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PREFACE

La fascinante quéte de nouveaux thémes pour des Entretiens
sur [Antiquité classique de la Fondation Hardr se poursuit année
apres année au sein de la Commission scientifique de la Fondation.
Clest en effet sur cet organisme que repose la responsabilité de
choisir des sujets novateurs, originaux et appelés & compléter
le panorama du monde classique qu’offre une série dont le
premier tome, publié en 1954, reflétait les Entretiens pionniers
de I'année 1952. Les sujets abordés au cours des soixante-sept
derniéres années sont fort variés. Ils touchent a la littérature,
a la philosophie, a I'histoire, mais, jusqu’ici, il n’avait jamais
été question de linguistique. Cette lacune fut relevée au fil de
conversations intervenues a partir de 2012. Le proces-verbal de
la séance de la Commission scientifique tenue en 2014 fait état
pour la premicere fois d’'une proposition précise visant a retenir
la linguistique, et plus particulierement la sociolinguistique,
comme sujet d’une prochaine série d’Entretiens. Le sujet fut
considéré comme prometteur et recueillit une approbation una-
nime au sein de la Commission.

Le président de la Commission scientifique, I'éminent historien
des religions Robert Parker, de I'Université d’Oxford, suggéra
immédiatement de faire appel a son collégue Andreas Willi. Cette
proposition trouva un appui chaleureux aupres de la Commission,
car certains membres connaissaient personnellement Andreas
Willi, et de longue date. En effet, tout en étant professeur a I'Uni-
versité d’Oxford, Andreas Willi est originaire de Suisse. Au cours
de ses études a I'Université de Béle, il passa quelques mois 4 I'Uni-
versité de Lausanne et par la suite il obtint une licence supplémen-
taire a 'Université de Fribourg. Le syst¢me universitaire helvétique
est tel que parfois les plus brillants de ses éléments atteignent une
reconnaissance internationale avant qu’une occasion se présente
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pour eux d’étre élus et nommés dans un établissement universi-
taire de Suisse. Ce fut le cas pour Andreas Willi, qui fut nommé
a I'Université d’Oxford, 'une des plus anciennes et prestigieuses
institutions académiques du monde.

Pressenti par son collegue Robert Parker, Andreas Willi pro-
posa pour la séance de la Commission scientifique de 2015 un
titre de travail pour des Entretiens orientés vers linguistique et
société, sous la forme suivante : “Media as Messages: Towards
a Linguistic History of Ancient Greek Literature”. La Commis-
sion approuva cette orientation et pria le professeur Willi de
bien vouloir établir des sujets pour des communications et de
proposer une liste d’orateurs potentiels.

La tiche dévolue aux personnes chargées de ‘préparer’ une
série d’Entretiens, selon la terminologie de la Fondation depuis
ses origines, est loin d’étre aisée, car plusieurs conditions dictées
par Lesprit du temps sont venues s’ajouter au fil des années a la
définition originale : choisir les meilleurs spécialistes d’un sujet
défini par avance. Les orateurs invités doivent aujourd’hui étre
d’ages divers, afin de laisser la place a la releve. La parité des
genres doit étre respectée dans toute la mesure du possible. Enfin,
plusieurs pays et plusieurs cultures, incarnés par des langues et
des origines différentes, doivent étre représentés. Ce dernier prin-
cipe s’inspire de la volonté du baron Kurd von Hardt lui-méme,
qui voulait que soient réunis sous son toit pour des Entretiens
annuels des spécialistes provenant de plusieurs pays différents,
et particulierement des ressortissants des nations dont les forces
armdées s’étaient affrontées au cours de la seconde Guerre mon-
diale : France, Grande-Bretagne, Allemagne, Italie. Avec les
années, ce groupe de pays s’est largement diversifié.

Pour les Entretiens 2018, une fois n’est pas coutume, la majo-
rité des orateurs provenaient d’Italie, bien que leurs universités
de rattachement se répartissent entre I'Italie, la Grande-Bretagne,
les Etats-Unis, les Pays-Bas et la Suisse. Sur un total de neuf
participants, on comptait quatre femmes et cinq hommes.

Andreas Willi a présenté dans le cadre de la conférence
publique annuelle de la Fondation Hardt une synthese des
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résultats des Entretiens qu’il avait préparés et dirigés sous le titre
“Au théatre du langage : les codes de la communication litté-
raire en Grece ancienne”. Il y a développé la problématique qui
sous-tendait ses propos en s’appuyant sur le bas-relief montrant
le poete Ménandre, reproduit dans le présent volume et sur la
jaquette. Le poete est en train de choisir le masque qui convien-
drait a2 I'un des personnages de sa comédie. A. Willi y a exprimé
un veeu : la naissance d’une histoire linguistique des genres de
la littérature grecque ancienne. La publication des conférences
et des discussions qui ont suivi marque un premier pas dans
cette direction. On trouvera dans 'introduction ci-dessous une
description précise des grandes lignes de ces Entretiens.

Selon la coutume, il appartient au soussigné de remercier
en tout premier lieu la personne qui a ‘préparé ces Entretiens,
Andreas Willi. Son travail a consisté a inviter les futurs orateurs,
a les guider dans la préparation de leurs exposés, a diriger les
séances, enfin a convaincre chacun des participants de livrer des
textes (communications et discussions) dans des délais rendant
possible la parution du volume I'été suivant le déroulement du
colloque. Andreas Willi s’est admirablement acquitté de toutes
ces taches. Notre reconnaissance va aussi 2 chacun des auteurs,
ainsi qu’a Pascale Derron, qui, année apres année, assure I'édi-
tion du volume, en collaboration avec le responsable et les auteurs.
La jaquette et la planche ont été réalisées par Alexandre Pointet,
Shaolin-Design, Lausanne. Lorganisation a reposé principale-
ment sur Gary Vachicouras, secrétaire général de la Fondation,
appuyé par Patricia Burdet, secrétaire administrative. Enfin
Heidi dal Lago a veillé au bien-étre matériel des participants.
Quelques auditeurs ont assisté A certaines séances, en particulier
Damien Nelis, Jocelyne Nelis-Clément et Paul Schubert, de
I'Université de Genéve. A toutes et A tous, jexprime la plus vive
reconnaissance de la Fondation Hardt.

Pierre DUCREY,
directeur de la Fondation Hardt






INTRODUCTION

The image on the cover of this volume and on the plate
shows a first-century BC or AD relief, currently housed in the
Princeton University Art Museum, on which a poet of New
Comedy — most likely Menander — carefully thinks about what
masks, i.e. roles, he should put on stage in his next play. This
constitutes a fitting visual metaphor for the theme of the 65
Entretiens sur [ Antiquité classique, for which the Fondation Hardt
welcomed us so very warmly, both meteorologically and socially
speaking, last August: namely the “Formes et fonctions des
langues littéraires en Grece ancienne”. Just like Menander on the
relief, 2/ the writers and poets of Ancient Greece not only thought
about whar they wanted to communicate, but also how they
might best do so — and thus, about the ‘roles’, ‘voices’, or ‘codes’
they had to choose in order best to capture the full attention of
their various audiences. In one way, of course, this observation
is painfully banal; but if it is, it then only becomes all the more
surprising that the underlying ‘big idea’ of our series has rarely,
if ever, been pursued before, and that we are still lacking today
— no less than, say, fifty or a hundred years ago — a true ‘linguistic
history of the literary genres of Ancient Greece’.

Quite obviously, there is no shortage of histories of classical
literature in general, ranging from traditional diachronic accounts,
in which texts are primarily related to their authors in a chron-
ological sequence, to more exploratory treatments intending to
present integrated sceneries and to grasp the ‘spirit’ of entire
epochs and/or genres. And yet, for all their intrinsic diversity
these tend to be united by how forgetful they are of the linguistic
media through which messages, or ideas, were conveyed. We
have learned to accept this as normal, and so we rarely ask, for
instance, whether we truly gauge the novelty of Thucydides’
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historiography before we also understand what new mode of
expression he crafted for it; whether the deep divide between
the ethical worlds of Aeschylean and Euripidean tragedy is not
also reflected in the different ways in which the two tragedians
handled language and — as we know thanks to Aristophanic
comedy — were perceived to handle language; whether the lin-
guistic conventions inherited from archaic epic poetry did not
at the same time act as a constraint and a challenge to innovate
for a Hellenistic scholar-poet like Apollonius; or whether we
may not learn much about the changing status and social role(s)
of rhetoric in ancient life by comparing the style of Antiphon’s
and Lysias’ speeches with that of Demosthenes only a few
decades later, or the experimental para-poetry of Gorgias with
the experienced (or, dare we say, dull) non-poetry of Isocrates,
let alone Aristides. To be sure, none of this has gone completely
unnoticed and sometimes lip-service is in fact paid to it; but so
far there is no comprehensive and systematic investigation of
these form-function relationships, and of the many ways in
which authors and genres select, retain, and reshape their codes
of communication in response to audience expectations as
much as to shifts in individual and sociocultural circumstances
and ideologies.

Though obviously unable to fill this huge gap as such, the
Entretiens whose proceedings are presented here were meant to
at least start mapping this largely uncharted territory and, more
fundamentally, to investigate to what extent our understanding
of literature in the Greek world may be enriched if, for once,
we see in its language(s) not just a diffuse recording instrument,
but an artistically manipulated tool for the creation of meaning,.
In doing so, the contributors were encouraged to pay particular
attention to both (1) the interaction of diachronic and synchronic
factors determining linguistic variation and (2) the opposing
pulls of generic convention on the one hand and individual
experimentation on the other.

With regard to the diachronic side of the first point, it is
clear that account must be taken of continuities as much as
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changes. It is often tempting to overvalue comparatively minor
innovative features, without asking how to distinguish between
organic evolution and disruptive innovation. To give just one
example, it is easy to see the differences between the ways in
which Old and New Comedy employ language in order to
make their audiences laugh, but it is equally important to
acknowledge that their linguistic codes are nevertheless both
anchored in a very similar variety, the language of Athenian
everyday life. Meanwhile, the synchronic side is equally vital for
an adequate interpretation of the data in their cultural contexts.
For instance, in diachrony the emergence of the Attic dialect in
historiographical literature represents a major paradigm shift
away from the genre’s Ionic beginnings, but the significance
and impact of this change must not be seen in generic isolation:
it is comparable to identical innovations in other ‘scientific’
genres on the one hand and to a parallel emergence of Doric
prose on the other. When we try to provide a sociocultural
rationale for it, we must therefore transcend the synchronic
boundaries of both genre and locality.

As for the second point, although classical scholarship has no
doubt suffered in the past from its focus on the individual
genius, and more recent secondary literature has justifiably
sought to correct this, it remains true that, just like modern
ones, ancient authors too had to negotiate their cultural position
and status by reference to both tradition and originality; and
the fact that already in classical times there was considerable
awareness of style as a distinctive feature of auctorial indi-
viduality demonstrates that linguistic choices played a crucial
role in this respect as well. If, for example, there are noticeable
differences between the ways in which Pindar and Bacchylides
linguistically encoded their epinician odes, this is probably not
because one poet was more ‘competent’ than the other or
because they wrote with fundamentally different kinds of audi-
ences in mind, but because they marketed themselves differ-
ently. It thus follows that, for all the importance of generic
registers, whose study is again only in its infancy, a linguistic
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history of classical literature must not forget the individual
either.

While being asked to keep these general perspectives in
mind, the contributors to the Entretiens were given considera-
ble freedom to develop their personal take on the matter.
In order to avoid overlap, and to maximise the diversity of
viewpoints and approaches, each speaker was simply assigned
one (macro-)genre to look at; but by forming three triads with
an overarching thematic and chronological focus — the poetic
codes of the archaic and classical age, the language of prose in
the formative period of the fifth and fourth centuries BC, and
the varied post-classical responses to the earlier literary varieties —,
an attempt was also made to facilitate the emergence of com-
mon themes and questions in the ensuing discussions. Within
this overall framework, speakers were tasked to identify a rep-
resentative piece or corpus of primary evidence and to situate it
in a wider generic picture, providing both linguistic and extra-
linguistic (social, cultural, and/or literary) contextualisation.
As the following contributions show, this brief was readily accepted
by everyone, and at the same time interpreted in as many dif-
ferent ways as it was meant to be, so as to convey something of
the variety and vitality of classical linguistics.

In the opening contribution, Albio Cassio sheds light on the
post-Homeric reuse of epic language by minor poets about
whose identity we know next to nothing but whose creative
output, for all its deficiencies, reveals much of their way of
reading and appropriating the Homeric code. Because the evi-
dence is epigraphic here, we do not encounter the intriguing
difficulties posed by the history of transmission that are central
to Lucia Prauscello’s subsequent exploration of the dialectal
character of the Pindaric text. Such strictly dialectal matters, in
turn, are only one minor aspect of my own attempt to understand
the fundamental principles that hold together tragic language
on all levels, from its grammar and lexicon to the pragmatics of
its dialogue. And just as tragedy thus begins to develop its 4if-

[ferentia specifica among the poetic genres of the classical age, so
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does historiography gradually ‘learn’, as Luuk Huitink shows,
by acquiring new narrative modes for the creation of enargeia.
In certain ways, the immediate audience engagement that
results here is reminiscent of what any type of oratory also has
to strive for; but Alessandro Vatri’s quantitative approach to
the latter genre equally demonstrates how much internal varia-
tion and differentiation there still is even between texts whose
linguistic surface looks deceptively similar. That this is, by and
large, conditioned not by random auctorial choices but rather
by external determination — each orator being guided by what
makes his text maximally effective among the principal
addressees — is of course intuitive in the case of orally delivered
speeches, but it is no less true in what is possibly the least oral
kind of ancient literature, technical writings: only that here,
Francesca Schironi argues, the subject matter itself imposes
additional strictures as each author has to find the optimal way
of linguistically mastering the world of scientific discovery. The
degree to which any of this is a consciously reflected process
may certainly vary, and is often difficult to ascertain, but given
the final outcome — the extremely varied landscape of the Greek
literary languages —, it is unsurprising if we eventually come
across some explicit responses as well, both in the realm of liter-
ary practice itself and in more theoretical literature. The former
are here exemplified, first, by Francesca Dell’Oro’s paper on
the linguistic evolution of the inscriptional epigram, where the
emancipation from, and the continued attraction to, an ‘epic’
matrix go hand in hand, and, second, by S. Douglas Olson’s
piece on a type of experimental literature that emerges in the
imperial period when the Atticist paradigm dictates what is to
be considered ‘good’ or ‘bad’ stylistic practice. The theorists’
own concerns, meanwhile, deserve the attention given to them
in Olga Tribulato’s wide-ranging contribution at the end of the
volume not only because they remind us that we are not the
first to think about these matters in an analytical way, but also
because the ethical and aesthetic judgments that sometimes
emerge under way forcefully illustrate how, ultimately, there
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will always be an inseparable unity between the reception of
literature and the way in which it is encoded.

This being so, it should be uncontroversial that the competence
to ‘read’ the language as much as the text itself will need to be
retained and refined in the future as much as it has been in the
past. The present volume may thus also serve as an appeal at a
time of crisis, where the linguistic study of the ancient lan-
guages is increasingly marginalised in the world of classical
scholarship. The reasons for this decline are manifold and com-
plex. In part at least, it may be due to the fact that linguistics is
a fairly technical discipline, which progresses in small steps and
which does not therefore adapt itself so easily to the ever faster
movement of academic production. But in part it is also because
the linguists themselves have sometimes forgotten the need to
participate in a dialogue, and to actively contribute to the cul-
tural and literary exploration of the ancient world as a whole.
Together with the colleagues whose papers are assembled in
this volume, I am very grateful to the Fondation Hardt for
having given us the space and the opportunity to re-engage in
this dialogue — in a modest way, it is true, but with sincere
enthusiasm. If we continue on this path, I believe that nothing
will stop us from recreating an Altertumswissenschaft in which
everybody works together, and from which everybody therefore
benefits.

Andreas WILLI
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I

ALBIO CESARE CASSIO

METAMORFOSI DELLA LINGUA EPICA TRA
ORIENTE E OCCIDENTE

DA OMERO ALLE LAMINETTE ORFICHE E ALLA CELEBRAZIONE
POETICA DEI DINASTI DELLA LICIA

ABSTRACT

This contribution deals with two almost contemporary hexameter
texts (end of fifth/beginning of fourth cent. BC), which belong to
completely different cultural areas and have completely different des-
tinations. Both depend on earlier models — one lost, the other extant
— which are in their turn heavily indebted to Homer. One of the
texts was discovered in Lycia and shows a surprising number of Attic
features, unexpected at that chronological level in a non-Greek and
a fortiori non-Attic environment.

Denn wihrend in der hexametrischen Dichtung der
Griechen Homer das ewige Vorbild blieb, sind die
Abweichungen und Verfeinerungen der Technik niemals
allgemein durchgedrungen, sondern nur innerhalb gewis-
ser Schulen in Geltung gewesen. Und selbst innerhalb
dieser Schranken hat die Individualitit der Dichter sich
freier bewegt als man zuweilen annimmt.

(Hermann Diels, Sibyllinische Blitter, 1890, 59)

1. Introduzione

Da quando i poemi omerici si sono cristallizzati in una forma
molto simile a quella che noi abbiamo, con il ben noto tipo di
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metrica e di lingua — quest’ultima estremamente composita dal
punto di vista dialettale e non solo — i due poemi sono diventati
un punto di riferimento irrinunciabile per tutti i tipi di poesia
greca (non solo poesia esametrica) sia dal punto di vista dei
contenuti che dal punto di vista formale; come vedremo, le due
cose non sono affatto scisse. La lingua epica ha avuto un enorme
successo nella poesia successiva nonostante fosse, o probabilmente
proprio perché era, ricca di forme strane e obsolete, che talvolta
non erano immediatamente comprensibili al grosso pubblico,
ma comunque rimandavano a testi di indiscusso prestigio.

[ risultati di questo riuso sono stati talvolta ottimi, spesso non
particolarmente felici. Un esempio molto semplice e circoscritto:
la luce e il calore del sole erano, e sono, molto presenti nel ter-
ritorio greco, quindi ¢ facile capire perché per i palazzi omerici
sia stato creato il frequente sintagma fisso (Odissea) péyopa oxi-
bevta, “palazzi ombrosi”. Ora, come ¢ noto, Megara ¢ una citta
della Grecia, ed ¢ un neutro plurale (¢ la stessa parola usata
come toponimo): il poeta, o uno dei poeti, del Catalogo delle
Donne pseudoesiodeo facendo una descrizione delle citta del regno
di Aiace menziona (fr. 204, 48 M.-W. = 110, 8 Hirschberger)
Mévapa oxibevra xal dppuéevra Képbov “Megara ombrosa e
Corinto scoscesa”: immaginiamoci quanto possa essere ombrosa
una cittd greca, soprattutto d’estate.

I meccanismi del riuso dei testi omerici sono particolarmente
interessanti se esaminati a partire da testi epigrafici antichi, che,
al contrario di quelli che si possono leggere in papiri o mano-
scritti medievali, non hanno subito modificazioni nella trasmis-
sione. Ho scelto due testi epigrafici cronologicamente molto
vicini (fine del V e inizi del IV sec. a.C.) ma appartenenti ad
ambiti geografici e linguistici molto diversi tra loro, e pensati
per occasioni completamente diverse. In ambedue i casi gli epi-
grammi dipendono da un testo poetico precedente (in un caso
perduto, nell’altro conservato).

Nel primo caso si tratta della laminetta di Hipponion in
Magna Grecia, la pil antica delle cosiddette laminette orfiche,
che sono testi per cosi dire ‘nascosti’, in quanto destinati a
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defunti (sono stati trovati nelle tombe) e scritti su manufatti
piccolissimi; dipende da un originale perduto in dialetto ionico
orientale che nella laminetta ¢ stato parzialmente ‘tradotto’ nel
dialetto dorico locale (Hipponion era colonia di Locri Epize-
phyrii); ¢ una manipolazione locale, non una creazione originale,
e non c’¢ alcuna mediazione attica (le laminette ‘orfiche’ sono
state tutte trovate in ambiti geografici diversi dall’Attica).

Nel secondo caso si tratta di un epigramma scolpito sul
grande pilastro di Xanthos in Licia, opera originale di un poeta
che usa numerose forme attiche, cosa sorprendente a quell’epoca
in ambiti diversi da quello attico, che celebra, insieme al testo
in licio nel quale si trova inserito, le vittorie sportive e militari
di Xeriga, un dinasta licio, ca. 440-410 a.C. E a sua volta basato
su un epigramma pilt antico, celebrativo di imprese militari ate-
niesi, che ¢ stato realmente inciso su un grandioso monumento
ateniese perduto e quindi arrivato sino a noi per via letteraria,
e con qualche variante testuale significativa. In altre parole, un
epigramma 77 greco (e con fonologia attica), trovato in una zona
di lingua non greca, dipende in gran parte (ma non esclusiva-
mente) da un epigramma attico in distici elegiaci che ci ¢
arrivato come trascrizione letteraria di un testo epigrafico forte-
mente dipendente da Omero.

I problemi legati a questi due testi sono numerosissimi, e una
trattazione sistematica prenderebbe uno spazio esorbitante. Ho
deciso quindi di dare per ambedue un breve quadro generale e
illustrare poi dei problemi che ho ritenuto particolarmente inte-
ressanti nell’ambito del riuso della lingua omerica in mondi
linguistici cosi lontani tra di loro.

2. La laminetta di Hipponion

Non sono rari i casi in cui le scoperte archeologiche hanno
riportato alla luce non solo nuovi testi appartenenti a categorie
ben note, ma intere categorie di testi prima ignote. E questo
il caso delle laminette auree cosiddette orfiche, di cui non si
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sapeva nulla fino a tutta la prima meta dell’ottocento. Il primo
esemplare fu scoperto negli anni 30 dell’800 a Petelia (che ¢
oggi la cittadina di Strongoli nella Calabria ionica, alcuni chi-
lometri a nord di Crotone): una laminetta d’oro iscritta di 45
per 27 millimetri, sulla quale era inciso un testo esametrico che
sarebbe diventato in seguito molto famoso (oggi no. 476 F Ber-
nabé), in cui si davano a un defunto strane indicazioni su delle
fonti che si trovavano nell’Ade, una delle quali offriva al defunto
stesso dei privilegi ancora pil strani. La laminetta fu acquistata
da un collezionista inglese di origine olandese, James Millingen,
dal quale arrivo poi al British Museum, dove si trova ancora
oggi. A quell’epoca non si potevano immaginare le implicazioni
del testo inciso sulla laminetta, identificata con gli oggetti pitt
strani, p. es. come portafortuna.

Che cosa ci fosse dietro a quel tempo si capi solo parecchi anni
dopo, grazie soprattutto a Domenico Comparetti. Sappiamo ora
che si trattava di Torenpdsse, “passaporti per i morti”: laminette
d’oro iscritte con istruzioni sul modo di comportarsi nell’aldila,
che venivano in vari modi appogglate sul defunto e contenevano
indicazioni che dovevano servire ad assicurargli una sorte privi-
legiata nel mondo dei morti. Questa sorte privilegiata era eviden-
temente promessa a gruppi di adepti di riti iniziatici, gruppi pilt
o meno chiusi e pit 0 meno privilegiati, spesso identificati
con adepti all’orfismo, da cui il nome ‘ufficiale’ delle laminette.
Su questi testi, dei quali quando Wilamowitz aveva vent'anni non
si sapeva ancora niente, e dei quali si continuano a scoprire nuove
attestazioni, ¢’¢ ora una bibliografia enorme, direi ipertrofica,’
in gran parte concentrata su aspetti sociali e storico-religiosi.

Ma naturalmente sono testi esametrici, quindi profondamente
intrisi di materia e lingua omerica, ritrovati in aree dialettali
greche molto diverse tra di loro, quindi in una continua Aus-
einandersetzung tra lingua epica tradizionale con i suoi arcaismi,
le sue innovazioni, le sue forme artificiali da una parte e i singoli

dialetti parlati dall’altra.

! 40 pagine di bibliografia in EDMONDS (2011).
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Una laminetta che pud servire per illustrare alcuni di questi
problemi ¢ quella di Hipponion, oggi conservata al Museo
Archeologico di Vibo Valentia (no. 474 F Bernabé). Si tratta
di una laminetta aurea larga cm. 5,9 in alto ¢ 4,9 in basso e alta
cm. 3,2, sulla quale sono incisi 16 esametri; ¢ stata trovata in
una tomba probabilmente femminile. E databile tra la fine del
V e gli inizi del IV sec. a.C.; qui di seguito ¢ abbreviata come
Hipp. La migliore edizione ¢ quella di G. Sacco (v. oltre).
Presenta molte corrispondenze con la laminetta di Entella pub-
blicata da J. Frel (IV o III sec. a.C.).? Le letture di Frel non
sono controllabili sull’originale, che si trova in una collezione
privata di Ginevra, ma sono abbastanza affidabili.

UvoLoouvas Tode eptov eret av pehhetst Javeslov
erg adoo Sopog evepeag €T et bl npEva
TP O OUTOLY EGTAXVOL AEUXI XUTIALPLGOG
evlo xarepyopevar Yuyot vexvov Yuyovrol
(Yuyon corretto da dyxar)
ToTag Tap xpovas Lede ayedov evyulley enletg
mpoclev 3¢ hevpeseig Tog pvaposuvag amo Apves
Yuypov udop Tpopeov puiaxes de emumepley ot
(Entella Jpuhaxor Quromefooiy)
oL 3¢ GE ELPEGOVTAL €Y QPOLGL TTEUVXUALULALGL
(Entella Jopast meuraipumnowy)
9 o7t de ekepeeic adog 6%OTOG 0PPEEVTOS
' (Entella Juovgovnevra)
10 evmov yeg ToL gL XL 0PAVO XGTEPOEVTOG
11 Sufor 8 ep awog now aworivpot oahe 30t oxfa]
12 Juypov ui0p TLEVAL TEC LVELOGUVEG KT ALLLYES
13 %o e 7oL epeoaty wmoybovio Pactiet
14 xou 8e ToL 30GOGL TTLEY TAG LYALOGUVES K0 ALULYOS
15 ot 8¢ ot ou oy hoSov epyea hav e xow adhoL
16 puoton xa Boayyor hiepay oretyoct xhetvoy

~N AW EENASSI

[oe}

1 “Questo ¢ il (?) della memoria quando (I'iniziato) sta per
morire.

2 Andrai alle ben costruite case dell’Ade: c’¢ sulla destra una
fonte,

2 Sacco (2001).
3 FREL (1994).
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3 presso di essa ¢’¢ un bianco cipresso:
4 1i le anime dei morti si raffreddano.
5 A questa fonte non avvicinarti neppure.
6-7 Di fronte troverai acqua fredda proveniente dal lago della
Memoria, e sopra di essa ci sono dei guardiani:
8 essi ti chiederanno nella loro acuta mente
9 che cosa vai cercando nel buio di Ade oscuro.
10 Devi dire: sono figlio della terra e del cielo stellato;
11 sono disseccato per la sete e muoio: datemi subito
12 da bere 'acqua fredda che scorre dal lago della Memoria.
13 E loro lo diranno al re degli Inferi,
14 e ti daranno da bere dal lago della Memoria.
15 E tu dopo aver bevuto vai (= andrai) lungo la sacra strada che
anche gli altri
16 iniziati e bacchoi gloriosi percorrono.”

La laminetta rende pilt 0 meno superficialmente nel dialetto
dorico di Hipponion un testo poetico esametrico originariamente
ionico, probabilmente ionico-orientale. Il testo & scritto con le
convenzioni grafiche arcaiche: H non ¢ mai /e:/ ma sempre /h/;
E=2¢ ¢, 7 O =0, ou, . Quindi MEAE = p»3¢, I[I1ION =
mev etc. Naturalmente 'uso di queste convenzioni grafiche
comporta un numero di ambiguitd molto alto, p. es. AE = 8¢
oppure 37?2 La metrica aiuta spesso ma non sempre. Anche gli
esiti di contrazioni e allungamenti di compenso sono scritti
con E ed O, quindi sono segni ambigui: possono rappresentare
vocali lunghe sia chiuse che aperte (EMI = eipt / 4ut, @ANE-
2OAI (scritto per errore -XOAN) = Oaveichor / Oavijchor,
AOMOZX (acc. pl.) = 8épovc / dépwe. Ci sono due casi in cui
EI & scritto per allungamenti di compenso e contrazioni, 8
EIPEZONTALI (non EPEZX-) e 16 KAEINOI (non KAEN-),
che possono rappresentare solamente suoni chiusi.” E proba-
bile che nella laminetta E ed O rappresentino i suoni aperti
del dialetto e che per le grafie EI ci siano delle ragioni speciali

(v. infra).

4 Cass1o (1994); JANKO (1984) e (2016).

> Su questo punto vedi pili avanti.
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Un errore moderno abbastanza diffuso ¢ quello di fare edi-
zioni talvolta definite ‘letterarie’, che ‘precisano’ il valore delle
lettere O ed E esito di contrazioni allungamento di compenso
secondo le convenzioni in uso per la fonologia ionica, p. es.
EMI scritto eipt, AOMOZX scritto Sépoug (Pugliese Carratelli,
Bernabé, Edmonds®), che precludono al lettore la possibilita di
ritenere che localmente si pronunziasse Aut e 3épuwe — che ¢ in
realtd la cosa pit probabile. L'edizione di Sacco ¢ una delle
poche rispettose delle convenzioni grafiche originarie, probabil-
mente la migliore in circolazione.”

Due problemi saranno discussi:®

(1) II modello di &v gpasl mevxaripaist ¢ sicuramente
Omero, 7/. 8, 366 évi opeot meuxaipyot. La laminetta di Entella
ha @pact meuxahiunot. évi & divenuto &v in Hipp., ma questo
da origine a un problema metrico serio, dato che ot 8¢ e epe-
covtaL || ev gpact meuxaAipalol € un esametro esattamente
bipartito, cosa completamente irrituale.” La cosa pilt ovvia che
viene in mente ¢ che si tratti di un passaggio dalla forma ‘poetica’
gvi alla forma ‘banale’ ¢v dovuto a chi ha scritto la laminetta,
ma va ricordato che in altre posizioni metriche évi ed v alter-
nano molto spesso in Omero'” e non ¢ detto che la variante
sbagliata non fosse gia nell’archetipo.

Sia gpast che weuxahipaiot presentano problemi interessanti
per due ragioni. La forma gpast, dal grado zero *p’rn-si (< *-su)
¢ notoriamente la piti antica; gpest in Omero ha un /e/ analo-
gico derivato dal resto della declinazione,'! ma questo succede
nel nostro Omero; non sappiamo se gpact fosse ancora rimasto
in testi omerici correnti nel V o IV secolo a.C. -awt ¢ desinenza
‘letteraria’ (come desinanza autentica ¢ tipica esclusivamente del

¢ Quest’ultimo con assurde differenziazioni: EMI reso con % al v. 10, ma
EM AYOZX reso con eiy’ adog al v. 11.

7 SAcco (2001) 32-33.

8 Ulteriori approfondimenti sulla laminetta di Hipponion si possono trovare
in CASSIO (2017).

? Vedi p. es. MARTINELLI (1995) 66.

10 LA ROCHE (1893) 139-144.

1 CHANTRAINE (21961) 82.
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dialetto eolico d’Asia); in ambito dorico, essendo -otst metrica-
mente equivalente all’'omerico -yjot, funziona come ‘avvicina-
mento letterario’ al dialetto locale negli ambiti in cui la forma
autentica era -oug; -auct € frequentissimo in Pindaro e in altri testi
poetici.

In Omero il concetto di @pévec (= la “mente”) ¢ pit di una
volta collegato a forme di weuxdrpog “acuto”, aggettivo che spesso
non aggiunge niente a gpéveg, p. es. I 14, 165 éxi Prepdporoty
I8¢ ppecl meuxainyol a proposito del sonno che scende “sulle
palpebre e sulla mente acuta”. E interessante notare che vi
ppeol Teuxahipnoty, esattamente come in Hipp., a parte év per
évi, si trova una sola volta in tutto Omero, 7. 8, 366 &t yap éyd
tdde %3’ évl ppesl meunaipyow (ed ¢ anche assente da tutto
il resto della letteratura greca). Ora, se una persona vuole entrare
in un ambiente il cui ingresso ¢ presidiato da alcuni guardiani,
non si capisce perché le ragioni per cui la persona vuole entrare
vengano chieste dai guardiani stessi “nella loro mente acuta”.
Inoltre “io so nella mia mente” & accettabile, mentre “io chiedo
nella mia mente” & assurdo. La frase ¢ sembrata a molti insen-
sata, p. es. a West (“clpoovrar évi opast hat keinen Sinn”!?)
altri hanno tentato giustificarla in vari modi (la spiegazione
meno inverosimile ¢ un uso strumentale di év, “con mente
sagace”) o hanno addirittura corretto il testo.!?

Tuttavia nessuno sembra essersi reso conto di un fatto fonda-
mentale. Come abbiamo visto, in Omero évi gpect meuraipy-
ow si trova una volta sola nell’ottavo libro dell’/iade, precisa-
mente al v. 366. Ai versi 360 ss. Atena si lamenta perché suo
padre, Zeus, ha preso le parti dei Troiani e non tiene mai conto
dei suoi desideri. “Mio padre fa sempre 'opposto di quello che
io voglio. Mi ha mandato piu volte a salvare suo figlio Eracle
dalle fatiche imposte da Euristeo. Se io avessi saputo questo
nella mia mente quando Euristeo lo mandd da Ade custode
della porta [degli inferi] a prendere il cane di Ade, Eracle non

b

12 WEsT (1975) 233.
13 Buona discussione in DETTORI (1996) 297-299.
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sarebbe sfuggito tanto facilmente alla morte [7.e., io, Atena, non
lo avrei affatto aiutato]”: ei ydp éyo téde 13’ vl ppesl meu-
rahipnow [ edté puv elc Atdao murdptao mwpolmepdey / €2
Epéfeuc &Eovta wdva otuyepol Atdao, / odx &v Omekéguye
Yruyog Bdatoc alna péebpa (11 8, 366-369). Lunica occorrenza
di évi gpeot mevxahipyowy in tutto Omero ¢ seguita, come nella
laminetta, da un verso (anzi due) in cui si nomina I’Ade. Non
c’¢ alcun’altra occorrenza in Omero di gpest meuxaipyoLy
vicino a una menzione di Ade. Quei versi omerici sono quindi
fondamentali per capire i versi 8-9 della laminetta; in essi Ade
nella sua funzione di divinitd ¢ qualificato come muhdpTne
“quello che governa la porta”, e devo a Lucia Prauscello I'osser-
vazione che questo epiteto, molto raro in Omero, deve aver
avuto un ruolo chiave nella scelta di quel passo come modello
per una narrazione in cui dei @dlaxec sono a guardia non di
una porta vera e propria ma comungque di un passaggio obbligato
fondamentale. L'uso del modello concettuale omerico ha trasci-
nato con sé anche évi gpecl meuxahipnowy che per la verita mal si
conciliava con elpfoovror — il risultato ¢ un dettato sostanzial-
mente goffo.

(2) oreiydoL whewot | presenta una configurazione prosodica
rara. Le fotografie a colori del recto e del verso della laminetta
nell’edizione di Pugliese Carratelli'* mostrano chiaramente
una sequenza KAEIN-, dove 7y ¢ leggibile con difficoltd ma
iota & chiarissimo e sicuro;'® quindi la lettura di -E- al posto di
-I- proposta da Janko,'® con varie conseguenze sull’edizione, ¢
inaccettabile. Fine di parola, o parola, metricamente — —, che
precede parola bisillabica finale di esametro si trova molto rara-
mente, tranne nei casi in cui la seconda delle — — derivi dalla
contrazione di due antiche brevi, tipo il caso omerico Ilatpé-
whelg immed|, in cui -xAeig & contrazione di un antico *-xhefec.!”

4 PUGLIESE CARRATELLI (1993) 19-21.

15 Infatti & stampato senza punto sotto da SACCO (2001) 33.
16 JANKO (2016) 121.

17 \WEST (1982) 37, n. 13.
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Una volta fissate, quelle contrazioni hanno reso possibili
configurazioni prima evitate, che continuano pero a essere rare:
p. es. Pepigramma di Rodi CEG 459, 2 (ca. 600-575 a.C.)
Aetohn) Oen | e molto pit tardi Anth. Pal. 1, 42 mpogitng
¢50réc |. Nelle edizioni moderne dei Cypria (fr. 15, 5 Bernabé)
si legge Sewvolc dpbarpoiowy Zow xothne Spuog &upm, ma ¢
correzione di Gerhard (& trasmesso 6o Spudc &pow xothng).

Si ¢ cercato di eliminare lo sgradito stetyoL xhewol conget-
turando xheevvol,'® che & perd forma eolica tipica della lirica e
non ¢ quello che ci si aspetta da un originale ionico; Janko ha
proposto xAeewot,’” ma una forma xieet- si legge solo in un
esametro attribuito a Socrate in Diog. Laert. 2, 42 A7’ "Amoliov
yotpe, wol Aptept, waide xheewed “Salve Apollo Delio e Arte-
mide, giovani gloriosi”, e solo in parte della tradizione: ® (Excerpra
Vaticana di Diog. Laert.) ha xheevve, appunto la forma eolica di
cul sopra.

E molto probabile che si debba accettare sreiydoL xhewol.
Prosodicamente abbiamo -6.6ix.A¢i- (= — — —), in cui -i- viene
a trovarsi in una sillaba considerata metricamente lunga in
quanto chiusa a causa del trattamento eterosillabico di -x.A-.
Questo significa nel caso specifico che una sillaba lunga
davanti a -x.2- si crea in tempo debole, cosa molto rara in Omero
(la situazione ‘normale’ & p. es. dpoipedd xe x.héog écOnéy
“potremmo acquistare ottima fama”) ma comunque attestata
(L. 7, 175 &g Epal’, of 3¢ wfjpov Eonuivavto #xactog “cosi
disse, ed ognuno di loro segno una tessera”, 7, 189 yvé& 3¢
®.Mhpov cTjna i8¢y “avendolo visto riconobbe il segno sulla tes-
sera”). Per quanto ho potuto vedere, in Omero questo non si
verifica mai nella seconda parte dell’esametro, e sembra essere
un po’ un piccolo “los von Homer” dell’autore del modello di
Hipponion.

18 BURKERT (1998) 392.
19 JANKO (2016) 122, peraltro preceduto da SACCO (2001) 33, xhe<e>iyol.
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3. Epigramma ‘simonideo’ ed epigramma di Xanthos (FGE 45
e CEG 177)

3.1. Lepigramma Ssimonideo’ (FGE 45)

Ci spostiamo ora in due ambiti completamente diversi, I'At-
tica dell’epoca di Cimone e la Licia della fine del V secolo a.C.
Il primo testo considerato (FGE 45) ¢ trasmesso da una grande
quantita di fonti letterarie, da cui si pud ricostruire un testo
omogeneo con un’importante variante solamente in un unico
verso: appartiene a quel nutrito gruppo di epigrammi attribuiti
a Simonide e trasmessi dall’Antologia Greca e/o da altri autori
antichi; fu certamente composto per un monumento eretto
dagli Ateniesi che commemorava un successo militare sui Per-
siani “per mare e per terra’, riferibile con ogni probabilita alla
vittoria sui Persiani e i Fenici nell’'ultima campagna di Cimone
a Cipro nel 449 a.C. (Thuc. 1, 112). E’ in sostanza un grandioso
epigramma commemorativo che ci ¢ arrivato solamente per tra-
smissione letteraria.?’ Per comoditd sard chiamato ‘Simonide’
nel resto della trattazione.

Siamo in pieno V secolo a.C. e siamo in Attica, un ambito
nel quale gli epigrammi su pietra appaiono fortemente influenzati
dal dialetto attico pur mantenendo i legami con Omero. Ecco
il testo di Denys Page (FGE 45):

3 kA > S A b 4 7 / b4

€€ ob v Edpomny Actog Siyo wovrog Everpey

xal wohog vty Oobpog "Aprng Emeyel,

003éy e Totobtoy Emylovimy yéver' dvSpddv

Epvov &v Armelpo xol xatd THVTOV .

olde yop gv Kbmpe M#3ouc mohhode dhécavreg 5
Dowixwy exatov vade Erov év merdyet

b ~ A ’ > b \ 3 > S ~
avdpiv Thnlodous, wéya & Estevey Aclg b adTGY
TAnYels dupotéparle yepol xpdtel TOAEUOU.

“Since the sea parted Europe from Asia, since fierce Ares directs
the battles of nations, never was such a deed of arms performed

20" Antologia Greca, Aristide e scolii, Diodoro Siculo, paremiografi: vedi

I'apparato di FGE 45.
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by mortals on land and on the sea at once. For these men after
slaying many Medes in Cyprus took a hundred Phoenician ships
at sea with their crews. Asia groaned aloud, smitten with both
hands by their triumphant might.”!

Lepigramma ¢ chiaramente bipartito, con un’affermazione gene-
rale di superiorita militare nei primi 4 versi e la specificazione
dell’evento nei versi 5-8. E un testo scritto per una eclatante
vittoria ateniese e a questa data ci si aspetta ampiamente una
fonologia e, in parte, una morfologia attica. Tuttavia nel testo
cosi come ¢ stato costituito (molto ragionevolmente) da Page
gli elementi strettamente attici non sono molti: il gen. Astac,
Iaccusativo vaic, che ¢ per cosi dire un’innovazione composta,
cio¢ basata su un accusativo singolare vav anch’esso innovato
(forma antica vfjo < *vafa). Una presenza attica sostanziale, e
impressionante, ¢ quella dei Persiani di Eschilo negli ultimi due
versi:

‘Simonide’ 7-8:

péyo & €otevev Acig b adtdv

TANYELS dppoTépals yepol xpdTel ToAépoL.

Aesch. Pers. 548-549:

viv yap 37 mpbmaca piv otével / yol Acig duxexevowpéva

“lasciata in desolazione tutta la terra dell’Asia si lamenta”

Da notare in particolare la presenza di Asic = Acie, forma
molto amata da Eschilo e poi destinata a una sopravvivenza limi-
tata esclusivamente a testi poetici.

Tuttavia I'accusativo plurale wéitac non ¢ attico (in attico &
néhes fin dall’inizio??) ma omerico e ionico, e la presenza di
Omero e genericamente del mondo ionico ¢ molto forte.

Un caso particolare, di cui avrd modo di riparlare tra poco,
¢ é£ ob 1(e) “da quando”, che in alcune edizioni appare ¢% o)
e, in altre ¢£ obre; la scelta dello spazio prima di te ¢ ovvia-
mente moderna. In sostanza obte & nient’altro che il genitivo

21 Traduzione di PATON (1919) 161, leggermente modificata da me.
22 THREATTE (1996) 214.
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del relativo omerico éo7e, che presenta uno dei tanti casi di
‘e epico’ debitamente registrati da Ruijgh,?® ed ¢ impossibile
da distinguere nel significato dal semplice éc. Tuttavia in
Omero ¢£ obte non si trova mai; si trova invece in autori clas-
sici ma successivi: Semon. fr. 7, 117-118 West ¢£ ob te toic
uev Atdne 83éEato / yuvouxoe eivex’ qpodnprwpévoue “da
quando I’Ade li accolse dopo che avevano combattuto per una
donna”, Aesch. Pers. 762-764 &£ obte Ty Zedg dval thvy’
Oracey [ &V &vdp’ amdong Acidog unrotpdpou / tayely Eyovta
oxiimTpov edbuvthprov “da quando il signore Zeus ordind che
un solo uomo avendo lo scettro del potere governasse I'Asia
ricca di armenti”, Eum. 25-26 ¢£ obte Banyorc Eotpatyynoey
Ocdc / hoyes Stnny [Tevlel narappdoc pbpov “da quando il dio
guidd in guerra le Baccanti procurando a Penteo la morte di
una lepre”.

