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6 The Greek Notion of Dialect®

ANNA MORPURGO DAVIES

1. We frequently speak of Greek dialects but hardly ever try to
explain what is the meaning of ‘dialect’ in this phrase. If we did, we
would be reminded that dialects should not be discussed without
making reference to their ethnolinguistic background. In general it
seems impossible to call a dialect a dialect (rather than a language)
and to study its development without considering the speakers of
that dialect and the way in which they understood their linguistic
situation or reacted to it. In the specific case of Greek the concept
of dialect is so nebulous that a study of the ethnolinguistic data is
especially relevant. What follows offers a few considerations which
bear on the problem.’

2. We start with one of the best known passages of the late
Byzantine grammarian, Gregory of Corinth, who lived in the tweltth
century A.D. and wrote a manual ITept dworéxtov [On Dialects)
marked by little originality and much repetition.* It contains a defi-
nition of dialect which sounds singularly modern in its formulation:
Aldhextoc oty idlopa yAdoong, 7 6tdhexktds €ott AéElg (5o
ropaxtipa toénov éuepoivovca “a dialect is a special form of a
language or a dialect is a form of speech which indicates the special
character of a place”. It is noticeable that nineteenth or twentieth
century dictionaries echo the sentiment and sometimes even the
wording. It is also remarkable that the same dictionaries tend to
use as exemplification of the use of the word ‘dialect’ (an obvious

t Originally published in Verbum 10 (1987), 7-27.

' Some of the points made here were first mentioned in the Semple Lectures on “Greek
Attitudes to Language” which I delivered in 1983 at the invitation of the Department ot
Classics, University of Cincinnati. I greatly profited from the comments made then and from
the discussion which followed the presentation of this paper at the Pont-a-Mousson Rencontre.
For clarification, new ideas and new information I am especially indebted to Professors Albio
Cassio of Naples and Jean Lallot of Paris.

* For a recent summary of the information available about Gregory of Corinth c.f. N.G.
Wilson, Scholars of Byzantium, London 1983, 184-90.
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Greek borrowing) phrases or sentences which refer to ancient Greek
_dialects.?

In current speech a dialect is now seen as a form of language which
van be given a specific geographic or social definition. By contrast a
language is seen as standardized and spoken over a wider area or by
alarger group of people. In our modern literate world languages are
likely to be both spoken and written, while dialects may simply exist
I spoken form; we speak of dead languages, meaning presumably
languages which are known only in written form, hardly ever of
dead dialects. Until the recent wave of “ethnicity’ a languaée tended
to have higher status than a dialect: the Sardinians were proud to
speak a Romance language, not an Italian dialect.

The distinction between language and dialect which is so clear to
the layman 1s less so to the linguist. We are now aware, as perhaps
our nineteenth century predecessors were not, that it cannot be made
m purely linguistic terms. It is simply not true, for instance, that the
structural distinctions between two so-called dialects of a language
are always smaller than those between two so-called languages.
The criterion of mutual intelligibility which is often invoked in this

It is a singularly instructive to read through some of the definitions; | quote a few at
random. Oxford Englisk Dictionary s.v. *dialect’ 2: “One of the subordinate forms or varieties
of . Linguage arising from local peculiarities of vocabulary, pronunciation and idiom. (In
relation to modern languages usually spec. A variety of speech differing from the standard or
irerany” language; a provincial method of speech, as in ‘speakers of dialect’)”. One of the
examples quoted (ibid.) is “1614 RALEIGH Hist, World ii 496 The like changes are very
tanvhar in the Aeolic Dialect.” Deutsches Werterbuch von Jacob und Wilhelm Grimm, Bd. 6
A5 col. 1684 v *Mundart’: “die wissenschaftliche bedeutung, die auf die in die e¢inzelnen
Lundschatren geltenden unterschiede der lebendigen volkssprache gegeniiber einer allgemeinen,
haupt- oder schriftsprache zielt, ist schon bei SCHOTTEL vorhanden, ist vielleicht die dlteste
des deurschen wortes™. The Newubearbeitung of the Grimm Dictionary, Bd. 6 (1983) col. 852
s Dialekr” has: “landschaftlich begrenzee Teilsprache, tiberwiegend miindlich. 148 hey den
Ciechen schrieh ... jedes volk seinen dialekr wie es ihn zusprechen pllegte GOTTSCHED
\;m;;bk.w:.uf 38", Dictionnaire de "Académie frangaise, vol. 1 (1932), p. 394 s.v. ‘dialecre’
aives a briet definstion: “Variéeé régionale d'une langue” and exemplifies “La langue grecque
ancienne a differents dialectes. Le dialecre attique. Le dialecte ionique. Le dialecre dorique ...".
resorde la bingue frangaise. Dictionnaire de la langue du XIXe et du X Xe siecle, vol. 7 (1979)

.

»

152 s.v. “dialecre, AL linguistique™ 1. Forme particuliére d’une langue, intermédiare entre

cerre fangue et le patois, parlée et écrite dans une région d*étendue variable et parfois instable
ou vontuse, sans le status culturel ou le plus souvent social de cette langue. ... 2. Forme
regionale parlée et surrour éerite d’une langue ancienne. Comme ¢a m'est égal, que certaines
des _J) lles de Théocrite soient en dialecte ionien (RENARD, Journal, 1895, p. 290).
N. Tommaseo e B. Bellini, Neove Dizionario della lingua z‘mlimu,A\'ol. 2 (1885), p. 133 s.v.
“dialerta’: *Parricolare linguaggio parlato da uomini d’una o pilt provincie, che per la differenza

dlalcuni vocaboli 0 modi o costrutti o desinenze o pronunzie, si scosta dall'uso delle altre
provincie che parlano la lingua stessa. Nel greco distinguonsi i dialerti Attico, Dorico, Jonico
Eolico, mune = Infer. Sec. 254. S. Battaglia, Grande Dizionario della lingua italiana, vol, 4‘
tantlop. g2 df sy tdialetto’ “Parlata propria di un ambiente geografico e culturale ristretto.
s eonrrapposta a un sistema linguistico affine per origine e sviluppo, ma che, per diverse
rawiont . sk e imposto come lingua letteraria e ufficiale. ... Varchi V-137 Ha (il greco), oltre
b ingua comune, quattro dialerri, cioé quattro idiomi ...”. ‘
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context cannot be used as a magic dividing line; first, it is part of
our normal experience that we sometimes understand other so-called
languages even without specific training in them while we may fail
to understand the so-called dialects of our own language.* Secondly,
there are instances where some form of intelligibility exists but is not
mutual because social factors intervene. In an old article Hans Wolff*
described the situation in the Eastern Niger Delta, where two struc-
turally very close languages, Nembe and Kalabari, are spoken in
adjacent areas. The Nembe claim that they understand Kalabari
without difficulties. The Kalabari claim that to them Nembe is
completely obscure except for a few words. It is noticeable that
the Kalabari are a prosperous group while the Nembe have neither
political nor economic power. In other words the labels ‘language’
and ‘dialect’ are applied on the strength of factors that need not be
exclusively or even primarily linguistic.

