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Phonetic laws, language
diffusion, and drift: the loss
of sibilants in the Greek
dialects of the first
millennium BC

ANNA MORPURGO DAVIES

7.1 Introduction: similar changes and their interpretation

It is not surprising that similar phonological changes occur in different
languages, different periods, and different parts of the world. In all instances
we must decide whether the changes are independent developments or are
somehow linked, When the languages are related the problem is more pressing
and we first need to ask whether the link is genetic. When we find that all Greek
dialects have lost a word-final dental, as in &we from *é&Aver, the easiest
hypothesis (which may of course be wrong) is that the change goes back to a
common Greek period. On the other hand, when the same innovation occurs in
Luwian, we pause because we do not want to postulate a Luwian-Greek
subgroup. Alternatively the changes may be due to diffusion within a more or
less continuous linguistic area or more generally to language contact (including
substratum phenomena). Paul Kiparsky {(1973b), for instance, argued that it
was implausible that the dissimilation of aspirates (Grassmann’s Law), which
occurs in Indic and Greek, was due to independent innovations, and that
there was enough evidence to attribute such a synchronic rule to a common
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Greek-Indo-Iranian period. For another change, the *s > b/ change found e.g. in
Greek, Iranian, Armenian, and Lycian A, scholars have asked whether it started in
one of these areas and spread to the others. These questions are sometimes
answered by exploiting what we know about absolute and relative chronology.
For the dissimilation of aspirates it is argued that it occurs in Greek after
changes which are normally assumed to be exclusively Greek (such as *s > b
between vowels or *d” > "), Kiparsky’s views have not found favour among
Indo-Europeanists, but an analysis of his arguments, which were based on a
different view of both synchronic and diachronic phonology and a different
concept of rule, obliges us to realize that much of our thinking about relative
chronology, change, etc. depends on the theoretical framework that we adopt.
From the point of view of the theory which Kiparsky accepted at the time, the
chronology point made above does not constitute a serious objection to the whole
argument, since he postulated an original dissimilation rule which yielded forms
later lexicalized in Greek, and at a later stage partial rule reordering within Greek,
with Grassmann’s Law coming to follow rather than precede the devoicing of
aspirates and the aspiration of /s/. This was challenged, however, on internal
grounds and with regard to the validity of the etymologies on which it was based.
For the *s > /@ change, which cannot be Indo-European since other Indo-
European languages preserve the sibilant, it is pointed out that in Greece the
change is earlier than our carliest Linear B texts (i.e. earlier than ¢. 1400 BC),
while the Iranian change is likely to be much later. Though diffusion from
Greek to the East cannot be entirely excluded, the time gap, as well as the
geographical and cultural discontinuity in the relevant periods, make it difficult
to make a case for it (Szemerényi 1968). In general it is very difficult to
reconstruct with a degree of plausibility diffusion processes which belong to a
prehistoric period. But what happens when the same or a similar change occurs
in different ancient phases or different dialects of the same ancient language, at
a time when we are able to assess the chronology and location of the changes?
Here too things are not altogether clear. It is somewhat easier with morphology,
syntax, or lexicon, but more difficult in the case of phonology. If in Greek
Grassmann’s Law is post-Mycenaean, we must explain why it is found in all
dialects. Diffusion or independent development? I doubt that we have the
evidence to decide. Similarly, we now assume that the development of the
labiovelars into labials before a consonant or central vowel, including /o, is

! But also on other more theoretical points; cf. e.g. Miller (1977). Currently the view begins to
prevail that in Greek the dissimilation is pose-Mycenaean, i.e. it occurred after changes which had
not yet occurred in Mycenaean (such as the loss of intervocalic /h/), bu the point is disputed and
agreement has not been reached.
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post-Mycenaean. But how do we account for this common outcome in a
linguistic area which was heavily fragmented? We may think of diffusion during
the so-called ‘Dark Ages’, since all the alphabetic evidence we have has already
reached the labial stage. Alternatively we may think of independent develop-
ments which were in a sense prompted by their starting point. The shift from
Jk*{ etc. to /p/ ete. is frequently found and perhaps no further explanation is
needed. But we could also suppose, for instance, that in certain environments
all inherited or even borrowed labiovelars at an early stage—perhaps pre-
Mycenaean, perhaps Common Greek—had modified their original articulation
moving, for instance, towards /p™/ etc., and that the Mycenaean <ga, qo> signs
indicated such sounds.? The shift to labial stop would then be even more trivial.
In that case would we want to talk about diffusion or not? And if, as I believe,
we cannot answer the question, is this because we do not have sufficient
evidence? This change happened in the ‘Dark Ages’ and there is a sense in
which the Dark Ages are not history but prehistory, since they do not provide us
with direct written documentation.’

In a modern context linguistic diffusion can sometimes be documented, but
here too the level of detailed information required to make a plausible case is
forbidding.* If that is so, can we reasonably identify instances of phonological
diffusion for the ancient world? I have already indicated that this is very difficult
and perhaps impossible for prehistory, where it is mostly done on the basis of
common sense (or lack of it) and of diffusion models established with the help
of more promising modern data. But what about the historical period?

7.1.1 Loss of sibilants in first-millennium Greek

An example which Hellenists can consider in the context of the queries men-
rioned above is that of the s > b change which occurred in some Greek dialects
in the first millennium BC, i.e. in the historical period and in a reasonably
literate context. It bears an uncanny similarity to the prehistoric s > & change

2 This would not oblige us, of course, to understand the <ge, gi> signs as also reflecting [p"]
erc.; we may attribute a so-called labiovelar to Mycenaean without at the same time commirting
ourselves to the view that it had the same phonetic features in all environments. It may be relevant
that, in concrast wich the traditional view, I believe, partly on morphological grounds, that in the
dialects in which labiovelars developed into dental stops before front vowels this change followed,
rather than preceded, the development into labial stops.

3 For a wider discussion of related problems which impinge on language reconstruction and
classification, see Garrett (1999, 2006).

* Trudgill (1983: 54—9) gives an impressive demonstration of how apparently detailed linguis-
tic maps meant to show the diffusion of post-vocalic /t/ in Brirain and uvular /tf in Europe are not
sufficient to give a true account of the facts.
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which, as we have seen, characterizes Greek and other Indo-European lan-
guages and occurred before our first Mycenaean texts.