Come si vede da questi passi, Te non corrisponde a un altro
7e, 0 nal, successivi. Quindi nel nostro epigramma &£ ob 7’
Edpddmny [...] xal mwéhag una correlazione tra t(e) e xai & pos-
sibile ma non strettamente necessaria, perché ¢£ ob te pud
essere completamente autonomo, e questo & importante per
I'epigramma di Xanthos che esaminerd tra poco.

¢ oY te sembra ben attestato in poesia ionica antica e attica,
ma non in Omero, che ¢ invece ben presente nel terzo verso
dell’epigramma, molto interessante per varie ragioni:

S 7 ~ 3 ’ / > 3 ~ 3
003év Tt Tololtoy émiyBoviwy véver &vdpdv / Epyov

E un verso ‘fabbricato’ sulla base di un passo omerico coerente,
il discorso di Nestore nel primo libro dell’//iade, versi 262-
266:

o) Ydp 7w Totoug idov dvépas 008 Bwyat,

olov [letpiBobov te Apbavtd te ToLpéva Aaddv
Kauvéo 77 "EE4Séy e %ol dvtibeov [Tordernpov
#bpTioToL 37 %elvor émiyBoviwy Tpdeey dvEpdv-

2 RupycH (1971) 508.
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Dietro 'imitazione ci sono sia la forma che il concetto del testo
omerico:

Omero: “non ho visto finora uomini tali quali Piritoo, Driante
[...]; erano i piu fort tra gli uomini che vivono
sulla terra” (cfr. anche 77 9, 558 "18ecc 0, ¢ xdpTL-

3 ’ / > 3 ~ « .
otog émiyBoviwy véver dvdpdv “e di Ida, che fu
il pit forte degli uomini che vivono sulla terra”);

‘Simonide’: “finora non ¢’¢ stata un’impresa tale ad opera degli
uomini che vivono sulla terra”.

E in ambedue i testi tolog / Totolitog vogliono dire “tale” in un
unico senso, cio¢ in riferimento a capacita straordinarie in
ambito militare, di singoli o di popoli.

Al v. 3 di questo epigramma cosi com’¢ attestato in Anth.
Pal. 7,296 c’¢ una variante importante: al posto di 003év e
Totobtov degli altri testimoni si legge 0ddapd mw xdritoy émi-
10oviwv véver dvdpdv / Epyov. La variante si discosta forte-
mente da Omero per due ragioni: 'uso di 003apd, forma lin-
guisticamente antica (-ham- < *-sm-; 0ddapd wo in Thgn. 1373
obdapd e natépevag Euay ydetv “in nessun modo sei rimasto
[con me] per amore mio”) ma ignota a Omero (sia 003au- che
undap- non si trovano in Omero), spessissimo in Erodoto e in
trimetri di Sofocle; inoltre xéAAiov con /i:/ & una forma inno-
vata specificamente attica.?*

Sembra un tentativo secondario di ‘staccare’ il verso dal
modello omerico e di creare per una vittoria ateniese un testo
linguisticamente pit attico. Ma si tratta sicuramente di una
manipolazione secondaria — la forma originaria ¢ garantita da
Omero od ydp 7o toloug e da un altro epigramma, questo
legato alla riscoperta, nella prima meta dell’ottocento, ad opera
di Sir Charles Fellows, dell’antica citta licia di Arfina, piu
nota in occidente con il suo nome greco di Xanthos. Quindi ci
spostiamo a Xanthos dove un epigramma greco dipende sicura-
mente dal nostro ‘Simonide’.

24 Cfr. Rix (21992) 168; in Omero solo xdAriov, xadhiovec.
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3.2. Lepigramma di Xanthos (CEG 177)

Risale al 1843 la prima descrizione, corredata di disegni
molto accurati, da parte appunto di Charles Fellows,?> del
grande pilastro iscritto di Xanthos, insieme tomba e memoriale
di imprese belliche di un importante personaggio licio, indivi-
duato dalla maggioranza degli studiosi (non senza dubbi e pro-
poste alternative?®) nel dinasta licio Xeriga, reso in greco con
[épyue, che ha regnato in anni imprecisati degli ultimi decenni
del V secolo a.C. E un monumento molto notevole: su una
enorme base (due piedistalli che prendono da soli m. 2,27) si
erge un blocco rettangolare rastremato che sosteneva originaria-
mente una camera funeraria ricoperta di elaborati bassorilievi,?”
e sopra quest’ultima la statua del dinasta, per un’altezza comples-
siva superiore ai 10 metri.?® Il pilastro porta su tre lati iscrizioni
nelle due varieta di licio, A e B, e nella facciata nord un epi-
gramma greco di dodici versi ¢ inserito tra un testo in licio A e
uno in licio B.

Il monumento e i contenuti sia del testo licio (di compren-
sione non facile) sia dell’epigramma greco sono stati oggetto di
moltissimi studi.?’ Il monumento ¢ stato ritenuto, da una pro-
spettiva greca, un heroon, dato che ¢ si una tomba, ma si trova,
come dice I'epigramma, nel recinto sacro ‘dei dodici dei’” all'in-
terno della citta: tuttavia & stato fatto notare che in Licia, diver-
samente che in Grecia, era normale che delle tombe fossero
all’interno delle citta.*® Linfluenza persiana si unisce, come in
tutta la Licia di quell’epoca, a un forte influsso del mondo greco,
dovuto a contatti molto antichi con le popolazioni greche

25 FELLOWS (1843), in forma di lettera allo scienziato W.R. Hamilton; la
descrizione ¢ seguita da una edizione (oggi obsoleta) dell’epigramma greco da
parte di W.M. LEAKE.

26 V. DOMINGO GYGAX / TiETZ (2005) 91.

27 DEMARGNE (1958) 87-102; NIESWANDT (1995) 20-23.

28 Esattamente m. 9,63 fino ai due leoni originariamente posti immediata-
mente sotto la statua.

2 Bibliografia in NIESWANDT (1995) e DOMINGO GyYGAX / TIETZ (2005).

30 NIESWANDT (1995) 25.
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dell’Asia Minore, arricchiti e modificati in chiave esplicitamente
ateniese durante il periodo di egemonia delio-attica attorno alla
metd del V secolo a.C. E stato spesso sottolineato il ruolo in
Licia della dea Atena, menzionata come mroiinopfog nell’epi-
gramma, che appare nelle monete licie con un elmo attico sulla
testa: la dea ateniese rimase “al suo posto di onore anche dopo
il ritorno della Licia in campo persiano — esempio assai elo-
quente, incidentalmente, della molto complessa problematica
dei rapporti fra cultura e politica nel mondo antico”.?!

TAM 1 44 CEG 177 (testo di CEG):

CEJE o0 v Edpdmny [Alotag Siyo wév[t]og Evepey,

[0]98¢c Tow Auxiwy G'rvﬁ\v]v Todvy ocvs@vpc<€>v

[8]hSexa ﬁeotg ayopds év xabopdt tepévet,

[p]vwv %ol Torépou pvipoa t6de abdv<a>Tov.

[[¢]p[v]ig 63¢ Aprtocyo<u> uuog, ocptcs‘raucocg To KTTOVTR 5
[Xs]pm ANy Avriov Ty Tot &v Hhnio,

[o]Mhdc de otxpor:okeq LY A@“qvouou mrolToplmt

[Tr]épcocg cuyysvscw done uspog Baciréac,

v yapw &bdvator of dmepv<h>cavro duxoloy.

et O 6TTAlTaog wteivey év Nuépat Apnddog dvdpog 10
Zapl 8¢ T<d>Eota TpbTaa B<p>0tdv E[ot]ncey dmdv<T> 0V
rahoTorg & Epyorg Kalplina yévos éotepdvwaey.

“Depuis que la mer a séparé 'Europe de Asie, nul encore parmi
les Lyciens n’a élevé pareille stele aux Douze Dieux, dans 'enceinte
pure d’une Agora, monument immortel de ses exploits guerriers.
— Ce Gergis que voici, le fils d’Harpagos, qui se montra en tout
supérieur par la vigueur de ses bras dans la lutte sur les jeunes
Lyciens de son temps, qui, aidé d’Athéna preneuse de villes,
conquit maintes acropoles, et donna 2 ses proches part de son
domaine royal. — De tout cela, les Immortels lui ont accordé
juste récompense. C'est lui qui, en un méme jour, tua sept hoplites
arcadiens, lui qui de tous les mortels a dressé pour Zeus les plus
nombreux trophées, et a couronné de ses brillants exploits la
race de Karikas.”?

Tra valore come documento storico, relazione con la realta
cultuale e politica di Xanthos e della Licia e questioni metriche

31 ASCHERI (1983) 495.
3 Traduzione di BOUSQUET (1975) 139-140.
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e linguistiche penso che un commento serio a questo epi-
gramma potrebbe prendere tranquillamente cinquanta pagine.
Dal punto di vista dei contenuti ¢ probabilmente nel giusto
Nieswandt quando afferma che la narrativa dell'epigramma pre-
senta “eine Geschichtsauffassung, die weniger an den Rangerweis
durch prizise Fakten zielt als auf eine zeitlose Glorifizierung des
Ranges selbst”.>

In questo contributo mi limiterd a osservazioni su alcuni
punti fondamentali e osservazioni specifiche su significativi fatti
formali completamente trascurati. Dal punto di vista linguistico
le note di Merkelbach e Stauber sono poche e inadeguate; per
fatti formali e letterari il contributo di Paola Ceccarelli ¢ sicu-
ramente uno dei migliori.** Un problema sul quale si sorvola
spesso ¢ quello della leggibilita dell’epigramma, che si trova a
pitt di 4 metri da terra; il problema tocca peraltro anche il testo
licio, che ¢ facile da leggere nella parte piti in basso, ma in alto
parte da un’altezza di circa 6 metri.

Alcuni elementi generali sono molto importanti:

(1) La chiarissima dipendenza di questo epigramma da quello
appena preso in considerazione, di ‘Simonide’, dipendenza che
¢ evidentissima gia nel primo verso, che ¢ addirittura una cita-
zione letterale, e prosegue nei versi successivi. Questo non signi-
fica che I'epigramma sia costruito cosi bene come quello di
‘Simonide’, anzi ¢ piuttosto goffo perché i termini grandiosi
usati da ‘Simonide’ per una memorabile vittoria militare ateniese
per terra e per mare sono usati per 'erezione di un monumento
commemorativo, per quanto di notevole fattura e notevoli
dimensioni. D’altra parte la presenza diretta del testo omerico
¢, come vedremo, innegabile, e insieme ad essa una quantita di
lessico attico e fonologia attica.

(2) Limitazione omerica deve fare i conti con la realta cul-
tuale licia. P. es. a proposito del v. 7 abv Abyvator wronmépbor:
sia "AOnvain che wroiimopboc si trovano in Omero, ma mai

33 NIESWANDT (1995) 28.
34 MERKELBACH / STAUBER (2002) 46-47; CECCARELLI (1996).
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insieme, perché I'uso di mrohinophog ¢ limitato a esseri umani
e non ¢ usato di regola per gli dei. Atena era la versione greca
della dea licia Maliya, ed ¢ possibile che AOnvaia wrorimopboc
sia la resa greca di Maliya Eriyupama;* in sostanza si tratte-
rebbe di una distanza dall’'uso omerico condizionata dalla realta
cultuale licia.

(3) Nella fonologia e nella morfologia la presenza attica®® &
ancora piu forte di quella del modello (fonologia: Astoc,
Gyopdc, Totdvde, Mrtar, Sueatay, Huépat, Abnvaiot, tepéver’’
con -eu gia contratto; morfologia: accusativo plurale gxpoméireg
normale in attico classico®®). Molto lessico ¢ ovviamente attico
e assente da Omero (p. es. dxpémodis, Baciiela, cuyyevics,
6TALTYC, Tpomaiov, &yopd nel senso di area archettonicamente
organizzata; 6mAttne non ¢ omerico né come lessico né come
prosodia®). La notevole presenza di tratti attici ha fatto sup-
porre, in genere con cautela, 'opera di un poeta attico,’ ma io
non escluderei un poeta locale licio con grande esperienza di
testi attici.

(4) Una struttura metrica molto particolare, molto irregolare
per un classicista abituato a testi letterari: I'epigramma inizia
con due esametri in successione seguiti da due pentametri;
poi due distici elegiaci del tutto regolari; poi di nuovo quattro
esametri.

(5) Una fortissima innovazione riguarda la prosodia della
parola Bacurelo al v. 8, dddxe pépoc Pasiréag (= Bactheiag nella
nostra grafia standard). Nell’Atene classica, soprattutto in nomi
propri, non mancano abbreviazioni interne di -ei- (etimologico

35 RAIMOND (2007) 154.

36 MEIGGS / LEwis (21988) 283.

37 Sul temenos di Xanthos vedi ora SCHURR / DONMEZ (2015).

38 THREATTE (1996) 214.

% In Omero -m)- in posizione interna si trova solo in composti in cui T~ &
inizio del secondo membro (e.g. teryesimifita, La ROCHE [1869] 3).

40 “Dass der Verfasser des Epigramms, obschon er Attiker zu sein scheint,
kein Dichter ist, liegt auf der Hand” (BENNDORF [1900] 114); “fu composto in
lingua attica da un epigrammatista di probabile origine ateniese” (ASHERI [1983]
494); cfr. recentemente STAAB (2018) 136 (“vielleicht aus Athen stammend”).
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o frutto di contrazioni o eliminazioni di /w/), come p. es. in
IV sec. a.C. Tipoxdetac da scandire — v v —in AG I 179 ([6] o
uev év noamoret xota 0oy #8e nan[imrer] / [Tipondelog: iy
o1y 8¢ qpetiyv odbelg [p0]icer a[icv] “questa terra nasconde il
corpo di Timoclea; ma nessun passare del tempo distruggera la
tua virtd”4); qui -ei- di -eloag non ¢ solo abbreviato ma conso-
nantizzato, quindi Bastieloc da scandire v v —. Questo sembra
addirittura anticipare fenomeni di consonantizzazione attestati
in epoca imperiale?? e permette di entrare nel mondo di Ale-
groformen che normalmente appaiono nello scritto molto pit
tardi.® Da notare che I'astratto Basiielo “regno” non & parola
omerica (diversamente da Bastheio “regina”, peraltro attestato solo
nell’ Odissea). Vale la pena ricordare che se Basiiéac con questa
prosodia v w — fosse stato trasmesso da manoscritti medievali
avremmo avuto sicuramente una quantita di congetture moderne
— che sarebbero state tutte sbagliate.

Uno dei pochissimi che si ¢ accorto dell'importanza di que-
sto trattamento prosodico, che a questo livello cronologico
sembra un unicum, ¢ stato il linguista svizzero Meinrad Scheller,
che nella sua dissertazione scriveva: “Man muf$ hier noch auf das
viel dltere [sc. in rapporto alle testimonianze di etd imperiale]
Sdxe pépog Basuretong — v v — v w —der grch. Verse der Xan-
thosstele verweisen. Handelt es sich auch um sehr barbarisches
Grch., so ist die Tatsache der Vorwegnahme spitgr. Lautstan-
des in ungeschliffen-provinzieller Sprache doch bezeichnend”.*

Non c’¢ il minimo dubbio che sia un trattamento prosodico
che anticipa di molto fenomeni di consonantizzazione parecchio
piu tardi; ¢ possibile che I'autore abbia generalizzato fenomeni

41 Vedi la trattazione di THREATTE (1980) 212.

42 RADERMACHER (1912) passim.

4 Diverso il caso di CEG 243, 2 = ACADE 63, 2 pdvreiov opasuosivar
petp(d)e énfeuyoapévec] “per consiglio degli indovini, avendo fatto voto la
madre” in cui pdvrelov & sicuramente una grafia per pavrewv “degli indovini”
con /e/ breve consonatizzato; questo ¢ il caso opposto, in cui Baciréog ¢ una
grafia per Baouelag (THREATTE [1980] 211-213).

44 SCHELLER (1951) 102.
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che in greco a data antica sono ammissibili solo in fonetica
sintattica, come p. es. Od. 20, 227 BobxolX’, érel olite xoan obt
&opovt 0wl Fowxac, in cui émel ofite & da scandire v — ©.
Comunque, come vedremo, un giudizio generalizzato di ‘unge-
schliffene Sprache’ per questo epigramma sulla base di questa
innovazione a mio parere non ¢ ammissibile.

3.2.1. Xanthos’ e ‘Simonide’

Una cosa da chiarire preliminarmente ¢ che una difficolta
individuata praticamente da tutti gli studiosi nel primo verso,
[2]€ o " Edpdmny [Alslag diya név[r]oc Evepey non ha asso-
lutamente ragion d’essere. Gia Kalinka scrisse che “v. 1 particula
7e ex exemplari ‘Simonideo’ servata magno opere offendit” e
Meiggs e Lewis osservano che “L(ine) 1 repeats the first line of
an epigram [...] assigned [...] to Simonides [...]; the 7" is mea-
ningless in the new context”.*> Paola Ceccarelli ha giustificato
il 7e come omaggio al modello,* ma non ¢’¢ nessun omaggio:
Pautore dell’epigramma ha semplicemente copiato il primo
verso di ‘Simonide’ in cui ¢£ o9 7e vuole semplicemente dire
“da quando”, e e non ha nessun bisogno di essere bilanciato da
niente.

L'organizzazione metrica dei quattro versi iniziali ¢ estre-
mamente interessante, perché in pratica la ‘irregolaritd’ ¢ condi-
zionata dal modello:

‘Simonide’: 2£ ob T Edpdrny Acloc Styo wbvtoc Evelpey
(= esametro)
xol wohag Ovnrddy OoBpog "Apre Eméyet,
(= pentametro, eliminato da Xanthos’)
03¢y o totobrov Emyloviwy yévetr dvdpddv
(= esametro)
£pvov &v Aelpm nal xotd THVTOV &L
(= pentametro)

4 E. KALINKA in TAM 1 44, 47; MEIGGS / LEwIs (21988) 283.
4 CECCARELLI (1996) 8.
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Xanthos’: [EJZ ob v Ebpdmny [Alstac Styo mév[zlog Evepey,
(= esametro)
0]03éc Tw Avkimv 6THANY T0Ldvd dvébnr<e>y
(= esametro)
[8]dSexa Ocolc dyopdg év xalopdt Tepéver,
(= pentametro, aggiunto da Xanthos’)
Eolywy xal morépov pvijpa t6de d0dv<a>Tov.
(= pentametro)

Il primo pentametro di ‘Simonide’ (v. 2) ¢ stato eliminato
perché il poeta di Xanthos’ sta descrivendo l'erezione di un
munumento, e a quel punto ricordare la guerra e il suo dio Ares
era completamente fuori luogo, mentre poi ha aggiunto un
altro pentamentro contenente la menzione per lui importante
del temenos nell’area dei dodici dei.

Da notare che il secondo verso di Xanthos’, [0]98¢c 7w [...]
ToLdvd’ segue, in ‘Simonide’ 3, la versione 0d8év ww ToLobTov €
non quella ‘attica’ 0%3apd ww x&Ahov sopra menzionata, che
sembra frutto di una manipolazione secondaria ‘filoateniese’.

In che modo l'autore di “Xanthos” ha conosciuto I'epigramma
di ‘Simonide’? lettura personale dal monumento ateniese?
circolavano delle trascrizione su papiro? Credo con Staab che
quest’ultima ipotesi colga nel segno.*’

3.2.2. dproteboos o dmovTo

L'epigramma di Xanthos ¢ un testo particolare, linguistica-
mente per certi versi molto contraddittorio: presenta lessico pro-
sastico e la fortissima innovazione prosodica che abbiamo visto;
nello stesso tempo ¢ intriso di letteratura precedente, soprattutto
Omero (vedremo ora dei casi interessanti di presenza omerica, e
non va dimenticato al v. 10 Apxddac &vdpag che riprende /7. 2,
611 Apxddec &vdpec EPBawvov émiotdpevor morepilewy “andavano
Arcadi esperti di battaglia”. Neppure Esiodo manca: il v. 9 &v
1o &0dvator of drepv<h>cavto Suxatoy & chiaramente basato

47 StaAB (2018) 137-138.
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su Hes. 7heog. 503 of ol amepvhcavto ydpew edepyestdwy “i quali
gli furono riconoscenti per i benefici ricevuti”.

Per ragioni che diverranno chiare molto presto ho deciso di
soffermarmi sui versi 5-6 &protedcus t& dravra / [ye]pol mdAny
Avriwy @y tot’ &v Mo, in cul té dmovro presenta uno iato
impossibile in Omero che nello stesso tempo ci permette di
entrare nel ‘laboratorio” di un poeta di IV secolo a.C. e del suo
complesso rapporto con il grande poeta epico.

L'unico altro té& dmavro attestato in poesia e registrato nel
Thesaurus elettronico di Irvine si trova nell'undicesimo libro degli
Oracula Sibyllina (11, 86 meicer vop to dmavro My %ol mavh’
drotdéer “persuadera in tutto con il [suo] discorso e sottomettera
tutto”): I'undicesimo libro ¢ una specie di compendio di storia
in esametri, dal diluvio universale alla morte di Cleopatra, di
etd imperiale indefinibile. In realth té &movra & una congettura
di Volkmann a un testo che ci ¢ stato trasmesso pieno di errori,
soprattutto dal libro 9 in poi, molti dei quali attribuibili agli
autori oltre che ai copisti; la tradizione manoscritta ha concor-
demente 'ametrico t& wdvra, e anche in un altro passo tabta
&maot & una correzione moderna (nei mss. Ta0’ dwact o TabTH
ntéat).®® Dato lo stato miserevole della tradizione degli Oracula
Sibyllina non si pud essere sicuri di nulla.

To dmavro & un accusativo dipendente da &ptotedoag, cfr.
Pind. O/ 10, 64 ctddwov pev dpictevoey “fu il migliore nella
corsa”. Un modello importante ¢ stato sicuramente Omero, nella
breve menzione di Ecamede nell’'undicesimo libro dell’7/iade,
gomaoxapog ‘Exap#dn, scelta dagli Achei per onorare Nestore,
personaggio superiore a tutti gli altri per la sua saggezza:

1. 11, 627: (gli Achei) #£ehov olvexa Bovdi] dploTedeoney
ATTEVTWY
“scelsero [Ecamede] perché [Nestore] superava tutti
in saggezza”

8 Orac. Sibyll. 8, 72 abwa dract Sidode mhobrov wéyay Actd Ofoer “a tutti
offrendo queste cose procurerd grande ricchezza all’Asia” (apparato di Geffken:
tabta dract Alex. [= C. Alexandre], tad6’ dract (tab7 dract PB) @ tadta wiot

¥); cfr. VOLKMANN (1853).
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Xanthos” 5: [1"¢]p[y]ic 88 Apmdyo<u> vive dprotedous Ta
amoavTta

yeloot oAy Auxiwy xTh.

Come si vede, dpioten- e dmavt- si trovano nella stessa posi-
zione metrica di Xanthos’, e in ambedue 1 testi viene data la
motivazione della superiorita, BovAf] in Omero e yepot in Xan-
thos’ nel verso successivo.

Dei versi in cui si menziona I'dprotedety in un campo speci-
fico non mancano in tragedia, p. es. in Soph. Anz. 195, Eteocle
mdvt dprotedous Sopt “dopo essere stato superiore a tutti con
la lancia”, e ancora pitt vicino al testo di Xanthos’, in cui sono
menzionate le mani (di Eracle) che servono alla lotta, Soph.
Trach. 488, &¢ T8N éxeivog Tyt dprotedmy yepolv / Tod
168 Zpwtoc elc dmavd Fioowy Epu “poiché lui, pur essendo in
tutto superiore con le sue mani, ¢ stato in tutto inferiore all’amore
per questa [donna]”, dove ¢ evidente tra 'altro I'assoluta equi-
valenza nel significato di wdvra e dmavra.t

"Amac ¢ una formazione antica, un puro rafforzamento di
7éc in cui &- iniziale viene da *s7-, il grado zero della radice
del numero “uno” Indo-Europeo con “inclusive meaning”.”®
Laspirata iniziale ¢ quindi etimologica, anche se una vera e pro-
pria pronunzia dell’aspirata in recitazioni omeriche era una
realta pilt probabile in Attica che altrove.

Dal punto di vista della collocazione metrica &ravra & asso-
lutamente omerico. Le forme trisillabiche di drac, p. es. dma-
vreg, dmacor sono usate da Omero nella stragrande maggio-
ranza dei casi in fine assoluta di verso: wpoPéBnrag &mdvrmy
“sel stato superiore a tutti”, Siéyevayv dravra “e lo fecero tutto
a pezzi”, natérebev dmavra [ wndea “gli disse tutti i dolori”,
prhdtnTog dmdong “di tutta 'amicizia”: quasi 100 volte in que-
sta posizione metrica contro 2 casi di forme trisillabiche in altre

4 Cfr. anche i ‘guardiani’ di Platone, Resp. 540a doioredoavras Tyt mdvey
¢v Zpyoug te %ol émethuang “superiori in tutto in ogni modo nelle opere e nelle
conoscenze”.

50 SCARBOROUGH (2016) 40.
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sedi del verso. E non ¢ escluso che data questa frequenza p. es.
quello che nei nostri testi appare come datdoho mhvra “tutti
oggetti splendidi” fosse percepito come daldar’ &mavras; il con-
trario ¢ impossibile, dato che &ravra & quasi sempre preceduto
da consonante. Negli epigrammi su pietra o metallo raccolti nel
primo volume dei Carmina epigraphica Graeca di Hansen tutte
le forme trisillabiche di &mag hanno questa collocazione metrica,
e proprio nell’epigramma di Xanthos oltre a &ravra ce n’¢ un
altro caso nel penultimo verso tpémona B<p>otév €[cT]noey
ATTAV<T>OV.

Accanto a tutta questa omericita ci troviamo perd di fronte
a o dravto che presenta un cosiddetto ‘iato in breve’, e di un
tipo che in Omero o in poesia fedele alla prosodia omerica non
avrebbe mai avuto diritto di cittadinanza.

Ovviamente in Omero ci sono molti iati che coinvolgono
due vocali brevi, e che hanno le origini piu varie, p. es. Od. 7,
256 #3¢ Zpacxe | Ofoey dOdvatov < *A8¢ Fe pdone nth. “diceva
che lo avrebbe reso immortale”, /1. 1, 344 énrwe of mopd vrual
cbor payéovto Ayatol “in modo che salvi presso le navi per lui
combattano gli Achei”, probabile rimaneggiamento tardo di
*uayeoloar’ Ayaot (congettura di Bentley accolta nell’edizione
dell’ Tliade di West>?), Od. 3, 290 wipatd te Tpopbevra merdm-
oL, loa Bpesaty “onde rigonfie ed enormi, uguali a montagne”
basato sul frequentissimo ica Ozoior “uguali agli dei” nella stessa
posizione metrica. In generale danno I'impressione di essere
sviluppi relativamente tardi nella storia della lingua epica. Nel
caso specifico di /-& a-/ si tratta praticamente sempre’? di iati
giustificati da antichi /w/ (digamma) (vatd &otv, dvé &doTu
“nella cittd”), 1. 8, 403 adtdc & éx dippov Paréw xatd O
Gppata &Eo (< *F&kw) “le sbalzero giu dal carro e lo spezzerd”.
Allinterno di questa categoria un caso particolare, e piuttosto
interessante, ¢ rappresentato da iati che coinvolgono il neutro

ST WEST (1998).

52 Un’eccezione sembra essere nell’ Odissea 17, 67 adtdp 6 tév pév émeita
dhedato Touhby Euihov “ma egli evitd la numerosa turba di costoro” (non sembra
che é2éw abbia mai avuto un /w/ iniziale), ma comunque si trova in cesura.
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plurale degli articoli e il vecchio pronome possessivo 8¢ < *hwds
< *swos, p. es. T & xhha, Ta & Epyo (v. sotto). Lo iato tra ta e
&ravta, nella cui formazione un antico /w/ non era coinvolto,
sarebbe stato tutto improbabile in termini omerici, ma parados-
salmente potrebbe portarci a qualche osservazione non ovvia
riguardante proprio la lingua omerica e il suo Nachleben.

Té &mavro ci costringe a ritornare brevemente su un problema
complesso e delicato. Larticolo del greco aveva originariamente
forza di dimostrativo, quindi era usato in maniera completa-
mente diversa dall’attico classico. Nelle fasi piti antiche la Arzikel-
losigkeit doveva essere quasi una regola, e gli antichi erano con-
vinti, come si vede dagli scolii omerici, che Omero non avesse
articoli determinativi (e.g. Schol. in Il. 2, 1 Zxnvédotog dGAhoL
vodper, xoaxds: EAAelTeL Yop 6 TounTic Tols &plpois det “Zeno-
doto scrive dAhot, sbagliando: infatti il poeta [Omero] omette
sempre gli articoli”): un grosso problema della critica antica su
Omero, che ha avuto importanti, e spesso negativi, riflessi sulla
critica moderna. Le fortissime tendenze a ricercare e valutare,
talvolta ipervalutare, gli elementi arcaici in Omero hanno por-
tato spesso gli studiosi moderni a fare di tutto per interpretare
come dimostrativi quelli che sono ormai dei puri e semplici
articoli, oppure a cambiare il testo, dato che talvolta p. es. nella
tradizione manoscritto 6 6ov pévoc “la tua forza” alterna con
Teby pévoc: recuperando quindi forme eoliche ritenute pit anti-
che o pitr ‘eleganti’.

E molto interessante I'atteggiamento su questo punto della
classica sintassi del greco di Schwyzer / Debrunner, che trattando
questo argomento si accorgono benissimo che in molti versi
omerici ci sono degli articoli veri e propri, ma quando possono
cercano comunque di trovare delle ragioni per cui I'articolo sia
interpretabile come dimostrativo.”® Il problema si presenta
p. es. con 'uso omerico dell’articolo con gli aggettivi posses-
sivi, uso non frequente ma ben attestato, e che riguarda un po’
tutte le persone: t6 2p.éy xeyapropéve Bupéd “caro al mio cuore”

5 SCHWYZER / DEBRUNNER (1950) 20-23.
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(I 11, 608 = Od. 4, 71), ©6 cov pévoc, ta & S pata (v. qui di
seguito).

Per esempio nel primo libro dell’//iade Agamennone dice ad
Achille (184-186): andrd io stesso alla tua tenda e prenderd
Briseide, il tuo vépac, il tuo “premio d’onore” — &y 3¢ »” &yw
Betonido xadhimwdonov / adtoc Lov whiginvde, o 6oy yéoac,
Bop’ &Y eldfic | Eocov @éptepbe elpt 6élev “io mi porterd via
Briseide dalle belle guance, il tuo premio d’onore, venendo di
persona alla tua tenda, in modo che tu sappia bene quanto io
sono pil forte di te” (t6 cov ¢ in tutta la tradizione manoscritta).
Schwyzer / Debrunner sostengono che 6 avrebbe “noch demon-
strative Bedeutung” e traducono “dies dein Ehrengeschenk”.>*
Ma i problemi non mancano. Poco dopo nel testo del primo
libro arriva Atena e dice (1, 207) “sono venuta madcovcx T
oov pévoc”, come traduce Lattimore “I have come down to stay
your anger”,” e non si vede quale speciale forza dimostrativa
abbia 'articolo. Inoltre t6 66v pévog ¢ in tutta la tradizione,
tranne due manoscritti ed Eustazio che hanno teév. Da lungo
tempo si ¢ sospettato che in Omero 76 6ov sia una forma ionica
che ha preso il posto di un vecchio teév eolico,’® e nella sua
edizione dell’ /liade Martin West stampa sistematicamente teév,
sia che sia trasmesso sia che sia congetturato, quindi teov yépog
e tebv pévoc.”’ Ora, tebc vuol dire semplicemente “tuo” e se
Tebv yépac ¢ stato davvero sostituito con t6 6ov yépag vuol dire
che in quest’ultimo I'articolo non aveva nessuna particolare
forza dimostrativa e 76 6ov funzionava come in tanti passi di
prosa attica, p. es. Xen. An. 7, 3, 19 wopa 2edly 10 cov évopa
néyiotéy éot “presso Seuthes il tuo nome gode di grande pre-
stigio”: il tuo nome, il tuo yépoc.

Che cosa significhino in Omero certe presenze e certe assenze
¢ sempre difficile capire. Teév e 76 6év sono bene attestati,
ma al plurale c’¢ solo & 6& (t& oo tedyea “le tue armi”, té& oo

54 SCHWYZER / DEBRUNNER (1950) 22.
5 LATTIMORE (1951) ad loc.

50 CHANTRAINE (21958) 271.

57 WEST (1998).
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whdea “le tue sventure”, t& o6& yobva/yodvare “le tue ginocchia™®),
mentre ted ¢ completamente assente. Alla terza persona &4 si
trova tre volte, tutte nell’ Odissea, in un sintagma fisso con una
sola variazione (¢& mpoc Swpald’ Exastoc “ciascuno alla sua
casa”, €& mpog dwpata xahd “verso la sua bella casa”: Od. 2,
258; 3, 387; 18, 428), mentre ¢ pil frequente & &:

xelvoc 82 & & gpovéwy vl Oupg (I 8, 430)
“lui pensando le sue cose nell’animo”

fre T (Y)ps*ro y,vrris‘rot 7.l
wcpsusv avbpdmoror mpauordpevos T & vl (11 12, 279-280)
“quando il saggio Zeus comincia a mandare la neve, mostrando
agli uomini i suoi dardi”

Toucdpevoy Torépoto o & mpoc dopald’ inéslar (Z2. 15, 58)
“dopo aver smesso di combattere torni a casa sua”

(cfr. Od. 14, 153 ad=ixn’, émel xev xelvog Loy & & Sdpald’ benror
‘subito, appena lui arrivi alla sua casa’)

& & Sdne @épewy wpott “Thtov ipny (11 17, 193)
“le sue [armi] le diede da portare a Ilio”

adtap & Ildrponhoy mepl ey 18 & tebyea éooe (1. 18, 451)
“ma rivesti Patroclo con le sue [di Achille] armi”

Inoltre un verso ripetuto tre volte nel libro 9 dell’ Odissea

(Od. 9, 2505 9, 3105 9, 343):

adTap émel O oneloe movnodpevos T & Epva
“dopo che rapidamente fini il suo lavoro”

Ovviamente accanto a t& & abbiamo anche 76 &v, 1. 21, 305
0088 Zndpavdpoc EAnye T0 BV wévog, AN EtL padhoy xTA. “né
Scamandro allentava la sua forza, ma ancora di piti etc.”. Siamo
di fronte a dei veri e propri articoli posti nel nostro testo imme-
diatamente di fronte ad aggettivi possessivi originariamente ini-
zianti con *hw-, che quindi creano uno iato piu che legittimo,
anzi piuttosto antico, dato che in Omero stesso non mancano

58 Altra particolarita: notevole frequenza dell’accusativo 67y senza articolo ma
un solo esempio di wiv oy, Od. 2, 403 clat’ dnfpetpol, Ty oy ToTLdéypevol
bouny “siedono ai remi, attendendo il tuo ordine”.
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casi di possessivi di terza persona o trattati come inizianti per
vocale (quindi con la ‘memoria’ di *w- eliminata®®) o, nel caso
di forme con vocale lunga, abbreviati (p. es. Z/. 1, 609 Zebc 32
7poc By Aéyoc #i(e) “Zeus andd verso il suo letto”, 15, 397
Guokbév v &’ Emerta xal & TemAhyeto wnew “allora si lamento
e colpi le sue cosce” con xal abbreviato).

Naturalmente queste forme hanno dato molto fastidio alla
critica ottocentesca, che vedeva con poca simpatia la convivenza
di un vero e proprio articolo, considerato ‘recente’, con un ¢
in cui lo iato lasciato dalla eliminazione di /w/ era ancora per-
cepibile. Shipp ha toccato il problema annotando seccamente
“articular 7& & all'interno della trattazione delle forti innova-
zioni del libro 8 dell'7/iade.®® Da qui ovviamente congetture,
cosl p. es. in /. 21, 305 édv pévoc (Heyne) per 76 &v pévog, in
1l. 8, 430 éFo gpovéwy (Payne Knight) al posto di té & ¢@po-
véwv; latteggiamento di Martin West riguardo questi problemi
nelle sue edizioni omeriche®! & estremamente ambiguo: cor-
regge T0 6oy pévoc in tebv pévog nell liade anche quando non
¢ attestato ma non si sogna di correggere p. €s. a Od. 14, 153
oy o & dwpad tunron in lov € Sdpabd’ txnrar). D’altra parte
sostituire €& a T& & spesso non ¢ privo di problemi perché &4
comincia con una vocale, T& & con una consonante.

In realta in alcuni casi ci possono essere state modificazioni
di forme antiche, ma in altri casi to 8v, t& & sono stati in questa
forma da sempre, sono ineradicabili dal nostro testo omerico e
provano che l'articolo come lo conosciamo dalla poesia di eta
classica ha cominciato ad essere usato nel testo omerico a epoca
abbastanza antica. Credo sia ancora valido quello che sosteneva
Wackernagel nelle Vorlesungen iiber Syntax, cio¢ che la mancanza
di articolo in Omero viene “dalla pitt oscura preistoria”;®* il pro-
blema (generalmente, mi sembra, male inquadrato) ¢ che I'uso
dell’articolo in una forma molto simile a quella dell’attico classico

9 Di *hw- ¢ stato eliminato *w- ma & rimasta ovviamente [aspirazione —
almeno nelle recitazioni in dialetti non psilotici — presente nel nostro testo omerico.

%0 SHipp (*1972) 64.

61 WEsT (1998-2000), (2017).

62 \WACKERNAGEL (21928) 129 = (2009) 559.



METAMORFOSI DELLA LINGUA EPICA 35

¢ sicuramente piti recente dell“oscura preistoria” ma comunque
molto piti antico di quanto si ritenga di solito.

Sono proprio questi casi di t& &, e soprattutto alcuni di essi,
che sono stati il meccanismo formale sul quale si ¢ basato
Pautore dell’epigramma di Xanthos per il suo <& dmavra. Se
guardate di nuovo le occorrenze, noterete che ci sono quattro
esametri (uno nell’//iade e quello dell’ Odissea ripetuto tre volte),
che hanno un participio al nominativo maschile singolare
immediatamente di fronte a & &:

1112, 280: vipéuey dvbpdimoloL mTipouGeKHOpLeEVOg T& & %Hita
Od. 9, 250; 9, 310; 9, 343: adrap énel 57 omeloe
oV chp.evog Ta & Eoya

Xanthos™:  [I"¢]p[y]ic 83 Apmdyo<u> vide, dpleTedoag Ta
ATTAVTA

Il =& & nato per i pronomi ¢ stato utilizzato in “Xanthos’ come
grimaldello per utilizzare &movro in una posizione metrica inat-
tacabilmente omerica.

Considerando il problema complessivamente credo che le cose
siano andate pili o meno cosi: il modello base ¢ stato il verso
omerico su Nestore a proposito di Ecamede

1l 11, 627: gEehov obvexa Pouly) dpLoTedesxey ATTEAVT®Y
cfr. Xanthos’ 5: [I"¢]ply]ic 63c “Apmdyo<u> vide dpiotedsoc
o TTOV TR

che tra I'altro non conteneva solamente il verbo &ptatedety
seguito da un genitivo, ma anche, con il dativo BouvAf}, 'ambito
della superiorita, che Xanthos’ ha poi espresso, a proposito di
Xeriga, con il dativo [ye]pst nel verso successivo. Una volta
sostituita la forma finita dpLotedesxey con un participio questo
modello omerico ¢ stato per cosi dire ‘fuso’ con l'altro rappre-
sentato da wovnodpevoc T & Epva e versi simili.

Il problema dell’autore di “Xanthos’, rispetto al verso ome-
rico dell'undicesimo libro, era duplice: (1) non poteva mettere
immediatamente un verbo finito come Omero (&ptotedesney)
perché aveva bisogno di participi che descrivessero le attivita di
Xeriga, e precisamente dpiotetcas con riferimento alle vittorie
nella lotta in epoca giovanile, e wépcac in riferimento alle citta
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conquistate, per arrivare cosi quattro versi dopo al verbo finito
doxe. Né (2) poteva legare immediatamente il concetto di
gproredey ad amdvrwv come Omero, perché aveva bisogno di
specificare esattamente a chi, e in quale ambito, Xeriga in epoca
giovanile era stato superiore: i Lici nella lotta con le mani
([xeleol mdAnv). A questo punto sono entrati in gioco i vari
aproredewy di tragedia, particolarmente Soph. 77rach. 488 wévt’
aprotedmy yepolv. In sostanza I'autore di “Xanthos’ si ¢ trovato
di fronte al problema di sistemare metricamente un dptsredoos
ngvta alla fine di un esametro, e a questo punto ha fuso il
meccanismo dei participi omerici seguiti da té &, tipo wovnod-
pevog ta & Epya, con l'uso, sempre omerico, di &ravra finale,
creando & dmavta. Ovviamente lo scritto che noi abbiamo,
TAAITANTA, pud essere interpretato in due modi, (1) ta
dmavta e (2) T& & mdvta, ma mi sembra difficile un testo in cui
si dice che Xeriga ha superato 77 tutte le sue cose i coetanei nella
lotta. Si tratta di un’ambiguitd puramente formale, eliminata
sia dal senso che dalla enorme frequenza delle forme con érmovz-
in fine assoluta di esametro.

Questo, che sembrerebbe un problema interpretativo limi-
tato a un testo specifico, potrebbe in realta servire ad aprire una
discussione su un problema poco frequentato riguardante il
Nachleben della lingua omerica. Come abbiamo visto, gli anti-
chi é¢ possessivi preceduti da articolo sono ben attestati, anche
se non frequenti,* e in teoria potrebbero costituire un modello
per la poesia successiva. Accanto a to &v pévog sarebbero in
teoria possibili p. es. ©0 8v yévog e t0 v Aéyoc; accanto a t& &
Epyo e T & Tedyea p. es. o & TOEa, To & SBDpa, T & pNdex, Ta
& dfvea, ta & mévhea. Ma nella poesia esametrica successiva a
Omero non si trovano mai: né quelli attestati in Omero, né
eventuali altri. L'utilizzazione come modello formale da parte
dell'autore di Xanthos’ sembra essere un caso isolato. E per

9 “The combination of the possessive é¢ with the article is not common,
occurring only eight times in the //iad and six in the Odyssey”: LEAF (*1900) 361,
ad 11. 8, 430.



METAMORFOSI DELLA LINGUA EPICA 37

quanto ho potuto vedere finora, questo vale anche per t& 64,
nonostante una notevole frequenza in Omero, soprattutto nella
frase t& oo yobva/yodvara.

E molto probabile che questo dipenda dalla volonta degli
autori postomerici di comporre esametri facendo proprie le
caratteristiche che pitt allontanavano la lingua epica da quella
colloquiale, in cui gli articoli con i possessivi erano all’ordine
del giorno (to éuc dépa, To oo Epyoas il possessivo éc era uscito
dall’uso in attico, e forse la sua unione con un vero e proprio
articolo era sentita pil tardi come innaturale). Questo punto
appartiene a un tema pill vasto, che varrebbe la pena appro-
fondire: quanto di Omero ¢ stato tacitamente rifiutato perché
percepito come umgangssprachlich.

