backformation of the type supposed in
Pokalw ‘to drizzle’ - Pakag ‘drizzler’ does not account for any of these forms.

More importantly, the expected derivation paxag ‘drizzle’ > Ppakalw ‘to driz-
zle’ matches other non-deverbative or non-denominative nouns in -&8-: Puag
‘drop’ (Hom.+) - Péder Ppaxddel ‘drizzle’ (Hsch. P 170 Cunningham and Han-
sen), yepudg ‘large pebble’ (Pi.+) > éxeppdlopev. v yijv eipyalopeba (Hsch.
€7609 Latte), kaoaABég ‘whore’ (Ar.) - kaoaABd{w ‘behave like a whore’ (Her-
mipp. fr. iamb. 5.2 IE?). Consequently, the signification ‘drizzler’, of Poxag =
Pakalwv, can hardly have been conceived by Aristophanes even as a pun, since a
natural linguistic rationale for its success, i.e. the backformation of -a8- nouns
from -a{w verbs, is lacking. Like all other interpretations found in the scholia (see
supra), this one is also a mere guess, which relies on a false analogy (vopé{w
‘graze’ : voudg ‘one who grazes’ :: Paxdl{w ‘drizzle’ : x, where x = ‘one who driz-
zles’), which happens to be unsupported by the linguistic and textual evidence.

That the explanation of Wakdg in the Greek scholia is an invention is con-
firmed by two more similarly absurd pieces of scholarly ingenuity. The first one
appears in the Etymologicum Magnum:

Yakdg. 6vopa avAnTpidog: obTwg 8¢ Ekaleito, £meldr| Gnd ndTwv BATTOV AméTpeXE, TPOG
OAiyov mapapevouoa. Pakag yop 1 pavig

Psakas. Name of a flute player. She was so called because she used to go out running from
drinking-bouts and only stayed for a little while. For psakas is ‘the drop’.
(Et. M. 817.11-13)

The second is attested in a scholium to Juvenal’s famous misogynistic Sixth
Satire, where the poet describes a despotic and fatuous mistress who mistreats
her house staff (474-511) and in particular a slave girl named Psecas, who is
beaten for not making her more beautiful:

disponit crinem laceratis ipsa capillis/ nuda umeros Psecas infelix nudisque mamillis
Unlucky Psecas will be arranging her hair with her own strands torn, with her shoulders

and her breasts stripped bare.
(Tuu. 6.490-491)

27 Perhaps analogical on aixpalw (see Risch 1974, 29).
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The scholium explains the passage as follows:

psecazin (ms. pseucazin) Graeci dicunt, quando minutum sive rarum pluit. ornatrices igi-
tur componentes rarum ac parvum aquae solent mittere ac velut psecazin (ms. pseucazin).
ergo nominis etymologiam ab arte sumsit

The Greeks say Pekdlewv when it rains a little or for a short time. Therefore, when the
adorners set it (sc. the hair) up, usually they put in and sort of drizzle a bit of water. (Juve-
nal) has extracted the etymology of the name from the job. (£")*

This interpretation, accepted by Radke (1959, 1354-1355) and Courtney (1980,
283), echoes the one assumed by the Greek scholia to Ar. Ach. 1150 and it equal-
ly amounts to nothing:® Psecas was just a frequent slave name in imperial Rome
(see infra § 5). Although Juvenal’s scholia vetustiora only mention Aristophanes
once (cf. the scholium ad 2.92), it is possible that the interpretation of Psecas
ultimately depends on a scholar’s work on the Athenian playwright.

In sum, there is no reason to believe that Ppoxdg might have been used by
Aristophanes with any other sense than ‘drizzle’ or ‘drop of rain’.

4 Two problematic modern explanations:
0 Paxadog Euyypageug and Tov Pakadav

Some modern scholars disregard the scholiasts’ opinion and interpret Ppoakadog
as a noun instead of a name.

Hall and Geldart (1906) and Wilson (2007a) print Avtipoayov TOv Pokadog,
1oV Euyypaft, TOv peAéwv montv (1150-1151).%° As for the syntax and sense,
Hall and Geldart write in their apparatus: “tov vyypaf] fortasse Euyypagéa,
ut Paxadog pro Prpiopatog sit map’ vrdvolav.” They assume that Ppokadog is
an objective genitive and it is used instead of Yne@iopatog: TOV Ppoakadog
Euyypaéa is therefore “the draftsman of a drizzle” or “of a drop”, which should
be understood metaphorically as TOv Prpiopatog Euyypapéa “the draftsman of
a decree.” However, this hypothesis rests exclusively upon the alleged lex Anti-
machea mentioned in the scholia, which, as I have shown supra (§ 3), must have

28 The scholia recentiora are less explicit: Pekdag. nomen ancillae quae comebat crinem domi-
nae “psecas. Name of a servant who arranged her mistress’s hair” (ZU'E).

29 On the history and nature of the scholia vestustiora (£™), see now Bernad6 Ferrer (2015).

30 For the textual problem of 1151, see supra n. 20.
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been invented by some ancient scholar. Furthermore, the rationale for under-
standing a decree metaphorically in terms of a drop or a drizzle is hard to imag-
ine. Even if we assume that Poxég was used here metaphorically (a very small,
insignificant thing, see § 1), the pun is obscured by the fact that the phrase Tov
Poxadog Evyypagea leaves the alleged underlying reference to a decree totally
undetermined. Moreover, the lack of any grammatical deixis is detrimental to
this hypothesis. Unsurprisingly, Hall and Geldart, who were not fully convinced
by their own proposal, left the transmitted text untouched.

Combining Hall and Geldart’s emendation, the interpretation of the scholia
which take Woxag as Antimachus’ nickname, instead of his patronymic, and
Yakada as a v.l. in the Suda (cf. supra § 3), Starkie (1909)*' proposes to read
Avtipayov, Tov Pokadiv Evyypagéa, TOV péleov momnTnv ‘Antimachus, the
spluttering draughtsman, the scald rhymer.” The noun Joakaddg, which is at-
tested nowhere else, is supposedly an equivalent of Ppoka{wv, and similar to
other deverbative nouns in -G¢: @aydg ‘glutton’, katw@aydg ‘gluttonous’ (:
@ayev), tpeadg ‘coward’ (: Tpéoat “flee from fear’). However, for all its originality,
Starkie’s proposal is hard to accept, since the parallels given by Starkie are all
deverbative, whereas Paxadag could only be a denominative (see § 3).

Starkie’s proposal *{okadag can be seen as a denominative similar to other
formations found in late Greek: kAeldag, from kAedomoldg ‘locksmith’, 6pviBag
‘poulterer’, pa@i8ag ‘embroiderer’ (see Masson 1972, 99-101). The colloquial
ending -ag was particularly favored by Attic writers for the creation of humorous
nicknames (see Peppler 1902, 40-41): Bakydg, a mock term for Dionysus used
by Sophocles in one of his satirical plays (fr. 674 TrGF Radt), Kovvag (Ar. Eq. 534
and Cratin. fr. 349.2 PCG), derived from x6évvog ‘fringe of hair’ (Curbera 2013,
130-131). Terms of derision also exhibit -ag in comic writers, cf. cavvag ‘idiot’
(Cratin. fr. 489 PCG; see Curbera 2013, 140). As it happens, the denominative of
éupag ‘slipper’ (gen. -adog) has a derivate in -&g, éuBadag ‘cobbler’, which, ac-
cording to one scholium (schol. Plat. Ap. 18b Greene), was a nickname of Any-
tus, Socrates’ accuser, used by two contemporaries of Aristophanes (Theopomp.
Com. fr. 58 PCG and Archipp. fr. 31 PCG; for the connotation of the nickname,
see Gavrilov 1996).

Had Aristophanes created *paxaddg as an insult for Antimachus, the inter-
pretation should have been, as the parallels above show, ‘seller of drizzle’ or
‘seller of drops’. However, Starkie’s emendation is methodologically problemat-

31 According to Starkie, TOv Ppakadav Euyypapéa = TOV Pokalovta Euyypagéa, but there is no
evidence that the verb could apply to persons.
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ic, since it requires replacing the transmitted text Waka8og, which does not
seem to be corrupt, with a created word attested nowhere else.

To sum up, the hypothesis that links Pokddog to the following noun
(Evyypapn or Euyypagén) does not satisfactorily explain Aristophanes’ line.
Consequently, Yaka8og must be constructed with Avtipoyov.*

5 An alternative interpretation of Ach. 1150: drops
and the smallness metaphor in Ancient Greek
onomastics

I have shown before that the metaphorical meaning of \Ppaxdg connoting small-
ness is attested in Aristophanes (&pyvpiov Pakag ‘a droplet of money’; see § 1).

Personal names derived from adjectives meaning ‘little, short’ (Bpoyvg/
Bpoxug, (o)pikpog, uk(k)og, Tuwvog, etc.) are fairly common in Ancient Greek
(Bechtel 1898, 9-12 and Bechtel 1917, 484-486). Arguably, the smallness con-
veyed by Poxdg / Pekdg is also behind the use of the noun as a woman’s per-
sonal name. There are some isolated examples in Greek sources,” but most
cases appear in Latin sources (Psacas and much more frequently Psec(h)as).>
According to the TLL, Caelius apud Cicero and Juvenal (see § 3) apparently used
Psecas as a generic term for ‘a slave woman’, but the instances of this form are
more likely to be personal names.*

Other nouns (or derivatives of them) signaling small entities are attested as
personal names. After omBopr], the very small space one can embrace between

32 The construction name + patronymic is attested at the beginning of the verse: Apvviag pév
06 Mpovamoug (V. 74; see Poultney 1936, 22-23 for other cases).

33 See Risch (1975, 110-112). In IGUR 535 (Rome, £€vbade kettan néow [m]oBvog [Elfetéwv
[A]paoeng kot [Wlekadog), [¥lekddog is probably the matronymic (see Klaffenbach 1953, 290).
Similarly, in a late dedication to Kore from Pisidia (SEG 19, 828, Kaynar Kalesi), the formula
KAwSia Mavod Yekabog perhaps contains the name of the mother, Mavod (nom. Mavoig), and
the name of the grandmother, ¥ekd&8og (see Bean 1960, 49). For the inflexion of personal
names in -00¢ in Pisida, see Dubois (2010, 412-413).

34 See Solin (1996, 531) and Solin (2003, 1206) for other spellings (Spechas, Psaechas). It is also
a nymph’s name in Ovid (Met. 3.172).

35 See TLL, X 2 (2006), p. 2408. Although psecas is interpreted as the profession of Arcelaus in
a Roman inscription (CIL VI, 9840; now lost), an interpretation as two personal names in asyn-
deton cannot be ruled out.
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the thumb and little finger, are created Zmbopaiog and perhaps Zmbdung.* In
MGk the expression &vBpwmog piag (o)mboprig indicates a very short person
(cf. also omBapaiog). The word maooahog (Att. métTahog), a ‘pin’, can also sig-
nify an insignificant thing,” hence the personal names IIdttalog and
HaooaAdg.*® MGk mvéla ‘drawing pin’ (from Fr. punaise) is used colloquially for
a very small person. Other small entities are behind the personal names
[&tawkog, TpUtTog, KoAAuBag, Noooog and @opug (see Curbera 2013). Cross-
linguistically, babies and little people are conceived as small things or animals
(cf. Eng. peanut, midge, mite, tad, Thumbling).

Nouns in the same semantic sphere as Poxdg provide additional evidence of
the use of precipitation phenomena as a smallness metaphor in onomastics. The
noun vupag can mean ‘snowstorm’, but also ‘snow-flake’ (see § 1). According to
the scholium to Pax 121, vipag was also used for a very small thing: Poxég: 0
opkpdTATOV, 6 Kal Vipag kadeitat (EXV; cf. n. 9). Nupdg is probably a woman in
Atrax in the 3rd c. BCE (Bouchon et al. 2016, n. 316),” and this name is widely
attested in Latin sources (Solin 2003, 1216).

The word otalaypog ‘dripping’ is attested metaphorically for a small quan-
tity in Attic drama, like pokag:

0V & GANG pot aTohaypov eiprvng / Eva gig TOV kalapiokov EvaTdAagov TouTovi

No, please drip me just one drop of peace into this fennel stalk!
(Ar. Ach. 1033-1034)

0éAw TOXNG OTANAYHOV T Ppev@V Ttiov

I want a drop of luck rather than a jar of intellect.
(Diog. fr. 2.1 TrGF)

36 According to Tavernier (2007, 314 with previous references), the patronymic in the epitaph
Tatpapatng Zmubdpew (los PE 11 381, Hermonassa, 4th BCE; cf. CIRB1066) is considered a hypo-
coristic form of the Iranian name Zrtopévng, cf. Zmtdpag and Av. Spitama-. But, despite the
Iranian son’s name, the hypothesis of an Iranian loan cannot account for the use of <8> instead
of <> (see Zgusta 1955, 149). Crucially, Schmitt (2006, 193-195) does not even mention
Trubapng in his discussion of Zmtapag.

37 GA\G omevoal, wg elwd kel / Tolg pi mapobow 6pBpiolg &G TRV TOKVA / VIOMOTPEXELY
£yovat unde mattalov ‘Now hurry, because the drill on the Pnyx is, in by dawn or go home with
nary a clothespin’ (i.e. no part of their fee) (Ar. Ec. 282-284).

38 Another explanation is found in Robert (1963, 149) and Robert (1978, 520).

39 According to Casevitz (1981, 158) we have a masculine Nigag or Niupdg. The editors print
Nwpég (but Nipag in the index).
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In fact, a famous fragment of the comic poet Anaxandrides shows that
otahaypog was used in Athens as a nickname for a short person:

£av 8 pkpoOV mavTeA®G GvOpw oV, ZTaAaypov (sc. kaheltal)

If he’s a very small individual, you call him Drop.
(Anaxandr. fr. 35.3 PCG; see Millis 2015, 170)

Moreover, Stalagmus is the name of a slave in Plautus’ Captivi and the title of a
lost play by Naevius (fr. 70 CRF).

Last but not least, otaywv ‘drop’ and the diminutive otayo6viov are attested
as women’s personal names in Greek and Latin sources (see Schmidt 1878, 268
and for some forms Bechtel 1917, 599).“ In my opinion, pavig and ABag (from
Aeipw), both attested as woman’s personal names (CIL XIV, 2737 and Solin 2003,
1215), convey the same metaphor of smallness.

According to some scholars, the idea of smoothness (“moisture is soft”) is
behind the use of 8pdool for ‘small animal’ (cf. also £€epoat) and personal names
like Apdoog and Apooig, as well as other entities mentioned in the preceding
paragraphs (see Bechtel 1902, 114-115, Irwin 1974, 35-37). Arguably, the small-
ness image contained in these words when they indicate ‘drop’ (cf. 8pdoot-
Pexadeg [Hsch. 8 2408 Latte] and £epaoat- 8pooot, Yekddeg [Hsch. € 583 Latte]) is
a better semantic option than moisture.

Finally, Yuag ‘drop’, used by Homer,* is a synonym of Pokdg and also of the
rare Pia& with a well-known depreciative suffix:*? Ppioka- Ppakada (Hsch. P 174
Cunningham and Hansen). Crucially, the form is attested as the name of an
Athenian painter who worked around 520 BCE: ®oiayg €ypagoev (Immerwahr
1990, 59, n. 314; cf. also n. 315, 318 and 319).

The above evidence shows that small things, including drops, could be
used as nicknames. Metaphorically, infants can be depicted as small things.
Other words etymologically related to JPoxdg also connote smallness. The rare

40 Cf. also Stagonio CIL VI, 24891 and AE 1991, 323b. The alleged Ztdywv, a masculine person-
al name, given by Bernabo Brea/Cavalier/Campagna (2003, n° 277) is probably a ghost-word.
The inscription only shows the genitive, which corresponds to a feminine personal name.
According to Hesychius, otayoveg can refer to daughters: otayoveg: pavideg. Buyatépeg (Hsch. o
1578 Hansen).

41 oipatoiooag 8¢ Pi&dag katéxevev Epale ‘But he shed bloody rain drops on the earth’
(I1. 16.459). The word survives in Mod. Cypr. P1a8wv ‘drizzle’.

42 The grammatical gender is unknown.
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nouns PakaAov and perhaps Ppakalog designate new-born animals,” and the
personal name Wokeliog is attested in Thessaly.*’ Probably related to these
forms are Att. [@]oax00s,” with the suffix -u6-, which is particularly well attest-
ed in personal names derived from adjectives conveying the idea of smallness;
cf. Mixvn, ZpixvBog, Zpikubiwv. The association with smallness also explains
MGKk PixéAa ‘drop of rain’ (Yixaiiet ‘drizzle’), a by-form of AGk Pexdda, which
has been assimilated by folk etymology to piyovAo / Piyaro ‘crumb of bread’ (cf.
AGKkpi&, Pikiov).

Finally, the connotation of smallness plays an important role in a list of ad-
jectives and nicknames that Pollux puts together €ig TOv OAiya DT doBeveiog
Aéyovta ‘for a person who says very little due to weakness’ (VI, 145). Some ad-
jectives in the passage signal the idea of a speech-impaired or stupid person (cf.
Eng. dumb): GAoyog ‘speechless’, dowvog ‘voiceless’, GyAwttog ‘dumb’,
aprxavog ‘incapable’, aduvatog ‘powerless’, aoBevrig ‘weak’. In particular, the
adjectives on Pollux’s list associated with smallness or shortness had an offen-
sive meaning: OAlyog, Bpoxvg (cf. Sp. corto ‘dim’), opkpog. The two nouns
meaning ‘drop’ mentioned by the lexicographer in the same list, pavig and
Pokdg, were in all probability also used with a belittling or derogatory connota-
tion.

Returning now to Wak&g, Antimachus’ patronymic, there is no other evi-
dence of its use as a masculine personal name. The editors of LGPN IIIA (accept-
ed by Kanavou 2011, 47 n. 203) mistakenly quote a Hirtius Psacas, but in the
document (CIL 1V, 3905, Pompeii) a woman Hirtia Psacas is mentioned (see
Risch 1975, 108). As for the name of the Olympian victor mentioned by the scho-
lia to Ach. 1150 (see § 2), there is no evidence of its declension, and consequently
its accentuation Wakdg in LGPN IIIA is merely conjectural. A form Wokdg is ex-
cluded in the case of Ar. Ach. 1150, since the typical Ionic declension in -a8- is
never attested in 5th c. Athens for local citizens (see Threatte 1996, 86-87). With

43 10 82 T@OV Opvibwv Kal TG TOV SPewv Kal TOV Kpokodeilwv éviot EuBpua kai PakdAoug
(Pdxara Nauck) kahobotv, @V eiol kat OstTalol ‘The babies of birds, snakes and crocodiles are
called psakaloi (or psakala?) by some people, and in particular by Thessalians’ (Ar. Byz. fr.
205A Slater), cf. Y&{i}karov- &pBpuov, Bpépog (Hsch. ¢ 29 Cunningham and Hansen),
Pakarodyor Pakaha Eyovoat. giot 8¢ £ppua (Hsch. Y 32 Cunningham and Hansen, cf. Soph., fr.
793 TrGF Radt).

44 SEG 29, 546.12; Olosson < Erikinion, ca. 375-350 BCE (see in particular Helly 1979, 176). For
the form of the name, cf. Ppdxelov: péya (Hsch. P 33 Cunningham and Hansen), probably
related to Paxalov. Since the semantic evolution ‘small’ > ‘big’ is unnatural, the sense ‘big’ of
Pdkelov might have drawn from a false interpretation of the context. A parallel is found in Sp.
nimio ‘insignificant’ < Lat. nimius ‘great beyond measure’.

45 1G I, 656.1 (ca. 510-500 BCE ?).
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the suffix -iog, Yakabdiog seems to be attested as a Thessalian masculine person-
al name.*®

Based on the fact that Yio& was also used as a masculine personal name in
Athens, Woxdg might have also been a nickname for boys, by which Athenian
citizens were still known in their adulthood.” Crucially, some deverbative
nouns in -&8- were masculine (puydg ‘fugitive’), and adjectives could also apply
to masculine entities:

ViV OV ipoodedpedd oev TOV moida kai Aoyddag venviag kol khvag cupméppa fiiv

Now therefore, we beseech you, send your son, and chosen young men and dogs.
(Hdt. 1.36.2)

Apyeiwv ot xidtot Aoyddeg

The thousand picked [sc. men] of the Argives.
(Th. 5.67.2)

povada 8¢ E€pEnv Epnudv @actv o0 TOAA@DV PETA [...] HOAETV

And Xerxes himself, they say, alone and forlorn, with only a few men [...] has arrived.
(A. Pers. 734-736)

This might account for the use of the noun Poxkag, a feminine noun, as a meton-
ymy for babies of both sexes.

6 Humorous patronymics in Old Comedy and Wakag

It is a well-known fact that Aristophanes and other Old Comic poets resort to
patronymics with humorous intent. Admittedly, the joke is easy to understand
when the relationship with a known word or entity is evident:

Aévuoog, viog Ztapviov

Dionysus, son of Stamnion.
(Ar.R.22)

46 CID 2, 9.7 (Delphi, ca. 350 BCE).
47 A metronymic seems to me less likely.



What’s in a drop? =—— 149

kai KaAiav y¢ @aot / Toitov tov TrutoBivou / khaBov AeovTiig vaupayelv évnppévov

And Callias, we’re told, that son of Hippobinos, fights at sea in a lionskin made of pussy.
(Ar. R. 428-30)

Evpmidov 8¢ 8pdpa Sefivtatov / Siékvaws’ Opéotnv, Hyéhoxov TOv Kuvtdpouv /
MLOOWOAHEVOG TA TIPATA TWV EMWV AEyeLV

He ruined Orestes, Euripides’ most clever play, by hiring Hegelochus, the son of Kyntaros,
to play the leading role.
(Stratt., fr. 1.2-4 PCG, cf. Orth 2009a, 49)

In the first passage, Dionysus is associated with otapviov ‘little jar (for wine)’
(cf. Ar. Lys. 196). In the second one, the transformation of Callias’ patronymic
‘Innévikog into ‘TnmoPwvog (with Bvéw ‘fuck’), or if one accepts Sternbach’s
(1886, 238-239) emendation, into ‘Inndkivog (with kivéw ‘screw’), creates a sala-
cious limerick (Callias was reputed to be a philanderer). In the third one, the
patronymic of the actor Hegelochus is probably a wordplay on the adjective
kVvtepog ‘more dog-like’, ‘shameful’ (Cannata 1998; see Orth 2009a, 53-54 for
previous hypotheses).

The absence of context can blur the comic intent of the patronymic, as in
the following fragment:

OV KAeopBpotov e Tob / ITEpSikog viov

Cleombrotus the son of Perdix.
(Phryn. fr. 55 PCG)

Ancient and modern scholars have assumed that the patronymic [1€p8ikog indi-
cates Cleombrotus’ uncontrolled sexual appetite (Stama 2014, 282).* Admitted-
ly, partridges were conceived as lascivious birds, but also as lame and deceivers
(Thompson 1895, 137-138).

In other cases, the wordplay signaled by the patronymic clearly depends on
the intertextuality within the passage or with other verses early in the play.
Since Lamachus’ father’s name was Xenophanes, we can assume that the pat-
ronymic ['épyoacog was a nickname used with comic effect in the following
verse:

48 The interpretation is based on the phrase that follows Phrynichus’ quotation: 10 8¢ {®ov
i Aayveiog oupBoAw®g napeilnmrat ‘The animal is used to symbolize lust’ (Ath. 389a). It is
certainly an insertion (see Olson 2008, 305 n. 130).
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KGvOAd' ehBNA0G Yépwv / kKAGew keAevwv Adpayov Tov Fopydaov

Here too an old man is visible, telling Lamachus, son of Gorgasus, to go to hell!
(Ar. Ach. 1130-1131)

Lamachus has just described his shield as yopyévwTtog ‘with the Gorgon on it’
(Ach. 1124). The chorus has invoked Lamachus before as @ yopyoAéga ‘You of
the fearsome crest’ (Ach. 567), an epithet connected to Athena and war (cf. Ar.
Eq. 1181), and Lamachus uses the metonymy 'épywv for his shield (Ach. 574).
Arguably, Dicaepolis uses the name of the obscure (to us) hero I'dpyaocog to
mock Lamachus as a warmonger (see also Kanavou 2011, 29-30).

Patronymics are particularly exploited as a comic expedient in three pas-
sages of Wasps:

Gtdp GOMOG Y €l wg ETepog oLBELS Gvrp, / 6oTig TaTpdg vuvi Kamviov kekAfoopat

Really, no one else has the trouble I have! I'm all set to be called the son of Kapnias!
(V. 150-151)

Bdelycleon’s joke has a straightforward sense: early in the scene Philocleon has
tried to escape his house disguised as smoke (koamvog), and his son Bdelycleon
has successfully prevented it. However, karnviag may have resonated ambigu-
ously enough to an Athenian ear. The comic poet Ecphantides was nicknamed
Karviag, supposedly for his obscure style,” and modern scholars have suggest-
ed that there is a comic allusion to this playwright of a previous generation (see
Biles/Olson 2015, 134-135).>° Furthermore, the wine that had a smoky taste or
was made from the vine with smoke-colored grapes (kdmvelog Gumelog) was
referred to as kamviog.
Bdelycleon plays with the name of Aischines’ father in another scene:

49 ’Ex@avtidng 6 ¢ kwpwdiag momnthg Komviag émekoAeito S O pndév Aapmpov ypdpewy
(Hsch. k 716 Latte; cf. Ecphant. T 5 PCG).

50 A certain Theagenes was dubbed Komvog, according to the scholia, for his continuous
bragging (see Eup., fr. 135 PCG). Theagenes and Proxenides, mentioned by Aristophanes
(Ar. Av. 1126-1129), are two blusterers (see Dunbar 1995, 595), as deduced from the context and
the fake demotic of the latter, Kounaoedg ‘Bragsman’ (kopmog ‘boast’). Proxenides is again
mentioned in the Wasps, where he and the “son of Sellos” are equated with smoke (V. 326—
327), which is also interpreted as an allusion to empty talk (cf. Biles/Olson 2015, 193).
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Kal oV 1ipoaBelg Aloxivny évtuge Tov ZeMapTiov

And you, suffocate them by applying a billow of Aeschines, son of Sellartios!
(Ar. V. 459)

Bdelycleon mocks again one Aischines, son of Sellos, at V. 1243-1244 and an-
other “son of Sellos” is mentioned by Philocleon, who calls him JPevdapdpatug
‘a false vine’ (Ar. V. 324-326). Arguably, Aristophanes has modified the patro-
nymic, making up the second part of a compound with &ptiog ‘perfect’ (Molitor
1970, 126 n. 1; for another interpretation, see Kanavou 2011, 90-91).%

Finally, a certain Amynias, also “son of Sellos”, is ridiculed at the begin-
ning of the so-called “second parabasis”:

TMOAGKLG 87 '80& EpovT® / 8e£10g me@ukéval Kal / oKalog ovdenwmoTe, / GAN Apuviag O
Z¢AAov / pdAhov, oUk T@v KpwpoAov

I've very often thought that I am naturally intelligent and never ever stupid, but Amynias
son of Sellos, he who descends from those of Krobylos, is even more so.
(Ar. V. 1265-1266)>

Men with long hair piled it up on the back of the head in a bun called kpwpvAog
(Bremer 1911, 47-72, Biles/Olson 2015, 450—451). Amynias’ long hair has already
been referred to in the mock compound Kopnrtapuviag (V. 466; see Biles/Olson
2015, 234). KpwPvAog was also a nickname of the orator Hagesippus (Aesch.
3.118), was the name of a comic poet (Korte 1922, 1941), and is attested else-
where (see Bechtel 1898, 79-80).

Some of the above evidence (Trtmoivov, Kuvtdpov and ZeAhapTtiov) could
support the hypothesis that Aristophanes may have modified Antimachus’ real
patronymic in Ach. 1150, but conclusive proof is lacking, since Antimachus’
father remains for the time being unidentified. Moreover, some patronymics
exhibit a noun as a nickname (Ztapviov, ITepdikog, Kamviov, KpwpvAov; cf. also
Képaxog mentioned infra). Scholia and modern commentators may still be right,
and Antimachus’ patronymic resonated with a joke. It could be argued, howev-
er, that if the line’s punch depended on the patronymic, Aristophanes would
have placed it in a prominent position, in order to provoke laughter £k Tob map&

51 One scholium to V. 459 preposterously connects 2¢AAog with o¢Aag ‘flame’ and with the use
of xamvég as a nickname for braggarts (see n. 50): apd 10 “0€Aag”. O yap karvog 0 g€Aaog
yévvnpa. T0 g€Aag yap molel TOv kamvov ‘From selas ‘flame’. For smoke is generated by flame.
For flame produces smoke’ (ZVIhAld),

52 The reading KpwBuAwv of some manuscripts is undoubtedly a mistake.
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nipoodokiav (see Starkie 1909, LxvII-LXVII for a list of examples). Since Antima-
chus is not mentioned early in Acharnians, the pun can only be expected to
have been activated by the pragmatic information that the audience and Aris-
tophanes shared about Antimachus (information that in all probability already
escaped ancient commentators and scholiasts, and unfortunately still eludes
us), by some gesticulation made by the chorus as they danced and sang, by the
context of the ode, or by a combination of the above.”

As far as the text is concerned, the dissimilarity between the ‘nobler’ name
Avtipayog and the ‘lower’ patronymic Waka8og presents a startling contrast.
Furthermore, Wakag in 1150, with its metaphorical connotations (‘small thing’,
but also ‘dumb’, see § 5), in all probability prepared the listener for the real joke
at the end of 1151. Despite the textual problem in this verse, and whatever the
preferred solution to it,>* Aristophanes arguably played on the ambiguity of the
genitive peAéwv, which can be related either to péin / péAea ‘lyric songs’ or to
péAea ‘useless, unhappy things’ (the Homeric adjective péAeog is often used by
Attic tragic writers).” As Elmsley (1830) brilliantly saw, this pun could suit Aris-
tophanes’ humorous characterization of a rival as a verse-monger.*® Informa-
tively, the poet and draftsman Antimachus is the focus of the utterance, and,
quite unsurprisingly, has been syntactically promoted to a relevant position at
the beginning of the phrase. Combining the patronymic Wakag and peAéwv,
Aristophanes skillfully highlights the object of derision of the entire ode.

Aristophanes’ use of Woxdg as a comic patronymic has a striking parallel in
a fragment of an unidentified playwright:

Adpnwva 8 1oV Kopakog Be@

Contemplate Lampon, the son of Raven.
(Com.Ad. fr. 1105.98 PCG)

53 According to some modern scholars (see Moulton 1981, 22-23, Lauriola 2010, 224-225),
Antimachus could immediately be associated with the political war faction of the city, on
account of the second member of the compound (°poxog). In my opinion, this is farfetched.

54 See supra n. 20.

55 Aristophanes uses the uncontracted forms of neuters in -og in other lyric songs, and in
particular peAéwv at Av. 744, 749, 1374 (cf. also énéwv in Av. 908).

56 For the wordplay see ol viv 8¢ kloodmAekTa Kai / kprvaia kol Gvoeotmdtata péhea peréolg
ovopaot / motobowv EpmAékovteg GAAOTpLa péAn ‘Whereas today’s poets produce miserable
(péNea) ivy-woven, spring-fed, flower-flitting, bizarre songs (péAn), and fold miserable
(neAéotg) vocabulary into them’ (Antiph. fr. 207.7-9 PCG). For the interpretation of Antiphanes’
passage, see lerano (2013, 384-385).
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Lampon was a member of a board of &uyypageic and a famous seer, often de-
picted by Attic comic writers as deceitful and gluttonous (see Dunbar 1995,
358).” His patronymic is unknown, but Kopa, attested as a personal name (cf.
Masson 1973-1974), is evidently used here as Lampon’s patronymic (see Orth
2009b, 58). Its combination with the the imperative of 8edopar’® might humor-
ously denote Lampon’s activities in the field of ornithomancy.”® Ravens and
omens are frequently associated (Dillon 2017, 146-148),%° and Aristophanes
ridicules Lampon for swearing by a bird, instead of by a god: Adunwv & épvuvo’
£11L xal vuvi TOV XAV, Otav é5anatd Tt ‘Even today Lampon swears “by Goose!”
when he’s up to something crooked’ (Av. 521). Furthermore, ravens are depicted
as thieves in Attic drama (Crat. fr. 76 PCG)** and MGk kopdxt refers metaphori-
cally to a swindler or to a duplicitous person who takes advantage of others,
which suits perfectly the characterization of Lampon in the following verses in
the fragment.

All in all, the best translation to serve the purpose of the joke and the meta-
phorical meaning conveyed by pakdg as a personal name is probably Lat. filius
Guttae, since the Latin word also denotes smallness (see n. 9). Fr. “Antimachos,
fils de Sipeuquerien” (Debidour 1965, 106), although capturing the essence of
Aristophanes’ pun, is less felicitous because it resorts to a lexical innovation.

7 Conclusion

The interpretation of Antimachus in Acharnians 1150 as a man who emitted an
excessive amount of saliva as he spoke, on the basis of the patronymic Woxag, is
nothing but an invention of an ancient scholar. It is based on an unwarranted
reanalysis of Paxdg as a backformation from Poxalw.

57 The identification of Lampon, &uyypageig in IG 1, 78.59-60 (ca. 440-435 BCE), with the
oracle interpreter mentioned by ancient comic writers was first suggested by Foucart (1880,
247), and his hypothesis has been almost universally accepted. However, LGPN II s.v. Adpunwv
hesitantly mentions them as two separate individuals (3 and 5), cf. also the Athenian Onomasti-
con online (4) and (5) (http://www.seangb.org/, accessed 31.07.2017).

58 For Bedopat in the context of divination, see Pi. Py. 8.45-46.

59 Orth (2009b, 58) sees here a reference to the expression £g kopakag ‘go and be hanged’.

60 The tomb of Strymon, Alexander’s favorite seer, was decorated with a raven (Posidipp.
Epigr. 35 Austin and Bastianini).

61 The Scholia were aware of this metaphorical meaning of k6pag as thief, cf. Sch. Av. 1292a
(ZRVE™) and Sch. P. 1125 (ZVh),
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I have tried to show that the use of Yokag ‘drop of rain’ as a personal name
depends on the metaphorical connotation conveyed by the noun, i.e. ‘a very
small thing’. In this sense, Wokdg belongs to the group of Ancient Greek nick-
names which served as endearing designations of newborns and children, often
represented metaphorically as small entities. These nicknames could eventually
accompany an individual throughout his or her adult life.

Consequently, in Acharnians 1150-1151 the success of Aristophanes’ joke
does not depend exclusively on the personal name Wokdg, as the scholia and
modern scholars have assumed. Arguably, one of the two meanings of the de-
liberately ambiguous peAéwv ‘useless things’ (1151) matches the connotations of
smallness expressed by the immediately preceding nickname Woxkag (1150).

Abbreviations

BDAG = Montanari, Franco et al. (2015), The Brill Dictionary of Ancient Greek, Leiden.

DELG = Chantraine, Pierre et al. (2009), Dictionnaire étymologique de la langue grecque. Avec
un supplément, Paris.

DGF = Bailly, Antoine (1963%), Dictionnaire grec-francais, Paris.

EDG = Beekes, Robert S.P. (2010), Etymological Dictionary of Greek, Leiden.

HWGS = Passow, Franz (1841-1857), Handwdrterbuch der griechischen Sprache, Leipzig.

References

Acquaviva, Paolo (2015), “Singulatives”, in: Peter O. Muller/Ingeborg Ohnheiser/Susan Ol-
sen/Franz Rainer (eds.), Word-Formation. An International Handbook for the Languages of
Europe, Berlin, |1, 1171-1182.

Alonso Déniz, Alcorac (2017), “La diffusion du suffixe -()ad- dans le systéme dérivationnel des an-
throponymes féminins”, in: Alcorac Alonso Déniz/Laurent Dubois/Claire Le Feuvre/Sophie Mi-
non (eds.), La suffixation des anthroponymes grecs antiques (SAGA). Actes du colloque interna-
tional de Lyon, 17-19 septembre 2015 Université Jean-Moulin—Lyon 3, Généve, 419-446.

Bechtel, Friedrich (1898), Die einstimmigen mdnnlichen Personennamen des Griechischen die
aus Spitznamen hervorgegangen sind, Berlin.

Bechtel, Friedrich (1902), Die Attischen Frauennamen nach ihrem Systeme dargestellt, Géttingen.

Bechtel, Friedrich (1917), Die historischen Personennamen des Griechischen bis zur Kaiserzeit,
Halle.

Bernabo Brea, Luigi/Cavalier, Madeleine/Campagna, Lorenzo (2003), Meligunis Lipdra. XII, Le
iscrizioni lapidarie greche e latine delle isole eolie, Palermo.

Bernado Ferrer, Gemma (2015), “Escolios textuales en los Scholia in luuenalem uetustiora”, in:
Revista de Estudios Latinos 15, 81-95.

Biles, Zachary P./Olson, S. Douglas (eds.) (2015), Aristophanes, Wasps, Oxford.



What’s in a drop? =—— 155

Blaydes, Frederick H.M. (ed.) (1887), Aristophanis Comoediae, VI, Acharnenses, Halle.

Bothe, Friedrich H. (ed.) (1845), Aristophanis Comoediae, |, Leipzig.

Bremer, Walther (1911), Die Haartracht des Mannes in archaisch-griechischer Zeit, Giessen.

Bouchon, Richard et al. (2016), Corpus des inscriptions d’Atrax en Pélasgiotide (Thessalie), Paris.

Cannata, Fabio (1998), “Il padre dell’attore Egeloco: Strattis fr. 1 K.—A.”, in: Quaderni di storia 48,
195-210.

Cantarella, Raffaele (ed.) (1953), Aristofane, Le commedie. |l, Gli acarnesi. | cavalieri, Milano.

Casevitz, Michel (1981), “Sur Ponomastique dans les stéles d’Atrax (Thessalie)”, in: Revue des
Etudes Grecques 94, 151-159.

Coulon, Victor (ed.) (1923), Aristophane. |, Les acharniens. Les cavaliers. Les nuées, trans.
Hilaire van Daele, Paris.

Cremoux, Anne de (2008), Les Acharniens d’Aristophane, Villeneuve d’Ascq.

Curbera, Jaime (2013), “Simple Names in lonia”, in: Robert Parker, Personal Names in Ancient
Anatolia, Oxford, 107-143.

Debidour, Victor-Henry (ed.) (1965), Aristophane, Thédtre complet. I, Les acharniens. Les cava-
liers. Les nuées. Les guépes. La paix, Paris.

Derksen, Rick (2015), Etymological Dictionary of the Baltic Inherited Lexicon, Leiden/Boston.

Dillon, Matthew (2017), Omens and Oracles. Divination in Ancient Greece, London.

Dobree, Peter P. (1833), Adversaria, 11, Cambridge.

Dubois, Laurent (2010), “Des anthroponymes en -0{ig”, in: Richard W.V. Catling,/Fabienne
Marchand (eds.), Onomatologos. Studies in Greek Personal Names Presented to Elaine
Matthews, Oxford, 398-421.

Dunbar, Nan (ed.) (1995), Aristophanes, Birds, Oxford.

Elliott, Richard Th. (ed.) (1914), The Acharnians of Aristophanes, Oxford.

Elmsley, Peter (ed.) (1830), Aristophanis comoedia Acharnenses, Oxford.

Foucart, Paul-Francois (1880), “Inscription d’Eleusis du Ve siécle”, in: Bulletin de correspon-
dance hellénique 4, 225-256.

Gil Fernandez, Luis (ed.) (1995), Aristofanes, Comedias. |, Los Acarnienses. Los Caballeros, Madrid.

Gil Fernandez, Luis (2007), Censura en el mundo antiguo, Madrid.

Gow, Andrew S.F./Page, Denys L. (ed.) (1965), The Greek Anthology. Hellenistic Epigrams,
Cambridge.

Gavrilov, Alexander K. (1996), “Anytos-EMBAAAZ und der Prozess des Sokrates”, in: Museum
Helveticum 53, 100-105.

Graves, Charles E. (ed.) (1905), Aristophanes, The Acharnians, Cambridge.

Hall, Francis W./Geldart, William M. (ed.) (1906), Aristophanis Comoediae, |, 2nd ed., Oxford

Halliwell, Stephen (1984), “Ancient Interpretations of dvopaoti kwpwdely in Aristophanes”, in:
The Classical Quarterly 34, 83-88.

Halliwell, Stephen (1991), “Comic Satire and Freedom of Speech in Classical Athens”, in: The
Journal of Hellenic Studies 111, 48-70.

Helly, Bruno (1979), “Une liste des cités de Perrhébie dans la premiére moitié du IV® siécle av.
J.-C.”, in: La Thessalie. Actes de la Table-Ronde, 21-24 juillet 1975, Lyon, Lyon.

Henderson, Jeffrey (ed.) (1998), Aristophanes, Acharnians. Knights, Cambridge, MA.

Hug, August (1929), “Spitznamen”, in: Wilhelm Kroll (ed.), Paulys Realencyclopddie der classi-
schen Altertumswissenschaft, 3A, 2, Sparta—Stluppi, Stuttgart, 1821-1840.

lerano, Giorgio (2013), “One who is Fought over by All the Tribes: The Dithyrambic Poet and the City
of Athens”, in: Barbara Kowalzig/Peter Wilson, Dithyramb in Context, Oxford, 368-386.



156 —— Alcorac Alonso Déniz

Immerwahr, Henry R. (1990), Attic Script. A Survey, Oxford.

Irwin, Eleanor (1974), Colour Terms in Greek Poetry, Toronto.

Jacobs, Friedrich (1802), Animadversiones in Epigrammata Anthologiae Graecae, Ill 1, Leipzig.

Kahrstedt, Ulrich (1932), “cuyypa@eig”, in: Wilhelm Kroll (ed.), Paulys Realencyclopddie der
classischen Altertumswissenschaft\Vol. 4A, 2, Symposion-Tauris, Stuttgart, 1387-1388.

Kanavou, Nikoletta (2011), Aristophanes’ Comedy of Names. A Study of Speaking Names in
Aristophanes, Berlin.

Klaffenbach, Glinther (1953), “Epigraphische Miszellen”, in: George E. Mylonas/Doris Raymond
(eds.), Studies Presented to D.M. Robinson on his Seventieth Birthday, Saint-Louis, MO,
289-297.

Korte, Alfred (1921), “Komédie (griechische)”, in: Wilhelm Kroll (ed.), Paulys Realencyclopidie
der classischen Altertumswissenschaft. Vol. 11.1, Katoikoi-Komddie, Stuttgart, 1207-1275.

Korte, Alfred (1922), “Krobylos”, in: Wilhelm Kroll (ed.), Paulys Realencyclopddie der classischen
Altertumswissenschaft, Vol. 11.2, Komogrammateus—Kynegoi, Stuttgart, 1940-1941.

Koumanoudis, Stephanos N. (ed.) (1985), Apioto@dvous Axapvrg, Athens.

Lauriola, Rosanna (ed.) (2008), Aristofane, Gli acarnesi, Milano.

Lauriola, Rosanna (2010), Aristofane serio-comico: paideia e geloion. Con una lettura degli
Acarnesi, Pisa.

Leeuwen, Jan van (ed.) (1901), Aristophanis Acharnenses, Leiden.

Longueville, Edmé P.M. (ed.) (1838), Aristophanis comoediae et perditarum fragmenta, Paris.

Macia Aparicio, Luis M. (ed.) (1993), Arist6fanes, Comedias. |, Los acarnienses. Los caballeros.
La paz, Madrid.

Masson, Olivier (1972), “Deux noms de métier en -dg dans ’Anthologie (Palladas, AP, Xl 351 et
288)”, in: Zeitschrift fiir Papyrologie und Epigraphik 9, 97-101.

Masson, Olivier (1973-1974), “A propos de la plus ancienne inscription rhodienne (/nscr. Lin-
dos, 710)”, in: Archeologia Classica 25-26, 428-431 (= Masson 1990, 183-186).

Masson, Olivier (1990), Onomastica Graeca Selecta, I-l1, ed. Catherine Dobias-Lalou et Laurent
Dubois, Paris.

Mastromarco, Giuseppe (ed.) (1979), Aristofane, Gli acarnesi, Bari.

Mayser, Edwin (1936), Grammatik der griechischen Papyri aus der Ptolemderzeit. | 3, Stamm-
bildung, Leipzig.

Mayser, Edwin/Schmoll, Hans (1970), Grammatik der griechischen Papyri aus der Ptolemder-
zeit. | 1, Einleitung und Lautlehre, Leipzig.

Merry, W. Walter (ed.) (1901), Aristohanes, The Acharnians. |1, Notes, Dialectical Glossary and
Index, Oxford.

Millis, Benjamin W. (ed.) (2015), Anaxandrides. Introduction, Translation, Commentary, Heidelberg.

Molitor, M. V. (1970), “The Name Sellos”, in: Hermes 98, 125-126.

Moulton, Carroll (1981), Aristophanic Poetry, Gottingen.

Olson, S. Douglas (ed.) (2002), Aristophanes, Acharnians, Oxford.

Olson, S. Douglas (ed.) (2008), Athenaeus, The Learned Banqueters. IV, Books 8—10.420E,
Cambridge, MA.

Orth, Christian (ed.) (2009a), Strattis, Die Fragmente, Berlin.

Orth, Christian (2009b), “Zu PCG fr. adesp. 1105 (= CGFP 220 = P. Ox. 2743)”, in: Zeitschrift fiir
Papyrologie und Epigraphik 168, 55-58.

Parker, L.P.E. (1997), The Songs of Aristophanes, Oxford.

Peppler, Charles W. (1902), Comic Terminations in Aristophanes and the Comic Fragments, Baltimore.



What’s in a drop? = 157

Poultney, James W. (1936), The Syntax of the Genitive Case in Aristophanes, Baltimore.

Radke, Gerhard (1959), “Psekas”, in: Konrat Ziegler, Paulys Realencyclopddie der classischen
Altertumswissenschaft. Vol. 23.2, Priscilla-Pyramiden, Stuttgart, 1354—1355.

Rau, Jeremy (2004 [2010]), “The Derivational History of the Greek Stems in -&3-”, in: Miinche-
ner Studien zur Sprachwissenschaft 64, 137-173.

Rennie, William (ed.) (1909), The Acharnians of Aristophanes, London.

Rhodes, Peter John (1997), The Decrees of the Greek States, Oxford.

Ribbeck, Woldemar (ed.) (1864), Die Acharner des Aristophanes, Leipzig.

Risch, Ernst (1974), Wortbildung der homerischen Sprache, Berlin/New York.

Risch, Ernst (1975), “Rund um eine pompejanische Wandinschrift”, in: Museum Helveticum 32,
107-114 (= Risch 1981, 592-598).

Risch, Ernst (1981), Kleine Schriften, Berlin/New York.

Robert, Louis (1963), Noms indigénes dans ’Asie Mineure gréco-romaine, |, Paris.

Robert, Louis (1978), “Documents d’Asie Mineure”, in: Bulletin de Correspondence Hellénique 102,
395-543.

Rodriguez Adrados, Francisco (ed.) (1991), Aristéfanes, Los Acarnienses. Los caballeros. Las
Tesmoforias. La asamblea de las mujeres, Madrid.

Rodriguez Monescillo, Esperanza (ed.) (1985), Arist6fanes, Comedias. |, Los acarnienses, Madrid.

Rogers, Benjamin B. (ed.) (1910), The Comedies of Aristophanes.|, The Acharnians. The Knights, London.

Russo, Carlo F. (ed.) (1953), Aristofane, Gli Acarnesi, Bari.

Rutherford, William G. (1905), A Chapter in the History of Annotation, London.

Roussos, Tasos (ed.) (1992), Aptatopaévng, Axapvrg, Athens.

Schmidt, J.H. Heinrich (1878), Synonymik der griechischen Sprache, Il, Leipzig.

Schmitt, Riidiger (2006), Iranische Anthroponyme in den erhaltenen Resten von Ktesias’ Werk, Vienna.

Seeger, Ludwig/Weinreich, Otto (eds.) (1968), Aristophanes, Sdmtliche Komddien, Ziirich/Stuttgart.

Smith, Frederick D. (1920), Athenian Political Comissions, Chicago.

Solin, Heikki (1996), Die stadtromischen Sklavennamen. Ein Namenbuch. ||, Griechische Namen,
Stuttgart.

Solin, Heikki (2003, Die griechischen Personennamen in Rom. Ein Namenbuch, Berlin/New York.

Sommerstein, Alan H. (ed.) (1980), The Comedies of Aristophanes. |, Acharnians, Warminster, Wilts.

Stama, Felice (ed.) (2014), Frinico. Introduzione, traduzione e commento, Heidelberg.

Starkie, William J.M. (ed.) (1909), The Acharnians of Aristophanes, London.

Sternbach, Leo (1886), “Beitrage zu den Fragmenten des Aristophanes”, in: Wiener Studien 8, 231-261.

Taillardat, Jean (1965), Les images d’Aristophane. Etudes de langue et de style, Paris.

Tavernier, Jan (2007), Iranica in the Achaemenid Period (ca. 550-330 B.C.). Lexicon of Old
Iranian Proper Names and Loanwords, Attested in non-Iranian Texts, Leuven.

Thiercy, Pascal (ed.) (1988), Aristophane, Les Acharniens, Montpellier.

Thompson, D’Arcy W. (1895), A Glossary of Greek Birds, Oxford.

Totaro, Piero (1999), Le seconde parabasi di Aristofane, Stuttgart.

Willi, Andreas (2003), The Languages of Aristophanes. Aspects of Linguistic Variation in Classi-
cal Attic Greek, Oxford.

Wilson, Nigel G. (ed.) (2007a), Aristophanis Fabulae, |, Oxford.

Wilson, Nigel G. (2007b), “Scholiasts and Commentators”, in: Greek, Roman and Byzantine
Studies 47,39-70.

Wilson, Peter (2000), The Athenian Institution of the Khoregia. The Chorus, the City and the
Stage, Cambridge.



158 —— Alcorac Alonso Déniz

Wissmann, A.F.W. (1881), Aristophanes’ Lustspiele. Die Acharner. Die Ritter, Stettin.

Zgusta, Ladislav (1955), Die Personennamen griechischer Stddte der nordlichen Schwarzmeer-
kiiste. Die ethnischen Verhdltnisse, namentlich das Verhdltnis der Skythen und Sarmaten,
im Lichte der Namenforschung, Prague.



Panagiotis Filos
Aspects of folk etymology in Ancient Greek:
Insights from common nouns

1 Introduction

Etymology in classical antiquity, both as a multifaceted linguistic subject and a
metalinguistic account of the diverse attitudes developed by various ancient
authors towards it, has been the topic of various modern studies, albeit from
different perspectives (philosophical, linguistic, literary, etc.).! A particular
offshoot of this broad subject, namely ‘folk etymology’, has remained on the
sidelines of modern research, except for studies of particular topics, such as
personal names, place names, etc.

A comprehensive, up-to-date account of ancient Greek folk etymology, evi-
dently in the form of a lengthy monograph, remains a desideratum. In this short
study, I aim to refer briefly to some important aspects of this niche subject be-
fore I move on to examine in more detail the usefulness of sample evidence from
common nouns. This particular set of forms has attracted less attention in mod-
ern studies, at least in the sense of a typology-orientated approach, even though
it can obviously offer some very useful insights into the phenomenon. Ancient
attitudes pertaining, directly or indirectly, to folk etymology will be examined in
an ancillary fashion, but will indeed be explored inasmuch as they can cast
some additional light on the phenomenon.

It is a real pleasure for me to contribute with this short study to the Festschrift in honor of
Prof. J.N. Kazazis. In addition to my due grateful acknowledgements to the volume editors, |
would like to thank B. Joseph (Ohio State University), R. Janko (University of Michigan),
W. de Melo (University of Oxford), Ph. Probert (University of Oxford), Ch. Tzitzilis (Aristotle
University of Thessaloniki) and A. Fliatouras (Democritus University of Thrace) for useful com-
ments and constructive discussions on different occasions, especially in the context of an one-
day workshop on Greek linguistics held at Aristotle University of Thessaloniki on May 31, 2017.
All errors remain my own responsibility.

1 For a concise yet informative account of ancient Greek theories of etymology, see Garcea
(2014). For etymology in more general terms, see Schmitt (1977), which is essentially a collec-
tion of republished important studies by various scholars, and Durkin (2009).

https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110622744-010
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2 Folk etymology

Folk etymology is a complex and largely ‘unsystematic’ linguistic phenomenon.
One can hardly point to fixed patterns and standard rules in any particular lan-
guage, given its irregular occurrence. The term folk etymology or popular ety-
mology (cf. also Fr. étymologie populaire, Germ. Volksetymologie, Mod. Gk. Aakr|
€TUpOAOYia or mapeTupoloyia; etc.) may be defined as “the process by which a
form is reshaped to resemble another form, or sequence of forms, already in the
language” (Matthews 2014, s.v. popular etymology).? A rather more refined defi-
nition is “the remodeling of a word involv[ing] the replacement of one or more of its
syllables by another word with which it is associated semantically” (Durkin 2009,
202).2

Despite any opacity observed in the above, and most other relevant defini-
tions, one may readily cite examples of folk etymology from various languages:
e.g. Eng. sparrowgrass is the end-form of the remodeled original word aspara-
gus, apparently due to subconscious confusion with the words sparrow and
grass. Similarly, Eng. hangnail (< OEng. ang- + naegl ‘aching nail’, i.e. ‘a corn on
the foot’) came into being thanks to the confusion between ang- and hang. A
more complex, yet very interesting example from a well-known modern lan-
guage is Fr. choucroute ‘cabbage with charcuterie’ < Germ. Sauerkraut ‘sour
cabbage (literally)’. The form was remodeled after Fr. chou ‘cabbage’ and croiite
‘crust’: note particularly the near-homonyms Kraut ~ croiite, even though it is in
fact Fr. chou that semantically corresponds to Germ. Kraut (i.e. synonyms).

Ancient languages too can offer some interesting examples of folk etymolo-
gy. For instance, Latin nomen ‘name’ is a possible case of folk etymology: the
long -0- in the stem is unetymological and could be attributed to confusion with
the quasi-homonymous root gno- as e.g. in gné-sc-o ‘to know’ (cf. Sihler 2000,
86). Greek too can provide us, in its diachrony, with a fair number of examples:
e.g. AGk. [Eb&ewvog <] Afe(Yvog (Tovtog) ‘Black (Sea)’ (lit. ‘(In-)hospitable
(Sea)’) < Iran. (Scythian?) axSaena ‘dark; northern’. Similarly, an interesting case
from later times is Med.-Mod. Gk. Stapevtevw ‘to rule over’ < dnpevtevw < Lat.

2 The original (German) term Volksetymologie, coined by E. Forstermann in 1852, was used in a
twofold sense: for a word transposed into an alien lexical family; or, for loanwords, common and
proper alike, which are phonologically (mis-)associated with native lexical items for the sake of
semantic clarity and transparency (see Moysiadis 2005, 250; cf. also Schmitt 2007, 138-139).

3 Note here, though, a crucial difference between these two definitions: Matthews speaks of
forms, while Durkin of syllables (in conjunction with meaning of course), i.e. the former refers
to morphological entities, while the latter to phonological units.



Aspects of Folk Etymology in Ancient Greek: Insights from Common Nouns =—— 161

defendo through contamination with 8¢ and avfsvtevw ‘to be someone’s pa-
tron, defendor’ < AGk. a00£vTn¢ ‘master, author, perpetrator’ (Hatzidakis 1905—
1907 1, 172, apud Tonnet 2003, 131).*

2.1 Folk etymology: some terminological disambiguation

Despite a fair number of good examples like those cited above, a cross-linguistic
neat definition and comprehensive description of folk etymology remains a
challenging task. In fact, there are several ambiguities and misconceptions
about folk etymology, both as a phenomenon and a term (cf. e.g. Panagl 2005,
Michel 2015).

First, one ought to point out that the alternative modifiers ‘folk’ and ‘popu-
lar’ (sc. etymology) do not necessarily imply something ‘popular’ or ‘folksy’; in
other words, folk etymology is not normally a matter of sub-standard (vs. stand-
ard) etymology, since it is eventually accepted, consciously or subconsciously —
or at least conventionally tolerated — by virtually all native speakers of a certain
language (barring a few language experts, perhaps).” Obviously, many of these
forms arise in a more colloquial context, at least at an initial stage; but one
would hardly ever think of a situation of ‘etymological diglossia’, i.e. of a long-
lasting stand-off between ‘popular’ and ‘standard’ etymology in a really socio-
linguistic sense.®

4 For other examples of folk etymology in English (and beyond), see Durkin (2009, 203-204,
esp. n. 16). For interesting examples from German, see Panagl (2005) and Michel (2015). For
Modern Greek, note e.g. Fevvapng ‘January’, in lieu of (standard demotic spelling) 'evdpng (<
(formal) Iavoudplog < Lat. Ianuarius), due to contamination with yevvéw ‘to give birth (to)’ (cf.
birth of lambs in winter). Note also common nouns like Mod. Gk. aytdxAnpa ‘honeysuckle’ (lit.
‘holy-vine’ < atyoxkAnpa ‘goat-vine’; cf. aiy-a, -ag [ey-] (< AGk. aif, aiyog) ‘goat’ vs. dyl-og, -a, -ov
[aj-] (adj.) ‘holy’); etc. See additional examples from Modern Greek in Moysiadis (2005, 253—
254) and particularly in Fliatouras (2017).