This paper will provide a brief summary of the first-millennium evidence, but
its purpose is to highlight rather than to solve the problems raised by this change
and to try to make explicit where the points of doubt are. After I had collected
the data and written up my results I came to know, through the kindness of
Professor Méndez Dosuna, an exhaustive and insightful unpublished disserta-
tion {2008} by Dr Alonso Déniz, where all the evidence is discussed in detail; a
recent article {zo09) by the same author summarizes some of the dissertation’s
results. My factual conclusions, as I now see, largely overlap with those of
Dr Alonso Déniz, which were reached on the basis of a more detailed analysis of
the data, but once again my purpose is somewhat different. I was, and am, more
interested in seeing where the advantages and pitfalls of this type of argumen-
tation are than in reaching a definitive conclusion. However, Dr Alonso Déniz’s
work dispenses me from producing a long list of examples, which would simply
replicate parts of his exhaustive lists. I ought to emphasize that when he and
[ differ I am far from certain that my views are preferable.

This paper would have been much better {and clearer) had I been able to
discuss it with John Penney; I dedicate it to him in full awareness that neither
this nor anything else will ever repay what I owe him.

7.2 Sibilants in Greek

Some background is necessary. In the shift from Proto-Indo-European to
alphabetic Greek a sibilant was replaced by /h/ word-initially before a vowel
and internally between vowels. In all likelihood the same change occurred in
some pre-consonantal contexts which I choose to ignore here, but see Méndez
Dosuna {1996: 100} and Alonso Déniz (2008: 12-15, 17-18). In all dialects
(with the likely exception of Mycenaean in the second millennium BC) the new
fhf was lost internally between vowels; initial prevocalic /h/ was preserved
in some dialects, such as Attic, but lost in others, such as Ionic and Elean. It
seems likely that in a first {prehistoric) stage initial and intervocalic [h] was—
partially at least—in complementary distribution with [s], which no longer
occurred in those environments bur had survived in word-final position and
before and after certain consonants.” However, as early as the Mycenaean

T question s complicated because in the Greek of the first millennium word-inicial
prevocalic /b also continued PIE %, though the dating of this change is not altogether clear; we
cannot be certain aboue the early fate of intervocalic *, which in Greek eventually disappeared,
possibly through an b/ stage. )
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texts, we find both a sibilant and [h] in initial prevocalic position and inter-
nally between vowels. In these positions the Linear B texts have <sV> signs in
words which either {i) are borrowed from non-Greek languages, or (i} show
analogical spreading of a sibilant, or (iii) have a sibilant from earlier clusters,
Mpycenaean words like a,-te-ro /hateron/ (< *sm-tero-) ‘other” (cf. Gr. érepos),
pa-we-a, fpharweha." (< "'pbarges-a] ‘cloths’ (nom.-acc. ntr. pl., cf. Gr. ¢dpos),
me-z0-a, < *megios-a ‘bigger, greater’ (nom.-acc. ntr. pl, cf. Gr. pelfuw),
we-te-i-we-te-i fwetehi-wetehi/ ‘every year’ (loc. sg., ¢f. Gr. éros) document
the presence of initial and intervocalic /h/ from etymological *s. It is not
disputed that <a,> indicates tha/ and, though there are no signs *<he, i,
bo, hu>, the <-e-i> spelling with hiatus points to the contemporary (or
perhaps earlier?) occurrence of /h/ between the two vowels; an feif diphthong
would be written with a simple <-e>. We find initial prevocalic <s> and
intervocalic <s>, e.g. in se-ri-no fselinon/ ‘celery’ (cf. Gr. oéhwov), sa-sa-ma
Jsasama/ ‘sesame’ (cf. Gr. ofoapa), ku-ru-so ‘gold’ (cf. Gr. xpvads), and a-sa-mi-
to fasamint®os/ ‘bath-tub’ (cf. Gr. dodpwbos), all words of non-Indo-European
origin. With the exception of su-go-ta /sug“otai/ ‘swineherd’ (dat. sg.) (cf. Gr,
ouBdrrys), which has a problematic sibilant in alphabetic Greek too, there is no
certain example of initial prevocalic <s¥-> from PIE *sV-. On the other hand
forms like ka-ke-u-si /k"alkeusi/ ‘bronzesmiths’ (dat. pl., cf. Gr. yadxels),
e-re-u-te-ro-se feleut"erose/ “freed’ (3sg. aor., cf. Gr. éAevflepdw), etc. are written
with an intervocalic <-s-> which matches the *-s- of the Indo-European
locative plural and that of the Indo-European sigmatic aorist, though almost
certainly the Mycenaean forms are due to analogical restoration.® Other forms
like pa-si fphasi/ (< *pati) ‘says’ (cf. Gr. ¢moi) or to-so fto(s)so-/ ‘so much’ (cf.
Hom. réooos, Attic réoos) may contain an intervocalic -s- from a dental before
/il or from a -ty- cluster. In other words, though Mycenaean has initial and
intervocalic [h] from *s, it also seems to have a sibilant which occurs in the
same positions in the word. Naturally enough, there is no proof that this also
holds true for all contemporary forms of Greek, but there is no reason to think
differently or to doubt that, perhaps in different periods, all Greek dialects
went through the same phases.

5 This may not be right for the aorist; if we start from a prehistoric *-s-m, *_ o) we would
expect an % > b change followed by a later restoration of /s/. Bu the remodelling may have also
started from the expected 2sg. and 3sg. athematic forms in *s-s > *5and "¢ > ™5, with the
addition of analogical vowels, in which case there need not have been an -#- stage.

. 2
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7.2.1 First-millennium evidence

5o much for the second millennium BC. The Mycenaean evidence is sufficient to
show that the *s > b change is earlier than our first Greek evidence and may be
considerably earlier. In the first millennium, as we have seen, all dialects
apparently lose intervocalic /h/ from *s and may undergo as a result various
forms of vocalic contraction or dissimilation. At the same time we find that the
horrowed forms with initial and intervocalic /s/ which are attested in Myce-
naear, as well as the restored forms of the /k"alkeusi/ and feleut"erase/ type, are
shared by all dialects. If we are right in reading the Mycenaean ending of dative/
locative plural -o-i as f-oihif (see below),” the -ota ending of some dialects
provides a post-Mycenaean example of analogical restoration of the sibilant.
The dialects differ, however, in their treatment of consonant clusters or certain
sequences of consonant and vowel. Thus the -ti > -si change found in the
Mycenaean verbal endings such as pa-si [p"asi/ (quoted above) is widely attested
in Arcado-Cypriot, Attic-lonic, and Lesbian, but is not found in West Greek,
Thessalian, and Boeotian, which preserve the more archaic -ti. Clusters like
+ ¢ and *-k™- may have different treatments, though it seems that *#:™j V-
> #sV- in all dialects. In the first millennium the number of intervocalic sibilants
increases because of the simplification of some consonant clusters. When we
find in Mycenaean pa-sa < *pant-ia ‘all’ (fem.} (cf. Gr. wdoa) we do not know
whether to read it /pansa/ or /pasa/, though the former is more likely. In most
Greek dialects we find wdon (or maiva); similarly the simplification of -ss- or -ds-
into -s- yields forms like Attic yéveot (< *-eo-01) and &fideon (< *-id-oal, etc.,
while in Mycenaean we cannot be certain whether to read pa-we-si “cloths’ (dat.
pl.) as fp"arwessif or /p"arwesi/, etc.