4. Conclusione

In conclusione la laminetta di Hipponion e 'epigramma di
Xanthos ci danno ambedue la misura di quanto la lingua di
Omero fosse per cosi dire indispensabile e nello stesso tempo
di quanto fosse manipolabile. In ambedue i casi gli epigrammi
dipendono da un testo poetico precedente (in un caso perduto,
nell’altro conservato), a sua volta dipendente da Omero; la
fonologia ionica di Omero in parte ha resistito, in parte ha
dovuto cedere alla forza di altre realtd dialettali, ma la situa-
zione ¢ molto diversa nei due casi, perché a Hipponion le
modificazioni dell’originale ionico sono avvenute in una colonia
greca, di dialetto dorico ma sempre greca, mentre 'epigramma
di Xanthos ¢ una pianta omerico-attica (molto attica) cresciuta
in un terreno linguisticamente straniero. Per quanto riguarda
Hipponion, un ¢pact weuxahipast ci mette di fronte al problema
di come circolasse linguisticamente Omero perché insinua il
dubbio che p. es. gpast non sia una ‘traduzione’ dell’omerico
ppeect nella forma ¢pact usata dal pitt conservatore dialetto
dorico di Hipponion, ma che sia semplicemente ‘copiata’ da un
archetipo che presentava ancora I'antico gpast a sua volta preso
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da un testo omerico che ¢ stato successivamente modernizzato
con ¢peat, e solo in questa forma modernizzata ¢ arrivato fino
a noi; nello stesso tempo la menzione delle gpévec meundhipal
dei guardiani dell’Ade dimostra che la memoria di interi passi
di Omero poteva condurre un poeta mediocre a creare frasi
piuttosto ridicole.

A Xanthos si passa dal mondo di un testo sigillato in una
tomba a quello di un epigramma pretensioso pensato per la cele-
brazione ufficiale e pubblica di un importantissimo personaggio
di nazionalita e lingua licia, insieme sepolto e raffigurato in un
monumento grandioso: in un mondo in cui si parlava licio un
epigramma in greco viene incastonato in mezzo a un testo in
licio come pezzo di prestigio mirato a dare a un dinasta micro-
asiatico una dimensione internazionale.

L'epigramma ha alle spalle Omero e tutta la pompa del
monumento dei caduti ateniesi a Cipro celebrati nell’epi-
gramma di ‘Simonide’, del quale si cita integralmente il primo
verso — una maniera abbastanza naive di crearsi un retroterra
grandioso; e, cosa abbastanza tipica per un’area periferica, i toni
trionfalistici dell’epigramma di ‘Simonide’, pensato per ricordare
un gran numero di caduti in battaglie vittoriose per terra e per
mare, sono applicati in maniera piuttosto goffa all’erezione di
un monumento per un singolo personaggio.

Il testo e la lingua presentano grandi contraddizioni: accanto
ai complessi intrecci di reminiscenze omeriche che abbiamo
visto, una quasi-citazione esiodea e molto lessico, morfologia e
prosodia attica, troviamo in Bastielag = v v — un trattamento
prosodico sorprendente, anticipatore di consonantizzazioni che
sono altrimenti attestate per la prima volta in etd imperiale.
Baothela € una parola non omerica e non poetica, che troviamo
per la prima volta in Erodoto e con la quale questo poeta, molto
dotto ma la cui madrelingua forse non era il greco, ha creduto
di potersi permettere delle liberta che altri non avrebbero avuto
il coraggio di permettersi.

Credo di poter terminare con le parole dei Sibyllinische
Bliitter di Hermann Diels che ho citato all’inizio: “selbst innerhalb
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dieser Schranken hat die Individualitit der Dichter sich freier
bewegt als man zuweilen annimmt”.%
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DISCUSSION

O. Tribulato: Vorrei ritornare sulla tua proposta che dietro i
vv. 7-8 della lamina di Hipponion ci sia il modello di 7. 8.
A me sembra che questo modello non riguardi solo 'ambienta-
zione dell’oltretomba e del ruolo dei suoi guardiani (Ade, i
@Ulaxec), ma anche pill in generale la presenza dell’acqua come
elemento caratterizzante. In entrambi i passi abbiamo menzione
di 3wp e di forme derivate dalla radice $éw (wpopéov in Hippo-
nion e péebpa in 7. 8, 369). Nel v. 7 inoltre trovo molto inte-
ressante la forma psilotica émdmeplev: non ¢ quella che si trova
normalmente in Omero e sembra una sorta di ‘hapax dialettale’,
che perd non si pud spiegare come influsso del dialetto dorico
locale. Deve venire da versioni psilotiche del testo omerico,
credo. Un fatto interessante ¢ che questo stesso avverbio (nella
forma égimeplev) ¢ usato in Od. 17, 210, significativamente in
versi nei quali nuovamente si parla di acqua, c’¢ una fonte e
ricorre lo stesso sintagma vy pov 83wp insieme a una forma di
6éo (Yuypodv péev G8wp, v. 209). Potrebbe essere che chi ha
usato /1. 8, 366 ss. in modo cosl attento al significato profondo
del testo abbia avuto in mente anche questo passo odissiaco.
Il che ci fa tornare al discorso delle ragioni che motivano il
riuso di alcune forme omeriche nella poesia di et successiva:
non entra in gioco solo il prestigio della forma in sé, ma anche
la volonta di alludere o rievocare il contesto in cui quella forma
era usata in Omero.

Inoltre, il tuo trattamento della laminetta di Hipponion ci
pone di fronte alla questione di come potesse essere adattata la
dizione epica in un contesto locale non ionico e questo vale
naturalmente anche per testi come quello della laminetta, che
furono composti in ionico ma ‘tradotti’ nel dialetto dorico della
Magna Grecia. Ho trovato una delle tue conclusioni molto
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interessanti: che gpast non vada necessariamente letto come
adattamento locale del gpest omerico, ma che possa essere stato
un elemento contenuto nel testo omerico prima di un suo
aggiornamento. Questa spiegazione potrebbe anche farsi per
Poccorrenza di gpast nei cosiddetti Gerty Hexameters (v. 24).
Come nel caso della lamina di Hipponion i Gerty Hexameters si
presentano con una facies superficiale dorica, ma ci sono anche
alcuni ionismi o ¢ comunque possibile ricostruire una facies
ionica piti antica. Eppure si tende a pensare che il testo originario
dovesse essere stato in dorico. A mio avviso ¢ abbastanza pro-
babile che i Gerty Hexameters avessero alla base un testo ionico
successivamente riadattato in parte al dorico: gpast non deve
essere necessariamente un dorismo, ma ¢ semplicemente un
arcaismo o, come tu hai sostenuto per Hipponion, un possibile
tratto epico antico successivamente sparito nel testo omerico.
Un altro elemento che mi fa pensare che il testo pili antico dei
Getty avesse presente un testo omerico arcaico, forse di produ-
zione locale, ¢ uno degli usi erronei del segno per 'aspirazione
davanti ad #rnea. Ci sono altri errori di questo tipo nei Gerzy,
ma l’erronea aspirazione di #wea appare comunque sorprendente,
visto che la parola non ¢ cosi rara in greco. Una spiegazione
possibile & che chi ha inciso i Gerty Hexameters avesse di fronte
un testo che usava Fémeo e che ha trascritto erroneamente
facendo confusione tra il digamma che trovava scritto e il segno
di mezza éza (piuttosto simile a digamma) che usava per notare
le aspirazioni nei Gerty. Il verso in cui occorre &meo & xal T4’
¢pavnoag ¥ne’ abdvata Ovyrolow: in cui la sequenza TAAE-
OOQNHXAY si pud leggere in due modi diversi. Ma natural-
mente la presenza di digamma che fa posizione ¢ necessaria per
Pinterpretazione del verbo come seconda persona dell’aoristo.
In pratica, mi sembra probabile che chi ha scritto o rimaneg-
giato questo verso inserendo digamma avesse ben presente la
situazione epica e particolarmente quei versi in cui il digamma
era necessario per allungare la sillaba precedente. Ora, uno di
questi versi ¢ il verso formulare 8¢ pw dpeBépevoc Enea wre-
pbevta wpoonLda, dove Emea occorre nella stessa posizione che
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nei Getty. Avremmo dunque un’imitazione/riuso di dizione
omerica con digamma preservato adattato alle esigenze del det-
tato e forse abbastanza probabile in un contesto di produzione
(I'Italia meridionale) in cui wau e il digamma si sono conservati
fino alla fine del V secolo.

A. Cassio: Si, come ho detto nel mio intervento, Lucia Prau-
scello ha integrato la mia analisi, originariamente puramente
formale, del rapporto tra i versi 8 e 9 di Hipp. e Iliade 8, 366 ss.
facendomi notare la rilevanza sostanziale della presenza di Ade
murdptng nel testo omerico. Non ¢ affatto escluso, come tu
suggerisci, che anche il passo di Odissea 17, con la descrizione
della fonte che si trova prima dell’asty di Itaca e laltare delle
Ninfe costruito égdmneple, abbiano avuto un ruolo nell’elabo-
razione dei due versi di Hipp., anche perché in Omero la fonte
di acqua davanti alla quale avviene l'incontro di Ulisse con-
I'odioso Melanzio ha in un certo modo anch’essa un ruolo di
‘luogo di transito’ decisivo prima dell’ingresso di Ulisse stesso
nella citta.

Quanto a h#rea/Fémea il suggerimento ¢ indubbiamente
interessante, anche se tutta la situazione delle aspirazioni nei
Getty Hexameters presenta problemi di grande complessita.®®

S.D. Olson: You have identified — as no one has done before
— a specific intertext for line 8 of the Hipponion gold-foil text
in Athena’s self-description in /liad 8, 366. You go on to argue
that the Homeric echo is purely associative: the Hipponion
poet meant nothing in particular by his use of évi ppacl weuxa-
Mpyot in connection with the sentries in Hades, and what
we have here is the word of a mediocre poet, who thought of
the mention of the Underworld in //iad 8 (thematically rele-
vant to his own purposes) and patched in a half-line borrowed
from there. But the Hipponion poem is fundamentally about

% Vedi ora C.M. LUCARINT (2018), “Il nuovo peana misterico-pitagorico di
Selinunte”, ZPE 205, 24-37.
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memory and its consequences, and given that context, I won-
der if it is necessary to be quite so dismissive of its recollection
of Homer. The passage from the //iad, after all, does not sim-
ply mention Hades, but is specifically an account of a descent
there and of the dangers it posed. It also exposes the desperate
need for a patron deity in such situations, while hinting at
the divine politics that complicate human encounters with
the world of the dead, all in the context of the stories of two
great, profoundly human heroes, Heracles and Hector. Put
another way, line 8 of the Hipponion text seems to point
directly and emphatically at //iad 8. Whatever we think of the
general quality of the thought or the poetry, to say nothing of
the theology, it seems worth considering how our reading of
the text might be enriched by taking seriously its proposal as to
the larger literary context in which it should be considered, i.e.
how we ought to see it remembering and reworking Homer.

In line 5 of the Xanthos text, you nicely bring out what
appears to be the complicated compositional history of é&pt-
oreboag ta dmavta. As you show, the poet seems to be trying
to write in what he takes to be a passable Homeric fashion,
even if he is in one sense unsuccessful at this. My reading of
your argument is that you take the hiatus to represent clumsy
poetic technique. Without exactly disputing this, I wonder if
an alternative and perhaps more productive way of considering
the matter might be to interpret the poet’s violation of a basic
principle of Greek verse as a telling sign of his intense interest
in saying precisely what these three words communicate. “Being
the best in everything”, after all, might easily be understood as
a summary version of Gergis’ account of himself in the poem
as a whole: he has been victorious in sports, in war, and even
in one-on-one combat, and he has of course also erected the
greatest monument of all time. That the author has paid a price
for the manner in which he has expressed himself is beyond
dispute. But I suggest that a more charitable approach to his
incompetence might be taken to shed light on why he has chosen
to pay this price exactly here.
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A. Cassio: Yes, 1 agree with you on both counts. I put too
much emphasis on the formal side of the relationship of Hip-
ponion with Homer, yet, as Lucia Prauscello, Olga Tribulato,
and now you yourself have remarked, Hera’s speech in lliad 8
and her mention of Hades muAdptve in the context of Heracles’
abduction of Cerberus from the underworld make the ties between
the obligatory passage guarded by the @iraxec in Hipponion
and //iad 8, 366 ff. much stronger and far more significant than
I had thought.

As for Xanthos’, yes, the mention of 2// the dynast’s victories
was necessary and obviously came at a price in formal terms.
Probably the price seems higher to a modern specialist than it
seemed to the ancient poet who composed the epigram.

A. Willi: Tt seems very plausible to me that the Hipponion
text responds to the Homeric intertext in //iad 8 more on a
formal level than on the level of content, even if there is the
general ‘underworld’ theme that undoubtedly connects the
two. I even wonder whether there is not another indication
that the association worked primarily in this way. The Hippo-
nion text uses the verbal form &Zepecic in a way that is rather
untypical for Homer: in Homer, 2£cpéw essentially means
“to enquire about” (and also “to search through”), but not “to
search for something”, as it does here; we again find this latter
meaning only in much later epic. However, the use of the
therefore somewhat unexpected verb ¢£epéw in the Hipponion
text might be almost mechanically triggered by the resulting
assonance with the Homeric lines in question: compare éZe-
ee(F)etc /eksere(w)eis/ in line 9 of the Hipponion tablet (just
after v gpact weuxariporst) with Homer’s £ "EpéPeuc /eks
Erebeus/ in 7/ 8, 368 (again soon after évi gpecl wevrahipy-
ow).

Having said that, perhaps we do not do complete justice to
the way our anonymous ‘Orphic’ poet worked if we play out
association by content against association by form, as if these
could not be conceived of as complementary. In the background
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of such ‘Orphic’ texts, there might well have been a tradition
of reading Homer allegorically, and hence of allowing for addi-
tional layers of meaning beneath the surface; after all, for exam-
ple, a poet like Empedocles often seems to intimate new ‘true’
signifiés for what at first sight look like perfectly Homeric signi-
fiants. Anyone who would have adopted such a frame of mind
might not then have been ready to agree that “clpfcovron évi
ppact hat keinen Sinn”, merely because that Sin is not instantly
obvious.

Turning to the Xanthos text, I wonder if there are not rea-
sons to suspect that the written rather than oral tradition of
Homer had some influence on its reuse of Homeric language.
Scheller’s explanation of the odd Bastréag may not be the only
possible one — maybe this form is not, after all, so very important
for the history of Ancient Greek phonology, nor on its own
sufficient to postulate a very late (and “ungeschliffen”) prosodic
treatment of -efag. Could it not be that the poet who wrote the
Xanthos text (a) would normally — and in a not very remarkable
way — resort to spelling Bactielong as BAXIAEAZY, but (b) know
at the same time that an ending written as -EAX could in epic
language undergo synizesis; because of (b), he would then have
‘inferred’ an anapaestic value for his own BAXIAEAX (in the
sense of Basteinc), as it were forgetting — because of the sur-
face similarity iz writing — that his was in fact a rather different
case?

Finally, you have pertinently highlighted the strong Attic
presence in the Xanthos text; but how are we to actually make
sense of this — at a time when Attic is only just beginning to
assert its role as the main language of prose and when it has
virtually no significance in poetry (beyond the realm of drama,
which does not seem very relevant here)?

A. Cassio: The suggestion that the presence of the “somewhat
unexpected verb ¢£¢péw” in the Hipponion text is due to an
almost mechanical assonance with Homer’s ¢£ *EpéBeuc is very

interesting and, I believe, highly probable.
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As to Xanthos’, your points are highly significant and likely
to belong together. When you speak of Homeric written models
for the “strange” prosody of BAXIAEAY (v v — = Bacthelag),
I suppose you are thinking of such Homeric instances as e.g.
1l. 15, 66 Iniov wpomdpolle moréag drésavt ailnodg in which
moréas must have replaced an older acc. plur. 7oAt and must
be scanned disyllabically like its predecessor (note, for what it
is worth, that IIOAEAX ends in -Aéac like BAXIAEAY). In
other words, in your opinion the unusual prosody of BAXI-
AEAX was modelled on forms that were very different geneti-
cally but written with the same sequence of letters. If this were
accepted, and I feel inclined to accept it, my main suspicion
concerning the poet of Xanthos” would be strengthened,
namely, that he was a Lycian with remarkable, and yet basically
bookish, knowledge of Greek. This would also square well with
both his slavish imitation of an epigram meant for an extrordi-
nary Athenian military success and the overwhelming presence
of Attic phonology in his lines.

In the last decades of the fifth century BC relations between
Lycia and Athens were remarkably tense, as is clear e.g. from the
disastrous expedition of the Athenian general Melesandros (Thuc.
2, 69), whose name is attested in the Lycian text of the Xanthos
Pillar as milasantra. Yet, not surprisingly, Athenian culture was
perceived as prestigious in Lycia (cf. e.g. Keen [1998] passim and
p- 130 on Lycian coins showing Xeriga wearing an Attic helmet).
A Lycian intellectual/poet was probably more inclined than a
native speaker of Greek to interpret Athenian culture as the
Greek culture par excellence, and so to intersperse his epigram
with Attic phonology to an extent that we find almost embarras-
sing for a hexameter composition of that chronological level. In
any case the influence of tragedy should not be underrated: after
all in the ‘Simonides” epigram péyo & Zstevev Acic is taken
wholesale from Aeschylus’ mpéraco pév atéver / yoi’ Acic.

Looking at things from this angle I have the impression that
(a) your explanation, and (b) Meinrad Scheller’s interpretation

of BAXIAEAX (v v -) as a signal of “ungeschliffen-provinzielle
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Sprache” and as “Vorwegnahme spitgriechischen Lautstandes”
are not mutually exclusive. If you are right, the Xanthos’ poet
created an instance of ‘innovative prosody’ starting from a
pseudo-analogy based on writing; but the result was something
that the average Greek poet of the time would, I believe, accura-
tely have avoided, and that is in fact attested much later, when
the phonology of Greek had undergone a number of irreversible
changes.

L. Prauscello: This is not a real question but rather a small
observation. I found very interesting what you said about the
possibility of seeing in gpast not, as is commonly supposed, a
Doric element ascribable to the local dialect (Doric) spoken at
Hipponion but an archaism going back to the original Homeric
text. | wondered whether it may not be relevant that the form
ppasty is also found in the Attic funerary epigram CEG 28 (540-
530 BC): apart from gpaciv the language of this epigram is
entirely Attic-Ionic. In this context it would make much more
sense to take gpacty as an original Homeric feature rather than
a Dorism, especially since the iunctura &2 + pevowdo is cle-
arly Homeric (e.g. véoc 3¢ ol & pevowd). The fact that in
Stesichorus we have at least once the form ¢pac- (fr. 223, 18
Finglass évi gpactiv) is, of course, less decisive in this respect.

A. Cassio: Yes, I completely agree, and gpasiv in CEG 28 is
certainly significant. Many Homeric forms must have circulated
for centuries in a shape much older than the one we find in our
manuscripts and papyri. It is well known that Homeric npbégpasoa
was created “sur le modele de Fexasoa” (A. Meillet, BSL 22
[1920] 22), which we read in the modernized form éxoUoa.
And by the same token the feminine participle of the verb “to
be” must have circulated in the archaic form Zxsoo for a long
time before being replaced by ‘modern’ 2oSca.

A. Vatri: Alcuni storici (tra cui Musti) hanno osservato che
la democrazia radicale ateniese aveva sviluppato (ed esportato)
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un ‘programma grafico’: I'impatto visivo delle iscrizioni uffi-
ciali doveva evocare razionalita, chiarezza e trasparenza. Il pre-
stigio della scrittura stoichedica nell’Atene ‘imperiale’ & spesso
letto precisamente in questo senso. Qual ¢ il layout epigrafico
dell’iscrizione di Xanthos? La sua posizione sul monumento
doveva renderla poco leggibile, ma ¢ possibile che I'impatto
visivo dello specchio scrittorio potesse di per sé evocare le
iscrizioni ateniesi? Se si, ¢ possibile interpretare gli atticisimi in
questa connessione? Ed ¢ possibile interpretare la stranezza
della posizione dei due pentametri e della prosodia di Pasiréoc
come indicazioni del fatto che I'iscrizione fosse stata pensata in
primo luogo come segno visivo pill che in relazione alla rice-
zione fonico/aurale del testo?

A. Cassio: Grazie per aver sottolineato 'importanza di aspetti
dell’epigramma greco di Xanthos su cui, anche per ragioni di
tempo, non mi sono soffermato nella mia esposizione. Sia il testo
come tale sia la sua disposizione materiale sulla pietra presen-
tano numerosi problemi e per certi aspetti delle vistose contrad-
dizioni. Il testo dell'epigramma ¢ inciso stoichedon, ma basta
dare un’occhiata al testo in Licio B immediatamente sottostante
per capire che quest’ultimo (che sembra essere anch’esso un testo
poetico) ¢ uno stoichedon perfetto mentre quello dell’epigramma
¢ al confronto parecchio irregolare. Questo naturalmente non
vuol dire che non sia uno stoichedon calcolato. Inoltre il testo
licio arriva fino al punto pili in basso possibile della superficie
iscritta, ed ¢ quindi almeno nella sezione finale facile da leggere,
mentre 'epigramma si trova piuttosto in alto, tra i due tipi di
testo licio, ed ¢ molto meno facile da decifrare per chi legge dal
basso. E comunque il lato nord del pilastro, quello sul quale ¢
iscritto 'epigramma, doveva essere meno importante rispetto al
lato sud, come sembra evidente dall’orientamento sul lato sud
della statua del dinasta e dei rilievi marmorei piu significativi
(Domingo Gygax / Tietz [2005] 94).

D’altra parte mi sembra evidente che chi ha composto I'epi-
gramma non ha ‘tirato via’, ma aveva ben presente soprattutto
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due modelli, ‘Simonide’ e Omero, ed ha per cosi dire rincarato
la dose di attico ben presente in ‘Simonide’ creando una com-
posizione che dal punto di vista fonologico e morfologico somi-
glia molto agli epigrammi attici su pietra; e credo che sia giusta
I'idea che lo stoichedon del greco sia coerente con latticita fono-
logica del testo. D’altra parte ¢ certamente legittimo chiedersi
se “iscrizione fosse stata pensata in primo luogo come segno
visivo pitt che in relazione alla ricezione fonico/aurale del testo”,
ma ritengo che in questo caso ci sarebbero probabilmente molte
pitt irregolarita di quelle che abbiamo. Anche un fatto sorpren-
dente, come il trattamento prosodico v v — di Baciiéag (= Baot-
Aetoc) potrebbe essere giustificato, come ha sostenuto Andreas
Willi, con estensioni di usi omerici a partire da un testo scritto;
quindi in questo caso una specie di ‘errore dotto’.

E Schironi: Just a short remark on the Xanthos epigram, line 7:
while normally referring to mortal men, wroAimopboc in fact
once refers to Ares (/. 20, 152) and once to a female goddess
(11. 5, 333), oB7 &p’ Abnvain ofte Trorinopboc "Evue. So I won-
der whether the composer of the Xanthos epigram is echoing
this line in the //iad, which is the only place where wrorimop-
Ooc is referred to a female goddess. In the epigram it refers to
Athena but Athena is also present in the Homeric line and,
given its position in the line, the adjective nrorimopboc can
almost be considered as referring both to Athena and Enyo.
If this is the case, I wonder which type of intertexual reference
there is behind the epigrammatic echoing (for example, is it an
operation similar to what we have in the Hipponion tablet

with 7/. 8, 366 ff.2).

A. Cassio: Yes, you are right. At /. 5, 333 wroiimopboc for-
mally refers to the goddes Enyo (unique to //iad 5), but Athena
is mentioned immediately before (0%’ &’ AOnvain ofre wro-
AMmopboc "Evue) and it is evident that both goddesses, Athena
and Enyo, are presented as warlike deities as opposed to “cow-

ardly” Kypris (ZZ. 5, 330 ff.); so it is far from improbable that
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the composer of this epigram had those lines of [/iad 5 in
mind. Xanthos’ line 7 is probably a blend of Lycian Maliya
(Eriyupama?) and the warlike Athena of //iad 5.

E Dell’Oro: D’abord, je souhaite revenir sur un aspect qui
releve de ce que tu as appelé le “laboratoire” du poete de “Xan-
thos’, notamment ses choix en mati¢re d’agencement métrique
des vers, mais aussi sur la diffusion du distique élégiaque.
I faut tout d’abord relever que l'influence du modele (I'épi-
gramme attribuée & Simonide) a été tellement forte au niveau
lexical que, lorsqu’il a repris tout simplement quelques mots
d’un hexametre (008év 7o Toroltov qui devient [0]38é¢ me ...
7otévd’), ou méme un seul mot d’'un pentametre (pyov qui
devient [€p]ywv), au deuxi¢me et au quatritme vers respective-
ment, le rédacteur de I'épigramme de Xanthos a gardé, de
maniere mécanique, le méme type de vers qu’on trouve dans le
modele, alors que 'agencement des vers qui en résulte — deux
hexametres suivis de deux pentametres — s’éloigne beaucoup
des distiques élégiaques du modele. Il en va de méme pour les
quatre hexametres finaux. Si, dans une aire périphérique non
grecque, un rédacteur qui avait un modele clairement structuré
en distiques élégiaques a pris la liberté d’agencer les vers d’une
maniére différente, il me semble qu’il devait probablement avoir
une certaine connaissance des pratiques épigraphiques grecques,
surtout de celles qui précedent la fin du V¢ siecle, lorsque
'agencement des vers apparait en effet plus libre qu’il ne le sera
par la suite. Ou crois-tu que ce choix releve aussi de la gaucherie
du rédacteur de I'épigramme de Xanthos?

Ensuite, je me demandais si, dans I'épigramme de Xanthos,
nous pouvons voir une influence directe des épigrammes attiques
plutot que génériquement du dialecte attique. La mise en page
s'inspire clairement du style stoichedon, ce qui pourrait renvoyer
a un modele athénien.

A. Cassio: Oui, comme on vient de le souligner, le stoichedon
est certainement un élément athénien de I'épigramme, lui aussi.
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Pour le reste, les savants modernes sont trop habitués aux épi-
grammes littéraires qui montrent une alternance parfaite hexa-
metre — pentametre. En effet, Ialternance des vers dans les
compositions poétiques que nous lisons sur pierre (dont on
trouve une liste 2 peu pres complete dans Ceccarelli [1996]
14-17) nous apprend qu’on pouvait enfreindre les ‘regles” avec
une certaine facilité. Je pense que la ‘gaucherie’ de I'épigramme
est plutdt lie aux concepts (la séparation de I'Europe de I'Asie
mise en cause a propos de la construction d’un monument
funéraire...); les distiques épigraphiques ‘irréguliers’ étaient
probablement considérés comme plus normaux dans Antiquité
que nous ne sommes préts a le croire aujourd’hui.

L. Huitink: 1 have a question on how we should envisage a
poem like the one on the inscribed column of Xanthos to have
come about. For instance, you describe the ‘formula’ dptsredooc
wa &movto in terms of a conflation between two Homeric
formulas. Do you mean that the poet of the Xanthos’ poem
consciously and deliberately combined these formulas in his
own line or, rather, that dpioredoac t& dmavra has a general
Homeric ‘ring’ to it (and perhaps derives from the poet having
Homerically influenced fjingles’ of appropriate line ends in
mind)? Related to that is a question about the audience of this
and other inscribed poems. What do they (or, better, what are
they supposed to) make of such ‘Homeric-sounding’ poetry?
Are they meant to detect specific influences or merely to detect
an epic ‘veneer’? I should add that I find the latter option more
likely, but also problematic: for if such a poem is generally
‘epic’, is it not easily perceived as falling short of epic? Or do
such poems come with different audience expectations?

A. Cassio: Your questions raise very important points, among
them the nature of the cleavage between the values of the poet
and those of the audience. To begin with, the initial lines of Xan-
thos” depend slavishly on the ‘Simonides’ epigram, which was a
written text from the start (read by the author of Xanthos’ on
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the monument itself or from a copy?). On the other hand, the
author may have been aware of the Homeric text from both
written texts and recitations. Memorization of Homer was far
more obvious in antiquity than we imagine now, and ‘welding’
different passages must have come naturally to those who com-
posed poetic texts. To my mind there was no special effort on
the poet’s part; I suppose that he simply combined passages he
remembered well and regarded as suitable to his composition.

As to the audience (better described as ‘readers’ in the spe-
cific case of Xanthos’), the appreciation of the poetic qualities
of the text must have been much more difficult then, since the
ancients had a text engraved at a certain height and not imme-
diately easy to read. We have the advantage of being able to
reason on the basis of a transcribed text; this might have been
possible in antiquity, too (the epigram was evidently written on
stone starting from a text on papyrus), but we do not know
whether a text on papyrus was circulated at all. Besides, most
readers must have been speakers of Lycian, so only in certain
cases may they have been able to appreciate all the niceties — or
the shortcomings — of that text.

My opinion is that it is virtually impossible to form a con-
vincing idea of how Xanthos’ was perceived in antiquity. And
in general, even in more obvious contexts — say, an Athenian
citizen reading at ease one of the many epigrams on stone in the
city — the level of appreciation of the text must have strongly
depended on the cultural level and sensitivity of each reader.
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GREEK LYRIC KUNSTSPRACHE BETWEEN
PAN-HELLENISM AND EPICHORIC INFLUENCE

TWO CASE-STUDIES

ABSTRACT

The interconnectedness of two linguistic registers, the ‘vernacular’
and the ‘more-than-local” or ‘pan-Hellenic’, is a well-known character-
istic of the Kunstsprache of Greek lyric. The two case-studies considered
in this paper, Pindar’s Olympian 1 and a roughly contemporary Boeotian
stone epigram of local production (CEG 114), exemplify opposite
poles within the spectrum of linguistic possibilities available to the
poets of archaic and classical Greece.

Texts, oral and written, are always conveyors of cultural dis-
semination. The fluid processes of transmission and reception, and
especially the tension between the inherent ‘insularity’ of a literary
text and, at the same time, its being an item within broader com-
municative economies, are elements which help to construct, with
varying degrees of flexibility, the identity of the text itself. In the
last two decades important literary studies on Greek lyric have
explored this interplay between the local concerns raised by the

* My sincerest thanks go to L. Battezzato, A.C. Cassio, G. D’Alessio, D.]. Mastro-
narde, R. Rawles, and O. Tribulato for their criticism on a preliminary draft of the
paper. Special thanks are due to G. Ucciardello for guiding me through the intri-
cate world of the Etymologica. Every error of fact or judgment remains of course
my own. Throughout this paper I use ‘lyric’ in its broadest possible sense (monodic
and choral). The translations of Pindaric passages are after RACE (1997).
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text (the poet’s, the patron’s and the audience’s) and the more-
than-local diffusion of the song, both as encoded in the per-
formative language of the text itself and as the product of its
later reception, including, above all, its re-performances." This
literary interest has been matched by an ever increasing schol-
arly alertness to the composite nature, diachronically and syn-
chronically, of the Greek lyric Kunstsprache, both at the point of
composition (the interplay between inherited poetic traditions
across genres and isolated epichoric influences, be they written
or spoken) and reception (the superimposed editorial ‘choices’
of Alexandrian scholarship and previous traditions and the con-
sequent ‘interpretations’ of the later grammatical tradition).?
In particular, recent studies have reminded us of the degree
of linguistic cross-fertilization that existed not only between
different genres (monodic and choral)® but also within
the same genre in the case of local performances or indeed

! Cf. now the concise survey in BUDELMANN (2018) 18-19. Performance
studies have highlighted the importance of local and supra-local re-performances
for the survival of lyric poetry through the ages and the process of canon-formation.
On Pindaric epinician performances and re-performances, see e.g. the several
installments by CURRIE (2004), (2011), and (2017); MORRISON (2007); and
most recently SPELMAN (2018); cf. also HUBBARD (2011) on re-performances of
non-epinician lyric; YATROMANOLAKIS (2007) on Sappho; CAREY (2011) on the
dissemination and transmission of Alcman’s poetry; RAWLES (2018) on Simonides’
early reception; and more generally the collection of essays in HUNTER / RUTHER-
FORD (2009) and HUNTER / UHLIG (2017).

2 For full-scale synchronic studies of the language of Greek lyric in general,
see NOTHIGER (1971) (esp. focused on Stesichorus and Ibycus) and FELSENTHAL
(1980); updated critical surveys highlighting the main editorial problems posed
by the transmission of Greek lyric poets are to be found in D’ALESSIO (2009);
TRIBULATO (2010); (*2016); and CASSIO (*2016b). On the Aeolic features of
Greek choral lyric, see CAssIO (2005). On the Textgeschichte of Aleman and Stesi-
chorus from a dialectal point of view, see respectively Cassio (1993a), (2007) and
HINGE 2006 (Alcman), and CassIO (1999) and WiLLI (2008) 51-90 (Stesichorus).
On Pindar, see FORSSMAN (1966), supplemented by UCCIARDELLO (2012); on
Ibycus, UCCIARDELLO (2005). On the conceptual framework of ancient gram-
marians when dealing with literary dialectal texts, see Cassio (1993b).

3 See esp. the recent contribution by D’ALESSIO (2016), who shows that the
Atticizing veneer that colours the lyric koiné of some of Bacchylides’ sympotic
songs (BACCH. frs. 17, 18, 19, 20A, 20F, and 20G M.) is best understood not as
the result of the process of transmission (Atticization of the lyric k0iné) but as an
original feature going back to the compositional stage: that is, sympotic songs
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re-performances. This paper will attempt to reconsider some
examples that showcase the complex linguistic and literary
dynamics underlying the fact that Greek lyric poets addressed
local audiences while at the same time promising pan-Hellenic
renown. My focus will be on the interplay between local dialects
and literary language and the often intricate and at times irre-
coverable ways in which the co-presence of these elements is
channeled into our transmission (oral and/or written). I have
selected two case-studies that, though obviously different in
terms of the written media used, are interrelated in that they
both cast a light on the degree of linguistic ‘locality’ which
can be expected in a literary text in both a pan-Hellenic and an
epichoric context: (1) the presence of what modern scholarship
seems unanimously to consider as rare but ‘certain’ examples of
Boeotian dialect features in Pindar, namely the interrogative ¢
at OL. 1, 82 and the word aipaxovpiar at OL 1, 90; and (2) the
presence of a non-Homeric Aeolic feature (a feminine participle
in -otca) in a Boeotian stone epigram of the fifth century BC
(CEG 114). Although I do not have a new general interpretative
framework to offer, I hope that fresh attention to well-known
specific cases may help to highlight the overall complexity of
the phenomenon under consideration and illustrate how only a
case-by-case approach can do justice to the different constella-
tions of the linguistic and literary problems involved.

1. Pindar the ‘Boeotian’

Like ancient scholars, modern ones, though with different
motivations,’ also recognize that every Greek literary language
or dialect is “rich in both variants and supra-regional forms,

meant for an Ionic and, more specifically, Athenian audience in the wake of the
Anacreontic tradition of banquet songs.

4 This aspect has been recently discussed by CURRIE (2017) (esp. 188 and
204 on how pan-Hellenism need not exclude locality) from a pragmatic point of
view (inclusiveness and/or exclusiveness of Pindaric epinician language).

> See CASSIO (1993b).
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[...] but nevertheless rooted in one particular primary dialect”.
Hence, distinctive or ‘deviant’ features in a given author are
usually explained “through linguistic innovations, literary mod-
els from other genres, allusions, and the spoken dialect forms of
the author’s home and elsewhere” ® This last element, the assump-
tion of the presence of vernacular idioms traced back to the
spoken dialect of the hometown of a given poet, is an inter-
pretative tool that goes back at least to the very beginning of
Alexandrian philology.” In ancient and Byzantine sources Pindar
figures either as the model-author of literary Doric, that is, the
literary Kunstsprache of Greek choral lyric,® or, less frequently,
as the representative of the xow? tout court. This latter view,
though anachronistic, makes perfect sense insofar as it sanctions
Pindar’s perceived linguistic excellence as the lyric poet within
the Greek canon of of mpattépevor.” Although it is generally
acknowledged that Pindar’s use of features of his native Boeotian
dialect is very sparse, if not almost entirely absent, in his poems,!°
both ancients and moderns have occasionally identified such
features in the extant works.!! What counts as ‘Boeotian’ in

¢ Both quotations are from FORSSMAN (2004) 1019 (italics are mine).

7 See e.g. ARISTOPH. Byz. fr. 19 Slater on Lycophron’s use of ¢y dlocay
(a Euboian/Chalcidian feature) at Alex. 21.

8 See Pausanias’ well-known statement about Pindar using “the Doric dia-
lect” (=% pwvf 77 Awpidt) at PAUS. 9, 22, 3 (vs. Corinna’s Boeotian dialect). For
Pindar writing Swptxdc, cf. e.g. the Geneva Scholia in II. 23, 361 and EUST. In
Il 1, 162, 20 van der Valk. Cf. also NEGRI (2000) 111-112. It is worth remem-
bering, however, that in the grammatical tradition the equation Pindar = Doric
emerged quite late: it is entirely absent, e.g., from Apollonius Dyscolus and Hero-
dian: see already the remarks on the subject by AHRENS (1843) 25.

9 See NEGRI (2000) 108-112 and (1998) 541 with n. 7. Pindar as champion
of the koiné: Schol. in Dion. Thr. (schol. Marc.) 309, 33-35 (cf. also IOH. PHIL.
p- 99 Consani) and 567, 38 (commentariol. Byz.); [GREG. COR.] Ilepl Srahéxtwv
12 Schifer (on the probable spuriousness of this passage, see NEGRI [2000] 113
n. 3); EUST. Prooem. comm. in Pind. 8, 1-3 (for the expression Aéye xowic, see
KAMBYLIS [1991] 34-35 and NEGRI [2000] 108-112).

10" See e.g. THUMB / SCHERER (*1959) 12.

1 On ancient dialectal interest in the Pindaric scholia, see DRACHMANN I1I,
pp- 355-356 s.v. “dialecti”. Among modern scholars, cf. e.g. WiLaMowrTz (1922) 99
(and also WiLAMOWITZ [1900] 48-49); FARNELL (1932) xx-xxi (mostly following
DONALDSON [1846] lvi-vii); IRIGOIN (1952) 26-27; Buck (21955) 300; CASEVITZ
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Pindaric studies has undergone considerable change since, e.g.,
Farnell’s excursus on ‘Boeotian influences’ in our poet, and it
would not be entirely deprived of interest to go through these
interpretative shifts.!> Wilamowitz even posited the existence
of a specifically Boeotian edition of Pindar’s opera omnia on the
basis of the transmitted odpavés at Nem. 3, 10, which he, cor-
rectly I think, interpreted as a genitive singular (modern editors
print odpavod).'? Yet, Irigoin cogently argued that the presence
in the manuscript tradition of Nem. 3 of two short accusatives
in -o¢ (L. 24 Smepbyoc (codd. omnes), 1. 29 é62éc in VIBID)
“montre que cette hypothese est trop précise”.!* In what follows,
however, I shall limit myself to a detailed examination of what
is commonly described in handbooks as the only cerzain cases
of “ausgesprochener Boeotismus”?® in Pindar: the interroga-
tive 7¢ in O/ 1, 82 and the word aipaxouvpior at 1. 90 of the
same ode.

(1972); TovaR (1974). On ‘editorial’ Boeotian forms in Pindaric papyri, mostly
limited to toponyms and proper names (where the Boeotian veneer concerns mor-
phematic endings, that is, those elements that are more subject to the linguistic
attitude of the copyist), see CASSIO (2002) 61-62 (on this issue see further § 1.2).
The hunt for (pseudo-)Boeotisms in Hesiod, another ‘Boeotian’ poet, has its own
interesting history: see recently Cassio (2009) 193-196.

12 Even in less distant times, it has been suggested (very idiosyncratically) that
the Boeotian dialect may be responsible for the prevalence in Pindar of forms
without the third compensatory lengthening: see NOTHIGER (1971) 32.

13 IRIGOIN (1952) 27, referring to WILAMOWITZ (1900) 48-49 and (1922)
276 n. 2: Nem. 3, 10-11 &pye & odpavéd (mss) mohvvepéha xpéovtt, Oyatep, /
Séxpov Buvoy “but begin for the ruler of the cloud-covered sky, daughter, a
proper hymn”. Aristarchus, as we infer from the scholia on this passage, read
odpavd. On the ancient exegesis of this passage, see IRIGOIN (1952) 26-27.

1 TRIGOIN (1952) 27. This of course does not mean that certain odes, e.g.
the Sicilian epinicians for the Deinomenids, may not have enjoyed at a certain
point the privilege of a local ‘Sicilian” collection or edition. Most interesting in
this respect is the exegetic activity on Pindar by the historian Artemon of Pergamon
(mid-2"! century BC): Artemon’s name is quoted six times in the Pindaric scho-
lia and it is clear that his interest in historical, geographical, and mythological
features was limited only to Pindar’s odes addressed to Sicilian patrons; on the
exegetical method of Artemon, see BROGGIATO (2011). On Timaeus of Tauromen-
ion having access to what looks like a collection of Pindar’s Sicilian odes, see
D’ALESsIO (1997) 52.

15 Thus e.g. THUMB / SCHERER (*1959) 12.
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1.1. Boeotisms in Pindar’s Olympian I1?

As is well-known, Olympian 1 celebrates Hieron’s Olympic
victory in the single-horse race in 476 BC. The pan-Hellenic
status of Hieron possibly contributed to the immediate success
of the poem: it is perhaps not entirely due to chance that Pin-
dar’s hyporcheme fr. 105 M. and Olympian 1, both addressed
to Hieron of Syracuse, are among Pindar’s most famous poems
already in fifth- and fourth-century BC Athens, to judge by
the distribution of Pindaric quotations in this period.'® The
‘special” status of Olympian 1 is also confirmed by the editorial
choice of Aristophanes of Byzantium to place the ode at the
very beginning of Pindar’s book of Epinicians, that is, out of
the ordering sequence otherwise applied within the book itself
(hierarchy of games followed by an internal hierarchy of sport
disciplines, with chariot-races coming first).!” Already in antiquity
Olympian 1 was thus perceived as ‘quintessentially’ epinician
and Pindaric, and for good reasons: it contained the praise of
the Olympic games above any other game (OL. 1, 7 pxnd *Ohup.-
mlag dydva péprepoy adddsopey “nor let us proclaim a contest
greater than Olympia”) as well as their actiology (Pelops’ vic-
tory against Oenomaus in the chariot-race), it celebrated the
exalted status of the laudandus (the tyrant Hieron), and it set
out Pindar’s own pan-Hellenic aspirations (Il. 115-116 «i7 [...]
¢ué te 106643e vinagbpolg / GpLAEly TTpdpavTov coply xal)’
"Exhovog gbvro mavtd, “may I join victors whenever they win

16 For the particular popularity enjoyed by these odes as attested by their
quotations and allusions in Aristophanes, Plato and Aristotle, see IRIGOIN (1952)
16-19.

17 Cf. Vita Thom. (= DRACHMANN [ p. 7, 14-17) & 3¢ émwvixoc ob ¥ dpyh-
dprotov pév Hdwp, mpotétantal H1d Aptetogpdvous Tol cuvtalavrog to [Twdu-
oLl il TO TepLéyeLy Tol aydvog Eyrmptoy xal ta wepl Tob [1éhomog, bg mpdToc
¢v "Hudt Aywvicato “the epinician whose beginning is ‘best is water’ has been
placed first by Aristophanes, who arranged Pindar’s works, because it contains a
panegyric of the games and the tale of Pelops, who was the first to compete in
Elis”. On Aristophanes of Byzantium foregrounding “an alleged Pindaric rationale
for his own editorial activity”, see now PRODI (2017) 553-560.
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and be foremost in wisdom among Hellenes everywhere”). The
ode addresses an international star, offering cultural cachet to a
tyrant and colonial oikist who yearned to present himself in
front of his Sicilian subjects and the Greek oikoumené at large
as the ‘saviour’ of the motherland, continental Greece.'® If there
ever was a pan-Hellenic ode, it is Olympian 1. The very references,
within the ode, to Dorian and Aeolian modes (respectively at
Il 17-18 dand Awplay &md @bpuryye massdhrov | AdpPay’
“Come, take the Dorian lyre from its peg” and 1l. 100-102 &pz
3¢ orepavioar / xelvov inmie vope [ AloAniSt pokwd yen “my
duty is to crown that man with an equestrian tune in Aeolic
song”) have been interpreted by some scholars as the linguistic
expression of “a synthesis of Aeolic and Doric tradition” touz
court."”