5 See Schmitt (2007, 138-139), Durkin (2009, 204). It is true, however, that scholarly views
about this issue may vary to some extent.

6 Note, though, that the words produced through folk etymology do not always have a stand-
ard(ized) form, i.e. sometimes alternative forms can coexist, out of which one may prevail
eventually in a certain language: e.g. Eng. mangrove, mangrowe and mangrave ‘a tropical tree
or shrub which grows in dense thickets near water, i.e. swamps, estuaries, etc., and whose
twisted roots may partly grow above the ground’. All three forms derived from Spanish mangue
or mangle (and ultimately from a native Cariban or Arawakan word) through contamination
with Eng. grove, grow, and apparently even grave (?) respectively (cf. Durkin 2009, 204).
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Moreover, the phenomenon of folk etymology does not really relate to
etymology proper, i.e. it is not in principle a matter of an originally erroneous (or
outright false) etymological analysis competing with / encroaching upon proper
etymology;’ by contrast, it is rather a case of a posteriori, mistaken morpho-
(phono-)semantic association(s) between two (or more) irrelevant forms
established subconsciously by the average native speaker; or, to put it more
formally:® “speakers are, unconsciously, altering word forms in order to create
iconic connections with other words, rather than in an effort to explain their
origins” (Durkin 2009, 204).°

On the other hand, it could hardly be deemed some kind of impressionistic
view the fact that a good number of forms relating cross-linguistically to the
phenomenon of folk etymology are loanwords, especially place names and
personal names, e.g. Australia > Mod. Gk. Avotpalia > (low register) Aotpolia
(cf. Gk. Gotpa ‘stars’).° It is also true that many words prone to modification due
to folk etymology are compounds or at least are (mis-)perceived as such; in fact,
it is often the case that only one part of a compound will undergo some change
due to folk etymology: e.g. Eng. artichoke < It. articiocco (contrast It. -ciocco
with the near-homonymous, yet semantically irrelevant Eng. choke); Eng. bride-
groom < Mid. Eng. brydegrome < OEng. bryd-guma (guma ‘man’ replaced by the
near-homonym groom).

7 It need hardly be said that etymology became a proper (sub-)discipline only after the estab-
lishment of sound linguistic principles and rules (cf. sound change laws, comparative method,
internal reconstruction, etc.) in the 19th century, and especially in the last quarter of that
century (cf. e.g. the Neogrammarian school). Before that time, most etymological interpreta-
tions were often impressionistic and not so rarely resembled folk etymology (cf. also [3] below).
8 Note that the Mod. Gk. terms for folk etymology, namely mopetupoAoyia ‘deviating etymolo-
gy (lit.), false association’ and Aaiikr| eTupoloyia ‘popular etymology’, seem to imply two differ-
ent things at first sight, i.e. erroneous etymology (by non-experts?) vs. mistaken association of
irrelevant forms (by laymen) (cf. Moysiadis 2005, 250). Nonetheless, napetvpoloyia, which is
seldom used in English, is a potentially more generic term since it may also comprise (the few
cases of) lexical items produced through learned false etymology, i.e. due to hypercorrection /
etymological overregulation (cf. also learned puns), e.g. Mod. Gk. 8e0806Atx0g ‘theodolite’ (< Fr.
théodolite) due to partial confussion with AGk. 86Aiyog ‘long course’ (cf. Fliatouras 2017, 34—
35).

9 There are many other terms, of course, which partly overlap with the terms ‘folk/popular
etymology’: phonosemantic analogy, homonymic attraction, etc. (for more details cf. Moysiadis
2005, 250; Panagl 2005, 1346; Michel 2015, 1004).

10 One may add as a special by-case the falling together of two forms (morphemes, words,
etc.), which are/become (near-)homophonous in the course of time: e.g. shame-fast replaced by
shame-faced ‘caught in shame’; buttonhole ‘to detain in conversation (by or as if by holding on
to the outer garments of a collocutor)’ in lieu of buttonhold; etc.
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In addition to the above major points, there are obviously other aspects that
ought to be taken into account on certain occasions; for instance, (socio-)linguistic
factors like register, but also more abstract linguistic concepts, such as lexicaliza-
tion (and vice versa), phonemic-semantic opacity (vs. transparency), etc. Last
but not least, language contact mechanisms and phenomena (e.g. interference,
accommodation, adaptation) must also be taken into consideration sometimes.
In general, there are often many secondary factors to be dealt with; in their turn,
they can offer additional insights and place the findings of a study on folk-
etymology into broader perspective (cf. Durkin 2009, 205-207; Sihler 2000,
73ff.; Hock 1991, 167ff.).

Finally, one ought to note that a more thorough theoretical-typological
analysis of folk etymology (cf. e.g. an interesting classification of Modern Greek
forms —in phonological, morphological, semantic continua— in Fliatouras 2017)
is less straightforward in the case of ancient languages: (i) there are far fewer
(safe) forms in general; (ii) the data comes from written texts, mostly literary,
while folk etymology often thrives in oral speech (including dialectal forms);
(iii) etymology is often obscure, and one normally has to reconstruct / guess the
previous stages (cf. also Michel 2015, 1006).

2.2 Folk etymology and quasi-related phenomena

There are certain forms which may leave us in doubt as to whether they are
primarily related to folk etymology or are (also) linked to other linguistic phe-
nomena. For instance, the substitution of a part of a compound (or even of a
whole word within a phrase) does not obviously constitute in itself a case of folk
etymology, unless certain conditions like those referred to in the previous para-
graph (2.1) apply. In fact, we may simply be dealing here with linguistic phe-
nomena, such as accommodation, adaptation, interference, code-switching,
loan/semantic translation, semi-calques, etc. (cf. Durkin 2009, 205; Matthews
2014, s.vv.).

In general, there are several phenomena which may resemble or overlap
with folk etymology; but these are essentially different, notably there is essen-
tially no significant morpho-(phono-)semantic reshaping due to subconscious
confusion with some other word. These phenomena are numerous, but one may
highlight the most important ones (cf. Panagl 2005, 1350-1351 and Michel 2015,
1009-1013 for some other phenomena and/or terms, such as Mondegreen, mal-
apropism, contamination, etymologie croisée, etc.):

(i) reanalysis, namely the rearrangement of word / morpheme boundaries:
e.g. Eng. a nick name < an ick name ‘an augmented/additional name’; AGK.
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modal particle &v (e.g. Attic) < ovk-av < ov-kav (?) (thanks to the confusion over
the o0(-x) variants);" Mod. Gk. vowkokvpng ‘landlord’, from acc. sg. To-v-
otkokvpn(v) < Tov otkokvpn(v) ‘the landlord’;

(ii) homonym / synonym / antonym impact on the morphological / phono-
logical / semantic value of some words: e.g. Hom. quap vs. Class. Attic fjpuépa
‘day’, with rough breathing probably introduced into Attic from the antonym
¢omepa ‘evening, dusk’; post-classical Gk. épétog ‘this year’ (but cf. £tog, €n-
£Te10G, etc.), probably after the semantically related prepositional phrase (PP)
€@’ nuépav ‘daily’; etc.;

(iii) back-formation, that is, the coining of a new form due to erroneous
morphosemantic analogy: e.g. Eng. verb donate from the noun donation, after
similar pairs of verbs in -ate with nouns in -ation; Med.-Mod. Gk. &pw (< Egvpw)
‘to know’ from an aorist €é£ebpov (cf. also the role of morpheme reanalysis: -
Eebpov < EE-ebpov/-ndpov), originally an aorist of the AGk compound verb &E-
gvupiokw ‘to find out, discover’, after verbs like BdA\w (pres.) — €Balov (aor.) ‘to
throw, hit, etc.” (proportional analogy);"

(iv) hypercorrection, i.e. the erroneous/excessive use of a feature (normally
phonological) or form by a speaker in his/her effort to avoid a mistaken or ‘stig-
matized’ language usage:® e.g. the presence of word-initial aspiration in Eng.
(h-)armful (cf. the near-homonym harmful), especially in a certain sociolinguis-
tic/dialectal context in which varieties that drop word-initial aspiration are
considered low-register, sub-standard, ‘aberrant’, etc.” Similarly, post-classical
Greek ovy fjAmulov (with an unetymological aspirate spelling -y) in lieu of oUk
AATov (2nd c. AD, Greek papyrus text from Egypt (BGU 3.846.6)). Note also an
adverb Be@aiwg ‘firmly’ in lieu of expected Befaiwg in a mid-4th c. BC epigraph-

11 See Sihler (2000, 91), who in fact opts for the term metanalysis (cf. also Durkin 2009, 207-208).
Note, though, that this particular example is not the safest case of reanalysis since the exact
provenance of &v is still debated.

12 On this phenomenon, see Sihler (2000, 89-90).

13 Note also the relevant, yet less common term hyperurbanism which is some kind of register-
related hypercorrection, i.e. the speaker uses erroneous forms, which (s)he believes belong to a
‘higher’ speech register than his/her own, e.g. kitching for kitchen after actual cases of soci-
ophonological variation like going [-n] vs. goin’ [-n] (cf. Sihler 2000, 92).

14 Some other cases, though, look like middle ground between folk etymology and hypercor-
rection: e.g. Eng. handiron instead of an expected andiron (Hock 1991, 203). See also Hock
(1991, 205-206) for some clearer examples of hypercorrection, from both modern and ancient
languages; for instance, the occasional unetymological addition of a ‘prestigious’ final -r in
American English, e.g. (I) saw /sor/ instead of expected /s2:/; or, the hypercorrect aspiration in
Latin words under the impact of Greek loanwords, e.g. pulcer > pulcher ‘beautiful’.
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ic text (house purchase document) from Amphipolis in ancient Macedonia,”
probably in an attempt to avoid a voiced <B>, the shibboleth of ancient Macedo-
nian (cf. e.g. Mac. Bep(e)vika vs. Att. Depevikn);'®

(v) blends, namely the coining of new words through fusion, normally the
joining together of the beginning of one word with the end of another: e.g. Eng.
brunch (< breakfast + lunch), smog (smoke + fog), etc.;

(vi) puns (cf. also terms like paronomasia, assonance, etc.), namely
words/phrases used by individuals for humorous, rhetorical or more mundane
purposes (e.g. commercials). Puns are often based on (near-)homophony (oral
speech) and/or (near-)homography (written speech): e.g. the (w-)hole matter; etc.”

In general, folk etymology is related to other phenomena, but ought to be
distinguished from them. The most important point is the dichotomy between
conscious and subconscious (?) morphological metaplasm: the former category
is made up of word-games, puns, deliberately false etymologies for linguis-
tic/ideological/mythical/religious/political reasons, etc. (cf. (v)—(vi) above); the
latter category comprises (more) genuine cases of erroneous modification (in-
cluding folk etymology), i.e. words subjected to some form of morpho-(phono-)se-
mantic metaplasm by the speakers of a certain language (cf. (i) — (iii) above; (iv)
is somewhere in the middle since the form(s) and the motives of hypercorrection
vary).

15 See Hatzopoulos (1991), 38-43 (text VII, L. 5).

16 Similarly, note the use in Latin of an unetymological diphthong, in the pronunciation
and/or in the spelling, in an excessive effort to avoid the common pitfall of monophthongiza-
tion in Vulgar Latin: e.g. saeculum in lieu of correct séculum, scaena instead of scena (< AGKk.
oknvry), etc. Note also examples from Modern Greek like Aiktaiov/ I8aiov Gvdpov (sic) in lieu of
correct &vtpov due to the katharevousa-driven spelling av8pag /andras/ favored over the
wrongly dismissed (: ‘vulgar, non-genuine Greek’), demotic-prone pronunciation/spelling
avtpag /a"dras/. The same (pseudo-)hellenization tendency is noticeable in the change of the
/b, d, g/ voiced stops, often found in loanwords, into corresponding Modern Greek voiced
fricatives /v, 0, y/: e.g. povotdpda ‘mustard’ (< It. mostarda); Pappaxt ‘cotton’ in lieu of demotic
prapmakt (< Pers. pamba(k)). See also Durkin (2009, 206-207) on changes affecting only the
written form of a word; cf. Sihler (2000, 92-93) too.

17 Of course, puns may also materialize in the form of phrases, etc.: e.g. a new golf war be-
tween the two famous rivals; AGK. yoAijv 0p® ‘I see a weasel’ (Ar. Frogs 304) instead of yaArv’
(= yoAnv-d) 6p® ‘I see calm (sea)’, a clear allusion to a performance mistake by an actor (He-
gelochos) playing the role of Orestes three years earlier. Note also Pope Gregory’s Latin phrase:
non Angli sed angeli ‘Not Angles but angels’ (cf. Matthews 2014, s.v. paronomasia)



166 —— Panagiotis Filos

3 Ancient Greek etymology

Etymology in antiquity was a concept different from what we think about it
nowadays.”® The ancient Greek term &tupoloyia points at first sight to the
‘art/discipline of (seeking) the true origin/meaning (¢tupov)’ of words. Howev-
er, for the Greek and Latin grammarians (cf. 3.1 below) the actual goal of ety-
mology was not simply the discovery of the ‘true meaning’ of a word, but also
the discovery of its ‘correct’ form (cf. Grebe 2001, 143). A rather late and more
refined definition of etymology (Schol. Dion. Thrax 14.23-24) refers to ‘the un-
folding of words (avamtuélg Twv AéEewv), by which their true meaning may be
made clear (10 &Anbeg cagpnviletar)’ (cf. Garcea 2014, 579). In other words, for
the (more learned) Greeks in antiquity, etymology ought to be concerned with
the true nature of a word, especially of a proper name, rather than with the
analysis of its morphophonological structure and the concomitant explanation
of its semantics.

3.1 Etymology in ancient Greek literature

Etymology as a concept, but even as a term, is conspicuous from the beginnings
of ancient Greek literature, and its presence may be felt throughout the timeline
of ancient Greek literature down to the post-classical period. In fact, etymology-
related references occur in genuinely literary, i.e. poetic and prose works, but
also in treatises by grammarians, and in fact even in the New Testament and
other early Christian texts. In more concrete terms, etymological awareness
from Homer down to the post-classical Greek texts is often manifested in the
form of (pseudo-)etymological analyses of personal names and related terms
(e.g. theonyms, etc.), ethnonyms, place names, etc. (see 4.1 below). Of course,
common nouns, be it abstract concepts or appellatives, have also been the sub-
ject of ancient etymological analyses.

A discussion of ancient Greek etymological matters must obviously start
with Homer: note, for instance, the etymology 68voodpevog ‘the man angry at
and/or (probably) incurring the anger, i.e. doomed to odium’ proposed for the
prominent Homeric hero Odysseus (08vo(0)evg, ‘'OAvo(o)evg), apparently from

18 For a modern definition, see e.g. Matthews (2014, s.v. etymology): “the study of the histori-
cal relation between a word and the earlier form[s] [...] from which it has [...] hypothetically
developed. [...] Loosely described as a study of the ‘origins of words’; [...].”
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an implied present form *68v(Qopat / *68dVa(a)opat / *6dviopan (?) (Od. 19.407-
409); cf. also (4.1.2) below.”

In post-Homeric Greek poetry (epic, lyric, drama), there are similar phe-
nomena, e.g. Cyclopes ‘Circle-eyed (sc. creatures, beings)’ in Hesiod (Theog.
144-145), obviously in relation to the single circle-like eye in their foreheads.
Similarly, Epaphos (Aesch., Prometheus Bound 850-851) is associated (: £énwvv-
pov ... "Emagov) with &poig ‘touch’, which refers to the myth of his parents
Zeus and Io (cf. Aesch. Supp. 45). In general, the etymology-relating name
(émwvupov) becomes a commonplace for heroic, mythical and religious names
in poetry (Garcea 2014, 580).

Etymology is also present in prose, notably philosophy. Pre-Socratic philos-
ophers and sophists, especially Protagoras, Prodicus and Heraclitus showed a
particular interest in language, notably in the interpretation of words, the rela-
tionship between words and things, etc.” But above all, it is Plato, especially in
his work Cratylus, who appears to be most concerned with etymological matters
(cf. also 4.1 below).? Aristotle, the Stoics and other later philosophers also dis-
cuss issues that directly or indirectly pertain to etymology (cf. Robins 1997, 19ff.;
Garcea 2014, 580-582).2

Etymology became even more prominent in the Hellenistic and Roman peri-
ods. Philologists, grammarians and lexicographers, who could at times have a
philosophical background, especially at the early stages of these new disciplines,
developed their etymological research in a direction closer to the modern linguis-

19 Note a Dutch monograph (PhD thesis) dedicated to etymology in Homer: Rank (1951).

20 On the other hand, Democritus was particularly keen on proper names, which he consid-
ered conventional (B¢ozg1) (fr. B26 D.-K.).

21 Plato’s Cratylus deals inter alia with the contrast ‘nature vs. convention’. Etymology is
viewed as the association of words, notably proper names, with the things they refer to; cf.
Socrates in that same Platonic dialogue who attributes the coining of names to a name-giver
(6vopatobétng) rather than to speakers. A long list of etymologies (ca. 150 names), mostly
cases of paronomasia, is used in support of this argument: e.g. AMoOAAwv (405b—e) is linked to
Amolovwv ‘washing away’ and AmoAwv ‘delivering’ (god of purification); etc. In general,
lexical forms are analyzed down to their primary elements (mp@ta dvépata) (cf. Garcea 2014,
580-581).

22 Aristotle differentiated himself from his teacher, Plato, and posited (e.g. Poetics, On Inter-
pretation) that morphophonological analysis, especially of compound names, is not as condu-
cive as the analysis within a proposition. On the other hand, the Stoics saw etymology - in fact,
the term etymology is probably a Stoic term (4th c. BC) - as a means to reintroduce the natural
correspondence between words and things by removing ‘anomalies’. Finally, among the later
Greek philosophers with etymological interests one ought to mention Chrysippus in particular
(Garcea 2014, 582; Robins 1997, 25).
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tic sense, with particular emphasis on proper names, but also on the so-called
yA@ooal, i.e. rare or foreign/dialectal words; cf. e.g. the philological work on
Homer and other classical literary authors in the Library of Alexandria.”

In their majority, the etymological approaches attested in ancient Greek lit-
erature are often marked by: (i) personal views, even when it comes to some
otherwise clear etymologies; (ii) impressionistic analyses rather than sound
linguistic principles: e.g. GvBpwmog supposedly derived from &vaBpei ... 6
Oniwrev (PL Cratylus 399c¢); (iii) preference for mythological explanations, espe-
cially in the case of ethnics (e.g. OettaAdg/Oeaoaldg, son of [paikdg, etc.), hero
names (e.g. Axt\evg, ‘08vooevg, etc.) (see 4.1.1 below), but also of theonyms
(e.g. Anuinpe: N 88odoa prinp Tfg €8wdfg, etc.); (iv) (possible) ideologi-
cal/religious/ethnic bias and/or (covert/overt) political interests.

4 Ancient Greek folk etymology

Ancient Greek folk etymology can hardly be considered an unambiguous con-
cept. As mentioned above (2.1), one needs to differentiate between folk etymol-
ogy proper and the various individual views espoused by ancient literary au-
thors, particularly philosophers and grammarians, but also orators and poets
(esp. comedians), which are often the ‘idiosyncratic’ etymological products of a
learned mind, usually in the form of word games, puns, and generally, etymo-
logical guesswork. For instance, many of Plato’s etymologies, especially in
Cratylus, are rather idiosyncratic (e.g. ‘Op£otng: T0 OnPLOSES ... AypLov ... Kai TO
opewvov évdekvipevog [394e]) and may even be employed for the sake of the
plot of his philosophical dialogue and its various theoretical implications (cf. 3.1
above). Obviously, one cannot be categorical whether all of these Platonic ety-
mologies are artificial or a reflection of certain popular views of his time, at least

23 The most well-known work on ancient Greek glosses is obviously the Zuvaywyr mac@v
AéEewv kata otowyeiov by Hesychius of Alexandria (5th/6th c. AD) who draws on previous
works (cf. e.g. an early work TA@ooat on ancient Macedonian glosses written by Amerias (3rd c.
BC)). The final stage of the ancient philological tradition are the Byzantine scholars and the
Byzantine etymological dictionaries (e.g. Etymologicum Magnum), which are mostly compila-
tions of ancient dictionaries.
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on a number of occasions: for instance, the correlation of nuépa with ipepog
may well be related with contemporary views.>

By contrast, folk etymology proper in the context of ancient Greek would
presuppose the fulfilment of certain conditions: first, it ought to be accepted by
the average ancient Greek speaker, even though this is obviously very hard to
ascertain nowadays; second, one may only speak with certainty of a folk ety-
mology phenomenon if both the original and the later, modified forms are
known/detectable, at least to some degree. Nonetheless, that requirement too
cannot be fulfilled on many occasions for obvious reasons (but cf. 4.1.1.-4.1.2
below about some relevant points concerning personal names and place
names).

In general, it is often difficult to establish a clear-cut distinction between
‘idiosyncratic’ views and folk etymology proper in the context of ancient Greek
literature. It goes without saying that idiosyncratic pseudo-etymologies like
those advanced by Plato cannot be taken seriously into account in the context
of a study on ancient Greek folk etymology (cf. also the two preconditions cited
above). In other words, one ought to opt for an analysis of ancient Greek forms
potentially linked to folk etymology (place names, personal names, but also
common nouns, particularly appellatives) through the lens of linguistic theory
rather than simply rely on ancient views about their etymological provenance.

4.1 Proper names

Proper names have traditionally been in the spotlight of folk etymology studies
due to their obvious importance, linguistic, literary, historical, etc. Proper
names are by definition a special category of the lexicon, especially as far as
morphology and semantics are concerned; note e.g. Greek personal names like
Beddwpog vs. Awpobeog, which are characterized by the alternating order of
their compound parts (morphemes), in a manner that is hardly feasible for
common nouns (but cf. e.g. Homeric adj. mo8-wxng vs. wkv-movg ‘swift-footed’).
In general, the etymological analysis of proper nouns is often a complicated
task, not least because of their special semantics (cf. Michel 2015, 1011; Panagl
2005, 1347-1348).

24 On the possibility of early iotacism as regards the pronunciation of <H> in Athens, at least in
certain sociolinguistic groups around Plato’s time (late 5th—early 4th c. BC), see Brixhe (2007,
494).
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In addition to these complexities, there is a certain opaqueness concerning
the original morphosemantic identity of many proper names, be it personal
names or place names (or whatever else within this same field): note e.g. cases
of ancient Greek proper nouns in the form of substrate words, loanwords,
short(ened) forms, affectionate terms, etc. It is no wonder that folk etymology is
a (more) common phenomenon in the case of proper names, although on many
occasions we are more likely to suspect it rather than prove it in an unambigu-
ous manner.

The two main categories are personal names (and all other relevant terms:
e.g. theonyms, heroic names, ethnics, etc.) and place names (toponyms). I will
briefly refer to both categories below, in the context of folk etymology, before I
proceed to examine the case of common nouns, which are the main subject of
this study.

4.1.1 Personal names

Personal names are often prone to folk etymology phenomena, and this tenden-
cy can virtually be traced back to the origins of ancient Greek literature, namely
Homer.” The case of a major Homeric hero, namely Odysseus, was mentioned
above (3.1) as an early example of ambiguous (folk?) etymology in the context of
ancient Greek literature; nonetheless, it is impossible to tell whether this is a
literary etymological view or a more common one.

The name of another major Homeric hero, namely Achilles (AytA(A)evg), is
equally interesting. The name of the hero has traditionally been associated with
dyog ‘pain, grief, etc.’. If this etymological association is true, then Achilles
would correspond to a meaning ‘the one who has grief/whose people have grief
(or, ‘he who frightens the people’)’ (cf. also Beekes 2014, 161, 162-163).%* Obvi-
ously, this case, just like that of the etymology of Odysseus, looks like a vicious
circle; namely, one cannot be certain whether this is actually the original ety-
mology (and form) of these two names or whether some posterior paronomastic

25 Note also examples of folk etymology in relation to German personal names, e.g. Timothea
(from Greek via Latin) became D(i)emut through confusion with OHG diomuoti, MHG diemuot
‘humility’ (Schmitt 2007, 139).

26 The literature on the etymology of this name is considerable, and the suggested etymologies
numerous. Most interpretations focus on Gxog (but cf. e.g. F. Bader who relates the name to the
root of the ethnonym Achaeans). For a new suggestion (‘who overcomes death’), based inter alia
on a different interpretation of &yog, but especially for an up-to-date bibliography, see Nikolaev
(2007).
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association with/adaptation of these two names, virtually akin to folk etymolo-
gy, eventually modified them.?

Nonetheless, other prestigious ancient Greek names can provide some use-
ful insights. For instance, the name Alexander (AAé€avdpog) is traditionally
related to a meaning ‘who defends/wards off men’ (dA¢€w ‘to defend/ward off’ +
avdp- ‘man’). On the other hand, we are also aware nowadays of the name Ala-
kSandu(s), King of Wilusa, which occurs several times in a Hittite text (a treaty
with the Hittite Great King Muwattalli II, ca. 1290-1272); AlakSandu(s) has been
linked by some scholars to Paris-Alexander, prince of Ilios (Troy) in the Homeric
poems. Could Anatolian AlakSandu(s) have been the basis for the ancient Greek
AA&€avBpog, which would be remodeled at a later stage through folk etymolo-
gy? That is far from certain, though, since the ancient Greek name could in fact
be the original form and the Anatolian name an adapted loan form from ancient
Greek: note, for instance, that the feminine counterpart Alexandra, which as
semantics indicates, is built upon the masculine form Alexandros, occurs as a-
re-ka-sa-da-ra in Linear B tablets (cf. tablet MY V 659 [61]) from the mid-2nd
millennium BC already.?

The etymology of many other ancient Greek personal names is equally am-
biguous, ranging from etymologically sound to completely arbitrary (cf. terms
like significant name, paronomasia, figura etymologica, etc.). Obviously, arbi-
trary etymological analyses, puns and word games concerning personal names
in ancient GreeKk literary texts are not part of a folk etymology study: note e.g. an
ancient analysis of the name Iavoaviag (cf. mado-1g + avia) as ‘doctor’; none-
theless, it is sometimes difficult to discern one category from another, given also
the multifarious morphological typology and the semantic ramifications of an-
cient Greek onomastics.

On the other hand, folk etymology of personal names seems to operate bet-
ter, or is at least more easily recognizable when it comes to compound names.
Obviously, any morphosemantic modification of a compound personal name
due to the blurring of the morphosemantic transparency of the initial form will

27 Note also that both names end in -evg (AxtAAevg, ‘O8uooevg), a termination that is still
considered by a number of scholars a loan element of potentially non-Indo-European origin.
For the extensive bibliography on the -eug forms, see Chantraine (1933, 125-131) and Meier-
Briigger (1992, 11, 26). One also ought to cite here the important monograph by Perpillou (1973).
28 Beekes (2010, s.v. GA¢&w) argues that the communis opinio nowadays favors the Greek name
as the model form for its Anatolian counterpart rather than the other way around; nonetheless,
the debate is not really over, as recent research indicates. Note also the old but interesting
study by Hoffmann (1939), which of course could not have taken into account any data from
the (yet undeciphered) Mycenaean texts.
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normally take place over the course of time and/or when the morphosemantic
identity of the original form is not recognizable due to other reasons, e.g. if it is
a borrowing (cross-dialectal or cross-linguistic). A good example in that respect
is provided by some personal names from Iranian borrowed into ancient Greek,
since both languages are known, even if not equally well. A number of them
seem to have undergone modification in Greek through folk etymology: e.g.
Persian names beginning with Baga- are normally, even though not always,
rendered into ancient Greek as forms starting with Meya- (e.g. *Baga-pata- ‘pro-
tected by the gods’ > AGk. Meya-Ba&tng), probably through the mediation of an
Anatolian language, which smoothed out some of the phonological differences
between the Persian original and the ancient Greek end forms, and consequent-
ly facilitated the operation of folk etymology within ancient Greek; the
unetymological choices of peya- and -fdtng may be accounted for by their
common occurrence in ancient Greek word formation (cf. Schmitt 2007, 139ff.).”

4.1.2 Place names

Place names are also known for their tendency to undergo some kind of meta-
plasm under the impact of folk etymology. In fact, many toponyms become
morphosemantically opaque over the course of time, especially those originat-
ing from a different language, such as one spoken by a previous or an ad-
strate/substrate population; note, for instance, the native Indian American
place name Appalachian (Mountains), which is contemporarily related some-
times to English apple by means of popular etymology (cf. Panagl 2005, 1347-
1348).

Ancient Greek place names also underwent some kind of morphosemantic
modification on various occasions due to the effect of folk etymology.*® As a mat-
ter of fact, a fair number of ancient Greek place names are of pre-Greek and/or
obscure origin (cf. e.g. Furnée 1972; Lindner 2003; Beekes 2014, 163-64). Nonethe-

29 Ethnonyms may also provide us with useful folk etymology insights: e.g. Aibiorneg is tradition-
ally related to Greek oifw ‘to burn, shine, etc.’; but it could well be an adapted form of a non-
Greek form through folk etymology. Note also the obvious close connection of folk etymology
phenomena concerning ethnonyms to folk etymology phenomena affecting place names (cf. also
4.1.2).

30 On the other hand, some cases look like a cross between popular etymology and mythical
imagination, if not motivation: e.g. the popular (?) etymology of IIéAAa from méAAn ‘(dark- col-
ored) cow’, an animal that played a role in the founding myth of the city (cf. Hesychius, s.v.
TEAN).
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less, when the source language of an ancient Greek toponym is well-known, or
may at least be figured out with some plausibility, a reasonable etymological
assumption is possible; note, for instance, the example about the etymology of
the ‘Black Sea’ in ancient Greek mentioned in (2) above. Obviously, one may ad-
duce many other examples: for example, the name of the ancient Greek colony of
Messambria (Meonpuppia) is most likely the adapted form of an original Thracian
compound in -Bpia ‘city’ (cf. also other ancient Greek city names in -Bpia in
Thrace, e.g. ZnAv(p)Bpia); by virtue of folk-etymology and through morpheme
boundary rearrangement (reanalysis), the original Thracian place name in -Bpia
was associated with the original ancient Greek common noun peonpppia (peo-
nuPp-ia) ‘midday, south’ (cf. examples in Katici¢ 1976, 1, 148).

4.2 Common nouns

Ancient Greek common nouns are normally studied on an individual basis
when it comes to folk etymology.* But if common nouns, notably appellatives,
can be grouped together and classified according to certain semantic criteria,
then one may be able to trace possible patterns as far as the typology of folk
etymology is concerned. In fact, this kind of mapping is less feasible in the case
of proper names, since these are in some sense unique, while their etymology is
often even more opaque (see 4.1.1-4.1.2 above).

In what follows, I am going to examine briefly a concise, yet representative
set of (selected) forms, i.e. common nouns potentially (or, more safely) related to
folk etymology, with an aim to provide a preliminary, sketchy account of possible
patterns of classification for ancient Greek forms pertaining to folk etymology.
Obviously, a more detailed and comprehensive analysis in the future should lead
us to firmer conclusions.*

31 Note also several (short) studies focussing on (potential) cases of folk etymology occurring
in particular ancient Greek authors, e.g. Aristophanes, Aristotle, etc.

32 Itis rather unnecessary to stress that a comprehensive study of the numerous ancient Greek
common nouns labeled as possible cases of folk etymology in modern etymological dictionar-
ies of ancient Greek (e.g. Frisk 1960-1972; Chantraine 2009; Beekes 2010) would require a
lengthy study, since such an analysis presupposes a detailed discussion of the alternative
etymologies proposed for many of these forms. It also goes without saying that there are not
many unambiguous examples of ancient Greek folk etymology, at least as far as common
nouns (appellatives) are concerned. However, even these relatively few, but (more) reliable
cases can offer us some useful clues.
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Beekes (2010) has been used as a reference work for my survey.* The survey
has revealed that the terms ‘folk etymology’ and ‘popular etymology’ occur in
more than 150 entries (in fact, around 160 entries, plus a dozen more occurrenc-
es relating to proper names);* however, the really safe cases are rather few. At
any rate, any list of forms of this kind would be simply indicative, primarily for
two reasons: (a) a reference to (potential) ‘folk’ or ‘popular’ etymology, which
may in fact be eventually refuted, does not entail by any means that no other
entries are discussed, in more indirect wording perhaps, in relation to this phe-
nomenon; (b) the criteria used by Beekes and especially the conclusions
reached to by the author (and his collaborators) do not always represent a com-
munis opinio, at least not on certain occasions. For these reasons, a list like this
should essentially be considered a starting point for further investigation rather
than a definite set of well-established examples.*

On closer inspection, one may classify the forms into five main different
groups, primarily according to the degree of plausibility regarding their (folk)
etymological associations. I have selected a few representative examples from
each group, with an aim to highlight the rationale of the proposed classification
and research direction:

(A) The first group comprises words which may (more) safely be related to folk
etymology; in other words, we are more certain about the original form and can
detect the degree of its morpho-(phono-)semantic metaplasm in the course of
time. Some representative forms are the following:

(i) Spd&ipa ‘raw fruits’ < pwépa (cf. tpwyw ‘to munch’). The alleged change
from tpw& to 6pd&-, which involves both the voicing of the initial dental stop
and the shortening of a long open /5:/ into a short and closer (?) /o/ is attributed
to the impact of the near-homonymous morpheme §pdo- as e.g. in §poo-gpdg

33 My predilection for Beekes (2010) over Frisk (1960-1972) and Chantraine (2009) does not
imply any kind of acknowledgement of a hypothetical increased scholarly authority for the first
over the other two seasoned works. In fact, Beekes was selected in its capacity as the more
recent major etymological dictionary of ancient Greek, and in fact a dictionary written in Eng-
lish. On the other hand, one ought to point out that many of the proposed etymologies in this
dictionary are marked by the legacy of Furnée’s theory (1972) about the alleged heavy impact of
Pre-Greek on the ancient Greek lexicon (cf. also the preface in Beekes 2010). For a more sober
approach to this topic, see Morpurgo Davies (1986).

34 Proper names are not normally discussed, at least not as such; therefore, they have not
been taken into account here either.

35 For reasons of economy, I will not normally cite Beekes (2014) alongside Beekes (2010),
unless it is necessary.
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‘fresh’ (for vegetables). The association looks more plausible when semantics
too comes into the equation: Tpwy- ‘to munch’ ~ 8poc- ‘fresh (vegetables)’.

(if) mo(v)Avmoug < TwAvmog ‘sea polyp, cuttlefish’. A folk etymological mod-
ification here could indeed be attributed to the near-homonymity of nwAvmnog
with moAv- ‘many’ and movg (gen. mob-) ‘foot’, which obviously caused some
morpheme reanalysis mwAvm-og - mo(v)Av-noug (note the apparent accent shift
too). Nonetheless, the moot point is whether we do mean to accept nwAvmog as
the original rather than a parallel form to mo(v)AVvmoug, given the semantics of
the word. Note also the Latin word polypus (from an earlier ancient Greek form
niwAvmog?), even though it does not offer much help in terms of the original
ancient Greek vocalism.

(iii) Tetpakivn < Bpidakivn ‘lettuce’. The modification here could be at-
tributed to subconscious confusion between two morphemes that correspond to
two subsequent ordinal numbers: Tetpa- ‘fourth’ ~ 1pt- ‘third’.® Obviously, the
match is far from perfect, i.e. Opt-(6a-) vs. Tpt-, however it looks sufficient in
terms of (subconscious) iconicity to effect the change. It goes without saying
that it is rather pointless to ponder seriously over the actual meaning of ‘four’
over ‘three’ when it comes to plant shapes, notably the number of vegetable
leaves (cf. clover, trefoil and the like in English).””

(iv) Tpualig < Tpo@aig ‘fresh cheese’. The change here is attributed to the
near-homonymous form tpun ‘luxury, etc.” The suggested mis-association is
not very complicated from a morphophonological point of view, since it essen-
tially requires the raising of a short mid-back vowel /o/ into a short back high
/u/ (non-Attic-Ionic dialects); or, most likely, into a front high rounded /y/ (At-
tic-Ionic, and later, Koine Greek), given that most occurrences are found in later
authors. Nonetheless, the alleged confusion is morphophonological (plus se-
mantic) rather than simply phonological since folk etymology operates in a
more complex framework. The semantic confusion is also not impossible to
accept, even though it is not straightforward. Note, though, that Hesychius also
cites forms like TpagalAig, tpdpaAlog, etc. (cf. LS], s.v.), which make the whole
problem even more complicated.®®

36 On the potential morphophonological impact between subsequent numbers, note the
change *penkwe > quinque ‘five’ in Latin, i.e. the unetymological qu-, probably after the preced-
ing number quattuor ‘four’. The equally unexpected long -1- is normally attributed to the ordi-
nal quintus ‘fifth’.

37 Cf. also Tpwokpia (< Opwvakin ?) in the sense of ‘fork-island’, i.e. Sicily (?).

38 One may also think here of lexical items with alternative forms due to some kind of mor-
phophonological ‘fluctuation’ (including morpheme/syllable augmentation for reasons of
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(B) The second group of words that may be related to folk etymology modifica-
tion, and in fact with some increased degree of plausibility, includes words
whose original form is a relatively identifiable loanword (cf. also Iranian names
in4.1.1):

(i) &yyapog < dyyapog ‘Persian mounted courier’. Even though the precise
form of the Persian original word is not absolutely certain (OPers. angara (?); cf.
Beekes 2010, s.v. dyyapog) the alternative ancient Greek form &yyapog must
obviously have come about under the impact of ancient Greek compound words
starting with év-/&y-, e.g. £yyopog.”

(ii) €&atpamng < oatpdmnng ‘satrap’. A case that looks similar to the previous
one, namely the alternative, less common form é£atpdmnng could have been
formed under the impact of some ancient Greek compound form(s) with &&-.
Nonetheless, there are hardly any ancient Greek words starting with é€atp-,
which raises legitimate doubts. In addition, Schmitt (2007, 137, on the basis of
previous work of his own) argues that the alternative form é§atpdnng appears
mostly in ancient Greek inscriptions from Asia Minor; for this reason too, he
attributes the variant ££atp- to substrate influence (Anatolian) as well as to a
more accurate rendering of the initial x$- cluster of the original Persian form
xSaBrapa-van ‘protecting the kingship, protector of the empire’.

(iii) aiBplov ‘forecourt, hall’ < Lat. atrium. This late form was probably modi-
fied under the influence of the Greek root oif-(w) ‘to light up’, notably the se-
mantically relevant term (: architectural concept) «iB-ovoa ‘portico, loggia,
etc.’; cf. also the morphologically identical, even though semantically (more)
distant neut. adj. aibpiov ‘clear, bright; kept in open air’ (LSJ, s.v. aiBptog, -ov).

(iv) 8dkTuhog ‘date’, probably of Semitic origin (cf. Arabic dagal). The re-
shaping into 6&kTuAog is not clear whether it is due to a conscious (note the
shape of the fruit) or subconscious process (or something in between). For this
reason, it is rather difficult to talk about a straightforward case of folk etymolo-
gy on this occasion.

In conclusion, there seems to be some increased diversity in cases of folk
etymology involving loanwords as the original forms; or, one may wonder with
some reason whether this category simply offers us a clearer glimpse of the

iconicity or emphasis) in oral speech. Note, for instance, the alternative forms ypepiw, xpepeti-
{w ‘neigh’, which are attributed by Beekes (2010, s.v.) to ‘popular expressive enlargement’ (sic).

39 Cf. Schmitt (2007) on folk etymology phenomena concerning Iranian personal names bor-
rowed into ancient Greek (cf. 4.1.1). Some of the highlighted mis-associations and correspond-
ences, especially as far as morphophonology is concerned, hold true for borrowed Iranian
common nouns too.
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complex modus operandi of the phenomenon thanks to our more thorough
knowledge of the original (loan) form.

(C) In this group one may assign possible, yet not certain, cases of folk etymolo-
gy on the basis of some relevant evidence; for instance, indirect evidence from
other languages, Indo-European or not, with which ancient Greek had some spe-
cial relationship, either as a cognate language and/or in the context of language
contact.

(i) kapmn ‘caterpillar’ may have undergone some modification from its orig-
inal form under the impact of AGk. xapmn ‘curve’ (cf. kGumTw < *kKApm-jw).
Nonetheless, the Skt. form kapana points to a potentially different original form
(cf. especially -p-).

(D) This group comprises hypothetical cases of folk etymology, primarily on the
basis of morphophonological features that point to a possible non-Greek origin,
and particularly concerns pre-Greek forms. The difference between this group
and group (A) is that the evidence for folk etymology here is flimsy; namely, we
do not know much about the supposed original form. In fact, this group in-
cludes numerous potential, but hardly very certain cases of folk etymology stric-
to sensu.

(i) xtAAiBag (cf. also later keAAiBag) ‘three-leg stand, frame’. The ending -Bag
(cf. also other words in -Bag, e.g. dkpi-Bag) could be related originally to some
pre-Greek suffix, according to Beekes (2010, s.v.), although this is not certain.
Similarly, a later association with Baivw (cf. root Bav-) through folk etymology is
possible but equally unclear.

(ii) kOAAoY ‘peg/screw for tightening the lyre strings; thick skin on the up-
per part of the neck of oxen or pigs; bar by which a windlass was turned’. The
existence of alternative forms (cf. k6AAofog) and particularly the alternation of
the morphemes -om-, -am-/-of- is considered a pre-Greek feature by Beekes
(2010, s.v.).“* Hesychius, on the other hand, correlates the form to k0AAa in the
sense of ‘thick (part of neck)’; this sounds in fact more like popular etymology.
Cf. also example (i) in (E) below.

(iii) tuy€ ‘a particular bird name (lynx torquilla); spell, charm’. This common
noun is of unknown provenance (cf. other nouns in -y like ovpiy€, otpiyé, etc.),

40 Cf. also alternative associations with kdAAa or Lat. callum ‘thick skin, callosity’, which are
rejected by Beekes (2010, s.v.).
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but according to Beekes (2010, s.v.) it was later related to the verb 0w ‘shout,
yell’ through some form of folk etymology with regard to supposed ‘bird crying’.

(E) Cases for which a folk etymology explanation is practically tantamount to
guesswork and/or go back to ancient scholia, (pseudo-)etymological views ad-
vanced by lexicographers, etc., but lack any robust linguistic substantiation. It
goes without saying that this category of forms must also be large:

(i) xopig (cf. also kouvpig, kwpig) ‘shrimp, small crustacean’. According to
Beekes (2010, s.v.), the suffix -16- and the existence of alternative forms just like
in kOAAaBog above (see (D)) point to a pre-Greek origin.” Other modern views
(e.g. Frisk, Chantraine) are equally problematic (see Beekes 2010, s.v.). On the
other hand, Athenaeus relates the word to kdpa ‘head’, perhaps due to folk
etymology (cf. homonymity). But obviously, we cannot be certain whether this
view was widely accepted, even though it would not be too far-fetched an as-
sumption.

On the basis of the above sample analysis, and on the understanding that
(some) of the above points are not irrefutable, one may highlight a few basic
facts:

(i) The number of plausible examples of folk etymology is relatively small in
ancient Greek, as is actually also the case across all languages, ancient and
modern alike. In fact, the two safest categories (A-B) concern forms whose orig-
inal forms are attested and/or are more easily identifiable; or forms which have
been borrowed into ancient Greek from a more well-known language. For all the
other forms (C-E) the evidence for the original form ranges from indirect and/or
flimsy to pure guesswork.

(ii) A fair number of forms are related to a special semantic category, name-
ly flora and fauna. In fact, several of them seem to be related to pre-Greek (?)
forms, (possible) loanwords from other ancient languages, etc. Even if Beekes
often tends to overemphasize the impact of pre-Greek on the formation of the
ancient Greek lexical stock, there is an increased degree of plausibility for his
etymological predilection on this particular occasion.*

41 Note, though, that the origin of the suffix -id- is unclear, i.e. whether it should be attributed
to some pre-Greek substrate or be related to Indo-European morphology, as the communis
opinio holds nowadays (cf. Meier-Briigger 1992, II, 25).

42 On the formation and makeup of the ancient Greek lexicon, see some interesting points in
Morpurgo Davies (1986). The author argues, on the basis of a thorough survey of a good
amount of entries from Chantraine (2009 [1968-1980]), that a large part (ca. 50%) of the an-
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(iii) From the viewpoint of morphology, there is an increased number of
forms that are (deemed to be) derivatives or compounds. In other words, many
forms give us the impression that they have a transparent multi-morpheme
structure. This feature is important since as mentioned above (2, 2.1), folk ety-
mology often operates through subconscious morphosemantic confusion,
which facilitates morpheme substitution.

5 Conclusions

Ancient Greek folk etymology is considered a haphazard phenomenon, and its
major typological features and general tendencies remain rather understudied.
Nonetheless, the brief examination of a selected number of common nouns in
this short study has demonstrated a few basic facts. First, (near-)homonymity is
a primary factor for the operation of folk etymology, whereas (near-)synonymity
between the original and the posterior morphemes (rather than between the
respective syllables on a phonological level) is less important, at least at an
initial stage (but cf. Michel 2015, 1013-1015 and particularly Fliatouras 2017
about the importance of morphology and semantics in the development of the
phenomenon in modern languages). In conjunction with this, one may note that
several forms are (deemed) derivatives / compounds, which leads to the re-
placement of their morphemes (perceived as stems and/or suffixes) in the con-
text of folk etymology. Second, some of the clearest examples of ancient Greek
folk etymology are those involving a loanword from a well-attested language as
the original form (category (B) in (4)); in those cases, there is little doubt about
the linguistic profile of the original form on the one hand, and its modification
within ancient Greek on the other. Third, a fair number of the forms selected for
this study as more transparent cases of folk etymology metaplasm (: mor-
phosemantic) seem to have particular semantics; namely, they seem to be relat-
ed to flora and fauna.

The above preliminary conclusions may prove to be useful in the direction
of a future, comprehensive study of ancient Greek folk etymology. New research
will have to take into account some of the following points: (i) a reliable, de-
tailed etymological analysis of as many potential cases of folk etymology as

cient Greek lexicon is of unclear, i.e. basically non-Indo-European origin. The more recent work
on Pre-Greek by Beekes (2014) is marked by the same strong views as his etymological diction-
ary (2010); namely, far too many words are deemed to be of Pre-Greek origin, in accordance
with Furnée’s views (1972).
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possible — on an individual basis - is a prerequisite for any large-scale study.
Increased confidence in the results of etymological analyses could allow per-
haps a more thorough theoretical-typological analysis alongside studies of the
phenomenon in modern languages (cf. e.g. Fliatouras 2017) despite the obvious
difficulty here with (written) data from an ancient languages; or, it could even
let us attempt a rough statistical analysis in place of more impressionistic ap-
proaches. (ii) A comprehensive examination of the (relatively) more reliable
cases, i.e. of the forms whose morphosemantic change(s) can be analyzed with
some degree of certainty, would provide clearer indications about the basic
features (‘mechanisms’, trends, limitations, etc.) of the phenomenon in the
context of ancient Greek. (iii) Onomastics ought to be treated as a separate,
special field, but a comparison between proper nouns and common nouns in
the context of folk etymology will always be most welcome, as long as (i) and (ii)
have previously been implemented, to some extent at least, in this case too (cf.
also Michel 2015, 1015-1016 for research desiderata in the study of folk etymolo-
gy in general).
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Michael Meier-Briigger
euv-

By way of my short contribution to this Festschrift, I would like to thank John N.
Kazazis for all he has done and will continue to organize and realize in the Cen-
tre for the Greek Language (CGL) and especially for the Lexicography Division.
He performed well, evye!

I will, therefore, focus on the lexical item €v-, still present in Modern Greek
today in the laudable adverb just used above and as the first part in a large
number of compounds. My aim is to outline briefly — in the manner of an entry
in an etymological dictionary — the history of this productive lexical item, going
back to its roots in the common mother tongue (Proto-Indo-European = PIE) of
the cognate Indo-European linguistic community of which Greek is a substantial
member. Thanks to research in the field of comparative historical grammar,
today we have much more knowledge than before of historical phonology, mor-
phology, syntax and lexicography in all Indo-European linguistic branches.
Often the results of this research are known only to specialists, but they are
worthy to be disseminated.!

The oldest available data on €0- is a reconstructed so-called acrostatic PIE
noun *h;6su- (strong stem, which is the starting point for endings like nomina-
tive and accusative singular) vs. *h:ésu- (weak stem, which is the starting point
for endings like the genitive singular) ‘thing that is real; existent goods’. Associ-
ated with this noun was a so called proterodynamic PIE adjective *h.ésu- (strong
stem) vs. *hiséu- (week stem) ‘having goods; good’. The comparative evidence
guaranteeing this reconstruction is provided by Hittite (cf. assu), Ancient Greek
(s. below), Old Indic (cf. Vedic su-), etc.? This noun and the corresponding adjec-
tive present a well known formative schema evidenced by the well documented
PIE noun *pélhu- (vs. *pélh;u-) and the adjective *pélhu- (vs. *p°lh:éu-) ‘many’,
cf. Greek moAvg, moAv- ‘many, much”, Old Indic purii-, puru- ‘id.’.> Both nouns,

1 The present data are taken first from the following etymological dictionaries (in chronological
order): Frisk I (1960, 594ff.) and III (1972, 96ff.) s.v. &0¢; Chantraine (1999, 388) (the original text is
older) s.v. £0¢; Mayrhofer II (1996, 734-36) s.v. sii' and Mayrhofer II (1996, 533ff.) s.v. vdsu-; Beekes
I (2010, 484ff.) s.v. &0g; Dunkel II (2014) s.v. Investigations and discussions in all senses are
delivered in the -u-stem monograph by Lamberterie (1990 II, 746ff.); more specific on
morphological aspects are Watkins (1982), Zimmer (1994), Pinault (1995), Pinault (2001, 162ff.).

2 See the presentation and comments on all data in NIL (2008, 239-43) s.v. *hies-u-.

3 See the morphological survey with facts given in Meier-Briigger (2010, 425ff.).

https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110622744-011
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*h;6su- and *polhu-, are derivatives in -u- from verbal roots; cf. for the former
PIE *hses- ‘to exist, to be’ and for the latter PIE *pleh;- ‘to fill’.

The reconstruction of PIE *h;6su- is not so smooth as it seems first: Besides,
there are testimonies of another slightly different PIE *h;wésu- with the same
meaning, cf. Old Indic (Vedic) vdsu-, Avestan vohu-, Luvian vasu- and also some
Celtic forms. The reason for this ambiguity between PIE *h;6su- and PIE *h;wésu-
is not yet understood: Are there two items, PIE *h;6su- and PIE *hwésu-, initial-
ly with different meaning? Or do we have to deal with a PIE *hwésu-, from
which an additional PIE *h;6su- arose, probably built on the zero grade *husu-,
which finally became *h;su- via syncope?*

Greek e0- is attested throughout the history of the Greek language. Mycenaean
attests personal names like e-u-me-de /[Ehu-médes-| and e-u-me-ne [Ehu-menes-/.

In the Homeric language there certainly are a lot of £b-, - and €0- com-
pounds as adjectives and personal names: cf. adjectives é0mAokapog, fUKoOpOC,
gbpUYOpPOG, etc., or personal names like EOTépmn, etc.). In addition, there exists
also the isolated adjective éii and UG (nominative and accusative singular,
with no feminine) and the adverb €0.> A Greek candidate for a PIE *hwdsu-
background is the Homeric expression Swtfpeg édwv, but a PIE abstract noun
*hiés-ah,- ‘possession’ seems to fit better as the starting point.® To be sure, the
first member of v-yir|g has to be kept separate from our consideration here of
€0-.” Later on in the language €0- remains alive as the first member of com-
pounds.

The original meaning of PIE *hses- is ‘to exist, to be present’. Therefore, the
PIE noun *h;6su- signified originally ‘that which is present; thing; possession,
goods’, and consequently the PIE adjective *h:ésu- had the meaning ‘having
things; generous; good’. “Wellness” was clearly a consequence of ‘possession’
(of goods).

Since Mycenaean times, the antonym of €v- ‘good, brave, strong’ is dvo-
‘bad’. The same opposition is found elsewhere in IE, cf. for instance the Indo-
Iranian pair su- vs. dus-.® The antonym 6vo- has to be connected with the PIE
verbal root *deu(s)- ‘to lack’.’

4 See the facts and the thorough discussion in NIL (2008, 253-58) s.v. *hwes-.

5 See LfgrE 111991 s.vv. For the accentuation of the adverb €l < *éhu, see Hoenigswald (1998).
6 See Nussbaum (2013); earlier considerations in Nussbaum (1998).

7 See Weiss (1994), who provides good arguments for a first compound member V- going back
to *hgju-.

8 See Schlerath (1969). For Welsh, see Zimmer (1995).

9 See Dunkel (2014) II s.v. dus-.
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Wojciech Sowa

Macedonian Bippo& (Hsch. B 627)

From the beginnings of ancient philology, Greek grammarians were confronted
with different forms of language. They first explored literary works written in
different literary dialects, occasionally making notes on “popular” forms using
different conventions. Apart from observing the existence of different linguistic
registers and uses of dialect forms for special purposes, e.g. as markers of a
literary genre or for stylistic reasons (cf. Theocritus using artificial Aeolic, or
Balbilla with epigrams on the Memmnon colossus imitating the language of
Sappho and Alkaios), there was a general recognition that the Greeks spoke in
different ways, as a result of the fact that throughout its entire history from Myce-
naean times onwards, the Greek language has been attested in a variety of geo-
graphical dialects.!

In the course of research on the various dialects of Ancient Greek, the lexi-
con has not been studied in the same way as has been done with phonology and
morphology. The same seems to be true of syntax. This situation, however,
should not be considered especially strange. The majority of forms attested both
in inscriptions and in the other sources can be interpreted as “normal” Greek
words, which may differ in their phonetic shape or (less frequently) their mor-
phological features. It seems clear, however, that the research of the Greek dia-
lectal lexicon can contribute much to the question of the contacts between vari-
ous dialects, as well as to their external history. The dialectal lexicon of Greek
offers many interesting forms which may be used for the purposes of Indo-
European reconstruction (etymology, morphology, etc.). To be sure, the dialec-
tal data, specially from glosses and ancient grammatical entries, should be
treated with extreme caution, especially due to their mostly problematic prove-

1 Ancient authors have been quoted according to the electronic editions in the Thesaurus
Linguae Graecae project prepared for the Packard Humanities Institute. The lexicon of Hesy-
chius has been quoted according to the editions of Latte (1953-1966) and Schmidt (1861-1862).
The Lesbian inscriptions are quoted by number after Hodot (1990, 272-317) using the specifica-
tion of the finding place of Lesbian inscriptions as: MYT Mytilene, MAT Methymna, ERE Er-
essos, LES Lesbos without determination of a city and NAS the island of Nessos. The Lesbian
poets, however, have been quoted according to the edition of Lobel/Page (1955), and according
to Page (1974). The non-Aeolic inscriptions have been quoted after the electronic edition in PHI
CD 6/7 (prepared by the Greek Epigraphy Project at Cornell University). The abbreviations
follow the standard model.

https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110622744-012



188 —— Wojciech Sowa

nance.? On the other hand, the glosses are still one of our most important
sources of our knowledge of the dialectal lexicon (of course after the epigraphic
sources), as they are without doubt a certain source of dialectal material, being
sometimes the unique attestations of single formations in Greek.

Among the glosses, the lexical material from languages other than Greek
occupies a special place. This is the case for Ancient Macedonian, which, due to
the lack of either epigraphical or literary evidence, can be approached only
through interpretation of the glosses as a sort of testimony of the vernacular
speech of the ancient Kingdom of Macedonia. This group of ca. 150 lexemes (see
Pudi¢ 1971, 210-218) comprises forms which are obviously Greek (of Attic
origin), Macedonian hapax legomena, and forms which “have Greek cognates,
but differ from them in their phonemic shape to an extent which goes far be-
yond the limits of dialectal variation in ancient Greek” (Katici¢ 1976, 111; cf. also
Sowa 2006 for a detailed typology of the forms). Furthermore, the glosses come
from multiple sources of varying reliability.> The Macedonian glosses therefore
should be studied according to the same methodology as the lexical forms be-
longing to other dialects of Greek. The use of various methods of historical lin-
guistics, as well as a detailed philological approach, can help us to contest tra-
ditional etymologies and to propose new ones. An important role should also be
given to the relationship to other ancient Balkan languages as well as to the
other Greek dialects, even though influences from other idioms cannot be ex-

2 The most extensive source is the Lexicon of Hesychius of Alexandria, dated to the 5th/6th c.
CE, although the oldest manuscript, Codex Marcianus Graecus 622, dates from the 15th c. This
Lexicon is based on earlier works, especially on a lexicon by Diogenianus from Heraklea
Iavrtodanr| Aégelg (quoted by Hesychius under the name Ilepiepyonévntag), which has not
been preserved; among others, the glosses by Aristarchus, Apion, Heliodorus, and Kyrillus and
the orthographical works by Herodianus were also used (cf. Latte 1953, XL1-XLvII). The Lexicon
of Hesychius is of great importance as far as the exegesis of classical texts is concerned, but the
question of how far it can be considered a reliable source of dialectological data, and especially
whether the glosses attest the real state of the vernacular spoken in the different regions of
Greece, remains a difficult question to answer.