The derails could be multiplied but for e.g. Attic or Arcadian a simple
statement would say that these dialects preserve initial /h/ from the second
millennium while they have lost internal /h/; and that they have both initial
and intervocalic /s/, with a distribution which is not drastically different from
that of Mycenaean, though it seems likely that intervocalic /s/ is more frequent
than in Mycenaean.

" This is now accepted in most Mycenological publications bu is not undispured. C. J. Ruijgh
le.g. x967: 76-8) argued that -~ was simply a spelling for /-ois/, though in the last years of his life
e expressed some doubts orally, largely because of the presence in Arcadian of the two dar, pl.
pronouns ogers and ogeow in correspondence with Myc. pe- ."sphf:hi.l' (see Morpurgo Dhavies
1992: 42.8-30). A strong case against the traditional interpretation was made by Brixhe (1992)}—
cf. also Brixhe (zoo6: 51—3)—bur has not found general acceptance,
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7.3 Greek dialects with secondary loss of /s/

Some first-millennium dialects have <b> or <&¥> in correspondence with the
intervocalic <s> which we find in e.g. Attic and Arcadian. They are Laconian,
Western Argolic, Elean, and Cypriot; odd examples of loss of /s/ in other dialects
have been quoted but they are all too doubtful to deserve consideration. Alonso
Déniz (2008: 446-8, 2009: 14-15) has examined the possible additional evi-
dence in detail and has rightly decided to dismiss it; here it seems superfluous to
reconsider it since the rare examples are isolated and too uncertain.

A few examples of the basic change may be useful even if they are taken
somewhat arbitrarily from much longer lists, for which I can again refer to
Alonso Déniz {2008).°

Laconian: Amyclae ITobodiavos SEG X1 692 (= LSAG p. 200, no. 34, cf. p. 448;
late 6th century); Sparta émoilehe IG Vi1 696 (5th century); Gerenia (Messenia)
Hyehimohs IG Vi1 1338 (5th century); Sparta Hobodaia, ‘Edevhivia, évixabe,
etc., IG V/1 213 (date notoriously uncertain: early 4th century?); Sparta
Nuabuchss IG VIT 704 (4th century?); Sparta vucdds IvO 171 (late 4th century);
Tanaros Hobetdém, Avhurmor IG V/T 1232 (4th century); Sparta dwoppnhiar SEG
XL 348 A 3—4 (3rd century); Sparta Baiiéos IG V/x 885b (2nd century).

The examples range from the late sixth century BC® to the second century
AD; they concern <h> or zero from intervocalic secondary /s/ of different
origins (analogical restoration, -ti- clusters, pre-Greek names). All through this
period we also find <s> writings, often for the same words and in the same
inscriptions. {Full list of the epigraphic data in Alonso Déniz 2008: 28-117.)

Western Argolic: Argos (at Epidauros) Nwahapiora [G IV/1? 140 (5th century);
Mycenae @pabeapidas IG IV 492 (= LSAG p. 174, no.2; ¢. 500-480 BC?); Argos
(at Olympia) émoiFebe IvO 631 (= LSAG p. 169, no. 19; c. 480—475 BC?);
Argos {at Tylisos) Kvohiay DGE 84. 21-2 {but Tviwséy; mid sth century); Argos
Ap)aimmidar SEG XXIX 361. 27 {c. 400 BC); Argos mepiaraiv SEG XVII 146.
8, fydupdy SEG XVII 146. 11, 21 (mid 4th century); Heraion dapsior IGIV 542

% I consider here only the epigraphic evidence; note that conventionally I write a rough
breathing (ot present in the inscription) where we would have expected <s> or <>, For the
litetary evidence (mainly Laconian), the grammarians, and the glosses, see Alonso Déniz (zo08:
passim) with earlier references. .

® Alonso Déniz (2008: 59-63} makes a strong case against deriving Lac. Fopflaia {artested in
the late 7th century BC) from Fopllacia, as normally assumed. Given the uncertainty | have
excluded FopBaia from consideration and adopted Alonso Déniz’s sixth-century dating for the
start of the s > b change.

—ﬁ
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{cf. DGE 82 adn.; 3rd century?}; Argos ZwiBios 70i Zwifiov Vollgraff 1909,
p. 176, NO. 2, lines 7—8 {1st century).

The examples of <h> or zero from secondary /s/ range from the late fifth
century to the first century BC. Earlier texts have only <s>, and through the
whole period <s> alternates with <h> or zero. {Full list of the epigraphic data
in Alonso Déniz 2008: 186—913; cf. also Alonso Déniz 2010.)

Elean: Olympia dvyadeddvry, ddeadribae DGE 424. 6, 12 (= Minon 2o07:
i. 196—208, no. 30; 4th century); Alipheira dlmoreidrw, raraypadorw SEG
XXV 448 (= Minon z007: i. 209-12, no. 31; ¢. 242 BC); Olympia mofdoon:
I[ﬁtt. Trol'lit:rrl{rﬂm:l, Tn::-ni&'.rm {ﬁtt. Trmﬁcl‘nro;:} vO 39. 33, 36 = DGE 45 and
Minon 2007: 1. 220-9, no. 34; early 2nd century).

The list above comprises the total of the evidence available for Elean
{4th—2nd centuries only}): six instances of aorists where presumably the lost /s/
was originally a restored /s/. For full discussion see Alonso Déniz {2008:
279-340) and Minon (2000 and 2007: ii. 344—5 and passim).

Cypriot: (From the seventh century, instances of word-final <se>, i.e. /-s/,
missing. Idalion ICS 217 in the fifth century has instances of proclitics ending
in /s/ which is not written before words which begin with a vowel: 217. § ka-a-ti
fkalh) a(n)ti/; ka-u-ke-ro-ne fkalh) u-f; 217. 15 ta-u-ke-ro-ne fta(h) u-/. The
sequence 217. 19 fo-po-e-ko-me-no-ne /to(n) po[h]lekhomenonf fits here.)