We may now return to the similarities between the current lay
understanding of a dialect and Gregory’s definition. These are neither
due to chance nor are they prompted by identical reactions to simi-
lar sets of observable facts. Though the current views fit admirably
with the linguistic situation of the modern European nations (or of
most of them) they have not been reached independently; they are
clearly derived from the Greek views. It is the latter which call for
an explanation rather than the former. How did Gregory or his
predecessors reach their definition? Was this meant to reflect the
linguistic situation of the ancient Greek world? If we answer in
the affirmative, as is only natural; we encounter a curious paradox.
Gregory and his predecessors are not interested in the theory of
dialectology or linguistics, they are interested in describing Greek.
But if so, and if Gregory thought that a dialect was a dialect of a
language, as is implied by his statement, what was the language he
had in mind? In Gregory’s period, and indeed in the period of the
earlier scholars from whom he may have borrowed his data and
his thoughts, there was indeed a Greek language, the product of the
Hellenistic koine [common Greek language], but in those periods it
is also true that the koine had replaced the very dialects (Ionic, Attic,
Doric and Aeolic) which Gregory lists and discusses.® On the other

* As a native speaker of Italian I can read Spanish, which I have never studied, but [ cannot
read Sicilian or Milanese, two Italian dialects, without the help of a translation.

> Hans Wolff, “Intelligibility and Inter-Ethnic Attitudes” in D. Hymes ed., Language in
Culture and Society, New York 1964, 440-445.

“ This is the current view; what exactly happened in spoken language and how far some
of the earlier distinctions survived beyond the Hellenistic period is, needless to say, difficult to
establish. 2
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hand in the earlier period, when the dialects in question still flour-
ished, there does not seem to have been a standard language of which
those dialects could be dialects. Attic, Boeotian, etc. had equal status;
there may have been a certain amount of dialect switching for
the purpose of communication but there was no switching from
the dialect to a standard common language simply because such a
standard common language did not exist. If so, how did the gram-

marians reach their definition in the absence of suitable linguistic
conditions to which to anchor it?

3. The paradox could be solved in a number of ways. It could be
argued, for instance, that our interpretation of the data is wrong.
There may have been, even before the creation of the koine, some
form of standard language which could be called Greek and which
could have counted as the language of which the dialects were
dialects. An alternative possibility is that, even if such a standard
language did not exist before the koine, the grammarians reached
their concept of dialect after the creation of the koine; the fact that
they then applied it to the earlier period and spoke as if Attic, Ionic
etc. were simply dialects of Greek (i.e., on this interpretation, of the
koine) would simply be due to the normal absence of feeling for
historical development which characterized most of Greek gram-
matical work. This second hypothesis is not intrinsically contra-
dictory; it is indeed plausible but, as I hope to show, is unnecessary.
On the other hand the first hypothesis conflicts with all the data we
have, as a brief review will show. In what follows I propose to argue
that, even though there was no standard language in Greece before
the koine, an abstract notion of Greek as a common language which
subsumed the dialects was present among Greek speakers at a rela-
tively early stage, i.e. from the fifth century B.C. onwards; it is this
notion which the grammarians inherited and developed in the direc-
tion which opened the way to Gregory’s definition of dialect, and,

in the last resort, to the concept of dialect currently used by the
European layman.

4. The case first depends on the demonstration that before the
development of the koine, i.e. before the Hellenistic period, there was
no standard language in Greece — this calls for a linguistic inquiry.
Secondly, we shall have to move from linguistic to ‘metalinguistic’
data and try to find out how the ancient Greeks at various periods of
their history understood their linguistic situation. Here rather than

The Greek Notion of Dialect 15

with linguistic phenomena we shall be dealing with ethnolinguistic
or folk-linguistic data.

1. What do we know about the linguistic position of Gre'ece |'n
the prehellenistic period? We may rehear.se here some ,W?H 11;‘1(\)\,\:1
facts about the written language (for which we hz;lyelvanol%n ,()}m\v
of data) and about the spokeclll 1m)1guage (about which we ¢z \
-apolate from the written data). S |
3"‘_;:}‘]20!:;“-;61“1)”“}’ data we have for. p‘rehe.llc'msnc 'C;rree_c;t: imf\-\“:l‘]l
the case of inscriptions a great deal of hpgm_sn; \:ar‘mt}. ::] 5 {‘, o
different regions are written in different linguistic tomflfs‘ﬂm ..1:“”: »
are that the writing conceals a greater amount of di .r-.z:nttll.z‘ T
the spoken language. It is sufhcz_en.[ to Fel11CI11lwf:r IHEL_Q (?11i1;11 el
ence (l.142) to four different varieties of spc;ech I.]I‘l. om;:: mtt.]\- e
supported by epigraphical or literary datu.‘ Ilt a S(l}l sete)d L" oy pi
in progress of time both Boeotia and Thessalia :\clopy.t: ]‘dif‘fﬂ.e;]w\
ized regional spelling which 1gngred the phono o}%ua e
which must have existed in the various areas of the these tw? 162 5
The literary evidence is less reliable begause of the UnLC'IleH:IU‘L?i
about the manuscript tradition but can still lead_ u_s‘_to-asonl\.c ::::ti&-
conclusions. The texts are written in a number of le-E_"lL[]t \lnfﬁt ! :
forms: there is no standard literary language. Then‘e is (_a]n. E':-L 'U‘r| :”
hand an interesting pattern of dialect or language s,\wltc 11n,| l')!t.-L i
the view that some linguistic forms are more s_mtéble than m:;{{:mc
certain linguistic genres. Epic verse is written 11jhsome to\:;:;Lh > “;
Attic tragedy is written in Attic except for thg c OI‘L;‘S?SY -‘H-\-L“-(M.
a modified form of Doric. Lyric poetry can be in Aeo e l-te[{l {Jf] o
cannot. In a number of instances the choice of dmletl,t s 1}1.1; er cr \:‘:m‘
of the origin of the author; Pindar was fmm.Thebes but ¢ 1? I].IUI A
in Boeotian. Hesiod was also ‘from Boeotia but chomp(l)se;‘z m}w
language, i.e. in a composite form .of [onic. WeH‘a.ve I():“L j{,,m,;
Doric prose and Attic prose, but, for mstance,.the‘ _1ppﬁ0§ }_- :.i“ fpu
is written in lonic, though Hippocrates hnmerl‘hwab' }l( . ‘{h;
a Doric place. The literary .dml‘ects_are no pel.’t—efL't {nit;)lm“hd”
epigraphical dialects: the Do.rn: Qt Attlc gln()rllsels::s ?r’[e-s:“_c e
that of, e.g., the Peloponnesian inscriptions. T].LSC u 5 e h o
new but a further point needs stressing. The c}nalect SWIt; un‘im]m\.mr
tised by poets and writers must have contributed to the ¢

* For a detailed discussion o O. Hoffmann, Griech. Dialekte, 11, Gottingen 189

218-225 and m re rece StLlCI Lur dialek nheit ac. uschent S0 ack
N btalen E1 he des Qstionis e 3
8 § ar d 0 ntly K 1 4 ILJ[

1996.
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porary teeling that the various Greek dialects were joined by a special
relationship which separated them from other non-Greek speech
varicties. A different form of dialect switching also occurred in
comedy for comic purposes but we may have to discuss that later in
connection with spoken language.