3 The tradition of Macedonian glosses points to a certain Amerias, a grammarian of the Hellen-
istic period, who wrote his TA@ooat in the 4th/3rd c. BCE and according to Athenaeus was
himself of Macedonian origin (Ath. 4.176c). It seems, however, that Amerias became famous
mostly for his other works, glosses and scholia to Homer (TA@ooat ‘Ounpukai). It seems plausi-
ble that Amerias could gather some forms from (then already hellenized) Macedonia, but on
the other hand there is also the danger that among the forms which were added to the glosses
during the period after Amerias, individual forms could have been falsely ascribed to Macedo-
nian due to his authority as a “Macedonian native speaker”.
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cluded either. The following observations are intended to illustrate one such
possible case.

Under the entry B 627, the interesting form Bippo& was noted by Hesychius
with a confirmation of its Macedonian origin, apparently an adjective in the
meaning ‘hairy, shaggy’: Bippo&- Sacv. Make8oveg. This adjective is probably
related to other forms listed by Hesychius, cf. in the same meaning entry Hsch.
B 535 Beppov- Saov and B 464 Beipdv- daov (without reference to possible prov-
enance), as well as epigraphically attested forms known from Greek dialects,
especially Thessalian, cf. the attested PN Bipouv (-ouvelog, PHER III, PHARS a.
230-200) ‘velludo, peludo’,* with a distinctive orthographical variation <1>/<e>/,
<p>/<pp>. This, according to Garcia Ramoén, could point to a Macedonian prove-
nance of the name, and thus attest to some sort of linguistic relationship to
Thessalian (Garcia Ramoén 2004, 2362, 242, 253; Heubeck 1978). Such an assump-
tion would certainly agree with certain current views on the status of Ancient
Macedonian, according to which it should be interpreted as a Greek dialect of
Northwest provenance which absorbed non-Greek elements (Brixhe/Panayotou
1994, 205-220), or perhaps of an Aeolic provenance, with strong influences from
the northwestern dialectal area as well as from the non-Greek languages of the
Northern Balkans (e.g. Peters 2000, 383%)- an assumption which seems to be
supported by the analysis of the material yielded by ancient literary sources.’ Cf.
also the claims of classical historians such as Hammond, that “the Macedonians

4 Attested in a decree concerning the award of citizenship and the distribution of land (IG IX,_2,
2341.16):

Moppeviokog Ayabovvelog

MuAAivag Bipovvelog

Bipouv MuAAivaiog

T'dAlog IToAvkAeitelog

BiBpovv ‘YPpiooTalog

Bipouv Xopplovvelog

AUTOV00G MUAAELOG
5 It seems furthermore that the ancient Macedonians were not regarded by the Greeks as non-
Greek foreigners inhabiting the area next to other Greek tribes; see e.g. Herodotus 1.56, for
whom the Macedonians are actually a Doric tribe who lived in the area around Mt. Pindos. For
a critical review of existing theories on the nature and genetic relations of Macedonian, see
Méndez Dosuna (2012, 133-145), who reaches the conclusion that in light of attested material,
including the glosses and the Pella malediction tablet as well as other epigraphical documents
ascribed to Macedonian, this idiom was actually a Greek dialect: “It must have been a close
sibling to NW Doric Greek except for two crucial features: the voicing of plosive /p t k/ to [b d g]
and of fricative /f 0 s x/ to [v 8 z y], and possibly the future of the ordinary sigmatic type” (Méndez
Dosuna 2012, 145).
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from Lower Macedonian spoke an Aeolic dialect, those from Upper Macedonia a
“north-western” Greek dialect” (Hammond 1994, 131-134).

According to the traditional view expressed by Hoffmann, the form Bippog
should be explained as containing the stem Bepp- : Bipp- in which the variation
between /e/ and /i/ is the same as in the Greek forms yeiAtot and xiAiot, or Aeol.
képvapt and Hom. kipvnut (Hoffmann 1906, 52). Hoffmann notes the Thessalian
examples and derives Bippouv (Bippwv) as a sort of a “nickname” from the base
form Bippog, which he ultimately refers to the form Bvpon ‘fell’ (as if from
*Bopoa), quoting the parallel formation Adppwv (attested as a name glossing a
Macedonian ghost, cf. Hsch. A 274 Adppwv- MakeSovikog Saipwv, @ UmEp TV
vooouvTtwy evyovtat, Hoffmann 1906, 53) — an obvious Macedonian counterpart
of Gr. 8&ppwv (from Att. 8&ppog, Hom. Bdpoog; see Frisk 1, 654). According to
Hoffmann, the formation of the word should be related to forms known from
Latin such as e.g. atrox, ferox (to atro-, fero-), with singular examples known
also from Greek (pOpoE, BEPpoE, ibidem).

Hoffmann’s view has been rightly contested by Kalleris, who, however, did
not reach any final conclusion on this form (Kalleris 1954, 131ff.), suggesting
that the cognates of Bippo& were lost in all other Greek dialects except for the
Macedonian (idem, 133). He denies the relationship with Lat. burrus- birrus
‘hooded woolen cloak’, and observes that one cannot be sure that the double
<p> in the transmitted form is to be interpreted as a result of assimilation from
an */rs/ cluster. More importantly, he points out the chronological problem,
which in the case of Greek precludes the possibility of a borrowing from Latin.®

As neither Hoffmann’s nor Kalleris’s views explain the attested gloss in a
satisfactory manner, an alternative interpretation of Bippo& may be proposed. As
I have attempted to show elsewhere, there is a good chance that a number of
features traditionally ascribed to Macedonian can actually be explained and
interpreted within the framework of Greek dialectology and Greek historical
grammar. If Bippoé is interesting from an etymological point of view, it may also
be of interest from the point of view of dialectal contacts between various forms
of Greek and the idioms used in the regions to the north of its traditional range.

6 Attested Bippov as in Suda B 309,4 Bippov: ipdtiov Pwpaikév (also Suda E 3873 E@eotpig:
ipatiov Pwpaikov. Aéyetat 8¢ kol pavdung kai Bippov- dtva év dveipw PAemdpeva BAEeLg
onpaivouotv) seems to be a foreign element borrowed very late: cf. Lat. birrus ‘cuculla breuis’,
which might be ultimately of Celtic origin, and Olr. berr, W. byrr ‘short’ < Proto-Celtic *birros, of
unknown etymology (Delamarre 2003, 76).
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The Greek noun 8¢pn, 8eipn, has the meaning ‘throat, neck’ (cf. Hsch. A 669
8épn: *pdynAoc. g (AS) abxnv)’ and is attested since Homer (Ion. 8eipn), cf. also
Arc. depra already in a specialized meaning ‘gully, glen’. The form is productive
and has become part of various compounds (mostly bahuvrihi with -8eipog) as
well as poetical formations, e.g. pl. 8eipea (Euph. after pédea ‘limbs’), or 8epig
(Alciphr.) after payg ‘spine’.

On the basis of Arcadian Sepfa one may reconstruct a Proto-Greek *derya,
which in light of comparison to OInd. griva-‘neck, back part of the throat’, YAv.
f. griuua- ‘neck (of daevas)’, Russ. griva, Pol. grzywa ‘mane, long hair at the
horse neck’, Latv. griva ‘estuary’ ultimately continues a parent form containing
a labiovelar *g*erH-ueh. or *g*riH-ueh..® Because of the semantics, these forms
have traditionally been connected to the verbal root *g¥erhs- ‘to devour’ as in
Greek Epic aor. €éBpwg (with introduced null grade), Vedic conj. garan, or Arm.
eker ‘ate’ and the late attested -ske- present formation Bifpwokw, etc. (LIV?, 211).
Of course, the discrepancy between *g“erhs-yeh. which has to be assumed for
Greek *derya and *g*rihs-yeh: as reconstructed on the basis of comparative ma-
terial needs an explanation. Pokorny suggests two forms *ger-ua and *g*ri-ua,
which he derives from one root *g‘er, *g*era ‘devour, gullet, vorago’ with anit
and set variants (IEW 474ff.); according to him, the i-containing form is ex-
plained as “built on the basis of the feminine.” However, such an analysis oper-
ates with far too many unknowns and so must be considered unsatisfactory.

Frisk reconstructs *g*erH- for the Greek forms and states that the attested
Aeol. 8¢pa (as in Sapph. 94, 16.)° is actually an error for expected **Bepa (Frisk
367ff.). For Beekes, the required “-I-” extension is “highly problematic”, and the
Aeolic example with a dental instead of labial “excludes the labiovelar”; as a
consequence, the Greek and Indo-Iranian and Balto-Slavic forms must be kept

7 Cf. the Arcadian document IPArk 14 from Orchomenos, dated 369-361 BCE, 11. 14ff.: 800 &mv
T@wL e0BVopFiav TTOG SepFav TIOG Ad@ov- 8o &ty T@wvL v Ty SepFav iv TéL Bovoot 6L Ta
FaB@- &L T@IVL OTEP TR PUAGKW (v T@L Kpopmot (Thiir/ Taeuber 1994, 126).
8 Most examples testify to an i-containing shape of the root *g¥rihs-; cf. also MPers. <glyw> /griw/
‘neck, throat’, or Slavonic derivatives like grivbna ‘neckband, necklace, weight, coin’. Alongside
the Latvian form, one may also quote some river names in Lithuania, e.g. Gryva in the region of
Samogitia, which should be explained as a trace of the lost noun *gryva, which would formally be
a counterpart to Slavic forms such as Pol. grzywa (quoted above), Serbo-Croatian griva ‘mane’,
Slovenian dial. griva ‘the balk with grass on it’. It seems, then, that both Baltic topographic terms
and the Slavonic term for ‘hair’ have developed from an inherited, originally anatomical meaning
‘neck, throat’, still found in Indo-Iranian (Smoczyniski 2007, 204, Petit 2010, 34, 106).
9 kai o[Aatg ]S aG

TIAEK[Tang dpg’ d]méAan Bépai

GvBéwv .[ ] nemonppévaig
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separate (Beekes EDG 317). One has to emphasize, however, that even if the
development of Common Greek labiovelars to labials before a front vowel in
Aeolic is one of the most important features of this dialectal group (Lejeune
1972, 47ff.; Thumb/Scherer 1959, 94), the number of forms which seem to con-
tinue the non-Aeolic pattern (i.e. dental in place of labial) both in literary and in
epigraphic sources is relatively high, so that the 8 of 8¢épa should not be treated
as a definitive reason to exclude a priori the comparison with the aforemen-
tioned forms.™°

In fact, a relationship between the two reconstructed forms *g*erhs-ueh. or
*g¥rihs-yeh, seems to be possible on account of their identical semantics and use
of the same suffix. It is also probable that the thematic inflection after the -e-h
class has been substituted for the older athematic one, a parallel being the par-
adigmatic change of nom. sg. *g“enh. ‘woman’, gen. sg. *g*n-eh,-s to nom. *g*en-
eh:-, leading in consequence to the type nom. sg. glerhs-uh., gen. sg. *g*rihs-yeh:-s
(Rasmussen 1989, 89). Rasmussen also connects the Greek and Indic forms to
the verbal root *g“erh;-; the presence of /i/ should then be explained as part of a
suffixal segment /-iuh.-/~ /-iuehr-/, attested in Indo-European morphology in
feminine derivatives of ju-formations, cf. e.g. Ved. sundhyiih next to $undhyu
‘clean, shining, jewel’. A derivational process from *g*erhs- ‘to devour’ to a nom-
inal formation by means of the suffix /-jey-/ may thus be assumed, which would
lead to the formation of a neuter verbal noun *g*erus ‘swallowing’. Such a noun

10 Cf. the interpretation by Hamm, who states that in the texts of Sappho and Alkaios the
actual number of forms yielding the Aeolic development of labiovelars is small. She assumes
that the labial reflex was regular only in the context / _ /e/ in the first syllable, which according
to her had a tendency to be pronounced as [a] anyway. On the other hand, she contests the
possibility that all forms with dental reflex could be borrowed from other dialects and would
interpret their presence as the result of a process of penetration of “normal and Homeric”
vocabulary in the course of the transmission of Lesbian poetry at a very early stage (Hamm
1958, 15). It seems, however, that the Lesbian epigraphic material also yields a number of forms
with common Greek /t/ in place of the Lesbian /p/ expected in such contexts. These forms
could be considered recent borrowings from other dialects or the xown: cf. e.g. amotewoat
Simhoaug Taig amv Tw Pagiopatog MYT 35 (2nd c. BCE; official; dialectal), tetepn[klovtog Tav
mpog Tov Sapov ebvotav (KYM 016, 29f.; 2 BCE-2 AD; honors for Kleanax; dialectal hybrid form
with stem borrowed from kouwvr| (otherwise *neapew, *neapenut would be expected) and dialec-
tal ending; the whole phrase I consider the translation of the Latin expression fidem erga popu-
lum conseruauit (Sowa 2005, 646-49) as well as some irregularities in development, e.g. enclit-
ic -te < *-k¥e in Lesbian, Thessalian and Boeotian (cf. with other examples Lejeune 1972, 49;
Thumb/Scherer 1959, 94; Rix 19922, 87ff.) or the pronoun Tig < *k¥is, which occurs a total of 34
times (in all inflectional forms) in two functions: introducing an indirect question and as indef-
inite pronoun (Hodot 1990, 137).
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is not continued in the historical languages," but the feminine form was chosen
to express the meaning ‘throat’, namely *g‘erhs-iey-eh. with mobile stress,
which led in turn to different derivational variants: nom. sg. *g“érhsiyh, >
*giéryuh, > *géruh; (Arc. 8epra), gen. sg. *g rhsiyéhos > *grihsuéhas > *g rihsyéhss >
*grihsudh,s (Ved. grivd-; Rasmussen 1989, 90).

It seems, then, that we have to operate with two formations: one based on
the full grade of the root in the nominative, and one with zero grade of the root
in the oblique cases. It is tempting to try to refer Bippo& to non-Greek continu-
ants of the *g#rih;-allomorph, as preserved in Old Indic griva- and the Slavic
reflexes. Naturally, due to the state of preservation of Macedonian material, our
knowledge of the historical phonology and phonetics of this idiom, as well as its
derivational patterns and morphology, is very limited, but nevertheless it is
attractive to connect the gloss with the attested Thessalian personal name.

All of the quoted forms, i.e. Bippo&, Beppdv, Bewpdv and Thess. Bipovv (Bt-
pwv), may be interpreted as built on the basis of an -o- stem *birro-. Whereas the
forms with geminate <p> seem to belong to one dialect continuum, Betp6v on the
other hand could be the counterpart from a different dialectal system, if not
simply due to a late orthographic convention. The presence of geminate /r/
could be analyzed in different ways. Already Hoffmann suggested that the gem-
inate is the result of assimilation from /rs/ - /rr/, which could be interpreted as
a Lesbian and Thessalian feature. However, this assimilation is regular only in
forms of the sigmatic aorist; in other cases it is regularly observed in Attic,
whereas in non-Attic dialects it occurs but sporadically (Lejeune 1972, 125)."

11 Cf. however parallels such as Ved. va-yit ‘wind’ or ydj-yu ‘willingly sacrificing’.

12 Asin the abovementioned interpretation of Bippog by Hoffmann, as in upon < *Bopad “fell’.
One may compare the similar situation in the case of glosses Hsch. A 731, 732 dyoppig:- dyopa.
&6potoig b and dyopprlov- EkkAnoia ‘assembly’, in both cases without any indication of dialectal
provenance. The glosses have been quoted as Lesbian by Hoffmann, on the basis of the gemi-
nate /r/ as the development of an assumed inherited */rs/ group: &yoppt- < *agors-i- (though
with some doubts; Hoffmann 1893, 228). However, such an interpretation is very problematic.
The forms are attested neither in Lesbian inscriptions nor in the literary dialect. Elsewhere in
Greek the regular form is dyopd/n, which is attested as a part of the compound ayopavopog in
Lesbian inscriptions (ASS 03, 3; ERE 06, 5, etc; Hodot 1990, 100%®), and the noun é&yopa is also
attested for Thessalian; its use corresponds to the Homeric ‘assembly of people, many people’
(cf. Schol. in B 95: ex. dyopn® 10 mAf00G); cf. also the epitheton of Athene ABavat Ayopata in
Atrax, which may be interpreted as ‘protector of gatherings’ (Garcia Ramén 1997, 536ff.). The
ancient sources, however, point to the existence of a competing form dyvpig, attested already
in Homer, cf. P 661 keipievov v vekbwv dyUpel- moAéeg yap En’ aOT®, in the meaning ‘gather-
ing, crowd’ (Hsch. A 861 &yupig: oUvodog, cuvaywyr <otpatol>; Hsch. A 862 *&ylpel
[&6poiopart. fi] ouykpotel (1T 661); Hsch. A 863f. Gyvpilewv- ouvéyewv, dyvuptdlewv; Hsch. A 863f.
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In the history of Greek, many cases of phonetic lengthening can be seen to
fit a more general pattern deriving from the treatment of certain prehistoric
consonant clusters. This is especially noticeable in the case of consonant clus-
ters involving liquids and nasals. In core Aeolic the usual outcome was assimi-
lation to the liquid/nasal, producing a geminate, but elsewhere we typically
find simplification of the cluster to the liquid/nasal alone accompanied by
“compensatory lengthening” of the preceding vowel, thereby preserving the
heavy syllable of the input form. If we assume gemination to be a stage through
which non-Aeolic dialects also passed, the conventional spelling with a double
consonant perhaps reflects the phonetic situation in old Ionic, although the
surviving Aeolic usage must have strengthened the position of such forms in the
system. These etymologically “motivated” forms then remained in use along-
side the more modern Ionic forms with a single liquid/nasal (Horrocks 1997,
209ff.), cf. e.g. the Aeolic development of */In/ to geminate /11/ in dmeAAgiv
(Hsch. entry A 5945* &neAA€iv- dnokAeiewv inf. ‘to enclose’)? vs. /1/ and lenght-
ening of the preceding vocal in Hom. (Ion.) eiAéw (Lejeune 1972, 153).

As stated above, it may be tempting to try to analyze Bippo§ as based on the
oblique case allomorph *g¥rihs- (OInd. griva-). If we compare the attested forms

Gyvppog *ékkAnaia Ab cuykpdolG. 0Tt 8€ Tav TO Ayelpdpevov. Kal TWV puoTnplwv fuépa
nipwn), which could be of Aeolic (Lesbian) origin, keeping in mind the correspondence be-
tween Aeol. /u/ and Att. /o/, which has been generally considered a feature of Aeolic, Arcadian
and Cypriot as against Ionic (and Doric), cf. e.g. ovupa, devpu, vpo-, vioda (Lesbian) or Cypr.
3sg. middle -tv ~ -To, Arc. katv, vvebuke, etc. (Buck 1910, 25; Thumb/Scherer 1959, 89). The
correspondence was observed in ancient grammatical sources, cf. Hdn. ITepi maf@v 3.2.364.5ff.:
dyopd yap Rv ki dyupig, kai mapd Toig AioAebowv ebpiokopev TO U6YIG POYLG, TOTE TUTE, also
Eust. Comm. ad Hom. Il. 2.647.20: 8nAobotv ot moAatol. (v. 11) To 8¢ «eig dyopriv» oUk Gmoatepel
o08e TV oVyKAnToV Gyupty oD AéyeoBat fikew eig dyopnv; cf. also An. Ox. 2.399.5 with refer-
ence to the Aeolic dialect: T6 GmAovv dyvpig, T0 yv Pilov AloAkig: Momep Gvopa Svupa, oUTWG
dyopa Gyopig kai dyvptg (Meister 1882, 55%); it is not however clear whether the /u/ in Gyvpig
may really be explained by this rule, because it applies only in the context of a following nasal
or in Auslaut (Thumb/Scherer 1959, 89). According to Lejeune, the form contains the zero
grade *h,g(’r-, which irregularly developed into /ur/ and not, as expected, into /or/ (Lejeune
1972, 201%). One has to emphasize that there are no arguments for treating the glossed forms as
belonging to either epigraphical or literary Lesbian. dyupig, on the other hand, could belong to
the dialectal vocabulary, but it may be also a result of the false association with other dialectal
forms with /u/ in place of /o/. The gemination still remains unexplained; cf. however the Eu-
boean form ayappig cited by Lejeune (1972, 1197), but it does not contain the suffix -o1g.

13 With no indication of possible dialectal origin in Hesychius. The form has been quoted as a
Lesbian word by Hdn. Iepi dp6. 2.477.10f.: dneidw xai dredn: 8i& Tig €t SupbBoyyov. ol yop
AloAeis S1x ToD € Ekpépovoty adTa olov améMw, &réAAn Gomep kelpw kepd®. cf. also Et. M.
120.52: &meMelv: 6 Tiv Ameipyetv, AlOAKDG GreANETV.
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Bippok, Beppov, Pepdv and Thess. PN Bipouv, we may try to explain the corre-
spondence [ir]:[irr]:[err]:[e:r] within the rules for treatment of the consonant
cluster */ri/ (parallel to */nj/) in different Greek dialects. In Aeolic, for instance,
clusters consisting of a sonant plus following glide /i/ were palatalized and
geminated, and the glide disappears (Bliimel 1982, 93). The question then be-
comes whether the gemination could not be interpreted as simply a graphical
expression of the emerging long quantity of the phoneme (Brixhe 1978, 66ff.):
cf. Proto-Greek *ager-ji6> [ager’r’o:/ (palatalization) > /agehro:/ (depalataliza-
tion) > Lesh. dyéppw [agerro:] (EM 8.13; h-assimilation) vs. Boeot. dyesipw
[age:ro:] (Korinna PMG 654a iii 25; Bliimel 1982, 96). In Thessalian, however,
such clusters in the context after /i, e, u/ are represented in the same manner as
in Lesbian, but after /a, o/ one may find examples of geminate consonants,
whereas in Lesbian only diphthongs are attested (even if some counterevidence
can be introduced as well), cf. Lesh. pakaipa, poipa, 6voipog (but poppav in
Sapph. X 261A) vs. Thess. Aawotoppa, Sovpavta, Koppog, etc. (Bliimel 1982,
97ff.).

The phenomenon is attested both for epigraphic Aeolic and for literary dia-
lects as well (e.g. Leshian), where examples may be found which parallel the
discrepancy of [ir]:[irr]:[err]:[e:r] in Bippo& and related forms. The most notable
case is the name of king Priam, cf. Hsch. IT 1993 [Iéppapog: Baothedg in ancient
sources traditionally quoted as originating from Aeolic dialect, always with a
reference to the peculiarities of Aeolic phonetics;"” cf. also the explicit quotation
as Aeolic in Comp. I, 20: Tov 8¢ Ipiapov IEPppapov and the same example in
Comp. III, 1 (Hoffmann 1893, 207, 215).'° The form occurs only twice in literary
dialect (Alc. 42, 2: Tleppdpwt kai maioft and Sapph. 44, 16: x@pig 8’ ad Iepdpoto

14 Cf. Hdn. epi mafiv 3.2.303.12-16 (= Et. M. 665.40): Ippoapiog: Tpiapog AioAkdg: ote dvo
pp Kai ToTe Ev; Kal 0T elnelv, OTL, £av COUPWVOV EMPEPNTAL EV OOV TPITOG TEPTOG, OVKETL
800 pp- o yap f8Hvarto 8o pp- kai ye £av pev 1 kaBapdv, vo- £av 8¢ cvpPwvov, Ev, olov
KoTIpla KOTEPPA UTEPOETEL.

15 Cf. Schol. in Schol. in Hes. Op. et dies 664.1-15: Oi yap AioAeig petd dA@a, &v 7| @wViiev,
TpooTIBéasty TO V- olov, Gfp avnp, GWG adwg, dyog abyog, &dty THV PABNV kol THY
GkOpeaTOV AVATAV, KAl TA GpoLa: CUHPWVOL & EVTOg LETAEY, OVKETL: &Ml 8E TV PETR QWVAEY
TIOEPEVWY CUPPWVWV BITAKGLALOVOV UTA, f| TOIG AVTOIG CUHPWVOLS, | ATAGDG CUHPWVOLG: TOTG
AVTOIG HEV, WG TO EVVN, BUUEG, DUUES, TEPPANOG O TIPIaOG:.

16 Cf. the description of the phenomenon in ITepi dp6. 604.30-605.5: AloAelg xéAAoL Aéyovatv.
TovTo 8¢ £00G #X0UCL TIOIETV £Mi TV Ypaopévwv Sid Tiig £l S1pBSyyou olov @Beipw POéppw,
onelpw onéppw. el 8¢ TG eimol, 8Tt kai TO 1 £ig TO £ TpEmovat oiov Ipiapog Méppapog, TpiTog
TépT0G, 0DTWG 0LV Kai TO YiAlol S1& ToD 1 ypagopevoy xEAAOL YEYOVE Ttap’ aTOIG KOT TPOTY
T0D 1 €ig TO &, Aéyopev 8Tt oi AlOAEG TO | TO CUVESTAAUEVOV MEQUKAGL TPEMELY £iG TO € Olov
Tpiapog Méppapog, TpiTog TEPTOG, KOTpia KOTIEPPQ, TO BE YIALOL TO L HoKpOV EXEL
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Buylaltpeg| ) and corresponds to the regular form Ilpiapog, attested from Homer
onwards (e.g. A 255: 7| kev ynonoat Hpiapog Iptdpotd te moide).

The gloss Téppapiog is an interesting example of a characteristic feature of
Leshian phonetics, namely the treatment of the inherited sequence [-rijV-],
which is attested in the material in the shape [-errV-]."” According to Hoffmann,
the presence of -eppo-, -eppa- < *-rio-, *-ria- may be found exclusively in Aeolic,
where a vowel /i/ following a sonant /r/ developed into a glide /i/ and then
disappeared (Hoffmann 1893, 321). Lejeune admits a different line of develop-
ment, including first the metathesis of [ri] > [ir], then the “lowering”of [i] > [e] in
the context of a following resonant, and finally gemination: [priiamos] > [pe-
riamos] > [perramos]; cf. also tépTog for Tpitog, AapokepTtog for AapoKpPLTOG
(Lejeune 1972, 1432, 256, cf. also Rix 19922, 61)."® According to Thumb/Scherer,
the phenomenon should be explained within the framework of the generally
assumed dialectal treatment of the groups Rs or R}, which “sonst Ersatzdehnung
zu Folge haben, ergeben im Kleinasiatisch-Aiolischen die Geminaten py, vv, AA,
pp”; however, relevant examples are attested only in the literary dialect, cf.
XEppag, Oeppw, déppet (Thumb/Scherer 1959, 95).” In fact, the epigraphical
evidence is negative in this case. The only parallel example in Lesbian inscrip-
tions is the name of the month Ayeppaviog, cf. Ayeppaviw pnvvog in ERE 05,
27.45, in opposition to the form Aypiaviog in other dialects (Hodot 1990, 87).
Bliimel points to the Thessalian phonetics, where a secondary /i/ may palatalize
and geminate any preceding consonant, i.e. /-VRiV-/ > /-VR’R’V-/, cf. enavyel-
Ata, Kuppog, Tepp-, mpovppa; however, in the case of the context /-TriV-/ one
observes the simplification of the geminate (Bliimel 1982, 56; cf. 96ff.). The evi-

17 A parallel situation may be observed in the case of Hsch. T 558 Tépta’ 1 Tpitn nom. sg. fem.
‘the third’; cf. Tpitog TépTog in Herodianus, ascribed by the author to Aeolic. This numeral is
not directly attested in Lesbian inscriptions, where instead the common Greek tpttog is the cur-
rent form, cf. masc. Tpttog kat eikolotog MYT 045, 21 (3rd c. BCE.), fem. Mnvvog ApoAw(iw]unvvog
Tptra KYM 012, 17 (middle of the 2nd c. BCE.; cf. Bliimel 1982, 274). On the other hand, one may
quote the PN Teptikwv (in the form of a patronymic adj.), cf. ERE 526 a 37: Hpwiba € Tw TETpKWw-
velw Tw HpoxAew and acc. attested in Alc. fr. 129.8: TOv 8¢ tépTov TOV 8e kepnAov wvopaco(alv
(cf. also Pi. OL. 8, 46: I 00k dtep maidwv 0€0ev, GAN Gpa pwToLg GpEeTal Kol TEPTATOLS).

18 According to Peters, the development *-triia> *-ter’r’a “umgesetzt als -tera” is a characteris-
tic feature of “altpeloponnesisch” (Peters 1986, 319%; Peters 1993, 3752, cf. also Méndez Dosu-
na (1994, 118-121); for the general treatment of inherited -CRja- formations in Greek, cf. Peters
(1980, 130-147).

19 Such a tendency has been generally ascribed to Aeolic; cf. Thesssalian, where examples of
lowering after [r] occur in Pelasgiotis: kpevvepiev, kpeotg, metpoeTelplda, YPpeoTag, aneAeve-
peokeq vs. Lesh. kpwvw, YBplotag (Bliimel 1982, 46). Cf. also Myc. ]pi-ra;-mo[ KN X 7860.1
/piriamos/ (?).
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dence from Lesbian poetry is also problematic, since both kinds of forms, name-
ly those with -CriV- > -Crr- >-Cerr- and those without such a development (-riV- >
-riV-) may be observed. Such a situation may be to some extent a result of differ-
ent accentual/metrical treatments, e.g. Sapphic Ilepdpoto could yield a single
sonant as a result of the simplification of the geminate due to metrical needs,
[epapoto ~ -~ vs. leppbpwt --- (cf. Hamm 1958, 25ff.).%

If Bippo& and Peppov both continue the same stem *gtrihs-, one may analyze it
in the same way as the Aeolic examples above: *g*rihs-0- > *gri-0->*g¥rii-0->*g*r’r’-
0, and finally *g*err-o-. This would imply that the form Beppdv is more ancient
than the attested “Macedonian” gloss Bippo&. Such a reconstruction also requires
the assumption that the Indo-European and Proto-Greek labiovelars were treated
in the same way in Macedonian (Bippo) as in Aeolic. Unfortunately, we know
very little about the real phonological prehistory of Macedonian, and the assured
material testifies only a single example of a labiovelar treatment, which seems to
go along with the known Greek pattern: cf. the glosses Hsch. N 556 vifa- ytova. kat
kprvnv and Suda N 363 viBa: x16va. koAeitat 8¢ oUTwC Kai kpAvn év Opdxkr, both
without an indication of dialectal provenance, but due to the known rule Mediae
Aspiratae > Mediae ascribed to Macedonian speech (cf. Greek viga). In fact, the
number of possible forms yielding continuants from original labiovelars among
the Macedonian glosses is very limited, and the examples from personal names
show varying treatments, so that it seems impossible to formulate a single phono-
logical rule (Méndez Dosuna 2012, 136ff.).*

20 It seems that the Lesbian forms, even if corresponding to those of Ionic, result from an
independent development: “for a long and continuous period the Asiatic Aeolians had been
talking about Priam independently of the Ionians” (West 1973, 191). Miller treats the two forms
as belonging to two different poetic traditions, in which case IIéppapog would be an element of
inherited Aeolic and Ilpiapog a separate development of the Ionian epic phase (Miller 1982,
33ff.).

21 According to Hatzopoulos (2007b, 227-236, passim) the PN 'EnokiAAog (< *hsek-) attests to
shift *k* > [Ki] > k.. As noted by Méndez Dosuna, this could be an isogloss shared with
Thessalian, cf. *k¥is > ki (Att. Ti¢) in Eastern Thessalian (Pelasgiotis). Méndez Dosuna contests
this hypothesis and points to the fact that both kig and /t/ in West Thessalian (Thessaliotis) Tig
are irregular outcomes (for expected *mig) that are probably due to a deviant phonetic
evolution typical of grammatical words (Méndez Dosuna 2012, 137). Such examples quoted by
Hatzopoulos as PN ‘Tkkota, ‘Tkkétipog (from *hekyo-), "Oxkog (from *hsekd-) and Avkknia (to
*AUkkog < *luk*-) are according to Méndez Dosuna not probative and cannot be used as an
argument in favor of the tentative evolution of *k¥o > kko in Macedonian (ibidem), especially
since the forms innog / ikkog remain a problem of Greek phonology (unexpected aspiration, i-
vocalism and geminate -rint-/-kk-). Méndez Dosuna emphasizes that geminate <nr> / <kk> is a
pan-Hellenic phenomenon, but on the other hand suggests an origin in expressive gemination
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From the point of view of word formation, we may treat Bippo§ as an exam-
ple of a secondary formation built with a -k- suffix to an existing o-stem (appar-
ently preserved in Beppov). This reflects a nonproductive pattern for forming
diminutive or disparaging derivatives (cf. Risch 19742, 161ff., 176), although one
can point to a handful of other formations in -0, as e.g. BEBpo& (BEPpoE- ayadoc,
XPNoTog, kahog Hsch. B 439), apparently to Befpdg (but with the opposite mean-
ing, cf. Hsch. 440 BePpog: Yuxpog, tetvpwpevog Hippon. fr. 71 Kn.), or popog
‘wood-worm’ to Hsch. P 438 popog- okwAng év £0Aoig, which have sometimes
been treated as non-Greek words (cf. Beekes EDG 209, 1291).2 The material at
our disposal precludes formulating any statements concerning whether such
derivatives should be ascribed to Macedonian as well.

in order to explain forms such as "Oxkog, Avkknio. The example of PN Béttalog is more
interesting according to him, and has to be interpreted as a local variant of the ethnonym Att.
OetTaAOG, Boeot. PettaAdg, Thess. IletBaAdg, whose etymon must be reconstructed with an
initial aspirate labiovelar *g“"-. If Macedonian should be considered a separate Indo-European
language more closely related to Thracian and Phrygian, one should consider the expected
outcome to be *Te- and not Be- (in Phrygian all three rows of tectals have been continued by a
single one, namely by velars, cf. Sowa 2008, 31, 52). Béttalog must then be the result of a
development *gt'e > *id"e > [pPe] > [fe] > [ve], with a shift K% > Pe, a typical feature of Aeolic,
and ultimately should be considered a loan from Thessalian (Méndez Dosuna 2012, 136).
Whether k¥e > e in Upper Pieria is difficult to answer, as this form could be either a loan
element in Thessalian or a vernacular variant in an area within Ancient Macedonia. Actually,
there could be a dental reflex of *g™y before front vowel attested in PN @npwvt if from *g™yer-,
but the entire picture could be even more complicated, since one may point to probable
examples of palatalized reflexes of labiovelars before front vowel. As I have argued elsewhere,
the phenomenon of palatalized labiovelars may be a typical isogloss of so-called Balkan-Indo-
European, with traces in Albanian, Armenian, non-Aeolic Greek dialects (cf. Arc. orthographies
<C>, <t8> for <>, cf. U= T€, TeTpakatial or the use of a local variant of san letter <M> in Mg [Sis]
< *k!is [IPArk. 8 = IG V 2, 262]), and probably Messapian as well (Sowa 2009, 291ff. with
literature). It seems, however, that in the Thracian-Macedonian (at least geographical)
complex, a general tendency to palatalize original labiovelars may also be found; cf. the
coexistence of the toponyms Germisara, Zeppileypa and Zappiieyetvoa, which may easily be
referred to forms such as Alb. zjarm or Arm. jerm, Znpw6ia and Zerynthius as epithets of
Artemis and Apollo (Solta 1980, 22, Kati¢i¢ 1976, 140) < *g™yeh;r-, and the probable Greek
substitution @épun for Zépue/n < *ghermo- ‘warm’, pointing to a voiced sibilant [z]; cf. also
Hsch. 430 oeppoi- Oeppot (Sowa 2009, 293ff.).

22 It would be tempting to interpret -o€ as corresponding to Lat. -ox, as in fer-6x, atrox, uelox
(~ ueles), etc. Balles 2008, 107). Some of these examples should, however, be interpreted as old
compounds containing the IE element /-oks/ < *-hsk¥o- (for the type, see Schaffner 2005, 541
559). In the case of Bippo&, however, the phonology would speak against such a comparison,
since one would rather expect a labial reflex -o\.
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In conclusion, the form Bippo&- daov. Makedoveg is interesting for several
reasons. It seems that in light of the evidence adduced above, a new interpreta-
tion of this gloss is possible, as a form based on the o-stem continued in the
same meaning in Beppov, which should ultimately be referred to the oblique
stem of the inherited formation *g*érhsiuhz,*g*rhsiuéhss (cf. the discrepancy be-
tween Arc. 8epfa and OInd griva-). It has been assumed that *giri- (probably
before a vocalic suffix) underwent an inner-Greek development typical of Aeolic
dialects (Lesbian/to some extent Thessalian) and was then remodeled to the
shape *g‘errV-, followed by the labiovelar treatment typical for the Aeolic
group.”? One may therefore ask whether the information on the dialectal prove-
nance (Make8oveg) is actually correct and not just a more or less geographical
term (cf. e.g. the conventional use of the term “Phrygian” in Hesychius’s Lexi-
con to refer to anything from Asia Minor, irrespective of whether the form comes
from Phrygian or Phrygian Greek). It might rather be the case that the form
Beppov is an Aeolic dialectal element, which then spread to Macedonia as a
loanword, specifically as a nickname.

It seems that the problem of the Ancient Macedonian idiom and Ancient
Macedonian identity remains central to the description of linguistic relation-
ships in the ancient Balkans. To some extent, the unfortunately politicized
question on the nature of Macedonian — a separate language or “just” a Greek
dialect — has serious consequences for historical linguistics, which one may
briefly summarize in the following way: if Macedonian was a separate language,
what were its characteristics? How can it be placed among other Indo-European
languages of the ancient Balkans? On the other hand, if we assume that there
was no separate Macedonian language and therefore that the Macedonians
spoke a variety of Greek and were themselves Greeks, what is the place of Mace-
donian among other Greek dialects both from a synchronic and a diachronic
point of view? Can we find the features ascribed to Macedonian in other Greek
dialects, and if so, in what distribution?

The literary evidence can of course hardly be used as proof for or against
the Greekness of Macedonian speech, but it does yield valuable information on
the close proximity of customs and traditions between some Greek (specifically
Doric) tribes and the inhabitants of the north. Due to the lack of other epigraph-

23 One may ask whether 8piog ‘copse, thicket’, attested e.g. in Hsch. A 2375 8pia- Tomot
ouvBevdpol [tomol] kai yAowdelg, could not be analyzed as the formal continuant of *g#riV- of
non-Aeolic provenance. Keeping in mind that Arc. epfa is actually attested in a metaphoric,
topographic sense, it might be an attractive direction to explore.
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ic evidence, we must interpret the glosses as the only testimony of the vernacu-
lar speech of this region.

In this connection, those glosses, which do not seem to have any connection
to the attested Greek material, seem to be the most interesting group from an ety-
mological point of view. The most important task, then, is an examination of the
direct source of the form (if possible), including the conventions and traditions of
various literary genres. The historical-comparative method and interdisciplinary
analysis are also necessary to explain these sometimes-unique attestations of
single formations in Greek. These Macedonian hapax legomena, however, cannot
be cited in favor of either the “Greekness” or the “Balkanness” of Macedonian
speech; the existence of particular forms which are attested in one Greek dialect
exclusively, while in other dialects etymologically unrelated synonyms occur,
supports the “specific” character ascribed to a lexical item (cf. the criteria for
studying the dialectal lexicon of Greek in Garcia Ramén (1997, 521-552), and
above all Garcia Ramoén (2004, 235-264).

The observations above do not presume to be the last word in the discussion
and should be understood as suggestions. They may, however, help to push our
attempts to interpret the enigmatic gloss Bippog- daov. Moke8oveg in a new
direction and, in consequence, help us to gain new insights into the fragmen-
tarily attested language of ancient Macedonia.?
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Marina Benedetti

Rules for 0-ablauting perfects in ancient
grammatical treatises: reflections on
Theodosius’ Kavoveg

1

In his work on the Greek verb, Georg Curtius makes the following remark:

Nichts verdunkelt den Blick in das Wesen des griechischen Verbalbaues so sehr wie die
immer noch weit verbreitete Meinung, jedes Verbum miisse sich “durchconjugiren” las-
sen. [..][V]on der spitesten Schicht der abgeleiteten Verba abgesehen — fast jedes Verbum
so zu sagen eine Familie vorstellt, die ihre besonderen Schicksale hat und ein ganz indivi-
duelles Gepradge tragt. Ich mochte zweifeln, ob eine andre Sprache in gleichem Grade wie
die griechische diesen Individualismus, wie wir es wohl nennen diirfen, entwickelt hat.
(Curtius 1877, V)

In accordance with this claim, the author expresses surprise at widespread
teaching practices not attaining to the principle of textual evidence: “ist es bis-
weilen merkwiirdig zu sehen, wie Formen, die sogar Schiiler aus unsern Gym-
nasien als ganz gewonhliche lernen, entweder gar keine Gewdhr haben oder
nur ganz vereinzelt an versteckten Orten vorkommen” (ibid.).

The stress on the “individualistic”, idiosyncratic behaviour of each verb
lexeme, and the related invitation to attain to documentary evidence reflects, of
course, Curtius’ philologically oriented attitude. On the other hand, the aim at
building full paradigms reflects, as said, a widespread teaching practice.

The practice censured by Curtius has a long prestigious background, and
was taken to its extremes by some old grammarians and teachers of Greek. One
of the most remarkable and influential exponents of this practice is Theodosius
from Alexandria, author of a handbook, the Kavéveg eicaywyikol miepi kAioewg
OvopdTwy Kal pnuatwv (probably composed between the end of the 4th and the
beginning of the 5th century)' proposing rules for noun and verb inflection. For

This study has been realized within the research project MuMiL-EU (Hera JRP “Uses of the Past”
n.5087-00344A)

1 Some references: Hunger (1978); Wouters (1988, 30ff.); Kaster (1997, 366ff.); Dickey (2007,
83; 2015, 478); Pagani (2015, 830ff.); Matthaios (2015, 267).
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the verb Tionmtw - selected as an exemplar for instructions for conjugation® —
Theodosius provides an impressive amount of forms. Thus, for the first person
singular of the indicative we are faced with the following forms:

1. Present: Tntw (active)/tonTopat (middle + passive)

2. Imperfect: £rumttov (active)/éturttopny (middle + passive)

3. first Aorist: £tua (active)/ETupapny (middle)/étogbny (passive)
4. second Aorist: £rumov (active)/étunopuny (middle)/étonmy (passive)
5. first Future: Tw (active)/TOpopat (middle)/Tupbroopat (passive)
6. second Future: Tun® (active)/Tumodpat (middle)/Tunroopat (passive)
7. Perfect: Téua (active)/tétuna (middle)/téTuppat (passive)
8. Pluperfect: £tetipe (active)/Etetomne (middle)/Eretoppny (passive)

Each of these 22 forms is further inflected for all persons and numbers
(including duals), and for all (finite and non-finite) moods, thus producing an
impressive amount of forms.

With respect to exhaustivity, Theodosius could not have achieved more,
and he actually goes too far, providing — through consistent recourse to analogy —
a large amount of forms otherwise unattested, bizarre, unlikely or even
impossible according to modern doctrine (such as a “contracted” future —
“perispomenic”, in Theodosius’ terminology — Tun®, Tumeig, Tumel).?

Not surprisingly, Theodosius’ method, and the resulting huge amount of
bizarre and unlikely forms, have given rise to annoyed or ironic remarks by
several scholars. Let me simply quote one:

Centena sunt in Graeco sermone, ubi usus ab analogia diversus abit, plurima sunt pueris
nota, at alia sunt non minus certa, quae Atticistas quidem omnes fugerunt et Grammaticos
omnium temporum, e quorum numero est usus verbi unius omnium notissimi TONTW, in

2 The use of TUnTw as an exemplar verb for paradigms was well established before Theodosi-
us, as it occurs (with other verbs as well) in conjugation tables preserved in papyri and tablets
at least since the 2nd c. AD. For a collection of such texts, cf. the online resource Catalogue of
Paraliterary Papyri; cf. also Weems (1981, 165); Wouters (1988); Luiselli (1999).

3 Of course, defectivity in the literary documents which have been transmitted up to our time
does not necessarily imply defectivity in the system, or in the texts which ancient grammarians
had at their disposal. Nevertheless, we can be pretty sure that many of the forms quoted by
Theodosius were actually never found in texts. On this issue, cf. also § 4 below. On the pres-
ence of an amount of purely artificial forms (in Theodosius as well as in other grammatical
texts), cf. Wouters (1988, 80 with references), Dickey (2007, 83), Van Elst (2011, 413), Weems
(1981, 166), Luiselli (1999, 78: “non-existent forms were often devised on analogical grounds to
fill the gaps in the inflectional series for the sake of completeness and regularity”).
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quo cognoscendo et ediscendo innumerabilis discipulorum multitudo inde ab antiquis
temporibus tirocinium fecit, nam qui olim riepl kKAioewg GvopdTwy Kol Pnudtwy scriptita-
scriptitabant omnes in barytonis hoc exemplo utebantur et discipulos exercebant. Olim
nata sunt monstra et portenta formarum Tun®, étumov, &TUNOpNV, TETUTA, ETETUTEL,
TUNTETWY, TUNTOpEDOV, alia, quae in magistellorum cerebris nata sunt, in Graecorum
libris nusquam leguntur; at leguntur et explicantus (apud THEODOSIUM etc.)

(Cobet 1873, 329f1f.)

Disapproval and irony are only partially mitigated by the acknowledgment of
the didactic advantages of this method. The selection of a specific verb as the
basis for setting out a full paradigm, as stressed by R.H. Robins, responds to the

didactic purpose of setting out the grammar of the language without at this stage
burdening the teacher and the learner with a heavy lexical load. Theodosius and his
successors were telling their readers “If all the morphologically possible forms and all
their variants were to be formed on a single verb root, this is what it all would look like”.
Pupils could then derive and correctly analyse those forms that were in actual use with
lexically different verb roots.

(Robins 1993, 112)

The Kavoveg were meant as a didactic tool for teaching of Classical Greek, the
language of literary usage (with focus on a specific variety, namely Attic prose
of the 4th century BC), within a tradition which dominated school curricula over
many centuries.* They exerted a significant influence in Greek linguistic doc-
trine, linking their fate with another very successful work such as the Téyvn
ypoppatikn attributed to Dionysius Thrax (Dickey 2015, 478).° Their prestige is
confirmed by their being the object of extensive commentaries by Charax and
Choeroboscus. Also, thanks to the extraordinary success of Choeroboscus’
commentary (8th—9th c. AD), for many centuries the Kavoveg constituted the
main source for handbooks on Greek, and exerted an influence which reached
beyond the Byzantine world up to the European Renaissance. Their historical
importance for ancient scholarship cannot be disregarded.

But, in addition to all this, can such a bizarre, unfashionable work be of
some interest for modern scholarship? Surely no-one would consider the

4 Cf. Wouters (1988, 80); Dihle (1994, 439). On the “archaistically-oriented revival of obsolete
forms” (such as the first person dual middle ending -pebov), cf. Luiselli (1999, 78 and passim).

5 A complete conjugation table of TUmtw, probably composed on the basis of Theodosius’
work, was added as a supplement to the Téyvn ypappatikr; the table had already been added
to the Téyvn at the time of the Armenian translation (5th c. AD); the Armenian translation of the
Téyvn thus provides a terminus ante quem for Theodosius’ Kavoveg. Also see Weems (1981,
223ff.); Wouters (1988, 30, n. 33).
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Kavoveg as a reliable description of the Greek language. There are nevertheless,
in my opinion, good reasons for throwing a glance at the Kavoveg today: their
attempt at a systematic description of Greek grammar (a grammar seen
“through the eyes” of Byzantine Greek scholars) invites us to reconsider various
aspects of this language, as we hope to show in what follows.®

2

One major feature of the Kavdveg is that they formulate not only paradigms but
also sets of synchronic rules apt to generate all possible forms for each lexeme.”
In the following, we shall focus on a specific case study, namely what we now
call the -o- ablaut grade of strong perfects.?

In Theodosius’ system, the perfect shows distinct inflections for the three
voices, “active” (subst. évépyela, adj. EvepynTikog), “passive” (subst. méog, adj.
moBnTikdg) and “middle” (subst. peodtng, adj. pécog).” “Active” and “middle”
perfects share the same set of endings (the a-set, today labelled as active),
whereas “passive” perfects are characterized by the other set of endings (the
pat-set, today: middle or mediopassive; e.g., TETuppal, négpaocpal). The formal
opposition between “active” and “middle” perfects rests upon the stem: the
class of “active” perfects corresponds to our kappatic and aspirated perfects
(e.g. T€TVQA, MEPpaka), the class of “middle” perfects coincides with our root
(unaspirated) perfects (e.g. T€Tuma, me@pada).”®

6 Cf.van Elst (2011, 405): “the Kavoveg deserve to be studied in their own right.”

7 On the term Kavwv as “theoretical rule for inflection”, cf. Wouters (1988, 78 with references).
The question of Theodosius’ predecessors does not concern us here. A text typology much older
than the Kavoveg and somehow related to it is represented by the inflectional tables preserved
in papyri providing noun and verb paradigms (see n. 2 above). The relationship between the
Kavoveg and the inflectional tables raises nevertheless complex issues; cf. Wouters (1988, 78);
Pagani (2015 with references).

8 For a synthesis on the ablaut of the perfect in Greek — from a modern point of view —, cf.
Kiimmel (2014).

9 When necessary, quotation marks will be used to refer to Theodosius’ terminology, and
italics to refer to modern terminology: so, “active” (which translates évépyeia, évepynTikdg)
refers to the use of this label by Theodosius, active to the use of this label by modern authors.
10 It is not necessary to dwell on this classification here. A thorough analysis of the treatment
of voices in the perfect system will be published in Benedetti (forthcoming).
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A subset of “middle” (i.e.: root) perfects is characterized by a “turn” of an € into
an o (i.e., by o-ablaut): Theodosius formulates the corresponding rule, generating
perfect forms such as némoifa (: meibw), AéAoya (: Aéyw), kekopa (: keipw).!

The relevant passages concerning o-ablauting perfects are quoted in (1) and
(2): in (1) we have Theodosius’ text, and in (2) Choeroboscus’ commentary.

™
Tapahiyovoav 8¢ TNV abTRV £l T EVEPYNTIKG 6 PEOOG MOPOKEIUEVOG, OOV VEVIKA
vévnBa, el pr mw v 8LIoVANGBwW pEAAOVTL TO € eDpebein f HOvoV A peTd ToD - TOTE Yap €ig 0
avTd TPEMEL 6 PEdog, Aéyw AéEw AéAoya, Kelpw Kep® kEkopa, elbw meiow memoba

(Can. 50.10ff.)

The middle perfect has the same penultimate (syllable) as the active perfect, as vévnka
veévnOa, unless in a disyllabic future occurs an ¢, either alone or with an (; in that case the
middle perfect turns this to o, Aéyw Aé§w Aéloya, keipw kep®d kékopa, meibw meiow
niénolda (shortly above he has mentioned also Tépvw TtéTopa)

@
Totéov <8&> &1L mapalfiyousav TRV avThV &xel O HECOG TOPAKEIMEVOG TR EVEPYNTIKYD
TIPOKEEVW, OLOV TETUPA TETUTD, VEVNKa VEVNOa, MEMANYA TEMANYQ, VEVUXA VEVUYO,
nEMYa Ménnya, Opuxa Opuya, fuepa fpePa, fyepka fiyepa. Ael mpoabeival «Xwpig €l pn
€VPeDfi €v BLIoVANGBW pEAOVTL TO € 7| POVOV | HETA TOD 1+ TOTE Yap TPEMETAL TO € €iG 0 &V
1) péow mapakelévw, olov Adyw AéEw Aéhoya, Tékw TéEw TETOKA, VEPW VEUD VEVOUA,
pEVW HEVD pépova, yeivw yev@® yéyova, Kelpw Kep®d kékopa, omeipw omepd Eomopa,
@Oeipw @Oepd E@Bopa, KTeivw KTeEV® #xTova, <melbw meiow ménoda, AsiBw Asihw
AéNoBa>- mpookettat «€v SIGVANGBW PEAOVTL» Bid TO £yepd flyepa kal dpeipw ApeBa- Emt
TOUTWV YO&P OUK £TPATN TO € €iG TO 0 &V TQ) péow Tapakeévy, AN ovk eiot StlovANaBot ot
péAovTEG

(Choerob. in Theod. 105.12ff.)

It has to be known that the middle perfect has the same penultimate as the active perfect,
such as Tétupa TéTuma, vévnka vévnda, MEMANXQ MEMANYQ, VEVUXQ VEVUYQ, TEMMXQ
nEmyo, dpuxa Opvya, fuewpa fuea, fyepka fyepa. It must be added “unless in a
disyllabic future occurs an €, either alone or with an (”: in that case, in fact, the € is turned
into o in the middle perfect, such as Aéyw Aéw AéAoya, Tékw TEEW TETOKA, VELW VEPQD
VEVOUQ, HEVW HEVD HEMOVE, YelVw YEVD YEYove, Keipw KEPD KEKOPQ, OMEIPW OMEP®D
£omopa, @Beipw EOep® EPOopa, KTelvw KTeV@® EkTova, <meibw meiow mémoda, AsiBw
Aeipw AgNoBa>. It is added “in a disyllabic future” because of the forms éyep® fiyepa and
Gueipw fpetBa: in these forms, in fact, the € has not been turned into o in the middle
perfect, but their futures are not disyllabic

11 Neither AéAoya nor k€kopa occur outside grammatical texts; on this cf. § 4.
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3

As noted above, Theodosius’ Kavoveg and the extensive commentary of Choero-
boscus exerted a remarkable influence on the grammatical tradition and on the
teaching of Classical Greek. Thus, the rule for o-ablaut spreads and survives into
the Port Royal scholarship and is relaunched in Claude Lancelot’s Nouvelle
méthode pour apprendre facilement la langue grecque (1655).” Here it is pro-
posed as a rhyming rule in octosyllabic verses accompanied by a prose com-
mentary (p. 201ff.):

€)

Regle LXVIII

De la penultime de ce Parfait."
L’Actif & le medion aime

Au passé mesme penultiesme.
Hors que [..]

Et qu’au Futur dissyllabique
Pour tofijours I’o bref applique;
D’ou vient qu’ €1, I’ oi fera,
Comme dAgipw, Yw, filolpa.

[..] Dans les Verbes de deux syllabes, de quelque coniugaison qu'il soient, 1'e penult. du
Futur I. Actif se change en o en ce Parfait : comme Tpénw, 1péPw, T€TPOMA, Vverto: Aéyw
AeEw Aéloya, dico : vépw vepud vévopa, distribuo : Tépw TEPD TETOMO, Seco :
nieipw ep® mEnopa, transadigo : AvatéAw GvateA® AvaTETOAa, exorior, composé TEAAw.
Que s’ils ont plus de deux syllabes, ils retiennent leur € , comme O0@eiAw OPEAD DPeAX ,
debeo : dyyeMw ayyeAd fiyyela , nuncio.

[..] Par la mesme analogie ceux qui ont €t , soit dissyllabes ou polyssyllabes, le changent
en o, comme &Aeipw, dAeipw, fAowpa, ungo : neibw, neiow, nénoBa, persuadeo : ikw,
elw, £owka, similis sum.

The rule survives into the English and the Italian translations which appeared
almost one century later, in 1749 and 1752 respectively (cf. (4) and (5) below):

4

The Active and Middle Perfects have generally the same penultimate.
Except that [..]

Likewise € in the first Future dissyllable is changed here into 0.

12 Available online: https://archive.org/details/nouvellemethode0OOlancgoog.

13 i.e., of the “middle” perfect.

14 The Abridgment of the New Method of learning easily and expeditiously the Greek tongue.
Translated from the French of Messieurs de Port Royal. With considerable Improvements,



Rules for o- ablauting perfects in ancient grammatical treatises = 213

)

La penultima il passato
Dell’attivo ha sempre a lato
[..]

Di due sillabe sovente

11 futuro o aver consente:

E con questa istessa norma

Et il dittongo in ot trasforma.®

In 17th- and 18th-century Europe, students were trained to learn Classical Greek
by memorizing rules which go back (at least) to Theodosius, and were expected
not only to recognize but to create, according to them, o-ablauting perfects.