Amathus o-na-i-ti-mo (cf. 'Ovaoiripos) ICS 195 (Eteocypriot, 4th century});
Golgoi e-pi-si-ta-i-se lepista(h)is/, po-ro-ne-o-i fp"roned(h)if, possibly ku-me-re-na-i
if = /kumerna(h)if ICS 264 (4th century, metrical); Tamassos a-la-si-o-ta-i
/Alasictaif/ vs. Phoen, Ibyts ICS 215, 216 (4th century; cf. also ibid. the name
ma-na-se-se vs. Phoen. mnhm?); Kafizin (3rd century) o-na-a-ko-ra-se NK 132,
175 etc, (= ICS 229, % ¢. § in various states of preservation) vs. o-ng-sa-ko-ra-se
NK 117 etc. {x6) and alphabetic ‘Ovyoaydpas (frequent)/ 'Ovyaydpas (x1?). Ibid.
a-pa-i-re-i faptaire(h)if NK 266 (= ICS 231)."°

This is the total evidence available for unwritten intervocalic fs/ (list and
analysis in Morpurgo Davies 1988: 113-24; list for intervocalic /s/ in Alonso
Déniz 2008: 409-11, for word-final /s/, 3 50-62).

" Interpreration d}isputﬂd; cf. Alonso Déniz (2008: 421—3). Certaint{ is not possible but
[ prefer a dat. sg. fap aire(h)if to the haplography of a possible dat. pl. fapaire(h}ih)i/.
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7.3.1 Summary of the evidence

After some recent and not so recent work'! the actual data are relatively wel|
known. The evidence is mostly epigraphic.'* All dialects in question have both
writings with intervocalic <s> and writings with <s> replaced by
<h> (Laconian, Argolic, Elean with one example) or with <s> simply absent,
leaving a hiatus between the two vowels (Cypriot which has no signs for /by,
Elean and later phases of the other dialects). The sibilant which is being
replaced may be an original restored sibilant as in the aorists, a sibilant derived
from a cluster or an original dental as in wepioraiv, or a pre-Greek sibilant as in
some ethnics or place names; in Elis where the examples are few and late the
phenomenon is limited to aorist forms. In all these dialects the earliest texts
have only s-writings and in the texts in koine <s> regularly appears. The
chronology for the epigraphic data is best summarized by Alonso Déniz
(2009: 17-19), who concludes that in Laconia we do not ind <h> replacing
<s> before the second half of the sixth century (earlier inscriptions from the
late seventh century write <s>). In the western Argolid intervocalic
<h> appears in the first half of the fifth century {in contrast with <s> in the
sixth century), in Elis in the first half of the fourth century; on Cyprus intervo-
calic <s> may be missing from the fourth century but is present in the earlier
syllabic texts. In other words the dacte of the first artestation differs in the
various regions, and so does the distribution of the sibilants. Cyprus offers
evidence for the aspiration or loss of word-final /s/, probably in specific envir-
onments, though we cannot define them with certainty;'® this is at least two
centuries earlier than the first instances of omitted intervocalic <s>. Glosses,
which we cannot date, but may be sdll later, then reveal that word-initial /s
could also be aspirated.'

In the three dialects of the Peloponnese, the first documented changes replace
intervocalic <s> with <h> or <@>; we have no evidence for the aspiration of
word-initial /s/. In Argolic word-final /s/ is preserved. In Elean we find word-
final /s/ replaced by /t/ from the fifth century BC, conceivably in specific
environments, though we can only speculate about them since the evidence is

" Cf Alonso Déniz {2008, 2009) for all the evidence and abowve all for Laconian. Also
Fernandez Alvarez (1981: 151-6) for Argolic; Minon (2007 il. 343-52) for Elean; Morpurgo
Davies {1988: 113— —24) and Egetmeyer (2010 i. 160-83, especially 166—70) for Cypriot.

% For Laconian we also have some literary evidence; for the other dialects and above all Cypriot
we have numerous glosses which, however, cannot be dared and are likely to be late.

* Alonso Déniz (2008: 375—403) discusses in detail the typology of the change and concludes
on the basis of the dara available that it started in unaccented words,
* Sec section 7.4.3 for a possible typological difference between Cypriot and the other
dialects.
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not sufficient. This so-called rhotacism is generalized in the later period but is
never found in word-internal position; it is generally assumed that it is preceded
by the voicing of the sibilant, In Laconian it looks as if word-final fs/ is
Preserved, but in the very late texts (second century of our era) we find rhota-
cism there too. In Elean, as we have seen, the evidence for the weakening of
secondary /-s-/ is limited to the sigmatic aorist, and more precisely to aorists in
which the sibilant apparently followed a long vowel (Minon 2007: ii. 344-5,
399-400).

Finally we must mention the Laconian spelling with <s> of original /¢"/,
attested from the fourth century in inscriptions; this may have indicared a dental
fricative, which may however have turned into a sibilant at some stage (Lazze-
roni 1967 66},

So much for the basic data. How do we interpret them?

7.4 Interpretation proposals

Past proposals, again summarized by Alonso Déniz (2008: 437-54, 2009),
consider the possibility (a) of a continuous s > b change from prehistory to
the mid first millennium and later, or {(b) of substratum influence on the dialects
involved with perhaps the exclusion of Elean (see Bechtel 1923: 320-2, 4625,
838-9), or (c) of independent developments. Alonso Déniz himself rejects for
the Peloponneman dialects (a), (b}, and (c), and argues for a diffusion process
from Laconian to Argolic to eventually Elean. He does, however, think that
Cypriot represents an independent development.

7.4.1 The continuity hypothesis

The first suggestion goes back to the start of Greek dialectology studies.
According to Ahrens (1843: 74-9) there was some form of continuity, or at
any rate a link, between the change of intervocalic Indo-European */s/ to /h/ in
prehistoric Greek and the similar change in the later Greek dialects. Put in these
terms {Ahrens 1843: 76 spoke of sigma eficiendi amor, quo omnes Graeci
inclinarunt) the suggestion is inoffensive but too vague to be tested. Going
back to an early form of generative phonology we might be tempted to interpret
the deletion or aspiration of the intervocalic sibilant as reflecting an abstract
synchronic rule of fricative weakening or the like, which was part of the
phonology of Greek both in the second and the first millennium.'> However,

5 For Attic, cf. e.g. Sommerstein (1973: 17 n. 22).
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in the first-millennium dialects which we are discussing, the rule (a) would have
to be differently formulated from that of the second millennium, since it does
not apply to word-initial /s/,'¢ and (b) would have had to undergo reordering if
we assume for the second millennium BC the presence of surface forms like
Sapdaios (see Saporns; Attic dmpéoos), with ftf — /s/ before the fios/ suffix, in
contrast with Argolic Sapdios and perhaps Sapdhios.!” But if we remain within
the limits of traditional historical phonology, which operates in terms of differ-
ent surface outputs at different times, what does continuity mean? In our search
for a claim that can be tested we might argue that in the dialects in question, if
continuity existed, any new intervecalic /s/ introduced between, say, 1400 BC
and the koine ought to have been aspirated and then lost. In that case, we would
be entitled to argue that for some dialects the *s > f change was not already
concluded before the Mycenaean period.