Finaily we must turn to epigraphical verse. The language of Greek
verse inscriptions has been studied by K. Mickey in an Oxford disser-
ration and in a 1981 article;® her conclusion is that before ca. 400
these relatively humble verses were neither in the local dialect nor in
any other dialect. The authors, in her view, aimed at a purified forms
of the local dialect from which the most specifically local forms were
excluded. That this is so is perhaps most clearly shown by Thessalian;
the focal genitives in -o10 or patronymic adjectives in -to¢ are omni-
present in all prose inscriptions but are obstinately absent from verse
mscriptions, though they could have been supported by the epic
model.” If this avoidance of local forms is not due to chance, one may
well wonder what is the language that the local poets were really
aiming at. Could they think of it as a form of Greek which was not
too Thessalian, not too Boeotian etc.? Do the verse inscriptions, in
other words, confirm the impression we received from the literary
dialects that the writers or speakers recognize a special link between
the various ‘Greek’ dialects?

4.2. Any information about spoken language must be extra-
polated from written texts. Parodies of various forms of speech in
comedy confirm what we guess from the inscriptions, viz. that differ-
ent regions used different linguistic forms. What our written evidence
iritatingly does not reveal is how much dialect switching existed for
the purposes of spoken communication. Did the sophists for instance
alwavs speak in Attic when in Athens? Did Socrates’ interlocutors
always switch to Attic in the course of their discussions (as Plato
would have us believe) even if they were, for instance, Boeotian? We
do nor know how to interpret the odd examples of dialect excla-
mations in the context of normal Attic speech which we find e.g.
m Plato or Xenophon.” They may be there as reminders of the

- K. Mickey, “Dialect Consciousness and Literary Language: an example from Ancient
Goreeh TS 1981, 35-66; Studies in the Greek Dialects and the Language of Greck Verse
fuseraptions, unpublished D. Phil. dissertation, Oxford 1981.

Morpurgo Davies, Glotta 46 (1968), 96 with note 2; Mickey, TPS 1981, 5o ff.

Chleg Plato Phaedo 6:a, where Cebes, a Boeotian, starts his (Attic) ralk with a dialect
exprossion:Ite Zetg, Eon, 1) abtov eovy sindv kti [“Indeed, by Zeus™, he said, speaking
s own dialect’] (see also the same exclamation attributed to the Thebans in the Seventh
Episde, ag5a3). In Xen. Anabasis V1.6.34 the Laconian Cleandrus replies to Xenophon

The Greek Notion of Dialect 159

nationality of the speaker and of the way in which he in fact spoke.
Yet it is also possible, at least in the case of the Plato example, that
they are there for emphasis; the speaker had switched to Attic but
to express strong emotion reverted to his own dialect. In general
we cannot assume that speech reported in Attic or Ionic was in fact
pronounced in Attic or Ionic; literary conventions do not normally
allow reported speech in a different dialect from that of the main text
(the same principle also applies to the speech of foreigners). On the
other hand it is again Plato from whom we gain the impression that
speech in one’s own dialect was respectable even in Athens: at the
beginning of the Apology (17d) Socrates pleads ignorance of the
correct expressions to be used in a tribunal, explains it with his
inexperience and concludes dtexvidg ovv Eévag £xw thg £vOade
LMéEemc [T am therefore, like a foreigner, without skill in this form of
speech’]. He then argues that if he had really been a &évog [foreigner]
he would have certainly been forgiven if he had spoken in the accent
and manner in which he had been brought up (‘Qonep odv &v, el 1@
Svtt Eévog &tuyyavov dv, cvveylyvookete dnmov dv pot, &l &v
EKELVN T1) QOVT) TE Kol TO TPpOT® EAeyov év olonep ETefpdppny KTA ).
Terminology (the use of £évog) and context guarantee that here the
reference is to a Greek dialect and not to a foreign language;’* we can
infer that it was feasible to speak in an Athenian tribunal in one’s
own dialect.

That dialect switching was possible for specific purposes is, how-
ever, known. We may remember Orestes stating in the Choephoroe
(563—4) that he will address the porter of his palace in Phocian in
order not to be recognized; that he then proceeds to speak in beauti-
ful Attic trimeters does not alter the import of the statement.™

in Attic but starts with a Laconian exclamation: '’ARXa vai 1@ oww, £en, tayd tor buiv
aroxpivodpat kth [Well, by the twin gods, I will answer you quickly ...’]. We have no reason
to think that a Spartan would have switched to Attic for the sake of Xenophon and in this
instance it seems likely that he spoke in Laconian all through. In the Hellenica (IV.4.10)
Pasimachus begins with the same exclamation a sentence which is wholly in Laconian.

" Obviously we remain in doubt about the exact reference of gwvi} and tpénog in this
context; Maurice Croiset (Platon, Ocuvres complétes vol. 1 Paris 1953, p. 141) translates with
‘accent’ and ‘dialecte’ respectively.

** For the purposes of this paper it is of course irrelevant whether on the stage Orestes spoke
or did not speak with a Phocian accent; a minority of commentators has argued for the first
hypothesis (cf. e.g. T.G. Tucker, The Choephoroi of Aeschylus, Cambridge 1901, p. 131 ff. on
Choe. 561) but this seems to stretch credibility. The scholia {ancient commentaries| to Eur.
Phoen. 301 (ed. Schwarz 1 p. 287) state that in the passage of the Phoenissae under discussion
the chorus of Phoenician women spoke in Greek but with an accent which revealed its foreign
origin; as a parallel they quote a fragment of the Sophoclean “EAivng dnaitnoig [The Demand
for Helen’s Return) (fr. 178 Nauck, 176 Pearson) which is taken to presuppose the use of a
similar dramatic device to indicate Laconian origin (the text is not beyond suspicion: xai yap
XUPAKINP adtog &v YAdoon ti pe / napnyopel Adkwvog ooudcbur Adyov {*Yes, the accent is
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Finally we ought to consider the extent of exposure to dialect
forms other than their natives ones undergone by the various
speakers. We must assume that in normal intercourse between people
of different regions only a minimum of dialect switching occurred
So much at least seems to be implied by comedy; it should follo“;
that some or most of the dialects were mutually intelligible. We also
know — again from comedy — that Doric doctors were more popular
than others. Various passages imply that doctors spoke Doric and
were understood.”® A last point is that long periods spent in cities
other than one’s own must have had linguistic consequences. One
of the speeches in the Demosthenic corpus (s57: mid fourth century)
concerns the citizen status of an Athenian whose father was accused
of_ being a non-Athenian because he used to Eeviley, i.e. to speak
with a strange accent. This is explained by the defendant as due to
the fact that his father had spent a long time away from Athens as
a war prisoner and consequently had acquired that accent. ' We
haye here some evidence for dialect mixture to use together with the
ewdenc@ offered for instance by the disgruntled complaints of the
Old Oligarch (Ath. Pol. 2.7) about the adulterated dialect spoken by
the Athenians as a result of the outside influences to which they were
exposed because of their commercial activities. s