4

The most striking feature emerging from the above passages is that most of the
forms which are generated by this o-ablaut rule do not actually occur elsewhere
in the extant literature.

Among them are the following forms quoted by Theodosius and/or Choero-
boscus: AAowpa, kékopa, AéotBa, AéAoya, vévopa, GvaTéTola, TETOUA, TETPOTIA.
Though none of us is likely to have encountered any of these in literary prose
(we have to keep in mind that literary prose was the ideal target language), just
by looking at them we have no difficulty in guessing the corresponding verb
lexeme: GAciQw, Kelpw, AeiBw, Aéyw, VEpw, GVaTéAw, TEPVW, TPEMW.

In most cases, the forms quoted are plausible; they are — in large measure —
“possible but non-existing” forms (insofar as they do not exist outside grammati-
cal treatises). Of course, some of them may have occurred in texts which were
known at Theodosius’ time, but there is no reason to assume that it must be so for
all of them. A similar assumption would disregard the nature of this text itself,
which fulfills both a descriptive and a normative purpose, teaching how to cor-
rectly create perfect forms. We have to keep in mind, in fact, that the “mental
gymnastics” imposed by the Kavoveg was not simply directed to reception of the

London, printed for J. Nourse at the Lamb opposite Katherine-Street in the Strand; and G.
Hawkins at Milton’s Head near Temple-Bar, Fleet-Street, 1749, 109. https://books.google.it/
books/reader?id=obBWAAAAcAA]&hl=it&printsec=frontcover&output=reader&pg=GBS.PA109.

15 Nuovo metodo per imparare facilmente la lingua greca tradotto dall’idioma francese, e
disposto in ordine assai chiaro, e brieve. Napoli: nella stamperia di Giovanni Di Simone, 1752, 237.
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literary heritage; learners were expected to acquire an active competence in the
imitation of Classical Greek (Wouters 1988, 80, Van Elst 2011, 413).

These forms are shaped according to synchronic rules invented by ancient
grammarians. And, interestingly enough, the outcomes of these synchronic
rules may converge with those of Indo-European reconstruction: the perfect
AéMloya, quoted by Theodosius and Choeroboscus, is perfectly consistent with
the asterisked form “?*le-16g-” found in LIV?, s.v. *leg-.

Such a curious coincidence, combined with the remark made above that
modern specialists of Greek are able to immediately associate non-attested
forms such as fjAowpa, kékopa, AéAolBa etc. with corresponding verb lexemes,
suggest some reflections.

Of course, the kind of Greek described in the handbooks of Theodosius and
his followers is a purely artificial construction, based on massive recourse to
analogy, which helps fill the gaps of a finite evidence. Each individual morpho-
phonemic trait identified by the grammarian on the basis of attested forms (and
described in terms of substitution of elements in given morphological contexts)
is expanded and generalized, with no consideration for lexical idiosyncrasy,
irregularity, defectivity.

In this respect, Theodosius’ work — absolutely reproachable from a philo-
logical perspective — is a methodologically interesting effort to reconstruct an
ideal grammar.

This ancient scholar attempts to build up a system,' by extracting generali-
zations from limited textual evidence, a task which is not totally unfamiliar to
scholars engaged in linguistic reconstruction. On the other hand, his approach
is inevitably not historical or diachronic, but strictly synchronic and, in a sense,
“generative”.

For today’s linguists Theodosius’ methodology is interesting, even inde-
pendently of its results. But some results also deserve our attention. Theodosius
makes predictions about possible forms, thus reaching excesses which have
aroused sharp and sometimes derisive critics (cf. § 1 above). Nevertheless, in the
specific case examined above, his predictions, on the basis of purely synchronic
evidence, may converge with predictions we can make on the basis of the suc-
cesses of modern historical linguistics.”

16 Surely building upon a previous heritage, which Theodosius’ success completely outclassed.
17 On the other hand, we find no rules, as far as I know, concerning the o ~ @ ablaut in the
paradigm of the perfect; this may be at least partly related to the prominence assigned to the
1st person indicative singular (according to a well-established teaching practice).
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Let us consider, for example, in the case of o-ablauting perfects, how the syn-
chronic asymmetry between pairs like neibw : mémoBa on the one hand and keipw :
k€kopa on the other is accounted for.

In the first couple, an t-element occurs after the apophonic vowel both in the
present and in the perfect; in the second couple an -element occurs in the pre-
sent but not in the perfect.

Why kékopa and not kékoipa? This question puzzled, as Choeroboscus re-
ports (105, 29ff.), some people who wondered why one should have kékopa (and
£p0Bopa) instead of kékopa (and £@Ooipa; modern authors would asterisk these
forms!), i.e. why the -element occurring in the present is not preserved in the
perfect, differently from what is observed in ménotBa.

Needless to say, modern linguistics easily accounts for this asymmetry in
diachronic terms: in the first case, the -element is part of the root (*bheydh-),
hence, it is maintained throughout the verbal paradigm; in the second case, the
t-element is not part of the root (*(s)ker-) but is the outcome of a phonetic devel-
opment specifically related to the formation of some tense stems (among which
the present),'® hence it does not occur throughout the whole paradigm.

This kind of explanation was not available, of course, to ancient grammari-
ans who, once the question had been put to them, had to solve it in synchronic
(one may say: systematic) terms; they had to look for synchronic evidence of the
different status of the -et- in meiBw on the one hand and in keipw on the other.
This was achieved through the reference to a third form class, namely the fu-
ture. In fact, in the passages in (1) and (2) above, the perfect is put in relation-
ship not just with the present (the usual quotation form of the verb) but also
with the future, thus providing triple correlations (present / future / perfect):
Aéyw [/ Aé&w [ AéMoya; keipw [ kep® [ kékopa; TeiBw [ meiow / ménolBa in Theodo-
sius, to which Choeroboscus adds Tékw / T¢§w / TéToKa; VEPW [ VEUD [ VEVOuQ;
HEVW [ pev® [ pépova; yeivw / yevad [ yéyova; omneipw / onepd / Eomopa; @Beipw /
@Oepd [ EpBopa; kTeivw [ kTevd / €ktova (sequences thought to be easily memo-
rized by students).

The future provides the clue for discriminating between the -1- of meifw and
that of keipw: the former -1- persists also in the future (neiow) whereas the latter
does not (kep®); the perfect, as emerges from (1) and (2), conforms to the future:
starting with the futures neiow and kep® and applying the rule “turning” an -e-

18 A -ye/o- present from the root *(s)ker- does not seem to be attested in any other Indo-
European language (cf. LIV? s.v. *(s)ker-), although such a form would be perfectly consistent
with present stem formation rules in the parent language.
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into an -o- one can generate the form of the perfect, correctly predicting whether
it will have an -1- (méno1Ba) or not (kékopa).”

It is thus interesting to observe how grammarians could rely upon
synchronic evidence for recovering the contrast between the -ei- of neibw and
the -ei- of keipw (today accounted for in diachronic terms) and thus making
correct predictions about new forms: though kekopa does not seem to be
attested outside grammatical treatises, it is exactly this form (and not k€xopa)
that we would predict today, using the tools of historical linguistics, if we were
to postulate an ancient root perfect of *(s)ker-.

Furthermore, Theodosius correctly captures the incompatibility between o-
ablaut and “active” (i.e., kappatic and aspirated, see above) perfects. Thus, his
rules generate the perfect forms AéAoya (classed by him as “middle”) and AéAe-
xa (classed as “active”), both otherwise unattested (the verb is Aéyw), but
exclude an equally otherwise unattested **A¢éAoya, which would actually look
like a ghost form also according to the views of modern historical linguistics.
Instead, a form such as AéAoya is perfectly consistent with modern views, as
observed above: curiously, if we are looking for documentary evidence of the
reconstructed IE stem “?*le-16g-” (LIV?), we need not look at ancient texts, but at
later grammatical treatises.?

This bizarre phenomenon highlights a character of the Greek language itself:
thanks to its relatively transparent morphology, it offers synchronic clues which
allow us to recover — long before the advent of historical linguistics, and by means
other than those of historical linguistics — formative details that reach back into
Indo-European grammar. This suggests an important methodological caveat for
modern scholars, when confronted with the distinction between genuine
inherited forms and new forms shaped according to inherited patterns. As we
have seen, an archaic feature such as the o-ablaut of the perfect survived and
enjoyed a sort of artificial vitality within a scholarly tradition which, unattained
by philological techniques, developed a rather “linguistic”, if we may say so,
approach.”

As a consequence, across centuries generations of scholars and students had
to exert their skills in learning by heart and generating forms which they would

19 On the restriction to the disyllabic future, cf. Choeroboscus’ explanation in (2).

20 Forms such as Aéhoya, fAowpa, kékopa, AéhoBa, vévopa, avateéTola, TETopa, TETpona (see
above) repeatedly occur in manuals and grammatical commentaries through many centuries.
21 A ypappatikn teéxvn which has set apart from its philological roots. As observed by Mat-
thaios, “a clear split between the two subject areas of ancient scholarship, namely the interpre-
tation of literature and the study of language independently of its realization in literary con-
texts” starts in Late Antiquity (Matthaios 2015, 250).
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never encounter in their readings of Greek literature, but which, in some
exceptional cases, we now may find asterisked in Indo-European reconstructions.
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Emilio Crespo
Connective particles and literary units in
Attic forensic speeches

1 Introduction

In the third book of his Rhetoric (1414a 31ff.), Aristotle distinguishes four main
parts in most Attic forensic speeches, based on their functions and contents.'
This paper explores the hypothesis that these main parts are marked not only by
their contents and functions but also by their introductory particles, and inves-
tigates whether the connective particles and coordinating conjunctions that
appear at transitions between the main parts of forensic speeches are randomly
distributed, or whether any of them are preferred, with the others attested only
occasionally or even scarcely at all. Should the latter prove to be the case, this
would indicate that the introductory particles or conjunctions can provide clues
in terms of signalling the transition between two main parts of a forensic
speech.?

By examining coordinating conjunctions and connective particles at corre-
sponding points in a number of forensic speeches, I also aim to describe one
aspect of the particles’ relative frequency, in contexts where two or more of
them have a similar semantic value. I will not, however, address their use and
relative frequency in contexts other than transitions between the main parts of
most forensic speeches or in other literary genres.

It is expected that some chronological developments will be found, ena-
bling the formulation of hypotheses concerning the authorship or the date of
speeches that may be attributed to a given author but show deviations from
others by the same author. Finally, one might also expect to find some evidence
to distinguish coordinating conjunctions from connective particles.

1 This article was written with the financial support of the Spanish Ministry of Economy and
Competitiveness (Research Project FF12015-65541-C3-1-P). The English translations cited are
taken from the Loeb Classical Library, in some cases slightly modified.

2 Whereas coordinating conjunctions are mutually exclusive and do not combine with each
other, connective particles may combine with coordinating conjuntions. See Denniston (1954);
Ruigh (1971); Bakker (1993); Sicking/van Ophuijsen (1993); Rijksbaron (1997); Menge/Thierfel-
der/Wiesner (1999); Crespo/Conti/Maquieira (2003, 206ff.; 341ff.); Crespo/De la Villa/Revuelta
(2006); Bakker/Wakker (2009); Revuelta (2014); Denizot/Spevak (2017); Poccetti/Logozzo (2017).

https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110622744-014
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2 The parts of forensic speeches as a criterion

In the third book of his Rhetoric (1414a 31ff.), Aristotle argues that most forensic
speeches are divided into four main sections, the names of which are today
understood as prologue, narrative, proof and epilogue:?

1.

Gvarykaia dpa popia mpdbeotg kol moTIS. Bla pEv odv TabTa, Ta 8¢ MAgioTa
nipooipov mpobeatg mioTig €miloyog (Arist. Rhet. 1414b 7-9). So then the
necessary parts of a speech are the statement of the case and the proof.
These divisions are appropriate to every speech, and at the most the parts
are four — exordium, statement, proof, epilogue.

Such main parts are defined by Aristotle as follows:

2.

Prologue: TO P&V oDV dvaykatdTatov £pyov Tod mpootpiov kal iSlov TodTo,
SnA@oat Tt £0Ttv TO TéAog oL Eveka O A6yog (Arist. Rhet. 1415a 22-24). So
then the most essential and special function of the exordium is to make
clear what is the end or purpose of the speech.

Narrative: toito 8 €0Ti TO Aéyewv 60a SnAwoel TO TPAypa, fj O0a TOOEL
VmoAaBeiv yeyovévar 1] BePAagévat 1 ndiknkéval, 1 TmAkadta nAKa BovAet,
@ 8¢ évavtiw T& &vavtia .. Amoloyoupévy 8¢ ENattwv 1 Sulynolg
(Arist. Rhet. 1416b 36-1417a 8). That is, one must say all that will make the
facts clear, or create the belief that they have happened or have done injury or
wrong, or that they are as important as you wish to make them. The opposite
party must do the opposite ... In defence, the narrative need not be so long.
Proof: Tag 8¢ mioTelg Sel GmodetkTikag eival dmodetkvival 8¢ xpn, émel mep
TETTOPWV 1 OGUEOPNTNOLG, TEPL TOD GHPIOPNTOVHEVOD QPEPOVTA TRV
amodeiv (Arist. Rhet. 1417b 21-23). Proofs should be demonstrative, and as
the disputed points are four, the demonstration should bear upon the par-
ticular point disputed.

Epilogue: ‘0 & émiloyog oUykeltal €K TETTAPWVY, €K TE TOD TIPOG EQVTOV
KATAOKEVAOAL €0 TOV GKPOATHV Kol TOV évavtiov @avAwg, Kai €k ToD
av&foal Kal Tamev@doat, Kal €k ToD €l T& a6 TOV GKPOATIV KATAOTI{ AL,
Kai €€ dvapvnoewg [...] &pxn 8& 816TL & DEoyeTO AmodESwKeV, WOTE & T Kai
81 O Aektéov. Aéyetan 8¢ €€ avtimapapoAiig Tob évavriov (Arist. Rhet. 1419b
10-13 and 32-34). The epilogue is composed of four parts: to dispose the
hearer favourably towards oneself and unfavourably towards the adversary;
to amplify and depreciate; to excite the emotions of the hearer; to recapitu-

3 The division into four sections goes back to Isocrates, according to D.H. Lys. 17.
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late [...] We should begin by saying that we have kept our promise, and then
state what we have said and why. Our case may also be closely compared
with our opponent’s.

3 Function of the section lexically expressed in
introductory sentences

The contents and the function performed by each of the four main sections of a

forensic speech are expressed by the lexical contents of their introductory sen-

tences, among other things. The narrative is thus often introduced by a sentence

that rounds off the prologue and a coordinated clause that announces the con-

tents towards which the speaker is heading. Consider 6:

6. Prologue > Narrative: TaDTa P&V 0OV PEXPL TOUTOV" TEPL 8 TV YEVOUEVWY
Melpdoopat DUV SinynoacBat v GAndeiav: Sikn 8¢ kuBepvnociev. YrnepHov
TL Qv TG NIHETEPAG Oikiag (Antipho 1.13-14). Enough, though; I will now try
to give you a true statement of the facts: and may justice guide me. There
was an upper room in our house.

In 6 above, puéxpt TovTov points to the preceding prologue and mept 8¢ TGV
YEVOUEVWY TIEIPATOpAL ... SiyRoacBal announces the narrative that follows. The
clause introduced by pév ovv rounds off the topic of the prologue, and the fol-
lowing sentence introduced by &8¢ refers to the contents of the narrative,
launched by the last sentence cited in 6, which is asyndetically linked to the
previous one.
The speaker may also signal the transition from the narration of events to
the presentation of proofs by means of lexical elements, as in 7:
7. Narrative - Proofs: Ta pév yevopeva tadT €otiv' €k 8¢ ToUTwv 1{dn okomneite
Ta eikoTta (Antipho 5.25). Those are the facts; now draw the logical conclu-
sions.

In the above example, Ta pév yevopeva refers to the contents of the preceding
narrative, and okoneite Ta ikdTa to the subsequent arguments of probability.
The purpose of the proof and epilogue may also be indicated by the lexical
contents of the passage that serves as a transmon from one to the other. Consider 8:
8. Proofs > Epilogue: “Oca pév obv £k T@V KATyopnOvVIWY pépvnual, @
&vdpeg, GroAeAdynpat: oipat 8¢ kai VU@V dnopneicacdar. TavTtd yap Epé Te
owlel, kat DUV vopupa kai ebopka yiyvetal (Antipho 5.85). All the charges

’



222 = Emilio Crespo

which I can remember, gentlemen, I have answered; and for your own sakes
I think that you should acquit me. A verdict saving my life will alone enable
you to comply with the law and your oath.

The prepositional phrase €k T@v katnyopndévtwy and the perfect &roAeAdynpat
point to the arguments previously put forward by the litigant, and &roynpicacat
to his appeal for a favourable verdict, one of the functions of the epilogue.

4 Connective particles at transitions between
main sections

Taking the speech structure defined by Aristotle as my starting point, I have
closely studied the conjunctions of coordination and connective particles at-
tested at the boundaries between two main sections in a number of speeches by
several Attic orators. Accordingly, we see that the first sentence in 9 below,
introduced by Toivuv, closes the prologue, while the following one, introduced
by yap, opens the narrative of events pertaining to the case:

9. Prologue > Narrative: éyw Toivuv € dpyxfic UMiv Gmavta émbeifw T&
gpouTod MPAypaTa (...) Eyw yép, @ Adnvaiot, £meidn £50&¢ pot yipat ... (Lys.
1.5-6). I shall therefore set forth to you the whole of my story from the be-
ginning; ... When I, Athenians, decided to marry ...

In 10, the beginning of the narrative is announced by Gp&opat Sinyeiofa in the
first sentence, and the narrative is brought in by the explanatory yap in the last
sentence:

10. Prologue - Narrative: 8l 8 VPG (...) €€ dpyfic TOV TPAYHATWY GMAVTWY
drovoat (...) 60ev ovv Mueig Te pioTa S18GEopeV Kol VHETG pobnoecbe,
&vtebBev VYTV dpopal Sinyeiobat. ‘Eneldr yap ai vieg ai Dpuétepal Sie@ba-
pnoav (Lys. 13.4-5). You must hear the whole of the circumstances, gentle-
men, from the beginning, ... I shall therefore start my relation at a point
from which it will be easiest both for me to explain and for you to under-
stand. When your ships had been destroyed ...

The sentences in 11 constitute the boundary between the sections devoted to the
narrative and the proofs in Speech 3 of the Corpus Lysiacum. The clause introduced
by pév ovv sums up the narrative of events (cf. T yeyevnuéva), and the exposition
of proofs begins with the last 8¢ sentence (cf. neipdoopat ... 818&okey VPES):
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11. Narrative > Proofs: Td p&v oDV yeyevnpuéva kai £0D Kai T@V papTUpWV
GrrKOaTE EBOVASHNY & GV, @ Boulr], Sipwva THY AVTHV YVOUNV Epol EXeLy,
V' ApEoTépwV U@V dkovoavTeg TAANOT padiwg Eyvwte Ta Sikala. £meldn
8¢ aUT® 0V8EV péAEl TAV BpKWV WV SLWHOCATO, TEWPATOpAL Kol Tepl MV
ouTog #evoTal 818&okety DuAS (Lys. 3.21-22). So now you have heard from
the witnesses as well as myself the story of what took place; and I could
wish, gentlemen, that Simon had the same intentions as I, so that after
hearing the truth from us both you might have arrived with ease at the just
decision. But since he cares nothing for the oaths that he has sworn, I will
try also to inform you concerning the lies that he has told.

The first two sentences in 12, respectively introduced by pev toivuv and €t 8¢,

round off the subsections devoted to the deposition of witnesses (cf. pepaptupnka-

o1) and to the exposition of arguments (cf. £k Tekunpiwv dednAwka), and the last

one, introduced by ovv, is the beginning of the peroration (cf. 8¢opau), one of the

subsections of the epilogue:

12. Proofs - Epilogue: “Oowv pév Toivuv, @ &vdpeg SikaoTal, £5uvapny DUV
papTUpag TapaoyEadal, pepapTuprikaci por £t 88 kal £k Tekpunpiwv 8e6n-
Awka VPV &g opeilet TdBeog O &pyvplov @ moTpl T@ Eud. Séopal oDV
D@V ouvelonpdEai ot Toug d@eilovTag, & pot 6 matnp kateAmey (D. 49.69).
All matters, men of the jury, in proof of which I was able to provide witness-
es, have been proved to you by witnesses; further, I have shown you by cir-
cumstantial evidence that Timotheus owes the money to my father. I beg
you therefore to aid me in recovering from my father’s debtors the estate
which he left me.

5 Corpus of data

I have carefully studied the 26 speeches referred to in 13 below, chosen from the
roughly one hundred forensic speeches that have come down to us, in order to
compile the list of the particles used at transitions between their main parts. My
selection was guided by the following principles. First, although “the orators
form a more or less homogeneous group” in terms of the usage of coordinating
conjunctions and connective particles (cf. Denniston 1954, 1X), I have tried to
obtain a degree of variety by selecting speeches from several authors. Secondly,
preference was given to speeches that could be divided with reasonable certain-
ty into the four main sections identified by Aristotle. Thirdly, a greater number
of works belonging to the so-called Corpus Lysiacum were chosen on the
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grounds that, as argued by D.H. (Lys. 17ff.), all of his speeches fall into the four-
fold division of prologue, narrative, proof and epilogue. When identifying the
boundary between the main parts of each speech, I make use of editions and
commentaries by Doherty (1927), Carey (1989), Carey/Reid (1985) and Gagarin
(1997), among others. Some speeches that were considered early on in the de-
velopment phase of this paper were ultimately omitted because they raised
doubts as to where the boundary between two main parts should be set, or be-
cause narrative and proofs were blended together. When selecting speeches I do
not consider second speeches (Sevtepoloyia) of accusation or defence, on the
grounds that narrative is unattended in such speeches, nor do I take into ac-
count political or epideictic speeches. As expected, the narrative is more exten-
sive in speeches of accusation, which were delivered in court before the defence
speech. The results of my analysis are displayed in the table shown in 13:

13. Particles at the boundaries between the main parts of forensic speeches.

Author Date BC Beginning of Narrative Beginning of Proofs  Beginning of

Epilogue

Antipho 1 ca. 416 1st: asyndeton (14) ) .

2nd: yép (18)* olv (21) pévolv ... 5¢ (31)
Antipho 5 ca. 415 (n&v o ..) 8¢ (19f.)°  asyndeton (25) pév o0V ... 3¢ (85)
Antipho 6 419 or412 asyndeton (11)° pév olv ... 8¢ (15)7 olv (51)
And. 1 399 yép (11) pév olv ... 8¢ (70) olv (141)
Lys. 1 ca. 403? yap (6)® asyndeton (27) pév olv ... 8¢ (47)
Lys. 3 ca. 392 yaip (5) pév olv ... 8¢ (21) 3¢ (46)

4 The narratio is divided into two sections, the second of which is introduced by ydp:
TEPGOOpAL T& AotTd WG £V BPayUTATOLG VIV SinyRoacbal, g yeyevntal fi 8601G ToD @appakov.
"Eneidn yap €8edeumviikecav (18) ‘I shall try to give you as brief an account as I can of the ad-
ministration of the poison which followed. After supper was over ...”

5 The prologue (1-7) is followed by a preliminary mipokatackeun] (8-19), introduced by pév ooV ...
8¢, in which the speaker criticizes the prosecution’s procedures. The ipokataokevr is defined by
D.H. (Lys. 17) as & péNovta év Taig Gnodeifeat Aéyeabat ‘a preview of the arguments to be
used in the proof.’

6 The narrative is preceded by a preliminary attack (7-10) against the plaintiff for not having
confined himself to the issue.

7 After giving an account of the events relating to the charges, the defendant goes on to nar-
rate other events (34-40) which, he contends, do not pertain to the issue. In this second narra-
tive, facts and proofs are blended together.

8 The narrative (a masterpiece according to D.H. Lys. 18.) is longer than expected for a speech of
defence (6-27), but the defendant stresses the fact that he will relate the events from the beginning.
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Author Date BC Beginning of Narrative Beginning of Proofs = Beginning of
Epilogue
Lys. 7 after397/6 vyap (4) toivuv (12) GAAG yap (42)
Lys. 10 384/3 yép (4) pév olv ... 3¢ (5) pév olv ... 3¢ (31)
Lys. 12 403 asyndeton (4) Kai (22) pév toivuy ...5¢
79y

Lys. 13 ca. 398 yép (5)% o0V ... 54 (48-49) 3¢ (92)
Lys. 16 392-89 1st: yép (4) Kkaitot (5)

2nd: yép (10) Kaitot (11)

3rd: yép (13) Kaitot (18) wote (21)
Lys. 19 3877 yap (12) pEv o0V ... 8¢ (24) pev o0V ... 8¢ (60)
Lys. 22 3867 1st: ydp (2) pév olv ... 3¢ (4)

2nd: yép (8) pév toivuv ... 3¢ (10)  asyndeton (22)
Lys. 23 ca. 403 yap (2) Toivuv (12) asyndeton (16)
Lys. 24 ? yap (6)" toivuv (7) GAAG yép (21)
Lys. 31 ca. 400 yap (8)" olv (24) asyndeton (34)
Isoc. 17 393-1? yép (3) pév olv ... 3¢ (24) pév olv (56)
Isoc.19  391-0? yap (5) pev olv ... 3¢ (16) dot (47)
Is. 8 ca. 365 yép (7) asyndeton (9) pév olv ... 3¢ (44f.)
D.27 364/3 Yap (4) pévolv ... énel®’(8)  Toivuv (60)
D. 30 362/1 yép (6) Kai ... P&V ... 6€ (9) toivuv (39)
D. 36 350-349  pivolv (4) pév olv ... 8¢ (18) pev o0V ... 3¢ (60)
D.37 346-5 asyndeton (4) pév o1 ... 6¢ (17) GAAG (57)
D. 41 ? yap (3) 3 pev olv ... €me’... (6) olv (29)
D. 54 3417 asyndeton (3) pév toivuv ... € (13)  Toivuv (42)*

9 According to Sicking/van Ophuijsen (1993, 10), the epilogue begins at 81: Katnyopnrou 8¢
"Epatoofévoug kai T@v TovTou @ilwv ‘Such is the accusation against Eratosthenes and those friends
of his.” The boundary would be better placed at 79: Ilept pév Toivuv Onpapévoug ikava poi £t T
KaTnyopnpeva: fiket 8 Uiy €ketvog 6 kapdg ‘Well, I have dealt sufficiently with Theramenes in my
accusation. You now have reached the moment.’ The first clause closes the argument concerning
Theramenes’ life and the epilogue begins with the 8¢-clause and the speaker’s address to the jury.

10 The narrative is interspersed with proofs and comments on the proofs.

11 Paragraphs 4-6, between the end of the prologue and the beginning of the narrative, sum
up the speech delivered by the plaintiff and constitute a preliminary account of the main affair
up for judgment (MPOETIG OF MPOKATATKEVN propositio).

12 The narrative is preceded by a preliminary account of the main charge. This statement
(introduced by ydp) constitutes a separate section (5-7) in this speech but is generally either
part of the prologue (as in Lys. 1, 3, 14 and 32) or interrupts the narrative (as in Lys. 7).

13 Prooemium and 8ujynotg are not neatly separated (cf. Carey/Reid 1985, 168).
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Author Date BC Beginning of Narrative Beginning of Proofs  Beginning of
Epilogue

D. 56 322 yap (5) pév toivuv ... 3¢ (19)  pév olv (45)

6 Concluding remarks

The results listed in the table provided in 13 enable us to draw a number of con-
clusions as to the use of coordinating conjunctions and connective particles at
the boundaries between the main sections of Attic forensic speeches. These
conclusions, however, can only be provisional until a complete survey and a
comparison of the use of various linking methods at these points and their be-
haviour in forensic speeches on the whole have been carried out.

One notable trend which is initially apparent is the striking consistency of
the speeches taken into account. Although they range from around 420 BC to
around 320 BC and were written by several authors, the differences among them
are not significant enough to be of help in determining the authorship or the
chronology of a given speech. Notably, yap marks the transition between the
prologue and the narrative in the vast majority of the speeches studied. Mean-
while, ovv is the particle most frequently employed in the transition between
the narrative and proofs and between the proofs and the epilogue, although its
use is subject to greater variability.

Secondly, the evidence furnished by 13 shows that the scope of connective
particles which introduce the main sections of a forensic speech may encom-
pass pieces of text larger than the sentence in which they are found. Thus, ydp
at the beginning of the narrative introduces not the single sentence in which it
occurs, but the whole embedded narrative, which in some speeches amounts to
several pages of text. The notion that the scope of a coordinating conjunction or
a connective particle may encompass a piece of text larger than the single
clause or sentence in which it occurs has been convincingly applied in the anal-
ysis of ydp when it introduces embedded narratives in tragedy (cf. De Jong
1997). The table in 13 provides further instances of this sort of explanatory ydp,
which alternates with the lack of a conjunction (asyndeton) introducing an
explanation.

14 Cf. Carey/Reid (1985, 85ff., 99ff., 103).
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Thirdly, in my corpus the transitional (or progressive) and logical (or inferen-
tial) connective particles most frequently attested are p&v ovv ... 8¢, ovv and Totvuv,
whereas dpa, 8r] and ovkobv, among other conclusive (combinations of) particles,
are poorly attested or simply absent.” The occurrence of kai (D. 30.9) or of (uév ...)
8¢ (Lys. 13.92) unpreceded by a transitional or logical particle introducing a main
part should be understood as the use of the unmarked member of a meaningful
opposition instead of the marked term, consisting of a particle which conveys a
narrower sense than the one expressed by kai and by 8¢. The collocation pev 81 ...
8¢ occurs only twice (Antipho 5.19ff. and D. 37.17) in the contexts that I have con-
sidered. This combination is, however, frequently used by historians as a formula
of transition, with the clause introduced by pév 81 often summing up the preced-
ing section of the narrative and the clause introduced by 8¢ starting the new topic
(cf. Denniston 1954, 258).

The absence of other progressive and logical connective particles at the
boundaries between the main parts of the forensic speeches considered is strik-
ing. Afj and oUkodv, which also have both transitional and inferential values in
other contexts, do not occur at the boundaries between two main parts of the
forensic speeches studied, although “in Demosthenes and Aeschines ... o0koDV
in statements is very common” (Denniston 1954, 438). As for the particle &1,
“there is a slight proportionate increase in Lysias and Isocrates of connective
o1, and in Plato examples are numerous. Finally, in Demosthenes the connec-
tive sense is far the commonest” (Denniston 1954, 238). Nor are the exclusively

15 Denniston (1954, 426ff. and 575) classifies the connective uses of oOv and Toivuv as follows:
(1) progressive, or “proceeding to a new point, or a new stage in the march of thought;” the
connected members have the same argumentative orientation; (2) inferential (also called logi-
cal); and (3) resumptive, or indicating return from a digression or the resumption of the main
line of thought. According to Sicking/van Ophuijsen (1993, 27), “an obvious defect of this
account is its failure to specify the difference between ovv and other allegedly progressive
particles such as 8¢ on the one hand, and other allegedly inferential particles on the other
hand.” To remedy this, they suggest a unitary formulation of the value expressed by ovv based
on the pragmatic status attributed to the information given by the text that precedes the parti-
cle. For the sake of clarity, I adhere to Denniston’s classification.

16 Some particles are restricted to or used mainly in dialogue or continuous speech, or in a
particular literary genre. Thus in Homer, 7, f| pév, Tot, pév Tol are almost completely confined
to speeches. 8fita is mainly used in dramatic dialogue and hortative &AAd is rare in oratory. In
Thucydides, Toivuv is restricted to Athenian speeches, and in Thucydides and Xenophon Tot is
hardly used except in speeches.
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logical Gpa (when used as a connective) or the exclusively inferential particles

Totydptot and Totyapodv found in the contexts examined.”

It is also noteworthy that the particles prjv and pévrol, as well as the combi-
nations GAAG 81, GANG prv, ye Py, kai Py, kot pev 8, all used with a progres-
sive sense in Attic, do not occur at the boundary between two main sections of
the forensic speeches taken into account.'® The absence of kai pév 81 in its pro-
gressive sense is especially remarkable, as this combination is particularly
common in Lysias, where it occurs twenty-one times according to Denniston
(1954, 396) and the progressive use of kai pév 81 is by far the commonest. The
combination kai pév 81 is also common in Lysias’ speech on love in Plato’s
Phaedrus, a passage written either by Lysias or in imitation of his style, where this
combination of particles occurs five times in four and a half pages of text (231d,
232h, 232hb, 233a, 233d).

Fourthly, the transitional and logical particles most commonly found in
transitions between the main parts of the forensic speeches taken into account
are ovv and Totvuv. However, they are not used indistinctly. There is a tendency
for ovv and Toivuv to differ in scope. The evidence offered by 13 indicates that
the former is preferred at boundaries between main sections. Consider 14:

14. VbV oDV pvnoBEvTeg kal TV i8lwv £xaoTog SUSTLXNUATWY Kal TGV KOW@V
i MOAewg Tipwpeioe TOV aiTiov ToVTwWV. Bavpdlw &8 Eywye, @ Gvdpeg
SikaoTai, 6 Tl mote ToApAoEL TPOG VUEG drodoyeiobar (Lys. 13.48f.). So now
let each of you remember the misfortunes caused both to individuals and to
the common wealth of the city, and take vengeance on their author.

The narrative of events is closed by the sentence introduced by ovv, and the first
section of the proofs, the refutatio, begins with the subsequent §¢ sentence.

On the other hand, toivuv, which seems to express more or less the same
meaning in some contexts,” is in most cases employed in relation to briefer
developments than those closed by oﬁv, as in 15, in which Ttoivuv is used be-
tween proofs, but pév oUV ... 8¢ (44f.) at the transition between the proofs and
the epilogue:

17 Cf. Denniston (1954, 236ff.) for transitional and logical 81; 436ff. for oUkoDv; 41 for logical
Gpa; 566ff. for logical Totydptot and Totyapodv; and Tronci (2017) for the distribution of dpa,
ovkoDv, obv and Toivuv in Plato’s Theaetetus.

18 Cf. Denniston (1954, 336ff.) for progressive pnv; 242 for &AAG 81; 3441F. for dAAG pnv; 348 for
ye urv; 351£F. for kai pnv; 396 for kat pév 8n; 406ff. for pévtot.

19 Its logical force (scil. of Toivuv) is for the most part not very strong, rather weaker, on the
whole than that of o0v, which comes nearest to it in meaning” (Denniston 1954, 568).
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15. ‘Hpeig Toivuv kai GAa Tekpnpla mpog touTolg Exopev einelv (Is. 8.15). Now,
there are other proofs, besides these, which we can state.

The preference of Toivuv for briefer developments explains its frequency in orato-

ry to resume the thread of a speech after the reading of evidence, laws or other

documents, or after the narration of an incident, as seen in the following exam-
ples:*°

16. £meidbn 8¢ M vavpayio kai f| cup@opd Tii TOAeL €yéveto, SnuokpoaTiag €Tt
ovong, 60ev Tig oTdoEwG NPEav, MévTe &vdpeg E@opol KaTéeTRoAV VIO
TOV KOAOUPEVWY ETAlPWY (...) DG TOIVUV TAV £POPWV £YEVETO, PAPTUPAG
Vv mapégopat (Lys. 12.43-46). But when the sea-fight took place, with the
disaster that befell the city, and while we still had a democracy (at this
point they started the sedition), five men were set up as overseers by the
so-called “club-men”... Now, to show that he was one of the overseers, I
will offer you witnesses.

17. kol ol TPLAKOVTA KATECTNOAV, KAl Ti 0V TV Sewv@v Tf| mOAeL éyéveto;
£MeIdr Tolvuv ol TPLAKOVTA KaTEoTAONoav cVBEws Kpioy Tolg &vdpdat
TovTOoLG €molovv €V Tfi BouAf}, O 8¢ Bfpog &v T® Sikaotnpiw €v Sloxihiolg
&pnototo (Lys. 13.34-35). And the Thirty were established, and every
conceivable misery befell the city. And then, as soon as the Thirty were
established, they promptly brought these men to trial before the Council;
whereas the people had decreed that it should be “before the court of two
thousand.”

The particle 8¢, expressing a semantic content wider than toivuv, is often used
to resume the thread of the speech after the deposition of witnesses (cf.
D. 47.52), but Toivuv is clearly preferred.

Therefore, far from being mere devices employed to obtain lexical variation,
the connective particles ovv and toivuv differ at the very least in that the former
is often used within a larger scope in the discourse, while toivuv is preferential-
ly confined to boundaries between smaller sections. A similar phenomenon is
seen with connective 8¢, which tends to be used on a higher level than xai.”

20 Thus in Lys. 31, the proofs are introduced by odv (cf. 31.24), while toivuv is used after every
call to the witnesses in the narrative (cf. 31.15; 17.20).

21 “There is a certain tendency, I think, to use 8¢, rather than xai, for connecting sentences
(...), while it is hardly used at all for connecting single words” (cf. Denniston 1954, XLvIII; Sick-
ing/van Ophuijsen 1993, 15ff.).
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However, ovv and Toivuv also occur in similar contexts. If we consider the
results given in 13, we see that although ovv is predominant, Toivuv also occurs
between the main sections of the forensic speeches studied. On the other hand,
pev ovv and obv also occur between smaller units, as seen in 18 and 19:

18. “Oca pév ovv £k TAV GvOpWIIVWVY TEKPNPIWV Kal POPTUPLDY Old T RV
dmodeydijval, dxnkoate: xpr 8¢ kai TOIg GO T@V Be@v onpeiolg ig T&
ToladTa oUY MKloTa TEKpnpapévoug Yneileobar (Antipho 5.81). Proof as
complete as the presumptions and the evidence supplied by things hu-
man could make it has now been presented to you. But in cases of this na-
ture the indications furnished by heaven must also have no small influ-
ence on your verdict.

19. évapipacapevog 8 avtov Povopat Epéabal, @ AvSpeg SikaoTal. TolW TNV
YOp YVWHNV Exw* €Ml HEV Tf| TOUTOV WPEAEiQ Kal TIPOG ETEPOV TEPL TOVTOV
SloaAéyeobat doefeg eival vopilw, émi 8¢ Ti| TovTov BAGRN Kol TPOG AVTOV
ToDTOV 8010V Kai £DOERES. AVABNOL 0DV ot Kai dmdkpvat, & Tt &v o€ EpWT®
(Lys. 12.24). I propose to put him up on the dais and question him, gen-
tlemen of the jury. For my feeling is this: even to discuss this man with an-
other for his profit I consider to be an impiety, but even to address this man
himself, when it is for his hurt, I regard as a holy and pious action. So
mount the dais, please, and answer the questions I put to you.

In 18, the particles pév ovv ... 8¢ mark the transition between two subsections
within the proofs (devoted to the “human proofs” and to the “signals coming
from the gods,” respectively). In 19, obv resumes the thread of the narrative
after a brief digression.

The boundary between narrative and proofs, or between proofs and epi-
logue, is often gradual and smooth, and this seems to have triggered the use of
Toivuv at this point in some speeches. As we have seen, this particle resumes
the thread of the speech after the deposition of witnesses and the recitation of
laws, and alternates with asyndeton (e.g. Lys. 23.11-12). When used after the
statement of evidence, Toivuv appears in a smooth transition from narrative to
proofs, or from proofs to the epilogue, and it is not easy to draw a sharp distinc-
tion between the two main parts involved. Consider 20:

20. Aéye v 10D iatpod papTupiav Kol TV TV ML GKOTIOUVTWV.
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MAPTYPIAI

‘011 p&v Toivuv oV peTpiag TVAG Kol @avAag AaBwv TANYEg, AN el v ENOwv S Trv
UBpwv kol TV GoéAyelav TV ToUTWV TOAV TG mpoonkovong éNdttw Sikny eilnxa,
moAax00ev vopilw Sfilov DYV yeyeviiabad.

(D. 56.12ff.)

... read the depositions of the surgeon and of those who came to see me.
The Depositions

That the wounds I received, then, were not slight or trifling, but that I was brought near to
death by the outrage and brutality of these men, and that the action which I have entered
is far more lenient than the case deserves, has been made clear to you, I think, on many
grounds.

As usual, Toivuv occurs with a resumption of the thread of the speech after the
deposition of witnesses. In this case, however, the sentence introduced by
Toivuv belongs to the final subsection of the narrative, and at the same time it
constitutes a smooth transition to the speaker’s refutatio, a subsection of proofs,
which is with the final sentence.
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Georgios K. Giannakis

The east/west and right/left dualism and
the rise of some taboos in ancient Greek
language and culture

1 Introductory remarks

Despite the occasional studies on individual semantic areas (e.g. Parker 1983,
328-331 for the general term for taboo in Greek; a more general study but not
exclusively for Greek by Havers 1946, and the studies on specific taboos of Indo-
European by Meillet 1958, Bonfante 1939, and Watkins 1975), a systematic and
full-fledged study of the phenomenon of taboo in ancient Greek is still a desid-
eratum. In the present study we will discuss taboos of ancient Greek that con-
cern two areas, the cardinal points and the points of orientation, as they derive
from the semantically and culturally loaded dualistic oppositions of east vs.
west and right hand/side vs. left hand/side. But before doing that, a few general
remarks with regard to the nature of taboos are in order.

Linguistic taboos are part of the metaphorical use of language constituting
a mechanism whereby language users avoid certain linguistic items from fear
lest their usage causes harm or danger to them. Taboos are marked language in
the sense that normal language is non-marked and natural language, whereas a
linguistic taboo marks off certain linguistic usages as bearing a special semantic
load, emphasizing certain aspects or making correlations of its meaning in spec-
ified contexts. Thus, linguistic taboos are exceptional and in this sense irregular
and peculiar linguistic usage. Such linguistic usages are often characterized by
special social beliefs and determined by cultural injunctions that demand the
avoidance of reference to or mention of certain concepts and the employment of
other oblique and covert ways of expression. For instance, it seems that cross-
culturally and cross-linguistically the strongest taboo is death and disease, a
direct reference to which is avoided by speakers who build a large host of meta-
phorical expressions for refering to them (cf., among others, van Gennep 1904,
48ff. and 59ff., Hertz 1960, Allan/Burridge 1991, 153ff. and 2006, 203ff.). A taboo
may be a single word, a concept, a name, an animal, a dietary item, an object or
even a thought whose mention is, in the speaker’s cultural and/or personal
milieu, believed to cause some harm or even death and destruction. This wide
area covered by taboos is elegantly captured by Stevens in the following excerpt
under the lemma “Taboos” in the Encyclopedia of Anthropology:

https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110622744-015
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Examples of widespread taboos include entry by members of one sex into areas or activi-
ties restricted to the other; entry into certain adult activities by children, or into sacred ar-
eas or activities by uninitiated or otherwise profane persons; entry of objects associated
with wildness or violence and death, such as weather gear, weapons, or butchering in-
struments, into areas demarcated for peace, socialization, healing, or sacred activities,
such as the home, hospital, or temple; performance of acts involving tying or cutting or
closing, or symbolic representations of any of these, by pregnant women; committing in-
cest; physical contact with people with various sorts of bodily lesions, or with menstruat-
ing women, or with corpses; exposure of the adult genitals; and various magical activities.

(Stevens Jr. 2005, 2153)

As further stated by Stevens, “In such senses, taboos are culturally universal,
and the concept has important implications not only for ritual behavior but for
social and political organization” (loc. cit.). Thus, taboos cover a large range of
themes that concern the collective stance of people, groups or individuals in a
society in the face of a wide spectrum of actions, acts, beliefs, preconceptions
and concepts that have an impact on their general and personal behavior.

There seems to be a “magic touch” in the concept of taboos by means of
which an effort is made to establish a dynamic mystical distant connection be-
tween the taboo object and society, a connection triggered by similarity and
contact. The rationale of such an association is founded upon the belief that
among things that look alike, behave similarly or have amongst themselves
some kind of contact there is a causal relation and, thus, it is possible to exer-
cise upon them some influence, or they can be handled in a purposeful and
deliberate way. Under this hypothesis it is believed that taboos offer a meta-
physical confirmation and/or sanctification to conventional rules and ethics
established by society, thus making them in a way sacred and obligatory for all
members of the community (see Radcliffe-Brown 1952 [1939], 133ff.; Frazer 1911).
As stated by Allan/Burridge,

Taboos arise out of social constraints on the individual’s behaviour where it can cause
discomfort, harm or injury. People are at metaphysical risk when dealing with sacred per-
sons, objects and places; they are at physical risk from powerful earthly persons, danger-
ous creatures and disease. A person’s soul or bodily effluvia may put him/her at meta-
physical, moral or physical risk, and may contaminate others [...]. Infractions of taboos
can lead to illness or death, as well as to the lesser penalties of corporal punishment, in-
carceration, social ostracism or mere disapproval.

(Allan/Burridge 2006, 1)

Hastings, on the other hand, says that “Tabus need rather to be studied in rela-
tion to their proximate conditions, which are not biological but historical. In
other words, tabus are primarily matters of custom, forming part of the social
inheritance, not of the individual heredity” (Hastings 1922, vol. 12, 183). It
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should be noted, however, that not all linguistic interdictions are explained as
taboos, as such interdictions are often imposed by various other rules of social
behavior with regard to what it is allowed for one to speak about or not, or what
is permitted to be done and what not. Taboos seem to be above such legal or
religious prescriptions, although they may at times acquire religious signifi-
cance; taboos are rather features of folk culture than prescriptions of legal na-
ture or of other such rules of social behavior. In this sense, then, taboos belong
to a class of concepts that share an often volatile and ever-changing world of
beliefs, prejudices and assumptions, and depending on the circumstances they
may be lost, recreated or replaced by other taboos in the course of time.

From the viewpoint of language evolution, the power of taboos is such that
they are rightly considered an important mechanism of language change, since
there is an effort to avoid the usage of part of the vocabulary and of other lin-
guistic material and replace it by other less loaded linguistic items, eventually
resulting in the creation of new types of linguistic expression.

Taboos may also be determined by pragmatic and situational concerns, e.g.
age, sex and social position of the collocutors or the specific setting of the utter-
ance. In these situations, taboos make various evaluative classifications and
hierarchical gradings of linguistic usages or customs on the basis of the social
position, class or sex of the members of the linguistic community. For instance,
some linguistic acts that are considered taboo are not allowed to certain groups
of speakers, e.g. priests, non-adults, etc.; some other acts are allowed only to
certain classes of speakers, e.g. priests, adults, males (as opposed to females),
etc. Furthermore, certain linguistic terms with negative semantic load (e.g. vul-
gar, insulting and offensive language, etc.) are graded by means of hierarchical
scales so that their usage varies according to the circumstances or the social
setting or norms. Such axiological hierarchies of linguistic material often lead to
the creation of synonyms that are allowed in referring to something that may be
tabooed in certain usages but not in others, for instance body parts, especially
anatomical terms referring to the genitals and their functions, or to terms for
other bodily needs such as urination, defecation, etc.

As far as their linguistic formation is concerned, taboos are created by two
main mechanisms, namely either by some kind of deformation of a term or by
means of euphemisms. In the first case the taboo word is replaced or undergoes
some phonetic alteration (partial or more extended), e.g. by replacing one or
more phonemes by others, by phoneme transpositions within the word, by add-
ing some phoneme(s), and other such means which result in a new form for the
taboo word. For instance, in ancient Greek the following words are believed to
be in essence the same basic word but in many different shapes for taboo rea-
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sons: 8vopog, yvoog, (d@og, kvépag, Yepag, and Pépog, all with the meaning
‘darkness, blackness’, often with reference to the world of the dead. In these
words there is a variation of the initial syllable by means of a phonetic differen-
tiation (8vo-, yvo-, {o-, kve-, Pe-). We could add similar cases from other lan-
guages, such as OHG demar, AS thimm, Skt. tdmas (with *t-), but also ON dimmr
‘darkness’, OE dim(m), OSwed. dimbar (with *dh-), where the *t-/*dh- alterna-
tion is perhaps already a feature of the protolanguage (cf. Havers 1946, 124).
Havers also adds another word group from Slavic languages, namely sénii,
sténii, ténii, all with the meaning ‘shadow’, in which there is a variation in the
beginning of the word and which is explained as the result of taboo, since
among others things these words all correlate with items that refer to the spirit
of the dead, a correlation that seems to have a more universal character.
Kronasser (1952, 170ff., 193ff.) suggests that in the same sphere of taboo belongs
also Gk. v0€ (from *vog, cf. Lat. nox, Skt. ndk, acc. ndktam, Go. nahts, etc.),
where the original -o- changes to -u- as a taboo deformation,! although now the
0 > u change in Greek is also explained by Cowgill’s Law (see Sihler 1995, 42—-43).
Another interesting example of taboo-deformation is the terminology for
‘tongue, language’ as an anatomical term or as a tool of articulate speech. In its
latter function, language is manipulated in such a way that it is also used as a
mechanism for sacred, mystical, prophetic, magical and apotropaic language,
especially used in curses and other linguistic interdictions that are intensely
loaded with taboo and forbidden language. As for the former function, i.e. as an
anatomical term, the polymorphism attested in several Indo-European lan-
guages speaks for its tabuistic character. The basic form in Indo-European is
*dnghuh,-, but in the different languages this protoform exhibits an initial d/I-
alternation (perhaps also under the influence of terms deriving from IE *leigh-
‘lick’, like Gk. Aeiyw, Lat. lingo, Skt. léhmi, etc.). Thus we have two sets of words
for ‘tongue, language’ differing in the initial consonant: Lat. dingua, Osc.
fangvam (with f- from *d(h)-(?)), Old Irish tengae, Middle Welsh tafawl, Olc.
tunga, Go. tuggo, OCS zunga, OE tunge, Toch. A kantu, Toch. B kantwo (with t-k >
k-t metathesis), etc.; with I- we have items like Lat. lingua, Arm. lezu, Lith.
liezuvis, etc., whereas in other cases there is some other initial sound change,
e.g. Old Pruss. insuwis, OCS jezykii, and in Indo-Iranian we have forms like Skt.
jihva-, Av. hizva and hizii. It is believed that this multiplicity of forms is ex-
plained as due to taboo. Greek innovates with the word yA@coa, which is usual-

1 This deformation by means of the vowel u is sometimes referred to, especially in older litera-
ture, with the term “sakrale u” (‘sacral u’); see for instance Havers (1946, 46) and Specht
(1949).
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ly connected with yA@yeg and yAwyig ‘tip of an arrow, head of a pointed thing’,
but eventually of unknown etymology (cf. Havers 1946, 60-61, 122-123; Kronas-
ser 1952, 170-171; Mallory/Adams 1997, 594; for Italic see de Vaan, EDL s.v.
lingua. Cf. further Chantraine DELG s.v. yA@yeg; Mayrhofer KEWA and EWAia
s.v. jihva-).

From Sanskrit we have the following word pairs, used in a certain ceremo-
nial and ritual context (see Gonda 1980, 277): sakula for nakula ‘ichneumon’,
bhagala for kapala ‘skull, head’ (with metathesis and devoicing of bh and g
which change to p and k, respectively), mandra ‘lovely’ for bhadra ‘blessed’.
Watkins (1995, 535-536) mentions the case of the forms *per[k]-aunos (cf. the
Slavic god Perun) and *ker[p]-aunos (cf. Gk. kepavvog), where for taboo reasons
we have the metathesis and/or loss of the consonants p- and -k-.

With euphemisms one avoids direct reference to taboos by using oblique
and covert ways of referring to something that is considered dangerous and
taboo, be that a name, an animal, a fatal disease, or something else that causes
uneasiness and fear. As already mentioned, cross-culturally and cross-
linguistically, one area with rich material of euphemisms and other metaphori-
cal language is death (for general references, see above; for Greek and Indo-
European, see Giannakis 1998 and 2001 and forthcoming).

2 Linguistic taboos in Ancient Greek and Indo-
European

In many cultural traditions the concepts of taboo and forbidden language conflate
with the ritually significant and the sacred (Frazer 1911, 131ff., 224ff. and passim;
Steiner 1956, 68). Such is the case of Indo-European and of ancient Greek, where
what is sacred and sanctified sometimes constitutes a taboo. We could say that
death and the supernatural is also part of the sacred, a fact that justifies the
tabuistic approach on the part of the Indo-European speakers. In one of the
earliest studies of Indo-European taboos, Antoine Meillet (1958 [1906]) discusses
a number of typical examples of such taboos. Among them are included terms
for the bear, for the concept of ‘left’, and for sight and the eyes. The rest of the
present study will deal with two such cases of taboos, namely the cardinal
points and the points of orientation with their various significations and/or
symbolic references. In particular, our starting point will be the dualism created
by the symbolic opposition between east vs. west on the one hand and right vs.
left on the other. The focus will be ancient Greek, but within the comparative
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framework of cognate Indo-European linguistic and cultural traditions, with ma-
terial drawn mainly from Greek, Italic, Sanskrit and Hittite, and occasionally from
other languages.

2.1 The cardinal points and points of orientation

In most metaphors and metaphorical language in general, concepts are struc-
tured in terms of other concepts. These are the so-called “structural metaphors”,
where a whole system of concepts is organized with respect to one another.
Lakoff/Johnson (1980, 14ff.) label these metaphors “orientational metaphors”,
since most of them have to do with spatial orientation. As stated by
Lakoff/Johnson (14), such metaphors are based on our physical and cultural expe-
rience. In fact, they tend to be culture-specific, depending on what special conno-
tations every culture has assigned to the various orientational concepts. There-
fore, the orientational metaphors (like many other metaphors) are primarily
experiential metaphors, and then, by means of similarity and internal coherence,
they are drawn onto the intellectual sphere as well, assigning specific values to
the different points, e.g. ‘up’ equals good, more, happy, and the like; ‘down’
equals bad, less, unhappy and similar concepts; the ‘future’ normally is placed
ahead of us and of the present moment, although at times we also find it in the
back; likewise the ‘past’ is normally located in the back with respect to the present
moment, although at times it may feature before us; cf. the use of expressions of
preposition/adverb mpo, lit. ‘before, in the front’, with past tense referring to past
action and past time (on this logical and philosophical paradox, see Dunkel 1982—
1983, 66-87).

The east is naturally and by definition associated with the light of the rising
sun and with all good and positive qualities that come with it, while the west is
associated with the setting of the sun, and thus with darkness, night and all its
negative and dangerous connotations accompanying it. In general, we can draw
the following associations: east = light = life = god = good = abundance, and by
contrast, west = darkness = death = evil = bad = emptiness/chaos (see also Ha-
vers 1946, 102ff.). As stated by Frankfort/Frankfort (1946, 30), “the spatial con-
cepts of the primitive are concrete orientations which have an emotional colour;
they may be familiar or alien, hostile or friendly ... Day and night give to east
and west a correlation with life and death.” And it seems that it is a human
universal, which may also become a linguistic universal, that abstract concepts
are built upon concrete local concepts, which have acquired special denotative,
emotional, symbolic and semiotic value within specific contexts. The concept of
‘time’, for instance, in primitive cultures is conceived in terms of space, i.e. it is
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qualitative and concrete, not quantitative and abstract. Thus, time is tightly
connected to nature and natural cycles: birth, maternity, marriage, death are
seen both in nature and in man’s life. The before-now-after of time is conceived
in terms similar to those of space and other such concrete things. Therefore, life
and death are also seen in terms of spatial conceptions, e.g. ‘up’ is good and
life, ‘down’ is bad and deadly, etc. (see Frankfort/Frankfort 1946, 32).

The association of the west with darkness and death creates an entire series
of beliefs and metaphorical language for death, dying, and afterlife. For in-
stance, in some languages there arose expressions like English “to go west”
with the meaning ‘to die’ (see the use of the Greek verb Svw ‘sink, disappear;
die’ discussed in 2.1.2 below). The general principle is that in an eastward direc-
tion, i.e. what is in the front (= east) is good and propitious, and conversely
what lies in the back (= west) is unpropitious and bad; the south/north seems to
have a mixed connotation, but primarily positive and secondarily negative for
the south (= the right-hand side in an east-orientated posture) and, in contrast,
primarily negative and secondarily positive for the north (= the left-hand side),
as in the following diagram:

North™/?

West® East®

South®*/”

Diagram 1: Cardinal points

The human body facing east serves as the reference point, providing a ready-
made vehicle for conceptualizing spatial orientation and its corresponding lin-
guistic coding. Spatial orientation is commonly used in order to conceptualize
physical, social, mental, moral, etc. states or qualities, and thus provides a con-
venient tool for proceeding to analogous linguistic expression of these states.
There seems to be since ancient times a homology between the human body and
its parts and the cosmos and its structure (see Lincoln 1986). As stated by Ha-
gége, “The consciousness of the human speaker is usually the point of reference
with respect to which spatial and temporal distances are judged, and values are
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defined: more generally, the ego is the center around which any deixis or desig-
nation of the universe is arranged. This deixis normally makes us perceive spa-
tial and temporal proximity and the notion of “more”, as positive terms in the
sphere of the ego, while lesser qualities and distant referents are negatively-
marked terms. These determinations are then recorded in the hierarchy of val-
ues and the relative order of mention” (Hagége 1990, 142). In other words, in the
relative order, the close, the more, and positive term comes first, and the dis-
tant, the lesser, and the negative term comes second, seen in collocations like
here and there, sooner or later, more or less, good and bad, up and down, life and
death, and, correspondingly, east and west, north and south (and not the other
way around), etc.?