7.4.1.1 Objections

; 18 :
The assumption has found no favour in the last century or so, = but until very
: : : i 19

recently little has been done to spell out why. Three points may speak against it:

(i} Itis difficult to dissociate the prehistoric change which aspirates /s! between
vowels from the change which aspirates /s/ word-initially before a vowel. In
the first millennium, however {with the possible exception of Cypriot),
initial /s/ is preserved.

(i) We know that Mycenaean had already lost the intervocalic and prevocalic
word-initial sibilant before our first documents and had created a new
sibilant which seems stable through all of our Linear B documentation
(see section 7.1); hence we must suppose that the original change had not
only started but also been completed by 1400 BC or so (the presumed date
of the first Mycenaean texts); otherwise some of the new sibilants would
have turned into /h/.

16 Writh the possible exception of Cypriot {see above). .

17 Byidence listed in Alonso Déniz (2009: 19). Mycenacan does not have .l'démosm,sn’, bur
Forms like e-ge-si-jo (vs. e-ge-ia ollower') and re-wa-ke-si-fo (vs. ra-wa-ke-ta ‘people leader’) show
that it could have existed. .

8 1 am not sure that I agree with the way in which Alonso Déniz (2008: 285, 450} interpres
Brugmann and Thumb (r913: 144). In my view they are not arguing that the Elean aorists with
no is! where we expect it are due to a continuation of the prehistoric process of .fs.nf—insis; they are
rather saying that those forms were inherited as such and never underwent the restoration of fsf.

19 Note that for the likes of Kretschmer and Bechtel, who did not know the Mycenagsan 1exes
and did not have all our data, (i) and (iii} below were not relevant, but they would have known that
there was a time gap berween the prehistoric s > h change and that which occurred in the
Peloponnese and Cyprus in the first millennium.
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(iii) With the increased evidence at our disposal we also know that some of the
carliest first-millennium texts in the relevant dialects wrote <s> in se-
quences where later they wrote <h> or <@>; hence the change must be
later than the earliest alphabetic texts in the Peloponnese, and this neces-
sarily implies a gap berween the pre-Mycenaean change and the first-
millennium change.?® This third point, when formulated at this level of
generality, i.e. with reference to all the dialects in question, is relatively new
and we owe its detailed documentation to Alonso Déniz (2008, zo09).

7.4.1.2 Counter-objections

Tt may be worthwhile to play the advocatus diaboli and ask whether the three
points mentioned are decisive. The first may be indicative but by itself is not
conclusive. A basic difficulty arises with reference to (i} and (iii) above: how
much can we trust the script(s), or rather our interpretation of the script(s)? We
might start with Mycenaean. Let us suppose that after the change of intervocalic
Js! to /i had run its course there was no intervocalic /s/ left. At this stage, but
still in the pre-Mycenaean period, we are told that new intervocalic sibilants
were introduced thanks {inter alia) to the development of various sequences
such as those in *didoti, *totio-, *-id-si (cf. the dat. pl. pi-we-ri-si), etc. (cf.
Gr. 8i8war, réolc)os, etc.). In Mycenaean they came to be written with the <sa,
se, si, s0, su> signs, which were also used to indicate an etymological sibilant in
pre- or post-consonantal position, as in e.g. do-so-mo /dosmos/ or de-ka-sa-to
/deksato/. However, we cannot be certain that in intervocalic position the
sounds in question were in fact [s] or even [z]; there may be reasons to suppose
that some or even all of them were affricates or perhaps geminates.”' Other
words, like sa-sa-ma ‘sesame’, ku-ru-so ‘gold’, a-sa-mi-to ‘bath-tub’, do not
continue an Indo-European sibilant, since they are borrowings from Semitic or
from a pre-Greek language. No doubt they had some form of sibilant in their

20 1t is well known that the text of Aleman (7th century) preserves /s/ while Aristophanes’
imitation of Laconian in the Lysisrata (5th century) has forms where <> is not written between
vowels (cf, Alcman Mdoe vs. Aristophanes Mia), but the uncertainties abour the textual tradition
arej%uch that not much can depend on this,

21 1 inear B, like the Cypriot syllabary, never indicated geminates in writing. The problem of the
affricaes is discussed by Barconék (1987: esp. 45; f. also Bartongk 2003: 143), who assumes that
the <s-> signs may reflect both intervocalic /ts/ and intervocalic /s/. The original dimorphemic
clusters of the *#i- type, and some pre-Greek words (those which in the later dialects appear
with either <go> or <rr>), would still have fts/ in Mycenaean (as in a-pe-a-sa fap-e(h)atsa/ <
“ap-esnt-ia ot ku-pa-ri-so [kuparitsos/), while monomorphemic *-t- as well as *#5-/ *ds-, "5, and
some pre-Greek sibilants would have all yielded /s/, conceivably through a /ss stage (as in fo-s0
< *totios, pi-we-ri-si < *-id-si, ze-u-ke-si < ieugessi, and possibly ko-no-se [Knds{s)os/). In fact, even
if one accepts Bartonék's reconstructions in full, it is not easy to decide whether his second type had
fsf or fssf at the time of the tablets.
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original language, but presumably their pronunciation was adapted to whatever
was available in the borrowing language, i.e. in the Greek of the time. If so, cap
we be certain that Mycenaean had intervocalic /s/? This skepticism may be
excessive but the possibility must at least be considered that in Mycenaean
intervocalic <s-> always represented an affricate or a geminate. The proposal
that <sa, se, si, so, su> could also indicate affricates has been made by reputa-
ble authors for different purposes from our own. Note, however, that there is no
reason to suppose that in word-initial position the s-signs indicated anything
different from /s/ (/ss/ is probably excluded); if so, then in initial position at least
there was a contrast between /s/ and /h/,
Let us now turn to the first-millennium data. Can we be certain that the
earliest texts do not use traditional spellings, which would not reflect the real
pronunciation? Take the case of Laconian. In a few early texts we have intervo-
calic <s> and no intervocalic <h>, and the sibilants mostly occur in proper
names {personal names, place names, gods’ names), which notoriously preserve
craditional forms and spellings. There is little doubt that <s> is meant as a form
of sibilant, but the problem is that we cannot be absolutely certain that it was
pronounced as such in all environments. Traditional spellings are common and
it is conceivable that the writing with sigma in intervocalic position conceals an
[h] pronunciation which is not marked as such in writing until a later stage.
Cypriot may offer some typological support for this hypothesis: in the fourth
century we have at Tamassos two Cypriot-Phoenician bilingual inscriptions
where we find the equivalences ma-na-se-se : mnhm (ICS 215) and g-la-si-o-ta-i :
Ibyts (ICS 216), for the name Manasses and the ethnic Alasiotas. For the ethnic at
least we are certain that Cypr. <si> corresponds to Phoen. <hy>; this makes it
likely that <-s-> corresponded to an aspirated ];-rn::-rlunciam'I:}ﬂ.21
Let me summarize so far by saying that if (a) the Mycenaean sibilants in
intervocalic position were in fact not (yet} simple sibilants but affricates or
geminates, and consequently were not subject to aspiration, and if {b) the
intervocalic sibilants written in the early documents of Laconian, Argolic, and
perhaps Cypriot concealed under a traditional spelling an /h/, it would be
legitimate to assume a form of continuity (defined as above) between the
prehistoric *s > b change and the later s > b change in these dialects. We
would have in pre-Mycenaean times (i) a change from intervocalic /s/ to /hf; {ii)
the creation (pan-Greek?) of a set of new affricates or geminates between
vowels. Then (iii) in post-Mycenaean times the affricates or geminates (OF