Literary dialects in their recited and their written form offered a
different type of exposure. All th rough Greece Homeric poetry was
known_and appreciated, the Spartan soldiers listened to Tyrtaeus’
poems in the epic language, in Athens no one objected to the mild
Doric of tragedy choruses; the language of Greek verse inscriptions
also shows that at a local level dialect forms other than one’s own

T, . ;
]r_l}e ssrm.. Something about his spegch coaxes me into scenting a Laconian way of talking’, tr
oyd-Jones|). H.H. Bacon (Barbarians in Greel Tragedy, New Haven 1961, 65 ff.) nly

nght. in her Interpretation of the scholia but I have great difficulties in assumin :i::ritl?miiy
cI.jass!cai period a dialect accent was used in the performance of tragedy more or Icsi in :he satnz
:myl}lt v:f-as m(tiljéu qu:(limedy; if rhur_dld in fact happen it is not clear why the playwriter would
not have modi ed his text accordingly as the comoediographers did. Sophocles’ frapment
(.313:1.(}[ reveal \_fvhether there were other indications of Laconian origin in the speech ”
) The motif starts in the Old Comedy and is continued through the Middle lﬂnd New
Comedys; cf, ro_r the references A.W. Gomme and FH. Sandbach, Menander, A Cf)rw;r:lent'ar '
Oxford 1973, in the commentary to Aspis 374 (at p. 92 ff.) and 439-64 (p. ;91' Colin Au;tii].
Mc::mmirz Aspis et Samia, Berlin 1970, vol. 2, 35 ff. on Aspis 374 ff. ' '
" From the context it seems more likely that the accent was influenced by another Greek
dl:’ilEC[ than by a f{‘lrmg‘n language and this view is supported by the use of ZeviZewv: in g)l‘ltﬂ
f({.:.z!.j_mc) Eeviki ovéparta |foreign words] refers to words of dialects other rh:n ;-‘;m‘c I
‘(.,]r. the recent dlSC.LISSiU.Il by A. Cassio, “Attico ‘volgare’ e loni in Atene alla ﬁn'e del
55:(.}]5(:(0 o(a.C.-, AI\ON bcz._lmg.. 3 (1981) 79 ff. It is‘ur‘lf?r.runatc that the famous verses by
olon (303, 11-12 West) about Athenians YhOoouy kit ATtknv igvtac, ke on modhay i
TAavoUEVOLS ['no longer speaking the Atric language, so far and wide have tl:ev wmaereﬂ]i
are ambiguous; they may refer to the influence of foreign languages or to that of other dialc‘c‘-rs.
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were appreciated. Finally, and perhaps most importantly, it has not
been realized how crucial from a linguistic point of view were the
decisions taken by the various oracles about the language they used
in their responses. Delphi’s choice of the epic language in preference
to the local dialect was meant to guarantee to the oracle panhellenic
importance.'® Yet it also guaranteed panhellenic diffusion to the
language chosen; it led to memorization and close scrutiny of the
message — almost a linguistic explication de textes — by a vast number
of people to whom the responses mattered: a misunderstanding could
have been fatal.

5. What do we learn from this quick survey? There is no evidence
before the Hellenistic period for a standard language used in Greece
for either the purposes of literature or those of communication.
There is on the other hand some evidence for a complicated pattern
of dialect switching (if nothing else for literary purposes) and for
an extensive passive knowledge of different dialects. The linguistic
forms used differ extensively from region to region but the patterns
of use and understanding create links between the different dialects
and contribute to mark them off as a unit which can be contrasted
with non-Greek languages.

I turn now to the second question: what do we know about the
Greek attitudes to dialect or language?

We start from scholarship and technical terminology. Dialects in
the early period are referred to with the generic terms v7dtrto/
yA@dooa [glottalglossal and vty [phoné] which can also be used
for foreign languages; after Aristotle we have the impression that
dadextog ‘speech, conversation, language’ etc. begins to have its
later specialized use but we remain in doubt about the exact date.
There is no evidence that the Tlepi draréktov [On Dialect| of
Antisthenes, a pupil of Socrates, did indeed talk about dialects: the
first conventional studies about dialects must have belonged to the
first century. The word didhextog (in the plural) is used with refer-

' L.E. Rossi (in [ poemi epici rapsodici non omerici ¢ la tradizione orale, Padova 1981,
223) reiterates that “da tutto il corpus delfico si vede un palese sforzo di essere omerici ... el
fa una scelta linguistica precisa: Omero. Evidentemente per ragioni di universalita panel-
lenica™. It is difficult to know what has priority; could it be that the choice of the Homeric
language was determined by a choice of the hexamerer as the obvious form? If so. we would
still have to argue that the choice of the hexameter was determined by the prestige of Homeric
poetry, which would of course have led to the choice of the language as well as of the metrical
form. It is of course otiose to speculate, but if the choice had already been made by the seventh
century this might imply that as early as that period there was in existence some noton of
panhellenic language.
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ence to Attic in a fragment of the third century B.C. (FGH II p.263)"7
but “dialect’” may not be the right rendering.” Awpig refers to the
D_oric dialects in Thucydides (iii.112, vi.s), but the classification
of the Greek dialects into Ionic, Attic, Doric and Aeolic which is
frequently found in the first century may be first attested in the third
century text just mentioned. Even then it seems clear that this classi-

I',” l]‘\‘::;e;m.\' yap elow of 1@ véver kui tuig Quvais "Exnviloveiv ag’ “Eiinvoc.
Avoior 3 ot mv ATTUAY KETooDvTeEg ATTINOT pév Eiot W@ yéver, Tais 8& ﬁlflﬁ,ﬁi(ru::
YETINLOuan. woTtep Aeptelg pev ol dnd Adpou T povi dwpiloveiw, alokifouot 8¢ oi dno
Atdzon, L 20uot 88 01 dro Twvog 100 Zovbou eiviec [*For Hellenes fi.e. Greeks] are those who
descend from Hellen and “hellenize™ in their language [i.e. speak Greek]. The Atheniiﬁs who
mlml\‘n Atnca are Artic by descent and “atticize” in their way of speaking [i.e. s c-xi\' .;\tticl
ts likke the Dorians who descend from Doros “doricize” it their language ||‘.;:..s;‘p¥;-1‘k [)m'icl‘
and those who descend from Aeolos “aeolize” [speak Acolic|, while those who origikn ate from
tor son of Xouthes “ionize™ [speak lonic’). T quore from the new edition by E Pﬁiéer “Die
l[fu;lwl_nld;;:' L]‘u.x I-lk’l'ﬁ.Cleldeh“, Sitzungsberichte der Akademie der Wissenschaften (in ‘;‘(fi(!zz).
hilosopbusel-historisch Klasse, 227 2 | 1951}, p. 9o l. 27 ff. The text used to be attributed to
Iicearchns and is now attributed to Herakleides Crericus {or Kritikos) who accord}ng to Pfister
ORI P gy ) must have written berween 275 and 200 B.C,
It ’ normal to refer in this context to R. Miinz, ‘Uber yAOTTU und Sidkextos und iber
v postdonianisches Fragment bei Strabo®, Glotta 11 (1921), 85-94, and some da:-a can also
be tound in R, Calabrese, “1 grammarici antichi e 1 dialetti gr&.-‘i“. .{t(’;zd e .Run-h-z 12 {‘19;;7)
fso-t6s, bur now we also have some precious references in an article and a book by W, Ax:
Fowoz, poviy und Sidiexrog als Grundbegriffe aristorelischer Sprachretlexion”, Glotta i(w.
Vo8 2 g5, and Laut, Stinime und Sprache, Gottingen 1986, esp. pp. 100, 113 ;zo 201 ff
\\f hat emerges is r]ml_ from its first actestations (e.g. Aristophanes fr. -joh K‘assrl:A_usrin;
vl G ol 1 Pl T ARl i e o Pl e af s, e
‘ ' Ar I z a ter defined meaning ‘articulared
linguage ,\.md perhaps the beginning of the connecrion with local distinctions (Arist, Hisz. an.
16 101 ¥ Avr " S =] o R 0 2 = )
oy P of e 1 s e s
, 7 3 nenic doxographer Diocles, quoted in Diog.
Lacrtius VI 56, who reports a statement by the Stoic Diegenes of Babvlonia (fl. berween the
l: md and the first centuries B.C.), The passage reads Suthektoc 54 dor }n. ; o
LA D Tl o 3