In some traditions the east/west and the right/left oppositions have been sa-
cralized and are incorporated in ritual proscription: the right hand is for perform-
ing ritual acts, the left can be used to deal with dirt and pollution (e.g. among the
Oyo Yoruba and other peoples); dances are performed rightward; many other
ritual and symbolic acts do the same, e.g. the construction of mandalas (see Vidal-
Naquet 1986, 61ff.); prayers and rites of expiation and purification are performed
facing eastwards, whereas cursing and similar acts of condemning are performed
facing westwards; the east signals purity, the west signals pollution. See, for in-
stance, Parker (1983, 191; also 225) who states that “in 415, after the profanation of
the mysteries, ‘the priests and priestesses stood facing west and cursed [the of-
fenders| and shook their purple robes, according to the ancient custom’.” The
right/left (also east/west) = auspicious/inauspicious association is also seen in
interpretations of signs and portents or acts of human culture: the direction of the
flight of certain birds (omens) or the direction of the rising smoke in sacrificial
rites are used as auspicious or inauspicious signs for the future events so that
humans have to properly adjust their behavior and/or activity. As put by Blumen-
berg, “The setting up of means of orientation also counteracts elementary forms of
confusion - of perplexity, at the least, and, in the limiting case, of panic. A pre-
condition of this is the delimitation of directions and figures out of the continuum
of the pregiven. The catalog of the winds ... is a distinguishing mark of a life-world
in which weather can become testing” (Blumenberg 1985, 42). Thus, dividing
space and time and assigning names to the individual pieces is man’s way to tame
nature, and of turning the unknown, strange and hostile into known, familiar and
friendly; simply to orient oneself in space and time.

2 With respect to ‘north and south’, normally there is an association of the former with the con-
cept ‘up’ and of the latter with ‘down’, but this is only a relative and by no means absolute sym-
bolic distinction; such evaluations are usually culture-specific and culture-bound designations.
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In Indo-European there is such a symbolic evaluation and assignment of the
cardinal points of orientation, the most prominent feature being a dualistic
division between right and left. We will return to the right/left polar opposition
a little later. First, we will deal with the symbolic dualism east/west and in gen-
eral the cardinal points.

2.1.1 The cardinal points and points of orientation in ancient Greek

In Indo-European there is a particularly significant semiotic reference to and
special symbolism of the cardinal points, and more specifically the contrasts
built on the duality east/west. The sacralization of this duality has a direct im-
pact on the language used to express these opposites. In ancient Greek the word
avatoAr], commonly in the plural avatoAai, in addition to the meaning ‘east’,
also refers to the fact of life, wellbeing and regeneration. By contrast, the term
8von and more commonly in the plural Suopai refers to the ‘west’ (often accom-
panied by the word fjAtog ‘sun’), but it also acquires a number of negative con-
notations, e.g. death, destruction, downfall, danger, etc., as in Suopai fAiov
‘sun set’ (a frequent collocation); 10 yfipag dvopai Biov ‘old age is the west of
life’ (Ar. Poet. 1457b); Biov 8UvTtog adyai ‘when the light of life was lost’ (Aesch.
Ag. 1123) with the participle of the verb 6w ‘sink, be lost’ used. With respect to
the death of a person, the verb 60w is also widely used in the metaphorical par-
allelism of the person with a shining star, as in the following epigram where
Plato addresses his friend Aster. To do so he uses a simile comparing him, while
alive, to the morning star, but now he sheds the dim light of the evening star as
he lies dead among the dead (see Alexiou 2002, 187):

Aotnp mipiv pév Ehapmeg evi {woiotv Ewog,
viv 8¢ Bavwv Aépnelg “Eomepog €v @Biuévolg

Aster, once you shone like the morning star among the living.
Now you are dead, you shine like the evening star among those departed
(AP 7.670; Alexiou’s transl.)

The east/west (= light/dark) opposition is widely used in ancient Greek and, as
it seems, perhaps in Indo-European as well, in an extended way to refer to life
and death, respectively. Life is portrayed as the ability to see the rising sun, and
metaphorically equals the light of the rising sun. In some branches, particularly
in Greek, we observe the virtual identification of light with life and its opposite
darkness with death. Dunkel (1993) discusses this motif for Greek, Indic, and Hit-
tite, concluding in the following basic equation: “seeing/looking at the sun” =
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“being/staying alive” and with its opposite equating with death. Thus, from
Greek we have expressions like the following (see also Giannakis 2001, 2011,
137-142 and forthcoming):

{wew kal Opav @dog ReAiolo

to live and see the sunlight (Hom. II. 24.558)

{wel kai 6p @dog fieAiolo

he lives and sees the sunlight (Hom. Il. 18.61; Od. 4.833, etc.)

{avTa kal PAérovta

being alive and able to see (Aesch. Ag. 677)

éped {wvrog kai &mi xBovi Sepkopiévolo

for as long as I live upon the earth and can see (Hom. Il. 1.88, Od. 16.439)
08¢ g @noi/dnpov T BheaBat Aapmpov @dog fiehioo

and now boasts over me, saying I cannot live to look much longer on the
shining sunlight (Hom. 1. 5.120).

Often a combination of the verb ‘to see’ with some other “life”-verb is used, as in
the next example where ‘see’ and ‘breathe’ co-occur:

BAémovTa KGpmvEOVTA
seeing and breathing (Soph. Ph. 883 and 1349; Aj. 962).

Indic texts offer similar contexts, phraseology, and meanings, as in the follow-
ing representative examples:

jyok pasyat stiryam uccarantam

he will long watch the rising sun (RV 4.25.4b)

jyok pasyema stiryam

may we long watch the sun! (RV 9.4.6b)

jydg jivah prati padyema siirya

may we alive see for long the sun! (RV 10.37.7d; cf. also 10.37.8d)

The Indic Usas ‘Dawn’ (etymological equivalent of the Greek 'Hwg and the Ro-
man Aurora) upon her appearance in the east every morning acts as the mes-
senger of the new day and dispels the darkness of the night, the fears and the
anxiety of the people during the night, bringing all back to life, as in RV 1.113.16
(here and in the next examples the translations are by Jamison/Brereton):

d irdhuvam jivé asur na agad
apa pragat tama a jyotir eti
araik pantham yatave siiriyaya
aganma yatra pratiranta ayuh
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Raise yourselves up! The living life-force has come here to us.
Away, forth has gone the darkness; light comes hither.

She has left a path for the sun to drive on.

We have come to where they lengthen lifetime.

In st. 11 of the same hymn, seeing the bright light of the Dawn equals being
alive. Thus, in 11cd: asmabhir  nii praticdksiyabhiit/é té yanti yé aparisu pdsyan
‘(This dawn) has now come to be gazed upon by us. And there are those coming
hither who will see (the dawn) in the future’. However, seen in a more realistic
way, every new day brings man closer to his death, and the Usas assumes a
negative role, the reminding of the withering of life, e.g. RV 1.92.10:

ptinah punar jayamana purani
samanam varnam abhi §imbamana
$vaghniva krtnir vija aminana
mértasya devi jarayanti ayuh

Being born again and again though ancient, (always) beautifying herself to the same hue,
like a successful (gambler) with the best throw who diminishes

the stake (of his opponent), the goddess keeps diminishing

the lifetime of the mortal as she ages him.

Dawn is invoked to dispel darkness, keep away evils, and renew life; she is also
invoked for continuance of life, as some of the quoted passages clearly show, as
well as for the existence of the family. The very presence or existence of the
Dawn is proof of the maintenance of order in life and nature, the preservation of
the cycles of days, seasons and years, and of the stability of the universe (see
Gonda 1975, 164). In other cases, a plea is made to some deity or supernatural
power to prolong life, where again the image of the rising bright sun represents
life, as in RV 10.59.5 (where Asuniti seems to be a death goddess that leads the
soul of the deceased to the world of the dead):

asunite mano asmasu dhavaya

jivatave sii pra tira na ayuh

[rarandhi nah stiriyasya samdfsi]

ghrténa tvam tanivam vardhayasva

You leader to (the other) life, keep our mind firm in us.
Lengthen our lifetime, for living.

Find pleasure in our seeing the sun;

strengthen your own body with ghee.
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To the above one can compare a number of similar passages from Vedic that
may point to a common inheritance from Indo-European. Thus, we may further
quote here the following from Vedic Sanskrit:

RV 10.14.12cd

tav asmabhyam drsaye sfiriyaya
punar datam asum adyéha bhadram

Let these two here today grant a fortunate life again to us,
to see the sun,

where the expression ‘to see the sun’ = ‘to be alive’. As the hymn is a prayer to
Yama (the Lord of the Underworld) and the context is funerary, the expression ‘to
see the sun’ may refer to the transfer of the deceased to the blissful world of the
blessed dead, i.e. the pitdras (lit. ‘the Fathers’). This, of course, is a specifically
Indic idea, but despite the different imageries, in a way even here the expression
can be said to make reference to ‘being alive’, in another world or level of exist-
ence. In the following cases the equation of light with life is more obvious:

RV 1.116.25
pasyann aénuvan dirgham ayuh
And both seeing and reaching a long lifetime ...

RV 7.66.16

tac caksuh ... padSyema Saradah $atam jivema
Saradah Satam

might we see for a hundred autumns. Might we live for a hundred
autumns!

But, as noted by Durante (1976, 117), the most common and formulaic expres-
sion, usually occupying the end of the line, is svar (= siryam) drsé ‘see the sun’,
as in RV 1.23.21, whereas the same idea is encapsulated in the compound adjec-
tive svardrk, which, among other meanings, also means in a few cases ‘living’
(i.e. ‘seeing the sun’ - ‘being alive’) referring to people, like RV 2.24.4, 7.58.2,
7.83.2,9.76.4. For a discussion of this adjective, see Renou (EVP 15, 1.2).

Similar phraseology is attested in Avestan texts, e.g. Y.43.16, astuuat aSom
Xiiat ustana aojonhuuat x'ang darasoi ‘may corporeal truth be available, strong
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with vitality, in the view of the sun’ (Humbach 1991, 156); Y. 50.2, araZajis asa
pourusii huuar3 pisiiasii ‘one who lives decently with truth among the many who
block the sun(light)?’, as interpreted by Humbach (1991, 183), but Durante in-
terprets it in a slightly different way: “colui che vive rettamente secondo verita
tra i molti che vedono il sole [i pii i semplicemente i viventi?]” (1976, 117). In Iran,
however, the concept of light has entered the dual ethical system light/darkness
and has acquired a religious significance, which is not a feature of Indo-
European, or at least of Greek and Indic.’ In India, this idea is capitalized in the
mythologization of the heavenly light in the form of the Dawn (Usas) with her
revitalizing power. Life begins or is reaffirmed by the continuous and secure reap-
pearance of the Dawn.

The examples may be easily multiplied, but these are good enough to
demonstrate the parallel structures and functions with the Greek material quot-
ed earlier.

The tertium comparationis is provided by Hittite, where the adverbial that ex-
presses the duration (Gk. 6npov, Skt. jydk") is taken over by the frequentative form
uski- ‘to watch’ of the verb au(s)- ‘to see’, as in KUB XXIV 5 Rs. 7-8 (after Dunkel
1993, 107):

nu-wa-za ap$ da ammuk-ma-wa arha tarni
nu-wa "UTU AN-E IGLHI.A-it uSgallu

Now take those for yourself, but let me free.
Let me keep seeing (durative verb usgallu) the sun of heaven with my eye[s].

We see the same in a prayer of Mursilis, where the idea of staying alive is expressed
by the durative form uskizzi of the verb. The text comes from KBo IV 8 II 10-11:

Tl-anz-a$ nu "UTU SAME IGLHLA-it uskizzi

She lives. She watches the sun of heaven with her eyes,

3 Insler (1975, 304) rejects the interpretation of the passage as meaning ‘among the many seeing
the sun’ on linguistic grounds, saying: “(1) The root ‘to see’ in Iranian is only spas, never *pas; ...
(2) xvar3 is monosyllabic here, whereas hvar/n- ‘sun’ is always disyllabic in the Gathas.” He thus
associates pisyant- with Vedic piSuna- ‘liar, betrayer’, and translates “as he lives honestly in har-
mony with truth among the many who secretly betray (us) ?”, whereas Kellens/Pirart (1991, 242)
opt for no solution under the weight of too many obscure lexical items of the hemistich.

4 The word jyok, from *dyok, is etymologically related to dydus, just like Lat. diti ‘for a long
time’ (an old locative of dies?), but with many questions with regard to its morphology (see
Mayrhofer KEWA and EWAia s.v.).
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orid. 18-19:

Tl-anza kuit nu nepi3a$ "UTU-un SAME IGL.HILA-it ukizzi
Because she is living, she watches the sun of heaven with her eyes.

Light is the sacred source of life and warmth; what brings joy, and what uncov-
ers the hidden, the source of truth and knowledge. The sun (and personified
Sun) “sees” everything and everybody; he is the celestial overseer of all. His
presence implies life, as he scatters the darkness of death; it also implies truth,
as it scatters the clouds of darkness that conceals truth. Those who see the light
are alive, and partake of all that life has to offer. To see the (sun)light means
also to see things as they are, to understand the world, and to experience the
physical surroundings. Light and sight go together in the same way that sight
and knowledge go together. In a twisted way, this association is seen on the
mythopoetic plane in the myth of Oedipus, as well as in the stories of the blind
bards, prophets, seers, and other famous people who lacked physical sight but
enjoyed amply spiritual insight and knowledge. Foley puts the symbolic func-
tion of sun and light in the following way: “The sun’s light does serve as a diur-
nal boundary of sorts, but not simply as a divider between day and night with-
out further implication” (Foley 1991, 154). Light is a cosmic power, but also the
power of life, and in this sense “pd@g ist das Tageslicht als die Helligkeit, in der
man sich bewegt, in der sich die Welt artikuliert, in der sie iibersehbar und ver-
standlich wird, in der die Unterscheidung zwischen hier und dort, zwischen
diesem und jenem moglich ist, in der man schreiten und greifen kann” (Bult-
mann 1948, 13).

The mythopoetic language of the ancient Indo-Europeans has utilized this
image of the sun’s light in the best possible way, and the metaphor of light as
life and that of death as removal from light is among the most descriptive and
most powerful ones. Thus, this metaphor for death is common and easy to un-
derstand: life is conceived as equivalent to light, its opposite, i.e. death, is
darkness; the east as source of the daily light is identified with life, the west is,
by contrast, the opposite of the east and is identified with darkness and death.
To see the light of the sun equates to being alive, seen, for instance, in II. 5.120,
0VE pé pnoi/énpov ér’ Seabair Aaumpov @dog fieioto ‘and now boasts over me,
saying I cannot live to look much longer on the shining sunlight’ (Lattimore’s
transl.). The expression @doc ricAioto is in Homer the “metonymic equivalent of
life” (Foley 1991, 152). In Od. 11.93, the blind prophet Teiresias wonders why
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Odysseus left the sunlight (Aimwv @dog fielioro) to journey to the dead and the
unpleasant world of Hades (6@pa 181 vékvag kai dtepmiéa ywpov).®

The conception of darkness may vary in degree of density or in the specifics
of the imagery. Thus, we have the death of a man as deep darkness, or seen as a
cloud or mist that casts a veil of darkness over his eyes. This cloud of mist or
darkness that envelops the dying man may be seen symbolically in beliefs that
Death had his head wrapped with a dark cloud, or later images of Death keeping
his head covered with a black cloth. In Greek this is referred to as Atdo¢ kvvén
‘the dogskin cover of Hades’, which, according to the Shield of Herakles (227),
was vukTog {o@ov aivov £xovoa ‘with the awful gloom of night’, and which the
Scholia explain as TieplEKELTO 8€ £l TV KEQAATV VEQOG flyouv dopaoia, that is a
cloud making Death “invisible.”® This is a point that scholars based upon theo-
ries about the etymology of Greek Aibng, from the root *yid- ‘see’ with the nega-
tive prefix *n-, but this etymology has been successfully refuted by Thieme
(1952, 35ff.).” Tibullus (1.1.70) conceived of the death-god thus with a wrapping
around his head: tenebris Mors adoperta caput ‘death covered by the head with

5 In a slightly different image, the interplay between eyes, seeing, and death (= non-seeing) is
attested in many occasions in Greek myth and literature, e.g. in Sophocles’ Ajax, where Athena
beclouds the eyes of the hero whom she wants to destroy. From the Indo-European root *derk-
‘to watch’ we receive a number of terms that have some associations with death, e.g. Gk. 8pd-
Kwv, Olrish -dris ‘monster’ as in muirdris, etc. The figure of the Gorgon from the Greek tradition
is another example in case; the mere sight of the Gorgon was believed to have destructive and
petrifying powers turning men into stones (see also Watkins 1995, 447).

6 For the significance and symbolism of the dog in ancient Indo-European culture and its
connection to death, see Schlerath (1954).

7 Thieme (1952, 35-55) developed a rather convincing and longstanding thesis that Awbng is a
compound formation based on IE *sm-uid- ‘the Gatherer’ or ‘the Uniter’, that is the place of
one’s meeting with his relatives, the forefathers (cf. Skt. pitdrah), an idea supported by textual
and cultural evidence from many Indo-European traditions, mainly Indo-Iranian and secondarily
Greek and others. Thus, we have in Sanskrit the combination sdm vid- in expressions like
AV 6.63.3cd yaména tvam pitibhih samvidand uttamdm nakam ddhi rohayemdm ‘United with
Yama, with the Fathers, make this man ascend to the highest firmament’ (cf. also RV 8.48.13,
10.14.4, and 10.169.4), whereas elsewhere the verb gam- ‘come’ is used with the preverb sam, as in
RV 10.14.1 vaivasvatdm samgdmanam jananam ‘(Yama) the son of Vivasvan who gathers together
men’. Another etymological suggestion was made by Janda (2000, 69ff.), who etymologizes the
word as *sajuid-, a derivative noun from the adjective *sehi-uo- plus the common suffix -16- for
Greek, i.e. from the IE root *sehai- ‘bind, tie’. Under this assumption the name of A:6n¢ properly
means ‘the Binder’, something that agrees perfectly with the idea of the “binding god”, the god
who uses strings, knots, fetters and nooses in order to hunt down his victims and lead them to
his otherworldly underground house. Admittedly, this explanation is quite appealing and is, if
not better, equally plausible with Thieme’s suggestion.
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darkness’. Homer seems to identify the wrapping of darkness about the head of
the dead with a poipa, namely that of death, e.g. Il. 12.116ff. pwv poipa
Suowvupog dupekdAupev/Eyyei T8opeviiog ‘the ill-named destiny had covered
about him with the spear of Idomeneus’. This kind of poipa blinds the doomed
or covers the eyes, e.g. IL. 5.82ff. Tov 8¢ xat 60oe/ENNaBe moppUpeog BAvaTtog
Kai poipa kpatawr ‘and the dark-colored death and powerful destiny seized both
his eyes’. Cf. also 16.333ff., 20.476ff., and elsewhere.® In Od. 20.351-352, The-
oklymenos addresses the suitors with the following ominous words: & Set\oi, Ti
KOKOV TOBE TIAOYETE; VUKTL PV DpEwv/eilbaTtal kKe@olai Te TPOOWTA Te VEPDE TE
yoUva ‘Poor wretches, what evil has come on you? Your heads and faces and the
knees underneath you are shrouded in night and darkness’, where the meta-
phor of darkness and night for death is clear. Euripides (Phoen. 1453) offers the
same picture of death as darkness. As he sees his death approaching, Poly-
neices utters his last words to his mother and his sister saying, f8n ydp pe
niepaArel okotog ‘now darkness surrounds me’, meaning of course ‘I am dy-
ing’. This is a common metaphor for describing the very moment of death. Noth-
ing is more normal for the dying in Greek literature than losing the ability to see
the light: he has just gone to the world of darkness (cf. verb oxotow ‘kill’, lit.
‘send to darkness’, also surviving in Modern Greek in the form okotwvw in the
same meaning).

To kill a man, therefore, was to veil him with black darkness, the main fea-
ture of the west and the sinking sun. In Homer and elsewhere we find euphe-
mistic and metaphorical expressions associating death with darkness or remov-
al from light, as in the following examples:

TOV 8¢ Ko’ OPBaAU@V EpePevviy VOE EkGAUE

and him dark night covered by his eyes (Il. 5.659 (and elsewhere)
TOV 8¢ okdTOg B00E KAAVPEV

darkness covered his eyes (II. 6.11)

el yap BavovTL vOE ém’ dppaot Egot

if when I die night falls on my eyes (Aesch. Sept. 403)

In other cases it is death who envelopes its victim (in darkness), e.g.

Bdvatog 8¢ v apgikdAupe
death covered him on both sides (Il. 5.68), etc.

8 The belief that the dead can also cause harm or even death to others who see his face may be
reflected in the taboo that requires that the body of the dead, especially the face, be covered; as
is known, this is a prevalent idea even today in many cultural traditions.
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Along the lines of these associations an interesting and extremely important
feature is the usage of various terms with the meaning ‘cover, hide, enclose’,
and the like. Thus, from the IE root *kel- ‘cover’ we receive in different lan-
guages, especially Germanic, a large number of terms referring to hell and relat-
ed terminology: Go. halya, ON hel, OSax. hell, OHG hella, Mod. Germ. Holle; and
cf. also the Gothic verb huljan ‘hide’, and furthermore OHG and ASax. helan, OE
heal, Olcel. hel ‘goddess of death’, MHG holde ‘spirit (of the dead)’. In Greek this
root gives the verb kaAvmtw ‘cover, hide’ (perhaps from zero-grade root), and
the name KaAuvpw, a (death) goddess that holds Odysseus prisoner on her is-
land. Another term from Greek is the noun kéAv@og (which shows the normal
grade of the root), a noun that refers to a hollow, a sheath, a case, or a shell; cf.
further Lat. occulo, célo, Old Irish celid ‘conceal, hide’, Cymr. celu ‘id.’, argelu
‘id.”.° The name KaAvw seems to be based on an aorist (or desiderative, so Meil-
let 1919, 384) stem koAvy- of the verb kaAvmtw. Feminines in -w in Greek are
commonly formed on verbal stems, but very frequently they are formations of a
popular type (cf. Chantraine 1979, 115-117), e.g. llelBw : meiBopat, Meppadw :
niéppadov, epdlw, KAwbw : kA\wbw, KAeww : kAeiw (epic), khew (Attic), mevbw :
mievBopal, kepdw : kePBog, kepdaivw, MW : M1, IGxw, PeBW : @eibopal, etc. (cf.
Giintert 1919, 29).

Giintert (1919), in his detailed study of the etymology, meaning and Indo-
European origin of Calypso, despite many speculative points, concludes that
Calypso is a death-goddess, and that the myth of Odysseus with the goddess
represents a belief within the wider perspective of Indo-European. The verb
kaAUnTw is used in some peculiar collocations, expressing the idea of death by
means of the metaphor of removal from or lack of light. Below a few more ex-
amples are listed, in addition to those given earlier (all examples come from the
Iliad):

TOV 8¢ oK6T0G B00€E KAAVEV

and him darkness covered by his eyes (4.503)
Al 8¢ 600€ keAevn] VUE EkdAupev

and him dark night covered by his eyes (5.310)
TéMog BavaTolo kdAupev

the end of death covered (him) (5.553)°

TOV 8 KT 6@OaAUDV EpeBevvi| VUE EkGAupev

9 Some add here also koAedv ‘seath of a sword’, and with epic lengthening kouAedg
(*koAefFog), but this is uncertain (see Beekes EDG s.v.).

10 For a discussion of TéAog, kUkAog, and other related terms in Indo-European, see Giannakis
(1998a).
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black night covered him over the eyes (13.580 = 5.659)

Tw 8¢ ol 600, /VUE EkdAuEe péAava

dark night covered his two eyes (14.438-439)

BavaTov 8¢ pEAav VEPOG dppekdAupey

the black cloud of death covered him on both sides (16.350).

Other collocations of the verb kaAvnmtw with different nouns denoting the
means or place of hiding/covering are also found, especially with earth, grave,
etc., all in the sense of removing someone from the light either by covering or
burying in the depths of the earth, as in the following cases:

éyw 8 &oTolg adwv kai xBovi yuia kahvpaupt

being pleasing to my citizens may I cover my limbs with earth (i.e. die)! (Pind. Nem. 8.65)
Tpt <pe> PALEoV 1 xBovi kdAvpov

burn me with fire or cover me with earth (Aesch. Prom. 582)

TAPW KoAUPat

to cover in a grave (Soph. Antig. 28)

Yil KoAUmTWV

covering with earth (Eur. Phoen. 1634) (which compares to Olcel. hulja auri ‘humo conde-
re’; cf. Giintert 1919, 31, n. 1)

XEPOw KaAVTITELY TOUG BavovTag EvaAioug

to bury on land those who died at sea (Eur. Hel. 1066).

Such collocations of kaAUntw with yaia, Ta@pog, xBwv, etc. are quite common
also later in (funerary) inscriptions. The association with death, dying, and
removing from life suggests that there is a special connection also of the god-
dess Calypso with death.

In post-Homeric literature we find the rhyming verb kpUntw ‘hide’, used in
contexts similar to those of kaAVmTw (Glintert 1919, 32-33). Support for the syn-
onymous status of the two verbs may come from the following inscriptions (cf.
Kaibel, Epigr. Gr.): otuyvog GupekéAunpe Abng ‘the gloomy/hateful Hades cov-
ered (me) from every side’ (no. 208.4); poipa 8¢ €xe p& nédw Aokpaiw kpinpaoa
‘Moira holds me, having concealed me with a fetter from Ascra’ (no. 497.5). A
third synonym is the verb xe0bw, found mainly in funerary inscriptions. This
verb is perhaps etymologically related to such words as Olcel. skauder ‘sheath’,
Go. skauda-raip ‘shoe-strap’, and cf. also Gk. oxD1og ‘skin, hide; leather thong’
(from IE *skeu-t-/*skeu-dh-, with s-mobile). On the other hand, we have words
like OE hydan, Eng. hide, Skt. kuhara- ‘cavern’, just like the Homeric kevBpog
(I1.13.28), xevbuwv ‘innermost part, recess’, kevBog ‘a lower part’ (cf. OO
kevbeol yaing ‘in the depths of the earth’, as in Il. 22.482, Od. 24.204); kebBog
vekbwv ‘the recess of the dead’ (Soph. Ant. 818). The word kevBuwv is also used
for the netherworld, e.g. yaing év kevbu@vt ‘in the earth’s innermost recess’
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(Hes. Theog. 158); Taptdpov pelappadng kevbuwv ‘the deep black vault of Tar-
tarus’ (Aesch. Prom. 222); fixw vekp@v kevBu@va ‘I have come from the vaults of
death’ (Eur. Hec. 1); fABdTolg vmd kevbudot yevoipav ‘I wish 1 were in the
arched cliffs of the hiding places’ (Eur. Hipp. 732)." See Chantraine DELG s.v.
kevbw, Mayrhofer KEWA s.v. kuhara-, and Pokorny (1959, 951ff.).

From Latin we get some evidence for similar usages of the verb condo, in
various collocations with the meaning ‘to cover the dead with s.th.’, as in the
following expressions: reliquias ossaque terra condere ‘cover the remains and
the bones with/in earth’; condere corpora defunctorum in lapide sarcophago
‘cover the bodies of the dead in a stone sarcophagus’; in sepulcro condere ‘cover
in a grave’; tumulo condere ‘cover in a tomb’; humo condere ‘cover with earth’.
The participle conditi, lit. ‘the ones hidden/covered’, (in the plural) acquires
then the pregnant meaning ‘dead’, especially in funerary inscriptions, cf. Arnob.
nat. 1.46: prodire ab aggeribus conditos ‘bring forth from the tombs those buried’,
etc. (cf. Glintert 1919, 129-130).

Similar images are attested in Indic culture. For instance, in RV 10.18.11, earth
is requested to cover the dead body as a mother wraps her child with her skirt:

11 See also the compound kvB(v)wvupog ‘of hidden name’, said of Oedipus (Antimachus
Colophonius 55); the form with -v- in Hesychius, who also gives the adjective kvBvwAng
€EWANG, explaining its possible formation from the name of the island Kv6vog, when Amphit-
ryo destroyed it (i.e. KOBvog + SAupi). To the above can be added the name of the island
KvBepa (Glintert 1919, 187-188), and the adjective kubuyevr|g ‘born in secret’. Cf. further the
gloss in Suda kevdijveg' ot kataxBovioy, i.e. the dead. As noted earlier, one remarkable feature
of such terms is that they all contain the vowel [u], which has been claimed by scholars to have
a special significance for sacred vocabulary (see, among others, Havers 1946, 46; Specht in
Festschrift Havers under the colorful title “Zum sakralen u”, etc.).

12 There are also other synonymous expressions where some other combination is used, like
IL. 5.47 oTuyepdg 8 dpa v okéTOG eile ‘the hateful darkness seized him’; 5.696 Tov 8 EAune
Yoy, kata 8 0@OoApdv kExuT &yxAUg ‘the life left him and a mist spread over his eyes’, etc.
Giintert (1919, 139) believes that he can identify a figure of Calypso in the Sanskrit word vavrd-
‘opening, pit, abyss’, from root vr- ‘cover’. The idea of covering, hiding, enclosing, and the like,
seems to be a powerful one for the mythopoeia of the ancient Indo-Europeans. In ancient India,
perhaps the best-known myth is the slaying of Vrtra by Indra. Vrtra is the serpent that prevents
the waters from flowing, inhibiting thus any kind of growth and causing misery and death. The
name Vrtra derives from the root vr-, as does vavrd-. And still another term that derives from
the same root is vala ‘enclosure’ (of the cows that Indra lets free), personified as Vala, the
legendary guardian of cows, whom Indra rent when he robbed Pani of his cows (cf. Macdonell
1898, 158ff.). Considering the special associations of water with the world of the dead, as well
as the special association of the abode of the dead with the pasture of cows, this myth may
represent some version of a proto-myth, of which the myth of Calypso might be still another
version.
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tic chvaficasva prthivi ma ni badhathah
sfipayanasmai bhava siipavaficana

mata putram yatha sica

abhy énam bhiima tirnuhi

Arch up, Earth; do not press down.

Become easy to approach for him, easy to curl up in.
Like a mother her son with her hem,

cover him, Earth.

However, the image of Earth as mother to whom all living creatures finally re-
turn upon death is a universal of human culture, but still presents culture-
specific features that are worth investigating, particularly the linguistic expres-
sion of this image.

The fascination of the Indo-Europeans with the idea of covering or enclos-
ing is widely attested in the individual branches, with some expected varia-
tions, but with the same basic tenets everywhere: the enclosure poses a threat to
life, a god or hero will stage a battle, finally breaking the constrictions of the
enclosure, setting life in motion again. This is the most fundamental liberating
act that a god or hero ever undertook in any such etiological myth, although
this could be seen as one of the oldest and perhaps most universal folktales and
popular beliefs.

On many occasions there is an allusion made by the dying to the sweetness
of light (= life), as opposed to the bitterness of darkness (= death), as in Soph.
EL 1224 (= 1354), @ @iktatov @dg ‘dearest light!”, like @iltatov fuop ‘dearest
day’ (in Phil. 530); and cf. the greeting to the morning sun: xaipe @ilov @dg ‘I
greet the dear light’ (Zenob. 6.42); @ilov TO @£yyog ToUTo ToD B0, @ilov ‘dear
is this light of the god, dear!” (Eur. Alc. 722,); 7180 yap 16 @@ Aevooew ‘to see
the sweet light’ (Iph. Aul. 1218ff.,); 16 @®¢ 168’ dvBpwmolav fiSloTov PAEnEeLY, T
vepBe 8 ovdev ‘this light for men to see is sweetest, but not that of the under-
world’ (ibid. 1250ff.,); 008V yAukepwtepov alydg ‘nothing is sweeter than the
morning light’ (Kaibel, Epigr. 560.7); koUkETL pot p@G/ovd’” deliov TOde PEyyog
‘life is no longer mine, nor the dayspring’s splendor’ (Iph. Aul. 1281ff.). From the
same work (1506ff.) we have:

Aappadoyog apépa At

66 T€ (Péyyog, ETepov
£1epOV al@Va Kol HoTpav OIKFOOpEV.
Xaipe pot, @ilov eag

0 dayspring/Torch of God/And glorious light! /To another world I go
Out of this place/Out of time/To dwell./And now, and now,
Beloved light/Farewell! (Ch.R. Walker transl.)
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In some (if not all) of the above statements there is a heliocentric philosophy,
something that becomes more evident later in post-Classical Greek and Roman
beliefs (see Usener 1948, 186). Cf. also Lukian. dial. mort. 27, 9 180 yap fv 0
@G, Kal TO TeBvavat devov kai @evktéov ‘for the light was sweet, and death
terrible and something one should flee from’, where there is a virtual identifica-
tion of light with life, by means of the direct opposition between @d¢ and
TeBvaval. In Il 16.645ff. the life of the fighting men depends on light and clear
sight, and this is precisely what Aias is asking from Zeus:

Zed métep, GAAX 0V pdoaL U i¢pog viag AXaudv,
nioinoov & aidpnyv, 80¢ & d@BaApoioty idéobal:
£v 8¢ pdel kal OAeaoov, £ntel v Tot ehadev olTwg

Father Zeus, draw free from the mist the sons of the Achaians,
make bright the air, and give sight back to our eyes; in shining
daylight destroy us, if to destroy us be now your pleasure (Lattimore transl.).

The dead cannot enjoy the benefits of nature, e.g. Il. 8.480-481, 00T avYfig
‘Ynepiovog 'Hehioto tépmovt’ oUT dvépoiot ‘they have delight neither of the light
of Sun god Hyperion nor of the winds’ (cf. also 8.555-559). The place of Hades
lacks the sweet light of life, but is replete with otuyepog ... okoTog ‘hateful dark-
ness’ (Il. 5.47) which, on the semantic level, is matched by the Vedic tdmah ...
djustam ‘darkness of no delight’ (RV 7.75.1).

Light is warmth that maintains life. This metaphor can be built also with
other stars and bright objects which represent warmth, light, and life, as in the
epigram for Aster quoted earlier.” It was, then, fitting to set the deceased in the

13 Modern Greek provides a strong parallel to this idea, especially in Yannis Ritsos’ famous
Funeral Lament, e.g. 11, 2, where the dead young man is compared to the sun, fjAle Tiig
Bapuyewvidg, ‘sun in the harsh winter’; in XVII, 1-2 this image becomes even stronger, as the
death-stricken mother in her despair sees with her son’s death the death of the entire world,
even of the sun:

Baoileeg dotépt pov, Bacilepe OAn 1 mhdaon,

KL O fAL0G, kOoUBApL OAGHAVPO, T PEYYOG TOL EXEL XATEL

You sank, my star, the whole world has sunk,
and the sun, like a black ball, has lost its brightness.
Cf. also VI, 16, for the parallelism between life, light and warmth: kai Twpa €éoBriotng k’ £ofnaoe
TO PEYYoG K’ 1 WTLA pog ‘But now you’ve been extinguished, and our star (= life) and warmth
are gone’.
Along similar lines we can also see the statement by Romeo in Shakespear’s Romeo and
Juliet (1. ii. 2-4):
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context of the distant and dark west, at the farthest distannce of the ocean and
of the earth, where the sun sets followed by the darkness of night (= the symbol-
ic death) that covers everything. This image naturally leads to beliefs negatively
charged about the west and everything that it stands for, turning the entire
concept into a powerful taboo. The juxtaposition to the east and all it symboliz-
es is used simply to accentuate the antithesis of light vs. darkness, i.e. life vs.
death.*

The polar opposition east/west that corresponds to congeneric contrasts
light/dark, and the metaphorical semantic extension into the opposition
life/death seen in the preceding discussion, create antithetical representations
and images for the corresponding worlds, that of life and that of death, along
with the respective symbolism for each pole: the world of life and the living is
illumined, bright, happy and joyous, the world of death is dark, misty, mourn-
ful, hateful and repulsive; the former is replete of the light of the clear sky, the
latter is hidden in the depths of the darkness of the interior of the earth and the
distant and dangerous west; the world of life is familiar and real, with visible
confines, that of death is an unfamiliar and imaginary world, and its borders are
uncertain and confusing. These images about the two worlds also create respec-
tive synesthetic associations whereby the symbolism extends to chromatic ho-
mologies as well: death and its world are described with dark and undefined
colors, in contrast to life and the world of the living which is portrayed with
vivid and bright colors of the visible world filled with the light of the east and
the rising sun.

Light equals safety and security, and this creates a personified image of light
as something one should respect and fear. This leads to beliefs that persist even
today in many cultures that one does not do certain things facing the sun and the
east, things which have become in a way taboo. Such seems to be the case with
the interdiction mentioned in Hesiod’s Op. (727) where one does not expose one-
self facing the sun, and especially is not allowed to urinate: uné’ avr’ rjehiov
TETPAUUEVOS 6pBo¢ dueiyey ‘one should not urinate facing the sun’. But strangely

But, soft! what light through yonder window breaks?

It is the east, and Juliet is the sun!

Arise, fair sun, and Kkill the envious moon.
14 The identification of light with life is carried out also on other levels and with other qualifi-
cations. Thus, light is seen as the savior of the essence of life, as in II. 17.615 koi T PEV @GOG
ABev, &uuve 8¢ vnAetg Auap ‘and for him he came as a light of deliverance, and warded off the
pitiless day of doom’; similarly II. 6.6, 8.282, 11.797, 16.39 and 95, 18.102, 21.537ff.; Pindar
OL 2.58ff. and 10.22ff.; it is also found in some abundance in tragic poetry, e.g. Eur. Hec. 841,
Ion 1466ff., IT 186ff., IA 439 and 1063; Soph. Aj. 709ff, EL 1354ff., and elsewhere.



The east/west and right/left dualism =—— 255

enough there is no cult of Sun (or Moon) or any stars at all in the Greek tradition;
this is common in eastern religions and in Egypt. This interdiction is also attested
in the cognate Indic tradition, where in the Atharvaveda (13.1.56) we read: ‘he who
kicks with his foot the cow or urinates facing the sun, his root I uproot’, and the
verb used is the cognate to the Greek verb mehdti (cf. also meksyamy urdhvds
tisthdn ‘I will urinate standing upright’ [AV 7.102.1]), from IE root *hsmejg’-. The
phrase seems to be a traditional formula (see West 2007, 217).

2.2 Theright/left dualism

As said already, the east/west opposition is everywhere correlated with that of
right/left with similar connotations and semantic references. Hertz describes
this opposition as follows: “The former is used to express ideas of physical
strength and ‘dexterity’, of intellectual ‘rectitude’ and good judgement, of ‘up-
rightness’ and moral integrity, of good fortune and beauty, of juridical norm;
while the word ‘left’ evokes most of the ideas contrary to these” (Hertz 1960, 99).
With the right hand one acts in a propitious and positive way in performing
ritual acts, as this side is considered the right one. As said by Hertz, “Only the
right hand is fit for these beneficial relations, since it participates in the nature
of the things and beings on which the rites are to act. The gods are on our right,
so we turn towards the right to pray. A holy place must be entered right foot
first. Sacred offerings are presented to the gods with the right hand. It is the right
hand that receives favours from heaven and which transmits them in the benedic-
tion” (Hertz 1960, 104).

The right hand is used in salutations, or serves as substitute for verbal salu-
tation, while the left hand is rather not used for this; it is the right hand which is
the appropriate hand to seal a truce, agreement or covenant among different
parties. The (right) hand is associated with terms or functions relating to orien-
tation and space determination on the abstract level, but mainly on that of con-
crete, visible and tangible, e.g. the cardinal points, bipolar grouping of the type
near/far, up/down, here/there, in/out, etc., with many of these categories en-
coded in the grammatical systems of languages (e.g. tense and aspect systems
of the verb, the system of pronouns, the use of various deictic particles and their
frequent grammaticalization, e.g. the -i of the present tense endings or the aug-
ment of the past tenses, etc.). Furthermore, the right hand regulates and defines
the semiotics of space arrangement in various activities of solemn or not solemn
and informal nature, e.g. the seating of males and females in sacred places (men
on the right, women on the left, since the latter represent uncleanness and pol-
lution as the result of an established by custom and/or law division between the
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sexes), ritual acts (men first, women second), or a number of other usages and
applications of the two hands. While the right hand is the appropriate hand for
acts of cleansing and purification, the left hand is charged with uncleanness,
pollution and unholy acts; the priest transfers god’s blessing to the devotees by
placing upon their heads his right hand; the right hand is used by the groom to
lead his newly-wed bride to his home during the wedding procession, a fact
expressed by the phrase, also documented by representations on ancient Greek
pottery, xeipa émi kapn® ‘hand on wrist’, and supported by evidence from San-
skrit in expressions like panigrahana- and hastagihya-, both ‘grasping of the
hand’, or in the verb + noun combination grbhndmi ... hdstam ‘I grasp the hand’
used in the same context, or Lat. uxérem diicere ‘leading the wife’ and dex-
trarum iunctio ‘joining the right hands’ (see Giannakis 2017, 225-226 with more
material and bibliography).” By contrast, in funerals where the leading is per-
formed by Death, Charon, the psychopompos Hermes or some other such figure
the inauspicious left hand is used instead as a symbol of the unpleasant and
mournful fact of death (see Rehm 1994, 30ff.; for a general study of the usages
and the symbolism of the right hand especially with respect to death, see Hertz
1960).

The right/left dualism along with all accompanying symbolic and emotional
load is perfectly maintained throughout, and this cannot be coincidental but
must be due to taboos and such beliefs that the ancient Greeks (and some other
Indo-Europeans) observed in a rather strict manner. These deictic functions and
applications of the two hands constitute some kind of “original” or primeval
language - or in any case symbolic code — attributing distinctive meanings and
making special references with peculiar correlations to concepts that may relate
to taboos.

15 In addition, other terms are also used, for marriage and especially for the wife, that derive
from roots with meaning ‘lead’ or the like, as is the case with Skt. vadhii- ‘bride’ (< IE *ued™
‘lead’) and other words from other languages with the general meaning ‘lead (away)’ and then
the specialized meaning ‘marry; get married’, as in Av. vadi- ‘married woman’ and the causa-
tive formation of Av. vadayeiti ‘make go, lead away’, Hitt. huittiya- ‘pull, drag’, Old Irish fedid
‘leads’, Lith. vedit ‘lead, get married (of a man)’, OCS vedg ‘get married’, etc. (see Benveniste
1969, 1, 239ff., Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1995, 658). Lat. uxor ‘wife’ may be a semantic equivalent to
Skt. vadhii-, but its etymology is still debatable (a possible connection with the IE root *ueg™
‘lead, bring’ is questionable, but, in any case, the collocation with diicere seen above remains
an interesting liaison point; cf. Szemerényi 1977, 32ff. for a different interpretation and further
literature). The persistence of verbs of ‘leading away’ for referring to the wife or to marriage
may be a distant echo of the old type of Indo-European marriage by abduction as reflected in
myths like the rape of the Sabines in Italy and similar myths throughout the Indo-European
world.
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This polar opposition between right and left is also reflected in a linguistic
difference with regard to the nature of the relevant terminology used. While for
the right hand and the right side in general we have a stable pool of cognate
terms used throughout Indo-European, this is not the case with the left, a fact
usually attributed to taboo restrictions. Thus for the former we have a number of
terms deriving from the root *deks- like the following: Gk. §e€16¢, 6e€1Tepdg, Lat.
dexter, Skt. daksina-, Av. daSina-, Latv. desine, OCS desn, Old Irish dess, Alb.
djathté, Go. taihswa, etc. In Hittite the word kunna- ‘right hand/side’ (of not so
clear etymology) (e.g. kunnas kessaras ‘right hand’) also refers to what is right
and correct, as in the noun *kunnatar ‘rightness, righteouness, success’ which
also has the meaning ‘correctness, right, just’, whereas the derivative inchoative
verb kunnes- has the meaning ‘turn out right’ and the factitive verb kunnahh-
‘set aright, make right, correct, succeed’ (see Tischler HEG s.v. kunna-, Puhvel
HED 4, s.v. kunna-, Kloekhorst HIL s.v. kunna-).'

On the other hand, in the case of ‘left’ there is a sort of fluidity and poly-
morphism in the linguistic material carrying this sense, often with secondary
and metaphorical extensions of the meaning of the basic word. There is also a
“fragile stability” in the life of these terms as there take place frequent replace-
ments by the use of new formations.” The common explanation for this situa-
tion is the negative connotations attributed to the concept ‘left’, which is for this
reason prone to taboo replacement or phonetic deformation (also cf. Hertz 1960,
99ff.). Thus, we have terms like the following: Gk. &piotepdg (from adj. &plotog
‘the best’, itself a superlative from either &pt- ‘good, very’ or dpeiwv ‘better,
stronger, nobler’; cf. Chantraine DELG s.v. dpeiwv, Beekes EDG s.vv. Gplotepog
and dpeiwv), with the addition of the comparative suffix -tepo- that compares
two things, in this case in contradistinction to 8€£10¢g), used euphemistically,
‘the best one’ > ‘the left’; with the same rationale cf. also Gk. ebwvupov ‘left’,
lit. ‘the one of the good name’, just like Av. vairiia.stara-, Skt. variyas- ‘better’,
OGH winister ‘left’, from older meaning ‘more favorable’ (cf. Bartholomae AiW
s.v.). Similarly, Gk. Aau(f)og, Lat. laevus, OCS levii (IE *lehzi-yo-). The same is
observed with other terms for left, again with negative connotations, like Lat.
sinister (perhaps from IE *senh:-is-), or Gk. okoaudg, Lat. scaeuus ‘left, western, ill-

16 In most cases - if not everywhere — the concept ‘right’ also develops secondary connota-
tions and applications encompassing concepts like the right, the just, the correct, the legal, the
accepted, etc., in both legal and ethical terms, cf. Fr. droit ‘right; law’, Eng. right in both mean-
ings, ‘right (side)’ and ‘right’ (in the legal sense), etc.

17 As noted by Meillet (1958, 290), as a rule one avoids the usage of the word for ‘left’ and
some other term is used instead which, in turn, may be replaced again soon.
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fated’ (from IE *skehiyo-; cf. Gk. oki&, Skt. chaya-, Toch. B skiyo); Lith. kairé,
kairys ‘left; wrong’ (perhaps from IE *(s)ker- ‘cut, curve’). Cf. further Mallory
(1989, 140), Mallory/Adams (1997, 349 and 485; 2006, 294), de Vaan EDL s.v.
scaevus.

In Hitite the antonym to the word family of kunna- seen above is provided
by the combination GUB-la- (Summerogram GUB plus the Hittite suffixal part -
la-) in the general meaning ‘left; western, unfavorable, unpropitious’; cf. also
GUB-latar ‘leftness, adversity’ (cf. the interesting collocation of near synonyms
found in KBo 1I 6 II 2 GUB-latar HUL-lu-ya ‘adversity and evil’). The “right/left” >
“right/wrong” juxtaposition recalls the Latin antonymous pair dexteritas vs. sinis-
teritas, i.e. ‘readiness to help or oblige’ vs. ‘lack of manners, ill-breeding’ or, as
put by Puhvel, dextratio vs. sinistratio (see Puhvel HED 4, 247) which portray
similar applications. As noted by Puhvel (op. cit., with reference to Melchert
CLL 90ff.), we have another such antonymic pair from Anatolian with similar
connotations, namely the Luvian pair iSarwila/i- ‘right, right side/hand’ vs.
ipali- ‘left’, along with several derivatives like iSarwili(ya)- ‘of the right hand’ >
‘favorable’, iSarway(a)- ‘favorable’ (or sim.), etc. from the former, and ipalat(i)-
‘sinisterness’ and iparwasSa/i- ‘western’, ipama/i- ‘perverted’ or ‘sinister’ and
others from the latter. All these fit perfectly in the general scheme that we see
throughout Indo-European: the right side/hand and the east are positively
charged and auspicious, the left side/hand and the west are negatively charged
and inauspicious.

Generally, the right/left opposition (just like that of east/west) demarcates
and marks (in the linguistic sense of the term) space along the axis good/bad
and propitious/unpropitious, with the first member of each pair being the un-
marked part and the second (i.e. west and left) the marked one. This semiotic
demarcation of spatial designations expectedly has repercussions in the demar-
cation of the world of corresponding ideas on the ethical and moral planes as
well, and, as a consequence, creates a very furtile ground for taboo language, as
documented by the few examples provided in this study.

3 Conclusion

We may summarize our discussion in the following points:

(1) Taboos in general and the specific taboos that we discussed in this study
constitute marked language in the sense that normal language is natural
and unmarked language, whereas with taboos specific linguistic items or
usages are marked off as carrying a special semantic load that emphasiz-



(ii)

(iii)

(iv)

The east/west and right/left dualism =—— 259

es certain aspects of the linguistic sign or makes semantic correlations
and references of peculiar type in some contexts. In this sense, taboos
are exceptional and “irregular” linguistic usage.

Since taboos are closely tied to popular beliefs and preconceptions, they
often reveal various aspects of popular culture. In this sense, then, ta-
boos are an important guide for the study of pragmatics and the sociolo-
gy of language.

The fluid and ever shifting nature of taboos makes them important tools
for the study of language change, especially in the areas of pragmatics
and diachronic semantics.

As taboos are all the above (and a number of other things), they are un-
mistakable witnesses of the relation between language, culture, society
and the history of ideas, not to mention social psychology and other
similar aspects of the existence and workings of human societies of the
past or of the present.

References

Alexiou, Margaret (2002), The Ritual Lament in Greek Tradition, 2nd ed. by D. Yatromano-

lakis/P. Roilos, Lanham.

Allan, Keith/Burridge, Kate (1991), Euphemism and Dysphemism. Language Used as Shield

and Weapon, New York/Oxford.

Allan, Keith/Burridge, Kate (2006), Forbidden Words. Taboo and the Censoring of Language,

Cambridge.

Bartholomae, Christian (1961) [1904], Altiranisches Wérterbuch, Berlin.
Beekes, Robert (2010), Etymological Dictionary of Greek, Leiden/Boston (EDG).

Benveniste, Emile (1969), Le vocabulaire des institutions indo-européennes, |11, Paris.

Blumenberg, Hans (1985), Work on Myth, Cambridge, MA/London.

Bonfante, Giuliano (1939), “Etudes sur le tabou dans les langues indo-européennes”, in: Mé-
langes de linguistique offerts a Charles Bally, Genéve, 195-207.

Bultmann, Rudolf (1948), “Zur Geschichte der Lichtsymbolik im Altertum”, in: Philologus 97, 1-36.

Chantraine, Pierre (1968-1980), Dictionnaire étymologique de la langue grecque, Paris (DELG).

Chantraine, Pierre (1979), La formation des noms en grec ancien, Paris.

Cohen, Yoram (2002), Taboos and the Prohibitions in Hittite Society. A Study of the Hittite
Expression natta dra (‘not permitted’), Heidelberg.

Crystal, David (1971), Linguistics, Harmondsworth.

Dunkel, George E. (1982-1983), “npdoow kai 6migow”, in: Zeitschrift fiir vergleichende Sprach-
forschung 96, 66-87.

Dunkel, George E. (1993), “Periphrastica homerohittitovedica”, in: Bela Brogyanyi/Reiner Lipp
(eds.), Comparative-Historical Linguistics. Indo-European and Finno-Ugric. Papers in Hon-
or of Oswald Szemerényi, |ll, Amsterdam/Philadelphia, 103-118.



260 — Georgios K. Giannakis

Durante, Marcello (1976), Studi sulla preistoria della tradizione poetica greca. |l, Risultanze
della comparazione indoeuropea, Rome.

Foley, John Miles (1991), Immanent Art. From Structure to Meaning in Traditional Oral Epic,
Bloomington/Indianapolis.

Frankfort, Henri/Frankfort, Henriette Antonia (1946), “Myth and Reality”, in: Henri Frank-
fort/Henriette Antonia Frankfort et al. (eds.), Before Philosophy, Chicago, 11-36.

Frazer, James George (1911), Taboo and the Perils of the Soul, London.

Gambkrelidze, Thomas V./Ivanov, Vjaceslav V. (1995), Indo-European and the Indo-Europeans,
Berlin/New York.

Giannakis, Georgios K. (1998), “Metaphors of Death and Dying in the Language and Culture of
the Indo-Europeans”, in: Wolfgang Meid (ed.), Sprache und Kultur der Indogermanen,
Innsbruck, 581-600.

Giannakis, Georgios K. (1998a), “H wdoeupwmaikn pida *k“el(h)- ko ta mapdywyd tng otnv EAAn-
VIKN KOl 0€ GAAEG IVE0EUPWTKIKEG YAWOOES”, in: Studies in Greek Linguistics 18, 126-140.

Giannakis, Georgios K. (2001), “Light is Life, Dark is Death. An Ancient Greek and Indo-
European Metaphor”, in: Dodoni «Philologia» 30, 127-153.

Giannakis, Georgios K. (2011), lotopikr) yAwoooAoyia kot giAoAoyia, Thessaloniki.

Giannakis, Georgios K. (2015), “Ancient Greek and Indo-European Curses: A Different Genre?”, in:
Ale&avopeta/Alessandria. Rivista di glottologia 9, 7-33.

Giannakis, Georgios K. (2017), “The ‘Marriage-to-Death’ Theme in Ancient Greek and Indo-
European Language and Culture”, in: Ivo Hajnal/Daniel Kélligan/Katharina Zipser (eds.),
Miscellanea Indogermanica. Festschrift fiir José Luis Garcia Ramén zum 65. Geburtstag, In-
nsbruck, 223-236.

Giannakis, Georgios K. (forthcoming), The Indo-European Language of Death. A Linguistic
Study of the Metaphors of Death, Dying and Afterlife in Ancient Greek and Indo-European.

Gonda, Jan (1975), Vedic Literature, Wiesbaden.

Gonda, Jan (1980), Vedic Ritual, Leiden.

Glintert, Hermann (1919), Kalypso. Bedeutungsgeschichtliche Untersuchungen auf dem Gebiet
der indogermanischen Sprachen, Halle.

Hagége, Claude (1990), The Dialogic Species, New York.

Hastings, James (1922), Encyclopedia of Religion and Ethics, XIl, New York/Edinburgh.

Havers, Wilhelm (1946), Neuere Literatur zum Sprachtabu, Vienna.

Hertz, Robert (2004) [1960], Death and the Right Hand, London/New York.

Humbach, H. (1991), The Gathas of Zarathushtra and the Other Old Avestan Texts, 1-11, Heidelberg.

Insler, Stanley (1975), The Gathas of Zarathustra, Tehran/Liege.

Janda, Michael (2000), Eleusis. Das indogermanische Erbe der Mysterien, Innsbruck.

Kellens, Jean/Eric Pirart (1988-1991), Les textes vieil-avestiques, |-1Il, Wiesbaden.

Kloekhorst, Alwin (2008), The Hittite Inherited Lexicon, Leiden/Boston (HIL).

Kronasser, Heinz (1952), Handbuch der Semasiologie, Heidelberg.

Kronasser, Heinz (1956), Vergleichende Laut- und Formenlehre des Hethitischen, Heidelberg.

Lakoff, George/Johnson, Mark (1980), Metaphors we Live by, Chicago.

Lincoln, Bruce (1986), Myth, Cosmos, and Society. Indo-European Themes of Creation and
Destruction, Cambridge, MA/London.

Macdonell, Arthur Anthony (1898), Vedic Mythology, Strassburg.

Mallory, James Patrick (1989), In Search of the Indo-Europeans. Language, Archaeology and
Myth, London.



The east/west and right/left dualism = 261

Mallory, James Patrick/Adams, Douglas Q. (1997), Encyclopedia of Indo-European Culture,
London/Chicago.

Mallory, James Patrick/Adams, Douglas Q. (2006), The Oxford Introduction to Proto-Indo-
European and the Proto-Indo-European World, Oxford.

Mayrhofer, Manfred (1956-1980), Kurzgefasstes etymologisches Warterbuch des Altindischen,
Heidelberg (KEWA).

Mayrhofer, Manfred (1986-2001), Etymologisches Worterbuch des Altindoarischen, Heidelberg
(EWAia).

Meillet, Antoine (1919), “Le nom de Calypso et la formation désidérative”, in: REG 32, 384-387.

Meillet, Antoine (1958) [1906], “Quelques hypothéses sur des interdictions de vocabulaire
dans les langues indo-européennes”, in: Linguistique historique et linguistique générale,
Paris, 280-291.