1.2. Ol 1, 90: aiuaxovoio

Before addressing the linguistic problem represented by the
alleged Boeotism td& of parts of the manuscript tradition at
l. 82, let us first remember that ancient exegesis identified
in Olympian 1 a Boeotian gwv in the word aipoaxovplar at
1. 90, where, in the transition from myth to present occasion,
we are told that “now” (viv) Pelops is the recipient of blood
sacrifices in his sanctuary at Olympia.?® The scholium on OL 1,
146a (= I, p. 48, 10-12 Drachmann) tells us that aipoxovpiot

18 On the pan-Hellenic aspirations of Hieron of Syracuse as reflected in Pin-
dar’s epinicians, see MORGAN (2015) passim.

19 NAGY (1990) 94. For the problematic interpretation, already in antiquity,
of both Awptay [...] @bpuryye and Alontdt porng in OL 1, see PRAUSCELLO
(2012) 77-79 with further bibliography.

20011, 90-93 viv & év aiparovplorg / dyhaaion péuntar, / Ahpeol mhpe
whbele, / wopLov dpgimoroy Erwyv molvEevotdty mapk Bopd “And now he
partakes / of splendid blood sacrifices / as he reclines by the course of the
Alpheos, / having his much attended tomb beside the altar / thronged by visiting
strangers”. For the worship of Pelops at Olympia, see EKROTH (2002) 190-
192.



62 LUCIA PRAUSCELLO

is a Boeotian word used to indicate an offering of blood to the

dead:

Y in OL 1, 146a viv & &v adpoaxovpions Botwtind 1) govh. Botw-
7ol Y&p alpaxovplug T& TGV vexpdv dvayicuata Aéyousy.?!

“Yov & év aipoaxovplotc: the word is Boeotian. For the Boeotians
call aipoxovplac the sacrificial offerings for the dead.”

The term, this time in the singular, occurs only in one other
passage, Plutarch’s Life of Aristides 21, 6, and in later lexica.?
The Plutarchean passage informs us that Aristides, the hero of
Plataea, after the defeat of the Persians proposed a decree to the
effect, among other things, that deputies from a// of Greece
should convene annually at Plataea (21, 1 &ypadev Aproreidne
doropa cuviévar pev elg [Mharaide ol Exactov éviautov dmo
ti¢ ‘EMéSoc mpoBodroue xal Oewpodc). The Plataeans, for
their part, undertook to make funeral offerings annually for the
Greeks who had fallen in battle and lay buried there (21, 2-3
ol IThartorelc Ymedélavto Tolc mesolor xal xetpévorg adTolL
76y ‘Eavvey évaryilew). During this ceremony, which Plutarch
tells us takes place up to his own time (21, 6 Tabto pév odv Z1
xol viv Saxpuidtrovoy of [Thatoueic), the chief magistrate of
Plataea summoned (rapaxadet) those who had died for the
liberty of Greece “to the banquet and the sacrificial offerings of
blood” (¢xi 76 Seimvov xal thv aipaxovpiayv). What may we
then conclude about the dialectal status of aipaxovpto(t)?
Here I would like to make two observations. First, it is only
in the Pindaric scholium that the term aipaxouvplot is specifi-
cally explained as a Boeotian word; Plutarch, a renowned expert
in things Boeotian, is silent on the issue and evidently did

21 On the type of sacrificial offerings referred to as aipoaxovpiot, see EKROTH
(2002) 171-172. On the possible etymology of the term, see GERBER (1982) 141
ad loc. and n. 24 below.

22 HSCH. o 1939 Latte; Et. Magn. 35, 10 Gaisford. GREG. COR. Ilepl Sroné-
»twv 215 Schifer interprets the word as Doric; cf. also EUST. Procem. comm. in
Pind. 21, 3. Note that neither Hesychius and Ez. Magn. nor Gregory say anything
about the assumed Boeotian origin of the word.
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not expect his readership to have difficulty understanding the
meaning of aipoaxovpia. From a dialectal point of view, the
term itself does not present any specifically Boeotian feature at
either the phonological or the morphological level.* Secondly,
the author of the Pindaric scholium may have had access to
dialectal sources lost to us or he may simply have autoschedi-
astically explained the word as a Boeotism, whether on the basis
of the well-known commemoration taking place at Plataca or
because Boeotia is the motherland of Pindar. Even assuming
that aipaxovptor is a specifically Boeotian word, given the
Platacan context, the passage of Plutarch makes abundantly
clear that the event is a yearly pan-Hellenic occasion where del-
egates and zhedroi from all over Greece convene. Thus, the word
cannot be considered a Boeotism stricto sensu: the pan-Hellenic
context of the event must have “enfranchised” aipaxovpiat to
a supra-regional level from its very beginning. Furthermore,
I would suggest that its use by Pindar only three years after
the battle of Plataea is more pointed than is usually thought.
The use of a word so strictly associated with an anti-barbarian
context could not have failed to flatter Hieron: in Pindar’s
Sicilian odes the battle of Plataea is repeatedly associated/syn-
chronized with Deinomenid victories.? So, even if aipaxovpio
was originally a Boeotian gwv¥, it is its pan-Hellenic context of
reference that justifies its use by Pindar in addressing Hieron of
Syracuse and the Sicilian audience of both the premiere and
subsequent re-performances.?

2 This consideration applies to both of the etymologies that have been pro-
posed, deriving it either from aiuo “blood” + xopévwup “to satiate” (CHANTRAINE
[21999] s.v. aipa, following the etymology proposed by Schol. in OL 1, 146d
7 32 druporoyia dmd Tob wopévwuslon tég Yuydc afpatoc “the etymology derives
from the practice of satiating the souls [of the dead] with blood”) or from ofpo +
xovpd “cutting” (from xetpw) (FRISK [1960-1972] Suppl. s.v. xopévwvuur). BEEKES
(2010) s.v. oipo does not refer to the word as Boeotian but as occurring in Pindar.

24 On this association, see recently MORGAN (2015) 338-340. To the best of
my knowledge this point has not been made with regard to the parallelism estab-
lished by Pindar between Pelops and Hieron.

2 The performance modality of the premiere of O/ 1 (monodic or choral?
at Syracuse or at Olympia?) has long been controversially discussed: see e.g. the
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1.3. Ol 1, 82: 74

Let us now turn to what modern scholarship considers one
of the very few certain examples of Boeotian influence on Pindar’s
poetic language: the interrogative 74 instead of <t at OL 1, 8220
The passage (Pelops’ appeal to Poseidon’s previous favour in
order to defeat Oenomaus in the chariot-race) is the following

(1. 81-84):

6 péyag 8¢ %ivduvos &vak D @it A3

peyos ¢ Bvahuty 00 @édta howBdvet.
~ ] 7 > A 14 4 > A

Bavelv 8 olowy dvdyxa, Té %€ Tig dvdvupoy

yiipog &v onbdte xalhuevoe &Qor piray,

ATTAVTWY ROUAGDY ULUOEOC;

“Great risk does not take hold of a cowardly man.
But since men must die, why would anyone sit
in darkness and coddle a nameless old age to no use,

deprived of all noble deeds?”

The text given here is the one printed by Snell-Maehler. The
manuscript tradition is divided: 74 is the reading transmitted
by A, the famous codex Ambrosianus now retrodated by Maz-
zucchi to the last decade of the 12 century,”” C (= Paris. Gr.
2774, ¢. 1300) ante correctionem,”® B (Vat. Gr. 1312, end of the

concise survey provided by ATHANASSAKI (2004) 337-339. I side with those who
are in favour of a Syracusan premicre.

26 Cf. e.g. SOLMSEN (1909) 112-113; WACKERNAGEL (1912) 267; WILAMOWITZ
(1922) 99 (as Pindar’s only concession to his local dialect zs. Corinna’s “boeotische
Mundart”); SCHWYZER (1939) 616 n. 8; THUMB / SCHERER (?1959) 12; CHAN-
TRAINE (21964) 136; CASEVITZ (1972) 24; TOVAR (1974) 54 n. 16; GERBER (1982)
127; BEEKES (2010) s.v. 7ic; CATENACCI in GENTILI (2013) 381 ad loc.; COLVIN
(2007) 240 (“a very rare instance of Boe. dialect form in Pindar”) but more cau-
tiously in CoLviN (1999) 198 (“Cf. Pindar’s =& “why” [Boeotian?]”).

¥ MazzuccHI (2003). It is worth remembering that according to IRIGOIN
(1952) 242-243, in the wake of Schréder’s studies, the introduction, text, and
scholia to O/ 1 in A do not derive from the Ambrosian source but have been
transcribed from an exemplar of the Parisian recension ({): see GENTILI (*1998)
Ixxxiv with n. 3. Let us also remember that MazzuccHI (2004) 418 has established
that the owner and copyist of A had access to a copy of Gregory of Corinth’s wepl
Staréxtov.

28 C belongs to the L family (the so-called Parisinian recension). The status of

¢ is debated: GENTILI (?1998) Ixxxviii-ix, in the wake of Maas, considers { a branch
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12% century) in linea and by Greg. Cor. Ilepl Sranéntewv 212
Schifer (under the heading “Doric”) to tf & Aéyovot, [livSa-
pog: & %€ 7ig xtA. (“[the Dorians] say <& for =f{; so Pindar
td %é Tic xtA.”); all the other codices have ©f xe (vel xat). The
reading 74 has enjoyed, among Pindar scholars, a variable for-
tune: while the earliest editors almost unanimously preferred <t
(e.g. Schmid, Heyne, Boeckh, Bergk, Schneidewin, Hartung,
Christ, etc.), later editors have instead generally favoured <&
(Tycho Mommsen,*” Metzger, Gildersleeve, Schroeder, Bowra,
Turyn, Snell-Maehler, Gentili). The use of t& (neuter plural)
for =i (neuter sing.) in the sense of “why?”, “in respect of which
things?” is otherwise unattested (see below). One of the thorn-
iest issues in assessing the evidence available is thus to pin down
the possible source of Gregory of Corinth’s claim.?® The point
of departure is usually considered to be a passage of Herodian
commenting on the Megarian form c& (neuter plural). For
the sake of clarity, I give here the two passages from the Ezymo-
logicum Genuinum which Lentz conflated together to make
up his text of Herodian (see Lentz in the apparatus ad loc. in
Grammatici Graeci 111.1, 541, 25-31) and a related passage of
Eustathius:

(1) Et Gen. s.v. dooa (1306) Lasserre / Livadaras (= 157, 45-50
Gaisford) = Et. Magn. o 1960, Et. Sym. o 1481, EbT ad A 554c
doo’ 80éinoba (A 554)- dlda udld’ edxnloc T godlear doa’
80é2mola. obrwe Aptotapyog (I p. 199, 25 Ludwich)- 6 3¢

independent of the Vatican recension and carrying genuine readings; TURYN (1932)
and IRIGOIN (1952) consider { instead as the product of Byzantine conjectural
activities (mainly by Planudes). For a concise but informative survey of modern
scholarship on the role of the { family, see LIBERMAN (2004) 31-32.

2% MOMMSEN in his 1864 edition and suppl. seems to have been the first, as
far as I can tell, to have adopted ¢ in modern times (see esp. MOMMSEN [1864b]
8 ad loc.).

3% Crucial here is also the dating of the activity of Gregory of Corinth and its
relationshiE with Eustathius. Recent scholarship seems inclined to accept a date
of the 11%/12% century for Gregory (previously considered an author of the
12%/13% century), see MONTANA (1995) xlix with previous bibliography. On
Eustathius quoting Gregory’s mepl dahéxtwy in two passages of his commentary
on the /liad, see VAN DER VALK (1986); contra NEGRI (1995).
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Zdaviog (p. 74 Blau) “6rr”. gnolv Aplotapyoc Tpla onuat-

vewy TV AL, T, dtve, Thoud xal del Yrhobror Ty e

St To dtve Sactvetar. xal #ott watd Hpwdiavov (3.1 541,

30) d%o wépm Adyou- 6 a, &ebpov, xal TO cd, 6 éoti Meyoa-
P pUe

POV dMA0TY TO TLVA %TA.

«er

doo’ d0éiyola (A 554)- GAAe wdld’ ebxnloc T @odlear doo’
80éJno0a. Thus Aristarchus; the Sidonian [i.e., Dionysius of
Sidon, second half of the 2nd century BC] reads ét=t. Aristarchus
says that dcco has three meanings: 7wa, &twve, and féoa. The
word has always smooth breathing except that it is aspirated
when it means &rwo.. According to Herodian it consists of two
parts of speech: «, that is, the article, and sa, which in Megarian
means Twvé etc.”

(2) Et. Gen. s.v. &tta (1378) Lasserre / Livadaras (= 167, 35ff.
Gaisford) = Er. Magn. o. 2055, Et. Sym. o 1542

&rra- od 1o Emieleypa, dAhd 0 ATTindy, dep 6 ToLn TG doon
eimey, oiov (K 208, 409) dood te untibwor petra opict. Tobto
8¢& yéyove &md Tod T Awpxol, Tod onpaivovtog TO TIVAE,
bep Simhactas Tol 6 pete Tol o Yrhol Tpémetal nal Sud TGV
dVo Tt Aéyetor AtTinde: onpalver 3& 10 TLvd Yrrobuevoy, ducu-
vbpevov 3¢ o dtiva

« oy

&rro: not the interjection but the Attic &vro that the poet spelled
doca, for instance (K 208, 409) dood te untibwor uera opliot.
This form derives from Doric o, meaning 7w, which with redu-
plication of the sigma together with alpha with smooth breathing
turns [into &oco] and through two zau [i.e., by spelling it with
double zau rather than Ionic double sigma] one has the Attic
form [sc. &vra]. When the form has smooth breathing it means
7wé, when rough breathing drwo”

(3) Eust. iz Il. 1, 148, 38-40 (vol. I, 228, 3-6 van der Valk; com-
menting on A 554) iotéov 8¢ 871 w0 dooa, & dmhol 7o dTivar, Ex ToD
& vyivetaw, 6rep Eotly &plpov 00détepoy broTtonTinoy ThnOuvTindy,
xal 6o 10U oo, 6 dnAol toé Tiva Meyapiudg rai Awpindg

“One should note that &soa, which means &twe, derives from &,
that is, the neuter plural subordinating article [i.c., the relative
pronoun], and from ca, which means twvé in Megarian and
Doric”

31 The crux in LASSERRE / LIVADARAS is probably due to the fact that they

prefer the variant ésoa: see SCHIRONI (2004) 105, n. 2.
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All three passages are concerned with the explanation of the
lonic and/or Attic nom.-acc. neuter plural of the indefinite
and/or relative pronoun &soa/dtra,* which is re-interpreted,
with false segmentation of sequences like OIIOIAYXYA (origi-
nally 6moid *ooa, reanalysed as 6mol’ &ooa), as « + (6)ce. Only
the first passage (1) mentions explicitly Herodian as its source,
from which it apparently also derived the explanation of & as
the Megarian form for 7wvé (indefinite). Passage (2) does not
quote Herodian nor the Megarian 64, but &rra is explained as
deriving from an otherwise unattested Doric form td = Attic
Twé (again indefinite).? Finally, Eustathius explains &coa as
deriving from « + oo, the latter being said to be the equivalent
of twé (indefinite) in both the Megarian dialect specifically and
in Doric more generally. Van der Valk already noticed that
Eustathius’ “annotatio Awptxée ex EM 167, 377, that is, Eus-
tathius’ explanation derives from our passage (2).*

Summing up so far, passage (1), the only one that quotes
Herodian explicitly, mentions only 64 (and not ¢) and identifies
it as a Megarian form; passage (2) does not mention Megarian
o4 but, if my interpretation of this highly compressed and brach-
ylogic passage is correct, introduces the notion of a prototypically
Doric t¢ meaning T, from which we get Ionic &soo by redu-
plication of sigma and Attic &rro by reduplication of zau; and

32 For simplicity’s sake, throughout this paper I shall write &coa/drro with-
out rough breathing. On the breathings of AXXA/ATTA (rough and/or smooth),
see SCHIRONI (2004) 105-109.

3 As for oo 8¢ véyove 32 amd tob T Awprxol xth. (present also in Er.
Sym. 1542/40 Lasserre / Livadaras), my understanding is that toU<o refers back
neither to &ooa just quoted nor to &tto of the lemma. Instead, I take toB7o as
including all that has been said in the two lines of the entry: that is, Tobo refers
to the prototypical form of the pronoun that exists independently from its two
distinct dialectal realizations (the fact that one finds &tta in Attic and dooca in
Ionic). However, even if we take toBto as referring to the previous &oou, the
above explanation still holds: the compiler might as well have implied that dsoa
goes back to a form that is prototypical of the whole sequence, i.c., t¢ (not co).

3% This is further confirmed by the fact that a few lines later in passage (2)
Eustathius quotes AR. fr. 617 K.-A., a passage cited also in Ez. Magn. 167, 41-47
Gaisford (printed in Lasserre / Livadaras as Ez. Magn. Auctum s.v. &vro. 2055)
together with DEM. De fals. leg. 304, 7 and PHERECR. fr. 161 K.-A.
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passage (3) conflates and confuses (1) and (2) by interpreting o¢
as both Megarian and Doric (no mention of t&). The next
question to be answered is thus how we should evaluate passage
(2), the only one that brings into play a Doric t& = twé. Theo-
retically, we have three possibilities: (i) passage (2) may rely on
Herodian too, though he is not quoted; (i7) it may go back to
a source unknown to us; or (777) it is just making things up
(autoschediasm), based on the common knowledge that Doric
dialects usually preserved the archaic form of the definite article
in the plural (tof, taf).*® Hypothesis (7) cannot be entirely ruled
out on the basis of our evidence, but the fact that passage (2)
does not quote or refer to the same Iliadic passage as (1) and (3)
do (A 554) but quotes instead a different Homeric line (K 208
= 409), together with its omission of the Megarian o4, seems to
speak against the possibility that the compiler of (2) had as his
direct source the very same passage of Herodian quoted in (1).
Hypothesis (i) can always be invoked ex silentio but we simply
have no evidence to support it. On balance, hypothesis (iz7)
therefore seems most likely: passage (2) does not quote either
Aristarchus or Herodian, as passage (1) does, nor does it need to,
since what it propounds is a type of petafBoi# that is common
enough in the grammatical tradition to explain various dialectal
forms by deriving them from a given prototypon.

Let us then go back to what is the only passage explicitly
mentioning Herodian, namely (1). What is the source of Hero-
dian’s comment on Megarian 642 Megarian dialectal forms are
not otherwise attested in what is transmitted to us under Hero-
dian’s name.*® Unless we suppose that Herodian had access to

35 This is of course not true for Cretan, which has oi, ai: see BUCK (21955)
92 and 141. However, the Cretan dialect was hardly considered by ancient scholars
to be representative of Doric since it was 7oz a literary dialect.

3 For a survey of dialectal glosses (of literary and non-literary provenance) in
Hellenistic scholarship, see SCHIRONI (2009) 28-38. I could find only one case
of a Megarian gloss, namely PHILETAS fr. 31 Spanoudakis = ATHEN. 11, 467¢
(&roxrtol yAdoouL) on yudha (a particular kind of drinking cup). Herodian knew
Philetas’ poetic work (he quotes frs. 5 and 11 Spanoudakis) but he does not quote
from his grammatical oeuvre.
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sources now lost to us, it must be the case, as is generally
believed, that in passage (1) Herodian is referring to Aristo-
phanes Acharnians 757 and 784 o4 p.év (spoken by the Megarian
farmer), which is glossed by the Aristophanic scholia as the
equivalent of Attic ¢ p#v (“what else?”, that is, “of course”).?’
Here, o4 is clearly interrogative and not indefinite: accentuation
is obviously the first casualty of transmission, and it may well
be that Herodian originally wrote tivae and not twé with refer-
ence to the Aristophanic passage.’®

Modern scholarship is also divided on the syntactical inter-
pretation of 6¢ = tiva as nom. acc. neuter plural of ic, deriving
from *k“#-h,.%° Ahrens was the first to observe that “pluralis in ea
interrogatione uulgo non usitatus est” but then he was quick to
add that this should not in itself be prejudicial — “neque tamen
per se habet cur reprehendatur”. Even so, he insisted that “[p]arum
recte Dorienses t4 pro tf vel Twé dixisse traduntur”, with reference
to Gregory of Corinth on Pindar’s 7& and to our passage (2)
of the Etymologicum Genuinum.*® Wackernagel, picking up
Ahrens’s remark, objected more forcefully to the syntactical
interpretation of o4 as nom. acc. neuter plural, observing that
this reconstruction, though formally possible, is never attested
elsewhere (“niemals kommt ~ive [i.e., die Pluralbildung] fir <t
vor”) and arguing the same also against the alleged equivalence
of Lat. guia = quae.*! He then concluded that we should rather
interpret both Greek 64, ¢ and Lat. quia as adverbial forma-

tions going back to an Indo-European *£%j4 “why”.4?

37 See Schol. vet. in Ach. Wilson, 757b ad pdv: avtl tod © pfv xth; 757d
(Tr.) o& pav:] =t uhv; Lh. These passages are commented upon also by GREG.
COR. TTepl Staréxtwv 236 Schifer.

3 Cf. AHRENS (1843) 277 and MOMMSEN (1864b) 8.

39 In favour of this derivation of 64, cf. e.g. BRUGMANN (°1900) 98 § 81, 4;
WALDE / POKORNY (1930) I, 522, and in more recent times COLVIN (1999) 198
and (2007) 240.

4 AHRENS (1843) 277 with n. 10.

41 See WACKERNAGEL (1912) 267.

42 WACKERNAGEL (1912) 267, whose proposal is followed by DES PLACES (1947)
102 and DUNKEL (2014) II, 454 and 463.
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Whatever syntactical interpretation one adopts for & in the
Aristophanic passage (nom. acc. neuter plural or adverbial for-
mation in -&), it still holds that Herodian commented only on
o¢ and not on a supposed Doric t&. We have also seen that
passage (2) of the Etymologicum Genuinum is unlikely to depend
on Herodian and that its interpretation of a prototypic Doric
74 yielding -6ea (&cca) by reduplication of sigma in lonic and
-1t (877er) by reduplication of zau in Attic is easily explainable
within the doctrine of 7d0v that was common currency in the
ancient grammatical tradition. In saying that =4 is the Doric
form for = and quoting as an example OL 1, 82, Gregory of
Corinth may have depended on passage (2) of the Etymologicum
Genuinum, or he may even have had access to Eustathius (pas-
sage (3)) if we accept the lower date for his chronology. No other
example of & for tf is preserved in extant Greek literature
beside the Pindaric instance quoted by Gregory.%

What, then, should we do with the transmitted & of parts
of the manuscript tradition in O/ 1, 822 How are we to explain
the genesis of the lectio difficilior, if not difficillima, <4 instead
of =i? In the third edition of Stephanus’ 7Thesaurus, Casaubon,
after quoting the passages of the Etymologicum Genuinum and
Gregory discussed above (according to which the Dorians used
4 instead of tf), observed that “Verum ibi hodie <{ legitur,
non 4; quod tamen non facile censuerim esse mutandum”.*4
This may be the case but the opposite change (from an original
TI to TA) is not very difficult to explain if we look at what
immediately precedes our interrogative (OL 1, 82): Oavelv & oioLy
ANATKA TA »¢ 7ic xth. Before TA we have three syllables

B WiLAMOWITZ (1907) 27 (in app. on the scholium of col. i, 11) and (1922)
99 thought that he could read 7o in the right margin of the Berlin papyrus
preserving CORINNA fr. 654 PMG col. i, 11, and he explained this as a gloss of
a supposed Boeotian ()74 swallowed up by the corresponding lacuna on the left,
but subsequent scholars have questioned his reading: WEST (1996) 22 personally
confirmed Crénert’s ytova (adopted also by Page), though adding that Wilamo-
witz’s Two remains “possible”. The Corinna passage is thus too uncertain to
provide any reliable evidence.

4 Cited by MOMMSEN (1864b) 8 ad loc.
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with alpha as the only vowel: it is not, I think, unreasonable to
assume that a scribe wrote 74 instead of the original < by assim-
ilating the ending of the interrogative to that of the previous
word (&védyxa). This change must have happened at a relatively
early stage of the tradition, during or before the transliteration
from capital into minuscule but after the formation of the
scholia. In fact, it is worth noting that the Pindaric scholia on
Ol 1, 82 seem to have read t{ xe »tA. The text of the relevant
scholia (X 7z Ol 1, 131a-b and f = 1, p. 46, 16 ff. Drachmann)
is the following;:
131a Oavely 8 oig dvdyxa: év 3¢ toig dvlpdimote, oig 5 dvdynng
70 Oavely, S1d Tl 37 g &dokov 1O YHpas év apaveiy nal ddokiy
xafelbopevoc thxer xal xatavarhliorel LaTNY, TEVTOY THY XAAGDY
Guétoyog brdpywy; 131b &rhwe: oig drmobavelv dvdynn, Tl xal Tig
rafelbpevoc Hrd Tob dvmvipov yhHpewe #lorro; [...] 131f &ewc:
gmerdy) mpbuertar T dobavely, S1d Tl i) petd 86Enc TeheuTd ey,
YEWWOLOV TL TOALGVTES;

“131a Oavelv & olc dvdyxa: why among men who must inevita-
bly die there is someone who, sitting in darkness and lack of
repute wastes away fameless his old age and consumes it in vain,
without a share of all that is noble? 131b or: since men must
day, why is there anyone who sitting boils away an inglorious
old age? [...] 131f or: since death lies before us, for what reason
do we not die gloriously, daring some noble deed?”

We would not expect the scholia to import a rare form into a
paraphrase, but the very fact that they do not comment on 74
in any way and gloss the passage with either <t or du& i, where
elsewhere they are keen to highlight dialectal features (at times
in a fanciful way), seems indeed to suggest, even though indi-
rectly, that our scholiasts had a Pindaric text where =i % tic
was the transmitted reading.®> This is admittedly an argument
ex silentio, but still a legitimate one. Furthermore, in extant Greek
literature the 7unctura <t ¢ w1 occurs only one more time and

again in Pindar (Dizh. fr. 70d(b), 11 M. (= *fr. 19 Lavecchia)

4 For comments on dialectal features in the Pindaric scholia, see Drachmann’s
index s.v. dialecti (as already cited above, n. 12).
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Tt %é 7ic eoy[ (P.Oxy. 2445, our sole witness, has an acute
accent on tf).%® We should also ask ourselves why Pindar would
have used a specifically Boeotian (and not just generally Doric?”)
form of the interrogative to formulate a generic traditional
gnome (life is short; mortals should aim at achieving something
notable in their lives) in the mythic section of an ode praising
the self-styled pan-Hellenic tyrant Hieron of Syracuse.*® Unlike
in the case of aipaxovpior (§ 1.1), we do not have here any
contextual rationale that could explain such a choice, and the
choice of just a tiny monosyllabic word. Nor would it do to
invoke some ‘editorial intervention’ as in the (plausible) case of
Pindar fr. 333 (a) M., where “we find the genitives [Tufayyérm
and Opyopevés (fr. 333(a), 6 and 8 Maehler), which are far
from obvious in Pindar [...] but very appropriate for a Boeotian
laudandus and a Boeotian place-name”.*’ Furthermore in the
Syracusan authors Epicharmus and Sophron (indirect tradition)
we twice find 7 pdv and not t& pév: cf. Epicharm. fr. 147, 1
K.-A. and Sophr. fr. 55 K.-A.® The proposal of seeing in the

supposedly Boeotian td the influence, on Pindar’s “Athenian
y

4 T owe this observation to Giambattista D’Alessio. Cf. also PIND. Pyth. 8,
95 =t 8¢ 7ic; 7wt & oY mc. I therefore do not agree with GERBER (1982) 127,
according to whom “[plerhaps the sound of <& appealed more to Pindar’s ear
because of the assonance with &véyxa, or he may have wished to avoid =t ... <ic
[...], or possibly some passage from Boeotian poetry containing a similar idea to
that expressed here served as his model and influenced his choice of language”.

47 Since the Doric dialects, with the exception of (late) Cretan, do assibilate
(-66-; cf. BUCK [21955] 65-66), (t)7d can only be either Boeotian or Cretan
(obviously excluding Attic). For the same reason it would instead have been easy
for the ancient grammarians to understand Megarian 64 as Doric: Cretan hardly
counted as a dialect because it did not have a literary tradition.

4 See GERBER (1982) 127.

49 Cassio (2002) 61-62. For a detailed study of PIND. fr. 333 (a-b) M., see
D’ALESSIO (2000), who persuasively argues for a Pindaric authorship of these
fragments on linguistic, historical, and literary grounds.

°0 Tt is also relevant that <t pudv / tf v is a marked colloquialism: see COLVIN
(1999) 198 and already DITTENBERGER (1881) 232-337. BOECKH (1811) 350 ad
loc. objected to 74 in OL. 1, 82 also for stylistic reasons: “quod non nego certo
quodam loco 7¢ uulgari sermone usitatum fuisse sed a Pindari dialecto alienum
iudico etc”.
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text”, of “a performance tradition in neighbouring Boeotia™>!
seems equally unlikely to me.

To sum up, although absolute certainty is not attainable in
this case, on balance it seems most plausible, in terms of the
processes of transmission, to interpret the transmitted té at
Ol. 1, 82 as a scribal mistake that entered the tradition during
or before the transliteration from capital to minuscule;*? in this
context, the absence of this variant from the Pindaric scholia is
to be noted. The scribal mistake was then re-interpreted by
the late grammatical tradition (Gregory of Corinth) as a Doric
feature. As Ahrens already saw, “bonus episcopus pro Doricis
uenditat, quaecumque apud Pindarum et Theocritum inuenit”.”?
This explanation seems more economical than to assume the sur-
vival, in one of Pindar’s most pronouncedly pan-Hellenic odes,
of a rare (and presumably colloquial?) monosyllabic Boeotian
form of the interrogative pronoun.

2. CEG 114: ‘literary Boeotian’ in the fifth century BC?

The need to shy away from rash and prejudicial conclusions
based on linguistic arguments is also illustrated by our second
case-study, which equally focuses on Boeotia but does so from
a rather different angle. In a previous contribution I tried to bridge
the gap between linguistic and literary studies on Corinna by
challenging some long-held views on Corinna’s poetic lan-
guage.”® In particular, I questioned Page’s a priori assumption
that Corinna could not possibly have used non-Homeric Aeolic

51 Thus tentatively COLVIN (2007) 240.

52 As observed above (n. 27), in the case of OL 1, the text and scholia in A
do not seem to go back to a genuine Ambrosian tradition but to a source akin
to £. Independently from the position of { in the Pindaric stemma, the distribution
of 74 in the manuscripts suggests a transmission of variants through horizontal
contamination.

53 AHRENS (1843) 25.

54 See PRAUSCELLO (2017).
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features in her poetry (that is, Corinna could not have bor-
rowed linguistic elements from the Lesbian tradition), in con-
trast to the poetic practice of the nine canonical lyric poets.”
Page’s reason for denying Corinna the degree of linguistic ‘lit-
erariness’ that is allowed to the mpattépevor was the supposedly
limited capacity of literary appreciation of her Boeotian audience.
In doing so, Page explicitly drew a strict line between Corinna’s
poetry and that of Pindar:*°

“She does not admit features of the Lesbian or West Greek
dialects, as the Choral dialect of Simonides and Pindar does.
Her audience is not so cultured: it expects the Epic dialect, with
which every Boeotian is familiar, pronounced — and spel, if it is
written — in the Boeotian manner; and it sees no cause for indig-
nation if a few features of its local speech intrude.”

Since I have argued in the first part of this paper that similar
‘local intrusions’ are indeed even less present in Pindar than is
widely believed, one might initially think that, if anything, the
contrast set up by Page becomes even starker. However, there
is one interesting piece of evidence, unduly neglected by me in
my earlier critique of Page’s ideas, which further undermineds
the notion of an undifferentiated ‘Boeotian audience’ whose
literary expectations are necessarily provincial and limited, and
which therefore reduces the ‘distance’ between the literary
worlds of Pindar and Corinna by adjusting things at the latter
end as well. This piece of evidence, CEG 114, is a funerary
epigram from Kopai dated on palacographical grounds to the
first half of the fifth century BC.”” The epigram was first pub-
lished in 1969 by Koumanoudes, who erroneously tried to fit
the preserved lines into three elegiac couplets; Peek in 1970 was
the first to recognize that we are dealing with four hexameters.

%5 In some later sources Corinna was mentioned as the tenth mpattopévn (cf.
e.g. Schol. in Dion. Thr. in Grammatici Graeci 1.3, 21, 19-20 Hilgard).

5 PAGE (1953) 80.

57 A detailed palaeographical analysis can be found in FOssey (1991) 270-271.
The stone is now in the Apyatoroyixé Movseio OnBav.
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Apart from minor contributions, mainly interested in pinning
down the (probable) battle on the river Asopos mentioned at
I. 1 (the battle of Plataca in 479 and that of Oinophyta in 458 BC
having been the main candidates),”® only Hansen and Fossey
have studied in detail the language of this inscription.”® I give
here first (1) the text as printed by Hansen; then (2) Fossey’s
text, which includes a slightly fuller version of I. 2 based on an
earlier autopsy as well as his exempli gratia supplements to give
a more immediate sense of what the narrative structure of the
epigram may have been; and (3) Peek’s drawing;:

(1) HANSEN, CEG 114

[- oo — W #0]pagoey, én’ Acomol 8¢ Sapachec

—-TC —-To | — oo — = 0]pévov Elexa,
\ ANl ! |
he 68 enéotace OO - T | — wu — .
[ "ot Tov hutdy Kagr[ " ———]

. reared me; subdued at the Asopos
... I caused mourning ...
... she erected this ...
... -ing the son Kephi[

»

(2) Fossey (1991) 274

[name p” #0]papcey - ém’ Acomol 8¢ Sapaclec
[pdym potép’ Epin mévbog mond]Opevoy Elexa,
he 763 énéotlece gépa 22 — wu — ¥

[— 2~ Saxpt]owsal® tov hudy Kaoi[6680p0v]

“X reared me; but I, subdued in battle

at the Asopus, caused to my mother a much-wailing grief.
She erected this tomb ....

[crlying her son Kephi[sodorus”

%8 For a fuller range of possibilities and further bibliography, see FOSSEY (1991)
175-179.

59 FOSSEY (1991) 169 expressed surprise about “how little attention has been
paid this epigram”. Even the otherwise fundamental article by MICKEY (1981) on
the literary language of archaic inscriptional epigrams fails to fully appreciate the
import of this epigram for reconstructing “the record of early Boeotian poetry”
(Fossey [1991] 180).

0 FossEY (1991) 174 prints Saxpu]oisa, no doubt a typo.



76 LUCIA PRAUSCELLO

(3) PEEx (1970) 88

RBsExe npsONOIDEDAMALS &
\PEMONE BE KABETODENES T
OISATONBVIONKARODI:

The stone was part of a private (that is, non-civic) funerary
monument through which the death in battle of a son (presum-
ably called Kaphisodorus, a Boeotian name common enough in
Kopais) was commemorated by a female relative, possibly his
mother. Much about this epigram remains uncertain (includ-
ing, in primis, whether the writer was a Boeotian) and depends
on what supplements one is inclined to accept (l. 3 énéot[ace
with West or énést[ese with the other editors®!) — hence the
cautious formulation in Hansen’s apparatus, “quatenus auctor
lingua Boeotica usus sit non constat”. Fossey compared the text
with another roughly contemporary Boeotian funerary epigram
that also commemorates a war victim, CEG 112 (= IG VII 2247,
¢. 5002, from Thisbe: dotoi[c] »al ycévorsr Gdveg piroc [¢v04Se
xetron] /, [hblg mot’ dproateboy év mpopdyorg [¢mese] “here lies
Phanes, dear both to his fellow-citizens and strangers, he who
fell excelling among the foremost fighters”), and he rightly pointed
out the superior literary quality of our epigram in terms of both
diction and construction.®?

In her 1981 study on the language of inscriptional epigrams,
Mickey mentions our inscription only once and with reference
to what she identifies as the only exception, in her survey, to the
otherwise notable lack of ‘self-conscious’ Ionisms in the (then)
extant archaic stone epigrams collected by Hansen: the demon-
strative /¢ at |. 3 (with Tonic’ 7 < inherited &).%> This is indeed

%1 T do not understand Fossey’s scansion /¢ 768 énéot[eoe opa 22 — o — ¥

(sic in FOSSEY [1991] 274), nor his iy at the beginning of line 2.

2 FOssEY (1991) 174-175. For Sapasfeic at the end of a hexameter, cf. e.g.
1l. 16, 816 dovpl Sapasheic, 22, 55 Ayiriii Sapachelc, and HDT. 6, 77 Soupl
Saposleic (oracle).

63 MICKEY (1981) 59 n. 11, based on HANSEN (1975).
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a remarkable feature (the graphic sign of aspiration H before E
being clear enough on the stone) and has led West, for instance,
to suggest that we should perhaps read 4z = “ubi”.** By con-
trast, the vocalism o« in xagi[ at I. 4 is a Boeotian as well as
Doric feature and the form €0]paqgoev, if this is what we have
to read at the beginning of I. 1,% points again towards a feature
that is generally shared by the Doric dialects and theoretically
possible also in Boeotian (though otherwise unattested there so
far).

But the most interesting feature of our epigram is the pres-
ence of a thematic feminine participle in -otsa at 1. 4,%¢ an
Acolic trait that is notoriously absent from Homeric epic and
that can only be interpreted as deriving from the lyric tradi-
tion.” Obviously Page could not know of the existence of this
epigram, since it was first published only in 1969. Yet, the
presence in a hexametric line of a non-Homeric Aeolic feature,
that is, a feature proper to the lyric tradition, testifies to the
‘more-than-local’ linguistic veneer that was evidently appreci-
ated by the ‘local’ Boeotian audience of a small and relatively
marginal town like Kopai in the fifth century BC. While many
things remain uncertain about CEG 114, its importance for
reconstructing the linguistic and literary expectations of a Boe-
otian provincial audience in the fifth century BC is thus beyond
doubt. If a ‘local’ poet, or at any rate a poet who, whatever
his provenance, received a commission from a Boeotian client,
could use a thematic feminine participle in -otso in a hexameter,
the a priori verdict that Corinna could never have considered

% West apud Hansen.

6 KOUMANOUDES (1969) 82-83 suggested an improbable p’ #y]oagsey,
which he thought would refer to a painted stele with a picture of the dead at the
top of the whole monument. Against this contrived hypothesis, see the objections
of FOSSEY (1991) 175.

6 MICKEY (1981) 49 strangely does not refer to our inscription when she lists
the possible ‘Acolic elements’ identifiable in the epigraphic poetic corpus.

¢ On this form of prestige in Greek choral lyric, see Cassio (2005). Peek
supplemented e.g. xAéJotsa, Fossey e.g. Soxpblotsa. Other supplements are of course
possible (e.g. maboico etc.).
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the Aeolic tradition as a possible reservoir for her linguistic
experimentation seems to be ill-judged.

3. Conclusions

The two case-studies considered in this paper, Pindar’s
Olympian 1 and a Boeotian stone epigram of ‘local’ production,
both roughly contemporary, may be seen as representing, in
terms of both Uberlieferungsgeschichte (written medium) and
linguistic texture, the two opposite ends of a broader continuum
within the literary communicative economies of ancient Greece:
the self-consciously pan-Hellenic (an ode celebrating an Olym-
pic victory of the tyrant Hieron of Syracuse and composed by,
arguably, the greatest Greek lyric poet of any time) and the
epichoric (a funerary epigram locally commissioned in the small
and remote Boeotian town of Kopai, perhaps in the aftermath
of the Persian Wars).

In the former case (Olympian 1), I have argued that what has
so far been interpreted as Boeotian linguistic features (the inter-
rogative 74 of parts of the manuscript tradition at I. 82 and the
word aipaxovplor at 1. 90) does not stand closer scrutiny and
that the evidence at our disposal can be read more productively
in another way. Firstly, the word aipaxovpio does not present
any Boeotian element (whether morphological or phonological),
and even if we accept a Boeotian context at its origin (viz., the
commemoration of the battle of Plataca ar Plataea, as referred
to by Plut. Arisz. 21, 6), the intrinsic pan-Hellenic nature of the
event must have contributed from the very start to enfranchis-
ing the word to a supra-regional status. Secondly, as for 7& at
Ol. 1, 82, I have claimed that the virtual absence of this form
as a Boeotian equivalent to interrogative t¢ in the grammatical
tradition prior to Gregory of Corinth, when taken together
with other evidence (scholia etc.), strongly suggests that t4 is a
scribal mistake that penetrated into the Pindaric tradition after
the consolidation of the Pindaric scholia as we have them and
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during or before the transliteration of the text into minuscule
writing,.

In the latter case (CEG 114), I have shown that even in the
markedly local context of provincial Kopai there was mileage,
already at an early age, in the poetic use of a non-Homeric
Aeolic feature (a feminine participle in -otse). Obviously, both
of these are only specific case-studies, from which no rash gen-
eralization must be made about the interconnectedness of the
‘vernacular’ and the ‘more-than-local’ poetic register. Even so,
they are important witnesses to the spectrum of linguistic pos-
sibilities that was available to the poets of archaic and classical
Greece as they addressed their audiences.
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DISCUSSION

O. Tribulato: 1 am absolutely persuaded that you are right in
ruling out 74 as an original Boeotian form in Pindar. The evi-
dence that you gave us for the non-existence of t& in the gram-
matical tradition prior to Gregory of Corinth is very strong, or
even decisive. I find this an important conclusion of yours and
one which will force authors of dialectological handbooks to
revise their information on Pindar (and Boeotian). But quite
apart from that your argument gives us the opportunity to
discuss and evaluate the role of the ancient and Byzantine
grammarians in our assessment of many elements of the Greek
poetic language. The original <t corrupted into v was taken
seriously by Gregory of Corinth and as a consequence many
modern interpreters have found it too good to have a Boeotian
feature in Pindar to actually bother to doubt this set of
information. What we should always bear in mind when we
approach the ancient grammarians is the pervasive analogical
thinking that rules their reasoning: this applies to a lot of other
‘dialectal’ elements which one finds described in ancient gram-
mar and then retroactively attributed to the text of the lyric
poets by modern editors — think for instance of strange athe-
matic forms of the wuerba uocalia (on which you yourself have
written an important paper). But this is a twofold process:
some analogical forms theorized early on, for instance by Hero-
dian, seem to have permeated the text of the lyric poets and
once they entered the text later grammarians had no reason not
to consider these forms authentic. A good example is the dip-
thongized -ai- for /a:/ which we so often find in the papyri of
Sappho: it is obviously a result of analogy on forms with com-
pensatory lengthening, but once they are transmitted in the
text of Sappho later grammarians such as Gregory of Corinth



86 DISCUSSION

derive an overall rule telling us that all masculine nouns in -oc¢
end in -auc in Aeolic.

L. Prauscello: You are right in highlighting the importance
of analogical thinking in ancient grammarians (from the very
beginning onwards) and the twofold process of this phenome-
non. The main difference, for me, between the diphtongized
forms in -ou- in Lesbian poetry and the case of the Pindaric ¢
for <i is that whereas the former feature is widespread in our
direct tradition (papyri), for the latter we have no sound evi-

dence before Gregory of Corinth.

O. Tribulato: Concerning CEG 114, a general reflection
that this example induces is that scholars (especially those from
some decades ago) seemed all too ready to deny ‘marginal’
regions such as Boeotia any possibility to know, appreciate,
and imitate (sometimes even in a refined manner) the poetic
tradition. I do not see why a local poet (be he an epigramma-
tist or Corinna herself) would not be acquainted with Lesbian
lyric and would not want to imitate it. And regarding the -oica
participle itself, something that I would personally wish we had
is a comprehensive overview of such lyric elements in the lan-
guage of stone epigrams a/so taking into account those of the
4th and 3rd centuries. I think it would give us some interesting
information about what (if any) prestige these elements had
outside literary language proper. An example that comes to my
mind is a later epigram from Polyrrhenia (Crete: SEG XVI 532)
where a participle in -owsa is used to characterize the mother
of a deceased girl, in an epigram that uses Doric features (some
of them specifically Cretan) as well as epic elements such as
aéhtoc.