Hirs turies 1.C ? T S REXUPUYUENT
i N I_/u/.u\:mm__. M A£CLS TOTUNN. TOLTECTL OLG KATd SidhexTov, olov kutd pév 14114
Nrlhoo hekutte, kut o6 v "lada fuépn [*A dialect 15 a form of speech marked echnically
and hellemcally, or also a form from a cerrain place, that is to say such according to a dllJ‘cct'
B far msance thalatta “sea” according to [the] Attic |dialect] or bemere “day” acc;lrditn : to‘
!rm_ [ onic [dialect|]. The interpretation is not obvious {contrast the translation by Srcintﬁl-;nl
i er Sprachuss., 1 293 and that by Hicks in his edition of Diogenes Laertius; of. also
Wil el De path. quoted below, p. 51 fF); for Ax {op. cit. 201) it implies that SuA el*ktw'
midicates hinguistic variants of &8¢ |lexis, speech] which are nationally or regionally duc’ﬁne:f
and may therefore refer to Greek in contrast with foreign languages or within Greek to Attic
or fome i contrast with other dialects. The doubt remains whether Diogenes really believ ‘-I
that didkektos could (or should) be used to indicate the contrast berween a fl')rt‘i‘.?,n‘ lan, 1;-;*;
and Grecks we could also interpret the text in such a way as to exclude this possibility E ;;I?(J
‘Hm mspite of the use of Suakextog with barbaros in Diod. v. 6. However, if so, the difference
berween the first and second definition would be non-existent. After Diogene; the ‘modern’
meaning clearly appears in Strabo viii.3 33 and in Trypho: see J. Wackernagel, De pathologiae
reterin s, Diss, Basel 1876, 57 ff. (= Kleine Schvriften, iii,‘1483 ff.) wheré however, sgme
ot the informa tion is ourdarted. Finally, Jean Lallot points out to me that in m'dér to unde,rstand
the hhm’l‘_\‘ ot dtiarerzog it would be important to understand why the word is feminine; is it
hecause it helongs to a semantic field which inciudes a number of feminine nouns such as eovt

i7omu. zedig iwhich may have appeared later on the scene) or because it wa Lori i QI)I y
idjectine i agreement with one of these nouns? - e
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fication is largely done on ethnic rather than on linguistic bases.”
Admittedly there was from an earlier period a lively interest in dialect
words and Latte has argued that Plato may have had at his disposal
earlier collections of lexical correspondences between dialects.* Yet
so far nothing obliges us to think that the Greeks had before the
period of the koine a concept of dialect similar to our own or to that
which is presupposed by Gregory’s definition.

Should we then think that the ‘modern’ concept of dialect, that
found in Gregory, arose after the diffusion of the koine, so that a
Greek dialect was seen as a dialect of the koine? Unexpectedly it is
just the work of the late grammarians that gives us pause. Gregory,
as we have seen, is not original. His definition is obviously based on
earlier material. We may compare the not too dissimilar definition by
Clemens Alexandrinus (Stromateis 1.142; second/third centuries
A.D.), who must also have made use of earlier sources: Atdiektog
53¢ ot AELLC 1010V yapaxtipa TOMOL Eupaivovoa 1 Ag&lg 1diov
 kowvov €Bvoug upaivovoa yapaxtipa. Pact §& ol “EAlnveg eivar
T0C Tapd opiotl mévte, ‘At0ida, '1dda, Awpida, AloAida, Kol TEumTnV
v kownv: dnepidnmrovg 8¢ oboag tdg PapPupwyv eovag pnde
draréxtovg, GALL YAdooag AéyecBat, “A dialect is a form of speech
which shows the individual character of a place or a form of speech
which shows the specific or common character of an ethnos. The
Greeks say that they have five (dialects), Attic, Ionic, Doric, Aeolic
and fifth the koine. The phonai of the barbarians since they are
incomprehensible are not called ‘dialects” but glossai.” The striking
point here is the listing of the koine as a fifth dialect. A careful read-
ing of Gregory of Corinth shows that he too treats the koine as
a dialect, and in general the scholia are unanimous in including the
koine among the five dialects.”” There are earlier examples: in the
second century the koine is treated as one of the dialects or as the
fifth dialect by Apollonius Dyscolus and by Galen.** It is also poss-

' See ].B. Hainsworth, “Greek views of Greek Dialectology™, TPS 1967, 62—76.

** K. Latte, ‘Glossographica’, Philologus 80 (1925), 136-175 (= Kleine Scriften, 631-666).

' Gregory, after his initial definition lists the four dialects, Ionic, Attic, Doric and Aeolic,
and for each mentions a main exponent (Homer, Aristophanes, Theocritus, Alcaeus). He
then continues Kown 82, f) mévreg xpodpeda, kai f &xpricato MMivsapog, fiyouv f &k t@v &
cuveot®oa [“The common language is that which we all use and which Pindar used, that is to
say, that which is formed from all four’}. The scholia to Dion[ysius] Thrax repeat the same
statements with monotonous regularity (cf. the references in the index to Gramm. Gr. [ 3
[Hilgard] 607 s.v. Siahextor €). i