Melchert, H. Craig (1993), Cuneiform Luvian Lexicon, Chapel Hill.

Parker, Robert (1983), Miasma. Pollution and Purification in Early Greek Religion, Oxford.

Pellucchi, Tiziana (2014), “Euphemism and Dysphemism”, in: Encyclopedia of Ancient Greek
Language and Linguistics, ed. by Georgios K. Giannakis et al., Leiden/Boston, I, 582-585.

Pokorny, Julius (1959), Indogermanisches etymologisches Wérterbuch, Bern/Munich.

Puhvel, Jaan (1987), Comparative Mythology, Baltimore/London.

Puhvel, Jaan (1997), Hittite Etymological Dictionary, IV, Berlin/New York (HED).

Radcliffe-Brown, Alfred Reginald (1952) [1939], “Taboo”, in: Structure and Function in Primitive
Society, Glencoe, IL, 133-152.

Rehm, Rush (1994), Marriage to Death. The Conflation of Wedding and Funeral Rituals in Greek
Tragedy, Princeton.

Renou, Louis (1966), Etudes védiques et paninéennes, XV, Paris (EVP).

Roesler, Ulrike (1997), Licht und Leuchten im Rgveda. Untersuchungen zum Wortfeld des Leuch-
tens und zur Bedeutung des Lichts, Swisttal/Odendorf.

Schlerath, Bernfried (1954), “Der Hund bei den Indogermanen”, in: Paideuma 6, 25-40.

Sihler, Andrew L. (1995), New Comparative Grammar of Greek and Latin, New York/Oxford.

Specht, Franz (1949), “Zum sakralen u”, in: Die Sprache 1 (Festschrift fiir Prof. W. Havers), 43-49.

Steiner, Franz (1956), Taboo, London.

Stevens, Philis Jr. (2006), “Taboos”, in: H. James Birx (ed.), Encyclopedia of Anthropology,
London, 2153-2154.

Szemerényi, Oswald (1977), Studies in the Kinship Terminology of the Indo-European Lan-
guages, with Special Reference to Indian, Iranian, Greek and Latin, Leiden/Tehran/Liége.

Thieme, Paul (1952), Studien zur indogermanischen Wortkunde und Religionsgeschichte, Berlin.

Tischler, Johann/Neumann, Giinter (1983), Hethitisches etymologisches Glossar, Innsbruck (HEG).

Ullmann, Stephen (1962), Semantics. An Introduction to the Science of Meaning, Oxford.

Usener, Hermann (1948), Gotternamen. Versuch einer Lehre von der religiosen Begriffsbildung,
Frankfurt.

de Vaan, Michiel (2008), Etymological Dictionary of Latin and the other Italic Languages, Lei-
den/Boston (EDL).

van Gennep, Arnold (1904), Tabou et totémisme G Madagascar. Etude descriptive et théorique, Paris.

Vermeule, Emily (1979), Aspects of Death in Early Greek Art and Poetry, Berkeley/Los Angeles/London.

Vidal-Naquet, Pierre (1986), The Black Hunter. Forms of Thought and Forms of Society in the
Greek World, Baltimore/London.

Watkins, Calvert (1975), “La désignation indo-européenne du ‘tabou’”, in: Langues, discours,
société. Pour Emile Benveniste, 208-214 (= Selected Writings 11, 513-519), Paris.

114



262 — Georgios K. Giannakis

Watkins, Calvert (1995), How to Kill a Dragon. Aspects of Indo-European Poetics, New York/Oxford.
West, Martin Litchfield (2007), Indo-European Poetry and Myth, Oxford.



Patrick James

The Productivity of the suffix -aovn from Homer
to the present day, with special reference to
the ‘Septuagint’ and New Testament

The inquiry behind this paper began with the observation, during my work for
the Cambridge Greek Lexicon Project, that both the Greek-English Lexicon of
H.G. Liddell and R. Scott (henceforth, LSJ)! and the Reverse Index of Greek Nouns
and Adjectives of C.D. Buck and W. Petersen (henceforth, Buck/Petersen)? cited
several nouns in -oUvn primary or exclusively from the “Septuagint” or LXX,
and from other Greek translations of the Hebrew Bible. I suspected that further
investigation into the attestation of such nouns might prove instructive for the
nature of the Greek of the different translations of the Hebrew Bible. A few other
formations in -oUvn were cited first from the New Testament* and then from
Christian writers of the second century.’ The documentary papyri provide the
first evidence for a few other such lexemes.® Philo, Josephus, and the Sibylline
Oracles are also cited for the first appearance of several such formations.’

| wish to express my gratitude to the Editors of this volume for the invitation to contribute and
to the Warden (now Principal), Fellows, Research Associates, Readers, and Staff of Tyndale
House, Cambridge, among whom this paper was written as well as to my colleagues at the
Cambridge Greek Lexicon Project and to Jim Aitken, Trevor Evans, and John Lee.

1 Liddell/Scott (1940).

2 Buck/Petersen (1945, 294-296).

3 I use the traditional term ‘Septuagint’ with caution. It is certainly more convenient than the
more accurate terminology employed by Pietersma/Wright (2004, 1-25), for an accessible
introduction to the ancient and modern issues involved. I have used the term ‘Old Greek’,
whether another translation is extant as a counterpart, as in the case of Theodotion for Daniel,
or not. For Theodotion and other later translators of the Hebrew Bible, see Dines (2004, 81-93).

4 The New Testament uses twelve nouns in -¢0vn, of which only Tanewogpoaivn is cited as
‘NT+ by Buck/Petersen, 296; dyabwavvn was cited as ‘LXX, NT’.

5 dkepatoovvn appears twice in the Epistle of Barnabas (3.6 and 10.4), but is otherwise only known
from the Suda. BeBatoovvn appears in the inscription attached to the Epistle to the Philadelphians of
Ignatius, but was found by “Thesaurus Linguae Graecae” (accessed November 4, 2016, http://
stephanus.tlg.uci.edu/) only in Zrjvwv (act 4, scene 6, line 236), one of the anonyma Cretica.

6 The documentary papyri have been cited in accordance with Oates/Bagnall/Clack-
son/QO’Brien/Sosin/Wilfong/Worp (2016).

7 Philo is credited with ioxdpoyvwpootvn (also found in Josephus), Josephus with £tepoyvw-
poovvr, Opoyvwpoouvn, and @AoBedpooivn, and the Sibylline Oracles with patowootvn and
ogeBaopoovvn.
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Leonard Palmer wrote in summary that the suffix “-cUvn was mainly pro-
ductive in forming nouns denoting personal qualities. There was a rich devel-
opment in the moral and philosophical vocabulary of Ionic prose: cw@poaivn,
dyvwpoouvn, &mpaypoovvn, Sikatoovvr, etc.”® This suffix was less productive
than -6tng,” which is now very productive in Modern Greek, in the form -0tnto.'

Palmer continued that, until Byzantine times, -o0vn showed few new for-
mations from the Ptolemaic papyri onwards." Stamatios Psaltes™ reported only
two such formations in the Byzantine Chroniclers that were not also in the New
Testament (¢émuppoovvn in Nicephorus and ntwyoyvwpoouvn in Malalas).” How-
ever, in Modern Greek, -ooUvr| is productive:" the reverse index of Anastasiadi-
Symeonidi® reports 303 such formations for Modern Greek, while Olga Eleftheri-
ades described this suffix as “quite productive” and listed thirteen examples that
include kaAoynpoovvn, popaykoovvn, and xpotiavoouvn (to cite only formations
not known from ancient texts). Nowadays, most of these formations are not used
and, in particular, papaykoouvn and plotiavoouvn are certainly out of date.”

Although the history of the suffix -o0vn is known in outline, its origins remain
contested'® and the details of its productivity at particular points in its history

8 Palmer (1980, 251).

9 Palmer (1980, 251).

10 Iam grateful to Christoforos Charalambakis for supplying this information.

11 Palmer (1980, 251).

12 Psaltes (1913, 267).

13 The second elements of these two lexemes feature in many of the -cOvn nouns that are
attested. Cf. opo-, £tepo-, ioxupo-yvwpooivn, all reported first from Philo or Josephus, for the
latter. For the former, see the list of forty-four formations given by Buck/Petersen, 296. Alt-
hough énuppooiivn was not used by the writers of the New Testament, its history of attestation
reaches back as far as Homer and Hesiod. Its appearance in Philo (twenty-two instances) and
once in Josephus reflects its place in the lexicon of post-Classical Greek.

14 Dieterich (1928, 122-123).

15 Anastasiadi-Symeonidi (2002) (accessed September 22, 2016, http://www.greek-
language.gr/greekLang/modern_greek/tools/lexica/reverse/index.html).

16 Eleftheriades (1993, 86-87).

17 Again, [ am grateful to Christoforos Charalambakis for supplying this information.

18 Buck/Petersen, 289, followed Theodor Aufrecht and maintained that there is a relationship
between the feminine abstracts in -cUvn and the neuter abstracts in Sanskrit -tvanam (Avestan
-Bwanam), despite the counter-arguments that had been made by Edwin W. Fay and Oswald
Richter. The existence of such a relationship was subsequently challenged by Wyss (1954, 72—
74), who sought an origin for the suffix within Greek, and, again, by Vine (1999, 576-578), who
dismissed Wyss’s theory as “highly unlikely”. The key problem, as Vine presents it, is that the
Greek suffix and its alleged Sanskrit relative both behave as secondary suffixes.  am grateful to
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remain in need of attention. In their discussion of this suffix, Buck/Petersen right-
ly noted that these formations “are mainly poetic, prose generally avoiding such
as were not derived from -ov stems.”” The metrical shape of nouns such as
Sikawoovvn gave them a place in the language of dactylic poetry (e.g. Theognis
147) that was not available to nouns of the metrical shape of 8atdtng. It is not
surprising that so many nouns in -o0vn are cited as first attested in Tyrtaeus, The-
ognis, Apollonius of Rhodes, Theocritus, Oppian, Quintus of Smyrna, the Sibylline
Oracles, and the Palatine Anthology, if not in Homer, Hesiod, or the Homeric
Hymns. In summary, to use Buck/Petersen’s examples, cw@poovvn [cw@pwv]?*®
could occur in prose, but formations such as poyloovvn [pdyAog], immooivn
[inmog], kAemtoovvn [kAémngl, BpBooivn [Bptug], pavtoovvn [pavrig], and
TapPoovvn [tépPog] would be unusual in prose and, hence, marked.
Buck/Petersen’s assessment holds true in relation to the formations that they
cite as first attested in inscriptions.” The analysis by Buck/Petersen did not distin-
guish between prose inscriptions and verse texts and did not give dates for their
epigraphic citations. Given Palmer’s comment about the place of -ouvn formations
in Ionic prose and in poetry, this further level of analysis is clearly necessary.
Prose inscriptions are cited for the first occurrences of 8papocivn (IG I1* 1358 11 34
and 40, 4th c. BCE), iepetoova (IG V, 1 1114, 1st c. BCE) and iepewovvn (IG II?
1235.8, c. 274/273 BCE), iepopvapoouva (DGE 372g, 2nd c. BCE) and
oiko8eomoouvn (IEph 622, c. 160 CE; Notion 63 and TAM V, 1 688, both undated).
Metrical inscriptions, especially epitaphs, are cited for ayvoovvn (Eranos 13.87,
Roman Imperial),? aidnpoovvn (GVI 285, 2nd/3rd c. CE) and aiSoovvn (GVI 687,
1st/2nd c. CE), apnyyooUvn (IEph 2043, undated), apxttektoovvn (IMylasa 468,
Roman Imperial; cf. Homer’s tektoouvn), Gwpoovvn (GVI 1090, 2nd c. CE),
idpoovvn and podnpooivn (GVI 1487, 3rd c. CE), xebvoouvn (IG 112 13009a and
MAMA 1 299; former 2nd/3rd c. CE, later undated), @pacpoovva (IG P 773/CEG 1

Alex Mullen and Nick Zair for providing me with access to the studies by Wyss (1954) and Vine
(1999).

19 Buck/Petersen, 289.

20 I follow the practice of the Cambridge Greek Lexicon Project, which, in citing between
square brackets the nearest lexical relative of a word, follows Glare (1968—1982, XXI1I).

21 Inscriptions have been cited using the abbreviations proposed by Lee/Horsley (1994, 129-169).
22 This inscription was first published by Thunell (1918). Although this inscription has been
republished (as SEG XLVII 2215), since it is not available via the “Packard Humanities Searcha-
ble Greek Inscriptions” (accessed November 30, 2016, http://epigraphy.packhum.org/), I quote
the relevant sentence (lines 9-10 of the inscription) in full: @ poipa, kGANog, ebyelvela, voig,
tpo[mog, &yvoouvn, vedtng dGmaf &petn. The inscription includes Ionic forms, such as
evoeping (line 7), as well as Attic voig (but, cf. Odyssey X 240).
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243, 5th c. BCE), and xpnotoovuvn (GVI 1572, 4th c. BCE).? (References to verse
inscriptions have been updated, as far as possible, or made to Peek (1955) both for
convenience of reference and to underline just how many instances occur in fu-
nerary verse inscriptions.) In addition to the data in Buck/Petersen, €iSooivn
(IEph 452, undated; honorific),* 8pentoovvn (IG XII 4, 3 3013, 1st c. BCE/1st c. CE;
funerary)® and vmoAnopoovUvn (IMésie 11 210: late Roman Imperial; funerary)®
also are now known from metrical inscriptions.”

Although U. Wyss devoted a short monograph to formations in -o0Ovn, the
Septuagint and New Testament were treated only briefly and together with
prose authors of the “Hellenistische und spatgriechische Zeit”.?® Moreover, the
formations that first appear in the documentary papyri are listed in the
“Wortliste und Index”,” but are not discussed in the main body of that study.
The recent collection of studies on the vocabulary of the Septuagint edited by
Eberhard Bons, Ralph Brucker, and Jan Joosten appears to contain discussion of
none of these formations.* It seems that the use of nouns in -oUvn in the Greek
versions of the Hebrew Bible, in the New Testament, and in the documentary
papyri has been somewhat neglected.

In an earlier work on derivational word-formation in the post-Ptolemaic papy-
ri,» Palmer had noted only two new formations of the moral or philosophical
abstract type: kvptoovvn (spelled -wovv- in BGU 1I 668.3, 323-642 CE) and
petploovvn (P.Cair.Masp. 1 67020.4, 566-573 CE; P.Cair.Masp. 11 67151.11 and 210,
570 CE; P.Muench. 1 8.15 and 24, 540 CE), both counterparts to adjectives in -10¢.
He also noted the “remarkable” kompoovvn, “manuring” (PSI IV 296.18, vi CE).
These three, all attested no earlier than the fourth century CE and all mainly at-
tested in the sixth century CE, joined fifteen other lexemes in the documentary

23 Also, IG IX, 1% 3: 662, which consists of two hexameters (if we read év 6peo(o)L and the
dialect form &mrtpiiv) and a pentameter that contains pvnuoovvn in addition to ypnotooivng
£vekev.

24 This word was reported by Jones/Alford/Maas (1940, 2065).

25 This inscription was first published as Inscr.Cos. EF 756 (cf. SEG LVII 801) in Seg-
re/Lazzarini/Vallarino (2007) and it received very full commentary from Matthaiou (2014, 145—
151).

26 This word was reported by LSJ s.v., but was not included in Buck/Petersen.

27 Buck/Petersen also listed kata@nuoovva (IC I xvi 7, which has Tipwv &otacev oav katd
@nuoouvay as the second line of its elegiac couplets, not Tiu®[v] £0Tacev 6av kKatagnuoovVay,
as in the original edition).

28 Wyss (1954, 65-68).

29 Wyss (1954, 75-79).

30 Bons/Brucker/Joosten (2013, 211-212).

31 Palmer (1945, 107-108).
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papyri that were known already from Classical Attic, ‘Poetic-Ionic’, and Hellen-
istic Greek literature. Of Palmer’s lexemes, only seven were attested in the doc-
umentary papyri in or before the third century CE. Only one was cited from the
first century: @\o@poovvn. That is, on the basis of Palmer’s data, the use and
range of abstracts in -ovUvn is greater from the fourth century onwards.

This period of greater use of abstracts in -o0vn coincides with the increased
use, in the documentary papyri and elsewhere, of abstract nouns as terms of
address or otherwise in reference to a person. Henrik Zilliacus drew attention
only to two nouns in -o0vn in this function in Byzantine texts: daywovvn and
8ikaloovvn.” By contrast, he discussed many feminine abstracts in -0tng used
for this purpose. Papyri published subsequently have produced more examples
of the two terms of address cited by Zilliacus, but also one such instance of
adeA@oaovvn.” It seems, then, that the phenomenon of increased use of abstract
nouns in -gUvr| is not closely related to that of their restricted use among ab-
stract nouns as terms of address.

Nouns in -o0vn appear as personal names in this period in the documentary
papyri, a function similar to terms of address: Aikaioovvn (P.Prag. 11 127.12),
Ebgpoovvn (e.g. P.Mich. 1V.1 224.1310, 1672, 5326; and Ev@poouvog: e.g.
P.Lond.V 1684.3 and P.Laur. 1.20.1), ‘Poovvn (P.Ross.Georg. 11l 38.4), Zwgpo-
ovvn (P.Oxy. XIX 2243A 32 and LIX 3994.1). This ‘Pocvr must be a transcription
into Greek script of Latin Rosina (cf. the cognomen Rosinus, in AE 1983.977),
with adaptation in its inflectional morphology.* Apart from ‘PocUvn, these
names all occur in texts from the regions treated by the Lexicon of Greek Personal
Names.> Eb@pooivn (128x, all periods) is the most numerously attested, and four
others are found: ABpoovvn (4%, Classical and Hellenistic), Eboynpo-ovvn (2x,
Roman Imperial), Mvnpoouvn (2x: long established as the name of the mother of
the Muses), and Xappoouvn (10x, almost all Roman Imperial).

Palmer’s data from the papyri may be presented again in Table 1 below with
additions from papyri published since his study (and with some corrections). The
Arabic numerals in parentheses indicate the centuries in which a given lexeme is

32 Zilliacus (1949, 64, 66—67, and 105).

33 P.Pintaudi 57.5 (500-699 CE): ntpo[c] Trv onv d8eA@waivny (= ddeApoaivny).

34 Ilan/Ziem (2008, 611). For adaptation to Greek nominal morphology and for Greek <v> repre-
senting Latin <i>, see Ilan/Ziem (2008, 18). In particular, cf. Latin Aurelia Eup(h)ro|sin[e in CIL II?
5889 (Baetica, 51-150 CE) and Eufrosine coni(ugi) in VI 32654 (Rome), which involve Latin tran-
scriptions of the Greek name EOgpooivn and show the same kind of interchange between Latin
<i> and Greek <v>. I wish to thank Peter Myers for introducing me to the work Ilan/Ziem (2008).

35 Fraser/Matthews et al. (1987-).



268 —— Patrick James

attested in documentary papyri. Those lexemes that are underlined are additions
to Palmer’s data. Groups (i) to (iv) are Palmer’s; group (v) is my addition.

Tab. 1: Data from the papyri

(i) Attic: dyvwpoouvn (1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7), &nipaypoaivn (2 (including &npaypololvng), 3, 4
(including &mplaypoolvn, &[mpaylpoclvn, and &npaypocilvn), 5 dnplaypoaivn),
ebyvwpoouivn® (3, 5, 6), eboxnuoalvn (100 BCE/100 CE, 1), iepwalvn (2, 3), kakompayuoalvn
(2), yeyahoppoauvn 3*), cwepoalvn (3, 4°%), phompayuoaivn (4, 6).

(ii) P(oetic)-I(onic): dikatoouvn (1 BCE, 1-6), ebppooivn (3, 4), kohhoauvn,> @ihoppoalvi® (1).

(iii) H(ellenistic): &ywaolvn (6-7: also spelled &ytoauvn, 5, 5/6, 6, 6/7), dpxiepwaivn (2, 3),
dgoxnpoaolvn (4), Baokoolvn® (4/5), Ehenpoalvn®? (2,3 4-6), enuoolvn* (4).

(iv) New: &deA@oaivn (5/6, 6/7; also spelled GdeApwaivn 6/7),* kaBapeoalvn*® (2), kompoalvn
(6), kuptoalivn (301-700 BCE, spelled kupwwalvn), petploalvn (6), meiopoatvn (4%, spelled
mopoalvn).

(v) Biblical: dyabwaivn (6“%); perhaps amhoatvn (3/4*); perhaps mavayaBoaivn®® (6).

Palmer drew attention to the noun kompooUvn because it is “hardly a moral or
philosophical abstract.”* This noun, which refers to the agricultural activity of ‘ma-
nuring’, has become slightly less ‘remarkable’,* since Herwig Maehler published a
papyrus letter in Bremen® (republished as SB X 10278). This letter, which has been
dated to the early second century CE, ends with the following instructions:

L 0DV, KOpLe, BAAWG Totr-
o1G EKEVOL YO 01 TOTOL Evay (=Eva) Samavdoty

TIPOCEVKALPOUVTA a)TOIG OANV Mpav- xpeiav
yap €xovat kabapeoavvng.
SB X 10278.18-21 (early 2nd c. CE)

The final word in this section of the letter, kaBapeoovvn ‘clearing (of land)’ as
an agricultural activity,” has been taken to be functionally equivalent to ka6op-
o1¢°® and its first editor cited korpoovvn as a comparandum.

51 Palmer (1945, 108).

52 Palmer (1945, 108).

53 Maehler (1966, 353).

55 Cf. LSJ s.v. kaBapoig V.

56 The nature of the equivalence was obscured in “papyri.info” (accessed November 4, 2016,
http://papyri.info/ddbdp/sb;10;10278), where the note on line 21 read ‘I(ege) kaBdpoewg’.
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Pentateuch Historical
Narrative

Psalms Wisdom Daniel (and
the Minor

Prophets)

Major
Prophets

dyabwoulvn

Jgs (A) 8:35,
Jgs (B) 9:16,
2 Chr 24:16,
2 Esd.
19:25,
2 Esd.
19:35,
2 Esd. 23:31

Ps 51:5,
Odae
12:14

Eccl 4:8,
Eccl 5:10,
Eccl 5:17,
Eccl 6:3,
Eccl 6:6,
Eccl 9:18

aywalvn

2 Mc 3:12

Ps 29:5,
Ps 95:6,
Ps 96:12,
Ps 144:5

apxlepwalvn

1Mc7:21,
1Mc11:27,
1Mc 11:57,
1Mc 14:38,
1Mc 16:24,
2 Mc 7:4,

2 Mc 4:24,
2 Mc 4:25,
2 Mc 4:29,
2 Mc 11:3,
2 Mc 14:7,
4 Mc 4:1,

4 Mc 4:16

iepwolvn

1Chr29:22,
1Esd. 5:38,
1Mc 2:54,
1Mc 3:49,
1Mc7:9,

4 Mc 5:35,
4 Mc7:6

Sir 45:24
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peyodwolvn Dt 32:3

2Sm7:21,
2Sm7:23,
1Chr17:19,
1Chr22:5,
1Chr29:11,
1Esd. 4:46,
Tb 12:6 (VA),
Tb 13:4 (VA
and S),”

Tb 13:9 (VA),
Tb 14:2 (S),
1Mc9:22

Ps 78:11,
Ps 144:3,
Ps 144:6,
Ps 150:2
Odae 2:3
(=Dt

32:3)

Prv 18:10,
Ws 18:24,
Sir 2:8,
Sir 18:5,
Sir 39:15,
Sir 44:2

Zec 11:3,

Dn 2:20 (0G),
Dn 4:22 (Thd),
Dn 4:36 (Thd),
Dn 4:37b
(0G),

Dn 5:18 (Thd),
Dn 5:19 (Thd),
Dn 7:27 (Thd)

Tables 2 and 3 present the attestations of nouns whose first known instance is in
the Septuagint, firstly of nouns in -wovvn (Table 2) and then of nouns in -oo0vn
(Table 3), with an analysis by the body(s) of literature®® in which those nouns

are found.
Tab. 3: -oglvn
Penta- Historical Psalms Wisdom  Major Daniel and
teuch Narrative Prophets the Minor
Prophets)
&\agoalvn Jer 49:19
(Aquila)
amloalvn Job 21:23
é\enpoolvn  Gn Tb1:3(SVA), Ps23:5, Prv3:3, Is1:27, Dn 4:27 (0G
47:29, Tb1:16 (SVA), Ps32:5, Prv 14:22, 1s28:17, and Thd),
Dt 6:25, Th2:14(SVA), Ps102:6, Prv Is 38:18, Dn 9:16 (Thd)
Dt 24:13 Th 3:2(S; pl. Odae 15:27a, Is 59:16,
VA), 11:18, Prv 19:22, Bar 4:22,
Tb 4:7 (VA) bis, Psalmsof Prv20:28, Bar5:9
Tb 4:8 (VA) bis, Solomon  Prv21:21,
Th 4:10 (VA), 9:11, Prv 31:28,
Tb 4:11 (VA), Psalmsof Sir3:14,

57 There are minor differences in the construction between the version of V(aticanus)-
A(lexandrinus) and that of S(inaiticus).

58 These categories are subdivisions of those used by Dines (2004, 13-24): Pentateuch, Histor-

ical Books, Sapiential Books, Prophetic Books.
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Penta- Historical Psalms Wisdom  Major Daniel and
teuch Narrative Prophets the Minor
Prophets)

Tb 4:16 (VA),  Solomon  Sir 3:30,
Tb7:6(S),Tb  15:13 Sir7:10,

12:8 (SVA) bis, Sir12:3,
Tb 12:9 (S; pl. Sir16:14,
VA) bis, Sir17:22,
Tb 13:8 (VA), Sir17:29,
Tb 14:2 (SVA), Sir 29:8,
Tb 14:8-9 (S), 31:11,
Tb 14:10 Sir 35:2,
(SVA), Sir 40:17,
Tb 14:11 (SVA) Sir 40:24
Emyvopoolvn Prv16:23
Kakoppoauvn Prv 16:18
peyahoppnpo- 1Sm2:3 Odae 3:3
alvn (=1Sm
2:3)
peyohoolvn Ps 70:21
Xappoouvn Lv22:29 1Sm18:6, Jer 31:33,
Jdt 8:8 Jer 40:11,
Bar 2:23,
Bar 4:23

From Tables 2 and 3, we should note that formations in -oUvn are rare in the
Major Prophets and extremely rare in the Minor Prophets. Indeed, the only such
formations that appear in Isaiah and Jeremiah are those that had already been
used in the Pentateuch: é\enpocivn, peyodwovvn, and xoappoovvn. There are
none in Ezekiel or Lamentations. By contrast, the Psalms and Wisdom Literature
have many instances of a greater number of such formations and there are sev-
eral formations that are found in those books exclusively: &rAoovvn, €ntyvwpo-
ovvn, Kako@poovvr, and peyahoppnuocuvn.”®

59 I take peyohoovvn in Ps 70:21 to be a spelling variant of peyaAwaouvn.
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There is a contrast between the Narrative books and the Pentateuch. The
latter contains only three such formations, some of which may be neologisms.®
Two of the three only occur once. One, yappoovvn, will be considered further at
the end of this paper, while the other, peyaAwoivn, occurs in the ‘Song of Mo-
ses’ (Deuteronomy 32), in a context and register less like the surrounding narra-
tive and legal code® and more like those of the Psalms, in which this noun also
occurs. On the other hand, the Narrative books make more use of such for-
mations and include some that were not in the Pentateuch.

The use of such formations in the different translations of Daniel is an inter-
esting case. Apart from Daniel 2:20, 4:27, and 4:37b Old Greek (or OG, as in the
tables), nouns in -ovvn are confined to the version of Theodotion (or Thd, as in
the tables). Theodotion’s version does not have peyaAwouvn at Daniel 2:20, but
ovveotG. Daniel 4:37b is absent from Theodotion’s version, while 5:18 and 5:19
are absent from the Old Greek. At 4:22, in addition to other differences of word-
choice and syntax, Nebuchadnezzar’s vice was vnieprnavia in the Old Greek,
but peyaAwovvn in Theodotion. At 4:36, 86£a was restored to Nebuchadnezzar,
but Theodotion referred instead to the king’s peyaAwaovvn. At 7:27, God gave the
peyoAdtng of the kingdoms of the world to his holy people, but in Theodotion’s
version, the peyaAwaovvn of those kingdoms was given to God’s saints. Not only
did Theodotion make more use of peyoAwovvn, but he was also content to use it
as a negative term in relation to Nebuchadnezzar (4:22) or a neutral one (4:36,
5:18, 5:19, 7:27), while for the Old Greek peyaAwovvn is a positive attribute of
God alone (2:20). At 9:16, the Old Greek has katd v Stkatoovvnv, but Theodo-
tion has év maor éAenpoovvy. By contrast, although there are significant differ-
ences of content at 4:27, there is overlap in the use of the plural of é\enpooivn:

avToD Bendntt mepl TAV GpAPTIOV dou Kal MAoag TAG G8ikiag cov év €Aenpooivalg
Ntpwoat, tva Emeikela 500f] oot kal ToAvnpEePog yévn £mi Tob Bpdvou TG PaciAeiog gov,
Kai pn katagdeipn oe.

Daniel 4:27 OG

810 TodT0, Baothed, 1 Boulr| pov Gpeddtw oL, kai TAG papTiag cov év EAenpooivaig Av-
TpwoaL Kai TG &dikiag 0ov £V OIKTIPHOTG TIEVHTWV-
Daniel 4:27 Thd

60 Consider the discussion of é\enpoovvn in note 42 above. Although xapuodouvog, its corre-
sponding adjective, is attested as early as Herodotus, the noun xappoovvn is found first in
Leviticus 22:29, a citation not mentioned by LSJ s.v.

61 That said, the narrative of Genesis (47:29) and the legal code of Deuteronomy (6:25 and
24:13) contain é\enpoovivn, while the legal code in Leviticus (22:29) contains yoppoouvn.
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It seems, then, that a difference in translation technique is revealed by consid-
eration of nouns in -oVvn. In the version of Theodotion, one Aramaic lexeme
was always rendered by peyaAwovvn.®? However, the Old Greek rendered that
Aramaic lexeme with different Greek words on a case-by-case basis.

The situation is more complicated at Daniel 2:20, where the Old Greek has
peyaAwovvn, but Theodotion used ouveot.

OTLT coPia Kal N peyoAwaovvn avTod 0Tt
Daniel 2:20 OG

6L oogia kal 1 oUVEDIG AVTOD 0T
Daniel 2:20 Thd®

In this instance, it is the Old Greek, not Theodotion, that remains closer to the
‘greatness’ of the Aramaic Vorlage in its choice of translation equivalents. Two
explanations may be offered for this difference, both of which concern devel-
opments within the Greek tradition.®*

The first explanation is text-critical. The minuscule manuscripts of Theodo-
tion that are grouped as Q in the edition of Munnich and Ziegler® have 8vvoyuig
at Daniel 2:20, instead of oUveoig, the reading both of Codex Vaticanus and of
the witnesses to Origen’s recension. Munnich and Ziegler printed the former,
Rahlfs printed the latter.*®® Codex Constantiensis (La®) and minuscule 410 have 1|
loxUG xai 1| gogia. Both alternatives to Codex Vaticanus’ o0veoig involve the no-
tion of ‘might’ (8Ovapg, ioxg) that could have been expressed by peyoAwoivn.
Codex Alexandrinus, as an early representative of the remainder of the tradition
of Theodotion, reads 6Tt 1] coia kai 1] CVVEOIS Kai 1 loXUG avToD £0Tt at Daniel
2:20. It looks as if 1| co@la kai 1| oUVed(S is a double translation of the Aramaic
term that the Old Greek rendered by | ogia alone then followed by 1 ioyUg to

62 [ wish to express my gratitude to Kim Phillips for confirming my suspicion about Theodo-
tion’s use of peyoahwaoivn.

63 Rahlfs (1935, 11, 876).

64 That is, the possibility that Theodotion worked from an Aramaic text in which ‘understand-
ing’ appeared instead of ‘greatness’ is not considered here. It is thought that the Theodotion
text involves a translation of the Hebrew-Aramaic text rather than a revision of the Old Greek
because Theodotion includes passages which are present in the Hebrew-Aramaic text, but
which are absent from the Old Greek. In the case of Daniel and in reference to peyoAwovvn,
Theodotion has 5:18 and 5:19, but the Old Greek does not. Also, Theodotion did not include
everything in the Old Greek. Again, our present study gives Daniel 4:37b Old Greek as an example.
See Dines (2004, 85).

65 Ziegler/Munnich (1999, 103).

66 Rahlfs (1935, 11, 876).



274 —— Patrick James

render the Aramaic term that the Old Greek rendered by peyoAwovvrn. The
weight of the textual tradition is against the reading of Codex Alexandrinus and,
as we have seen, we might expect Theodotion to use peyoAwaoivn, not iox0g or
Suvapug (but, for the latter, cf. Daniel 2:23 Thd). Still, we have either §Ovopug or
loyV¢ in some manuscripts instead of oOveoig and, in Codex Alexandrinus, we
have a text of Theodotion that mentioned not only the idea of wisdom-
understanding, but also the idea of strength or greatness, and not simply the
idea of wisdom and the idea of understanding (c0veoig). The solution may be to
acknowledge a weakness in Rahlfs’ edition of Theodotion’s version of Daniel
2:20 in following Codex Vaticanus and in printing cUveoig.

The second explanation concerns the immediate context of Daniel 2:20. At
Daniel 2:21 the 0Old Greek has 81800¢ 00@oig co@iav kai GUVESLY TOIG &V ETUOTAUN
ovotv, but Theodotion has 8180U¢ co@oig copiav kai @pdVNoLY Toig £ibdoty
ovveowv. That is, the immediate context gives a reason for 2:20 Thd to mention
only the gogia of God or his aUveoig (or @pbvnoLg), since he gives these to the
wise and to those who have understanding. Also, although Daniel 2:20 OG refers
to T0 6vopa Tob Beob Tob peydAov, which, with peyadov, introduces its subse-
quent reference to God’s peyaAwovvn, by contrast, in the earlier part of 2:20 Thd
reads simply 16 6vopa tob Oeod. For whatever reason, at this point in the text of
Rahlfs’ edition, Theodotion does not mention ‘greatness’ until Daniel 2:23 Thd:
61Tl coplav kai Svvopy £8wkég pot. By contrast, the Old Greek has 6t cogiav
Kai @povno £8wkag pot.” The longer reading in Codex Alexandrinus at Daniel
2:20 might reflect the presence of co@iav and oUveotv in Daniel 2:21 OG and Thd.

The instances in Judges 8:35 A and 9:16 B involve different renderings of the
same content. In the former, the A-text (Codex Alexandrinus is a chief witness),
has kata néoav v dyabwovvny, while the B-text (chiefly Codex Vaticanus)
has katd mavta T& Gyadd. In the latter, the A-text has kal €i kaA@g énowoate,
while the B-text has kai i £énooate dya®wovvny. The relationship between the
A-text and the B-text of Judges is a matter of considerable debate.®® These two
places show that neither version consistently avoided dyaBwaouvn.

The differences between the versions of Tobit that Tables 2 and 3 present are
less instructive. In the instances of peyaAwaovvn, the differences in attestation
correspond to the length of the different texts of Tobit. The noun is not found in

67 1t is possible to consider SOvaptv in Daniel 2:23 Thd to be indirect evidence for Suvopg in
Daniel 2:20 Thd, as printed there by and Ziegler/Munnich (1999). Note that, at this point, the
Old Greek does not mention ‘might’, only wisdom and insight.

68 See Dines (2004, 2-3, 6-7, 16, and 81-87), for an introduction to the issues and the sur-
rounding scholarly debate.
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the S(inaiticus)-text at Tobit 12:6 and 13:9 or in the V(aticanus)A(lexandrinus)-
text at 14:2 because the S-text does not have 13:8-10, while the S-text at Tobit
12:6 and the VA-text at Tobit 14:2 are slightly shorter and omit the relevant
clause found in the other text.

In the instances of é\enpoovvn, the situation is similar. The text of Tobit in
the S-text runs from 4:1-6 and then continues directly with 4:19-21, and runs
from 13:1 to 13:7 and then continues directly with 13:11-18. As such, there not
different renderings of the same content that the VA-text has at Tobit 4:7, 4:8,
4:10, 4:11, and 4:16 and at 13:8, but simple absences in the S-text. The shorter
VA-text at Tobit 7:6 omits é\enpoaivn.

However, there are some differences of wording in passages that are present
both in the S-text and in the VA-text. At Tobit 14:8-9, the S-text has moleiv
Bikatoovvny kai €éAenpocvvny in an indirect command to Tobit’s grandchildren,
but the VA-text gives yivov @AeAenuwv kai Sikatog. At Tobit 3:2, the plural in
the VA-text corresponds with a singular in the S-text. Both have kai néoat ai
080l cov and kai GAOeia either side of the noun in -ovvn.

The use of Ghafoovvn by Aquila at Jeremiah 30:10 ([29:17] = 49:16 Massore-
tic Text) remains a curiosity. Aquila’s translation technique involved staying as
close to his Hebrew Vorlage as possible by using one Greek lexeme as the sole
equivalent for one Hebrew lexeme in all of its contexts. Translations inappro-
priate to their context are the result of this practice.® Aquila also sought to ren-
der all Hebrew derivatives from a single root by means of derivatives from a
single Greek root. The Septuagint scholar Peter Walters (né Katz) noted’® Aqui-
la’s “pedanticism in reproducing the Hebrew original and consistency in clinging
to fixed Greek equivalents for Hebrew stems and derivations.” Walters summa-
rized, “the language [Aquila] writes is not Greek nor any other living thing at all.”

Aquila’s translation technique sometimes resulted in using, or perhaps cre-
ating, derivatives that are found nowhere else in Greek as we have it.”* The for-
mation GAafooUvn seems to be just such a derivative: Symmachus used
aAaloveia and Theodotion used Uniepn@avia, each in place of matyvia in the Old
Greek.”? However, it is remarkable that, since Aquila did use -oUvn on this occa-

69 Dines (2004, 88).

70 Walters (1942), preserved in the archive of the Library of the Faculty of Asian and Middle
Eastern Studies, Cambridge, as PW/4/1.

71 For example, dkpoPuotia features in the Septuagint (e.g. Genesis 17:11) and in the New
Testament (e.g. Romans 2:25), but an adjectival counterpart, dkpoBuoTog is confined to Aquila
(e.g. Exodus 6:12) and its de-adjectival verb, dxpoBuoTéw, is found in Aquila, but also in Sym-
machus and Theodotion (Leviticus 19:23 is cited by LSJ s.v.).

72 Field (1885, 720).
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sion, he did not make more use of this suffix for creating the derivatives that he
required. The number of such formations that are found first or exclusively in
Greek versions of the Hebrew Bible suggests that -cUvrn was an established
means of creating abstract nouns among translators of the Hebrew Bible and
that, as such, nouns in -o0vn could have been productive for Aquila.

Wyss” asserted that early Christians made use of the -oUvn suffix because it
provided a means to create new terms for new concepts. As a hypothesis, his
claim seems plausible, not only for the authors of the New Testament and for
the Apostolic Fathers, but also for the translators of the Hebrew Bible earlier. It
is certainly clear that the new formations in Christian texts involve attributes of
God (e.g. peyoAwovvn) and human virtues (e.g. Tanewvoppoovvn) and vices (e.g.
peyoAopprpoovvn),’ new theological and ethical concepts for which new ter-
minology was needed.

Some of the new formations in -o0vn seem to substantiate such an explana-
tion. ‘Goodness’ as a virtue appears as Gya®wovvn in Greek translations of the
Hebrew Bible (see Table 2), in the Testament of the Twelve Patriarchs, in the
Prayer of Manasses, in the Pauline epistles, in the apocryphal Acts, and in later
Christian writers. Its only instance in any documentary papyrus (P.Bingen 133),
not only occurs before a cross, but may even be an allusion to Ephesians 5:9. It
seems, then, that dya®waoivn was a ‘Christian’ word.

Xopdg TadTa ypdoo . ngl-ca.?-]
kDpwv [IéTpov £v o kDpig OV pik|[ -ca.?- |
€v méon ayaboavvn T
P.Bingen 133.1-3 (501-600 CE)

0 yap kapmog Tod QwTog év mdon dyabwaivy kai Stkatoavivy kai GAnOeiq.
Ephesians 5:9

On the other hand, &ya86tng ‘goodness’ was not used by the writers of the New
Testament and is confined, in the Greek translations of the Hebrew Bible, to the
Wisdom of Solomon and Sirach. It was also used by Philo and by some Christian
writers.

73 Wyss (1954, 66).

74 With this formation compare the following from Patristic writers: 0Atyo-, Yevdo-, Oeo-, and
Tamewo-ppnpoouvn. From dyabwoivn, dyaBooivn was formed (thence, @\-ayabooivn) and
its antonym kakoovvn. The Christian use of éAenuoovvn was the basis for its negative, &v-
ehenpoovvn, just as Sikaloovvn was the basis for £€9elo- and dkpo-Sikatoovvn.
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The use of tanewogpoovvn illustrates well the use, and perhaps creation,
of such formations by the writers of the New Testament in accordance with their
need for new terminology for a new understanding of virtue. In its entry for
Tamewo@poovvr, LS] obscures the situation in part, but begins to clarify the
history of this term as well. A contrast is made between the positive Christian
use as a virtue, ‘humility’, for which only Ephesians 4:2 is cited, and a non-
Christian pejorative meaning, ‘mean-spiritedness’, which is cited from Josephus
(Jewish War 1V 494) and Epictetus (III 24.56), two writers who were active short-
ly after the Apostle Paul. LS]’s reference to ‘Ep.Eph.4.2, al.” does not adequately
indicate that this term is found elsewhere in the Pauline corpus (Philippians 2:3
and Colossians 2:18, 2:23, and 3:12), in Acts 20:19 (on Paul’s lips), and in 1 Peter
5:5 (not to mention in 1 Clement 21.8, 30.8, 31.4, 44.3, 56.1, and 58.2 and in the
Shepherd of Hermas 18.6, 56.7, and 73.6). In other words, not only was the word
Tanewo@poovv first used, as far as we can tell from the texts that have sur-
vived, by a New Testament writer, it was also used by other New Testament
writers and it remained in use by Christian writers at the end of the first century
and into the second century.

The non-Christian uses of Tamewo@poovvn and its related words serve to under-
line the distinctiveness of its use among the earliest Christian writers and their suc-
cessors. For the writers of the New Testament, Tarnewo@poouvn was a virtue that
had been shown by Jesus and was to be imitated and cultivated, while Taneivwotg
and being Tamnevog were to be a cause for joy.”” This was not so for their contempo-
raries. The Apostle Paul’s opponents described him as kot mpoéowmov Tanewvog (2
Corinthians 10:1). By contrast, the earliest known non-Christian uses of Tametvo-
@poovvn treat it as ‘dejection’, a fault (Josephus, Jewish War IV 494 and Epictetus III
24.56). A passage of Epictetus is particularly instructive:’

Tig ovv BAeL Ly duapTavwv; — OVBE(S.
- Tig 0¢Aet LRy EomaTWEVOG, TIPOTUMTWY, GBIKOG GV,

AKOAAOTOG, peppipolpog, Tamevdg; — OVSeis.
- 0VBelg Gpa TOV PavAwv {fi ws BovAeTat- ol Toivuy 008’ EAevBePAG E0TLV.
Epictetus 4.1.2-3

Apart from the early Christians, no one would choose to be Tanevdg. The early
Christians would have needed a noun for the corresponding virtue that did not
have the pejorative meaning attached to Tamewvotng, a word not used in the

75 Cf. Mt 11:29, 18:4, and 23:12, Lk 14:11 and 18:14, Acts 20:19, 2 Cor 11:7, Eph 4:2, Phil 2:3 and
2:8, Col 3:12, and 1 Pt 3:8 and 5:5-6, and Jas 1:9-10, 4:6, and 4:10.
76 1 owe this reference to Walton (2000, 76).
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New Testament.”” Translators of the Hebrew Bible had provided formal models
in tanewo@pwv (Proverbs 29:23) and in its derivative verb Tamewo@poveéw
(Psalm 130 [131].2). The use of tanewoppnpocvvn by John Chrysostom (Third
Homily on 1 Timothy: Patrologia Graeca LXII 515.13) was a further development
on this foundation.

However, Wyss’s assertion is readily met with objections, the first of which
concerns amhoovvn. This virtue, ‘sincerity’, occurs in Job 21:23 and in P.Worp.
24.7 (3rd/4th century CE). However, there is no reason to suspect that the writer
of that papyrus took the word either from Old Greek Job or from another Jewish
or Christian text or from the spoken Greek of Christians in particular. In contrast
to P.Bingen 133 and SB XIV 11586 (discussed above and in note 50), this “lettera
d’affari” contains no obvious indicators of a Christian or Jewish milieu. Its first
editor cited Job 21:23 in her commentary,”® but based no interpretation on that
fact. Subsequent discussion of this letter by Peter van Minnen” and by A. Pa-
pathomas®® has labelled this noun “literary” and has referenced further bibliog-
raphy on armAdTnG. Those who translated the Hebrew Bible into Greek, the Apos-
tle Paul, and Jewish and Christian writers all used amA\otrg, like their secular
Koiné contemporaries.®? We are left with the impression that the two instances
of arm\oovvn are independent uses (if not parallel creations) and are not part of
traditional Christian or Jewish vocabulary, as far as we know them. We cannot
conclude that armAogyvn was a Jewish or Christian alternative to &mAGTnG.

The single instance of yappoouvn ‘joy’ in the Old Greek translation of Leviti-
cus (22:29) provides another test case. This formation is not attested before the
Greek translation of Leviticus and is a curiosity of translation and interpretation:
evxn xappoovvng renders a Hebrew term that is rendered by aiveoig in its four
other occurrences.®’ J.W. Wevers suggested that the translator(s) understood the
“thank offering as the result of a vow (which it may be) not so much of praise,
but as praised stimulated by xoppoovvng.”® Be that as it may, here we see the

77 The only instance in the Septuagint is pejorative from a certain point of view: fééAvypa
VIEPNPAVY TaMEWOTNG: 0UTWG BOEAVYA Aovaiw mtwydg (Sirach 13:20).

78 Funghi (2008, 178).

79 Minnen (2009, 203).

80 Papathomas (2009, 261).

81 Cf. 2 Sm 15:11, 1 Chr 29:17, 1 Macc 2:37 and 2:60, 3 Macc 3:21, Ws 1:1, Sus 63 OG (the content
of Theodotion is different at this point), Rom 12:8, 2 Cor 1:12, 8:2, 9:11, 9:13, and 11:3, Eph 6:5,
Col 3:22, Philo passim, Josephus passim, the Testament of the Twelve Patriarchs passim, and the
Epistle of Barnabas 8.2a and 17.1.

82 Wevers (1997, 487).

83 Wevers (1997, 362).
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translator(s) not only departing from their practice elsewhere of using aiveotg,
but also using a formation in -gUvn in order to do so. That implies both some
degree of productivity for this suffix in the varieties of Greek of the translator(s)
and of their listeners and readers and some degree of suitability for their pur-
pose in translating the Hebrew text. Other composers of Greek texts® in the
Septuagint, such as those of 1 Samuel, Baruch, and Judith, made independent®
use of yappoovvn, while others still, such as the composers of Job and 3 Macca-
bees, used yoppovr|. Both yappoovvn and yappovi were used in Old Greek Jere-
miah in collocation, respectively, with eb@pooivn (31:33 and 40:11), as always
in Old Greek Job, and with eb@patvopevog (38:13).

This paper has attempted a fine-grained analysis of the lexemes formed
with the derivational suffix -o0vn that first appear in the Septuagint and other
Greek translations of the Hebrew Bible in the context of first occurrences of such
formations in the documentary papyri and in the New Testament. The goal has
been to make up for the deficiencies of Buck/Petersen and those of the study of
Wyss by building on their strengths. In order to do so, this study has touched on
translation technique, textual criticism, onomastics, terms of address, and the
relationship between documentary papyri and Biblical texts. We have seen that
nouns with suffix -ouvn were mostly associated with verse inscriptions and with
epitaphs in particular until the beginning of the Byzantine period (the fourth
century CE and beyond). The productivity of formations in -oUvr| in the Septua-
gint has been contrasted with the lack of productivity in the documentary papy-
ri until the Byzantine period, and the deficiencies of Palmer’s study have been
identified and addressed. The productivity of formations in -ovr| in the prose of
the Septuagint stands in contrast to the poetic tradition of the verse inscriptions
on the one hand and in contrast to the lack of productivity in the documentary
papyri on the other. The latter constitutes the usual point of comparison with
the language of the Septuagint and, for that matter, with that of the New Testa-
ment. Some formations in -ovvn show continuity in their appearance in the
Pentateuch, Narrative books, Prophets, Psalms and Wisdom Literature, while

84 I use the term ‘composers’ here to focus on the resultant Greek text, regardless of whether it
is a Greek original or a Greek version of a Hebrew or Aramaic original, not only so as not to
comment on whether texts, such as Judith, are original compositions in Greek or translations
into Greek of Hebrew or Aramaic originals, but also so as not to comment on whether portions
of texts, such as Old Greek job, that do not have counterparts in the Massoretic Hebrew text
reflect a Hebrew Vorlage otherwise unknown to us or are additions first written in Greek. See
Dines (2004, 101, 109, and 138).

85 The phrase eyn xappoovvng does not reappear and the other occurrences of yappoouvn
are closely related to the adjective yappdouvvog.
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others cluster in the Narrative books and in the Psalms and Wisdom Literature.
This study, it seems, has merely scratched the surface and I leave it to others to
draw out further implications from these details of the curious appearance of
nouns in -ovvn in the Septuagint.
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Brian D. Joseph
On some related mpo-forms for generational
distance in Modern Greek

Greek shows several different patterns for deriving lexical items that mark genera-
tional distance, giving meanings that indicate displacement from a given genera-
tion as a reference point. There are forms with a prepositional/preverbal prefix
and there are numerically based forms; these are illustrated with examples from
Ancient Greek in (1) and (2), respectively, (1ab) and (2a) being based on ndémnmnog
‘grandfather’, (1c) on 116n ‘grandmother’, and (2b) on natr|p ‘father’:

€] a. Ekmammog ‘great-great-grandfather’
b. énimanmog ‘grandfather, great-grandfather, great-great-grandfather’
c. émtn0n ‘great-grandmother, great-great-grandmother’

2 a. tpinamnmnog ‘ancestor in the sixth generation’
b. TpiTondtwp ‘great-grandfather’

These appear to be inherited patterns, as there are parallels in other Indo-
European languages, for instance those in (3) from Latin:

3 a. ab-avus ‘great-great-grandfather’
b. ad-nepos ‘great-great-great-grandson’
C. triauus/tritauus ‘great-great-great-great-grandfather’

There is also a type in Greek with the specific prepositional/preverbal prefix npo-, as
seen in Ancient Greek npdénamnmog ‘great-grandfather’, built on nénmog. This type too
has an Indo-European pedigree, being a well-attested formation involving prefixal
forms of variants of a basic root *per-, e.g. *pr-o, *pr-0, or *pr- among others, in
diverse branches of the family that are geographically widely separated, taking in
both eastern and western branches; relevant forms are given in 4:

(4)  a.Latin (Italic): pro-auus ‘great-grandfather’ (cf. auus ‘grandfather’)
b. Sanskrit (Indo-Iranian): pra-pitamaha- ‘great-grandfather’ (cf. pita-maha-
‘grandfather’)
c. Russian (Slavic): pra-ded ‘great-grandfather’ (*pro- added to ded
‘grandfather’

https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110622744-017
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d. German (Germanic): Vorvater ‘forefather’ (cf. Vater ‘father’)!

This Ancient Greek word mpdmanmnog has given rise to a number of forms in
Modern Greek, specifically:

(5)  a.mpondnmog
b. nponannovg
C. TIPOTIAMTTIOVG

They all have the same meaning of ‘great-grandfather’ and all show the deriva-
tional pattern of (4) involving mpo-, though with some wrinkles as far as accent
and vocalism are concerned. In particular, (5a) shows an accent shift onto the
penultimate syllable rightward from the Ancient Greek antepenultimate accent
placement, (5b) shows the same accent shift and -ov- vocalism in the final syl-
lable, and (5c) shows the same -ov- vocalism and a further rightward accent
shift to the final syllable.

It is interesting to survey the four largest dictionaries of Modern Greek, the
multi-volume Dimitrakos (1949) and the three more recent ones, the Triandafyl-
lidis Foundation dictionary (1998), the large dictionary of Babiniotis (1998), and
the Academy of Athens dictionary, Charalambakis (2014), to see what they have
to say about these forms. All of these forms are to be found in the Triandafyllidis
dictionary and the Academy dictionary, but in the other two, only (5a) is given.
Moreover, the Triandafyllidis dictionary offers an account of the parameters of
variation for these forms, claiming for (5a) that mpomdmnmnog shows its accent
shift based on the inherited genitive, i.e. the continuation of the Ancient Greek
form, nponanmov, for (5¢) that mpomanmovg has the form it does by virtue of a
derivation from the prefix npo- added onto the most usual word in Modern
Greek for ‘grandfather’, manmnovg, and for (5b) that mpondnmoug has the accen-
tuation it does due to it being based on mponanmovg but with influence from
nipondninog. These are reasonable accounts of the variants in question, but at
least with regard to the first, there is an equally reasonable alternative that
should be considered. In particular, mpondnnog could very well at some point
have taken on the accentuation of its base form ndnnog (before ndnmnog gave

1 English forefather may not be a relevant comparandum here since it may represent a devel-
opment within English from Old English fordfaeder (or a related formation, such as (the now
obsolete) formefader or fornfather, possibly due to Norse influence (so “Online Etymology
Dictionary”, http://etymonline.com/index.php?term=forefather, accessed 14 December 2016).
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way to mamnmovg), much as mpomnanmovg has the accent placement of its base
form.

Thus, the Triandafyllides dictionary accounts fairly well for these variants.
There is, however, a further variant of these npo-forms for generational distance
that occurs in Modern Greek, namely mpoomnanmog. It is given in Dimitrakos
(1949, 6242) and in the Triandafyllides dictionary (1998, 1147), but does not
occur in Babiniotis (1998) nor in the Academy dictionary; it is rare in general
today and not really a part of contemporary kotwvr] veoeAAnvikr. Nonetheless, it
is attested in various dialects; I have heard it, for instance, from several speak-
ers of Greek in southern Albania.

This variant form raises some interesting questions (see also Joseph 2016 for
discussion). As far as Greek is concerned, this form with npoo- is not an other-
wise attested pattern; composite nouns with mpoo- are mostly deverbal for-
mations (e.g. MpooavaToAlopdg ‘orientation’ from mpooavatoAi{w ‘turn towards
the east’, or mpdotaypa ‘ordinance’ from mpootd{w (earlier mpootdoow ‘com-
mand’), or typically have meanings involving proximity (e.g. mpoco@BdApLIOg
(pakdg) ‘lens near the eye, contact lens’) or direction (e.g. mpookdAeopa ‘a call-
ing-to, an invitation’)) reflecting senses found with the preposition/prefix
nipog/mpoo-. Still, it does have one parallel within Indo-European in Sanskrit
prati-naptr- ‘great-grandson’,? given in Monier-Williams (1851), an English-to-
Sanskrit dictionary. However, there is reason to discount this parallel: the word
does not occur in any of the large Sanskrit-to-English dictionaries (e.g. Apte
1912, Monier-Williams 1899, or Macdonnell 1924) and thus may be a “neo-
Sanskrit” term that Monier-Williams knew of and chose to include in his lexi-
con; as such, it would not be a significant comparandum for the Greek form, so
it is hard to support the Greek term by reference to the Sanskrit alone.> Moreo-

2 Sanskrit prati- is the direct cognate of Greek mpdc, from *proti (cf. Argive mpoti, Cretan mopTi).

3 Nonetheless, my colleague Dr. George Giannakis has brought to my attention the very inter-
esting fact that the Sanskrit dictionary of Anpntplog Tahavog (Aeéixo Zavoxpitikrg-AyyAikrg-
EMnvixrjg), published in Greece in 2001 in a photomechanical reproduction of his original
worksheets as deposited in the Academy of Athens and University of Athens Library), contains
this very word, pratinapta, glossed as ‘of son’s grandson; viwvog viod’. Dr. Giannakis further
points out that Catholic University professor Siegfried A. Schutz notes in his preface to this
dictionary that various “unusual” words are listed in Galanos’ manuscripts but unfortunately
did not reach Otto Bohtlingk and Rudolph Roth, the compilers of the great Sanskrit dictionary
of St. Petersburg, in time to be incorporated in their magnum opus. The authors regretted the
fact that Galanos’ death prevented him from completing this work, but we can see that his
information is invaluable in preserving lemmata that are otherwise unknown, based on other
dictionaries.
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ver, one has to ask what the mpoo- is doing in this form at all, as it does not seem
to be logical to have this preverb/preposition occurring in a composite form for
generational distance. That is, the form nponanmog (like its Ancient Greek coun-
terpart, mponanmog) “parses” well and has compositional semantics, based on
nipo- ‘before’ and mommo-, as a stem for ‘grandfather’, thus meaning ‘one (gener-
ation) before the grandfather”, i.e., ‘great-grandfather’. By contrast, however,
the variant form npdéononnog does not parse well with comparable composi-
tional semantics, given the usual sense of poo- as indicating direction towards
or proximity (as above).