L. Prauscello: Very many thanks for this further example of
-otooc in an epigram marked by both local and poetic features.
The date is much lower (second/first century BC) but I agree,
the operating principle is the same.
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A. Willi: Both of your illuminating case studies basically
speak against a substantial trend towards ‘localizing’ lyric poetry
by linguistic means. Even so, there seem to be instances where
it is difficult to avoid the impression; I am thinking here, for
example, of Stesichorus’ use of an infinitive €iv which, for all
we know, does not seem to be due to his usual linguistic
sources, the traditions of epic and choral lyric language. If we
come across cases like this, what do we do with them? Should
we treat them as mere ‘slips’ by the poets, who inadvertently
introduced some jarring note, or should we try to assign special
significance to them — and if the latter, why then do we not
find them rather more frequently?

L. Prauscello: Your question touches the very heart of the
issue of epichoric linguistic features in Greek lyric and I am
afraid that I do not have a comprehensive answer to offer to
your important question, certainly not one explaining a// the
possible scenarios. If there is anything to be learnt from the
examples I presented (Pindar’s Olympian 1 and CEG 114), it is
that each case is specific and deserves individual treatment.
The case of Stesichorus’ €iv is indeed puzzling but every attempt
at normalization of the relevant passage is doomed to be wrong
because the Euboian civ is metrically guaranteed. In this case
we are not dealing with ‘superficial’ features (e.g. morphematic
endings) that can be easily subject to editorial manipulation.
We should also remember that in the case of Stesichorus a
‘local” performative context, where Euboian linguistic elements
are at home (the dialect of Himera at the time of Stesichorus
was a mélange of Syracusan and western Ionic; it is only after
¢. 480 BC that any trace of the Euboian dialect and script dis-
appears at Himera), cannot be ruled out. My impression is that
the presence of epichoric linguistic features in Greek lyric
should not per se surprise us exceedingly — what is instead very
difficult to gauge is why these features appear exactly where
they do and not elsewhere. Performance context may be one of
the reasons, but certainly not the only one. In the case of O/ 1
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I have argued that: (7) the word aipaxovpior does not exhibit
any Boeotian morphological or phonetic feature and that even
assuming a Boeotian original context its use almost immediately
acquired a pan-Hellenic ‘value’; (77) the near non-existence of
Boeotian 74 in the grammatical tradition prior to Gregory of
Corinth should make us suspicious. In this case we do have
circumstantial evidence that justifies scepticism. Other cases
can be entirely different. My impression is that we have to do
with a partially submerged phenomenon that could be moti-
vated by multiple, concurrent factors: addressee (see e.g. the
Corinthian spelling [lorewdavog for Poseidon in O/ 13, whose
laudandus is from Corinth), performance context, metrical rea-
sons, editorial intervention and so on.

A. Willi: It seems to me that the passage in Er. Gen. s.v.
&tro is rather intriguing. As it stands, the argument in it does
not seem to me to flow very naturally when it says tob7o (i.e.,
&ooa) 3¢ yéyove amd Tob T Awpirol, Tob erpaivovtog TO
T, H7tep Simhaclaci Tol ¢ peta Tob o Yrhol TpémeTon xTA.:
How can one say that to “changes [into &oca] by doubling of
the sigma and addition of an unaspirated alpha” when there is
no sigma in it? In other words, I wonder if we need not assume
that something has gone wrong in the transmission here and
that the text originally said &md 700 6o Awpixol — for it does
make sense to say that o “changes [into &cca] by doubling of
the sigma and addition of an unaspirated alpha’. In that case,
this £7. Gen. entry would be more in line with the one s.v. dooa,
and the Eusthatius passage could then perhaps merely combine
the two. Plus, quite importantly, ‘Doric’ ta would then only be
attested by Gregory of Corinth, making its reality even more
questionable.

L. Prauscello: Your proposal of emending the transmitted &
into 4 is very ingenious and would give a much better sense
to the whole passage that is indeed brachylogic and hence dif-
ficult to understand. The only reservation I have is that if we
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emend 74 into &, we would have to emend also the following
Awprxob, since o4 is otherwise recognized as a Megarian form
in the £z Gen. (unless, of course, we suppose a further confu-
sion/conflation ab origine, which is a possibility). According to
my interpretation the referent of Tob7o would not be the &soa
of the Homeric quotation just mentioned, nor the initial &rra
but the whole reasoning of the first lines: that is, Tob7o would
refer to the whole state of affairs, that is, to the prototypical
form existing independently from the two dialectal realizations
(the fact that we have &tta in Attic and oo in Ionic). Your
interpretation would considerably improve the syntax; on the
other hand brachylogy is a frequent feature in the Ezymologica
and I feel hesitant correcting the only attestation of t¢ as Dorian
before Gregory of Corinth.

L. Huitink: At one point in your paper you quote a number
of passages from scholia and other late commentators which
suggest that Pindar is the main representative of the xowv# tour
court (as, apparently, Homer is of lonic, Aristophanes of Attic,
etc.). You write that, while this may seem surprising to us, it
makes “perfect sense insofar as it sanctions Pindar’s perceived
linguistic excellence as the lyric poet within the Greek canon of
ol mpattépevol”. I wonder about this. First of all, is the link
between xowv# and ‘excellence’ an obvious one in a tradition of
commentators that often seems preoccupied with reconstructing
the ‘pure’ ancient dialects? Secondly, in the passages you quote,
does xow# not imply that Pindar used 4// the other dialects
mixed together in some way or other? And if there is mileage
in that suggestion, does that have implications for your wider
argument, in particular the shape of ancient texts of Pindar and
the amount of dialectical variation perceived (and allowed) in
them?

L. Prauscello: To answer both questions together: in the gram-
matical tradition (starting with Apollonius Dyscolus and Hero-
dian up to Gregory of Corinth, Eustathius and the scholia to
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Dionysius Thrax etc.) xow is at the same time the standard spo-
ken and written language of the cultivated people of their time,
seen in an atemporal dimension, and the result of the ‘proper’
mixing of different dialectal features. The two features are not
seen as contradictory or mutually exclusive. As it is, Boeotian is
never mentioned as one of the ‘literary’ languages that are part of
this commonly shared linguistic reservoir. Ucciardello (2012)
has made a good case for the possibility that Pindaric papyri
might present us with a text provided with many more dialectal
features than those passed down in the medieval tradition.
Nevertheless none of these cases involves Boeotian dialect.

S.D. Olson: You may well be right to argue that =i rather
than 74 should be printed at O/ 1, 82, and I defer to your
expertise and that of our other colleagues in regard to the history
of the Greek dialects. It nonetheless seems to me that some of
the arguments you have advanced to justify your choice of
reading on other grounds are less compelling than they might
be. I raise these points not because I believe that I understand
the history of the text of Pindar better than you do (which is
certainly not true), but out of a conviction that some of the
methodological issues raised below deserve explicit considera-
tion in this connection. You make five main points separate
from the question of whether 74 for common ={ is a legitimate
Doric form: (1) the error is easy explainable; (2) the scholia
seem to have read <(; (3) the separate fact that the scholia do
not comment on t4 is striking, given their general interest in
dialectal peculiarities; (4) D’Alessio’s observation that t xé tig
is attested only once more and in Pindar (Dizh. fr. 70d(b) 1. 11
Maehler); and (5) the question of “why Pindar would have
used a specific Boeotian (and not just generally Doric) form of
the interrogative to formulate a generic traditional gnome”.
Most of these strike me as problematic approaches to the issue
at hand.

(1) If Pindar wrote ={ and a number of the most important
manuscripts have 74, something has gone wrong in the tradition.
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But the fact that an error was made at some point by an anon-
ymous scribe or editor is different from saying that the error is
easily explained. Most simple errors on the scale of the one
seemingly in question at O/ 1, 82 are a result of a confusion of
similar characters (Il written for I'l, for example, or A for A),
of dittography or haplography, or of easy spontaneous ‘correc-
tions” that yield superficially reasonable sense even if actual
nonsense; in all these cases one can speak of an “easy and obvious
palacographic error”. This is not the situation here; the final
alpha on ANAT'KA creates no obvious incentive to write TA
rather than TI after it, and (as you argue eloquently on other
grounds) TA would appear on most counts to make no sense.
This does not mean that a scribe could not make the mistake
— and probably one did — but that is a different matter.

(2) This is a divided tradition, and the fact that the scholia
side with one part of the tradition (and thus read =f) tells us
nothing about what should be read (since they may well be
based on the part of the tradition that is corrupt).

(3) The lack of a dialectal gloss in the scholia treating <4
once again shows us only that the manuscripts on which the
scholia are based read tf (as noted in (2)). At the same time,
this is an argument from silence, and we are all properly trained
to be wary of such arguments as inherently misleading.

(4) D’Alessio’s observation that ©t x¢ 7ic occurs in Pindar
only in extant Greek literature is based on one other example.
Better put, if t4& is right at O/ 1, 82 (which most editors for a
century have believed), D’Alessio’s claim is false, making the
argument circular in any case.

(5) Why Pindar may have used a specifically Boeotian form
in a nominally pan-Hellenic poem is an interpretative question
rather a textual one, nor is it difficult to generate a number of
possible answers (e.g. he wanted the sentiment to sound like a
“homely, local saying”, or he wanted to place a dialectal sphra-
gis on his poem). The question nicely sharpens our sense of the
large issues in play here. But it provides us with no ground for
deciding what Pindar wrote, which is a different matter. I stress
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again that these concerns have less to do with your conclusions
themselves than with how you justify your conclusions.

L. Prauscello: First of all, I would like to emphasize that my
main argument for preferring v over 74, an argument that you
simply brush aside, is the near non-existence of t& in the gram-
matical tradition prior to Gregory of Corinth. All the other
arguments that I adduce are subsidiary and should be consid-
ered as circumstantial evidence and hence taken additionally
and cumulatively. As to your point (1), I am not saying that
the corruption of TI into TA is an easy one, nor am I invoking
mechanic palacographical criteria. All I am saying is that this
type of corruption is well within the attested range of scribal
mistakes that we find in every kind of manuscript tradition:
phonetic assimilation (by the way, I do not simply speak of
assimilation on the basis of the final alpha of dvdyxo: I am
speaking of a sequence of three syllables all with alpha as the
only vowel, which is something considerably different). That
the resulting mistake due to phonetic assimilation does not
generate good sense is not something that particularly bothers
scribes, as countless examples testify. As to your points (2) and
(3), I myself am the first to recognize that this is an argument
ex silentio, yet I would say that it is a strong argument ex silen-
tio if ever there was one. Furthermore, you are ignoring the
chronological axis: whatever date we are inclined to assume
for the formation of the Pindaric scholia, we have no comment
on 74 prior to Gregory of Corinth. How do you explain this
silence compared with the other comments scattered in the scho-
lia on real or supposed dialectal features in Pindar? Point (4):
D’Alessio simply pointed out what is, at the very least, a very
remarkable coincidence: in the whole extant Greek literature of
any time the syntagm = »¢ 7i¢ is attested only one more time
apart from O/ 1, 82 (according to some manuscripts), and it is
in Pindar. Just mere chance? Furthermore the play with ti/7ic
in Pind. Pyzh. 8, 95 <t 3¢ tic; 7t & of 71 shows at the very least
that Pindar did not eschew such assonances, as Gerber would
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like to have it. As to (5), it seems to me that the choice of <{ or
4, given the split manuscript tradition, is both a textual and an
interpretative problem. Your suggestion of seeing a sphragis
(that is a seal recognizable as such by his audience) in a mono-
syllabic word, that is, a word with minimal phonic weight, and
within a gnomic sentence, strikes me as highly unlikely and
unparalleled within the Pindaric corpus.

A. Cassio: You rightly emphasized the importance of the
pan-Hellenic status of Olympian 1, which makes very implau-
sible that Pindar used a provincial Boeotian form precisely in
that victory ode. As you reminded us in your talk, in his 1971
dissertation on the language of Stesichorus and Ibycus M. Néthiger
(pp- 31-32) regarded the Boeotian dialect as responsible for the
prevalence in Pindar of forms without the third compensatory
lengthening, which is far from carrying conviction. Develop-
ments of the x&.AFd¢ > xd&.hd¢ type became pervasive from rela-
tively early times: »&héc is securely attested in Hesiod, Works
and Days 63, maplevixic x&hév eidoc énfpartov, Sappho 1, 9 (&e]
v Omasde[bEatca- ndhot 3¢ ¢ &yov) and elsewhere, the Doric
dialect of Hieron’s Syracuse (@xxexéufoton xdhds |, Epicharm.
fr. 7 K.-A., péoyov xaray, fr. 134 K.-A.) and obviously fifth-
century BC Attic (x&Aéc is standard in Attic tragedy). This
innovation (the old form obviously being xarég < »&i.Féc)
became pervasive at a remarkably early stage; the fact that in
Homer only xanéc is attested does not reflect seventh-century BC
usage, but is one of the many traditional features of that text
(x@hbe being in its turn a heir to epic songs where the original
form »d).Fé¢ was certainly used at an early stage). The lack of
the third compensatory lengthening in Pindar’s text is far from
being a provincial Boeotianism: it belongs to a series of innova-
tions that may have proudly been perceived as ‘modern’ — and
pan-Hellenic, as they were to become soon.

L. Prauscello: Your explanation seems to me entirely con-

vincing. Already Meister, in his Kunstsprache (p. 208), argued
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that ‘contemporary’ Ionic already had, for instance, the form
Eévog and that £eivoc (i.e. £&voc) is just an adaptation of pre-
Homeric and traditional £évFoc. Somehow in modern scholar-
ship there seems to be lingering resistance to admitting this
possibility, perhaps because of the majority view that forms like
Zetvog must @/l necessarily be due to East-Ionic singers.

A. Cassio: A note on aipaxovplar: Chantraine’s Dictionnaire
étymologique, s.v. xope- (p. 560), basically accepts the etymology
already offered by the scholion on Pindar O/ 1, 90 (&mo <ob
ropévwuclon tag Yuydc alparog), only adding “la diphthongue
inattendue [-ou-] peut étre due a 'analogie de xoupd”. I am by
no means certain that the second member of this compound is
based on xopévvupr “to satiate”, whereas it seems highly likely
to me that the root of xeipw “to shear, cut down, slaughter”
(cf. xobperov “sacrificial victim”) played a key role in its forma-
tion. In the Poetics Aristotle deals at some point (1457b6 ff.)
with the peragopa dn’ eldoug éml €idog and quotes yoaAxé &mod
Juydv apbooag “drawing off soul/life” and tepov Tavaduet
yoixd from unspecified hexametric poetry, which modern
scholars attribute to Empedocles’ Kazharmoi (fr. 138 D.-K. =
125 Wright). Aristotle adds (1457b14 ff.) évradbo yop 6 pev
Gpboor Topely, T0 3¢ Topely dpdoor elpnxev. At first sight this
exchange of meaning between tapeiv and dpdoour might look
as due to some poetic manipulation, especially because of the
artificial-looking concept of “drawing off” a soul, but in fact in
a context of animal sacrifice “cutting” the throat is immediately
followed by “drawing off” blood, so that the concept of “cut-
ting blood” may have sounded as a natural association. If this
is accepted there is no need of an etymology from xopévvup.L: it
is easy to explain -xovpia as derived, like xovpd, from kors- (cf.
®6pacm), the -o- grade version of kers- (cf. e.g. dxepoenbunc),
which must be postulated in order to explain various Greek
forms related to xelpw “to shear” (see Chantraine, Dict. Etym.,
p. 510). It simply means “cutting of blood”. Obviously enough
-ou- in xovpd and -xoupta is the outcome of the compensatory
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lengthening of *kors-a/-ia, yet -ou- shows that it cannot be a
Boeotian development, which should have been *-xwpia. I can-
not see why Beekes in his Ezymological Dictionary of Greek, s.v.

»ovpd, speaks of aipaxovpio having a “faded second member”.

L. Prauscello: 1 too think that the etymology of aipaxouvpio
is better explained as derived from aipo + xovpd “cutting” <
xelpw, and the passage of Aristotle you quote is absolutely spot
on. That the ancients too could perceive this etymon in aip.o-
xovptae is confirmed by an unpublished gloss recently discov-
ered by Giuseppe Ucciardello in an orthographical collection
preserved in the codex Laur. pl. 59, 49 (= L, probably to be dated
to the 12 century), one of the most important manuscripts of
Cyrillus’ Lexicon. This is the lemma (xovpeiov): L f. 123r> (ed.
pr. Ucciardello) %o petov €1 d¢ Pupseiov, yarxelov: xovpeds
vop nal Bupoebe xal yoxelds. %xovpelov' T6Tog ToD %OVPEMS
xol xodpetons O8pa de et [ivdapoc év aipaxovoios (OL 1,
90). For more Pindar in L one should consult Ucciardello
(forthcoming).
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ANDREAS WILLI

DER SPRACHRAUM DER TRAGODIE

ABSTRACT

Based on a systematic exploration of the most conspicuous features
of tragic language as encountered on various levels (phonology, mor-
phology, syntax, word formation, lexicon, pragmatics), this paper seeks
to determine the overarching principles behind this special register;
it argues that tragic language makes use of a ‘metonymized grammar’
in which the individual and specific is generally reduced in favour of
the general and non-specific, thereby creating a linguistic counterpart
to what the genre also does as a literary form.

1. Einleitung

1.1. In Aristophanes’ Acharnern beschliefit der kriegsmiide
Bauer Dikaiopolis, einen Privatfrieden mit Sparta auszuhan-
deln — allerdings ohne mit der heftigen Reaktion der Veteranen
von Acharnai zu rechnen, die an nichts als Rache am Gegner
denken konnen. Um ihnen wenigstens seine Sicht der Dinge
vortragen zu kénnen, nimmt Dikaiopolis schlieflich einen Korb
acharnischer Kohle als Geisel. Doch weif§ er, wie schwer es ist,
eine derart feindselige Zuhérerschaft zu iiberzeugen. So will er
Euripides um Hilfe angehen, einen Tragiker, der fiir seine cleveren
Argumente bekannt ist und in dessen Werk sogar der Myserkonig
Telephos als armseliger Bettler auftritt. Ein Telephos-Kostiim
mochte Dikaiopolis darum haben, doch bis er es bekommt,
muss er sich zuerst mit Euripides’ Diener und dann mit Euripides
selbst herumschlagen.
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Die entscheidende Szene beginnt in Vers 393, wo Dikaio-
polis sich zu Euripides’ Haus aufmacht. Auf sein Klopfen 6ft-
net der Diener, Dikaiopolis fragt, ob Euripides zuhause sei,
und der Diener antwortet kryptisch odx &vdov &vdov éotiy, €l
yvopny #yeie “nicht drinnen ist er drinnen, so du Einsicht
hast” (397). Damit beginnt ein Wortwechsel, der spiter vom
Gesprich zwischen Dikaiopolis und Euripides fortgesetzt wird
und in dem wir das Aufeinandertreffen zweier ganz unter-
schiedlicher Register erleben: der Alltagssprache des einfachen
Bauern einerseits, der Tragodiensprache des Dichters anderer-
seits. So wie schon im euripideisch ziselierten Paradoxon des
Dieners, wird diese Differenz zum einen auf der metrischen
Ebene spiirbar. Nicht zufillig enthilt der zitierte Trimeter
keine einzige Resolution, entsprechend dem Umstand, dass
— wenn man von der freien Handhabung beim mittleren und
spiten Euripides absieht — nur etwa 5-10% der tragischen, aber
rund 50% der komischen Trimeter eine Resolution aufweisen.!
Das Metrum kann also /ndiz der Paratragddie sein, es ist aber
allein kein hinreichender Erweis. Mindestens so wichtig sind
verschiedene sprachliche Merkmale. Wenn Euripides den Dikaio-
polis ungeduldig mit ©{ réraxag; “Was verlautest du?” unter-
bricht (410), so benutzt er nicht nur ein typisch tragisches
Lexem fiir lautes “Sprechen” (Adoxw), sondern zugleich eine
Form, deren nicht-attische Phonologie auffillt: In der attischen
Normalsprache miisste es ja 2éhnxac heiffen.? Und wenn Euri-
pides seinen Diener spiter anweist, die “Lumpen” des Telephos
herauszusuchen, so tut er auch das ‘tragisch’. motog w00’ avip
roaxidac alteitor mémhwy; “Welch Fetzen eines Kleids erbittet
denn der Mann?” (423) heif$t es dann, mit wotac anstelle von
tivag (denn gemeint ist nicht die A7 der Fetzen), mit poetischem
Plural mémiwyv anstelle von wémwiov und mit der nominalen

1'S. WEST (1982) 85, 89. In den folgenden Ubersetzungen wird versucht,
den rhythmisierten Grundton, den jede tragische Auﬁerung hat, wiederzugeben.

2 Vgl. z.B. ARIST. Hist. an. 618b31 Aéhnxev, mit Bezug auf tierisches
“Schreien”, nicht eine artikulierte (laute) Auﬂerung (wie in EUR. Hipp. 55;
Hec. 678).
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Periphrase Aoxtdac mémhwv “Kleiderfetzen” fiir mémhov xarep-
cwybta “zerfetztes Kleid” bzw. einfach pdnrov/pdnia “Fetzen”
(vgl. 412, 415); und in & mat Sog adtd Trrépou paxmpara: /
xeltor 8 dvmbev Tav Ouesteiwy paxdy / petald tév Tvode “o
Sklave, gib heraus ihm Telephos’ Gefetz; / auf den Thyestes-
fetzen liegt es obenauf, / inmitten derer von Ino” (432-434)
begegnet uns ein typisch tragisches -pua-Abstraktum $dxcwpa
fiir paxoc, die dichterische Weglassung des bestimmten Artikels
in Tyrégov faxdpata und die Ersetzung des prosaischen
Genitivs in tév Ouéstou paxdv durch das dichterische Adjektiv
Ouestelwy.

1.2. Wenn es darum geht, die Eigenart des tragischen Registers
zu erfassen, ist es durchaus sinnvoll, von der parodistischen
Darstellung auszugehen. Statt der mechanischen Vermessung
des sprachlichen Systems in den erhaltenen Dramen steht dann
nimlich all das im Vordergrund, was von den Erstadressaten
als fiir das Genre charakteristisch und konstitutiv wahrgenom-
men wurde. Und nur was fiir die Zuschauer in dieser Weise
‘bemerkenswert’ war — unabhingig davon, wie reflektiert das
‘Bemerken” war —, kann eine iiber die blofle Textvermittlung
hinausgehende kommunikative oder isthetische Funktion gehabt
haben. Wer sich fiir das Zusammenspiel von Form und Funk-
tion interessiert, darf darum zwar die Beschreibung der gram-
matischen Oberfliche nicht vergessen,” sie ist aber nur ein erster
Schritt. Im Anschluss daran ist vielmehr zweitens zu fragen, ob
gerade die auffilligsten Merkmale tragischer Sprache, wie sie
beispielsweise in der Parodie gebiindelt werden, nicht irgend-
welchen grundlegenderen Gesetzmifligkeiten gehorchen — eine

3 Vgl. dazu Uberblicksdarstellungen (MEILLET [71965] 217-222; HOFEMANN /
SCHERER [1969] 100-114; HIERSCHE [1970] 147-159; Kaczko [?2016], v.a. zu
dialektalen Fragen; breiter PALMER [1980] 130-141; MASTRONARDE [2002]
81-96; RUTHERFORD [2010] 442-448; BATTEZZATO [2012]) sowie monographi-
sche Abhandlungen besonders zu Syntax und Stilistik (z.B. CAMPBELL [1871]
1-98; BRUHN [1899]; MOORHOUSE [1982]). An grammatisch-linguistischen
Details wenig interessiert sind die literarisch orientierten Studien von BUDELMANN
(2000) und RUTHERFORD (2010).
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im engeren Sinne linguistische Analyse ist also geboten. Und
sollte die Antwort positiv sein, so wire drittens die Briicke zuriick
von der sprachwissenschaftlichen Betrachtung hin zur literarischen
Auswertung zu schlagen; denn wenn es so ein inneres Regel-
werk der tragischen Form gibt, so kommt ihm sicherlich auch
eine Funktion zu, die unser Verstindnis des Genres Tragodie
insgesamt befordern kann. Wo bisher iiberhaupt Ansitze zu
einer entsprechenden Synthese erkennbar sind, ist man, weil der
entscheidende zweite Schritt fehlte, nicht weiter als zur Fest-
stellung gelangt, das Wesen tragischer Sprache sei nun einmal
die ‘Entfremdung’.4 Das ist zwar nicht falsch, aber so vage, dass
Ahnliches mit Fug und Recht iiber eigentlich jeden Typus von
Sondersprache gesagt werden konnte.

1.3. Um nun zu zeigen, dass es in der Tat solche tieferen
Gesetzmifligkeiten gibt, sollen im folgenden ausgewihlte Phi-
nomene aus den verschiedensten Bereichen der Sprachstruktur
— Phonologie, Morphologie, Syntax, Wortbildung, Semantik,
Pragmatik — zunichst gesondert betrachtet werden. Im Fort-
schreiten der Untersuchung diirfte aber allmihlich klar werden,
weshalb der Terminus ‘Sprachraum’ berechtigt ist, die Sprache
der Tragddie also kein zufilliges Mischmasch poetisierender
Sonderbarkeiten darstellt, sondern ein selbstindiges, bei aller
internen Variation® in sich kohirentes System. Und im Prinzip
ist das ja auch genau, was Aristophanes inszeniert: Wie der Ver-
treter eines fremden Volkes spricht sein Euripides nicht nur
anders, als es der normale Athener tut, er ist auch rgumlich und
in seinem Habitus (vpémol) von ihm getrennt; denn der Tragode
erscheint, mithilfe des tragischen Ekkyklemas, ‘hoch oben’” und

4 So z.B. Kaczko (22016) 309; vgl. weiter die Bemerkungen bei BERs (1984)
192-194 und Sk (1996) 459-461.

> Aus Platzgriinden muss dieser Aspekt hier vernachlissigt und der Fokus auf
die Sprechpartien (Rheseis, Dialoge) gerichtet werden. Zu Unterschieden zwischen
den Tragikern s. RUTHERFORD (2010) 448-453 und (2012) 399-411, zu solchen
zwischen lyrischen und gesprochenen Partien (nach ARIST. Poer. 1449a24-31) z.B.
BREITENBACH (1934) passim; SILK (2010) 432-433 sowie RUTHERFORD (2010)
443-445 und (2012) 220-221 mit Literatur.
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in jimmerliche Lumpen gekleidet — was Dikaiopolis sofort ein-
leuchtet (Ach. 410-413): dvafBddny morele, / 250y xatafddny;
oV €T0¢ ywhobg motele. / dtap Tt To pant’ éx Tpaywdiug EyeLe,
/ 36077 éhewvrv; odx étog mrwyode wotelg “Du dichtest oben, /
wo du auch unten kannst? Kein Wunder, machst du Kriippel!
/ Und warum hast du da Tragddienfetzen an, / ein jimmerlich’
Gewand? Kein Wunder, machst du Bettler!”.

2. Dissoziation in der dialektalen Phonologie der Tragodie

2.1. Einer phonologischen Eigenheit der Tragodie sind wir in
der aristophanischen Szene bereits begegnet: dem o impurum
von Aéhaxac. Solchen im tragischen Dialog bezeugten o impura
— also Fillen von langem /a:/, wo das normale Attische eigent-
lich /e:/ () aufweist — hat Bjorck eine ebenso brilliante, wie in
ihren Implikationen nicht immer hinreichend rezipierte Studie
gewidmet.® Darin unterschied er zunichst zwischen Lexemen,
die auch in der attischen Prosa- und Alltagssprache gingig und
somit als simple Dialektentlehnungen zu werten sind (z.B.
#6Baroc “Gauner”, die oft pejorativen Bildungen auf -a%, ‘Fach-
worter’ wie hoydyéc “Leutnant” oder mépraf “Schildgriff”)
und nicht-prosaischen Wortern mit -&- (z.B. eben Aéaxa, aber
auch vaég “Tempel”, &xart “wegen”, Abdva). Im Detail ist die
Situation bei jedem einzelnen Wort natiirlich wieder anders
gelagert. Beispielsweise verbreitet sich vaéc von Xenophon an
auch in der attischen Prosa, aber diese etwas spitere Entwick-
lung fiir die Lage in der Tragodie verantwortlich zu machen,
wiirde in die Irre fithren, weil es da nicht um eine generelle
Vermeidung der spiter als zu unregelmiflig empfundenen atti-
schen Deklination geht: Aecr¢ “Volk” und thewg “gnidig” sind
ebenfalls gut reprisentiert. Das dichterische éxar. wiederum
stellt eine metrisch praktische Wechselform zu ofvexo “wegen”

dar, und dasselbe galt wohl fiir AOdva neben Abyvaio (wihrend

¢ BJORCK (1950).
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kontrahiertes AOnva noch registerfremd war). Der entschei-
dende Punkt ist aber ein anderer. In allen diesen Fillen wire
es ohne weiteres moglich gewesen, in ‘ionisierender’ Manier
vnbe, #xnt, AO7Avy usw. zu sagen, also Formen zu verwenden,
die im Epos und in der ionischen Dichtung verankert waren.
Bjorck diagnostiziert daher “ein bewusstes ‘los von Homeros’
und einen Anschluss an die andere, ‘dorische’ Art hoher Dich-

tung”.’

2.2. Dieser Schluss ist absolut sauber, aber nicht harmlos.
Man liest auch in neueren Darstellungen viel von der ionischen
Komponente in der Sprache der Tragédie; ja, Diels sah in
deren frither Existenz eine “historische Notwendigkeit” angesichts
der iambischen Form.® Wenn dem aber so wire, warum vermied
man in so auffilliger Weise unverfingliche lonismen wie &t
und A0Avn?

In Wirklichkeit steht der ‘Tonismus’ der Tragddie auf téner-
nen Fiilen. Ein oft zitierter Kronzeuge sind Wechselformen
wie Eeivog “Gast” und pobvoc “allein” neben £évoc/p.évoc, oder
uéococ “mittlerer” und wréig “Stadt” neben pésoc und mhic.
Natiirlich wirkt dergleichen auf #zs zunichst einmal ‘homerisch’,
und somit ‘ionisch’; nur sind entsprechende Formen auch in
der Chorlyrik (z.B. bei Pindar) bezeugt. Wer also sagt, dass ein
athenisches Publikum des 5. Jh. v. Chr. in einem sophoklei-
schen Eelvog eher einen Anklang an die Sprache von Epos und
Iambos als an die der Chorlyrik gehort hitte? Und diirfen wir
gleichzeitig dariiber hinwegsehen, dass einer der markantesten
Ziige ‘homerischer’ Morphologie, der Genitiv auf -oto, im tra-
gischen Sprechvers fast véllig fehlt,” hingegen gelegentlich in
den lyrischen Partien auftritt — also da, wo er im Blick auf das
angeblich ionische Erbe der Tragddie keine Berechtigung hat?

7 BJORCK (1950) 154.

8 DIELS (1901) 35-36; vgl. etwa MEILLET (71965) 218-219; Kaczko (*2016)
311-313. Behutsamer wird die Lage bei HOFFMANN / SCHERER (1969) 103-104,
110-112 umrissen.

? Ausnahmehaft ist EUR. fr. 228, 3; vgl. PAGE (1938) 78-79.
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Oder dass der tragische Gebrauch des anaphorischen Personal-
pronomens vuv “ihn/sie” uns genau das gleiche sagt wie das «
impurum, weil auch hier ein metrisch dquivalentes und sowohl
bei Homer als auch im Iambos verwurzeltes piv erhiltlich
gewesen wire?

2.3. Selbstverstindlich wire es absurd, insbesondere dem Epos
seinen Einfluss auf die Tragddie abzusprechen oder horizontale
Entlehnungen abzustreiten.!® Aber von der Vorstellung, dass
die Sprache des tragischen Dialogs irgendwie organisch aus der
ionischen Dichtungstradition erwichst, miissen wir uns lésen.
Stattdessen sollten wir Aristoteles Gehor schenken, wenn er mit-
teilt, die Tragodie habe ihren Ursprung in improvisierten Dar-
bietungen der Stimmfiihrer von Dithyrambenchéren (Arist. Poet.
144929-14). Davon, dass solche Chore zur vor allem dorischen
Tradition der Chorlyrik gehérten, zeugt ja noch die dialektale
Einfirbung der lyrischen Partien in der Tragddie. Wenn aber
der Stimmfiihrer eines solchen Chors improvisierend eine
einfiihrende oder kommentierende Soloeinlage zwischen den
Performance-Blécken seines Chors bot, so lag es fiir ihn nahe,
erstens anstelle lyrischer Metra die agileren iambisch-trochiischen
Sprechverse zu wihlen und zweitens — aus demselben Grund
— im eigenen Lokaldialekt zu ‘rappen’; zu dessen Veredelung
aber dienten natiirlicherweise Elemente aus den zugehérigen
Chorstiicken.

2.4. Indessen interessiert dieser diachrone Aspekt hier weniger
als die Synchronie. Da ist das bisher Gesagte fiir die Bewer-
tung einer weiteren phonologischen Auffilligkeit niitzlich:
der Verwendung von ‘unattischem’ -66- bzw. -po- in Wortern
wie Odrasoa “Meer”, xpelcowy “stirker” bzw. &pomy “minnlich”,
Dopoéo “mutig sein” usw. Auch das wird manchmal vorschnell
als ‘ionischer’ Zug der Tragddiensprache qualifiziert, obwohl

10°S. besonders SIDERAS (1970) zu Aischylos; HOFFMANN / SCHERER (1969)
108-110.
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Fille wie xpelccwv und mpdessw “machen” Vorsicht gebieten;
gegeniiber ion. xpéscwy und wpocw sind das Hybridbildungen.
Ausloser fiir die ‘ionische’ Interpretation mag die dhnliche Situa-
tion in der attischen Prosa des 5. Jh. sein. Aber selbst wenn -co-
und -pc- dort Erbstiicke aus der ionischen Prosa wiren, wire der
Vergleich mit der Tragddie kaum legitim. Nur in der Tragodie
stechen daneben ja die schon genannten, deutlich den Dialekt
des angeblichen Muttergenres meidenden Signale.

Dem Phinomen von -66-/-p6- miissen wir deshalb anders
beikommen, und zwar auf der Ebene des phonologischen Systems.
Bei -66-/-po- gegeniiber -tt-/-pp- handelt es sich nicht um zwei
mehr oder weniger zufillige Abweichungen des Attischen von
fast allen anderen Dialekten, bei denen eine Art Minderwer-
tigkeitsgefiihl zur Entattisierung zwang. Wire den Tragikern
wirklich der attische Klang von xpeirtwy und &ppnv ‘peinlich’
gewesen, warum gaben sie sich dann mit halbbatzigem xpels-
cwv und mpdccw zufrieden, worin jeder feingeistige lonier
immer noch deutlich die lokale Eigenart héren musste — einmal
abgesehen davon, dass man im Dionysos-Theater ohnehin eher
unter sich war (auch dies im Unterschied zur internationalen
Ausrichtung der Prosa)? Eines jedoch haben sogenannt ‘atti-
sches’ -77- und -pp- miteinander — aber 7ichr mit dem langen
le:/ von petlwv, xpeittowv — gemein. Es sind Phonemsequen-
zen, die die Phonologie des Attischen reichhaltiger und darum
merkmalhafter machen, als es das phonologische System eines
abstrahierten ‘Panhellenisch’ ist. Dass die fiir ein athenisches
Publikum geschriebene Tragddie attisch war und jedenfalls fiir
alle Nicht-Athener auch reichlich attisch klang, war iiberhaupt
nicht das Problem, im Gegenteil: Man nahm sogar Kunstformen
wie mpdcsw und xpelocwy in Kauf, wo man ohne weiteres
hitte ionisieren kénnen. Worum es in Wirklichkeit ging, war,
den Lautstand zu ‘metonymisieren’,'! ihm jene dialektale Spezifik

1 So dass z.B. bei einer Auffithrung in Athen galt “mpdscw ‘steht fiir npdrre”,
usw. Hierin liegt ein Unterschied zum Epos oder der Chorlyrik, deren jeweilige

dialektale Phonologie das Genre (mit)definiert.
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zu nehmen, die auch den Athenern selbst auffiel. Das aber
hief3, auch keine Formen zu benutzen, die das athenische Pub-
likum genauso spezifisch aufferhalb des Attischen verortet hitte
(vpécowmy, TeNoom).

2.5. Vor diesem Hintergrund sollten wir noch einmal Bjércks
Diagnose eines “bewussten ‘los von Homeros” iiberdenken.
Diese schiefit insofern iiber das Ziel hinaus, als sie suggeriert,
die Tragodie habe sich sprachlich aktiv gegen das Epos gewendet.
Eigentlich geht es aber nur darum, unkontrollierte Assoziationen
mit dem Epos und der iambisch-elegischen Tradition Ioniens
zu vermeiden. Im stichischen Sprechvers hitten Genitive auf
-oto oder das Pronomen p.uv genauso rasch wie ‘ionisch-episches’
Ab%vn und #xym eben diese ionische Dichtung evoziert und
der Tragddie eine generische Zuordnung vermittelt, die sowohl
historisch ‘falsch’ als auch synchron unerwiinscht war. Die
Integration allenfalls ‘chorlyrisch’, vermutlich aber einfach nur
‘wuchtig’ anmutender Formen mit o impurum (AOdva, éxar,
etc.; vgl. Demetr. Eloc. 177, éyxrmpbv) war dagegen vergleichs-
weise unproblematisch, gerade weil die Distanz zwischen dem
attischen Grundton der Tragddie und dem Dorismus der Chor-
lyrik so viel grofler war; hier drohte also keine Fehldetermi-
nierung des Genres.

3. Polymorphie und Analogie in der Morphologie der Tra-
godie

3.1. Mitdem (fehlenden) Genitiv auf -oto und der Pronominal-
form viv haben wir bereits zwei Merkmale der tragischen Mor-
phologie angesprochen. In diesem Bereich ist das Phinomen
polymorpher Wechselformen besonders prominent. Beispiels-
weise steht neben viv und dem prosaischen adt6v/adthv/odTé
auch cge, das anderen metrischen Anforderungen geniigt.
Kaum von der Lyrik bzw. von der ionischen Dichtung vor-
gespurt ist dabei die numerusindifferente Verwendung von c¢e
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auch fiir den Singular und von wv auch fiir den Plural.'> Sowohl
vwv als auch e markieren also in der Tragddie eigentlich nur
das anaphorische Verhiltnis, aber weder Numerus noch Genus,
sie sind also eines wesentlichen Teils ihrer funktionalen Spezifik
entkleidet — eine Eigenschaft, der wir in ganz anderem Zusam-
menhang spiter wiederbegegnen werden.

3.2. Einstweilen mehr Aufmerksambkeit sei einem eher wenig
beachteten morphologischen Zug der Tragodie geschenke, der
Vorliebe fiir analogisch regularisierte Formen. So wird z.B.
anders als im normalen Attischen als Aoriststamm zu My
“sagen, sprechen” neben cin(e/0)- von allen Tragikern gern
sigmatisches Ack(a)- benutzt; und weiter scheut zumindest
Euripides nicht davor zuriick, im Plural des Aorists von inu.
“loslassen”, 33wy “geben”, tibnu. “setzen” auch Formen mit
-%- zu verwenden.!? Beides mag metrisch von Nutzen sein, kann
aber kaum allein damit erklirt werden. Sonst kénnten Aischy-
los und Sophokles ja nicht auf Z8wxav “sie gaben” oder &0mxov
“sie setzten” verzichten, und in Versen wie Soph. E/ 554-555
AN Ay 29Tc wot, Tob telvyxdtoc 07 Omep / AéEoup’ dv dpbdig
¢ xaoyvTne 6polb “Doch wenn du’s mir erlaubst, so spriche
wohl zurecht / ich fiir den Toten und zugleich fiir meine
Schwester” oder Eur. Ale. 281 MéEar 0éhw cor wplv Oavely &
Bobropor “ich will, bevor ich sterbe, sagen, was ich méchte”
wiren eimor(t) bzw. einely ohne weiteres verwendbar gewesen.
Ebenfalls zweifelhaft scheint wiederum die konventionell dia-
lektale Begriindung. Zwar benutzt Herodot in der Tat re&(a)-
neben ein(e/0)- sowie Formen wie Swxav, natébnxav usw.,
aber wenn es wirklich um ein ionisches Erbe ginge, so wire
wenigstens das Fehlen von &wxav etc. gerade bei den dlteren
Tragikern auffillig; und was Ae&(«)- betrifft, so schiene misslich,
dass zwar ein(e/0)- in der frithen iambisch-elegischen Dichtung
reichlich belegt ist, Ae€(a)- in dieser Gattung hingegen erstmals

12 Vgl. KUHNER / BLASs (1890-1892) 1, 586; COOPER (2002) 2276-2277.
13 Insbesondere, aber nicht nur, in der 3. Pl.; s. LAUTENSACH (1905) 85-89.
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im 5. Jh. in einem Vers des Atheners Kritias erscheint (fr. 7,
1 West).

Das entscheidende Moment diirfte daher ein anderes sein.
Ohne dass es sich um reine Kunstformen handelt, wie wir sie
aus dem Epos kennen, geht sowohl bei AeZ(a)- als auch bei
#owxav etc. die Tendenz zur paradigmatischen Regularisierung
eindeutig iiber das hinaus, was nach Ausweis der Komédie in
der zeitgendssischen Normalsprache Athens iiblich war.'* Dass
beides, Ak (x)- und #Swxav etc., in der attischen Prosa des 4. Jh.
ebenfalls belegt ist, indert an diesem Befund nichts; denn das
sind im Prinzip separate Entwicklungen aus einer Zeit, wo mit
der beginnenden Koineisierung generell analogische Formen an
Gewicht gewinnen. Insofern ist das £xe£oc von z.B. Aesch. Pers.
793 midc tout Enefac; “Wie meinst du das?” nicht in direkte
Bezichung zu setzen mit dem Auftreten derselben Form ein
Jahrhundert spiter bei Xenophon (Cyr. 2, 1, 4; Oec. 15, 2). Die
Tragodie nimmt zwar vorweg, was spiter auch sonst passiert,
aber der Grund ist nicht derselbe. Wie wir noch sehen werden,
geht es der Tragodie nie darum, den kognitiven Aufwand bei
der Sprachproduktion und Sprachrezeption zu minimieren;
vielmehr scheint die abstrabierende Verallgemeinerung formaler
Mouster hier allein legitimierend zu wirken.

4. Relationale Offenheit, Nominalisierung und Determinierung
in der tragischen Syntax

4.1. Sobald wir uns der Syntax zuwenden, weitet sich das
Feld der Untersuchung betrichtlich. Schon in der zu Anfang
betrachteten aristophanischen Parodie waren aufler lexikali-
schen Merkmalen syntaktische Eigenheiten vertreten. Die Rede
war unter anderem von der Ersetzung des Fragepronomens
tivag; durch das Frageadjektiv molag; in wolog o0’ dvijp haxt-
doc alrettor mémhwy; “Welch Fetzen eines Kleids erbittet denn

4 Vgl. WILLI (2003) 248-249.
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der Mann?” (Ar. Ach. 423) sowie, parallel dazu, von der Ersetzung
des nominalen Genitivs Ouéstou durch ein Zugehérigkeits-
adjektiv Ovesteiwy in 1@y Ouecteiov poxdy “Thyestesfetzen”
(Ar. Ach. 433; § 1.1).