** Aplollonius] Dysclolus] de coniunctionibus p. 223, 24_Schneider: ‘Apa. Oltog xatd
ndoav Sidhektov. HnecTaApEvng THg KOWRg Kat "Attikig, npa Aéyetar [*‘Ara. This in all
dialects, except for the koine and Attic, is said era’]. ] owe to Albio Cassio an important refer-
ence to an Arabic translation of a lost text by Galen de vocibus in arte medica usitatis. In the
context of an anti-Atticistic debate Galen reproaches his adversaries for teaching a language
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ible that in the first century A.D. the same analysis is reflected
in Quintilian’s anecdote about Crassus (P. Licinius Crassus Dives
Mucianus consul 131 B.C.) who mastered quinque Graeci sermonis
differentias [the five different forms of the Greek language] so that
he could give judgement in all of them (inst. 11.2.50). Quintilian
obviously borrows from the same source as the somewhat earlier
Valerius Maximus (viii.7.6) who reports that when Crassus went to
Asia as consul tanta cura Graecae linguae notitiam animo compre-
hendit ut eam in quinque divisam genera per omnes partes ac
numeros penitus cognosceret [‘He was so careful to master the Greek
language that, divided as it was into five branches, he learned each
of them thoroughly in all its parts and aspects (tr. Shackleton
Bailey)’].** We have the impression that the much later Grammaticus
Meermennianus (Schaefer ii p. 642) who maintains that koine was
the beginning of all other dialects and a model for the rest (Atdhexton
0¢ gicu mévte, "lag "Athic Aopig Alodic kai Kownh fyap néuntn,
t61ov o0k &yovoa yapaktiipa, Kowvn dvopdsdn, diott &x tavtng
Gpyovral oot Anntéov §& tavTnV pev dg (Tpoc) Kdvova, tag 8¢
Arowmag npog idtotnta [“There are five dialects, lonic, Attic, Doric,
Aeolic and the Common dialect [Koine]. The fifth [dialect], which
has no specific characters of its own, was called “common”, because
all [dialects] originate from it. This one must be taken as the canoni-
cal form, while the others are specific cases’]) represents a still later
tradition and remained relatively isolated.**

which is incomprehensible to the representatives of the four groups of Greek dialects and even
to those of the fifth which is known as the koine (M. Meyerhof, ]. Schacht, “Galen iiber die
medizinischen Namen Arabisch und Deutsch herausgegeben”, Abhandlungen der preussischen
Akademie der Wissenschaften, Philosophisch-historische Klasse 1932. N&. 3, p. 30: “... wenn
sie uns eine ihnen eigentiimliche Sprache lehren, welche die Vertreter keiner einzigen der vier
Gruppen von griechischen Mundarten verstehen und auch nicht die der fiinften, welche als die
allgemeine bekannt ist”). Conceivably a reference to the five ‘dialects’ may also be found in
Porphyry de abst[inentia] 3.4.6 where in the course of a controversy about the language of
animals it is pointed out that no man is so ebpethiz 1j pruntikédg [‘good at learning or able to
imitate’] that he can learn névte mov Swdéktov 1@V nap’ GvBpdnoig [‘the five languages of
men’], let alone the language of animals.

* A. Thumb, Die griechische Sprache im Zeitalter des Hellenismus, Strassburg 1901,
167 ff., rejects the suggestion that the passage refers to the four Greek dialects and the koine
on the ground that in Crassus’ time Aeolic and lonic were no longer spoken and that Quintilian
(he does not mention Valerius Maximus) would not have used sermonis differentias for
dialects. Both points do not seem decisive and even if Thumb was right in assuming that the
koine split into five linguistic areas it is unlikely that the source of Quintilian and Valerius
Maximus would have referred to this division. That the two authors depend on a common
source is shown by the reference in both of them (Quint. loc. cit., Val. Max. loc. cit. and viii.7
ext. 15.16) to Themistocles, Cyrus and Mithridates (see PWRE XII1.336).

* We wish we knew more about the sources of this statement, but its very formulation
seems to imply that it is late. There is a basic inconsistency between the first and the second
part. On the one hand we are told that the koine is a dialect like the others, on the other hand
we are told that it does not have a specific (ethnic?) character of its own, that it is the origin of

These statements are bizarre: why should the koine count as a fifth £65

dialect instead of counting as the language of which the other dialects
are dialects? If the koine, at a later stage at least, is seen as just one
of the dialects, can we still think that the concept of dialect which we
find in Gregory is based on an interpretation of the Greek data which
was only possible after the creation of the koine? At this stage it is
perhaps necessary to reconsider the earlier evidence for the concept
of dialect.

5.1. Before the fifth century there is little to say; the ancients
already discussed whether Homer had the concept of ‘barbaric” or
‘barbarian’.®’ It is possible that the epic poems made a distinction
between barbaric languages and Greek forms of speech but this is
far from certain.”® In the fifth century, on the other hand, though the
texts do not give us any technical terminology for dialects, we find
first an awareness of the existence of linguistic variety which seems
more pronounced than in e.g. Homer; secondly, an awareness of the
contrast between foreign languages and Greek dialects; thirdly, an
awareness of the ‘Greekness’ that all dialects have in common, joined
to a feeling that in some sense ‘Greek’ can serve as an umbrella tor
all dialects. We may illustrate these three points, however sketchily.

The examples of deliberate dialect switching for specific purposes
which I mentioned earlier (Orestes in the Choephoroe etc.) imply
that the Greeks (or at least those who left us some evidence) not only
made use of dialect variety but were also conscious that they could
do so and, a fortiori, were conscious of the existence of dialect
variety. The use of dialects to create laughter in comedy leads to the
same conclusions.

Starting with the fifth century, and obviously as the results of poli-
tical events, the contrast between Greeks and barbaroi is frequently
mentioned. From a linguistic point of view it is clear that a conscious
distinction is now made between all dialects on the one hand and
all barbarian languages on the other. Linguistic facts are perhaps
not prominent, though they are certainly not absent in the famous
passage of Plato (Politicus 262d) where he attacks the type of

all dialects and that it is a kanon. Either the grammarian (or his source) used different and
contradictory sources or he repeated parrot fashion what he had learned but could not resist
adding some thoughts of his own. [Cf. now C. Consani, AIAAEKTOZ, Contributo alla stiria
del concetto di ‘dialetto’, Pisa 1991, 62 ff.]

* Thue. i.2.3; Strabo xiv.2.28.

** Mentions of different languages are very rare in the epic poems but the odd descriptions
of linguistic confusion (Il 2.204; 4.437) tend to refer to non-Greek languages. On the other
hand in the famous description of linguistic mixture in Crete (Od. 19, 172 ff.) non-Greek
languages and Greek dialects are mentioned together.
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classification which divides mankind Into -two, separating on the
one hand 10 EXinvikév, the Greeks, and on the other hand all other
races “though they are endless and unmixed and do not speak the
same language” (aneipoic odot kol GpeiKTog Kal ACUHOAOVOLE TPOG
U7.70%0). It is perhaps more important that even the parodies of
barbarians and Greeks are different; in Aristophanic comedy the
Persian Pseudartabas and the barbarian Triballos produce incom-
prehensible gibberish as contrasted with the funny utterances of
those who speak dialects other than Attic. Barbaric languages, at a
popular level, are compared to the twittering of birds; Greek dialects
are not similarly treated. In the Trachiniae (ro60) Heracles contrasts
‘Erriz [Greece] and dyloocog [and without language]. The impli-
cation is that the Greeks have a (real) language in contrast with the
barbarians who do not. We may ask what language.

Even more striking are the frequent references which show that
different forms of local speech are all labelled Greek and that Greek
(E77.02) can represent them all. A few examples are necessary even
it the enumeration may be tedious.