Thus, it is fair to ask where this form with npoo- comes from, or, to ask the
question in a more pointed way, where does the extra -o- that is added to npo- +
nanmo- to give mpoomnanmog come from? Viewed this way, the issue is not so
much why nipoo- is involved in a term marking generational distance, but rather
why in this variant form there is an -o- that is otherwise unmotivated and unac-
counted for.

It is well known that synchronic anomalies in a language are sometimes the
result of language contact. For instance, in English, the anomalous syntax of
the expression It goes without saying — anomalous in that either it is an apparent
intransitive use of an active form of say that is interpreted passively (i.e., ‘some
statement (“it”) holds without being said’) or else it is missing a subject with
saying (i.e., ‘it holds without someone saying it’) — can be accounted for if it is
understood to be a direct calquing on the French phrase ¢a va sans dire. Similar-
ly, the unusual intransitive use of give in the expression What gives? (meaning
‘what’s going on?’) is understandable if the expression is calqued on the Ger-
man use of geben ‘give’ in the existential construction es gibt ‘there is’.* And,
somewhat closer to home as far as Greek is concerned, one can cite ki- comple-
ments in Turkish, which are anomalous in that they are positioned post-verbally
and contain a finite verb, whereas other complements in the language are pre-
verbal and contain nonfinite verbs, but have properties explained historically
by the ki-type being a borrowing from Persian.

It is reasonable to wonder therefore if there is a possible contact language
source here that could explain the anomaly of npéonanmnog. The answer is yes,
and the language in question is Albanian.

In particular, in Albanian there are two terms for generational displacement
that have variants that are highly relevant to the issue at hand with Greek mpo-
omanmnog. Meyer (1891), in his lemma for gjysh (for him: giis) ‘grandfather’, gives

4 See Joseph (2000) for discussion of these expressions; the English could in principle be a
cognate construction to the German, and not a calque.
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some terms of further generational distance and some variants of them with an
extra s or a sound that derives from an s. That is, there is tregiis alongside of
Stergiis for ‘great-grandfather’ as well as, for ‘Ururgr.”, i.e. ‘great-great-
grandfather’, what he cites as katregiis (equivalent to what would now be
spelled katrégjysh), and a form with an extra initial s-, skatragiis. The forms in
the first pair, tregiis and Stergiis, appear to parallel Latin tritavus (see (3¢c) above)
and a variant strittavus that is attested in Paulus ex Festo (see Joseph 2010); the
initial $- of Meyer’s StergiiS represents the expected outcome in Albanian of a
borrowed Latin s- (cf. shumé ‘very; much’ from Latin summus) or alternatively, if
the s- reflects an Indo-European inheritance here, also the expected outcome of
PIE *s before a -t-, as in shteg ‘path, road’ from *stoigh- (cf. Greek oToixog ‘row,
line’, Gothic staig ‘way’).” And the second pair, katregii§ and skatragiis, would
offer a direct parallel to the possibility of there being an extra s in such a word.
Thus these pairs provide the basis for an account of the variant form npoomnanmog.

An explanation has been offered for this variant in Triandafyllidis’ diction-
ary (1998, 1147), namely that it is due to folk etymology (“mapetvp(oroyia)”)
based on phrase ndmnmov npog ndmmov ‘(handed down) by tradition’, literally
“of-grandfather from grandfather”, an alternative form of which is an6 mamnmov
nipog mamnmnov ‘from grandfather to grandfather’. The phrase in both instances
refers to transfer across generations. It may well be that this phrase somehow
plays a role here, but it is not obvious how to get from such a phrase to the noun
in question, mpoomanmnog. In particular, the phrase is about traditional trans-
mission, whereas the noun refers to a further degree of generational displace-
ment; thus, although admittedly in the same general semantic sphere of talk
about generations, the phrase and the noun are not really all that similar in
meaning. Folk etymology would have to work very hard, so to speak, to gener-
ate a noun with the appropriate meaning from either form of the phrase.

There is, however, a much more straightforward way of invoking folk ety-
mology, once the possibility of influence from Albanian kin terms of genera-
tional distance with an extra -s- is entertained. That is, since, according to Mey-
er, both katr... and skatr... occur in these generational kin terms in Albanian,
and since there are also tregiis and Stergiis, we can surmise that these Albanian
terms could have led to the affixation of an extra s initially in a parallel word in
the same semantic sphere in Greek, thus giving a *ompdmanmog built to
niponanmnog just like the Albanian pairs. At that point, then, folk etymology can

5 Modern Albanian has an initial s- in this word, stérgjysh, but that is likely to be the result of
influence of the semantically similar Italian prefix stra-, from Latin extra (see Joseph 2012 for
some discussion).
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be invoked,® though not in so drastic a way as the derivation from nénmov mpog
nanmov would entail. That is, since *spro- (ompo-) has no basis in any prefix in
Greek, we can hypothesize that it was remade, in what amounts to a folk-
etymological way, so as to preserve the mpo-, as a prefix that was meaningful in
the marking of generational distance, and at the same time to preserve the add-
ed -0-, which we have to assume was added for some reason by speakers of
Albanian in using Greek or speakers of Greek familiar with the Albanian forms;
the only difference is that the elements ended up in a different order relative to
one another. The form that resulted from this reordering was a prefix npoo- that
made somewhat more sense within the context of Greek and Greek prefixes in
that it matched an already-existing prefix and thus gave the form npdonanmog
with the same meaning as nponamnmnog.

This account of mpéonanmnog that draws on Albanian influence gains some
support from an accentual variant of the Greek form, cited by Dimitrakos (1949,
6242), namely npoomanmol (given as such, in the nominative plural, presumably
to a nominative singular npoonénmnog). While this accent placement on the pre-
desinential root syllable, -nmanmn-, i.e. on the second member of composite form,
may simply reflect the accentuation of the more widespread form npondnrmog, or
the earlier base form ndnrmnog, it is tempting to attribute it too to Albanian influ-
ence. That is, this accent placement accords exactly with the occurrence of the
Albanian stress on the pre-desinential root syllable of the second member of the
composite form (indicated in bold): (s)katré-‘gjysh. Thus it is possible not only
that Albanian contributed the additional -s- to the innovative Greek form, but
also that the accent placement was adjusted in the direction of the Albanian
form; this is to be expected if the new form arose in the mouths of speakers of
Greek who were very familiar with Albanian or speakers of Albanian whose
Greek was colored by their native Albanian. While the Greek speakers of south-
ern Albania would be a natural locus for such an innovation, given the broad
swath of Albanian (ApPavitika) speakers in central Greece, Attica, and even
parts of the Peloponnesos, influence within Greece itself cannot be ruled out. This
is admittedly speculative, and the simpler solution noted above may well be prefer-
able simply because it invokes inner-Greek influence that seems to have been opera-
tive anyway.

Admittedly, it is not entirely clear what this extra s is doing in these forms,
and it too has parallels in other languages and other forms; that is, not only is
there the Latin strittavus, the apparent variant of tritavus, mentioned earlier, but

6 I would like to thank Bethany Christiansen of The Ohio State University for her insights on
this very point.
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also in Greek itself there is a dialectal form otpinodo attested as a variant of
Tpinodo ‘tripod’ (cited in Floros 1980, 620), thus with an extra o- in a numerical-
ly based form. Nonetheless, positing involvement of Albanian in the emergence
of the otherwise unusual form of the Greek lexical item npdonamnnog provides a
ready account of its compositional properties and possibly its accentual proper-
ties, and thus cannot be dismissed out of hand.
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Lara Pagani
Explanation of Homeric glosses in P. Cair.
Mich. Il 4 (Socrates archive)?

... E\eyev Etepa pupia
o0’ &, o TRV Tijv, 006E €5 GUVFKeEV &v,
piotuAAa, poipag, Simtuy’, 6BeNovG, Mot Edet
T& 0D @it AapBdvovTta BBAia
OKOTIETV EKAOTOV Ti SUVATAL TAV PrHATWV.
(Straton fr. 1.40-44 K.—A.)

The comic poet Straton, at the turning point between the Classical and Hellenis-
tic eras, based the funniness of a scene of his Phoenicides on the description of a
cook using elevated expressions for everyday talk, mainly (though not exclu-
sively) Homeric ones,' which prove to be entirely unintelligible to the character
who had hired him and who is reporting the puzzling conversation. The only
help the latter can find, in order to understand what the cook is telling and ask-
ing him, is to consult some books of Philitas.”? And even earlier than this, Aris-
tophanes had staged an interrogation (presumably by a father addressing one of
his sons) about the meaning of some Homeric glosses.?

The Homeric poems, in fact, represented a touchstone, from a cultural as
well as a didactic point of view, in the whole ancient Greek world: they were

This article was written during a stay at the ‘Fondation Hardt pour ’Etude de 1’Antiquité
Classique’ (Vandoeuvres, Genéve) in February 2017. I am very grateful to Serena Perrone for
helpful remarks and fruitful discussions about my text. I wish to thank Chiara Meccariello too
for providing information about the new edition of the Lexicon Homericum by Apollonius
Sophista (see below, notes 32 and 40). The English language revision is by Orla Mulholland.

1 The glosses in question are: pépoy (‘dividing the voice,” of men = ‘mortals’), SaiTupwv
(‘guest’), pn&ixbwv/épuoixbwv (‘bursting forth from the earth’/‘tearing up the earth’),
evpupéTwnog (‘broad-fronted,” of oxen), pfiAa (‘sheeps’ or ‘goats’), ovAoyvTal (‘barley-groats’),
myog (‘solid’; in Straton’s caricatural use ‘salt’), dtdoBolog (‘presumptuous’), pioTuAlov
(“piece of meat’: cf. Hom. potoAw, ‘cut up,” of meat).

2 Fr.1K.-A,; Philitas, test. 4 Spanoudakis = 7 Dettori.

3 Bangqueters, fr. 233 K.-A.: mpog Tovtag & o Aéfov ‘Oprpov YADTTOG Ti kahobot
KOPUUPQ;/wv— vo— vom o= Ti KOAODG Gpepnva kdprva;/(B.) 6 HEV 0DV 006G, oG 8 oUTOG
A8eA@OG PPaTdTW: Ti KAAODOIV IBVOVG; wv— vo— wo— vv— wo— T{ TIOT €0Tiv Omvey. We know
that this was the first comedy of Aristophanes, in 427 BCE (test. 1v and v K.-A.). Cf. Cassio (1977,
32-36) for a general picture, and 75-77 for the text and a commentary of the fragment (fr. 28 in
his collection).

https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110622744-018
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used for centuries to teach children to read and write throughout the Hellenized
regions, and then became the very symbol of Hellenism in the ‘multiethnic’
society of Ptolemaic and Imperial Egypt. Nevertheless, their language was
found increasingly obscure by their readers, who soon needed to resort to tools
such as glossaries and lexica that explained the meaning of Homeric words by
translating them into everyday contemporary vocabulary and, in some cases, by
analyzing their constituent parts and etymologies.

That the production of such reference works had its roots well before the
Alexandrian Age, the period of scholarship and philology par excellence,* as
suggested by the fragment of Aristophanes mentioned above, is generally
acknowledged by scholars.’ In fact, this approach has been recognized, along
with allegorical exegesis, as the most ancient form of Homeric interpretation.®
Straton’s joke seems to imply that the work of Philitas was a good specimen of
this attitude, but the content of the circa twenty surviving fragments does not
actually confirm that Homeric vocabulary was the main concern of Philitas’
collection, as is usually claimed in modern studies. It is plausible that in the
passage of Straton the best example of glossography (Philitas) is merely being
associated with the best example of poetry (Homer).’

Be that as it may, we know that, among the explanations of words produced
in relation to the Homeric poems, some took the form of glossaries, which usu-
ally followed the syntagmatic order of the text,® whereas a different approach
led to the arrangement of alphabetically ordered lexica of words® (the best ex-

4 The importance of the earlier germinal phases for the tremendous development of philology
in the broadest sense during the Hellenistic age was rightly highlighted already by Pfeiffer
(1968), Part One. Prehistory of Greek Scholarship, 1-84 (more recently, see Novokhatko 2015).

5 Cf. Montanari (1979, 13); Montanari (1995a, esp. 9-11), with bibliography; Tosi (1995, 143—
178); Dickey (2015, esp. 464-466); Tosi (2015, esp. 628). It is likely that also the group of schol-
ars whom the Homeric scholia name collectively as oi yAwoooypd@ot should be dated to the
pre-Hellenistic period (on these figures, see Latte (1925); Dyck (1987); cf. below, 295).

6 Wilamowitz (1888); Henrichs (1971); Erbse (1969, x1); Montanari (1995a, 10).

7 This reassessment of the glossographical work of Philitas is owed to Dettori (2000, 10-11 and
27ff.). A different view is to be found in Spanoudakis (2002, 384-400, esp. 387). Cf. Tosi (1995,
146-149). The meaning of the attested title, ATaktol yAdooat, remains obscure and, as a con-
sequence, the work’s principle of arrangement is uncertain.

8 This kind of collection has traditionally been defined as scholia minora. I prefer the label
“glossaries,” in the footsteps of Montanari (2012, 11-12 and n. 34), who proposes to keep the
term “scholia” only for the material of the Medieval corpora (cf. Montana 2011, esp. 105-110 for
the substantial difference between the products of ancient exegesis and Medieval scholia).

9 On lexicography see Tosi (1995, 143-178); Tosi (2015), both with bibliography. For a survey of
the fragments of ancient lexica in the papyri, see Esposito (2009).
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ample of this type of work is the Homeric Lexicon of Apollonius Sophista, which
will be considered below). Both have a counterpart in Medieval products, into
which their material, excerpted and reworked, has been incorporated: the glos-
saries in the corpus of the so-called D-scholia, the lexica in the Aéfeig
‘Opnpxai.’® These formal distinctions are far from implying a distinction in con-
tent as well; to the contrary, a consistent osmosis of material among the various
genres can be observed." Moreover, the glossographic-paraphrastic element is
also present in another type of secondary literature on Homer, namely the hy-
pomnemata (proper commentaries arranged by lemmata basically following the
order of the text of the poems), in which it is intermingled with exegetical and
philological components.™

Given this situation, when we consider a fragment of ancient Homerica, it
may be difficult to determine the genre to which it belongs, especially when the
piece is very scanty.” In these circumstances, sometimes neither formal nor sub-
stantive characteristics of one or another type of work can be detected with any
certainty.

This is the case with the heavily damaged text written on the back of the re-
cently edited P. Cair. Mich. II 4." The papyri labeled P. Cair. Mich. are finds
discovered during excavations by the University of Michigan at the beginning of
the 20th century, transferred from Egypt to the Michigan collection, as was usu-
al in those times, and then commendably returned to the Egyptian Museum in
Cairo in the 1950s. The trend inaugurated by this farsighted initiative has been
pursued in the subsequent years within the framework of a fruitful cooperation
between occidental scholars and Egyptian papyrologists, and the publication of

10 For the formal characteristics that distinguish glossaries and lexica and for reflections on
the relation of these two kinds of ancient Homerica respectively to the Medieval D-Scholia and
the Aéeig Opnpikai, see Montanari (1995b, 71-73 and 79-81), Montanari (2012, 2-4), as well as
the bibliography cited above, n. 6.

11 Montanari (1995b, 81-82); Haslam (1994a, 40) speaks of “a floating corpus of interpretative
tradition, fundamentally unstable, dynamically transmitted, contents and contours in perpet-
ual flux, with no sort of fixity beyond what its many instantiations were momentarily and
continually investing it with.”

12 Montanari (1995b, 84); a general picture of the relations between hypomnemata and lexi-
cography in Antiquity can be found in Ucciardello (2012, 37-68).

13 On this problem see Pagani (forthcoming).

14 Romer (2015) (LDAB 382544; not yet in MP? [February 2017]).
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the book in which the fragment in question is edited can rightly be welcomed as
a good omen for “the future of Papyrology in Egypt.”*

The piece recorded as P. Cair. Mich. II 4 was found in House B17 at Karanis
and is part of the “archive” of Socrates, a tax collector of the 2nd century CE.
That archive, as it has so far been delineated by subsequent publications of the
papyri belonging to it, is composed of documentary fragments (personal and
professional) as well as portions of the library of Socrates.'® The latter represent
an interesting indication of Socrates’ social and cultural characteristics; he
clearly wanted to display an education in the Greek tradition, as did many rep-
resentatives of the Hellenized class of officials in Roman Egypt.” In his case
there was perhaps a specific and personal concern with this, and it may be that
Socrates’ interest in Greek literature was not merely “window-dressing”.'® The
remains of his library have so far yielded fragments of: Menander, Acta Alexan-
drinorum (or some kind of novel), a grammar treatise, the Iliad,” unidentified
prose (history or, again, novel), and a handbook with titles and short hypothe-
seis of comedies and satyrplays.?® Moreover it has been supposed that Socrates
owned a copy of Callimachus,” on the basis of his identification with the person
who wrote into a tax register, as a nickname translating an Egyptian one, the
word &vdiktng, which is a Callimachean hapax: the hypothesis fits well with the
find of a fragment of the Aitia in House B2, just in front of B17 and likely con-
nected with Socrates too.”

If he had the Iliad, as seems to be the case, he very probably needed some
kind of linguistic or exegetical help to understand it: if such a support was nec-
essary for Athenians of the Classical Period (see above), it would have been all

15 The editors Mohamed Gaber El-Maghrabi (University of Alexandria) and Cornelia Rémer
(DAAD Professor at Ain Shams University) jointly dedicate the volume to this auspicious con-
cept (El-Maghrabi and Romer 2015, viI).

16 El-Maghrabi and Rémer (2015, 1x—xvIil), with bibliography.

17 El-Maghrabi and Romer (2015, X and X11—x111); Rémer (2015, 14).

18 He has been defined as an “érudit manqué” (Youtie 1970, 551), and an “érudit of some sort”
(van Minnen 1994, 245).

19 Fifteen further Homeric frr. (only two from the Odyssey) come from Karanis, one dated to
the 2nd-1st century BCE, the others from the 1st to 3rd century CE: van Minnen (1998, 124-125).
20 El-Maghrabi and Rémer (2015, X1I—XII).

21 A more unusual element, compared to the others, in the library of a figure of high social
level living in an Egyptian village and educated in Greek culture.

22 Van Minnen (1998).

23 It is not certain if Socrates lived in B2 and used B17 as a repository, but it is generally agreed
that all the pieces found therein belonged to the same person. Status quaestionis and bibliog-
raphy in El-Maghrabi and Rémer (2015, 1X—X).
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the more so — one would guess — for an official in 2nd-century CE Egypt. Some
kind of interpretive interest in the Homeric poem on the part of Socrates is sug-
gested by the Iliadic fragment from his archive P. Cair. Mich. II 2, which bears
some marginal critical signs accompanying the literary text.* Further, a text
devoted to the explanation of the Iliad has been recognized in the remains writ-
ten on the back of P. Cair. Mich. II 4.” Below I quote the very scanty text of the
latter, as edited by Cornelia R6mer:*

[6) I
1 [Joal. ).
[ xawv. [

axnv - po@i[v
4 atytoyoto Awd[c
[.]mov T [
[...18..d
[...Ja. cl
8 [ 1.0
[ Ixol
[ 1.0).1
[ 18..1
12 [ 8.0l
[ lo...l
[ ]....wod
[ Jo..... [
16 [ 1...m]
[ 1. dex(
margin

In spite of the minimal amount of surviving text, as a first observation we may
note that the formulaic expression aiytdxoto Aw[c (1. 4) may suggest some kind
of connection with epic poetry. Though less pervasive than its reverse Al0g
aiyldxoto, this formula recurs not only in the Iliad but also in the Odyssey, as

24 Romer (2015, 5-8): the signs in question are: “a dotted obelus [...], a ‘reverse’ dotted obelus
[...], and three (maybe four) further signs;” one of the lines seems to be bracketed (p. 5). Since
none of them, with the exception of the dotted obelus, have parallels in the surviving evidence,
Romer wonders if they may be “the work of an amateur scholar, maybe even Socrates himself”
(p. 5). Cf. Perrone (2017, 218-219), who identifies a plausible comparison for the sign at v. 781 in
the relevant Venetus A scholion (Sch. ex. [?] Il. 2.781-784), thus inferring “possibili tracce di un
livello di istruzione piu1 elevato e di interessi filologici.”

25 Romer (2015, 14, 17-18).

26 Romer (2015, 17) (photograph on p. 18).
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well as in Hesiod and the Homeric Hymns,” not to mention all the places in
Greek literature where one finds a quotation of these poetic passages (especially
Homer’s). Nevertheless, a clue in favor of reading it as a fragment of secondary
literature on the Iliad has been plausibly suspected by R6mer on the basis of the
combination of aiytdxoto Ato[c with the sequence dxnv - tpoen[v (1. 3), since this
pair of terms appears in one of the ancient etymological explanations offered for
the epithet aiyioyog in the erudite tradition on the Iliad, as we will see. Moreo-
ver, Romer cautiously hypothesizes that the fragment was part of a work that
belonged to the genre of the commentary, based on the high dot set between
oxrv and tpo@r[v, which is to be seen as a mark of graphic distinction between
a lemma and its corresponding interpretamentum.’® It does not seem possible to
derive any further hint from any sort of connection with the text written on the
recto. The latter contains a considerably greater amount of readable text, which
has been identified as narrative (wWhether historical, pseudo-historical, or purely
fictional is uncertain).? Although it perhaps mentions the name Aw6¢ (AtJoc kai
Atockovp[wv?, 1.13), I find it very likely that Romer is right in claiming that
“possibly front and back have nothing more in common than that they were
written on the same sheet of papyrus, and perhaps by the same person.”*

I shall begin my discussion from the helpful loci paralleli recorded by
Romer. The three passages invoked as some of the possible parallels for 1. 3
(6x1v - Tpon[v)*! mention the word dx1, elucidated by the more common syno-
nym tpon. The first is an entry in the Homeric Lexicon of Apollonius Sophista,
concerning precisely the epithet of Zeus attested in 1. 4, aiyioxog; the second
and third ones, on the other hand, treat the Homeric epithet dyépwyog: they are
respectively an Iliadic scholion traced back to Aristonicus and an entry in the
general lexicon of Hesychius (5th century CE).

(2) Ap.S. p. 18.6-7 (Bekker):* aiyioxog aiytoyog: [...] ot 8¢ vewtepol Kak®dG, WG aiydg dxrv,
TOUTEOTL TPOENY, EIANPITOG,.

27 E.g. Od. 4.762, 6.324; Hes. Th. 13, 920; h.Merc. 183; h.Ven. 8. As recorded by Romer
(2015, 17), in the Iliad it appears at 1.202, 5.115, 5.693. 5.714, 8.352, 8.427 (Il. 1.222, 2.157, 10.278,
10.553, 21.420 should be added to the list).

28 Romer (2015, 14).

29 Romer (2015, 14).

30 Romer (2015, 14).

31 Romer (2015, 17) who explicitly presents her list as not exhaustive.

32 Quotations of the Lexicon of Apollonius Sophista are drawn from the old and problematic
edition by Bekker (1833), while awaiting the new one announced by James Brusuelas and
Chiara Meccariello at the conference “Il commento ai testi greci. Problemi, metodi e tendenze
dell’erudizione antica e bizantina”, held in Venice, on January 29-30, 2015. The Gé&ttingen
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(3) Sch. Ariston. I1. 3.36b: <Tpwwv> dyepywv: 6Tt &yepwyoug Toug Tp@ag, o POVOV TOUG
‘Podioug (cf. B 654), B¢ Tveg @rBnoav, 81 T dyeipetv TV OXFV, TOUTEGTL TNV TPOETV: O
Yap “Opnpog dyepwyoug Toug Gyav yepadyoug kai oepvoug Aéyet. A

(4) Hsch. a 462 (Latte): Ap.S.? &yépwyor *oi .Gyav n &vBofol kai .£vtigol q. n f{
vnepripavot g. A f| dnaiSevtol. TwEG 8¢ @aot Tovg Pobdioug eipfabat dyepwyoug, 6Tt
vnowwtat 6vteg EEwhev €k TG AmEipov dyeipovteg OxMv Sleyivovto, TOUTEOTL TPOPNV
éneioaktov (B 654).

The parallel mentioned by Romer for 1. 4 aiytdyoto Ao[c is an Iliadic scholion of
the exegetical class, which records the same pseudo-etymology for atyioxog
found in Apollonius Sophista.

(5) Sch. ex. II. 1.202: aiydyoto: 0D Gmo TAg aiydg oxnv AaBovtog 6Bev xai Zevg Tf
ApoAOeiq O kEpag Bidwat mdon g TPoEfig MopPLoTIKOV TUYXGvov. A b(BCE’EY) T

Thus some kind of connection among the three most clearly legible elements in
the papyrus (dxnv, tpoer[v, and the formula aiytdxoto Awd[c) is attested else-
where. However, it still remains unclear, in my view, what their relation was in
the papyrus text and consequently what kind of work the text represents. A
more in-depth study of the picture just outlined will be useful, before trying to
suggest possible answers.

Due to the fluid circulation and transmission of this kind of material (see
above), the subjects that interest us appear, in reworked and modified versions,
in several passages of different sources, a fact which further complicates mat-
ters. For atytdyoto Awdg, both the exegetical scholion (text no. 5) and the entry of
Apollonius Sophista (text no. 2) record one of the ancient interpretations that
trace the meaning of the epithet aiyioyog back to the expression “he who takes
his nourishment (6xr}) from the goat (ai&, aiyog),” with a paretymology clearly
based on a mythological autoschediasm.” On both occasions, the word oy is

dissertation of K. Steinicke (1957) quoted by Haslam (1994a, 2 notes 1 and 3) contained a new
edition of the lemmata o- to 8- (taking into consideration also the indirect tradition), but its
serious incompleteness and limited accessibility have prevented it from becoming the standard
edition.

33 At least two further etymologies for aiyioxog are also attested in Antiquity, one connecting
the epithet with the aegis (see e.g. Sch. D . 2.157.1 [van Thiel] [aiyida &xovtog. alyig 8¢ éoTiv
6mhov Adg flpauaTtotevkTov]; Ap.S. p. 18.5-6 [alyioxog aiylobyog: aiyig yap 6mAov Tod Atdg,
of)nsp £oTiv éniBetov]; EGud. p. 36.16 [aiyioyoto- aiyiba &xovrog]; cf. Ep.Hom. o 34.3-4 [Dyck]
[sim. EM. 27.34-35, s.v. aiyloyog; ot 8¢, 6Tt okemaoTiplov aOT® aiyig Av amd Kprtng aiydg
Angbeioa]), the other tracing it to the fury of the winds (katatyi{w, katatyig: Sch. Od. 10.154.1;
Ep.Hom. a 34.4-5 [Dyck] [unde EGud. pp. 36.20-37.21; sim. EM. p. 27.36.37]). For modern stud-
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not simply cited, but linked, in one way or another, to the sense of tpogr.
Something similar can be found also in a Homeric epimerism, from which the
relevant entries of the Etymologica drew their material:**

(6) Ep.Hom. a 34.1-3 (Dyck) (unde EGud. p. 36.17-18 [sim. EM. 27.32-34, s.v. aiyioxog]):
aiytdyoto (B 157): [...] yivetaw mapd 1o dyn, 6 onuaivel v tpo@riv, kai T aif aiydg: Aédyovat
Yap avTov TEBNAaKéval ApdABela THY aiya.

The other passages that have been considered, i.e. Aristonicus’ scholion (text
no. 3) and Hesychius’ lexicon entry (text no. 4), use the pair oxr|/tpoer| within
an explanation of the epithet dy£pwyog, applied by Homer to various peoples.
From Aristonicus we learn that Aristarchus had set a critical sign near Il. 3.36%
because the interpretation of the epithet dyépwyot (‘noble’), as if it derived from
‘to collect food, i.e. nourishment’ (&yeipetwv Trv dx1v, TovTtéaTL TPOPN V), defend-
ed by some scholars, could fit the Rhodians (e.g. Il. 2.654). They, as inhabitants
of an island, need to import food from outside, but not the Trojans (here 3.36,
and elsewhere),* whereas Homer actually calls &yépwyot, ‘noble’, people who
are dyav yepadyoug, ‘very privileged’, ‘proud’.”” While Hesychius’ lexicon entry

ies of the epithet, see Matthes (1955); Chantraine (2009, 29 [1968-1980, 1, 30]), s.v. aiyig; Beekes
(2010, 1, 33), s.v. aiyig.

34 Despite the common content, the wording of Sch. D II. 2.157.2-3 (van Thiel) (év Kpritn 8¢
grukAnBeig aiyioxog 81 0 adTObL TPpaival <Omo aiydg>) and Sch. Od. 10.154.1-2 (Dindorf)
(6xnBeig VMO TAG aiyog) diverge more from our fragment. Cf. P.Berol. 1970 (2nd-3rd centu-
ry CE), containing a “Schrift iber homerische Gotter-Epitheta” (Luppe-Poethke 1998, 209-213),
where, within the explanation of Aiyioyog] (col. 1, L. 6), it is said: WoTe ouvkeloBaL TV | Svvapy
v Tiig aiyog kai TG Oxfig, To[D]T éott | aiyt Tpe@deic] (col. 1, 11. 15-17).

35 Most likely the simple diple, indicating that the passage had been made the object of some com-
mentary in Aristarchus’ hypomnema: The line in question has such a sign in ms. Venetus A (f. 42v).
36 I1.5.623,7.343,16.708, 21.584.

37 A subsequent passage in book 10, where the epithet is applied to the Mysians, helped
Aristarchus to produce a further proof in support of his theory (Sch. Ariston. II. 10.430b: Muaool
T dyépwyot: 6Tt 00 povov émi "Podiwv [B 654] xpiitat T dyepwyol, Eveka Tod dyeipewy Ty dxnv,
TOUTEOTL TNV TPO@NY, GAN &mti Muo@v kol Tp@wv [T 36], olov yepadywv, Gepviv kol evTipwy. A.
A simple diple has been transcribed beside the line in ms. A [f. 134v]). The oy pseudo-
etymology of ayépwyot is recorded by the scholia for the first time at II. 3.36 (and not in its
previous occurrence at 2.654, where only the explanation dyav yépag €xovtwv, évtipwv ap-
pears), clearly because the source for this is Aristonicus’ work on the signs of Aristarchus, and
3.36 was the first passage on which Aristarchean disapproval of the contrasting explanation
could be founded. We shall keep the focus on the Iliad, since in relation to the sole occurrence
of this epithet (in the form &yépwyov, applied to Periclymenos) in the Odyssey (11.286), the
scholia speak of it in very different terms (Gyépwyov oDV dxoveTéoV ViV TOV dyav pading
UETAPEPOLEVOV Kail LETAXEOUEVOV £iG O v BovAoLTo).
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quoted above (text no. 4) does not add any useful information, interesting de-
tails can be gained from the following epimerism:

(7) Ep.Hom. a 163 (Dyck) (sim. EM. 7.50-8.2): Ap.S. Gyepwywv: 1| pév ouvnBela v AeEv
énii 100 Poyou TAOOEL TOVG yap avbddelg kai Gmaidevtoug dyepwyoug Aéyovol. O 8
“Opnpog Toug &yav évtipoug, &ro Tob dyav i Tod yépwg 6xelobat

g aTig kad’ dphov E8v Tpwwv dyepwywv (T 36)-

P 0 Et. Gud. dpoiwg 8¢ kai dtav Aéyn év Tf] BowTig

évvea vilag Byev "Podiwv dyepwywv (B 654).

&viol 8¢ T@v yYAwoooypdpwv (fr. 1 Dyck) idiwg TouTtoug E8o&av dyepwyoug Aéyeabat, Emel
VNOoLOHTAL EMELCAKTH TPOPF XP@VTAL @aot yap eipfiobat &nod tod dyeipewv dynv, Toutéott
TPV, OprpoL HEV ODBEMOTE TRV TPOPRV OXMV elpnkdTog, énerta kal Tovg Tp@ag vtag
Vnowwtag ov8apde dyepwyoug Aéyovtog (sc. I 36 alibi). P O

This passage allows us to identify the advocates of the oy etymology criticized
by Aristarchus as some of the scholars collectively called by the sources “the
glossographers.” This situation reproduces a recurring pattern: as pointed out
by Dyck,* they tended to propose interpretations for a word that could fit at
most one or a few Homeric passages where it occurs, but were often too specific
to account for the evidence as a whole. Aristarchus highlighted the cases in
which this kind of approach resulted in oddities. Another objection he usually
raised against these predecessors in glossographical research was based on
“their readiness to assume derivation of Homeric words from other words unat-
tested in Homer,”* which is exactly our case (‘Oprjpov HEvV 00USEMOTE TNV TPOPRV
Oxnv elpnkotog). We will return to this point.

It should be noted that both Hesychius’ lexicon entry and the epimerism on
the epithet dyépwyot (texts nos. 4 and 7 respectively) are thought to derive from
a lost part of Apollonius’ Lexicon, which possibly used Aristonicus’ annotation
as its source. The version of the relevant entry of the Lexicon as transmitted by
the manuscript tradition reads as follows:

(8) Ap.S. pp. 7.33-8.3 (Bekker): Ayépwyot: 1 pev kab Apdg ouvnBewa THV A& €mi Tod
Poyov TaUTNY TAOOEL TOVG Yap aBddel kail drmadevtoug dyepwyoug Aéyel. 6 8¢ “Opnpog
TovG dyav &vtipoug, &md Tod dyav émi Tod yépwg Gxelobat: “dg avTig ka® Bplov ESv
Tpwwv dyepwywv”. opoiwg 8¢ kal Gtav “éx 'Podoug évvéa vijag dyev Podiwv dyepwywv”.

The entry thus refers to common contemporary usage that connects the word to
blame, since it applies to people who are arrogant and coarse; it then sets this
usage in contrast to the Homeric one, where the word means ‘highly honored’,

38 Dyck (1987). On these figures, see also Tosi (1995, 152-154).
39 Dyck (1987, 128).
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which derives from ‘to rest heavily on honor’, and there the explanation stops.
Since this same passage (with the modifications in wording that are usual in
this kind of work) appears in the two later texts followed by the etymology from
ox1, the whole, including this latter element, has been supposed to have been
originally part of Apollonius’ work.*°

Now we can come back to P. Cair. Mich. II 4 and to Romer’s proposal that
oxrv in 1. 3 may be a lemma of a Homeric commentary, separated from its inter-
pretamentum by a high dot. The high dot is indeed one of the several formal
devices attested in the surviving papyri evidence that were used to distinguish
between lemmata and interpretamenta: from many possible examples, we may
cite P.Oxy.856 (commentary on Aristophanes’ Acharnians)” and PSI 1287
(commentary on a tragic text).*? Other means of isolating lemmata can include:
blank spaces within the line and/or lemmata written in ekthesis; the sign of the
paragraphos placed on the left beneath the line on which the lemma begins or
marking the end of a quotation or of a comment; the sign of the diple or the diple
obelismene (also called “forked paragraphos”) indicating a new lemma; a dico-
lon or a middle dot placed after the lemma and/or at the end of a note.*”?

Nevertheless, if oxrv in L 3 is a lemma, the work to which it belonged can-
not have been a product of secondary literature on Homer, since oxrv is not a
Homeric lemma. If it is a lemma, the only literary text, to our knowledge, that
could come into play is Lycophron’s Alexandra. Within Cassandra’s prophecy,
reported in the servant’s monologue of which the poem consists, at 1. 482 a ref-
erence is made to the people of Arcadia, who are said to have acorn bread as
nourishment (6yrv). This gloss could have been explained with the standard
synonym Ttpo@nv, and then a parallel with the epithet aiyioxog putatively de-
rived from this same word could have been recorded, quoting the Homeric for-
mula aiytdxoto Adg (1. 4). It is very likely that Lycophron’s Alexandra soon
prompted the composition of commentaries or other kinds of aid to readers, on

40 Note that Latte (1953, 19), albeit doubtfully, labels the entry in Hesychius as going back to
Apollonius; Dyck (1995, 112) does the same for the epimerism, but more confidently. Cf. Erbse
(1969, 364), app. ad Sch. Ariston. Il. 3.36b: “Fort. Ep. Hom. et He. e parte deperdita glossae Ap. S.
pendent, qui scholio (Aristonici?) usus est.” In the new edition of Apollonius mentioned above (n.
32), the entry ayepwyot will include both parts (I thank Chiara Meccariello for this information).

41 LDAB 354; MP? 00138, 4th century CE. Editio princeps: Grenfell and Hunt (1908). See also
Montana (2012, 13-36, esp. 14).

42 LDAB 3927; MP? 01736, 2nd or 1st-2nd century CE. Editio princeps: Bartoletti (1951, 197—
198). For a recent study on it within the framework of papyrus commentaries on lost dramas,
see Perrone (2009, 225-230).

43 See Pagani (forthcoming), with bibliography and examples drawn from Iliadic commentaries.
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account of its dense web of allusions to myths, the presence of uncommon
names, and its use of a barely accessible language.** We do know at least two
ancient authors of hypomnemata on this poem, viz. Theon the son of Artemi-
dorus (Augustan Age) and Sextion (4th century CE),* and we have a papyrus
fragment of a commentary (PSI 724, 3rd century CE), as well as another that
bears the literary text equipped with marginal notes (P.Oxy. 4428, 3rd century
CE);* finally, the existence of ancient exegetical activity on this text is also at-
tested by the considerable corpus of old scholia preserved in some of the more
than a hundred Medieval manuscripts.”” However, the circulation of Lyco-
phron’s poem in antiquity cannot have been very wide (only a tiny handful of
papyrus fragments are documented) and, even if Socrates possibly owned a
Callimachus, I find it very hard to believe that he had a commentary (or a glos-
sary) on Lycophron.

What if dxfjv in 1. 3 was not a lemma? Although inspection of the photo-
graph alone® is insufficient to venture different readings — all the more so con-
sidering the very poor condition of the support — I would nevertheless not rule
out the possibility that a middle dot and not a high one divides gyrv from
Tpo@ni[v in 1. 3. Even with the acknowledged fluctuations within scribal prac-
tice, a high dot generally means a strong pause (and can therefore be used to
isolate a lemma), whereas the middle dot normally points out a subdivision
within a sentence, as a comma does in modern texts.* If this were the case, the
hypothesis might be made that the sequence axnv- Tpon[v in 1. 3 is to be inter-
preted as an abbreviated form of expressions such as 6x1v, TOUTEGTL TPOPNV
which we have seen in the passages quoted above, i.e. the two words could be a
pair of synonyms, rather than a lemma and corresponding interpretamentum. In
this case, how would we interpret aiytoxolo Aid[c in the following line? Of
course, the pair dxrv, Tpo@rv cannot serve as an explanation of it, as happens

44 Cf. Hurst (1991, esp. 40-41).

45 On Theon see Meliado (2008) (cf. Montanari 2002, 64-77 on the idea that Theon does not
represent the starting point of philology on Hellenistic poets, but an already mature and ad-
vanced expression of it); on Sextion see Leone (2002, XIx—XX) (the relevant entry in the Lexicon
of Greek Grammarians of Antiquity, edited by myself, is forthcoming): their activity as commen-
tators on Lycophron is attested respectively by Stephanus of Byzantium (a 132 Billerbeck, s.v.
Aivela and k 300 Billerbeck, s.v. Kbtva) and the Etymologicum Genuinum (o 598, s.v. ApOVTEG).
46 PSI 724: LDAB 2588; MP? 01287. P.Oxy. 4428: LDAB 2589; MP? 01284.410.

47 Edited by Leone (2002). A corpus of scholia recentiora exists too, traced back to Isaac or
Johannes Tzetzes (12th century): the old edition by Scheer (1908) contains both types of scholia.
48 The reproduction is to be found in R6mer (2015, 18).

49 Turner (1987, 9-12). Cf. Kenyon (1899, 28).
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in some of the texts considered above, because in that case it would logically
follow and not precede it. Yet we know from some of the other quoted passages
(texts nos. 3, 4, and 7, as well as Sch. Ariston. Il. 10.430b cited in note 37) that
another Homeric epithet, i.e. dyepwywv, was glossed with expressions that
could accommodate a sequence such as oxrv, Tpo@rv: we might thus suppose
that oxfiv- tpo@r|[v in 1. 3 could have been part of a shortened version of the
explanation for the Iliadic®* lemma &yepwywv. This hypothesis would be con-
sistent with the traces Jxwv . [ in L. 2, although that is a very shaky argument,
given the poor condition of the surviving writing. In that case, we might indeed
have here a commentary, or a glossary, treating the lemma d&yepwywv, ex-
plained with a connection to oy (i.e. Tpor) and then compared to the epithet
atyioxog (thought to have the same origin), which would have been cited by
quoting the formula aiytdyoto Aldg.

On the other hand, if we conjecture that the following aiyidxato Awo[c (1. 4)
was another Iliadic lemma, the type of secondary work on Homer that could be
plausibly inferred would be neither a commentary nor a glossary, for in both
cases the sequence of the two lemmata should match the syntagmatic order of
the literary text: although slight perturbations of the sequence of lemmata are
conceivable, it is difficult to find a combination that would plausibly fit this
reconstruction among the lines where the two expressions appear in the Iliad,
even if we admit that they could have been commented upon in passages other
than the ones attested by the scholia. The type of subsidiary work that could
come to mind would be the lexicon, where the alphabetical arrangement would
explain the sequence: dye- aiyt-.* However, the lemmatization in the form
atytdxoto Awog, which would repeat the whole inflected expression attested in
the Homeric text, rather than singling out a unique lexis, would not fit the prac-
tice of a lexicon very well.*

50 We keep the focus on the Iliad for the reasons explained above, n. 37.

51 Often observed just to the second letter, the alphabetical order in ancient lexica was some-
times applied with stricter accuracy, perhaps depending also on the quantity of the material
(apparently the smaller the dictionary, the looser the alphabetical order, in some cases even
not beyond the first letter). For this aspect of ancient lexica and a comparison with the practice
of later and Byzantine lexica, see Naoumides (1969, 187-189); Esposito (2009, 259-263); Valen-
te (2014), with further bibliography.

52 Lexica often prefer even to bring words back to their paradigmatic forms (this device is also
to be seen in glossaries, although it may not be systematically applied). See Bossi and Tosi
(1979-1980, 8-13); Tosi (1988, 94-100); Esposito (2009, 265). Cf. below for further details on
the attitude of Apollonius’ Lexicon.
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It is worth taking into consideration a comparison with the most representa-
tive work in this field — indeed, the sole example we possess of a comprehensive
lexicon of both the Iliad and the Odyssey — i.e. the Homeric Lexicon by Apolloni-
us Sophista, which was composed during the 1st century CE and soon became a
landmark in the field of Homeric vocabulary.> Its entry on this epithet of Zeus is
lemmatized in the form aiyioyog (nominative singular) (p. 18.5-7 [Bekker]: text
no. 2), the other term as &yépwyot (plural, but nominative again) (Ap.S.
pp. 7.33-8.3 [Bekker]: text no. 8). Hence, if our fragment was a lexicon, it proba-
bly did not feature a sequence of entries in the form [ayepw]xwv (1. 1-2, very
uncertain) and atytoyoto Aid[c (1. 4): while the inflected form could still find
parallels, a snippet of the literary text such as aiyidxoto A6 would be quite
exceptional.* So aiytdxoto Ad[c (1. 4) could be, as in the hypothesis of a com-
mentary or a glossary (see above), a parallel expression recalled within the
explanation that connected dyépwyot* to the word oy1.

The remains of P. Mich. Cair. II 4 are so scanty that the list of conjectures
about the genre of the work it contained can be extended even further. We
should also consider the option of a continuous treatise, here dealing with the
meaning of a Homeric gloss (or several of them). In the extreme case, this puta-
tive treatise could even have concerned a subject other than Homer, and merely
discussed some Homeric expressions that were relevant to the topic.

Nevertheless, the hypothesis that it was some sort of subsidiary tool to read
Homer® is fascinating and turns out to be not too unrealistic, given the overall
picture we have drawn so far: explanatory texts were soon, and increasingly,
necessary to help readers with Homeric vocabulary; moreover, the profile of
Socrates, as it can be traced from the other finds connected to him (see above),
would perfectly match such a picture. The same would be true for the cultural
framework around him: the most ancient of the handful of papyri preserving

53 For a global picture of Apollonius’ Lexicon, see Haslam (1994, esp. 1, 109 on its early au-
thoritativeness).

54 In Apollonius’ Lexicon we actually find a few cases of this kind (only for the Odyssey), but
for precisely this reason these parts are thought to have been drawn by Apollonius from a
commentary on the Odyssey (perhaps by Heliodorus): Haslam (1994a, 14-15) and, more gener-
ally for the provenance of the Odyssey accessions in Apollonius’ Lexicon, 3-26.

55 Under the hypothesis of a lexicon, the paradigmatic form in the nominative would be more
plausible (see above, in the text and n. 52): if so, the tentative proposal to read [dyepw]xwv in
the poor remains of 1l. 1-2 ]Jxwv (see above, in the text) would no longer be sound (but this
argument is anyway very weak, as noted).

56 Probably one “of a level not intended for scholars, but for ordinary readers, and as such
fitting Socrates’ abilities” (R6mer 2015, XIII).
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fragments of Apollonius’ Lexicon® (P. Mich. inv. 5451; LDAB 295; MP? 01218.300,
dated to the 2nd century CE by the editor princeps and to the 1st by M. Haslam®®)
comes from exactly the village where Socrates lived (Karanis, House C65), as
well as another piece from the 2nd century CE, though it is unpublished and
known only from the report by P. van Minnen.*” This evidence thus speaks of the
presence of this reference work in the context from which P. Cair. Mich. II 4
derives. Therefore, in the light of the fluid transition of material across genres
that we mentioned at the outset, it may not be inappropriate to suggest that the
content of the small scrap from House B17, whichever form the work took, may
represent an excerpt of material drawn from a lexicon comparable to Apolloni-
us’, if not from Apollonius’ lexicon itself — the fluctuation in wording character-
istic of these texts advises caution.®

Yet, even in the less attractive hypothesis of a prose text which, for un-
known reasons, came across Homeric glosses and discussed their meaning, this
fragment would reveal the pervasive spread of the practice of explaining the
origin and meaning of the words used by Homer. This element was probably
one of the most powerful and crucial impulses that contributed to the birth of an
exegetical and interpretive literature on the poets (and then prose writers too),
which achieved its most complete realization from the Hellenistic Age onwards,
but which had its roots long before and survived long afterwards, undergoing
processes of selection and reworking, until finally reaching the Byzantine and
Medieval traditions.

57 They range from the 1st/2nd to the 5th—6th centuries (neither of the two entries in which we
are interested is documented by any of the papyrus fragments). See Haslam (1994b, 107-119),
whose picture is confirmed by research in the Leuven Database of Ancient Books
(www.trismegistos.org/ldab/) and in Mertens-Pack’® (web.philo.ulg.ac.be/cedopal/en/) carried
out in February 2017; van Minnen (1998, 123) lists among the literary fragments from the village
of Karanis (123-136) a further piece of the Lexicon, identified as such by G. Schwendner and not
published (no further information is known) (123), on which see below. These fragments tangi-
bly show the effects of the inherently unstable nature of lexica, “liable to mutate from copy to
copy” (Haslam 1994b, 108-109, where the problem is tackled of whether the papyrus fragments
in question can all be considered texts of the same lexicon. A comparison with the much later
[10th century] codex unicus ms. Paris, BNF, Coisl. 345 allows us to confirm the textual instabil-
ity of this kind of material [since the portions preserved by each papyrus do not overlap, a
comparison among them is not possible]).

58 Renner (1979, 321-331); Haslam (1994b, 107).

59 Van Minnen (1998, 123).

60 See above, n. 57.
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Paloma Guijarro Ruano and Maria Luisa del Barrio Vega
Greek lexicography and the designation of
helotic-like populations in Ancient Greece:
The history of three compounds

And Plato, in the sixth book of the Laws [Leg. 776b, 778a], says, — “The whole question
about servants is full of difficulty; for of all the Greeks, the system of the Helots among the
Lacedaemonians causes the greatest perplexity and dispute, some people affirming that it
is a wise institution, and some considering it as of a very opposite character [...].”

Ath. 6.264de (Transl. Yonge)

1 Introduction

Slavery constitutes an old phenomenon inherent to Greek society from its ori-
gins onwards. Some terms attested for designating slaves in the first millennium
are already employed in Linear B tablets, such as do-e-ro and do-e-ra for §obAog
and SovAa (Attic 8ovAn), respectively. Contrary to the limited vocabulary for
characterising free people, there exists a vast amount of specific terminology
referred to slavery or to intermediate dependent statuses. Although many dif-
ferent allusions to slavery are to be found in the works of ancient authors, oddly
enough we cannot find proper classifications of slaves regarding the available
repertory of forms these authors had at their disposal.! The first formal attempts
of lexical arrangement aroused the interest of grammarians and lexicographers.
Nonetheless, due to the historical gap between them and their sources, linguis-
tic variants can be detected in their preserved works.

This study focuses on the analysis of some of these lexical variants. Our ob-
jective is to trace back their lifeline in order to determine first the origins of the
linguistic alterations and secondly to compare the different mechanisms that
influenced later reinterpretations of them and confusion concerning the inherit-
ed terms. The research has been limited to the terminology that concerns the so-
called helotic slavery type so as to update the inquiry in a well-defined area by
compiling and analysing all the extant information.

This paper has been carried out with the support of the Institut de Sciences et Techniques de
’Antiquité (ISTA, EA 4011) and the Spanish research project DOCEMUS-CM S2015/HUM-3377.

1 See Cartledge (1988) and Descat (2015, 235) with an updated definition of what a Greek slave is.

https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110622744-019
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2 Some preliminary remarks and some
methodological concerns

The term “helotage” is generally used by scholars to refer to well-developed
systems of communal bondage.? Distinct from other categories such as chattel
slavery, this term also applies to other similar and more modern contexts of
dependence, but this paper departs from the specific group of local dependent
collectives found within Greek communities. Hence, we do not deal with pur-
chased slaves nor with debt-bondage categories, but rather with groups of sub-
ject people who live together as a community and who cannot be driven out of
their territories, nor sold as slaves beyond their borders. Better known as hel-
otic-type dependents, they work the land for their masters.’

Lacking a unique Greek term, many of the words adopted by Greeks to iden-
tify these dependent groups used ethnic or demotic names (OettaAikéTal,
KwAovétat), metaphoric designations (the T'vuviiteg or ‘the naked ones’ from
Argos; the Kovino8eg or ‘dusty-feet’ from Epidaurus), metonymic compounds
(the Katwvakopopol or ‘the katénaké-wearers’ from Sicyon), or mere examples
of folk-etymologies (the Ileveotal/Meveotal, ‘those who remained’, from Thes-
saly). These terms are mainly attested in the works of Julius Pollux, Harpocra-
tion, Athenaeus and Hesychius, in lexica such as in the Etymologicum Magnum
or in the Etymologicum Gudianum or in byzantine writers such as Eustathius,
Photius or in the Suda. According to Ducat’s study (1990, 32-44), what we find
in these late sources are lists of people characterised by a common helotic sta-
tus. These lists compile and enumerate the extant vocabulary referred to this
intermediate condition similar to Spartan Helots.* Basically, they consist of
enlarged testimonies of helotic populations with regard to other helot-like
groups previously quoted by preceding authors such as Plato, Aristotle or Stra-
bo.? Historians and other scholars have been interested in all this terminology:

2 Patterson (1977, 424). The interaction and the relationship between the condition of slaves
and helotry have recently been studied from a comparative perspective in Patterson (2003). The
best and more complete study about Greek helots continues to be that of Ducat (1990).

3 Cartledge (2011, 78-82). We use this conventional terminology although some other labels
have been proposed such as “servitude communautaire” in opposition to chattel slavery (Garlan
1995) or more simply “dependent”. A methodological survey on the opposition slavery/de-
pendence is developed in Annequin (2005).

4 Concerning the ending of this type of enslavement, see Ducat (1990, 193-199).

5 For the philosophers, see Plat. Leg. 6.776d, who mentions Helots, Mariandynians and Pe-
nestae, or Aristotle (for references, see Ducat 1990, 33), who compares Spartan helotry to Thes-
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in Pollux (Onomasticon 3.83) it appears under the heading ‘between slavery and
freedom’ (peTa&l TV EAeVOEpWV Kai SovAWV):

UETAED & ENevbépwv kai SovAwv ol Aakedaoviwy eilwTeg, kal OeTtaA@V mevéaTal, Kal
Kpnt@v khapdrat kai pvwital kai Maptavduvdv Swpogopol, kal Apyeiwv yupviTeg, Kal
SIKvwVviwv KopuvNPoOpoL.

Between free men and slaves stand the Helots of the Lacedaemonians, the Penestai of the
Thessalians, the Klarétai of the Cretans, the Dérophoroi of the Mariandynians, the Gym-
nétai of Argives and the Korynéphoroi of the Sicyonians.

This expression poses, first, the problem of the real and legal status of the peo-
ple gathered under this specification and, secondly, the difficulty of concretis-
ing their own characteristics and differences with respect to other groups of
dependents or slaves.® On the basis of Pollux’ testimonia, Aristotle’s theoretical
influence can be observed, at least as their ideological source. Nevertheless, the
information seems to have been collected so far by means of Aristophanes of
Byzantium or by his pupil Callistratus, because Pollux mentions the Mariandy-
nians who are also quoted in Callistratus’ list of helotic-type dependents (FGrH
348 F4) transmitted by Athenaeus (6.263de) and by Eustathius (ad Il. m 865 =
3.943.16ff.).” For the sake of completeness it should be mentioned that Aristotle
was one of the first Greek authors who tried to establish two categories of slaves
according to natural or positive right: they could be born slaves (the barbarians)
or become slaves by law (those captured in war).?

salian and Cretan dependent statuses; among historians, see Theopompus (FGrH115 F40), for
whom Illyrian prospelatae resemble Helots’ status; Onesicritus (apud Str. 15.1.34), who com-
pares Mousikanos-local population to Cretan Amphamiotae and Spartan Helots; Phylarchus
(FGrH81 F8), the only one that equates Bithynians’ status to Helots; Philip of Theangela
(FGrH741 F2), who includes Carian Leleges, Spartan helots and Thessalian Penestae in the
paralleling; Callistratus (FGrH348 F4), who compares Mariandynians (designated as 8wpo@o-
pot or ‘gift-bearers’) to Spartan helots, Thessalian Penestae and Cretan Klarotai; and finally
Strabo (12.3.4) who, along with his own quotation of historians’ previous references on this
issue, puts Mariandynians on the same level as Helots.

6 According to Oliva (1984) and Luraghi (2003) they are proper slaves, while the mainstream ten-
dency supports the vision that they constitute a truly intermediate status between complete freedom
and slavery, a sort of serfdom. The main works to be highlighted on this issue are those of Lotze
(1959), Finley (1964) and Placido Suarez (1989), whose titles rephrase Pollux’ peta&y-sentence.

7 See Vidal-Naquet (1981) with previous bibliography.

8 According to Modrzejewski (1976), Theopompus’ opposition (apud Ath. 10.443bc) between
ancient slavery caused by war — such as helotry — or by purchase can be paralleled with this
Aristotelic traditional distinction.
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Thus, lexicographic works ooze a surfeit of lexical variants due to the recep-
tion of life-long inherited material, so one can expect that alterations, modifica-
tions or reinterpretation must have taken shape over the years. Embarking on
this task has implied limiting the topic to three series of terms studied geo-
graphically: the Oettalwétal-Oettalokétar in Thessaly, the KoaAAwvpiot-
KiMwvprot-KuAAvpiot in Syracuse and the Kopuvngopor-Katwvako@opot in
Sicyon.

Although other forms attested in lexicographic sources or the like present
formal doublets, we have disregarded those not directly referred to helotic-like
collectives, such as the pair pé6wveg-po6akeg in Sparta, the children of Helots,’
or the KoAwvétal-KoAwvaital, the term used for the free labourers who congre-
gated around the labour market established in Kolonos. On the other hand, and
for the shake of clarity, we do not take into account either well-studied variants,
such as Cretan pv@tat-8udeg,’ or the traditionally-accepted correspondence
between Cretan kAap®Tal and a(u)@api@Tal, as they are not the same word.
Neither do we refer to the pair of mepiowot and its epigraphical counterparts
niepiFowkol and vmoPowkot in Gortyn inscriptions, because the main reference
comes from a non-lexicographic source: mepioikol is the word used by Aristotle
(Pol. 1272a1, 18-22) to refer to Cretan serfs."