22 3 the other hand in the seventh century we find on Assyrian inscriptions ri-na-sa-gu-sit for
the name of King Onasagos (Egetmeyer 2010: 1. 162), which speaks for an /s/ both written and
pronounced.
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some of them] would be replaced by simple sibilants, and (iv) in some dialects
these would turn into /h/.

7.4.1.3 The evidence from morphology

Though this recansﬂrruction may seem far-fetched {as indeed it is), it cannot be
entirely excluded.*® However, in my view there are some strong niorpho]o ical
objections which ought to be considered. :
We find in Mycenaean examples of restored intervocalic sibilants in forms
like ti-ri-si, Gr. 7pwoi, ga-si-re-u-si, Gr. Baoietar, do-se, Gr. Sdioet, e-re-u-te-ro-se
Gr. fAevlépwae. These continue the Indo-European /sl of the locatijve plural andz%
the future or the sigmatic aorist. There is reasonable agreement (but see n. 7) that
in these forms the Mycenaean sibilants do not directly continue Indo-E1I1r:; ean
Js/ but are due to analogical restoration, since we also have forms where resfora-
tion did not happen (pe-i fsphehia" ‘to them’; -0-i /-oihi/, thematic dat.-loc. pl.). The
restoration would have been modelled on those forms where the s—m:l::rp‘h;emes
followed a consonant, But the restoration cannot have happened at a stage when
the choice between [s] and [h] was automatic, i.e. when the two were in comple-
mentary distribution; it must have been later than that bur still pre-M}fcen,aﬁPan
Does this speak against our imagined scenario which does not allow for a simplf;
Isf bet.ween vowels in Mycenaean? In a last-ditch defence we could argue that
word-initial, postconsonantal, and preconsonantal /s/ alternated with intervo-
calic /ss/ (or /fts/?), i.e. that the contrast between /s/ and /ss/ (or /ts/?) was
neutralized in certain positions. Perhaps it was /ss/ which was analo.gicaﬂr
introduced in the place of a weakening /h/. At a later stage this would hav::a
been simplified to /s/. In other words we could read the Mycenaean words above
ias Jerissi/ (or Jeritsif?), feleut"erdsse/ (or Jeleut"erdtse/ ?), etc., and postulate that
]-::;I;, S:}S?b;:si ;;ufgt;f ;:fesa:e ;;?Egiifeipm fs.-’ Is this plausible? ¥t is not entirely
! rintuitive, and we can point out that the
presence in later dialects of forms like réoaos (rather than régos) and Eocovrac
next to dative plurals and aorists written with a single sigma®* makes it difﬁcultlto
reconstruct a plausible development,

23
[ am not convinced by Alonso Déniz's poi
o ! ) niz's point (2008: I54-5 and 2301, 2009:
F;{:h;?,g arngLmEm in favour of the lare chronology of the s > .E;jchangeiin the ﬁfgzm?i?e}nﬁitrg
s lrE m::s;:;;; athllii happenedha&tr t]i'le dissimilation of the aspirates (Grassmann’s Law}), which
st-Mycenaean but earlier than our first inscriptions. Th dard ’

‘arassmann's Law concern adjacent syllables and there i S b e
e s B e ere is no certain example where the dissimilat-
4 consonant is /hf; hence, while we e heks i
£ lasc I s /bl : xpect “hek”dn to yield
tiﬁe]y Eﬂ c!aI not expect Mmﬁmuxas- and Ppafapidas to dissimilate their /h/ and /p" respec-

; ITh'SU‘, }im not cerra?L{ilaz Grassmann’s Law is post-Mycenaean o
) is is the position of Lacenian, though vdages oc in Al
; ; . curs only in Alcm d ;
n the fragmentary G V/T 3. 7, which is in dialect but in the Ic};ﬂc a]phat?;an Shoarmsconly
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More significant, because presumably more recent, is the development
of -owor. Early Argolic has a few examples of dative plurals in -oio1 (SEG XI
314), a form which is Jater replaced entirely by the standard -ais of the Doric
dialects. If we can use the Mycenaean evidence to determine the linguistic state
of the second millennium, we must assume that, in contrast with Myc. -oifb)i,
Argolic atr some stage restored the sibilant on the model of the athematic
inflection (Myc. ftrisi/ etc.). This is likely to be a first-millennium restoration,
and it would be somewhat perverse to assume that here too the restored form
was ftsif or fssif. Inter alia the same sixth-century inscription where -oi0. appears
makes a distinction between <¢> and <go>, and in the datives only -o- appears.
Could we argue on the other hand that this is traditional spelling, with
<s> written for an actually pronourced [h]? This too seems improbable. Argolic
has a letter <h>, which is used in word-initial position (e.g. hoil, ho in SEG XI
314) and after digamma (ibid. Fhedidoras). If it had inherited a form /-oihi/ like
that of Mycenaean and had not restored the sibilant it would have presumably
written it with <k>. Traditional spelling in this case makes little sense and
we should probably take <s> as representing a real sibilant. But, if so, we
must accept that there was a period when not all intervocalic sibilants had turned
into /h/. In other words, in terms of our definition of continuity, there is no
continuity between the prehistoric s > b change and the historical s > b change.
If this is correct it seems likely that the conclusions reached for Argolic may
legitimately be extended to the other relevant dialects. For Cypriot we have
some independent evidence in the Assyrian spelling #-na-sa-gu-su of Onasagos
(cf. n. 22). The structure of the syllabary also points to an early intervocalic
sibilant (Morpurgo Davies 1988: r18-19). It is possible of course that in some
inscriptions <s> corresponds to an [h] pronunciation, but I feel inclined to
follow my early conclusions, as well as Alonso Déniz’s and Egetmeyer’s more
recent views, that in Cypriot the shift really happened at a later date.