The statement by Herodotus (vili.144) about 1 EAlnvikdy which
i detined as including among other things community of blood and
of language (£0v Spapdv te kai OHOYAmGGOV) is too well known to
be striking but cannot be forgotten. It implies that the Greeks have
A common language and again we ask which one. Herodotus
also provides a multitude of passages where various dialects are all
labelled “Greek™. In iv.78 we are told that a Scythian learnt the
Greek language and letrers (YA®oodv te ‘EALGdu ki YPAPLOT)
from his mother who came from Istra. Presumably the mother
was lonian and consequently Greek subsumes lonian. In viii.135
Herodotus relates the long story of the Carian Mys sent by
Mardonios during the Persian wars to consult all oracles. When he
came to the Proion sanctuary, which belonged to the Thebans, he was
accompanied by three selected citizens who were going to write
down the oracle’s statement. Yet the promantis [prophet] started to
prophesize in a barbaric language; the three Thebans were astonished
hearing a barbarian language instead of Greek (Gvri ‘EALddog), bur
AMys took the tablet from their hands and started writing because he
said that the language was Carian. If the oracle normally prophesized
i Boeotian here it is Boeotian which is called Greek ** The list could
continue but Herodotus also gives us evidence of how Greece, the

© Herodotus' story was discussed ar length by Louis Robert, “Le carien Mys et I'oracle
du Peoton™ Hellenica 8 (1950), 23~28; cf. also G. Daux, “Mys au Proion”, Hommages
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whole of Greece irrespective of dialect, could be treated as a 1inguls—
tic unit. In describing the cruel acts perpetrated by the Lemnians
against the Athenians (vi.138 ff.) he adds that as a result through the
whole of Greek or Greece (ava tv ‘EALGSa) all cruel acts are called
Anpvia [Lemnian deeds]. The general impression is thaF 'E?»kdg has
become a cover term for a number of linguistic forms which if necess-
ary can be further defined. This point may be hammered home by a
story told somewhart later by Xenophon. .

In the Anabasis we find a certain amount about foreign lapgugges,
interpreters, etc.; we find an immense amount about ethnic dlffer-
ences within Greece (Athenians vs. Spartans etc.); we find very little
indeed about dialect differences. There is an exception. In a difficult
moment for the expedition Xenophon himself gives a ﬁrfn.s.pe.ech
(iii.1.15 ff.) exorting the Greeks to show courage and initiative.
There is no opposition, but a certain Apollomd?s, who spoke in
Boeotian (Bowwtd{wv T ¢wvy), objects that it is dangerou§ aqd
unwise to oppose the Great King (iii.1.26). Xenophon replies in
indignation: the man dishonours his country and the)yhole oqureece
because being a Greek he behaves in this manner (11.1.1.30): Exinv
OV to100T0G €0T1v). At this stage a third person intervenes who
shouts: “But this man has nothing in common with Boeotia or Greece
in general; I have seen that he has ears pierced l}ke a L}zdi‘an” (jil. 131
AXAG TOVTE ve obte Tfig Bowwtiag _TPOONKEL oo&zv obte tiig
‘EALadog mavidnacty énel éym adtov eidov domep AoSov dppdtepa
10 Ota tetpumnuévov). It is true and the man is sent away in
ignominy. The dialect, Boeotian, is mentioned at the beginning to
show that the man is a Greek; other facts, cultural facts, prove that
he is not. .

Clearly in the fifth and fourth century those which we now call
dialects could be subsumed under ‘Greek’. The use of the Hverb
Exinvilewv ‘to speak Greek’ confirms this point. Thucydides (i1.68)
uses it for people who started to speak Greek under the influence pf
the Amprakiotai; these, we know, must have spokep a form of Doric.
Later the meaning of the verb shifts to include a criterion of correct-
ness: it means to speak or write correct Greek (Ar. Rbet. 1407 a 19).
It is likely that in Athens this was taken to refer to correct Atqc; at
the beginning of the third century a New Comedy poet,.Poseldlppus
(fr. 28 Koch), reminds the Athenians through one qf his gharacters
that in speaking they can only &tdkilewv [speak Attic] while he and

W. Déonna, Bruxelles 1957, 157-62. [ have not been able to establish for certain whether the
. M - . .
Ptoion prophecies were normally uttered in Boeotian or not.
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his compatriots can élAnvilew [speak Greek]; the reference may
be to the Thessalians who boasted that they were descendants of
I—Iel.len..28 By contrast in the fourth century and possibly earlier the
derlvgtlves of Eévog [foreigner] (£evikdg [foreign], Eevigewy [to speak
a foreign language], Eévag [in foreign fashion]) may be used to refer
to dialects other than that of the speaker.”

To sum up: at some stage, conceivably well before the fifth
century, the inhabitants of Greece (or at least some of them) started
to .feel that they spoke and wrote Greek. Yet Greek as such did not
exist; there were instead a number of linguistic varieties distinguished
by important structural differences of which the speakers were well
aware. Some of these varieties must have acquired higher prestige
than the others, but in the classical period at least none of them came
to be identified with Greek. Aristotle in the Rhetoric is still able
to exemplify his stylistic points about correct Greek by quoting
Herodotus (who wrote in Ionic) and Homer (whose la'nguage is
di'fllectically mixed). The Greeks presumably did not worry about
this situation because they could not envisage a different one.
“Greek” was and remained an abstract concept which subsumed
all different varieties, much as a federal government subsumes the
component states or an ethnos subsumes a number of individuals and
a polis.a number of citizens. A still closer comparison is that with
denominations such as Doric, Aeolic etc. The obvious distinctions
are those between the dialects of specific cities and regions and yet as
early as the fifth century Thucydides speaks e.g. of the Messenians as
Awpida ... YAdooay tévtag [‘speaking the Doric language’] (iii.112).
He also says (vi.5), however, that at Himera, a joint Chalcidic and
Syracusan foundation, the language was mixed between Chalcidian
and Doric — where Doric obviously refers to the Syracusan dialect.

afl

_ The verses are quuted‘hy Herakleides Creticos (op. cit., see note 17) in an interesting
passage where the author rejects the normal meaning of 8xAnvilew, ‘to speak correct Greek’
in favour of a meaning ‘to speak an inherited Greek language™: "H 8& kahoupévn viv Elhic
XE'\:‘&EI(II HEV, 0D pEvToL écr':_i. 0 yap EAANVIZEW £v0 lval ot odk £V 6 Srodéyecbut c’)p-lfin';j
&M‘ gv O YEVELTNG QVAg altn " éotiv de' “EAAnvoc 1 6@:'El?.c‘1g‘év Gettakiy witu;:
gxeivoug ouv_épouug\' v ‘EALddu katowkely kai taig (p-mvai: Erinvilewy, [“What is‘nnw
called Hellas is something which we speak of, but does nor exist. For I say that to “hellenize”
[quak Greek] does not depend on speaking correctly but on the origin of the language Ti]is
derives from_Hellen, and Hellas is in Thessaly; we shall say then thar only those [who ]}ve in
thqc region] inhabit Hellas and “hellenize” in their language’]. '

* Cf. R. Pleiffer, History of Classical Scholarship, vol. 1. Oxford 1968, 41 note 2, and see
abov.e note 14 and the passage of the Apology quored at p. 159. Plato’s use of Eevikd :'1\-'='1;.Lurr1
[foreign names] is discussed by P.M. Gentinerta, Zur Sprachbetrachtung bei den Sophisten
und in der stoisch-hellenistischen Zeit, Diss. Ziirich, Winterthur 19(11,L54—6. Fm" .Eg\,'l.pcé\‘

Aristotle offers a de ition f[’oc’[![(g‘l 1458z vhic S r af mors r
y \ 45064 ZZO} v hl(.h presupposes a elated but m
. ore gene al

LIWE \JTEvK INULIUIIE U] 1srmvevr 407

And yet there was no such thing as Doric; Doric was as abstract a
concept as Greek.