Hesychius’ hapax have been discarded from the analysis except when
glosses contain significant information, since they contribute to a better under-
standing of other forms."”” We have also dismissed cases of lexical couplets such
as the pair of the Cretan (F)oikevg-(F)oikétag because, even if (F)oikétag-forms
derive from (F)oikevg, they do not point to a helotic-dependent state.”

9 Lotze (2000, 185-194).

10 Gschnitzer (1976, 68-72).

11 On these alternate forms, see Larsen (1936).

12 This applies to the Hesychius’ gloss povopott@v: T@v ei\wtwv &pxovteg, later corrected by
Wilamowitz as pvwiovopot and accepted by Latte (i 1626); see Gschnitzer (1976, 81).

13 This domestic servant was assigned to the exploitation of the land and to the breeding of
the livestock. In Crete these terms appear mainly in the Gortyn code (c. mid-5th c. BC), where
fourteen instances of fowkevg and its feminine fowkéa are attested. Traditionally, fFokevg has
been assimilated to §obAog (Cretan dwAog) (Lotze 1962; Garlan 1995, 105; Lévy 1997, 32-40;
Link 2001) and opposed to debt-bondage (katakeipevol or vevikopévor) or to other helotic
dependants (khap@Tat, dpopdTal, pv@tal). General studies on this topic can be seen in van
Effenterre (1982), Bile (1981) and Genevrois (2017). Regarding the linguistic connection between
fFoikevg and (F)oik€Tng, see Chaniotis (2005, 185) and Genevrois (2017, 163-176, 166-167).
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3 Thessalian helotic dependents: convincing
etymologies at any price?

Together with the form Penestai, later sources have conveyed another term for
defining dependent Thessalian groups by means of a functional-descriptive
name based on ethnicity. But once again two variants have been transmitted:
the OettadowkeTal, ‘the servants of the Thessalians’, modeled after a second
term oikétng, and the OettaAikétal, ‘the suppliants of the Thessalians’ com-
posed by a final ikétng. In Athenaeus (6.264a) the oikétng-compound is quoted
from Philocrates. It seems to be the oldest evidence provided that he lived in the
4th c. BC and that his quotation was authentic." However, despite the unani-
mous reading of the variant Oettaloikétal by the extant handwritten Athenae-
us’ tradition,” the form selected in Kaibel’s edition of Athenaeus (6.85 = 6.264a)
as well as in Jacoby’s edition of Philocrates (FGrH 601 F2) is Octtalikétal. This
variant is also attested amongst the helotic-type dependents listed in lexico-
graphic sources that Eustathius reports (ad 1t 865 = 3.943.21). Likewise, the quo-
tation of Staphylus of Naucratis (II c. BCE) by Harpocration (s.v. [Ievéotat) pre-
sents OettaAlkéTal even though one manuscript preserves OeTTaAOIKETOL.
Lastly, a third variant O@ettaAiktat must be disregarded. Indeed, it was a correc-
tion proposed by Bernhardy (1853, 175-176) to solve the problem of these two
variants, OeTttaAikdg in the Suda (s.v. Ilevéotat = vol. 2 p. 106) and OetTalowke-
Tag in Athenaeus.' In spite of the Doric appearance of the word as due to simi-
lar word formations (viz. SetknAiktag), OeTtaiiktal has no parallels, either epi-
graphic or literary.

The original term seems to be OeTtadowkéTat: even in Harpocration’s extant
handwritten transmission there is one manuscript where -owkétat prevails. Fur-
thermore, OeTTaAikETAL can be explained in different ways. First, it would be a
misspelling of Oettalowkétal caused by iotacism, although, to our knowledge,
this mere linguistic explanation has not been suggested. Differently, the main-

14 Athenaeus himself expresses his concerns about the existence of that work (el yviioix ouy-
ypappata). For Jacoby (FGrH601 F2), there is no doubt about the chronology of the author and
of the existence of a book of his dedicated to the history of Thessaly.

15 See older editions of Schweighauser (Strasbourg 1801-1807), Dindorf (Leipzig 1827) and
Meineke (Leipzig 1858).

16 Dindorf’s edition of Harpocration (1853, 244-245, s.v. Ilevéotal) presents OeTToAikTog
following Bernhardy’s correction instead of Oettalowétag from mss. B as it is preserved in
Bekker’s edition (1833) or ©cttaAkdg from mss. D, the form preserved in the Suda. In his opin-
ion, OettalolkeTal was a secondary variant.
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stream hypothesis sees OeTtaAikéTal as a reshaped form whose second form
‘suppliants’ would be connected to one of the etymological interpretations pro-
posed for the term Penestai. According to Archemachus of Euboea (FGrH 424
F1), the oldest reference registered of this version, the name IlevéoTtou derives
from Mevéotal, ‘those who remain’. In his account, they were the Boeotians
who, after the conquest of Arne, decided to stay instead of fleeing away from
Thessalians. They surrendered themselves, offering their services as bonded
laborers in exchange for not being expelled beyond the borders nor being sold
as slaves. With the intention of justifying the existence of helotic-dependents in
Thessaly, this account was conveyed in the form of a “contract of servitude”.”

We are still left, however, to explain how the evolution from Mevéatal to
ITevéotal took place. Alternative to the most widespread etymology that relates
the term Ilevéotal to mévng ‘poor’,’® the testimonies of Archemachus and Pau-
sanias the lexicographer (m 16; K9 Erbse) point to a simple linguistic change.
While the former does not give more details, the latter specifies that it was due
to the corruption of the initial letter (mapa@Bapévrtog Tod YapakTiipog).”

Another resonance of this tradition can be seen in Polyaenus (Strat. 1.12),
according to whom the Boeotians mpog ikeoiav Tv Oegool@v £tpémovTo (‘they
resorted to plead the Thessalians’). Here Ducat (1994, 42) observes a clear lexi-
cal reminiscence of Archemachus because it consists of an unconventional
formula. Consequently, Staphylus’ notice of a Thessalian dependent group is
subsequent to Philocrates’ previous references. Hence, Staphylus’ OettaAiketal
was a later reinterpretation of the second term of the compound according to
this secondary tradition of the origin of the Penestai. The fact that the contracts
of servitude in literary sources point to a more recent attempt of finding grounds
for helotic-slavery also strengthens the later origin of OetTaAéTaL.

To sum up, the choice of this secondary form, ‘the suppliants of the Thessa-
lians’, by modern scholars such as Kaibel or Jacoby, makes much more sense if
the idea of a contract is being sought to justify the existence of helotic statuses
in Thessaly and to explain the inclusion of Penestai- Thettaliketai among other
similar helotic dependents. However, we cannot be sure that Harpocration’s
original text included the ikétng-compound. Otherwise, as far as we know, there

17 The oldest evidence of this type of capitulation among a subjected majority and its con-
querors is previously attested in Ephorus; for a further analysis of this concept, see further
Ducat (1990, 70-76 and 1994, 72).

18 Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 2.9. A third hypothesis interprets ITevéotat as an Illyrian name due to
the -st- suffix; see in this regard Lotze (1959, 48) and Ducat (1994, 67-70).

19 The text is also reproduced by Photius (s.v. [levéotar?) and Suda (s.v. Ilevéorta).
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are no compounds consisting of an ethnic + ikétat: instead, we found a first
term related to a theonym (viz. AtoA\ovikétng, ‘Eppaikétag). Therefore, it would
be wiser to leave the discussion open accepting the possibility of a simple phonet-
ic confusion.

4 Syracuse: KaAAwkupuot, KidAikupiot, KuAAupiot
and KiAAuptot

Cillyrians were the Geomoroi’s enslaved agricultural workers in Syracuse.”
Under the lemma KAoapdtai, they were compared to Helots and Penestai by
Pausanias Atticist, whereas Photius (s.v.) attributes the reference to Aristotle’s
Constitution of Syracusans, whose text is also reproduced in the Suda.? Prob-
lems begin with the analysis of the different extant forms: the aforementioned
lexicographers reproduce KaAAwvpiot in contrast to Hesychius’ KiAwvpiotr.?
On the other side, in Herodotus 7.155 the greatest number of manuscripts
(CPRSV) displays KvAAvptiol, while others present the KiA\Uptot (AD)? and only
one KuAArjptot (B).

20 Geomoroi’s power was based on land ownership (yew-pdpot, Doric yapopot). Their name,
considered a synonym of ‘farmer’, designated local elites in Syracuse and in Samos. The rela-
tionship between Geomoroi and Cillyrians has been studied by Frolov (1995) and Zurbach
(2017, 628-633).

21 Paus. Att. (1 16; K9 Erbse): Khap@tar pétowol, wg Maptavduvol év ‘HpakAeig tfj Tlovtikii kai
Eilwteg év Aakedaipovt kol év Oettohig Mevéotar kot KaAAvpior év Supakovoaig. Phot. s.v.
KaMuwopiot: “[...] wg AplototeAng év Supaxoooiwv mokiteiat, Gpotol Toig mapd Aokedatpoviolg
EiAwot, kol mapd Oeooaloig Ievéotarg, kat mapd Kpnot Khapwrarg.” The fragment appears as an
Aristotle’s original in Rose’s edition (Fr. 586); Ducat (1990, 33; 1994, 20 n? 6) is prone to accept
Aristotle’s assignment since Helots, Klarotai and Penestae are usually considered together by
Aristotle, so mentioning them to explain the term Cillyrians could be a realistic hypothesis.

22 Hsch. s.v. KiNkbptol (k 2687 Latte): oi &metoeA@6vTeg yewpdpol. AobAot 8& Aoav ovTol kol
TOUG Kupioug EEEPaNov.

23 While Hude’s edition prefers KuA\vp-, the lastest ones present kiAAup- (Rosén 2008, Wilson
2015). In this passage (also described in Diod. Sic. 10.28.1f.; Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 6.62.1f.), He-
rodotus refers to how the Geomoroi had their rulership brought back by Gelon in c. 480 BC after
their expulsion from Syracuse by Cillyrians and other local groups. They were also known due
to the proverb KaAAwkvpiwv mAeioug ‘(become) more numerous than the Cillyrians’ (Zenon Prov.
4.54; Sud. s.v. KaAAwkvpioy) that denoted the power of the united crowd, as the Cillyrians were
when they opposed the Geomoroi. Etymological dictionaries never include kuAAUplot: EDG s.v.
kaMkvplot send to v. Kilikvpiot although it does not appear as a lemma; LS offers the lemma
kuAAVplot but with reservation (“nisi hoc legend.”).
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The etymology is obscure:

a) According to Weber (1939, 230-232), the original form would be Hesychi-
us’ KiMuwvplot whose first term KiAAt-, linked to a local Doric form kiAAog ‘ass,
donkey’ in Syracusan, would have created an offensive compound “asini domi-
ni.”* In the same line, KaAAwvptot or “pulchri homini” would have been later
created as a mocking allusion to the koot k&yaboi.”

b) Conversely, Frolov (1995) believes that the original form was the He-
rodotean KuAAvptol, a local ethnic. His hypothesis is first based on Nonnus’
notice that Cillyrians (viz. KiAAvpiol) and Elymians were ancient Sicilian popu-
lations? and, secondly, in a linguistic link between KuAAvpiot and Latin culleus
‘leather, wineskin’. Following this assumption, he then stablishes a comparison
between these KuAAUptot (KilAvpiot in Nonnus) and the Katwvakogopot and
Kopuvnpopol from Sicyon (see infra). Thus, all these designations for helotic-
dependents would have been shaped after the outfit composed of leather or a
kind of fur coat that these groups wore.”

It is worth mentioning that we only find the variant KaAAwkvptot in lexicog-
raphers. There exist in Greek other compounds made up from KaAAt- or -kvplot,
although KaAAl- formations are more frequent.” Thus, it seems that KaAAwvptot
was later created by folk etymology in order to make clearer KiAAt-/KiAAv- inher-
ited terms as well as KuAAvUplot. Hesychius® KiAAl- form remains unexplained,
though. It has been connected to kéAAewv in the sense of ‘having driven out their
masters’, along with kiA\og ‘ass’.”? Had kiA\og been the basis of the form,

24 Cf. Poll. 7.56 (xiAov ydp Tov Gvov ot Awpteig kai kMakTiipa TOV GvnAdtny Aéyovotv ‘Dorians
called killos the ass and killater the ass-driver’) and Poll. 7.185 (&otpapnAdtat, mapd TOIG
Awpiebowv dvokivdiol kai kiMakTipeg ‘Muleteers among Dorians [are] donkey-drivers and ass-
drivers’).

25 In Weber’s opinion, Herodotus’ KuAAvpiot was the abbreviated outcome of KiAAwvpiol,
whereas Rosén (2008) suggested an offensive compound related to kiAMupog, a bird’s name
(cf. Hsch. xtMupég® ogloomuyic ‘wagtail’).

26 Nonnus Dion. 13.311.

27 For the connection between lat. culleus and kuA\Uplot, see Ceci 1932, 51. Frolov (1995, 79)
finds further evidence in Theognis’ verse GAN’ &t mAevpaiot opag aiy@v katétpiBov (‘Those
who wore a used goat-skin’, fr. 53—-58 Diehl), where the poet disapproves the social climbing of
the newcomers at the expense of the ancient Megarian noble class.

28 KoaAAt- compounds are attested in St. Byz. (s.vv. KaA\imoAig, KaAAwdmn) as well as other
derived toponyms and ethnics (viz. KaAAiat, a polis near Taranto, and KaAAevg, KaAliapog,
KaAAiopa). Second-termed compounds in -kVpot can be found, for instance, in the Paphlagoni-
an ethnic Ogpiokvplot derived from the toponym Gepiokvpa (St. Byz. s.v.), together with anoth-
er secondary toponym OgpokvpeLat.

29 Bibliography is resumed by Frolov (1995, 79 n. 15), although Weber’s hypothesis is not considered.
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ktAUptot would be the sobriquet.®® It is also found in compounds such as
KIAAiBag (‘three-legged stand’)® and, interestingly enough, later sources have
preserved the similar word formation kaAABévteg (Hsch. s.v. = k 471 Latte),
from which we see the proximity between these two prefixes in lexicographic
sources.” Furthermore, analogical influences can vouch for our KiAAl- com-
pound since it is also attested in proper names such as KiAAik@v, which at the
same time is created by analogy with Kilikeg, a6 Kilioong tpdpov, or similar
expressions.”

As a result of this, Herodotus’ KuAAUptot may be the ancient form borrowed
from local non-Greek populations. This hypothesis could be confirmed by the
form 106G QuAVPIKOG attested in the last line of a curse tablet recently found in
Sicily (SEG 54.941, side B, 450 BC, Selinous?). Here 106G QuAupikdg appears fol-
lowed by two anthroponyms, tov [I0AA[o]g kai EVkA[ |. The editors of the text,
Kotansky and Curbera (2004, 689-690), as well as Dubois (IGDS 36), indicate a
possible identification with the KuAAvUpiot mentioned in Herodotus. However,
while Dubois notes a syntactic problem in II6AAt[o]g, accepting that it was a
“patronyme au génitif”, in our opinion and, given that they may be slaves, we
would not expect here a patronymic but rather the owner’s name in genitive. In
fact, following Kotansky and Curbera, their dependent status is supported by
the fact that they appear at the end of a long curse list, even behind women and,
contrary to previously accursed people in the document, they are not named.
Subsequently, T0¢ ouAvpikdg must be seen as kVA(A)upikovg, a derived form
from KvuAAUptot by means of -1k6g, a common Greek suffix expressing belonging
and very productive for creating nouns after place names.*

30 Dunbabin 1948, 111 n.1.

31 See DELG s.v. kKINA{Bag.

32 It is defined either as a ‘scissor’ or a ‘blade’ typical of feminine care or as a kind of dance
(DELG s.v.).

33 Phot. (s.v. Kikixwv): KAikwv* €ndvupov Axatod tod Mépomnog, ano Tpopod Kilicong d¢ thv
natpida MiAntov mpovSwkev Toig Mpinvedot kai TOV BactAéa otpatny@v: fi, mapdoov Kikkeg
SleBePAnvTo €mi movnpiat kal WpOTNTL 81 ToUTo EKANON Kihikwv: Depekpdtng Ael o fyiv
€ykihikifovo’ ot Beol. The editions of the Suda or Photius differ in spelling Ki\ikwv or KAA\ikawv
as well as its accentuation; a whole comment can be seen in Lehrs (1903, 27 n2 10) and Papaz-
eti’s study on Herodian (2008, 102). It is also remarkable that the Suda registers a similar notice
to the one of Photius under the lemma KaAAikwv* 6vopa koptov. MiAro1og T0 yévog, dieeponto
8¢ émi movnpig. Be it as may, there is some confusion in the transmission of a KaAAikdv and a
KIM(A)ikwv; besides, in the Suda the lemma KaAwk@v precedes that of KaAAwvpiot, while
KiAixwv is next to KiAAik@v, both referred to a traitor called Cillicon, so we cannot discard a
general mix-up among KaAAt- and KiAAt- forms.

34 Chantraine (1933, 385 § 317).



318 —— Paloma Guijarro Ruano and Maria Luisa del Barrio Vega

Thus, the adjectival kvA(A)upikoug would prove that the form KuAAvp-, at-
tested in the 5th c. BC in epigraphic as well as in literary documents (the majori-
ty of Herodotus’ manuscripts), is the oldest one. KuAAr|plot must be due to later
iotacism, so the question of clarifying the relationship between KiAAUptot and
KuAAVplol remains. Rather than a derived Greek word from xiAAog or k€AAew,
this alternation lends weight to the view that it is a Pre-Greek term. Following
Furnée’s study (1972), Beekes (2014) reports that alternation between A-AA and t-
v with the suffix -1k- can be attributed to a Pre-Greek origin, as it occurs in cou-
plets such as kiAAE-kOME.” If this holds true, then we must conclude that evi-
dence of the local KuAAvplol is preserved on our curse tablet and in literary
texts. More likely, its counterpart Ki\Avptot resulted from the process of adapta-
tion and reception of a non-Greek term. Later, this last variant was reanalysed
as the compound KiMwvpiot by analogical forms and finally reinterpreted as
KaAAwkvplot. We cannot know when exactly the changes took place but Eu-
stathius (ad. Il. B v. 584 = 1.456.24) is a good example of how lexicographic
sources can be misleading and not reliable: in his list of helotic-dependents,
after the mention of Helots and Penestai, he states that Cillyrians (Ki\\tkVptot)
came from Crete.

5 The Katwvakopopot/Kopuvnpopot of Sicyon
and the ‘naked people’ of Argos: a matter of
clothes?

A similar situation of alternative first-termed compounds can be observed in the
pair Katwvako@opot-Kopuvngdpol. Both are attested in the lexicographic tradi-
tion and both depict a dependent community in Sicyon, arranged together with
other groups of the same helotic status. They are shaped on the basis of a sec-
ond-term -@opol, such as in dopvpodpol ‘spear-bearings’, which is also present in
the name of other helotic-like serfs, such as the 8wpopdpol, which designated the
subjected local population of Mariandynians in the colony of Heraclea Pontica.*

35 More precisely, see Furnée (1972, 32) and Beekes (2014, 110). The alternation &-t also indi-
cates a similar Pre-Greek origin: see Furnée’s connection between kiA 2 and Hsch. keAAGv in
Beekes (2014, 71), or the papyrus-form keAAiBag undoubtedly related to kAAiBaG, -avtog in
Beekes (2014, 121). See also Furnée (1972, 355).

36 See Asheri (1972) and Paradiso (2007) and note 6. For the status of these Sicyonian serfs,
see Whitehead (1981).
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The problem stems from the fact that these terms also designate other reali-
ties, so historic and later sources have blended the two categories in this con-
crete Peloponnesian region.

5.1 The Katwvakopopot or the wearers of the fleece

The first part of the compound, 1 katwvdkn, derived from vdkog ‘fleece’, con-
sists of a ‘coarse frock with a border of sheepskin’ (LSJ). These katwvaxn-
wearers are mentioned first by Theopompus and Menaechmus in Athenaeus
(6.271d) when they compare this type of Sicyonian slaves to Spartan
¢nevvaktol.” Nonetheless, we do not find further explicit references to this
group previous to Athenaeus’ notice. So, how should we explain the identity
and the origins of these ‘wearers of the fleece’ in Sicyon before lexicographic
evidence? The historicist hypothesis of van Wees (2003) is underpinned by the
identification of these katwvdkn-wearers with the dependents from Pellene and
Donoussa. The author has tried to demonstrate that the literary and lexico-
graphic evidence concerning these dependent peoples coincides with the short
enslavement suffered in these Sicyonian places during the expansion of the
Orthagorid’s tyranny (c. 650-550 BC). After having accepted humiliating condi-
tions, this subdued population would have been forced to wear a slave garment.
More precisely, van Wees argues that the addition of a fourth tribe, called Aigi-
aleis ‘shore-dwellers’, to the traditional three was created expressly to incorpo-
rate into the city-body the remnant of people who were enslaved two genera-
tions before, such as those from Pellene and Donoussa.*® Even so, van Wees’s
analysis relies upon his account of all these peta&v-categories as issues of con-
quest and not as a mere product of internal differentiation and, on the other
hand, there is no real (textual) evidence of this identification between Katwva-
ko@opot and the enslaved people from Pellene and Donoussa.*

Aside from this interpretation, the gap can be saved by going backwards to
the testimonies of Theopompus and Aristophanes’ scholia, where we find the
first direct evidence of the fleece they wore.*® The katwvdkn-garment appears in

37 Theopompus (FGrH115 F176), Menaechmus (FGrH131 F1).

38 Following Ducat (1976), it also emerges from van Wees’ analysis that the odd Herodotean
account (5.68) on the change of tribe names by Cleisthenes, tyrant of Sicyon c. 600-550 BC,
into more mocking ones (viz. hyatai ‘Swine people’, oneatai ‘Donkey people’, choireatai ‘Pig
people’) could fit with this idea of a degrading differentiation of subdued people.

39 Against the origin of helotry through conquest, see Luraghi (2003).

40 Ducat (1976, 363-364); van Wees (2003); Zurbach (2017, 193ff.).
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an Athenian context when Lysistrata (Ar. Lys. 1150—1156) uses the expression
KOTWVAkag @opodvtag as a synonym of slavery, as opposed to the wearing of
the xAdiva (popodvrtag), understood as the cloak of freedom. In another Aristo-
phanic episode (Eccl. 724) we learn that the katwvdkn was also worn by en-
slaved women. Later scholia on these passages further explain that this outfit
was the garment of slaves and non-free people and that tyrants forced them to
wear it.” Thanks to a further explanation of Theopompus quoted in Moeris,* we
know that this measure was taken to keep these people from coming into their
respective cities. Hesychius echoes this notice as well without adding more
information.” What follows is logical: the wearing of such sheepskin gave rise
to a common designation for subjected people not only in Athens but also in
Sicyon, as the testimony of Theopompus and Menaechmus in Athenaeus
proves.

Moreover, the equation between Katwvako@opol and the Spartan énevvakTot
instead of the Spartan Helots is unexpected in the light of the more usual align-
ment among lexicographers of the dependent helotic categories. By means of
another of Theopompus’ quotations in Athenaeus,* Ducat (1990, 34, 169ff.)
convincingly argues that these émevvakTol or ‘by-sleepers’ corresponded to the
Helots themselves. In his opinion, they would have been permitted to supplant
the dead Lacedemonians in their beds during the Messenian war so as to com-
pensate the forthcoming lack of warriors. Thereupon, according to Ducat, the
reference to the €mevvaktol points to a metaphorical reflection of the Helots’
social ladder climbing in Spartan society.

5.2 The Kopuvngadpot or the mace-bearers

The Kopuvngpopol are the wearers of a kopvyvn, a ‘club’ or a ‘mace’. The term can
designate three different realities: the Athenian Peisitratus’ bodyguard, the
garment of a sort of helotic-dependents in Sicyon and the police corps in Anti-
och.” The name of club/mace-bearer perfectly meshes with the idea of protec-
tion attached to bodyguards or police-like groups. Moreover, it is interesting to

41 Schol. in Ar. Lys. 619, Eccl. 721.

42 Theopomp. FGrH 115 F311 (= Moeris, Lexicum Atticum, p. 201).

43 Hsch. s.v. katwvaékn (k 1887 Latte).

44 Theopompus FGrH 115 F171 = Ath. 6.271c.

45 This is the definition made by Patzek/Portmann (2006). In the absence of more precision,
we have to suppose that they refer to Antioch on the Orontes owing to the quotation of Libani-
us (Lib. Or. 48.9), who was born and lived there.
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note that this third sense is not mentioned in the different works that have dealt
with this term.*® The unique epigraphical evidence we have for this term comes
from an inscription found in Rome and dedicated by Triphon from Lampsacus
to Priapus, who is named kopuvn@dpog, as well as ‘guardian of the garden’ and
‘thieves-whip’."” But the inscription is probably false.

It is now time to turn the discussion to the two first meanings of the term.
Within the three categories, only the first two share two specific traits: being a
community of non-completely free people and being subjected to tyrants. The
main difference between them is that there are no references to Kopuvngopot in
Sicyon before lexicographic references. In previous literary sources we only find
the Athenian club-bearers: the oldest evidence of these comes from Herodotus’
text (1.59), where the word designates the bodyguards at the service of Peisistra-
tus, as in Plutarch (Solon 30.5.2) and in Diogenes Laértius (1.66).“® Lavelle (2005,
95-96) considers Kopuvngopot an invented form in view of Herodotus’ specifi-
cation that Peisistratus called his escorts Kopuvngpopot instead of the commoner
Sopupdpol ‘spearmen’.”” Thus the term Kopuvn@dpor does not only mean
‘spear-bearing’ but it can be also applied to the body-guards of tyrants or kings
(LS)). Since the Kopuvngopot were considered Athenians instead of foreigners,
the historian would have made up this term owing to the rejection produced by
a group related to the reviled tyranny in Athens. Yet, even if it were a question
of aversion, the later application of the term to wider contexts (Sicyon, Antioch)
remains unexplained, as does the linguistic relation between Katwvoko@dpot
and Kopuvngopot. On the basis of an intended political use of Heracles by the
Athenian tyrant, some modern authors symbolically attribute the by-name of
Kopuvngopol to Peisistratus’ attempt to identify himself with the god and his
bodyguard with the god’s mace.*® Without ceding to this argument, Valdés Guia
(2004, 174f.) has recently argued that the mace would point to their social sta-
tus. Under-resourced as thétes, they could not afford the hoplitic armament
since they were deprived of lands, according to Herodotus (1.62). Therefore,
they would use more rudimentary weapons, such as maces, sticks and rocks in

46 See, for instance, in RE s.v. Kopvvngopot (Oehler col. 1400).

47 Tpiewv | TOuEAwL kopuvn@dpwt | knmo@UAaKL KAETTTOpAOTLYL, | edepyeoiog kal evdokiag
X6pw | Aappakiwv kowwvia (CIG 111 5960 = 1G XIV,102%; cf. IK 6, S.149 Anm. 2).

48 Arist. Ath. Pol. 14.1; Polyaenus Strat. 1.21.3; Schol. P1. Resp. 566b.

49 Thuc. (6.56.2; 57.1; 57.4) reports the term Sopu@odpol as Peisistratids’ escort. The double
meaning of Sopudpol as spear-bearings, or more precisely as the personal bodyguard of kings
and tyrants (LSJ), must be retained.

50 Boardman (1972).
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warfare, as would also be the case of the Argive Gymnétai.** Hence, the author
connects this precarious situation to serfdom or even to the helotic-nature of
their counterparts in Sicyon. Nonetheless, neither does she delve into the prob-
lem of the double terminology employed for the Sicyonian population nor, fur-
thermore, into the club functions of these xopuvn-bearers as a means of uphold-
ing public order rather than a war tool.>

Despite the absence of previous literary parallels concerning the presence of
Kopuvn@dpot in Sicyon, Pollux (3.83) includes them under the label “between
free and slave” along with other helotic-dependents. The same applies to
Stephanus of Byzantium, who compares the Chian 8epdnovteg to Spartan ElAw-
1eG, Argive T'vpvnolol, Sicyonian Kopuvn@odpol, Italiot IleAaoyoi and Cretan
Mv@Tat. In the Etymologicum Magnum and in the Etymologicum Gudianum (s.vv.
€ilwg) Kopuvngodpot and Helots are considered waged free people together with
the Ofiteg in Athens, the I'vpvijteg in Argos, the Ilevéatal in Sicily, the ITeAdton
in Crete and the KaAAwvptot in Syracuse. What about the Kopuvngopot in later
sources and their connection with the Katwvako@dpot?

5.3 The mix-up of pdpot-people in Sicyon

As we have seen, there is no doubt as to the existence of a helotic group in Sicy-
on. As a matter of fact, two different compounds are used by lexicographers and
Lexica to designate the same helotic-type community.>® The question is whether
the Kopuvngopot and the Katwvako@dpot allude to the same reality. In accord-
ance with the majority of scholars, the distribution of the literary testimonia
clearly points to the existence of two differentiated groups: the Kopvvngdpot in
Athens and the Katwvaxko@opot in Sicyon. According to them, both terms would
have been later intermingled because of some similar characteristics, but in
Sicyon both of them would denote the same group of dependent people.>

The leading hypothesis considers Katwvaxo@dpot the original form owing
to the antiquity of Theopompus’ evidence, as well as the better lexical suitabil-
ity of the katwvdkn-compound ‘the wearers of a sheepskin-garment’ rather than

51 See Singor (2000, 110) as well.

52 Ducat (1976, 367 n. 42).

53 In general, scholars do not question the reality of dependent groups reported in Pollux’
category petadd 8 éAeubépwv kai SovAwv (3.83). See Zurbach’s statement (2017, 494) “Nier
I’existence méme de ces catégories est faire violence aux sources”.

54 Will (1956, 48); Van Wees (2003); Zurbach (2017, 493-99); Ducat (1976, 363—64; 1990, 34),
dubitanter Garlan (1995, 104).
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‘mace-wearers’ to represent these rural dependents.”® This confusion between
Theopompus’ Katwvoako@dpol, reported in Athenaeus, and Kopuvngopot, con-
veyed in other lexicographers, would be due to an over-literal reading of Aris-
tophanes’ Lysistrata, where the comparison between the wearing of the
katwvakn and the yAoiva is used as a metaphor of the servile-and-free-status
issue of the liberation from tyranny.>

Pollux is credited to be the source of the mix-up.” He includes the
Kopuvngopotl in his list of helotic-type dependents (Poll. 3.83), whereas a little
further ahead he explains what a katwvdkn is (Poll. 7.68), specifying that it is
found in Sicyon under the tyrants as well as in Athens under the Peisistratids.
Being aware of Theopompus’ notice about the use of mandatory clothing by the
Katwvakogpopot under the command of the Peisistratids, the lexicographer
would have then equated the Peisistratids and the Orthagorids, the respective
tyrants of Athens and Sicyon, as well as their wearing of slave garments.*® The
mix of information was naturally favoured by Lysistrata’s passage.

It emerges from all this that there was a serf population in Sicyon and that
there is no reason to doubt Theopompus’ evidence. Probably, these serfs wore
distinguishing clothing made of fleece on account of which they were named
Katwvakn-wearers. However, as van Wees indicates, there is no definitive proof
of the existence of a group so called in Athens, since Aristophanes’ notice about
slave outfits must be taken symbolically. Secondly, the application of the term
Kopuvngopot to the helot-like population in Sicyon must be attributed to a more
recent reanalysis of the term, rather than to the presence of a real bodyguard
corps for the tyrant Clisthenes, as Lotze (1959, 54f.) proposed. It would have
been conditioned by the common traits shared by Athenian club-bearers and
Sicyonian fleece-wearers, as it was found in later sources. Pollux evidences first
the origin of this confusion, probably due to a long tradition of epitomising and
to compiling texts. It is important not to lose sight of the fact that Pollux’ text is
based on a previous one by Aristophanes of Byzantium, so this confusion could
have originated before. Furthermore, their comparison to the Spartan
¢nevvoktol and Helots would point in the same direction so that they were in-
cluded in these helotic-type lists of rural enslaved population. After all, both
compounds, Katwvako@dpotr and Kopuvngopol, were used in accordance with
different aspects that were interesting to emphasize: the garment of the former

55 Zurbach (2017, 493ff.).

56 Ducat (1976); van Wees (2003).

57 Ducat (1976) and Zurbach (2017, 494).

58 See Zurbach (2017, 494ff.) with previous bibliography.
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that distinguished them from completely free citizens or the correspondence of
the latter to the Athenian Kopuvn@opol, also a dependent group although they
were never included in helotic-status lists.

5.4 The nudity of the Tupvijteg or fupviialot of Argos

Contrary to the aforementioned dependent groups that were differentiated from
non-dependents through their clothing, in the case of the ‘naked people’ of
Argos there was no garment at all.”®

Despite the scarcity of sources, different names are attested for designating
a group (or groups) of rural dependents in this region. Aside from mepiowot,
Fowktatat and 8odAoL,® Pollux (3.83) within their peta&v-gathering mentions the
Tupviiteg from Argos as well as the Etymologicum Gudianum (s.v. €iAwg). How-
ever, the variant T'vpvriotot is reported by Stephanus of Byzantium (s.v. Xiog),
Eustathius (in D. P. 533) and the Etymologicum Magnum (s.v. eAwg).*

Derived from a common yupvog-root, these two words have been created by
the addition of two different suffixes. The noun yvpvrig, fitog has been formed
with a é-degree. It has the specific meaning of ‘lightly armed foot soldier’ and it
must be analysed with its counterpart yvpvopdyot, whose sense is even more
transparent.®” The second one, T'vpvrotol, is derived from a stem yvpvnt- to
which the suffix *-jos is added, yielding the adjective yupvriolog, employed in
plural as a collective noun.®

These variants have not received much linguistic attention.** Cartledge
(1986, 2006), following Lotze (1959, 53ff.), supports Stephanus’ variant Tupvriolog
as the original one explaining T'vuvfiteg as a secondary erroneous form in Pollux.

59 Parallels between these ‘naked people’ and the katonaké-wearers from Sicyon have been
brought to light by Lotze (2000, 57-86). A possible hypothesis about the acquisition of this
population by Argives can be seen in van Wees (2003).

60 AodAot in Hdt. 6.83; mepiowot in Arist. Pol. 1303a 8; fowkldtal appears in an inscription
(SEG 26, 449, Epidaurus, c. 475-450 BC). For an attempt to reconcile the terminology, see
Zurbach (2017, 5171f.); in his opinion, niepiowkol, as it is reported by Herodotus, has to be inter-
preted as helotic slaves and to be identified with Pollux and Stephanus’ evidence.

61 Eust. ad. Il. 50-52 (= 4.455.18), also reports yupviiteg but referred to the light-armed soldiers.
62 First evidence of yvpvopdyot and yvpvijteg appears in Tyrtaeus (Fr. 11.35-38 Edmonds;
P.Oxy. 3316,14). On the likely identification of these people with helots in the extant fragments
of the poets, see Ducat (2015, 178-180).

63 Chantraine (1933, 418§ 34).

64 See, for instance, van Wees (2003) whose main interest is to argue for the identification of
this ‘naked people’ with the Argive Hyrnathioi tribe.
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It would be the result of a mix-up with the normal yvpvijteg, since helots did
take part in military conflicts as light-armed soldiers.

To sum up, Cartledge’s hypothesis seems to offer a better explanation for
these two forms since ethnic names also work in the same way: derived from
adjectives, they are reemployed as nouns for designating a concrete population
or collective. As it has also been suggested for the Kopuvnpdpol, and owing to
their lower economic status, they would not have been able to afford the hoplit-
ic equipment giving rise to their name. Generally speaking, the metaphoric
nudity which symbolically translates their lower-ranking position matches bet-
ter the continuous correspondences between the physical characterization of
this non-free population and their status found in lexicographic sources.

6 Recapitulation and conclusions

In the preceding pages we have examined the issue of the different terms
transmitted by ancient Greek sources for designating the same helot-like popu-
lations. Based upon a thorough linguistic analysis, we have analysed three
series of compound terms coming from Thessaly, Syracuse and Sicyon-Argos.
The alternative forms can affect the second part of the compound such as
Oettah-okéTal/ikétatl for the purpose of reducing the Thessalians mentioned in
the first part to serfdom, or to make them suppliants. Nonetheless, we have also
outlined the possibility of analysing OettaAikéTat as a graphic misspelling (1 for
o), probably connected to a secondary etymological interpretation. Conversely,
the first term can also display alternative forms, as it happens in Katwvoxo@dpot-
Kopuvnopot. The choice here depends on the identification of the group under
consideration with their Athenian counterparts, the bearers of a mace, or with
the wearing of an outfit that defines subjected people. Both terms evoke differ-
ent situations. Thus, the former could conceal a lower-rank consideration as
poorer citizens, or rather could be due to a mere confusion developed by later
sources. The latter form is attested for the first time by Theopompus, although
passed through the sieve of Athenaeus. Hence, we must accept the existence of
a helot-like community in Sicyon externally differentiated, either they were
originally called Katwvoko@dpol, or this term was in fact later coined by Theo-
pompus after the garment they wore. This idea could also be supported by his-
torical events and by other parallels of dependent people named after their
garment (viz. the kovinodeg in Epidaurus or the Tupvriolol in Argos). Besides, it
also fits in well with the continuously reported tendency of tyrants to exclude
subjected people from the regular citizenship.
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Finally, the sequence of KiAAwvptot-KaAAkvupror-KuAAvprot displays a more
complex process of transmission. The original form would not be a compound
name but a non-Greek KvAAUptol, thus spelled in the majority of Herodotus’
manuscripts, who furthermore represents our oldest testimony for these terms.
From this base, lexicographic sources account for later reinterpreted forms re-
sulting from a reanalysis as compounds. Its first term was matched to already
KA(A)1- existent words and, in a further step, blended and confused with KaAAt-,
a blurring that presents other parallels. The evidence provided by inscriptions
can also contribute to clarifying some terms. In this respect, the form Ttog
oUA(AM)vpikdg from Sicily would confirm that the oldest variant is KuAAvptot.
Likewise, the testimony of Kopuvngopot in an inscription from Lampsacus
proves the presence of this term beyond the Athenian, Sicyonian and Syrian
borders.

What emerges from this study is that lexicographic testimonia constitute an
essential source of information for understanding the helotic statuses in Ancient
Greece. Without the reference to the intermediate peta&v-categories in Pollux or
the like, we probably would disregard important information concerning a ho-
listic overview of the phenomenon of slavery. The evidence they provide needs
to be brought up to date and revised in the light of new epigraphical findings
and of recent hypotheses or new methodological approaches. To this effect, it is
also imperative to undertake this task also from a linguistic and philological
perspective.

Abbreviations

DELG = Chantraine, Pierre (2009)?, Dictionnaire étymologique de la langue grecque: histoire
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Renzo Tosi

Lexicographical Scholia in ms. GA 1424

Parchment ms. GA 1424 (Gruber 152; 9th—10th cent.)! is located at the Lutheran
School of Theology in Chicago and contains the complete New Testament with
commentary. The scholia are of a later date and are in general similar to expla-
nations of the Fathers (in particular Origen, John Chrysostom, Cyril of Alexan-
dria). Lexicographical scholia are few, but some of them are quite interesting.

1

The explanation of one passage in two Synoptic Gospels quotes expressly its
source. It is a version of the Cyril-Lexicon. In Mc. 5.9 Jesus asks the devil: Ti
Gvopd oot; and the devil answers: Aeylwv Gvopd pot, 6Tt moAhoi €opev. So, at
Lc. 8.30 émnpwnoev 8¢ abToV 6 'Inooig, Tt cot dvopd £0Twv; 6 8¢ einev, Aeylwv,
0Tt elofjABev Saupovia oA i adTOv. There is the same scholion to both pas-
sages, at ff. 62a and 100a respectively. Its text is To0 &yiov Kupilhov Aefikob-
Aeyewv- &plOpog avdpv, CxEC (that is 6666). The second part of Hesych. A 490
Aeyewv- mAfB0G oTpaTELNATOG, f| TAYHOTOG, £E XIMGSwV £&akooiwvy EEfKovTa EE
gives the same number of this scholion. This exact number is also present in a
gloss of the version g of the Cyril-Lexicon. All scholars? agree that the family g
was interpolated with a glossary of the Holy Scripture and with some Latin ju-
ridical glosses. M. Schmidt indicated Lc. 8.30 as source of Hesych. A 490, and
Latte quoted the same passage dubitanter.> In my opinion, there is no doubt that
the Cyril gloss and the second part of the Hesychian gloss derive from a com-
mentary to the episode related in Mc. 5.9 and Lc. 8.30. The phonetic variation
Aeyewv/Aeywwv is not so important,* and is also present as varia lectio in both
passages of the Gospel. The scholion of GA 1424 and the lexicographical gloss
are characterized by the number 6666. It is a frequent symbol in Medieval and
Modern Age: also in chapter 21 of Barnaba’s Gospel (ca. 14th cent.) it is the

1 Cf. Freiherr von Soden (1902-1913, 1652); Canart (2011, 36).

2 Cf. Drachmann (1936, 27); Benetiktsson (1938, 253); Latte (1953, XLVII).

3 There are two stop marks. Latte explains it on p. XXXVIil: “Interdum punctis additis (..) etiam
ad alium eiusdem auctoris locum gl. referri posse indicavi”.

4 Scholars agree that it is caused by the Latin pronunciation. In fact, the term derives from
Latin, cf. Ekinger (1892, 29ff.); Wesseley (1902).

https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110622744-020
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number of the devils. This symbology is not surprising, because 6666 is written
four times six, and six as a symbolic number is present among many different
cultures and peoples.’ In particular, in Apoc. 13.17-18 the number 666 was the
symbol of the Antichrist. This fact facilitated the idea that devil who named
himself Aeywwv® alluded to number 6666. In fact, sources’ reveal that Roman
legion consisted of six thousand soldiers. The name Aeywwv underlines the
strength of the devil and, indirectly, stresses that of Christ. The scholion of GA
1424 not only makes this element clear, but adds a symbolic meaning to it.

2

Mt. 5.26 aunv Aéyw oot, o pn €EENBNG £kelBev Ewg Gv Gnod@g TOv Eoyatov
kodpavtrnyv means that he who does not become reconciled with his adversary
risks jail, whence he will not be freed until he has paid the fine to its last coin.
At f. 12a the term ko8pavTng (transliteration of the Latin quadrans) is explained
by n Aéig koBpavng To Tidv, 1 Aertd 8vo. In fact, ko8pavng is a coin of small
worth. Three Hesychian glosses, k 3201 ko8pavtng: T mav, f| TO TETAPTOV TAG
@OMEeWG, | AertTOV- TO 8¢ AemTOv ££0KI0YIAMOGTOV TAAGVTOU, 6 £0TIV OUPpIOV £V,
f| Kokkia Tpia. TO 8¢ TGAavTov Aitpal EKaTOV £ikooIMEVTE. 6 8¢ KOBpPAVTNG VoUp-
pio tpia. O 8¢ £oxatog KOBPAVTNG TO TETAPTOV TAG POAAEWC, K 3207 KOBpPAVTNG:
TO év, f| Aemtd SVo- ASvgn 10 8¢ Aerttov £€akioyiAooTov TaAdvTtov and k 1979
L. keBpavtng: TO mdv, f| Aemta 8vo. Ta xepoaia, are parallel to this scholion.® It is
evident that x 3207 and k 1979 are shortened versions of k 3201, whose source is
probably — as Latte indicates — Epiphanius’ De mensuris et ponderibus.” The
entry of k 1979 L. is evidently corrupted and T& xepoaia unintelligible (none of
the scholars’ conjectures is convincing).'® The interpretamenta 10 név, f| Aentd
8Vo are also present in some versions of the Cyril lexicon, namely in Vallicell. E

5 Cf. e.g. Chevalier/Cheerbrant (1986, 355—356).

6 As for the explanation of this name, cf. Prisker (1970, 195-200).

7 Plut. Rom. 20.1; Eutrop. 2.6; Suda A 222 A; schol. Opp. Hal. 1.1.

8 Cf. also x 3201 L. x0o8pavtng: 10 mdv, f TO TETAPTOV TG POMEWS, f| AertTOVv. TO 8¢ Aemttdv
£Eok1oxIM00TOV TaAGVTOL, 6 €0TV ovpipiov v, | kokkia Tpia. TO 8¢ TdAavtov Aitpat £kaTOV
elkoolmévTe. 0 8¢ kodpavTng vouppia Tpia, 0 8¢ £0YaTOG KOSPAVTNG TO TETAPTOV TAG POMEWS.
In this gloss the entry is ko8p&vng, but the explanation is quite different.

9 This treatise survives only in Syriac, Armenian and Georgian translation. As for ko8pavtng,
cf. also J. Elmer Dean, Epiphanius’ Treatise on Weights and Measures. The Syriac Version, Chi-
cago 1935, 140.

10 Valesius proposed a strange xnpaia, Salmasius kepoaia (kepoaiov was an Aegyptian coin).
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11 (A), in Laur. 57.39 (S), closely linked to A, and in three later versions, v, g and
n (familia quarta). One of the sources of A, in itself the most important manu-
script of the Cyril lexicon, was an ancient and plentiful version of the Glossae ad
Octateucum." The explanation of Hesychius and Cyril was also taken by Z-
lexica, cf. Syn. x 378 Cunn. (= Phot. k 856 Th. = Suda k 1904 A.) ko8pa&ving: 10
név, f| Aemta 80o. The scholion of GA 1424 took its material from a lexicograph-
ical source, probably the same as of § 1. It is important to note that the inter-
pretamentum derives from Mc. 12.42.2 In this passage a poor widow offers Aemta
800, 6 oty koBpavng to the temple. In fact, T0 mév is understable in light of
Mc. 12.42, where Christ remarks 1| xfpa adtn 1| mrwyr mAgiov navtwv £Ralev
TOV BaANOVTWVY €iG TO Yalo@UAGKIOV- TIGVTEG YOp €K TOD TMEPLOOEVOVTOG AVTOLG
£Bahov, aiymn 8¢ £k TG VOTEPHTEWS AVTHG AvTa boa ixev EBahev, dov TOV Blov
avTiiG. The context demonstrates that Mc. 12.42 is the source of the lexicograph-
ical tradition. Perhaps also the absurd interpretamentum 1& yepoaia of Hesych. k
1279 becomes explainable in this perspective. It could derive from something
linked to yrjpa ‘widow’ (as, e.g., T& XPag <GvadrpaTta> or <Gvadrpa>-Ta Xrpac).

Curiously, the scholiast of GA 1424 took this material from his lexicograph-
ical source in order to explain Mt. 5.26 and not Mc. 12.42.” The Italian function-
alist school of lexicographical studies showed that ancient commentators often
drew their exegesis from the context of annotated texts." So, in this case T0 név
derives from the context of Mc. 12.42. It is also interesting that continuous ex-
change of materials between lexicography and scholiography caused its pres-
ence in a scholion to Mt. 5.26. However, here this exegesis is not erroneous:
amod@g Tov £oxatov koBpavtny could be explained by dmod®g TO Tav.

3

At f. 64a the words of Salome in Mc. 6.25 O¢Aw tva EE aOTAG QG pot £mi mivokt
MV ke@alnv Twavvov tob Bomtiotod are explained by £ alTiig ToUTEOTL IO~

11 As for this lexicon, cf. Benediktsson (1938).

12 M. Schmidt indicated Mt. 5.26 as the source of the gloss, Latte wrote: “Marc. 12.42..” (as for
the two points see above).

13 In GA 1424 there is no similar annotation on Mc. 12.42. Cunningham quotes Orig. Hom. in
Lucam 35.202-3 Kpttig 8¢ 0 kUptog u@v 'Inoodg Xplotog mpdktwp 8¢ 6 dpoplodeig Ekdotw
GvBpwrw &yyehog: “Aemtodv” B€ €0t TO ENGXIOTOV AUAPTNHE, “kOBpAvTng” 8¢, wg 6 MaTthniog
@now, 16 m\fifog TV dpaptnudtwy, that is, in my opinion, different.

14 Cf. Marzullo (1968); Degani (1977-1978); Bossi/Tosi (1979-1980); Tosi (1988, passim).
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pavTika, aUT] Ti] Opg. Here, as for the previous cases, the source could be a codex
of version g of the Cyril lexicon. In fact, in Hesych. € 3619 and in the versions Avgn
of the Cyril lexicon there is the gloss é£auTii¢: mapovTtika. The gloss avTtiic
TPOVTIK, eV0£wG is present in the E-lexica, cf. Syn. €492 Cunn, Phot. € 1123 Th.,,
Suda € 1572 A.,” Zon. 759 Tittm. It is noteworthy that in our scholion there is not the
interpretamentum 00ewg,'® just like in Hesychius, Cyril and in schol. Opp. Hal.1.782
EEqTiigr opavTIKA.

4

There are also various quite different cases. At f. 8b in Mt. 1.19 Tworp 8¢ 6 &vnp
avThG, dikalog Wv kai pn 0EAwv av TV Setypartioat, £BovAnOn AdBpy dmoAdoat
auTry, ms. GA 1424 has - like many other manuscripts — mapadetypatioat in-
stead of Setypartioat, accepted by editors. The scholion to this passage is T0
napadetypationl TO @avep@oat Kai SIBEAAEY TOV KAK@DG TIPAEavTa ONpaAivel, TO
8¢ Berypatioal 10 @avep@oal GAGOG. The interpretamentum @avep®oal is also
present in Hesych. m 490 Hansen mapaSetypatioat: gavepdoat. Bplappedoat,
which is identical to a gloss of the Cyril lexicon. However, this gloss of the Cyril
lexicon is present only in the version of Vallicellianus. With regard to this, two
observations are in order. First of all, the structure of the scholion is more com-
plex than the Hesych.-Cyril gloss. It makes a distinction between the compound
and the simple verb."” According to the scholion, both verbs mean ‘to show’: the
compound, however, has a negative connotation and means ‘to expose some-
body before all the people.” A parallel is Euseb. Quaest. Ev. ad Steph. PG 22.884
ypanpau kai mapaypdpat, kai 0 AoyioaoBat kai mapadoyicacdat, kai Yneioot kai
napopn@ioat: oLTwg ovdE TO Sertypatioat kai mapadelypatioat TO UEV Yop
napadetypatioal, TV Ml KAKOG TIPAEAVTL EIG TIAVTAS QAVEPWOLY TE Kal StafoAnv
TOBAAAEL VOgTv- TO 8¢ Betypatioal, TO @avepov GmA®S motfjoat. Furthermore,
the negative connotation of apadetypatioat is confirmed by literary evidence.!®
On the contrary, 8plappedoar has positive connotations and in several passages

15 The quotations of two passages of Polybius (frr. 138, 139) are added in the gloss of Suda.

16 As for this interpretamentum, the editors quote schol. Hom. Il. 1.223 "E£adTig- 'Ek Seutépov,
€VBEWG, MépavTa.

17 This structure was called “sinonimico-differenziatrice” in Bossi/Tosi (1979-1980, cf. n. 13) 15.
Cf. also Tosi (2015).

18 Cf. Schlier (1966, 819-821). According to Schlier mapadetypatioat is “stronger” than the less
common detypatioot.
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means ‘to make to triumph’. Hansen quotes Mt. 1.19 as source of Hesych. 1t 490:
in my opinion, the interpretamentum 6plapfedoar shows that its source is a
quite different passage. In this regard, Col. 2.15 GnekSuoGpevog TAG GpXAG Kai
Tag £&ovaiag E8etypaTioey év mappnoiq, OplapBedoag adTovg v alT® is very
important. This passage lays the foundation of the tradition of Christus trium-
phans: Christ on the cross and through the cross exposes the true face of human
power and triumphs over it. The instrument of degradation becomes the instru-
ment of triumph. Col. 2.15 was taken and commented upon in several passages
of Patristic literature through the couple Setypatioar/0prappedoat’® and in Phot.
Bibl. 222.183a.22, Severian. Fragm. in ep. ad Col. 324, col.2 there is mapadetypa-
Tioat instead of Setypatioal. It is therefore probable that the Hesych.-Cyril gloss
belongs to this tradition.”® In my opinion, the scholion of GA 1424 does not take
the Hesych.-Cyril gloss. In fact, they have in common only the basic interpreta-
mentum @avep®oal. The synonymic-distinguishing structure of the scholion
and the interpretamentum Oploppedoat demonstrate that they belong to different
exegetical traditions.

5

Mt. 2.18 dwviy &v Papd fikovedn takes Jer. 38.15 oVTwg imev kOPLOg Pwvry v
Popd fixovadn Bprivou kai kAawBpod kai 68uppod (this is of course the Septua-
gint version) again. The scholion to this passage is ‘Popd 8¢ onpaivel tomov
vYPnAov. In fact, this Hebrew term means ‘hill’ and is the name of some places
quoted in the Ancient Testament, namely of one place in the region of Beniamin,

19 Cf. Athan. Hom. de pass. et cruce Dom. 28.221; Basil. Enarr. in Is. 11.250; Hom. super
Ps. 29.421; Orig. In Io. 6.55.285; In Ier. 9.1; In Mt. 12.18, 12.25, 12.40; In Io. 20.36.330, 32.25.327;
Io. Chrys. De coem. et de cruce 49.398; Exp. in Ps. 55.214; In Io. 59.84, 59.159; In Cor. I 61.203,
61.325; Didym. De Trin. 39.913; Ps.Macar. Serm. 64.55.4.4; lo. Dam. De haer. 82; Theodor.
De Prov. 83.761.

20 There exist passages where the pair mapadetypatioa/OpapBedoat does not belong to Col. 2.15.
In Athan. Hist. Arianorum 28.3 aipeoilg a0T@V mapadetypatiodeion OplapBevdii kai otnArrevdii
navtayoD the verb OplopBedoat means ‘to triumph’. On the other hand, in Epiphan. Ep. ad Theod.
Imp.rem 23 <ti¢> T@v dpxaiwv émokdnwv Xplotov dtipdoag E{wypaenaoev; Tig Tov ABpadp kol
‘Toadk kot TakwP, Mw<v>0éa e kal ToUg po@rtag fj [TEtpov 1 AvBpéav fi Taxkwpov fj Twavvnv i
Tovg Aotrovg Grmoatdhoug obTwg mapedetypdtioey kai €0plapBevoev; and in Greg. Naz. In sanct.
bapt. 36.397 8ei&ng, L TV dpapTiav Gvtwg pepionkag, mapadetypatioag adthv kai OplapBedoa,
wg &&lav VBpewg (recorded by lo. Dam. Sacra Par. 96.113) it has negative connotation.
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one in that of Ephraim, and three others that are unidentified. The scholion is
similar to Hesych. p 44 papd- OynAn, but this gloss is not present in the Cyril
lexicon. Also Hesych. p 96 papdg: 6 oo 0edg derives from the passages of
Jeremias and Matthew. In those passages God speaks in ‘Popd, that is, from a
‘highest place’. In my opinion, the strange entry papdg as a name for the highest
god was invented in a commentary to these passages. That is confirmed by Ioh.
Chrys. In Rach. et inf. 61.700 &xovoBfjvat &v ‘Papd, ToutéoTy, £v UPNAQ- olTw
yap épunvevetatl ‘Poapd, DPnAr, i Gvw TepovoaAfp apd 1@ DPioTw Oe@. It is
probable that both the scholion and lexicography adopt the same commentary
on Mt. 2.18.
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Phrynichos’ ExAoyn 69

Practical Dictionary of Modern Greek 9ff,
57ff

prefix 60, 66, 71f, 247, 283-288, 317

preposition 27,164, 222, 238, 283, 285

prescriptive 57ff, 61f, 67-74

prescriptivism 57f, 60, 68-74

preverb 283, 285f

Proto-Greek 191, 195, 197

Proto-Indo-European 183

Ptolemaic koine 22f

puns 165, 168, 171



reconstruction 124, 183f, 187, 197, 214,
217,302

register 36, 59, 61, 63, 71, 162ff, 187, 273,
294

reinterpretation 309, 312, 314

rhetoric 165, 219f

Russian 283

Sanskrit 237f, 244, 256, 283, 285

Septuagint 29, 263, 266, 271, 277, 279ff,
336

Slavic 12,52, 123, 128, 192, 193, 236f,
283

sociolinguistic(s) 35, 99, 103

substrate 170, 172,176

Suda 136f, 139, 143, 197, 310, 313, 315,
333f

Index == 343

suffix 12, 30, 33f, 36, 124, 128, 131, 146ff,
177ff, 192, 198f, 258, 263-281, 318,
324

Synagoge 86

Syriac 21, 32ff, 36

taboo 72, 232-238, 254f, 257, 259

Tetpaylwaoov AeEkov 42f, 48

testimonia 311, 322, 326

theonym 121, 123, 128, 166, 168, 170, 315

Thracian 173

toponyms 170, 172

Turkish 10f, 14, 43, 48, 52, 286

Tzetzes 301
Vedic (cf. also Sanskrit) 121, 123ff, 128,

183f, 191, 244, 253
vernacular 23, 63f, 66, 72, 188, 200
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