7.4.2 The substratum hypothesis

Should we then accept one of the alternative hypotheses? Well before Bechtel
other philologists had thought that the first-millennium change found in the
Peloponnese and Cyprus was unlikely to be a Doric feature, and had wondered
whether it could be due to the influence of the earliest Greek speakers in the
eastern Peloponnese, In 1905 August Fick reacted against Meister’s view that
the loss of secondary /s/ was typical of Doric and argued that, since Argolic and
Laconian shared this change with Cypriot, it was likely that the change origi-
nated in eastern ‘Achaean’. He explained that he shared Hoffmann’s view that
Arcadian and Cypriot were a form of South ‘Achaean’ closely related to the

—_———ﬁf
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Northern Achaean Boeotian and Thessalian. This was a view largely accepted
(cf. Solmsen 1907): Arcadian and Cypriot were Aeolic or rather Ach.fean
dialects. After Kretschmer (1909) turned the discussion about the classificati
of Greek dialects into a historical account, the Achaeans were seen as the s IOE
of the three immigrant waves which had invaded the Peloponnese Inﬁ:m;o
Kretschmer (1910: 153—4) argued again (somewhat tentatively) that. the ?es—
ence of the change in Cypriot as well as Laconian and Argolic c'ouEd speak I;o
feature due to the Achaean linguistic layer, and suggested that the clfan e ‘s,r .
Jimited to the altachiisch dialect of the eastern and south-eastern Pelo ognn .
thus excluding Arcadia. Bechtel (1923: 320-2, 461—4) did in fact foi?ow :}51?:
line, excluding Elean from the discussion because he thought that the phenc-nli
enon was documented too late; he was followed by Thumb and Kieckers (1932:
85). The old discussions make clear that the crucial pointis the desire to acczfm;
in the same way for the change in Cypriot and in the two Peloponnesian dialect
(or thlrf:e if we include Elean). There was not, and at the time there could noteb i
any direct evidence for pre-Doric dialects in the area. Needless to say, after the;
decipherment of Linear B in the 1950s the position is different. We n:)w know:.
rather than assume, that there were Greeks who did not speak a Doric dialect i :
the Peloponnese before the Doric speakers took over. So, there was a G:e 1;
substratum, but the existing Linear B documents offer no eviélence fora differenece
between an eastern {Mycenae, Tiryns) and a western (Pylos) form of Myce-
naean, though given the highly conventional character of Mycenaean lite;ac ;
this is not surprising. They also offer no evidence for a change of secondary /s/ tr:;
fhi. This may of course have occurred without being indicated in writin
Unfortunately the point forcefully and usefully made by Alonso Déniz {zoog-l
43 3—46-, 2009: 13-14), that the late appearance of the first-millennium s > .Er
change in Cyprus (and indeed in the dialects of the Peloponnese) speaks against the
assumption that in Cyprus the h-pronunciation was a feature imported from the
mau?land, cannot be conclusive. There may have been different social and/or
eth:.ur: strata, and one of these may have had [h] pronunciations from an earlie
penofi, though that stratum came to the fore only later. However, the fact that i r
S(_Jyplréct the ﬁrst f:t.fidence for an aspiration of /s/ concerns word—}ﬁnal positionjilz
Ciiilr i;?r;,l:mce it separates the change found in the Peloponnese from the
lThe basic point is that while there is circumstantial, even if not conclusive
evidence against the substratum hypothesis, there is no positive evidence in it;
favour. Yet, unless we want to believe that all sound change is determined by
substratum phenomena, this is a typical example of a suggestion which need:s,

ositi . .
;: sitive ?rguments to support it. If they are missing, as they are here, the
ypothesis cannot be accepted. }
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7.4.3 Diffusion or independent developments?

We are then left with two possibilities: diffusion from one dialect to the other,
presumably in the first millennium, or independent developments. All through
the history of the question both possibilities have been considered. The
most recent discussion, that of Alonso Déniz {2008, 2009), concludes that the
Cypriot change is independent from that of the Peloponnesian dialflr{:ts, while
these probably share an innovation which may have started in Laconia—where
the first examples of intervocalic <h> from /s/ are attested and the evidence is
richer—and then spread to the western Argolid and later to Elis. The geograph-
ical distance may speak against a diffusion to Cyprus, as does the different
development of /s/ aspiration (see above]. In a widely-cited article of 1990
Ferguson argued for a major typological distinction in the diachrony of lan-
guages of a Spanish type and languages of a Greek type. The former weaken /s/
to /h/ starting with syllable-final position, first preconsenantally and word-
internally, then word-finally, then in other positions. The latter weaken /s/
i|1t|31*vchc:£1iia.:adl}F and then word-initially, then word-internally before a conso-
nant, and last, word-finally. From this point of view Cypriot would belong with
the Spanish type and Laconian etc. with the Greek type, which would highlight
the difference. However, Méndez Dosuna (1996) has made a good case for a
somewhat less polarized description, pointing to prehistoric Greek changes
like *naswos > *nabuos > nawos ‘temple’, or *hesmi > *ehmi > émi ‘[ am’,
The prob?em is once again that there is no conclusive evidence. On balance the
Cypriot changes seem to differ from the other changes, though I suspect that we
do not know enough about the contacts berween Cyprus and the Peloponnese in
the first millennium to be certain that there were no possible channels of
diffusion. But what about the Peloponnesian dialects? What tells us that the
changes in the Peloponnese are not independent developments? Laconian and
West Argolic are geographically close and the changes in question are close both
in time and in nature, though relations between Laconia and Argolis were
permanently hostile and it is not clear that wars are a good way of diffusing
phonological change. The Elean evidence for change is later (fourth m_second
century) and is limited to one morphological category (the sigmatic aorist] fmd
to a very few examples of that. Admittedly lexical diffusion works on iimm?'.:i
word sets or categories, but is this a standard case? Minon (2000: 239, 2007: 11.
350-1) mentions the possibility (originally suggested by J.-L. Garcia R:?\mfm}
that the change was limited to restored /s/ {as in the aorist), which at the time of
the change could have been phonetically different from the secondary /s/ of
words like mioa ‘all’ {fem.). However, we have only six forms distributed over
two centuries—not enough to judge.
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7431 Points of uncertaincy

Let us briefly summarize the points of uncertainty for all our data.