Beide Erscheinungen sind in der erhaltenen Tragédie tat-
sichlich hiufig,"> doch was steht dahinter? Wesentlich scheint
vor allem dies: Wihrend z.B. ein Genitiv ®uéstou kaum etwas
anderes als die intendierte possessive Interpretation zulisst, ist
das relationale Adjektiv ‘thyestisch’ viel offener. “Thyestische
¢éxn’ konnten auch Kleiderfetzen sein, die an Thyestes erin-
nern, von der Art sind, wie sie auch Thyestes tragen kénnte,
usw. Um zum ‘richtigen’ signifié zu gelangen, bedarf es also
der interpretativen Einengung, und diese ist kognitiv umso
anspruchsvoller, als in der Tragodie durchaus nicht jedes Frage-
pronomen tic; durch moioc; und nicht jeder possessive Genitiv
durch ein Adjektiv ersetzt wird. So kann der von Odipus befragte
Hirt ohne weiteres auf die Frage tov &vSpa t6v8” 0dv oicbo 77)5¢
mou pabwy; “Kennst du den Mann hier, da du ihn schon einmal
trafst?” antworten = ypfuo Spdvta; molov &vdpa xal Aéyelc;
“Was tat er? Welchen Mann meinst du denn iiberhaupt?”, also
unmittelbar nebeneinander gleichwertiges <t; und mwotov; benut-

zen (Soph. O7 1128-1129).

4.2. Mutatis mutandis dasselbe gilt fiir eine weitere Erscheinung,
die, wie Aristoteles (Poer. 1458b31-34) bezeugt, fiir Spott
sorgte: ApLppddre Todg Teaypdovs éxwpmdel 8Tu & 0ddelg dv
elmetey év 1§ Stahént TodTOLS YPGVTHL, 0loY TO SwUdTLY &To
MG i) &mo Swpdtwy “Ariphrades verspottete die Tragiker,
weil sie in ihrer Sprache Ausdriicke benutzen, die niemand
sagen wiirde, wie z.B. Sopdrwy &mo anstelle von dmo Swpdrov
‘vom Haus weg”. Wihrend der uns sonst unbekannte Ari-

phrades offenbar die in der Tragodie gingige pripositionale

5 Vgl. z.B. AESCH. Cho. 502 07w dpoevéc 07 bpol véov “die Klage der Frau
und zugleich des Manns”; Prom. 705 "Ivéyetov onéppo “Tochter des Inachos”;
SOPH. El. 779 gbévoue matpgoug “des Vaters Ermordung”; EUR. Hel. 789 molowg
gmiotac PapPapols murdpacty; “An welchen Toren von Barbaren stehend?” usw.



DER SPRACHRAUM DER TRAGODIE 109

Anastrophe aufs Korn nahm, ist aus moderner Perspektive
zugleich auf den ebenso verbreiteten Gebrauch pripositions-
loser Richtungskasus hinzuweisen.'® Schliellich geht es bei der
Anastrophe im Grunde um die Verwendung syntaktisch freier
Lokaladverbien im Verbund mit denselben, noch vollwertigen
Richtungskasus.

Um derlei zu begriinden, kann natiirlich ein syntaktischer
‘Archaismus’ diagnostiziert und betont werden, dass im vor-
historischen Griechischen, wie noch bei Homer, pripositions-
lose Richtungskasus und unabhingige Lokaladverbien verbrei-
tet waren. Aber wird eine solche Rechtfertigung dem synchronen
Sprachsystem der Tragédie und der Zunahme dieser Erschei-
nungen bei Euripides gerecht? In einem Umfeld, wo dies
Dinge sind, die niemand sagen wiirde (& oddeic dv eimetey),
wird der Gebrauch dann merkmalhaft, wenn er nicht unabhin-
gig gesteuert scheint — sei es nun durch metrische Zwinge, eine
generelle Vermeidung reiner Funktionswérter oder einen allge-
meinen Hang zum Archaisieren. Nichts davon ist fiir die Trago-
die symptomatisch: Die tragische Metrik ist flexibel, Priposi-
tionen und andere Funktionsworter sind allgegenwirtig, und
wenn den Tragikern der syntaktische Archaismus ein Anliegen
wiire, weshalb lassen sie die so typische Tmesis links liegen?!”
Was die Weglassung bzw. Autonomisierung von Pripositionen
vielmehr bedeutet, ist erneut ein Verzicht auf die umfingliche
Explizierung syntaktisch-semantischer Relationen.

4.3. Die Unschirfe, die sich durch den Einsatz spezieller Syntag-
men ergibt, kann indessen auch anderer Art sein. Wihrend die
Adressaten bei den eben besprochenen Phinomenen aus einer

16 Zur Hiufigkeit der Anastrophe im Trimeter s. BATTEZZATO (2012) 309
(Aischylos: 16,3% aller Belege der hiufigsten Pripositionen, Sophokles: 15,9%,
Euripides: 26,3%), zu den Richtungskasus BRUHN (1899) 27, 32-33, 36-37;
MOORHOUSE (1982) 45, 66-68, 86-87; BERS (1984) 62-101 und COOPER (2002)
1965, 1968-1970, alle mit Beispielen.

17 Im Trimeter ist Tmesis sehr selten (1x Aischylos, 30x Euripides: BREITEN-
BACH [1934] 266); vgl. KUHNER / GERTH (1898-1904) 1, 533-535; BRUHN (1899)
37-38; MOORHOUSE (1982) 94.
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Auswahl denkbarer Interpretationen die richtige bestimmen miis-
sen, tritt andernorts eine Konstruktion an die Stelle einer funktio-
nal verwandten, aber nicht ganz deckungsgleichen anderen Kons-
truktion. Dies ist der Fall beim Gebrauch von Verbalperiphrasen.

Durchaus auch auflerhalb der Tragddie anzutreffen sind
zunichst Periphrasen aus pridikativem Partizip (meist Prisens,
aber je nach Nuance auch Perfekt oder Aorist) + Kopula. Hier
fillt also nicht die Struktur als solche auf, sondern eher ihre
Hiufigkeit bzw. die Verwendung auch da, wo kaum semantischer
Mehrwert erkennbar ist. So lesen wir in Aesch. Cho. 239-240
npocauday €6t dvayratwe Exov matépa “es ist notwendig, dich
als Vater anzusprechen” anstelle von dvayxaloc €ye oder ein-
fach (mpocandav) avéyxn, in Cho. 696 7y vdp £dBodiwe Eywy
“er war ja voller Umsicht” anstelle von e3foliwnc ciye oder ein-
fach e%Bovhoc v und in Eum. 190-192 &g’ dxotdere olug foptiic
¢o1 dmomtiotou Oeolc otépynbe’ Eyovoar; “Hért ihr, was fiir
ein Fest ihr liebt, zum Abscheu fiir die Gotter?” anstelle von
otépynlpa #yete oder einfach otépyere.!® Zudem wird das in
solchen Fillen gewdhnlichere Partizip gelegentlich durch ein
nomen agentis ersetzt, wodurch die implizierte Permanenz noch
weiter an Gewicht gewinnt (so Aesch. Ag. 224-225 Ztho Outip
vevéslow Ouyatpde “er wagte, seiner Tochter Opferer zu wer-
den” statt &rha OUcon Ouyatépo “er wagte, seine Tochter zu
opfern”, Eum. 298 yévorto t@v3¢ pov hutiplog “sie moge zur
Befreierin mir davon werden” statt Moete “sie moge befreien”,
Soph. EL 850 »dye 1008 {6twp “auch ich bin Wisser dessen”
statt oido t63¢ “ich weiff das”, usw."?). Sogar wo pragmatische
Faktoren anzuerkennen sind — wenn z.B. Aesch. Ag. 1506 7olde
@bvou tig 6 poaptupncwy; deutschem “Wer ist’s, der diesen
Mord bezeugen wird?” entspricht und sich dementsprechend
von tic paptuphoer; “Wer wird bezeugen?” unterscheidet —,
stellt sich die Frage, wieweit nicht eben nur die tragische Stilistik

18 Vgl. BENTEIN (2016) bes. 211-227, mit Statistiken, die die gegeniiber
anderen attischen Autoren des 5. Jh. (Aristophanes, Thukydides, Lysias) erh6hte
Frequenz v.a. bei Aischylos und Sophokles belegen.

1 Vgl. BRUHN (1899) 74; s. auch § 5.1.
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nach dieser fokalisierenden Emphase verlangt. Nicht zufillig
doppelt der Chor schon kurz darauf nach mit <ig 6 Odwv vuv;
tic 6 Opnviicwy; “Wer ist’s, der ihn begraben wird? Wer ist’s,
der ihn beklagen wird?” (Aesch. Ag. 1541).

4.4. Noch auffilliger ist allerdings die tragische Vorliebe fiir
einen anderen periphrastischen Typ, das sogenannte oy
Yogoxheiov.”? Dabei wird ein aktives Aoristpartizip mit einer
finiten Form von &;o kombiniert. Diese Konstruktion geht
natiirlich aus von einem Syntagma mit semantisch vollwertigem
Zyw (z.B. Aesch. Sepr. 947 &youvoL potpay haybvres, & péreot
“sie haben nun ihr Los, unselig, da sie es bekamen”), die
Semantik bleicht aber genau wie beim lateinisch-romanischen
oder deutschen habere/haben-Perfekt zunehmend aus. Schon wo
Antigone ihre Schwester Ismene fragt od yép Ttdgov viv o
raoryvite Kedwv [ oy pév mpoticag, tov 8 dmipdcas éyer; “Hat
Kreon etwa nicht den einen unsrer Briider / mit einem Grab
geehrt, entehrt jedoch den andern?” (Soph. Anz. 21-22) kann
von einem echten “Haben” keine Rede mehr sein.

Man hat nun angenommen, Sophokles habe diese &y -
Periphrase benutzt, um bei Verben, die kein aktives Perfekt
bildeten, ein formales Substitut fiir das im 5./4. Jh. aufkom-
mende ‘Resultativperfekt’ zu erhalten.?! Diese Theorie wird aber
nicht gestiitzt durch die Tatsache, dass die Periphrase auch bei
Verben auftritt, wo kein Bedarf ersichtlich ist. So hitte der Tra-
giker sehr wohl (z.B.) tetipnxe “er hat geehrt” bzw. #ripoxe
“er hat entehrt” schreiben kénnen — zumal tetipoaxe schon bei
Sappho und Pindar ‘objektresultativ’ auftrite (Sapph. fr. 112,
5 L.-P.; Pind. Isthm. 4, 55%2).

20°S, THIELMANN (1891); AERTS (1965) 128-160; BENTEIN (2016) 74-76,
118-125. Angesichts der Beleglage (v.a. Sophokles und Euripides, seltener Hero-
dot, Platon: BENTEIN [2016] 124) unplausibel ist ein volkssprachlicher Ursprung
(THIELMANN [1891] 301).

21 So THIELMANN (1891) 302-303; shnlich AERTS (1965) 129, 159; BERS
(2016) 76, 115-116.

22 Vgl. WACKERNAGEL (1904) 9-10; CHANTRAINE (1927) 122-123.
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Eine bessere Erklirung des Phinomens diirfte im Gegenteil
darin liegen, dass Sophokles das ‘Resultativperfekt’ noch sehr
zuriickhaltend einsetzt.”” Im Gegensatz zum urspriinglichen
Perfekt, das stets subjekrresultativ war (d.h. vom Zustand des
verbalen Subjekts sprach), dringt sich beim ‘Resultativperfekt
die Objekrresultativitit in den Vordergrund. Vor der Verbrei-
tung des Resultativperfekts war das eine Domine des Aorists.
Insofern hat der Scholiast zu Eur. Med. 33 pet’ dvdpdc 8¢ ope
viv dripdooc #yer “zusammen mit dem Mann, der sie nun-
mehr entehrt hat” recht, wenn er notiert &tipdoac &yev
Artinde, qvri Tob Aripace “Gripndcoac €yt ist typisch attisch,
anstelle von #ripace” — also nichr etwa *avtl 7ob Aripoxe:
Es geht nicht um den Zustand Jasons als Entehrer, sondern um
denjenigen Medeas als Entehrter. Durch die Ersetzung von
Aripoce durch dripdooc &y e aber wird der Ausdruck weniger
‘prototypisch verbal’, da der Grad der temporal-modalen Indi-
viduierung der Kernhandlung abnimmt; sprachtypologisch gilt
generell eine Korrelation zwischen prototypischer Nomina-
litit und maximaler “Typisierung’ einerseits und prototypischer
Verbalitit und maximaler ‘Individuierung’ andererseits.>* Im
besprochenen Fall tritt so an die Stelle einer auf einen bestimm-
ten Zeitpunkt bezogenen telisch-dynamischen Vergangenheits-
form die Kombination aus einer Nominalbildung (partizipiales
atiudcac) mit einer stativischen und damit zeitlich stabileren
Prisensform. Die Permanenz, die €yev in den Vordergrund
riicke, ist dabei vergleichbar mit dem Permanenz-Fokus der
zuvor betrachteten Ersetzungen Out#p elpt/yevésar “Opferer
sein/werden” anstelle von 04w/03car “opfern” bzw. tic 6 pop-
Tuprowy “Wer ist es, der bezeugen wird?” anstelle von tig pop-
tophoet; “Wer wird bezeugen?”: Auch da suggeriert die
sprachliche Form, es gehe nicht mehr allein um eine spezifi-
sche, zeitlich begrenzte Situation des Opferns oder Bezeugens,

2 Vgl. SICKING / STORK (1996) bes. 146-150; die Analyse bei MOORHOUSE
(1982) 199-201 leuchtet nicht immer ein.

2 So LEHMANN (1982) 68; vgl. auch GIVON (*2001) 51-52, der das Krite-
rium der “temporal stability” betont.
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sondern um den Typus von Mensch, der eine solche Handlung
vollzieht.

4.5. In denselben Rahmen passt sich die Neigung der Tragiker
zu weiteren Auxiliarverb-Konstruktionen. Sehr oft benutzen sie
ein hochfrequentes Verb wie “haben”, “nehmen” oder “setzen”
als Hilfsverb und kombinieren es mit einem meist abstrakten
Nomen. Eine zufillige Auswahl entsprechender Beispiele aus
Sophokles’ Trachinierinnen umfasst etwa aloydvny pépewy “Schande
bringen” (- aloydvery, 66), w1 My AdBy “damit sie nicht ein
Leid erfihrt” (- p#) amn03, 331), dyvola p &xer “mich hile
Unwissenheit” (- &yvod, 350), Gv miv pndlnewy devupor “wovon
ich Kenntnis nehme” (- & povOdvw, 710-711), oixtov {oyeLg
“du hast Erbarmen” (- oixtipeic, 801), Zpacxe Aoty teheichor
“sie sagte, dass Befreiung kommen werde” (- MoesOor, 1170-
1171), @Bbvnoic 0d yevioetar “keine Beneidung wird entstehen”
(- 0% ghovhcw, 1212), tdmopely &y o “Ratlosigkeit besitze ich”
(- amop®m, 1243).

Wenn wir die prosaischen Aquivalente daneben halten, so
fillt erstens auf, wie oft diese Art der Periphrase geliufige deno-
minative Verben verdringt, die vom jeweiligen Abstraktbegriff
abgeleitet sind (z.B. aloydvnv @épewv ~ aicybvew). Somit ver-
schiebt sich der Fokus erneut weg von der Dynamizitit des
verbalen Ausdrucks und hin zur Zustindlichkeit des Nominal-
begriffs. Wenn jemand “Kenntnis nimmt” (u&07n6wv &pvupon)
oder “Leid erfihrt” (Mmny hapfdvw), so wird im Vergleich mit
“erkennen” oder “erleiden” v.a. die zeitliche Indefinitheit der
w&Oroig bzw. admy spiirbar.

4.6. Einige der zitierten Verbalperiphrasen illustrieren aber
zweitens ein von der Nominalisierung/Typisierung grund-
sitzlich unabhingiges Phinomen der ‘Depersonalisierung’. In
einer Szene der Trachinierinnen sagt Deianeira zum Boten, sie
verstehe seine Behauptung nicht, wonach Lichas Iole soeben
mit einer Liigenrede zur Aufnahme ins Haus verholfen habe.
Statt einfach &yvod “ich weifd nicht” zu verwenden, driickt sie
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das aber so aus, dass die abstrakte ‘Unwissenheit’ zum agenti-
ven Subjekt, sie selbst zum Objekt wird: dyvolo p” €yer “mich
hilt Unwissenheit” (350). Genauso steht andernorts z.B. Aesch.
Supp. 521 &° Epwg &yer “Liebe hilt dich” (statt ¢pgc “du liebst”),
Ag. 1243 @6Rog 1’ &yer “Furcht hilt mich” (statt gofolupon “ich
fiirchte”), Cho. 463 tpbpoc p” Hoépmer “ein Zittern iiberkommt
mich” (statt tpopc “ich zittere”), Soph. OT 726-727 1’ dxob-
covt &yer Yuytc mhavnpo “mich hilt, wo ich das hére, Ver-
wirrung in der Seele” (statt mravapon “ich bin verwirrt”) oder
Phil. 686 Oabpa p” Eyer “Erstaunen hilt mich” (statt Oovp.dle
“ich bin erstaunt”).?®

Nun lehrt die Sprachtypologie, dass es folgende universale
‘Belebtheitshierarchie’ (‘animacy hierarchy’) gibt:?°

Pronomina 1./2. Person > Pronomina 3. Person > Eigennamen >
belebte Nomina > unbelebte Nomina

In dieser Hierarchie sind die oberen Ringe pridestiniert
dazu, als (agentive) Subjekte verwendet zu werden,”” wogegen
die unteren Ringe von prototypischen Objekten besetzt sind.
In den zitierten Wendungen aus der Tragddie ist also die
sprachpsychologisch ‘normale’ Rollenverteilung umgedreht.
Die tragische ‘Depersonalisierung’ kann aber noch weiter gehen:
wenn nimlich der Verweis auf die 1. oder 2. Person ganz unter-
driickt wird. Anstelle von z.B. odx &y dpveishor “ich kann
nicht leugnen” oder odx dpvobp.on “ich leugne nicht” lesen wir
dann depersonalisierend — und dadurch zugleich generalisie-
rend — ofitig &pvroig méher “es gibt kein Leugnen” (so Orestes
in Aesch. Eum. 588, nach dem Eingestindnis des Muttermords:
¥xrewa “ich habe sie getstet”);?® und in deontischen Auflerungen

% Dass abstrakte Subjekte iiberhaupt in der Tragddie viel hiufiger sind als
anderswo, zeigen die Statistiken bei DENNISTON (1952) 29.

26 So zuerst SILVERSTEIN (1976) 122-123; vgl. weiter z.B. COMRIE (21989)
185-200.

%7 COMRIE (21989) 198 spricht von “topic-worthiness”.

28 Zu diesen Strukturen s. LONG (1968) 63-74 (“the periphrasis [...] is more
impersonal than the root-verb and concentrates attention on its process at the
expense of the persons concerned”).
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ersetzt ein Verbaladjektiv auf -téov das die Spezifik der person-
lichen Umstinde betonende 3&i pe “ich muss” (vgl. Odipus’
kurz angebundenes dpxtéov v’ puwe “man [~ ich] muss nun
einmal herrschen” zu Kreon in Soph. OT 628).

4.7. Natiirlich tritt dergleichen zwar auffillig oft, aber keines-
wegs ausschliefSlich in der Tragédie auf — lehrt es uns also iiber-
haupt etwas iiber das innere Wesen tragischer Sprache? Wie im
Fall der Nominalisierung/Typisierung diirfen wir aber auch
hier nicht zu sehr auf der Ebene des einzelnen Syntagmas ste-
hen bleiben und die schon beschriebenen Manifestationen der
‘Depersonalisierung’ nur fiir sich betrachten.

Tragische Figuren haben oft die merkwiirdige Angewohn-
heit, von sich selbst in der dritten Person (als ¢3¢ (6) dvnp
“dieser Mann” u. dgl.) zu sprechen — etwa wenn Admet der
Alkestis verspricht oftig dvtl 60l mote / t6v8 &vdpa vipen
Ococadlc mpospléyietar “an deiner Statt wird diesen Mann /
niemals ein Midchen aus Thessalien begriiffen” (Eur. Ale.
330-331).>° Anders als bei ¢pgc — 6 #pwe yet u.d. wird hier
zwar nicht eine prototypische Rollenverteilung modifiziert,
aber ein Blick auf die Belebtheitshierarchie zeigt trotzdem eine
dhnliche Verschiebung: Wieder wird der an sich natiirlichste
Ausdruck der 1. Person vermieden. Relevant ist aber zudem,
dass die Belebtheitshierarchie eng mit einer Definitheitshier-
archie korreliert, an deren oberem Ende erneut die maximal
referentiellen und definiten Pronomina der 1. und 2. Person
stehen:?!

Pronomina 1./2. Person > Pronomina 3. Person > definite Nomina >
referentiell-spezifische Nomina > nicht-referentielle/unspezifische
Nomina (z.B. Abstrakta)

2 Zu den Verbaladjektiven auf -téov/-téa s. nach wie vor v.a. BisHOP (1899).

3 Vgl. MOORHOUSE (1982) 155-156, mit Beispielen aus Sophokles; KUH-
NER / GERTH (1898-1904) 1, 630.

318, dazu CROFT (1990) 127.
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Ohne dass wir hier auf die im Detail komplexe Abgrenzung
von Definitheit und Referentialitit/Spezifik eingehen miissten,
diirfte zudem einleuchten, dass der Referent pluralischer Aus-
driicke in der Regel weniger spezifisch (oder: individuiert) ist
als der Referent des Singulars.? Insofern gesellt sich das tragi-
sche &3¢ dvhp “dieser Mann” fiir &y “ich” weiter zu der ebenso
hiufigen Ersetzung von évd “ich” durch #peic “wir” sowie,
noch allgemeiner, zur bekannten Vorliebe der Tragiker fiir
‘poetische Plurale™ einerseits und abstracta pro concretis ande-
rerseits; beides fiel ja schon Aristophanes auf (wémhor “Kleid”,
poxmpara “Gefetz”: § 1.1), und letzteres fiihrt sogar zur Bezeich-
nung von belebten Personen mit einem Abstraktbegriff (z.B.
Eur. Hipp. 11 noudedpara fiir Hippolytos als “Ziehsohn”).?*
Dabei wird die referentielle Spezifik des Ausdrucks artifiziell
gemindert — ‘artifiziell” deshalb, weil das eigentliche signifié
natiirlich dasselbe bleibt, wenn z.B. Euripides’ Medea zwar sagt
fuelg nrevobpev oimep epioapey “wir, die wir sie gebaren,
werden sie auch toten” (Eur. Med. 1063 = 1241), damit aber
meint &y xtevéd fnep $Eépuoa,® oder wenn Sophokles anstelle
von “wiehernden Réssern” (fnmor puacabpevor) lieber von “Ross-
Gewicher” spricht (Soph. EL 715-717 6p.ol 8¢ mdvreg dvope-
uerypévol / @eldovto xévtpmy 098¢y, Gg bmepPdiot / yvbag Tig
adT@y wal @eudypad’ inmind “es schonten alle im Gedringe /
die Stachel nicht, ein jeder, dass er iiberhole / die Wagen aller
andren und das Ross-Gewieher”).3¢

32 COMRIE (*1989) 199 spricht von einer “hierarchy of individuation or [...]
hierarchy of salience. Salience relates to the way in which certain actants present
in a situation are seized on by humans as foci of attention [...] work on salience
indicates that singular entities are more salient than plural entities”.

¥ Vgl. ARIST. Rh. 1407b32-35; [LONGIN.] Subl. 23, 2-3; BERS (1984) 22-46.

3 Vgl. BRUHN (1899) 138-140; LONG (1969) 114-125; nur z.T. ist damit
eine abschitzige Nuance verbunden.

3 Zu solchem #ueic = &y etc. s. weiter WACKERNAGEL (21926-1928) 1,
99-100; BERS (1984) 49-52; zu weiteren Fillen von Pluralia fiir Einzelpersonen
COOPER (2002) 1934-1935.

36 LONG (1968) behandelt sowohl “-ma nouns as an alternative to a concrete
expression or participle” (95-104) als auch “-ma nouns as alternative forms”
(40-46; d.h. pnydvnpo fiir pnyovh “Trick”, Sodhevpe fiir SoBrog “Sklave”, etc.).
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4.8. Thren wohl prominentesten Ausdruck findet diese der
‘Depersonalisierung’ iibergeordnete Despezifizierung in der
Verwendung bzw. eben Nicht-Verwendung des bestimmten
Artikels. Ahnlich wie bei den nackten Richtungskasus (§ 4.2)
greift hier die Erklirung zu kurz, es gehe (wie in der Lyrik)
schlicht um einen konservierten Archaismus bzw. um die
Vermeidung von Funktionswértern. Schliefflich wird die Sache
zumindest in den nicht-lyrischen Partien ja sehr flexibel
gehandhabt, und der Artikel ist durchaus nicht nur auf die
Fille beschrinkt, wo er der Verbindung eines Substantivs mit
einem Attribut dient, also schon in der archaischen Dichtung
geldufig ist.’” Wenn der Artikel aber in der synchronen Gram-
matik des tragischen Sprechverses grundsitzlich ganz lebendig
ist, so ist die Wertigkeit der Weglassung grofler als bei Homer
oder Pindar. Beispielsweise entspricht der Artikelgebrauch
neben adtdderpoc “Bruder” und wupavvic “Herrschaft” in den
folgenden Versen aus Sophokles’” Antigone dem der klassischen
Prosa, aber zumindest yA&sca “Zunge” (und wohl auch ¢époc
“Furcht”) wiirden dort ebenfalls danach verlangen: xaitot
m6ley xhéog v’ &v ednheéotepoy [ xatéoyov 7 TOV adTddEAQOY
&v tage [ tihelon; TodTolg TobTo masLy avddvery / Aéyory &,
el wi) YAdGoay Eyxhfol @bfoc. / GAN %) tupavwwic TOAAE T AN
eddonpovel / wdeaty adti) Spav Aéyew 07 & Bodretor “Jedoch
wie hitt’ ich mehr an edlem Ruhm erworben / als dadurch,
meinen Bruder in ein Grab zu legen? / Ich meinte wohl, dass
das auch all den Leuten hier / so passt, wenn ihnen nicht die
Furcht die Zunge lihmte! / Die Herrschaft aber ist mit vieler-
lei gesegnet; / vor allem darf sie tun und sagen, was sie will”
(Soph. Ant. 502-507). Der intendierten referentiellen Spezifik
(“Zhre Zunge”, nicht “eine Zunge”) tut das Fehlen von t#v
neben yA&soav keinen Abbruch, aber syntaktisch wird unter-
determiniert — man kdnnte von einer syntaktischen Metonymie
sprechen.

7 Vgl. KUHNER / GERTH (1898-1904) 1, 575-583.
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4.9. Ebenso wichtig aber ist, dass zugleich manchmal das
genaue Gegenteil zu beobachten ist, was der Theorie von der
Vermeidung farbloser Funktionswérter endgiiltig den Boden
entzieht. Dass die Tragodie gern substantivierte Infinitive
benutzt, um Aussagen von allgemeiner Giiltigkeit zu machen,
ist bekannt,*® ebenso wie die hiufige Verwendung substanti-
vierter neutraler Adjektive anstelle von abstrakten oder auch
konkreten Nomina (z.B. Aesch. Supp. 197-198 ©6 p) Opas?
“Besonnenheit”, t6 u7 wdrorov “Anstand”; Soph. EL 1469 <o
ouyyevée “Verwandtschaft” [fiir: “meinen Verwandten”], usw.).%’
Auf beides lief3e sich unschwer verzichten, wenn das Funktions-
wort storen wiirde. So wire Zuyyévela statt t0 Euyyevéc in
der Sentenz t6 Euyyevéc tor dewov 4 07 dbunio “viel Macht
besitzt fiirwahr Verwandtschaft wie auch Freundschaft” ([Aesch.]
Prom. 39) sicher kein stilistischer Fremdkorper. Dazu kom-
men aber, noch extremer, Fille, wo der Artikel redundant ist,
sei es dass eine eigentlich indefinite Nominalphrase vorliegt
(z.B. Soph. Aj. 311-313 »al t0v pév Hi670 wAelotoy &oboyyog
yebvov' [ Emert’ épol & delv’ émnmeline Ewy), [ el pi) govolny
may 10 cuvtuyov wdboc “Die lingste Zeit safl er zunichst nur
sprachlos da; / dann aber drohte er mit schlimmen Worten
mir, / falls ich ihm nicht das Ungliick, das geschah, eréffne”;
fiir Tekmessas Adressaten, den Chor, ist die Referenz unspezi-
fisch, weil er hier erstmals von diesen “schlimmen Worten”
hért) oder dass eine alltigliche Infinitivkonstruktion mit Arti-
kel versehen wird (z.B. Aesch. Ag. 1289 thifcopat 10 xotho-
vely “zu sterben werde ich ertragen”; Soph. Anr. 27-28 dctoist
oaoty Exxexnebylar o ph) / thoe xoanddoar “es heiflt, den
Stidtern sei es offen untersagt / ihn zu bestatten”; Phil. 1241
8¢ oe xwhdoer 6 Spav “der dich zu handeln hindern wird”).
Das ‘Funktionswort’ ist hier funktionslos, der Ausdruck also
syntaktisch und/oder semantisch zberdeterminiert. So stark 7m

% Vgl. BIRKLEIN (1888); BURGUIERE (1960) 99-126, mit Statistiken.
3 Ahnlich die abstrahierende Prosa (Thukydides, Platon), aber nur ausnahms-
weise die Redner (DENNISTON [1952] 36-37).
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allgemeinen also die Anziehungskraft des negativen Pols auf
der Achse der Spezifizierung auch sein mag, im Einzelfall
erlaubt sich die tragische Syntax auch Verschiebungen in die
umgekehrte Richtung; und gerade diese Widerspriichlichkeit
trigt durchaus ihr Teil zur Profilierung der tragischen Syntax

bei.

5. Nominalisierung/Typisierung und derivationale Morpho-
logie der Tragédie

5.1. Insbesondere die syntaktische Tendenz zur Nominali-
sierung/ Typisierung hat auch auf die derivationale Morpholo-
gie bzw. die Produktivitit bestimmter Wortbildungsmuster
Auswirkungen. Hiufig werden z.B. Partizipien ersetzt durch
verschiedene Adjektive oder nomina agentis, die dem Bezugswort
eine stirkere Qualititspermanenz zuschreiben. Das Nachrich-
tenfeuer im Agamemnon (Aesch. Ag. 287) ist eine mopeutig
rpmde “Fackel-Reisende” (nicht: mopevopévr), in den Choe-
phoren (Aesch. Cho. 764-765) klagt Orestes’ Amme Kilissa
otetyo 8 ¢ dvdpo TV Aupavtiglov / oixwv “ich gehe aber zu
dem Mann, der dieses Heims / Misshandler ist” (nicht: Avpowvé-
uevov), und in den Bacchen (Eur. Bacch. 355-356) befiehlt
Pentheus déoprov mopeboare delp’ adtéy “bringt her ihn als
Gefesselten” (nicht: 8eOévra); ja, bei Sophokles (77ach. 674)
spricht Deianeira sogar vom tddlichen Kleid, das sie Herakles
geschickt hat, als tov évdutiipa mémhov “Bekleider-Gewand”,
‘vertauscht’ also zugleich die verbale Diathese gegeniiber dem
anstelle einer aktiven Form eher zu erwartenden partizipialen
&vdu(0m0)buevov.®® All das trigt direke zu einer Bliite z.B. der
Adjektive auf -t7proc und -1pog oder der Nomina auf -t#p bei,
und auch die poetischen Adverbien auf -8vyv, -36v profitieren

4 Vgl. hnlich den diathesenindifferenten Gebrauch der Verbaladjektive auf
-t6¢ (z.B. AESCH. Ag. 361 e mavahdrou [~ ake. “liberwiltigend”], 1331 dwé-
eeotov [~ akt. “niche sittigend”]; CAMPBELL [1871] 88).
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vom selben Trend; statt meptotadéy in Eur. Andr. 1136-1137
¢ ¢ viv mepLoTadoy / xduhe xotelyov o) didbvteg dpTmvody
“als sie ihn hielten, ihn umstehend / im Kreise, und auch nicht
mehr Atem schépfen lielen” (wo die Ermordung des Neopto-
lemos in Delphi beschrieben wird) bzw. @opddvnv in Eur. Andr.
1166-1167 »al payv 68 &vaé #8n 0opddny / Aehpidoc éx Y
dodpo mehaler “da naht dem Haus sich unser Herr schon, /
getragen aus dem Land von Delphi” (wo Neoptolemos’ Leich-
nam nach Thessalien zuriickgebracht wird) stiinde in Prosa
sicher eher mepiotdvrec bzw. pepbpevoc.

5.2. Typisierung muss aber nicht mit einem Wechsel der Wort-
klasse einhergehen. Fiir die Tragodie symptomatisch ist auch
die Prigung neuer Verbalkomposita wie 3wpatogbopén “das
Haus vernichten” und pmyavoppagéw “Rinke schmieden” bei
Aischylos (Ag. 948 (ci.); Cho. 221), mhevpoxomén “an die Flanken
schlagen” und daxpuppoém “Trinen vergieflen” bei Sophokles
(Aj. 2365 Trach. 3265 EL 1313, etc.) oder xaxoppobée “beschimp-
fen” und ynpoBosxén “im Alter pflegen” bei Euripides (Al.
707; Med. 1033). Solche Bildungen erinnern zunichst einfach
an die Aussage des aristophanischen Aischylos in den Fraschen,
wonach es “nottut” (&vayxy), Leydhwy YvoRdy xol Stvoléy
oo xal o pApato Tietew: / wdhhwg elxog Tovg HuLbéous Tolg
gnpact petloot ypeficlor “auch groflen Ideen und groflen
Gedanken gewachsene Worte zu zeugen; / ohnehin ist zudem ja
auch klar, dass Halbgétter grofere Worte gebrauchen” (Ar. Ran.
1059-1060).

Die ‘bombastische’ Assoziation mit peydror yvépon xol Std-
votow st freilich nicht allein dem schieren Wortumfang geschul-
det, zumal der Bildungstyp als solcher ja keineswegs auf die
Tragodie beschrinke ist. Wichtig ist, dass solche Verben impli-
cite Nomina wie SwpatopObpoc “Hausvernichter”, unyavoppd-
poc “Rinkeschmied”, Saxpuppboc “Trinenvergiefler” voraus-
setzen. Streng genommen bedeutet unyavoppagelv also nicht
einfach “Rinke schmieden” (wrnyavéc pdmrewv), sondern “ein
Rinkeschmied sein”. Wenn der noch unerkannte Orestes in
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den Choephoren auf Elektras Frage 42 7 86hov tvv’, & £&v’, duot
pot maéxews; “Umgarnst du etwa, Fremder, mich mit einer
List?” mit ironischem adtoc xat” adtol tdpa pnyavoppapd
antwortet (Aesch. Cho. 220-221), so abstrahiert er mit seiner
Wortwahl von der spezifischen Jetzt-Situation (die Elektras
36hov mhéxers anspricht) und transponiert das Ganze auf eine
allgemeinere (eben ‘typisierte’) Ebene: “dann bin ich folglich
selbst mir selbst ein Rinkeschmied!”.

5.3. Noch aufdringlicher ist die Verbalkomposition dann,
wenn sie zum Selbstzweck wird. In Aesch. Ag. 1419-1420
macht Klytaimestra dem Chor den Vorwurf o) tobtov éx v¥jc
e ypTv o dvdpmhately / pracpdrtewy &mowle]; “Hirttest
nicht ihn aus unserm Land du treiben sollen, / zur Sithnung
seines Frevels?”, und in Soph. Anz. 264-266 erzihlt der
Wichter, wie er und seine Kollegen sich gegenseitig der ver-
botenen Bestattung des Polyneikes verdichtigten — #uev &
étolpor xal pidpoug alpety yepoly, / xal whp Siépmewy, xol
Ocode bprwpotely / 10 puhte Spdoor phte T Euverdévor “wir
waren willens, HeifSmetall von Hand zu halten, / und Feuer
zu durchschreiten, Gottern Eid zu leisten, / dass wir es nicht
getan, noch etwas davon wussten”. Sowohl avpnratén als
auch 6pxwpotén gehdren zum besprochenen pseudo-deno-
minalen Typ, aber ihr jeweiliges Vorderglied ist pleonastisch:
Ehadvery “vertreiben” und épvivar “schworen” allein hitten
dieselbe Prignanz. So wird das Publikum zu einer zusitzli-
chen kognitiven Leistung gezwungen. Zunichst suggeriert
der Einsatz eines Kompositums, dass beide Kompositionsglie-
der eigenwertig sind, aber dann erweist sich die semantische
Spezifizierung durch das Vorderglied als sinnfrei: Was konnte
man bei den Goéttern schworen, wenn nicht einen Schwur
(8pxoc), und welcher Art konnte die Vertreibung des Agamemnon
sein, wenn nicht die eines Mannes (&v#p)? Der Pleonasmus
spiegelt auf der semantischen Ebene jene Uberdeterminie-
rung, der wir bei der Besprechung des Artikels begegnet sind
(§ 4.9).
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6. Semantische Uberspezifizierung in der Tragodie

6.1. Anders als im syntaktischen Bereich ist der Hang zu Red-
undanz und Uberspezifizierung in der tragischen Semantik
iiberhaupt sehr dominant.#! Das duflert sich zum einen in
Phrasen wie 6 guricac/piouc mathpe “der zeugende Vater” fiir
6 mathe sowie markierten Einzelerscheinungen wie dem Gebrauch
von Aor. éctdlny anstelle von #stnyv “ich trat, stellte mich”
oder der Benutzung von Zguv “ich wurde” fiir eiut “ich bin”
(bzw. méouxa “ich bin (von Natur aus)”):*> Bei letzteren muss
die passivische Valenz des -0n-Suffixes bzw. die ingressive Wer-
tigkeit des Aoriststamms kognitiv ‘annulliert” werden. Dieselbe
Eigenschaft steht zum anderen aber auch hinter allgemeiner
fassbaren Erscheinungen. So gebraucht die Tragddie anstelle
von wuerba simplicia gerne priverbierte Verben, ohne dass das
Priverb einen erkennbaren Mehrwert darstellt — also in Umkeh-
rung der dichterischen (auch tragischen!) Tendenz, uerba sim-
plicia an die Stelle von Komposita zu setzen.*> Sophokleisches
¢fotp.wle unterscheidet sich in nichts von einfachem oipdilw
“wehklagen” (Soph. Aj. 317; Ant. 427), elcopdw und eloaxodw
werden mit 6pdw “sehen” und dxodew “horen” austauschbar,
und &Zoutém/-éopon kann sich auf jede Art von Bitte — nicht
nur eine Bitte um Herausgabe — beziehen (z.B. Eur. Hipp. 710-
712 [Phaidra zum Chor] bpeic 8¢, maideg edyeveic Toolhvia, /
T066vde pot mapdoyet glatovuévy, / oyl xoldmrey avhd S
etonrovoare “Doch ihr, ihr wohlgebornen Frauen von Trozen, /
gewihrt mir, da ich darum bitte, blof§ soviel: / Verhiillt mit
Schweigen, was ihr eben hier vernahmt”). Und nachdem schon

41 Allerdings stellt auch hier die omniprisente Metaphorik (ARIST. RA. 2, Poet.
22, [LONGIN.] Subl. 155 RUTHERFORD [2012] 119-162) ein Gegengewicht dar; im
bildhaften Ausdruck wird das ‘eigentlich’ Gemeinte ja nur ansatzweise ausgedriicke.

42 7.B. SorH. EL 941 (Elekera zu Chrysothemis) 00 yap &8 &ppwy puv “so
unverstindig bin ich nicht”.

# Vgl. WACKERNAGEL (1926-1928) 2, 186-189 zu Lexemen wie (&m)6 hue
“zugrunde richten”, (xot)dyvour “zerbrechen”, (émo)Ovyioxw “sterben”, (dmo)xrelve
“toten”, aber auch kiinstlichen Kreationen wie téiio fiir dvatéihew “aufgehen

[von der Sonne]” (SOPH. EL 699).
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von pleonastischen Verbalkomposita die Rede war (§ 5.3), ver-
dienen in diesem Zusammenhang weiter jene adjektivischen
Komposita Erwihnung, bei denen ein Kompositionsglied seine
semantische Autonomie aufgibt — ein Phinomen, das der Nor-
malsprache nicht fremd ist (vgl. z.B. die Bildungen auf -&37c¢),
das in der Tragodie aber auch Elemente erfasst, die andernorts
nicht ausgebleicht sind (z.B. -yevic “-geboren” bei Aischylos,
-feme “-gefigt” bei allen Tragikern®?).

6.2. Dass in manchen dieser Fille auch ein Bestreben erkenn-
bar wird, ‘prosaisches’ Material variierend zu meiden, wider-
spricht der Diagnose semantischer Uberspezifizierung natiirlich
nicht; denn dass eine Um- bzw. Entwertung notwendig ist,
um das signifié ‘korrekt’ zu erfassen, bleibt davon ja unberiihrt.
Von dieser Warte aus ist dann aber auch die weitreichende
tragische Synonymik zu betrachten (vgl. Arist. Rh. 1404b39-
1405a2). Dem beachtlichen lexikalischen Reichtum entspricht
nidmlich oft wiederum kein semantisches Fein-Tuning. Wenn
Odipus im Odipm auf Kolonos Ismene fragt & & évvéneic, xhu-
oUoa Tob Myeie, téxvov; “Was du da sagst, von wem erfuhrst du
es, mein Kind? ” (Soph. OC 412), so bedeutet évvéreig offen-
sichtlich dasselbe wie Aéyeig, und in einem Wortwechsel zwi-
schen Odipus und dem Chor der Minner von Kolonos erschei-
nen kurz hintereinander a33dw, yéywve und pwvée als weitere
Aquivalente (Soph. OC 210-217: [O1.] w#) wh " avéey wic el
und éEetdong wépa patedwy. / [Xo.] tt 8¢5 [OL] dewva giotc.
[Xo.] aBide. / [OL.] ténvoy, dpot, Tt yeydvw; / [Xo.] tivog &l
omépuatog, <> Eéve, pavel, wdtpolev; / [OL] dpot éyd, Tl
74O, téxvoy Euéy; / [Xo.] 2y [...] “(Od.) Frag blof nicht,
wer ich bin, und untersuche dies nicht sinnlos weiter! / (Chor)

44°S. zu ~yevhe bes. AESCH. Pers. 6 (Aapeto-), 12 (Ascwato-), 35 (Alyvrro-),
42-43 (Amerpo-), 643 (Zouot-); Supp. 28 (Onruyevic [= 07ave “weiblich™]); zu
-fene z.B. AESCH. Supp. 32 (rayvhprg [= toyde “schnell”]); SOpH. Phil. 1262
(metpiperc oréyac “felsige Behausung”); EUR. Andr. 1114 (Euphpnc héyoc
“Trupp mit Schwertern”) usw.; WACKERNAGEL (1889) 41; Buck / PETERSEN (1944)
698, 728-729.
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Weshalb denn? (Od.) Schlimm ist die Natur. (Chor) Sprich! /
(Od.) Mein Kind, oh weh, was soll ich kiinden? / (Chor)
Erzihle, Fremder, welcher Abkunft bist du, vom Vater her? /
(Od.) Oh weh, mein Kind, was muss ich da erdulden? / (Chor)
Sag es.”). Selbstverstindlich kann eine moderne Ubersetzung
mit “sprechen”, “(ver)kiinden”, “verlautbaren”, “erzihlen” usw.
eine dhnliche Bandbreite erzielen. Das darf aber nicht dariiber
hinwegtiuchsen, dass z.B. mit t{ yeydve; inhaltich nichts ande-
res als ©{ Aéyw; gemeint ist.