6. Against the general background of these assumptions we may
now explain why the grammarians when confronted with the koinc
could treat it as an another variety of Greek. That ‘Greek’ existed had
been known at least since the fifth century, and since then (if not
carlier) the different forms of speech of the Greek towns and regions
were treated as forms of Greek. By the third century B.C. at the latest
all Greek dialects were also classified into Attic, lonic, Doric or
Aeolic. Consequently when the existence of the koine was acknowl-
edged it was possible to accept this new linguistic form as yet another
variety of Greek. To give it a respectable pedigree the grammarians
concluded, somewhat anachronistically, that it was the language
used by Pindar so that all main varieties of Greek had their own
writer. Some argued, on the basis of a concept of language mixture
which is at least as old as Thucydides, that it had arisen from a
mixture of the four other varieties of Greek.

The conclusion must be that the concept of dialect (even if
not necessarily the word) precedes the formation of the koine.™ In
prehellenistic times the dialects are seen as different linguistic forms
subsumed by an abstraction, Greek; in the later period the koine i
added to the list but Greek, for some grammarians at least, remains
an abstract concept which can subsume the koine as well as the
dialects.’* From this point of view when our modern or not so
modern dictionaries speak of a dialect as “a variety of speech differ-
ing from the standard or literary language” (OED s.v.) they do indeed
innovate with respect to the Greeks who at first did not have a stan-
dard or literary language and later failed for a while to identity the
newly created koine with the standard language. Yet the existence of
Greek as an abstract entity should not really surprise us. First, we are

© W, Ax. Laut, Stimme und Sprache, op. cit., p. 201 note 267, correctly observes that the
definition of ‘Stahextoc’ by Diogenes of Babylonia offers the first evidence for the term i s
modern meaning, but this is “ein Primat, der allerdings nur fiir den Terminus gilt. Das Fakium
regionalsprachlichen Varianten selbst war naturlich schon vorher, z. B. Platon bekannt™,

i Jean Lallot (per litt.) obliges me to clarify my thoughts on this subject. As he pomes out,
on one interpretation of the passage quoted above (¢f. supra |in n. 18]) Diogenes of Babylonm
may have wanted to contrast his examples of Artic and Tonic (@dratta, quepnt with the rel
evant koine forms (8dhacoa, Auépa). If so, we could think that the koine was frstidentibed
with the abstract concept of Greek and only later came to be treated as one of the varieties of
Greek (though this is not a necessary conclusion). An alternative view is that in the Diogenes
passage the various dialects are contrasted with each other and not with the kome. [t o,
it would be possible to argue that as soon as the koine was recognized as a linguistic torm
with its own individuality it was treated as the fifth dialect. Obviously we cannor exclude the
existence of different schools with different views on the position of koine.
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now more aware than we used to be of the great speech variety which
exists even in the most closely knit linguistic community; yet we are
not amazed when the layman speaks of such communities as if they
had one and not many linguistic forms. For whatever reason the
speaker’s assessment of the speech of his own community abstracts
from the variety of performance. Secondly, in the history of Greek
scholarship we have, at a more sophisticated level, innumerable
examples of how the grammarians operated with an abstract concept
ot language and language forms. One example may be sufficient.
Some one hundred and ten years ago Jacob Wackernage! published
his docroral dissertation where he discussed the various works dedi-
cated from the first century B.C. onwards to the study of language
nabn (accidents).”* Here we are concerned with one point only which
is best illustrated with the quotation of a fragment by Herodian (649
Lentz): O 6ehgic 6 Teryig o0 kataryouvst glcer £i¢ ¢ AAA" eig
Vo TpOT OE €yEveTo Tol v elg ¢ kath Aopukiy dtdiextov domep
NV M2, eIpropey €Ipmopeg ... Kot 001w Aowmdv anstekécdn 1 eic ¢
KUT(7M315 otov dedoiv dehoig. Tedyiv Teryic [‘delphis “dolphin”
and Telkhis do not end by nature in -s but in -n; there was a change
from -1z to -s in the Doric manner, as en {becomes] es or eirpomen
[becomes] eirpomes ... Thus eventually the ending -s came about as
m delphis trom delphin and Telkhbis from Telkhin’].

The problem here is that a regular declension would call for a
nominative such as deioiv (Gen. dehpivoc) but the normal nomina-
tive 1s 9e2.¢ig. The solution suggested is that the ‘real’ nominative is
indeed derplv but a change has taken place and the final -v has been
replaced by an -g. Similar alternations, it is pointed out, occur
between dialects: thus a final -v in, for instance, the ending of the first
person plural -pev is ‘replaced’ by -¢ in the Doric first person plural
-eg. These statements are not historical statements, i.e. it is not
miplied that dehiv was effectively pronounced as such at an early
stage: nevertheless delolv is taken to be the ‘real’ Greek form (we
feel tempted to say the underlying form), though this form has under-
gone a change just as the -pev ending has undergone a change in
Doric. In other words those concerned with ‘pathology’ operate with
an underlying form of Greek which through the operation of various
rules can be made to yield the attested form. In an even more
outdared terminology we could say that the abstract deloiv is ‘real-

Ci. Wackernagel, op. cit. {in note 18}, and more recently D.L. Blank, Ancient Philosophy
cond Grapnnar, Chico California 1982, 41-49.
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ized’ in the concrete 5ehoic.’® Is this attitude at all connected With
that which, at a much lower level of sophistication, led to the notion
of dialect which we have been exploring and to the abstract concept

of Greek which we have found in existence in the fifth century B.C.?
If so, perhaps we do not need to ask why it was possible in Greece to
have ‘dialects’ of a non-existing language and why the koine was not
instantly identified with the language of which Doric, lonic etc. were

the dialects.

* Blank, op. cit., 45, points out that in Apollonius Dyscolus the same 111er]mdn|_o.gy is
applied to synrax: a construction like tpépm o& [ Fr_t‘mhle in front of you] is rrc-atcu_l as ll‘:t‘:gl.]'
lar because the verb behaves as if it was transitive but does not have a passive. Hence
Apollonius concludes that the phrase is an elliptical form of "tpéjm &id cs‘[l tremble on
account of you] (which is nor attested). Pathology then not only explains the divergent farms
of the dialects but also explains the anomalous forms of current language (i.c. of the koine)
which are treated as realizations of underlying regular forms. It is tempting, but probably f;_m
ferched, to assume thar at this stage the abstract concept of Greek which we dxscgsscd g-.arlu:r
was identified with the (abstract) set of regular forms from which borh the forms of the dmlcf:ts
and those of the koine are derived. This would explain the equal *dialect’ status of the kmx.w
and the four dialect qroups. On the other hand it is possible that the studies of pathology
started with the specific purpose of explaining the differences berween the dialects and the
koine, and if so the hypothesis would probably not work.