(i) We are dealing with two different writing systems (three if we include
Linear B): syllabic Cypriot and alphabetic Greek, and within alphabetic
Greek with at least three different regional variants, We know that in
Greece attitudes to the match berween writing and phonology varied
from region to region: indifference in Laconia, deep concern in Boeotia
{Morpurgo Davies 1992). Yet we do not have sufficient data for Elis or
Argolis and we cannot trust the graphic consistency of the Laconians,
which means that, though the case made by Alonso Déniz for the relative
dating of the change is the best one can make, we cannot reach certainty
even on that point. Nor can we reconstruct with certainty the phonological
systems of the dialects under consideration.

(ii) If we want to think in terms of diffusion we lack data which allow us to
follow the pattern of diffusion. Consider again the strictures delivered by
Trudgill (1983; see n. 4) on the inadequacy of the standard dialect maps of
Europe or Britain, which lack information about exact isoglosses, social
details, age, distribution, etc. For ancient Greece we cannot hope to have
this type of information.

{iii) The distinction between independent developments and diffusion is a
perennial problem for all dialect geography (and of course for other dis-
ciplines such as archaeology and anthropology). In phonology we consider
the possibility of diffusion when the languages or dialects in question are
geographically close and/or on known communication routes (be they
commercial or cultural), the chronology works, and, if we are lucky,
more than one feature is spread. It is easier to make a case if the change
considered is not a common change. If these conditions are met we then
begin to look for sociolinguistic supporting evidence of the type indicated
in {ii}. In our case Lazzeroni (x967) has argued that Elean shares with
Laconian both the s > # change and the assibilation of the dental aspirate
{see n. 25). This may satisfy a requirement, though the second point is
disputed, but is it enough, since we cannot proceed to the next step and
since the aspiration of /s/ is found in a number of unrelated languages?

*5 In Laconian for instance we find at some stage that <o>> is used for the earlier <8> lerrer.
We debate whether < o> represents [8] or [s]. In Elean it is often, and possibly correctly, assumed
that [t"] had changed into [#] or [s], but the evidence is very late except for a disputed infinitive
ending in -ooac where we expect -oflor (Minon 2007: ii. 339). What should we conclude? And
how relevant is this to the s > 4 change?
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7.4.4 Drift

It looks as if we must reluctantly conclude that there is no evidence for continy.
ity from the second millennium or for substratum influence, and that the daty
do not allow us to distinguish between diffusion and independent develop.
ments. We ought, however, to entertain a further possibility, which has recently
been exploited in the analysis of so-called World English. I take two examples
from recent work by Trudgill, which modify some of the standard views,

In contrast with Canadian and American English, which are predominantly
rhotic, Australian and New Zealand English are predominantly non-rhotic, like
most English and Welsh varieties, i.e. they have lost preconsonantal and word-
final /t/ in words like smart or car, while retaining /rf in other positions and
word-finally before a word starting with a vowel. This was normally explained
by pointing out that English was exported to America in the seventeenth
century, before the loss of rhoticity in Britain, but to Australia and then New
Zealand in the nineteenth century, when that loss had already happened in
Britain. Yet recent discoveries have shown that in New Zealand (for which
better evidence is available) and in Australia the language was originally rhotic
and the loss of rhoticity is relatively recent. Trudgill et al. (2000: 120-4;
cf. Trudgill and Gordon 2006: 244} argue that the new data make it likely
that ‘rhoticity was extremely common in 19th century Britain’ and was brought
from there to Australia and New Zealand. Later on it was lost in parallel in
England, Australia, and New Zealand through a process of “drift’, to use Sapir’s
terminology. Similar conclusions are reached for other examples. I quote only
one: the merger of the English vowels of e.g. square and near which is happen-
ing in New Zealand, where it is now practically complete; the same merger
occurs for the majority of speakers in Norfolk in Britain and in the English of
Newfoundland {Trudgill 2003). Diffusion is highly unlikely given the geograph-
ical distribution; the change has occurred independently in the various places
but we cannot exclude a general predisposition to it in what are, after all,
variant forms of the same language. Once again one may appeal to drift
(cf. Trudgill et al. 2000, and see below).

Our Greek problem is different, but another possibility is now opened. In
languages or dialects which have a common origin Trudgill et al. (2000}
distinguish between a first form of drift which is in fact the continuation of
an inherited change in progress, even if this is concealed by lack of evidence
(as for the loss of rhoticity in New Zealand and Australia), and a second form
of drift which is the result of a structural predisposition towards a certain
change; this would be the case of the merger described above. The point is
that our four dialects (including Cypriot) show similar, even if not identical,
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changes in regions which are not too remote from each other. It may be
counterintuitive to treat them as independent phenomena but at the same
ime there is not enough evidence to attribute the whole set of changes to
diffusion, and, as we have seen, Alonso Déniz excludes it for Cypriot. Drift
may help, if taken in the second of the meanings discussed by Trudgill et al.
(z000). Yet, if we do not want to return to nineteenth-century imagery and
think of drift as a mysterious overpowering force which dominates the life of
Janguage, what would account for such a predisposition? Perhaps we may
appeal to a suggestion by Méndez Dosuna (1996), who points out that in
languages where consonantal length is phonologically relevant there is a
tendency to maximize the distance between /s/ and /s:/ by shortening /s/ as
much as possible, If this is applied to Greek, where phonologically long /s:/
occurs only between vowels, we can assume that this tendency to shorten
intervocalic /s/ may eventually have led to a further form of weakening, i.e.
aspiration. Of the dialects that we have been discussing, Laconian, Argolic,
and Elean all provide evidence for <ss> between vowels; the Cypriot syllabic
writing obviously cannot do so, though we may want to argue that Cypriot
was like Arcadian, which does. Even so, it would stll be difficult to under-
stand why Cypriot lost its final sibilants before the intervocalic ones.

7.5 Conclusion

To conclude: whatever one says about this subject is to a large extent hypothetical
and structural explanations are notoriously so. To make a case for diffusion and
the like in the prehistoric period is almost impossible, but in the historical period
too some linguistic developments may remain partially or totally impenetrable. In
our case we do not have sufficient data to make a water-tight case for whatever
account we choose to give. However, the starkness of the contrast between
independent development and diffusion may be reduced if we introduce drift as
a third possibility and assume that in languages or dialects which have the same
origin there is often a structural predisposition to certain changes. It should be
emphasized that ‘such changes may, but need not occur’ (Trudgill et al. 2000:
112). It is conceivable that appealing to this form of drift may help us to
understand the weakening of secondary intervocalic fs/ in some Greek dialects
of the first millennium BC. At the same time we should note that any change is
subject to a number of different and perhaps contrasting sociolinguistic influ-
ences, some of which may act as catalysts. Diffusion is bound to be one of these.
Drift and diffusion are not mutually exclusive and may conspire towards similar
results. We cannot demonstrate it but this may be the solution to our problem.
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