7. Zur Pragmatik des tragischen Dialogs

7.1. Ob es um Syntax oder Semantik geht, der Preis, den die
Tragodie fiir ihre Unter- und Uberspezifizierung, fiir Typisie-
rung und Abstraktion einerseits und Redundanz andererseits
bezahlt, bleibt derselbe: Immer leidet darunter die unmittelbare
Verstindlichkeit. Fiir ein poetisches Genre ist das an sich kaum
der Erwihnung wert: Auch eine pindarische Ode oder ein phi-
losophisches Lehrgedicht erbringen dhnliche Opfer. Nur die
Tragodie ist aber zugleich eine primir mimetisch-dialogische
Gattung. Und wie es z.B. ein phonologisches oder syntaktisches
Regelsystem gibt, so gibt es eben auch ein Regelsystem dialo-
gischer (Normal-)Kommunikation, dessen Nicht-Beachtung
potentiell merkmalhaft ist. Grundlegend sind hier die vier von

H.P. Grice formulierten ‘maxims of conversation’:%

— die ‘maxim of quantity’ (“make your contribution as infor-
mative as necessary for the current purposes of the exchange,
but no more informative than necessary”),

— die ‘maxim of quality’ (“make your contribution one that is
true and do not say anything for which you lack adequate
evidence”),

— die ‘maxim of relevance’ (“make your contribution relevant”)
und

4 GRrICE (1975).
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— die ‘maxim of manner’ (“be clear, avoid ambiguity, be brief

and orderly”).

Wenn im tragischen Dialog nun aber die Klarheit mehr oder
weniger systematisch reduziert wird, so bedeutet das auch eine
Missachtung insbesondere dieser letzten Maxime; und letztlich
stellt sich die Frage, inwieweit eine optimale Abwicklung des
Biihnengesprichs iiberhaupt anvisiert wird.4

7.2. Dazu kommt, dass nicht nur die ‘maxim of manner’ gefihr-
det ist. Besonders fiir Passagen mit Stichomythie symptomatisch
ist auch die Verletzung der ‘maxim of quantity’, die einen hinrei-
chenden, aber nicht exzessiven Informationsfluss fordert. Damit
kann ein charakterzeichnendes Element verbunden sein, etwa
wenn Phaidra im Hippolytos der Amme nur zogerlich mitteilt, was
sie so plagt (Eur. Hipp. 304-353); aber oft nimmt das artifizielle
Element iiberhand. So wire es fiir die Titelheldin der Helena
sinnvoll, Menelaos die kritische Lage angesichts von Theokly-
menos’ Heiratsabsichten konzise zu umreiflen, um ihn von der
Notwendigkeit der Flucht zu tiberzeugen. Stattdessen zwingt die
starre Gliederung zu einem stockenden Austausch, der der Situ-
ation kaum angemessen ist (Eur. Hel. 777-793; das Gesprich
setzt sich in dhnlicher Weise iiber Dutzende von Versen fort):

En. el @eb paxpdy v Erelac, & tdhag, ypbdvov.

colelc & éxelley ev04” ANbec éc copaydc.
Me. o g Tt Aéeis; de W dmmhesas, YHvaL.
‘Ex. [@eby’ dg tdyiota tHed amahhayOelc y0ovéc.]
Oov) Tpog dvdpoc 0b Tdd Eotl ddpato.

Me. =i ypfjpa Spdoag &ZLov T ouppopdc;

Er. Hreg dehmrog Epumodav épolc yapoLe.

Me. 7 Yop yopely Tig tép EBovhA0r Ay

Ex. 0Bpw v’ 0Bpillwv &g o ¢, v ETAny Evd.

46 Dabei ist weniger relevant, dass “Greek tragedy [...] often features contexts
where interactants explicitly do not expect their interlocutors to be truthful or
informative” (VAN EMDE Boas [2017] 23; vgl. LEEZENBERG [2005] 199), als dass
auch da, wo keine solchen Vorbehalte (bzw. andere Intentionen wie Hoflichkeit/
Unhéflichkeit: vgl. BATTEZZATO [2012] 318-319) erkennbar sind, die Maximen
verletzt werden.
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Me. 3l oOévorv tig ) Tupavvedwv ylovéc;

3 A ~ 3 / ~ ’ /

EX. B¢ v¥jc dvdooer tiiode [lpwreéwme yévoc.

Me. 768 €07 éxely’ adviyp’ & wpoombrou xhdwm.

3 / 3 \ / ’

Ex. molowg émiotac BapPdpots Tu@pasty;

Me.  roi6d’, &vlev domep mroydg EEnhauvbuny.

3 b4 A 7 o / > 3 A

E 0l 7oV oY TELS BloToV; O TaAALY Y.

Me.  7olpyov pev 7v 1007, dvopa & odx eiyev T6de.
3 A 3 ks > o > 3 b4 > L | o~ A

Ex. mavd oleh &p°, de Eowras, ape’ Eniy yapmv.

(He.) “Ach, ach — du Armer, lange Zeit hast du geredet.
Von dort entkommen, kommst du hier zur Schlachtung
jetzt!
(Me.) Wie meinst du das? Was sagst du? Wie du mich verstérst,
Frau!
(He.) [Verlasse dieses Land und flieh, so schnell du kannst!]
Du wirst von dem, des Haus dies ist, getdtet werden.
(Me.) Was habe ich getan, dass mich dies Ungliick trife?
(He.) Du bist hier unerwartet, hinderst meine Hochzeit.
(Me.) Will etwa jemand meine Frau zur Gattin nehmen?
(He.) Ja, dir den Frevel tun, den ich ertragen musste.
(Me.) Ein michtger Privatmann oder Landesherrscher?
(He.) Der, der in diesem Land regiert, der Sohn des Proteus.
(Me.) Das ist das Ritselwort, das ich vom Diener horte.
(He.) An welchen Toren von Barbaren standst du da?
(Me.) An diesen hier, von wo man mich vertrieb als Bettler!
(He.) Du hast doch nicht um Hilfe nachgefragt? Ich Arme!
(Me.) Das war, worum es ging, auch wenn es anders hief3.
(He.) So weif3t du alles, wie es scheint, von meiner Hochzeit.”

Wer an die Konventionen des tragischen Dialogs gewshnt
ist, stoflt sich an einem solchen Austausch nicht, genauso wenig
wie an einem Monolog oder einer Botenrede, die aus drama-
turgischen Griinden keine ‘normale’ Kommunikation abbilden.
Trotzdem zeigt beides, dass in der Tragddie auch dialogprag-
matisch tiber- wie unterspezifiziert wird, also eigene Gesetze des
Dialogverhaltens gelten, die auf ihre Art das spiegeln, was wir
genauso in anderen Bereichen beobachtet haben.?’

47 Vgl. LEEZENBERG (2005) 200: “tragic utterances are driven by something
like a linguistic habitus, that is, by an expected way of speaking and acting [...]
rather than by the conscious deliberation of an autonomous and rational speaker”.
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8. Form und Funktion

8.1. Blicken wir zuriick, so hat zunichst die Behandlung der
tragischen Phonologie und Morphologie gezeigt, wie sich das
Genre zum einen darum bemiiht, ungewollte Assoziationen mit
der spezifischen Dialektgestalt anderer Gattungen zu vermei-
den, und wie es zum anderen gewissen Tendenzen der formalen
(analogischen) und/oder funktionalen (semantischen) Verallge-
meinerung Vorschub leistet (vgl. viv/cge, heka-, etc.). Diese
Dinge als Symptome einer zugrundeliegenden allgemeinen
‘Unterdeterminierung’ des tragischen Codes, einer gezielten
Vagheit des J*z'gm'fz‘cmt,48 zu interpretieren, mag auf den ersten
Blick kiihn wirken. Die Vermutung findet aber insofern Halt,
als sich Entsprechendes mutzatis mutandis auch bei der Analyse
charakteristischer Eigenheiten in Syntax, Wortbildung und
Semantik ergibt. Hier erwies es sich als niitzlich, mit zwei
Achsen, der Determinierung/Spezifizierung einerseits und der
Nominalisierung/Typisierung andererseits, zu operieren. Auf
beiden ist es der ‘allgemeine’ Pol ([+nominal/typisiert], [-refe-
rentiell/spezifisch]), der eine besondere Anziechungskraft ausiibt
(vgl. u.a. Periphrasen, poetischer Plural, abstracta pro concretis)
— ein Prinzip, das allerdings durchbrochen werden kann, sofern
zusitzliche syntaktische Determinierung ihrerseits generalisierend
wirkt (Typ wafcopo t6 xathovelv u.d.) oder aber semantische
Uberspezifizierung vom Publikum eine kognitive Zusatzleistung
verlangt. Dass auch die Entfaltung tragischer Dialoge, etwa in
der Stichomythie, dhnlich auswertbar ist, wenn wir betrachten,
wie die Grice’schen Konversationsmaximen durchbrochen wer-
den, ist zuletzt kurz angedeutet worden.

8.2. Vor diesem Hintergrund lisst sich das, was die tragische
Sprache im Innersten ausmacht, als metonymisierte Grammatik

48 Aber nicht des signifié¢: darin liegt ein zentraler Unterschied zu primir allu-
sivischen Formen wie der (auch tragischen) Chorlyrik.
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verstehen und in ein recht einfaches Regelsystem fassen. Fiir

den Tragiker gilt:
I Alles, was die Sprache auf der Ebene des signifiant spezifisch

(individuiert, determiniert, definit, situativ gebunden) macht,
wird reduziert.

ABER

II. Wo nach Anwendung von Regel I noch spezifische Elemente
verbleiben, werden diese nach Belieben iiberspezifiziert.

Die iibergeordnete erste Regel bietet im Grunde nichts als
das linguistische Gegenstiick zum stilistischen Hang der Trags-
die zur generalisierenden Reflexion; und in gewissem Sinn spie-
gelt sie auch die Natur der Tragodie als dramatischer Form
insgesamt. Auch tragische Charaktere sind ja in vieler Weise
weniger Individuen als symbolhafte Gestalten, die im undeter-
minierten Raum des Mythos agieren.” Das unterscheidet sie
von den Figuren der Alten Komédie, die in einem determinier-
ten, oft athenischen Hier und Jetzt leben. Und genau wie alle
Zuschauer aufgefordert sind, sich die Frage zu stellen, wie sie
handeln wiirden, wenn sie eine Antigone, ein Orestes wiren,
und dabei doch die Erfahrung machen, dass die Frage nie
schliissig beantwortbar ist, weil ihre Welt eine andere ist und
bleibt, so sind sie zwar auch in der Lage, die tragische Sprache
korrekt zu decodieren, der bleibende Eindruck von Unschirfe
und unberechenbarem Nebeneinander von ‘Zuwenig wund
“Zuviel’, das im Zusammenspiel der zwei Regeln steckt, wird
sie aber stets daran hindern, sich wie native speakers zu fithlen.?°
Das kann frustrieren und zu Spott verleiten, es kann aber auch
faszinieren und jene intellektuelle Befriedigung bereiten, die

4 Das heift nicht, dass (u.a. sprachliche) Individualisierung fehlt; aber diese
steht im Dienst der jeweiligen ‘Symbolgestalt’. Zu diesem kontroversen Gegen-
stand s. etwa KATSOURIS (1975); RUTHERFORD (2012) 283-322 und VAN EMDE
Boas (2017).

0 Vgl. die Assoziation von Unverstindlichkeit und “tragischer Sprache”
(tpayinéc Aéyew) in PL. Resp. 413b.
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wir selbst erleben, wenn wir eine fremde Sprache erlernt haben
und ihr dann zum ersten, zweiten oder auch hundertsten Mal
im ‘richtigen’ Leben begegnen.
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DISCUSSION

A. Cassio: Thank you for shedding new light on many time-
honoured problems concerning the language of tragedy. At the
phonological and general linguistic level, the ‘los von Homeros’
attitude of this literary genre (with your qualification that ‘los
von Homeros™ should not be taken as “aktiv gegen das Epos
gewendet”) is wholly understandable: a new and proudly self-
conscious genre needed to distance itself from both the incom-
parable — and ‘bulky’ — Homeric model and the specific aggres-
sive tradition of Ionic iambic poetry — not to speak of the
problems posed by the popular prejudice concerning the ‘soft’
Ionians well attested in comedy (Aristophanes’ Peace, Eupolis’
Kolakes). On the whole the paradigms you use to analyse the
tragic language are convincing, although probably more space
should be allowed for the metrical side of the matter: memid-
LoTo TULSED AT GRVQWOUATY TASVPMUATY TUAGUaTy are the
result of the search for both elevated style and metrical con-
venience — to which the &yxoc¢ provided by the sheer length of
the words should be added: one is reminded of the Aeschylean
Tiahgodpevoy pilloried by Epicharmus (fr. 221 K.-A.).

Metrical convenience must also have played a role, along
with other components, in the shaping of the peculiar con-
struction in which a finite form of the present of &y is linked
to an aorist participle (e.g. dtipdodc Eyer|, dpnumcac &yl
dmethoac #yeic|, often precisely in this metrical slot, — o —|),
to indicate an action that takes place in the present but is
rooted in something that happened in the past (Eur. Med. 33
[Jason] 6¢ cpe [Medea] viv dripdooac et “Jason who started
to hold Medea in contempt and is still doing so”). Obviously
enough, metrical convenience is only part of the story, and
probably a relatively small one, yet these constructions are
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mainly found in tragedy and seem to have never been rooted in
the real language. It is possible that they replaced the so-called
resultative perfects for which especially Sophocles shows little
enthusiasm, but in any case they have the advantage of explici-
tating the development of an action from its origin to the pre-
sent. I agree with you when you say that the emphasis is on
“eine stativische und damit zeitlich stabilere Prisensform” and
the “Permanenz, die €&t in den Vordergrund riicke”. This is
especially clear in Soph. Anz. 76-77 (Antigone to Ismene) 60 &’
el doxel / o tév Oedv Evriy’ drmipdcas’ &ye, translated by
Schneidewin—Nauck (rightly, I believe) as “bleib dabei, wie du
es jetzt thust”, and in fact Ismene immediately replies with a
present tense, &y® wev odx &t mworobpat. For this reason,
apropos of Eur. Med. 32-33 xal yoaiov oixoug 0, obg wpodols’
Gepineto | pet’ dvdpog 8¢ ope viv dripndoag &y e, I agree neither
with the ‘translation’ with #tipace found in the scholia (&ripd-
cog &yer ArTindg dvtl tol Arinace) nor with your interpre-
tation “es geht nicht um den Zustand Jasons als Entehrer,
sondern um denjenigen Medeas als Entehrter”. This might be
true of Medea’s character in Euripides’ tragedy at a general
level, but cannot be true of what is affirmed in that specific
line, in which all the (negative) emphasis is on Jason who is
now (viv) bringing dishonour on Medea. It is true that “vor der
Verbreitung des Resultativperfekts war die Objektresultativitit
eine Domine des Aorists” but this does not automatically give
a special prominence on stage to the “Objekt”: in the sentence
Amol6dwpoc Extewvey Edunhov the emphasis can be on the
killer or the victim depending on the context in which the killing
takes place; and to my mind in the Euripides line all the
empbhasis is certainly on Jason and his behaviour now.

A. Willi: You are absolutely right to highlight the metrical
dimension of things, which I have largely glossed over but
which certainly also played a role. In his monograph on abstract
nouns in Sophocles, Long (1968) already observed that there
are certain passages where lexemes in -pa seem to be used as
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mere ‘padding’. However, I think that we should draw a dis-
tinction between ‘metrical convenience’ and ‘metrical conven-
tion’: using for example a plural in -dpota at the end of an
iambic trimeter is (to some extent) conventional in tragedy,
and hence a stylistic marker in its own right, but in general
tragic metre is sufficiently flexible to exclude that a formation
is solely used metri gratia — we are not, after all, dealing here
with a genre in which the production circumstances (such as
an extempore performance) would have allowed no planning,
and tragedy’s sister genre comedy has no difficulty with 7oz
using plurals in -dpora so freely. Similarly, it is no doubt true
that, for example, such words in -wpa, or also certain com-
pounds, were felt to be ‘bulky’ and therefore particularly suited
to tragic style; but again, we should not tie that too readily to
features like word length as such. After all, there are also many
diminutive forms, or other kinds of compounds, which are
equally long but banned from tragedy — while being freely
admitted in comedy (cf. e.g. diminutive oxevdprov for oxelog
“utensil”, compound Aaxatamdywy “super-bugger”). In that
sense, yes, there is always a mix of factors, but I believe that the
differentia specifica of tragic style is to be sought beyond metre
and the like.

As for the oyfjpo Zogoxhelov, your remarks are a useful
reminder that even in linguistic matters there is often room for
interpretation and not always only ‘right’ and ‘wrong’. Concern-
ing the Medea passage itself, I would want to defend my reading.
This whole passage of the nurse’s prologue is looking at Medea’s
unhappy predicament, her fasting, weeping, being deaf to
advice, etc.; and so, in my view, Mastronarde (2002) 169 quite
rightly paraphrases dripdoac €ye. as “has put in a state of dis-
honour”. The presence of the adverb viv does not clinch the
matter in favour of either reading, of course, since we agree on
the ‘permanence’ feature of what is said.

Incidentally, although it is indeed the case that the Zyw
periphrasis often refers to a continuing present action that started
in the past (“keep doing”), it does not have to be like this.
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Ultimately, the matter is rather determined by context and,
above all, the action type to which a verb belongs — with atelic
(activity) verbs, the continuous interpretation will commonly
result, but with telic (achievement/accomplishment) verbs
things may be different. Quite telling in this respect, as well as
with regard to the question whether the &0 construction is or
is not the periphrastic ‘equivalent’ of a classical (i.e., non-resul-
tative) perfect, is a passage like Soph. Aj. 22-23 where Odysseus
explains his search for Ajax: vuxtdg yap fudc tiede mwpayog
&oromov ¥yel mepdvag, einep elpyacstar t4de. In his Loeb edi-
tion, Lloyd-Jones translates this well with “because during last
night he has perpetrated against us a thing appalling, if indeed
he is the doer”. For one thing, there is no question of continu-
ing with the deed (mpayoc) itself (*“he keeps perpetrating”);
and for another, we see very clearly that &ye. mepdvog simply
cannot be subject-resultative here: if it were, it would be broadly
synonymous with the following old perfect elpyastor “he is the
doer”, and we would thus end up with a tautological *“he is the
perpetrator, if he is the doer”. In reality, &;e. wepdvac is again
object-resultative (the deed has undoubtedly been done), but in
speaking of it Odysseus realizes that he should better hedge the

claim that Ajax was its author.

L. Prauscello: 1 wondered whether you could say something
more about what you identify as the most important difference
between forms of allusion in Greek tragic iambics vs. tragic
choral parts and choral lyric in general (vagueness of the signi-
fier of the former vs. vagueness of the signified of the latter).
Are we dealing with a real qualitative difference or is it more a
matter of degrees? For example, in tragic iambic we do occasion-
ally have cases of intended ambiguous words (dramatic irony)
which then also activate misunderstanding/failure of commu-
nication between the characters on stage.

A. Willi: As always, it is certainly a matter of degrees, and
you pertinently stress the importance of dramatic irony as a
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crucial ingredient in the tragic genre. But intentional ambiguity
which then leads to misunderstandings on stage is something
rather different from intentional vagueness of expression:
although the latter may perhaps sometimes have led to misun-
derstandings by the audience, that could not have been the
tragic poet’s intention. By contrast, I would like to believe that,
to give just one example, Sophocles had no problem with some
people in the audience intuitively interpreting Sewvéregov in
Ant. 334 (lyr.) morhd ta Sewva %0088y dvbpdmon devbrepoy
néler “many are the dewd things and nothing is more dewvév
than man” as “more wondrous” and others as “more terrible” —
with both groups then realizing that the other meaning some-
how made just as much sense, depending on how one looks at
the matter.

L. Huitink: My question concerns the relation between your
incisive global analysis of tragic language and the interpretation
of individual passages. After all, there may well be interpreters
who would like to think that, for instance, the ‘depersonalized’
formulation &pxtéov v’ épmg at Soph. OT 628 reflects in interest-
ing ways on Oedipus’ character (is he for some reason reluctant to
say “I must rule”?). Does your argument limit such possibilities
of interpretation? On a related note, at one point you suggest
that the stichomythic scene between Phaedra and the nurse in
Euripides’ Hippolytus feels fairly ‘natural’, because Phaedra is in
fact reluctant to divulge her secrets, and it all comes out bit by
bit, with the nurse goading her on. You then, however, cite a
stichomythia from Euripides’ Helen in order to show that on
other occasions the form seems much less ‘natural’, because it
defies the conventional, Gricean, principles of conversation.
Do you think that tragic poets (and their audiences) in general
looked for a neat ‘fit’ between form and content, and that,
therefore, the scene from Helen is less well executed than that
from Hippolytus, or do you think that such considerations played
no role, given the general quality of tragic language as you
describe it in your paper?
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A. Willi: To answer your second question first, I do not think
that we get very far if we bring our own qualitative judgments to
bear on the issue of the functionality of tragic language. Person-
ally, I may like the Hippolytus stichomythia better than the one
in the Helen, but I also believe that the preferences and tastes of
the primary audience (and/or those of the poets themselves)
could change over time. If stichomythia becomes increasingly
prominent in Euripides, for example, it is almost unavoidable
that there are fewer neat ‘fits’, as you call them; but if there was
not (or no longer) an expectation of a neat fit, that will not have
mattered. In that sense, one should be prepared to accept intra-
generic evolution, and that is an aspect I have almost entirely
turned a blind eye on, both for reasons of time and because my
principal aim was to establish a kind of common denominator
for all the tragedy we have, despite the obvious diversity that is
visible in our corpus. Having said that, since tragic conversation
is always still conversation of some sort, there is never a com-
plete disregard of the conventional principles of conversation,
and in that sense I would assume that there must also have been
a basic expectation for form and content to ‘fi¢’ each other at
least up to a point — just as it would have meant to overdo
things if every normal noun had been replaced by an abstract in
-p.o. Admittedly, and that brings me to your first question, it
can then be very tricky to decide for good what the baseline of
tragic language is and where things diverge from that expected
standard to such an extent as to become meaningful. What I
would ideally hope for, though, is that my considerations on
the overall nature of tragic language make interpreters stop and
think twice before they declare something meaningful. In my
view, the Sophoclean example probably is not, but if someone
wants to maintain the opposite that is fine; it is just that in my
view this should then be demonstrated by arguments other
than the impersonal formulation alone.

S.D. Olson: If T understand the argument in the final section
of your paper correctly, you are suggesting that the fact that
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tragic language is a patently strange way of talking puts the
characters who use it in an on-stage world that — unlike the
‘here and now’ of comedy — is distant from our own but has a
sort of symbolic value, in that watching Antigone or Orestes
allows us to ask what we would do in their shoes. That may be
right, but I am dubious of the contrast drawn with comedy.
Aristophanes’ Acharnians, for example, is in only a very super-
ficial sense about everyday life in real contemporary Athens,
since the hero inhabits a fantasy world in which a man can
make his own private peace and exploit the opportunities it
presents. And one of the questions the final portion of the play
sets up is whether the spectator would make the same decisions
as Dikaiopolis does, and thus whether his radical selfishness is
good personal and social policy or ultimately destructive. So
too in Birds (which is certainly not set in Athens, or indeed
anywhere in the normal human world): do we admire Peisetai-
ros as he roasts nominal allies who have shown disloyalty to his
regime and seizes general control of the universe, or is he in the
end a somewhat terrifying figure? Put another way, if tragedy’s
oddly elevated language produces Entfremdung, comedy’s none-
theless more colloquial speech seems to do the same, and I thus
wonder whether the two phenomena can be brought so easily
together.

A. Willi: You are probably right that in my attempt to get to
the ‘essence’ of tragic language I may have somewhat overstated
the contrast with its most obvious generic opposite; some
nuancing, including nuancing from play to play, is no doubt
necessary. Even so, I would maintain that there is a difference
between a mythical figure whose geographical — let alone tem-
poral — localization is at best of tangential relevance when it
comes to the meaning of the myth as such, and a highly speci-
fied (albeit fictional) comic character like Dikaiopolis. Also, I
am not denying that comedy often invites genuine reflection
among its audience, but more often than not to me this never-
theless seems to be reflection arising from and focusing on a
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specific historical situation — say during the Peloponnesian
War — rather than on the condition humaine in general: after
all, this is also why tragedy can take up the same myths time
and again, whereas it is rather difficult to imagine that another
comic poet, after Aristophanes, would have written a second
play looking at Dikaiopolis concluding a private peace. As far as
the language question is concerned, I would not read an utter-
ance by the typical comic character in the ‘metonymical” way I
have suggested for tragedy — a sort of constant reminder to the
audience that the signifiant may be variable but that variation
on that level ultimately has little bearing on the signifié.

O. Tribulato: You raise the question of whether an Athenian
audience should have really perceived the tragedians’ use of
forms with third compensatory lengthening (e.g. £eivoc, poivoc)
as a gesture towards epic or whether, you suggest, these forms
may not have had a more ‘lyric’ feeling to them, given that they
were routinely used in the language of choral lyric. Do you have
some data on the diffusion of such forms in tragedy? In a way,
I would be inclined to think that an ‘epic’ or a ‘lyric’ interpreta-
tion would be, to an extent, encouraged by the context in which
these forms occur: thus, would it be possible to map the use of
words with third compensatory lengthening on the broader lin-
guistic and thematic context of a given tragic passage? Are they
more common in, say, Aeschylus than in Euripides?

A. Willi: Interestingly, as far as the spoken parts of tragedy
are concerned, £eivoc and polvog are used with some frequency
only by Sophocles, not by Aeschylus or Euripides; I cannot
really say why this is so, and perhaps we simply have to accept
that individual habits are at stake. However, I would find it
very hard to read anything into the choice of one or the other
form when the distribution is such that polymorphic alternation
provides a sufficient explanation (as Bjorck [1950] observes).
At best, the fact that in the lyric parts there appears to be more
uniformity across the tragedians could perhaps be seen as an
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argument against the assumption that these items struck a par-
ticularly epicizing note.

A. Vatri: Can we interpret the ‘redundant’ use of the article
with the infinitive as a case of nominalization (leading to typi-
calization)? In Aesch. Ag. 1289 and in Soph. Phil. 1241, the
actions expressed by the infinitives are temporally bounded to
‘now’, so that their typicalization would be strikingly unnatural
and counterintuitive (and could thus have contributed to the
sense of ‘estrangement’ tragic language intended to produce).
In Soph. Anz. 27-28, the typicalization of the action expressed
by the infinitive could also contribute to the emotional impact
of the statement: by making the prohibition atemporal, it
would make the prohibition itself sound almost like a ‘gnomic’,
absolute one, as if it did not only refer to the case in question.
Perhaps this could contribute to the emotional impact of this
passage and invite the audience to align with Antigone.

A. Willi: Thank you — yes, especially in the latter case we are
once more thrown back to the important, though perhaps ulti-
mately unanswerable, question of when exactly features that
are fairly unremarkable in tragic language but remarkable in
‘normal’ language become salient enough to impinge on our
interpretation of the texts. From a purely linguistic point of view,
and in purely synchronic terms, I certainly agree that an articu-
lar infinitive is endowed with a higher degree of nominality
than one without the article. In that sense, your suggestion inter-
estingly raises the question of a preference hierarchy: can the
desire to ‘nominalize’ be so strong that to achieve it becomes
more important than to avoid syntactic definiteness?

F. Schironi: Some of the syntactic characteristics you men-
tion (e.g. abstract for concrete, substantivization of neuter
adjectives or participles, periphrastic verbal formations) remind
me of Thucydides’ style. In literary studies, scholars often speak
of “Thucydides and tragedy’ focusing on the content and ideas
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expressed by the historian: can your analysis back up this point
also from a linguistic point of view (i.e. that Thucydides and
tragedy are connected not only from an ‘ideological’ but also
from a linguistic point of view, at least to some extent)? And if
so, what does this mean for our reading of Thucydides (and
tragedy)?

Also, I wonder whether you might want to say something on
what your linguistic analysis can say about tragedy as a genre to
those scholars who are interested in it from a more literary point
of view. In other words, what are the ‘literary’ insights that a
strict linguistic analysis of tragic language offers?

A. Willi: It is certainly the case that both Thucydides and
tragedy are interested in exploring the essential determinants of
human behaviour. Now, if one wants to do that, to bring in a
generalizing element and a certain level of abstraction is fairly
natural — and the latter then equally naturally also invites some
more abstract forms of expression. But I do perceive a crucial
difference: no doubt there will be exceptions, but on the whole
I think that when Thucydides uses an abstract/depersonalized/
typicalized etc. way of phrasing something, he does so because
he really wants to convey an abstract/general idea. In tragedy,
by contrast, my point is precisely that this cannot be taken for
granted: the idea can easily be concrete, even if the expression
is abstract. To put it more crudely, if Thucydides were to write
of a mémhwpa he would probably mean “something that func-
tions like a wémhoc” uel sim.; but in tragic style, the meaning
can simply be mémhroc.

Turning to your other question, it would be preposterous to
claim that the kind of linguistic analysis I have put forward
revolutionizes our understanding of the genre — not least because
I have argued towards the end of my paper that the analysis
makes good sense precisely because it squares so well with the
existing ‘literary’ understanding of tragedy. But it does seem to
be of some interest to acknowledge that form and content really
go hand in hand here and that the ‘oddities” of tragic language
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are more than just a stylistic quirk. Writing a tragedy in the
concrete style of comedy, for example, would mean to lose
something essential because the audience would then no longer
be constantly reminded that the action on stage needs to be
‘translated’ into actuality: the temptation would be much
greater to just look at the drama as a nice (or not so nice) story.
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STILISTICA E PARAMETRI DI VARIAZIONE
LINGUISTICA NELLA RETORICA GRECA

ABSTRACT

Speeches are perhaps the most linguistically self-conscious genre in
Greek literature, and theoretical distinctions of linguistic varieties in
oratory are almost as old as rhetoric itself. This study seeks to quan-
tify the differences pointed to by early rhetoric in a digital corpus
including the extant works of Demosthenes, Isocrates, Lysias, and
Aeschines. The results show a clear distinction between Demosthenes
and Isocrates, with the corpora of Lysias and Aeschines lying in
between.

1. La stilistica greca in epoca classica

Fin dai suoi esordi la teoria retorica greca identifica nella

forma della comunicazione linguistica una componente distinta

dal contenuto, per quanto connessa organicamente ad esso,’ e

1 RUSSELL (1981) 130; cfr. O’SULLIVAN (1992) 1-2 e ARIST. Rh. 1413b3.
Allo stesso tempo, I'idea che la forma sia disgiunta dal contenuto, e che lo stesso
contenuto si possa esprimere in maniere diverse — un’idea che ¢ alla base della
concezione moderna di stile, cfr. HERNANDEZ-CAMPOY (2016) xix — non ¢ del
tutto aliena al pensiero classico. Aristotele, per esempio, osserva che la differenza
tra prosa e poesia non si basa sulla forma (assenza/presenza del metro), ma sul
contenuto (ARIST. Poet. 1451a38-b5). Il metodo didattico della metathesis, che
consiste nel parafrasare passi di testi letterari per sottolinearne le qualita o i difetti
stilistici e che sara frequentemente adottato dai critici letterari postclassici (v. DE
JONGE [2008] 367-390), si fonda sullo stesso presupposto. Allo stesso tempo,
la retorica antica riconosce che I'alterazione della presentazione dei contenuti pud
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degna in quanto tale di attenzione specifica. La distinzione tra
lexis e dianoia & chiaramente discernibile nella Retorica di Ari-
stotele,” ma un interesse per I'uso linguistico degli autori lette-
rari si rivela gia nelle prime tracce di discorso critico in epoca
classica. Nelle Rane di Aristofane, ad esempio, il confronto tra
Euripide ed Eschilo si gioca sulla differenza tra la capacita di
Eschilo di stupire ed emozionare il proprio pubblico con “parole
grandiose” (immofBdupova in Ar. Ran. 821; Béero al v. 924; peydha
implicato al v. 1059) e quella di Euripide di stimolare I'intel-
letto con le sue argomentazioni e la sua sottigliezza linguistica.?
Gia dagli albori della critica letteraria antica, quindi, si delinea
un’idea di stile fondata su contrasti e opposizioni: gli stili si
definiscono in relazione 'uno all’altro, e lo stile di un’espres-
sione linguistica ¢ riconoscibile in quanto altre espressioni pos-
siedono caratteristiche formali il cui insieme ¢ distinto e distin-
guibile da quelle dell’espressione stessa.* Per citare la felice
formulazione di O’Sullivan,® “la nozione di distinzione stilistica
¢ implicita nell’idea stessa di stile”. In questo senso, la stilistica
greca individua dal principio un contrasto minimo — la dicotomia
tra uno stile ‘grandioso’ e uno ‘ordinario® — in cui definizioni e
denominazioni si declinano in maniere diverse attraverso le
prime discussioni di questo argomento.” Alcidamante, ad esem-
pio, mette a contrasto lo stile della composizione scritta con
quello dei discorsi improvvisati (Soph. 13). Isocrate (5, 25), da
parte sua, distingue i discorsi composti per essere letti (logoi
anagignoskomenoi) da quelli composti per essere pronunciati

(logoi legomenoi). Aristotele (Rh. 1413b8-9), infine, parla di uno

influire sulla maniera in cui i contenuti stessi vengono compresi dai destinatari
(v. VATRI [2017] 122).

2 Ad es. ARIST. Rh. 1404a19: of vap ypawbpevor hbéyor peilov ioybover Sk
v MéEw 1) Sue v Srdvoray “1 discorsi scritti sono pil efficaci attraverso lo stile
che attraverso il pensiero”.

3 RUsSELL (1981) 132; O’SULLIVAN (1992) 8-9.

4 RusseLL (1981) 132-133.

> O’SULLIVAN (1992) 3.

¢ RUSSELL (1981) 133-135.

7 O’SULLIVAN (1992) 4-6.
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stile scritto (graphiké lexis) e di uno stile dei dibattiti (agdnis-
tiké lexis).

Un fatto notevole della stilistica greca classica ¢ che da un
lato la distinzione tra stili appare fondata su un fenomeno
estetico/percettivo (la distinzione empirica tra un modo di
esprimersi ‘ordinario’ e uno ‘grandioso’), dall’altro la concettua-
lizzazione e formulazione teorica di questa distinzione (con le
relative etichette terminologiche) si basa sulla relazione tra la
comunicazione linguistica e le pratiche testuali contemporanee
— vale a dire, le modalita secondo le quali i testi venivano pro-
dotti e recepiti nel contesto socio-culturale dell’Atene di quinto
e quarto secolo a.C. Alcidamante basa la sua distinzione sulle
modalita e circostanze della composizione dei testi, insistendo
sulla ‘desituazione™ di testi compilati per iscritto: I'espressione
scritta & prodotta separatamente dalle circostanze della ricezione
del testo e per questo non ¢ in grado di adattarsi a tali circo-
stanze. Questa preoccupazione ¢ espressa anche da Isocrate (5,
26), la cui distinzione tra discorsi da leggere e discorsi da pro-
nunciare, tuttavia, tradisce il fatto che 'oratore guardava alla
destinazione e alle modalita di esecuzione/ricezione dei testi
come a un fattore discriminante per la classificazione dei
discorsi. Le modalita di composizione non rientrano in questa
distinzione.’

La scrittura rientra in gioco nella distinzione aristotelica tra
la graphiké e la agonistiké lexis. Aristotele (Rh. 1414a18-19)
sostiene che lo stile scritto ¢ particolarmente adatto alla lettura
(anagnésis) e lo associa alla letteratura epidittica. Lo stile dei
dibattiti ¢ invece associato ai contesti ‘pragmatici’ dell’oratoria
giudiziaria e deliberativa. All’epoca di Aristotele, testi epidittici
potevano essere messi in circolazione tramite copie scritte, ma
molto probabilmente venivano letti ad alta voce.!” La scrittura
caratterizza quindi la distinzione tra le due /exeis solo in quanto

8 Su questo concetto vedi CHAFE (1994) 44-45.

% Vedi VATRI (2017) 17-20 per una discussione pitt approfondita di queste
fond.

10" GRAFF (2001) 21-22; INNES (2007) 152.
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medium di trasmissione e circolazione dei testi; ancora una volta,
la modalita di composizione non rientra in questa classifica-
zione. Analogamente, se si accetta che la modalita di ricezione
doveva comunque essere orale, la distinzione tra le situazioni
comunicative appropriate per lo stile scritto e lo stile dei dibat-
titi si riduce alla distinzione tra contesti di esecuzione pubblica
o lettura privata dei testi scritti.!!

In termini moderni, i primi critici antichi dimostrano una
sensibilita quasi sociolinguistica al testo come fatto comunicativo.
Questa connessione si rivela chiaramente nell’identificazione
aristotelica di tre generi oratori (Arist. Rh. 1358a36-b1), la cui
classificazione si incardina su elementi di descrizione situazio-
nale dei contesti comunicativi per i quali i testi potevano essere
prodotti. Questi includono il parlante (6 Aéywv), il messaggio
(mepl 0b Aéyer) e il destinatario (mpdc &v). A queste componenti
della situazione comunicativa si possono aggiungere quella che
Pepe'? chiama ‘funzione comunicativa’ (persuasione/dissuasione,
lode/biasimo, accusa/difesa) e che nella classificazione di Hymes!?
corrisponde grossomodo allo ‘scopo-obiettivo’ dell’atto linguistico,
e il ‘fine’ (il giusto o I'ingiusto, il vantaggioso o il dannoso,
'onore o la vergogna), che corrisponde grossomodo allo ‘scopo-
risultato’, vale a dire al tema che costituisce il motivo per il
quale partecipanti alla situazione comunicativa sono coinvolti
nello scambio linguistico.

In questa luce, la concettualizzazione antica delle distinzioni
stilistiche si presta a essere tradotta, in termini moderni, in una
distinzione tra registri linguistici, vale a dire varieta linguistiche
definite dalla situazione comunicativa in cui vengono prodotte/
impiegate pil che dal tipo di messaggio che intendono trasmet-
tere.!® Interpretare la prima stilistica greca in quest’ottica offre

11" Vedi VATRI (2017) 30-35.

12 PEPE (2013) 134-135 su ARIST. Rh. 1358b8-29.

13 HYMES (1974) 54-62. Il modello etnografico di Hymes individua sedici
componenti per le situazioni comunicative, i cui valori possono variare con ogni
atto comunicativo.

14 WiLLL (2010) 297-298.
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il vantaggio metodologico di poter mettere a fuoco le caratteri-
stiche situazionali delle varieta linguistiche individuate dagli autori,
pit che concentrarsi sugli aspetti meramente estetici implicati
dalla nozione di stile o quelli meramente convenzionali connessi
alla nozione di genere letterario.”

2. La caratterizzazione linguistica degli stili

Il punto focale delle distinzioni stilistiche di Alcidamante e
Isocrate ¢ il contrasto tra la percezione di estemporaneita e la
manifesta preparazione di un discorso oratorio. Questa distin-
zione connessa alle modalita di composizione di un testo doveva
avere dei riflessi linguistici ben percepibili, se ¢ vero che la pre-
occupazione di non dare I'impressione di parlare a braccio si
manifesta in un topos retorico impiegato spesso nella pratica
oratoria attica.'® Un eccessivo grado di sofisticazione era mal visto
nell’oratoria non epidittica'” e diversi oratori cercano esplicita-
mente di presentarsi come comuni cittadini ignari di prepara-
zione retorica'® o quantomeno insistono sul fatto che la loro
maniera di esprimersi era semplice e spontanea.”

Lidea che la preparazione o la spontaneita dell’espressione
linguistica — caratteristiche situazionali che dipendono dalla
modalitd di produzione dell’espressione — si possano manife-
stare in modo percepibile nella forma linguistica trova riscontro
nella linguistica moderna. In registri orali caratterizzati dalla
produzione linguistica in tempo reale e non pianificata (ad es.
i registri conversazionali) ¢ facile che vengano utilizzate forme
linguistiche (a) il cui carico cognitivo sia relativamente basso,

15 Cfr. BIBER / CONRAD (2009) 16.

16 Cfr. OBER (1989) 174-177.

17 Vedi ad es. ALCIDAM. Soph. 12-13; ARIST. Rh. 1404b18-21; cfr. anche
OBER (1989) 166 e CAREY (2007) 246.

18 Ad esempio ANTIPH. 5, 1-7; DEM. 22, 4; Lys. 17, 1; 19, 2; 31, 4; Hyp. 1,
19-20.

19" Ad esempio DEM. 58, 41; 58, 61; PL. Ap. 17c. Vedi VATRI (2017) 7 per una
discussione pilt approfondita.
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dato lo scarso tempo a disposizione del parlante per elaborare
Iespressione? e (b) che rivelino I'interattivita dello scambio lin-
guistico.”! E opportuno rimarcare che la spontaneita non & una
caratteristica esclusiva dei registri orali. Generi letterari com-
posti e trasmessi oralmente possono corrispondere a espressioni
linguistiche estremamente curate e pianificate®” e registri inte-
ramente Scritti possono essere caratterizzati da espressioni spon-
tanee e prodotte in tempo reale.”?

Al di la del contrasto tra spontaneita e pianificazione, la teoria
retorica e la prassi oratoria classica rivelano un’altra distinzione
percepita dagli antichi critici e, presumibilmente, ascoltatori
greci. La distinzione aristotelica tra la graphiké e la agonistiké
lexis mette I'accento sull’esecuzione del testo (performance ora-
toria o lettura). A questa distinzione, Aristotele ne aggiunge
una tra sottostili ‘agonistici’ fondati rispettivamente sull’ ézbos
e sul pathos (Arist. Rh. 1413b10).% In altre parole, lo stile di
testi composti per essere pronunciati in situazioni pubbliche
poteva lasciar trasparire (o suscitare) maggiore o minore emo-
tivitd.?> Questa distinzione, in ogni caso, non era ristretta ai
generi ‘pragmatici’ — Aristotele riscontra effetti patetici anche
in testi epidittici.?® Il grado di coinvolgimento emotivo che tra-
spare da un testo, quindi, pud essere interpretato come un
parametro distinto dal grado di spontaneita o preparazione nella
percezione antica della variazione linguistica.

La percezione di una distinzione tra uno stile che comunica
coinvolgimento emotivo e uno stile distaccato trova anch’essa
riscontro nella pratica oratoria. Da un lato, gli oratori non

20 Cfr. BROWN / YULE (1983) 5.

21 Cfr. ad es. STAPLES ez al. (2015) 518.

22 Ad esempio, la prosa e la poesia di tradizione orale nell'India antica, vedi
ALLEN (1973) 5.

2 Ad esempio, i messaggi istantanei (SMS, chat su internet, ecc.), vedi ad es.
CRYSTAL (2010) 235.

24 INNES (2007) 162.

25 Vedi CAREY (1994).

26 Vedi INNES (2007) 162.
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mancano di deridere il tono supplichevole dei loro avversari®” o
accusarsi 'un laltro di tenere atteggiamenti smaccatamente
emotivi e poco virili;?® dall’altro, Demostene punta il dito con-
tro Ieccessiva teatralita di Eschine al fine di sottolinearne la
falsita e inaffidabilita.?” Queste accuse vertono piu che altro su
contenuti e modalitd espressive — in particolare, prendono di
mira 'uso della voce e la gestualita. Tuttavia, il coinvolgimento
o la sobrieta e il distacco non sono comunicati soltanto paralin-
guisticamente, ma possono avere anch’essi riflessi nell’espres-
sione linguistica. Le caratteristiche formali che sono associate a
questa caratteristica funzionale dell’atto linguistico tendono a
comparire con maggiore frequenza rispettivamente in registri
orali e in registri scritti.’® Anche in questo caso non ¢ possibile
stabilire una corrispondenza univoca tra coinvolgimento ed
espressione orale e tra distacco ed espressione scritta: il coinvol-
gimento o il distacco rappresentano maniere in cui il parlante
si relaziona tanto ai contenuti quanto ai destinatari®' e dipen-
dono da fattori psicologici e comunicativi che esulano dal
medium in quanto tale.

Ricapitolando, agli inizi della retorica e critica letteraria greca
emergono distinzioni stilistiche basate sulla percezione di spon-
taneita o pianificazione dei discorsi e sul grado di coinvolgimento
interpersonale comunicato dal parlante. Queste distinzioni
non dovevano essere solamente il frutto di riflessione teorica, in
quanto la prassi oratoria vi fa spesso riferimento esplicito.
La domanda che ci poniamo a questo punto ¢ se sia possibile
riscontrarle nella forma linguistica dei testi oratori tramandati

fino a noi.?

27" Ad esempio DEM. 21, 186.

28 Ad esempio AESCHIN. 2, 179. Vedi BERs (2009) 77-93.

29 Cfr. PERLMAN (1964) 166; DUNCAN (2006) 60-61; BERs (2009) 30-31.
Ad esempio in DEM. 18, 267; 19, 189 ¢ 252.

30 Vedi CHAFE (1982).

31 TANNEN (1982) 17.

32 Vedi VATRI (2017) 72-99 sulla storia dei testi degli oratori attici.
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3. Misurare la variazione stilistica: metodologia

Per misurare il grado di spontaneita o pianificazione di un’e-
spressione linguistica — cosi come il grado di coinvolgimento
interpersonale o di distacco che questa esprime — ¢ necessario
partire dall’assunto che tali caratteristiche situazionali o fun-
zionali dell’atto comunicativo sono espresse da insiemi di carat-
teristiche linguistiche. Ad esempio, il coinvolgimento inter-
personale del parlante pud essere rivelato dall’'uso di riferimenti
alla seconda persona o di proposizioni interrogative dirette,
mentre 'uso di forme impersonali o di verbi al passivo pud
indicare distacco.

In linea di principio, il contrasto tra distacco e coinvolgimento
e quello tra spontaneita e pianificazione possono soggiacere a
parte della variazione tra i registri di una lingua. In altre parole,
la differenza linguistica tra determinati registri pud essere spie-
gata (almeno in parte) in ragione del grado di coinvolgimento/
distacco o spontaneitd/pianificazione associato a ciascun registro.
Il linguista americano Douglas Biber ha messo a punto un metodo
computazionale per esplorare quantitativamente questi fenomeni
in diverse lingue moderne.?

Il metodo prevede in primo luogo I'individuazione di un
gran numero di caratteristiche linguistiche la cui funzione
comunicativa sia interpretabile in maniera significativa in base
ai parametri di variazione linguistica che si vogliono studiare.
Il passo successivo consiste nel conteggio delle occorrenze delle
caratteristiche in un gran numero di campioni di testo di dimen-
sioni adeguate (normalmente 2000 parole) e che rappresentino
un numero sufficientemente ampio di registri linguistici (ad
esempio, romanzi, articoli di giornale, conversazioni private,
ecc.). Questi conteggi devono quindi essere normalizzati — la
frequenza delle caratteristiche in ciascun campione dev’essere
divisa per il numero totale di parole nello stesso campione — in
maniera tale che i campioni pill brevi non vengano puniti e che

3 Vedi specialmente BIBER (1988), (1995), (2009).
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i campioni pil lunghi non vengano premiati. A questo punto,
il metodo prevede che venga calcolata la correlazione tra le fre-
quenze delle caratteristiche, allo scopo di verificare quali carat-
teristiche variano le une con le altre tanto positivamente quanto
negativamente, e il raggruppamento delle caratteristiche in base
a tali pattern di cooccorrenza.’* Ad esempio, questo metodo ¢ in
grado di verificare se le caratteristiche linguistiche che indicano
spontaneita siano effettivamente un gruppo di caratteristiche
che tendono (a) a comparire insieme in un testo e (b) a non
comparire quando siano presenti caratteristiche che indicano
pianificazione. Se la risposta ¢ affermativa, il metodo conferma
che la distinzione tra spontaneita e pianificazione in quanto
caratteristiche comunicative pud essere la spiegazione di una
certa gamma di variazione linguistica. Una risposta negativa,
invece, suggerisce che nel corpus in questione il parametro
spontaneita/pianificazione non ha un ruolo significativo nel
determinare la forma linguistica.

Come accennato sopra, quello di Biber ¢ un metodo esplo-
rativo: se si parte dal presupposto che non si conoscono quali
parametri comunicativi influenzino la variazione tra registri in
una determinata lingua, questi possono essere rivelati dallo stu-
dio statistico della cooccorrenza di determinate caratteristiche
linguistiche. La domanda che ci poniamo in questo studio, tut-
tavia, va in senso opposto: i parametri comunicativi che inten-
diamo studiare sono un presupposto teorico basato sulle fonti
antiche, e il nostro compito ¢ quello di verificare se le distin-
zioni percepite dagli antichi siano effettivamente riscontrabili
nella forma linguistica dei testi a loro contemporanei.

Per questo esperimento, ho utilizzato un corpus compren-
dente le orazioni di Eschine e i corpora di Lisia, Demostene
e Isocrate (senza fare distinzioni tra testi autentici e testi di
dubbia attribuzione). Questa selezione, in linea di principio,
dovrebbe rappresentare esaustivamente lo spettro dei registri
che dovevano essere percepiti dagli antichi come spontanei/ben

34 11 metodo statistico utilizzato da Biber & I'analisi fattoriale.
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curati e teatrali/sobri nell’ambito dell’oratoria attica. Il metodo
applicato ¢ il seguente:

1. Individuazione delle caratteristiche linguistiche che indicano
spontaneitd, pianificazione, coinvolgimento e distacco in
greco antico.

2. Conteggio delle occorrenze di tali caratteristiche nei testi.
A differenza del metodo di Biber, le caratteristiche linguisti-
che non vengono conteggiate nell’intero testo o campione di
testo, ma periodo per periodo®® e normalizzate in base alla
lunghezza del periodo in cui occorrono. Questa decisione si
giustifica a partire dalla considerazione che caratteristiche
comunicative quali la spontaneita e il coinvolgimento inter-
personale possono variare di periodo in periodo in un testo
oratorio, e possono essere pilt © meno concentrate in determi-
nate sezioni di un testo. La normalizzazione premia periodi
brevi e ricchi di caratteristiche linguistiche interpretabili
come indicatori di caratteristiche situazionali o funzionali
dell’espressione linguistica. Ad esempio, un periodo che con-
sista solamente dell’interiezione & e di un vocativo (indica-
tori di coinvolgimento interpersonale) avra un punteggio
pit alto di un periodo in cui gli stessi elementi siano diluiti
da parole che non hanno una particolare connotazione nello
stesso senso. A parita di frequenza complessiva di caratteristi-
che connotate funzionalmente o situazionalmente, un testo
che contenga molti periodi ad alta connotazione e molti a
bassa connotazione puo risultare percettivamente pili conno-
tato nel complesso rispetto a un testo in cui la medesima
frequenza sia distribuita in maniera pili omogenea tra i vari
periodi che lo compongono.

3. Standardizzazione dei punteggi. I valori normalizzati espri-
mono solamente il punteggio di ogni periodo per quanto
riguarda una determinata caratteristica linguistica in una

35 T periodi sono identificati su base meramente tipografica come sequenze
delimitate da segni di interpunzione forte (punto, punto in alto, punto interroga-
i3 P p p p 5
tivo) nelle edizioni digitali adottate per questo studio.



STILISTICA E PARAMETRI DI VARIAZIONE LINGUISTICA 153

scala che parte da zero. Il computo di un punteggio com-
plessivo che risulti dai punteggi di diverse caratteristiche
linguistiche deve presupporre che tutte le caratteristiche
abbiano lo stesso peso e che siano espresse nella stessa scala.
La procedura da adottare ¢ la standardizzazione,* che fa si che
i punteggi per ogni caratteristica nell'intero corpus abbiano
zero come valore medio. In questa maniera, i punteggi per
ogni caratteristica assumono valori positivi o negativi a
seconda di quanto si discostino in positivo o in negativo
dalla norma di quella caratteristica nell’intero corpus, e cia-
scun punteggio assume un peso diverso a seconda di quanto
sia marcato rispetto alla norma.

4. Somma dei punteggi. I punteggi delle caratteristiche lingui-
stiche che esprimono ciascuna funzione comunicativa ven-
gono sommati o sottratti tra loro allo scopo di calcolare il
punteggio per ciascun parametro in ogni periodo. Ad esem-
pio, il punteggio per il parametro coinvolgimento/distacco
per un determinato periodo ¢ dato dalla somma dei punteggi
standardizzati delle caratteristiche linguistiche che indicano
coinvolgimento, da cui va sottratta la somma dei punteggi
delle caratteristiche che indicano distacco. Se il punteggio
complessivo assume un valore vicino allo zero, il periodo
non ¢ connotato per quanto riguarda 'espressione linguistica
di coinvolgimento o distacco; se il punteggio ¢ positivo, il
periodo esprime coinvolgimento interpersonale, mentre se il
punteggio ¢ negativo, il periodo esprime distacco.

Una volta calcolati i punteggi per i parametri spontaneita/
pianificazione e coinvolgimento/distacco per ogni periodo in ogni
testo, ¢ possibile operare confronti tra autori, testi, o sezioni di
testo, come verra illustrato pil in basso.

% Vedi BIBER (1988) 94. La procedura statistica consiste nel sottrarre al
valore di ogni caratteristica in ogni periodo la media dei valori per quella carat-
teristica nell’intero corpus, e nel dividere il risultato per la deviazione standard
dei valori per la stessa caratteristica nell’intero corpus.
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4. 11 corpus

Uno studio quantitativo su larga scala e con alto livello di
dettaglio richiede I'utilizzo di corpora digitali e strumenti infor-
matici. | testi utilizzati per questa ricerca sono estratti dal cor-
pus Diorisis.?” I testi degli oratori inclusi nel corpus sono basati
sulle edizioni digitali pubblicate dal progetto Perseus.’® I testi
sono stati lemmatizzati (vale a dire, ad ogni parola ¢ stato asse-
gnato il lessema corrispondente) e arricchiti di informazione
morfologica in maniera automatica. Lassegnazione dei lemmi
alle parole in greco antico non ¢ un’operazione banale: circa
il 10% delle forme nel corpus Diorisis pud essere ricondotto a
pitt di un lessema. Ad esempio, la forma mpdéeic pud essere
analizzata come la seconda persona singolare del futuro indica-
tivo attivo di mpdecw o come il nominativo/accusativo plurale
di mpakic. In molti casi, la disambiguazione tra omofoni del
genere pud essere supportata da strumenti automatici (noti in
linguistica computazionale come ‘part-of-speech [PoS] tagger’)
che siano in grado di riconoscere almeno la parte del discorso a
cui una forma pud essere ricondotta. In questo caso, se un PoS
tagger identifica, nei vari contesti, un verbo o un sostantivo in
npdéelc, questa operazione consente di identificare il lemma
corrispondente. In alcuni casi, 'operazione ¢ complicata dal
fatto che i lemmi possibili rappresentano la stessa parte del
discorso. Ad esempio, la forma Bacuieridv pud essere analizzata
come verbo (nominativo singolare maschile o neutro del parti-
cipio presente attivo di Bactheidw) 0 come sostantivo (genitivo
plurale di Basiieia o di Basiieta). Se un PoS tagger identifica
questa forma come sostantivo, una scelta casuale tra Pastreio e
Baotheto avra il 50% di possibilita di essere corretta.

Lannotazione del corpus Diorisis ¢ stata effettuata utilizzando
la lista di forme e analisi contenuta nel software Diogenes.*” La

37 VATRI | MCGILLIVRAY (2018).

38 <heeps://github.com/PerseusDL/canonical-greekLit>.

3 <https://community.dur.ac.uk/p.j.heslin/Software/Diogenes/>; I'indirizzo
del file della lista all’interno del pacchetto software ¢ </Resources/perl/Perseus_
Data/greek-analyses.txt>. La lista ¢ stata fornita dal progetto Perseus.
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lista contiene tutte le possibili analisi morfologiche di 911 840
parole in greco antico. La disambiguazione dei lemmi ¢ stata
effettuata utilizzando il software TreeTagger.?® L'accuratezza
dell’operazione ¢ stata calcolata confrontando il suo risultato
con la lemmatizzazione verificata manualmente nei testi digitali
pubblicati dal progetto PROIEL.#! Laccuratezza risulta 84,57%
per il Nuovo Testamento e 87,23% per Erodoto.*?

Il corpus conta 492 852 parole, 103 589 delle quali (pari al
21% circa) ammettono pitt di un’analisi morfologica una volta
lemmatizzate. Le analisi contenute nella lista di Diogenes per
molte di queste parole sono ridondanti; ad esempio, una forma
come obdeplay viene annotata automaticamente come (1) “accu-
sativo femminile singolare” o (2) “accusativo femminile singolare
attico/dorico/eolico”. Questa ridondanza verra corretta in ver-
sioni successive del corpus. Alcune analisi multiple corrispon-
dono invece a reali casi di omofonia all'interno della flessione
dello stesso lessema. Una forma come mpostdrrovst, per esem-
pio, ¢ stata annotata tanto come (1) “participio presente attivo
maschile/neutro al dativo plurale” quanto come (2) “presente
indicativo attivo, terza persona plurale”; analogamente, peilov
¢ annotato tanto come “vocativo singolare maschile/femminile”
quanto come “nominativo/vocativo/accusativo singolare neutro”.
Lalgoritmo che opera i conteggi delle caratteristiche elencate in
sezione 5 recupera informazioni da tutte le analisi possibili;
npostdrTovst rientra quindi sempre nel computo dei presenti
indicativi, e petlov in quello dei vocativi. I conteggi sono quindi
suscettibili di errori dovuti all'inclusione di falsi positivi. Questi
errori sono in ogni caso mitigati dal sistema di pesatura dei
valori descritto in sezione 3.4

40 <heep://www.cis.uni-muenchen.de/~schmid/tools/ Tree Taggers.

4 <heeps://proiel.github.io>.

42 Per il presente studio, nei testi del corpus & stata corretta I'annotazione delle
forme del futuro ¢p@, erroncamente analizzate come forme del presente di épéw
nel corpus Diorisis.

% Se il computo di determinate caratteristiche & gonfiato, la procedura di
standardizzazione dei punteggi ha come risultato che solo valori molto maggiori
della norma (reale) vengano conteggiati positivamente, mentre ¢ pil facile che
valori vicini o poco al di sotto della norma (reale) assumano segno negativo.
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5. Caratteristiche linguistiche e interpretazioni situazionali/

funzionali

Il primo passo da effettuare in questo studio ¢ identificare
quali caratteristiche linguistiche interpretare come indicatori di
coinvolgimento, distacco, spontaneita e pianificazione nell’ora-
toria attica. Il punto di partenza per questa operazione ¢ la lista
delle caratteristiche incluse negli studi quantitativi di Biber**
sulla variazione linguistica in inglese e altre lingue moderne.
Da questa lista, che comprende 67 caratteristiche linguistiche,
ho desunto quelle di immediata rilevanza ai fini di questo stu-
dio e la cui frequenza possa essere calcolata a partire dai dati
codificati nel corpus utilizzato. Vista la natura dell’annotazione
disponibile nel corpus digitale utilizzato (vedi sezione 4), ho
limitato la lista a caratteristiche morfologiche e lessicali. Ovvia-
mente, non tutte le caratteristiche identificate nelle lingue
moderne hanno corrispettivi immediati in greco antico, e la lista
deve quindi essere adattata e integrata con la loro traduzione
nei rispettivi equivalenti funzionali greci.

5.1. Indicatori di coinvolgimento

1. Avverbi di luogo. Gli avverbi di luogo fanno riferimento al
contesto fisico e rendono il discorso pit situato e meno
astratto, e sono quindi da considerare indicatori di coin-
volgimento interpersonale. Gli avverbi conteggiati sono:
Thppw, Exel, 0ebpo, bpbae, Evla, Tavtoyol, Télag, Tebow,
évtog, Ew, ndtw, Tépay, elow, évavtiov, mEdoL, Evdov,
&vew, &vtixpug, adTod, &yyL, évtabbe, Thde, Thke, mEpPLE,
TEpaL, YoLAdLS, Laxpdy, TebTeupva, Stapdl, €6, EXTOG,
natavTiov, Evavta, 6Ticw, olxol, mEdovde, &AAY, dvTiov,
TpocwTEPW, Eveple, Tapel, Endvw, ThvTY), dvioyT), avTiTepac,
&Ahote, éxeloe e gli avverbi in -Oev, -0 e -3e.

44 BIBER (1988) 221-245.
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2. Avverbi di tempo. Gli avverbi di tempo fanno riferimento
al contesto temporale, e la loro funzione in rapporto al
parametro coinvolgimento/distacco ¢ analoga a quella
degli avverbi di luogo. Gli avverbi greci conteggiati sono:
VOV, ExdeToTE, o), VUVdT), Yuvdi, Emerta, adlic, &ptt, ALY,
ofmw, mwpbcley, odxnéty, &ti, adte, TdAaL, TApALTA, TEOTOD,
Tote, dmal, mapoc, wely, petalbic, apyifey, del, &pop,
0LOETT W, GpUOL, UATIw, WO, elodmal, ELalpvrc, Tapou-
tixa, elomerto, VOXTOP, TV, elta, Téne, eloacl, adtina,
TrvixadTa, Eumaiy, adprov, edldg, petémerta, ELamivyg,
ooy e, petémerta, edbénc.

3. Pronomi di prima persona (3yd, #ywye, éuavtol). I pro-
nomi di prima persona indicano coinvolgimento personale,
a prescindere dal fatto se siano pragmaticamente marcati
(vale a dire, se siano espressi per esprimere un contrasto tra
la prima persona e altre entitd) o meno.®

4. Pronomi di seconda persona (5%, sautod). Valgono le mede-

sime considerazioni che per i pronomi di prima persona.

Verbi alla prima persona.

Verbi alla seconda persona. In generale, i riferimenti alla

prima e alla seconda persona sono interpretabili come indi-

catori di coinvolgimento interpersonale.®

Domande (proposizioni interrogative dirette).

Imperativi.

Vocativi.

Interiezione &. Le caratteristiche 5-8 sono chiari indicatori

di coinvolgimento interpersonale.

11. Mitigatori (3hmovbey, Tov, olopat, vo;Lij).47 Le espressioni
che deenfatizzano e mitigano le asserzioni, comunicando
scarsa convinzione in quanto si dice e anticipando possibili
dubbi del destinatario, sono indicatori di coinvolgimento
interpersonale e interattivita.

awn

SN

4 Cfr. DIK (2003).

46 Cfr. CHAEE (1982) 46.

47 Vedi REVUELTA PUIGDOLLERS (2017) 21 su ofopar ¢ WAKKER (1997) 229-
230 su mov/xou.
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12. Particelle enfatiche (7, p#v, pévror).*® La funzione pragma-
tica di queste particelle & opposta a quella dei mitigatori,
ma a livello comunicativo sono anch’esse indicatori di
coinvolgimento interpersonale,*’ in quanto mirano a pre-
sentare il parlante come garante di quanto afferma e a sol-
lecitare la solidarieta del destinatario senza ammettere
obiezioni.

13. DParticelle asseverative (v#, vai, ud). Anche queste particelle
caratterizzano registri linguistici interattivi e ad alto grado
di coinvolgimento interpersonale.

14. Particelle attitudinali (ye, 8%7a, 7o, &pa, 8%).5° Queste
particelle sollecitano direttamente il destinatario a prestare
attenzione alla proposizione o a elementi della stessa (ad
es. ToL, e, 07) oppure segnalano U'interesse del parlante in
quanto sta dicendo (ad es. &px),’! e sono indicatori di coin-
volgimento interpersonale diretto.

5.2. Indicatori di distacco

1. Verbi al passivo. Le forme passive suggeriscono decontestua-
lizzazione e distacco; I'agente viene messo in secondo piano
e la situazione risulta pils statica e astratta.”? In greco, questo
effetto si riscontra soprattutto nella prosa narrativa, mentre
negli scambi dialogici (ad esempio in commedia) lo status
pragmatico dell’agente nelle costruzioni passive, se espresso,
non ¢ necessariamente secondario, e 'uso del passivo si puo
spiegare in altra maniera.>

48 Vedi REVUELTA PUIGDOLLERS (2017) 24-26 ¢ WAKKER (1997) 228-229 su
7 e uhv, e ALLAN (2017) 288 su pévrot.

49 Cfr. CHAEE (1982) 47.

%0 Vedi WAKKER (1997) 228-229, 231-247; cfr. ALLAN (2017) 292.

51 Linteresse non corrisponde necessariamente alla convinzione del parlante,
cfr. TRONCI (2017) 217.

52 BIBER (1988) 228.

53 Ad esempio, il passivo consente di mantenere lo stesso soggetto in propo-
sizioni diverse: GEORGE (2005) 29-42, 264-265. Il conteggio ¢ limitato a forme
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2. Verbi impersonali. Come le forme passive, le costruzioni
impersonali mettono I'agente in secondo piano.”* Queste
costruzioni non sono in grado di introdurre nuovi referenti
nel discorso e si prestano a esprimere situazioni centrate su
eventi (“E accaduto X”) pitt che situazioni centrate sui par-
tecipanti (“X ha fatto/¢ in uno stato Y”).>> Le costruzioni
impersonali conteggiate in questo studio sono: det, 3¢tv, &det,
d¢0v, Avayny, AVAYRYNY, TEOGHKEL, TTPOGTXELY, GLULPEQEL,
GLLEEpELY, 107, ypTivar e tutte le forme di Zouxa.

5.3. Indicatori di spontaneita

1. Indicativo presente. Lindicativo presente — specialmente il
presente storico in contesti narrativi — ¢ un indicatore di
immediatezza e di spontaneitd, per quanto possa essere uti-
lizzato in testi argomentativi quando la sequenza temporale
non sia parte integrante del contenuto comunicato.>®

2. Dimostrativi (tutte le forme di o9toc, 63¢, éxcivoc e adtbe).
I dimostrativi funzionano come ‘segnaposto’ per referenti
estraibili dal contesto discorsivo e extralinguistico; oltre a
contribuire alla coesione di un testo,”” possono essere uti-
lizzati dai parlanti per evitare di fare riferimento esplicito
a determinate entitd — se ¢ possibile presupporre che il
destinatario sia comunque in grado di identificare il refe-
rente — oppure per sostituire espressioni che i parlanti non
riescono a formulare in tempo reale (a causa, per esempio,

morfologicamente distinte dal medio, per quanto possa darsi il caso che forme
morfologicamente passive non siano semanticamente passive. Il computo prevede
dunque tanto dei falsi positivi (morfologia passiva, semantica non-passiva)
quanto dei falsi negativi (morfologia medio-passiva, semantica passiva).

>4 SIEWIERSKA (2008) 121.

55 SIEWIERSKA (2011) 68.

56 BIBER (1988) 224; sul greco v. tra gli aleri RJKSBARON (2011) 39.

57 BIBER (1988) 241; vedi ad es. BONIFAZI (2009) sul greco.
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di dimenticanze o difficolta nel trovare la ‘parola giusta’) nel
discorso non pianificato.’®

3. Proposizioni dichiarative (47t).>” Proposizioni di questo
tipo sono frequenti nella narrativa orale (spontanea);®
quando codificano discorso riportato, queste proposizioni
sono generalmente pit frequenti del discorso diretto, per
quanto la loro prominenza sia significativamente maggiore in
registri formali.®!

4. Particelle interattive/conclusive (&pa, 00%00v, 0dv, Totvuy
Queste particelle caratterizzano gli scambi dialogici e sono
tipiche dei registri conversazionali.®®

).62

5.4. Indicatori di pianificazione

1. Particelle congiuntive (uév, 8i6, vép, adtdp, &tdp, ralror).0t

Queste particelle suggeriscono che il parlante ha avuto modo
di pianificare la propria espressione linguistica e di struttu-
rarla in unitd collegate logicamente tra loro; le particelle
esprimono la semantica di tali collegamenti. Le particelle
avversative si trovano pill frequentemente nel discorso
riportato che in passi narrativi; gAhd & esclusa da questo

58 Vedi HAYASHI / YOON (2006). In greco, ad es. in AR. Nub. 655-657 (XT.
od Yap, Olupé, | Todtwy émbupd pavidver 0ddév. Q. <t Sai; / XT. éxely’ éxeivo,
7oy &diedyrarov Abyov. “STREPSIADE: Ma, mio caro, non ¢ questo che voglio
imparare. SOCRATE: E cosa, allora? ST.: Quello, quello: il discorso pili ingiusto.”;
trad. G. MASTROMARCO).

%9 Nel corpus digitale utilizzato per questo studio (vedi sezione 5), l'uso di
871 come congiunzione e come pronome relativo-indefinito non ¢ stato disambi-
guato automaticamente. Per questo motivo, sono state conteggiate tutte le occorrenze
di questa forma. Inoltre, il corpus non distingue tra 'uso dichiarativo e I'uso
causale di questa congiunzione, ed ¢ dunque possibile che i conteggi relativi ad
essa includano falsi positivi.

60 BEAMAN (1984) 62.

01 Vedi FURKO / KERTESZ / ABUCZKI (2019) 262-263.

%2 Vedi TRONCI (2017).

63 Cfr. BIBER (1988) 241.

% Vedi ALLAN (2017) 292-293 su xaitot.
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conteggio in quanto viene impiegata molto frequentemente
65

(ma non esclusivamente) in scambi dialogici.

E opportuno rimarcare — per evitare il rischio che la lista qui
presentata appaia ingenua e semplicistica — che le caratteristiche
elencate devono essere intese come ‘ingredienti’ che contribui-
scono alla caratterizzazione funzionale di un periodo; le fun-
zioni comunicative di molte di esse non si limitano a quella
segnalate in questo studio e sono spesso di gran lunga piu sottili
di quanto la classificazione presentata qui sotto lasci intendere.
In alcuni casi ¢ difficile decidere se determinate caratteristiche
linguistiche siano indicatori di spontaneita piti che di coinvol-
gimento (ad es. le particelle interattive/conclusive) — i confini
tra queste caratteristiche funzionali della comunicazione sono
spesso sfumati. E anche opportuno sottolineare che il sistema
di pesatura statistica dei punteggi descritto in sezione 3 prevede
che solo i valori molto devianti dalla norma contino ai fini del
calcolo del punteggio di ogni periodo per i due parametri qui
studiati. In questo modo, caratteristiche relativamente comuni,
come ad esempio i dimostrativi (v. sopra, sezione 5.3), valgono
come indicatori delle relative caratteristiche funzionali (sponta-
neitd, pianificazione, coinvolgimento o distacco) solo quando i
loro valori siano significativamente superiori o inferiori ai valori
medi del corpus.

6. Risultati

Le caratteristiche linguistiche elencate in sezione 5 sono state
conteggiate automaticamente nei testi del corpus. Come illu-
strato in sezione 3, il conteggio ¢ stato effettuato separatamente
per ogni periodo. Il numero di occorrenze di ogni caratteristica
in ciascun periodo ¢ stato diviso per il numero di parole conte-
nute nello stesso (normalizzazione) e in seguito ogni valore ¢

65 ALLAN (2017) 283-287.



162 ALESSANDRO VATRI

stato standardizzato. I valori della media e della deviazione
standard per i conteggi normalizzati di ciascuna caratteristica
sono riportati qui sotto:

media deviazione standard
Avverbi di luogo 0,0016 0,0106
Avverbi di tempo 0,0087 0,0252
Pronomi di prima persona 0,0152 0,0339
Pronomi di seconda persona 0,0124 0,0278
Verbi alla prima persona 0,0355 0,0593
Verbi alla seconda persona 0,0436 0,0663
Domande 0,0115 0,0441
Imperativi 0,0130 0,0436
Vocativi 0,0859 0,0842
1) 0,0032 0,0134
Mitigatori 0,0005 0,0072
Particelle enfatiche 0,0011 0,0089
Particelle asseverative 0,0007 0,0097
Particelle attitudinali 0,0044 0,0205
Verbi al passivo 0,0073 0,0219
Verbi impersonali 0,0040 0,0173
Indicativo presente 0,0253 0,0445
Dimostrativi 0,0454 0,0533
Proposizioni dichiarative 0,0040 0,0149
Particelle interattive/conclusive 0,0027 0,0134
Particelle congiuntive 0,0266 0,0404

I valori standardizzati delle caratteristiche in ciascun periodo
sono stati sommati in base all’interpretazione delle caratteri-
stiche stesse. Il punteggio per il parametro coinvolgimento/
distacco per ogni periodo ¢ stato quindi calcolato sommando i
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valori standardizzati delle caratteristiche elencate in sezione 5.1
e sottraendo quelli delle caratteristiche elencate in 5.2. Analo-
gamente, il punteggio per il parametro spontaneitd/pianifica-
zione ¢ stato ottenuto sommando i valori delle caratteristiche
elencate in 5.3 e sottraendo quelli delle caratteristiche elencate
in 5.4. Dal momento che alcuni valori standardizzati possono
essere di segno negativo (se, ad esempio, una caratteristica lin-
guistica ¢ sottorappresentata in un determinato periodo), il
fatto che in sezione 5 sia stato individuato un maggior numero
di caratteristiche associate al coinvolgimento e alla spontaneita
(da sommare) rispetto al distacco e alla pianificazione (da sot-
trarre) non implica che i valori dei punteggi finali possano tendere
a risultare di segno positivo.

I punteggi per il parametro coinvolgimento/distacco vanno
da 27,34 a 67,17. 11 periodo col punteggio pilt basso consiste
della sola parola &véy»n (“¢ inevitabile”, Dem. 19, 294) — espres-
sione impersonale e marcatore di distacco; quello col punteggio
pit alto ¢ anch’esso molto breve (¥ywye vopilew “lo penso pro-
prio di si”, Dem. 25, 82, trad. M.R. Pierro) e consiste di un
pronome di prima persona e di un verbo al presente indicativo.

I punteggi per il parametro spontaneitd/pianificazione variano
meno notevolmente, e vanno da —11,12 a 23,59. Il periodo col
punteggio pitt basso si trova nella 7erza Filippica di Demostene:
elphvny pév Yap duopbxe “‘Badate che aveva giurato la pace”
(Dem. 9, 15, trad. L. Canfora). Meta delle parole di questo breve
periodo sono particelle congiuntive e non compaiono caratte-
ristiche che indichino spontaneita. Il periodo col punteggio
pilt alto per quanto riguarda la spontaneita ¢ invece il brevissimo
yenhrato toivuv (Dem. 4, 28), nel quale una parola su due
(tofvuv) € una particella interattiva/conclusiva.

I grafici nelle figure 1 e 2 illustrano la distribuzione dei pun-
teggi nell’intero corpus. Lasse orizzontale corrisponde a classi
di punteggio a intervallo pari a uno, mentre I'asse verticale cor-
risponde al numero di periodi in ogni classe di punteggio. In
altre parole, ogni punto della linea indica il numero di periodi
il cui punteggio rientra tra valori distanti tra loro un intervallo
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(-12,-11] (-7,-6] (-2,-1] (3.4] (8,9] (13,14] (18,19]
valori

Fig. 1. Distribuzione dei punteggi del parametro
spontaneitd/preparazione nel corpus.

(-28,-27] (-15,-14] (-1,0 (13,14] (26,27) (40,41] (54,55)
valori

Fig. 2. Distribuzione dei punteggi del parametro
coinvolgimento/distacco nel corpus.

pari a uno (quindi, per quanto riguarda i valori del parametro
spontaneitd/pianificazione, da—12 a—11, da-11 a -10, fino ad
arrivare all’intervallo da 23 a 24 — in cui ¢ incluso il valore pitt
alto calcolato nel corpus).

Come si vede, le linee descrivono curve alte e strette, con
picchi in corrispondenza di intervalli di valori di poco inferiori
allo zero. Questo indica che i punteggi per entrambi i parametri
nel corpus sono concentrati attorno al valore centrale; in altre
parole, la maggior parte dei periodi ha punteggi nella norma e
non compaiono gruppi numerosi di periodi i cui punteggi siano
molto alti o molto bassi, per quanto i gruppi di periodi pit
numerosi siano quelli con valori relativamente bassi.

Mettiamo ora a confronto le distribuzioni dei punteggi per
entrambi i parametri in ciascuno degli autori studiati (figg. 3 e 4).
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Fig. 3. Distribuzione dei punteggi del parametro
spontaneitd/preparazione per autore.

—4— Demostene
------ Lisia
—— Eschine

—— Isocrate

(-28,-27] (-15,-14] (-1,0] (13,14] (26,27] (40,41] (54,55)
valori

Fig. 4. Distribuzione dei punteggi del parametro
coinvolgimento/distacco per autore.

Allo scopo di rendere le distribuzioni confrontabili, I'asse verti-
cale riporta la percentuale di periodi in ogni intervallo di valori
per ogni autore anziché il semplice conteggio — i sottocorpora
di ogni autore contengono un numero di periodi diverso.

Il grafico in figura 3 mostra che le distribuzioni dei punteggi
per il parametro spontaneitd/pianificazione per ogni autore
hanno tutte un picco in corrispondenza del medesimo inter-
vallo di valori (poco inferiore allo zero). Tuttavia, la curva che
rappresenta la distribuzione dei punteggi in Isocrate ¢ alta e stretta
e leggermente spostata a sinistra rispetto alle altre (in corrispon-
denza di valori pil bassi). La curva che rappresenta la stessa
distribuzione in Demostene ¢ pitl bassa e ampia, ed ¢ meno
ripida a destra che a sinistra. Al di la dell’osservazione dei grafici,
uno strumento statistico per verificare la significativita della
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differenza tra distribuzioni di valori ¢ il test di Kolmogorov-
Smirnov. Il test confronta coppie di distribuzioni; se il valore p
¢ inferiore a 0,05, l'ipotesi che le distribuzioni non differiscano
significativamente pud essere scartata. I risultati del confronto
tra ogni coppia di autori (valore della statistica di Kolmogorov-
Smirnov e valore p) per quanto riguarda il parametro spontaneita/
pianificazione sono riportati nella tabella che segue.

Isocrate Demostene Eschine

Lisia KS: 0,17 KS: 0,26 KS: 0,08
2: 0,64 2:0,17 2:0,99

Isocrate - KS: 0,26 KS: 0,14
2:0,17 2:0,84

Demostene - - KS: 0,31

2: 0,049

Questi dati indicano che le distribuzioni di punteggi in Demo-
stene ed Eschine differiscono significativamente; le differenze tra
le distribuzioni in Demostene e Isocrate e in Demostene e Lisia
non sono troppo lontane dalla significativita statistica.

Le distribuzioni rappresentate graficamente in figura 4 appa-
iono molto diverse tra loro: la linea relativa a Isocrate ¢ relati-
vamente stretta ¢ ha un picco molto alto in corrispondenza di
valori leggermente negativi; le linee relative a Lisia ed Eschine
sono molto simili, mentre la linea relativa a Demostene ¢ piu
ampia e bassa e ha valori piu alti di tutte le altre alla destra del
picco (il che significa che la percentuale dei periodi con punteggi
relativamente alti per il parametro coinvolgimento/distacco ¢
maggiore che in altri autori). I risultati del test di Kolmogorov-
Smirnov per questo parametro sono riportati nella tabella che
segue.

Isocrate Demostene Eschine
Lisia KS: 0,13 KS: 0,15 KS: 0,07
2:0,31 2:0,24 2:0,95
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Isocrate - KS: 0,25 KS: 0,07
2: 0,004 2:0,95

Demostene - - KS: 0,22
2:0,02

Nel caso del parametro coinvolgimento/distacco, il test di
Kolmogorov-Smirnov conferma che le differenze tra la distribuzione
di Demostene e quelle di Eschine e Isocrate sono significative.

Questi dati suggeriscono che siamo in presenza di differenze
sostanziali tra i punteggi dei sottocorpora, ma non consentono di
ordinarli in base ai punteggi relativi ai due parametri considerati.
Per stabilire quali sottocorpora abbiano valori pitt 0 meno alti per
quanto riguarda il coinvolgimento/distacco o la spontaneitd/piani-
ficazione, ¢ possibile adottare la media aritmetica come misura di
tendenza centrale. La tabella qui sotto riporta i valori medi dei
punteggi per ciascun parametro per ciascun sottocorpus, insieme ai
relativi intervalli di confidenza al 95%. I valori sono visualizzati
graficamente in figura 5, nella quale I'asse orizzontale riporta i pun-
teggi relativi al parametro coinvolgimento/distacco (i valori negativi
indicano distacco, quelli positivi indicano coinvolgimento) e I'asse
verticale riporta i punteggi relativi al parametro spontaneitd/piani-
ficazione (i valori negativi indicano pianificazione, quelli positivi
indicano spontaneita). Le linee orizzontali che tagliano ciascun
punto nel grafico rappresentano 'ampiezza dell’intervallo di con-
fidenza corrispondente relativo al parametro coinvolgimento/
distacco, mentre le linee verticali indicano l'intervallo di confidenza
per quanto riguarda il parametro spontaneitd/pianificazione.

coinvolgimento/distacco | spontaneitd/pianificazione

media IC 95% media IC 95%
Isocrate -1,66 £0,09 -0,61 £0,05
Demostene 0,66 +0,08 0,26 +0,04
Eschine -0,23 +0,17 -0,19 +0,09
Lisia -0,13 +0,17 -0,07 +0,08
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Demg
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Distacco ¢ coinvolgimento

Fig. 5. Valori medi per autore per entrambi i parametri,
con intervallo di confidenza al 95%.

Se le linee che rappresentano gli intervalli di confidenza si
sovrappongono, le differenze tra i valori medi dei sottocorpora
non sono statisticamente significative. Percio, il grafico indica
che i punteggi di Lisia ed Eschine non differiscono significati-
vamente tra loro tanto per quanto riguarda il parametro coin-
volgimento/distacco quanto per quanto riguarda il parametro
spontaneitd/pianificazione. Questo gruppo centrale, tuttavia, si
discosta in maniera significativa tanto dal corpus di Isocrate
quanto da quello di Demostene, i quali sono molto distanti tra
loro per quanto riguarda entrambi i parametri.

Questi dati confermano che esistono differenze linguistiche
sostanziali tra i sottocorpora, e che tali differenze corrispon-
dono a quanto ci aspetteremmo sulla base delle informazioni

stene
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1: Busiride, 2: Evagora, 3: Sulla pace, 4: Plataico, 5: Archidamo, 6: Contro Callimaco, 7: A Filippo, 8: Panegirico, 9: A Demonico,
10: Panatenaico, 11: Antidosi, 12: Sulla biga, 13: Elena, 14: Areopagitico, 15: A Nicocle, 16: Nicocle, 17: Contro i
sofisti, 18: Trapezitico, 19: Contro Eutino, 20: Epistole, 21: Eginctico, 22: Contro Lochite

Fig. 6. Valori medi nel corpus isocrateo.

extralinguistiche che possediamo relativamente ai testi in que-
stione. Com’¢ noto, la maggior parte del corpus isocrateo con-
siste di testi composti in vista di una circolazione esclusiva-
mente scritta (fanno eccezione i discorsi logografici),*® e non &
sorprendente che la lingua di questo sottocorpus si caratterizzi
nettamente per distacco e pianificazione. Loratoria di Demo-
stene, invece, ¢ (quasi) interamente ‘pragmatica’ e si colloca
all’estremita opposta dello spettro per quanto riguarda entrambi
i parametri. Il corpus lisiaco — cosi come i tre discorsi di Eschine

% Vedi VATRI (2017) 77-80 con ulteriori riferimenti.
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— si trova in posizione centrale tra i due poli per quanto riguarda
entrambi i parametri. Almeno per quanto riguarda Lisia, questo
dato pud essere interpretato alla luce del fatto che il corpus
consiste quasi interamente di discorsi logografici: se i logografi
dovevano fornire ai clienti un prodotto finito da memorizzare,®’
non potevano dare per scontata la loro abilitd nel recitare testi
che richiedessero verve e veemenza comunicativa.

Altri dati interessanti possono essere ricavati dal confronto
tra le medie dei punteggi dei singoli testi all’interno dei sotto-
corpora (escludendo quello di Eschine, che consiste solamente
di tre testi). Iniziando dal corpus isocrateo, il grafico in fig. 6
mostra come tanto le epistole quanto la maggior parte dei discorsi
logografici (ad esclusione del Trapezitico [18], che si distingue
per il punteggio relativamente alto sul parametro coinvolgi-
mento/distacco, e del Contro Eutino [19], che ha un punteggio
relativamente alto per quanto riguarda la spontaneita) non si
discostino dal grosso degli altri testi. A Demonico [9] si discosta
notevolmente dagli altri discorsi sul parametro spontaneita/pia-
nificazione — le sue caratteristiche linguistiche lo fanno apparire
largamente pit ‘pianificato’. A proposito di questo dato vale la
pena di ricordare come l'autenticita di questo discorso — a quanto
riporta 'anonimo autore della Aypothesis — fosse stata contestata
sulla base della mancanza di vigore della sua dizione (St& ©o
acleveic ¢ ppdoew).

Nel corpus lisiaco (fig. 7) ¢ interessante osservare che un
gruppo di orazioni si discosta dal resto su entrambi i parametri.
L Olimpico [16] e I'Epitafio [12] (di dubbia autenticitd) hanno
un punteggio basso sia per quanto riguarda il coinvolgimento
che per quanto riguarda la spontaneita — fatto che pud essere
giustificato dalla loro appartenenza al genere epidittico. Per 7/
soldato [31] — il piu vicino ai discorsi epidittici contenuti nel
sottocorpus — & anch’esso di dubbia attribuzione.®® E anche

%7 Vedi ad es. TODD (2007) 29; MACDOWELL (2009) 4; USHER (1976) 36;
WORTHINGTON (1993); WHITEHEAD (2004) 155-156.
% Vedi TopD (2007) 581.
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Distacco ¢ coinvolgimento

1: Per ferimento premeditato, 2: Contro Eratostene, 3: Contro Simone, 4: Per I'invalido, 5: Difesa da accusa di corruzione, 6: Per i
beni di Aristofane, 7: Contro Agorato, 8: Contro i mercanti di grano, 9: Contro Diogitone, 10: Areopagitico, 11: Contro Alcibiade 1,
12: Epitafio, 13: Contro Filone, 14: Per Polistrato, 15: Contro Andocide, 16: Olimpico, 17: Contro Nicomaco, 18: Difesa per
Mantiteo, 19: Contro Filocrate, 20: Contro Ergocle, 21: Sulla costituzione, 22: Contro Pancleone, 23: Per l'uccisione di Eratostene,
24: Contro Epicrate, 25: Sulla docimasia di Evandro, 26: Accusa d’ingiurie contro i compagni, 27: Difesa dall’accusa di complotto,
28: Contro Teomnesto 1, 29: Sui beni di Eratone, 30: Contro Alcibiade 2, 31: Per il soldato, 32: Sulla confisca dei beni, 33: Contro
Teomnesto 2, 34: Per Callia

Fig. 7. Valori medi nel corpus lisiaco.

interessante notare che 'etopoiia non sembra giocare un ruolo
facilmente discernibile per quanto riguarda la variazione linguistica
su questi parametri.

Anche per quanto riguarda il corpus demostenico (fig. 8) ¢
interessante osservare che i discorsi epidittici (1’ Epitafio [14] e
I’Erotico [49] — se autentici)® hanno punteggi notevolmente
inferiori al resto su entrambi i parametri. Anche in questo caso,

9 Vedi VATRI (2017) 76-77 sull’ Epitafio e MACDOWELL (2009) 23 sull’ Erotico.



172 ALESSANDRO VATRI

1.25
26
1.00 4
0.75 4 40 3 56
i s3 , ¥
g 4“4 2 2
§ 0501 4 3, 18 34516
g 36 Bs sy 5 21
T 025 0 48 s By 38
v U 5 1 @ 57 3
2 17 139 s 3 4 2434 PP
'é 0.00 20 51 -
g o 240 25 ) 28
=t 2
E 14 B 11
—-0.25 A
52
—-0.50
19
~0.75 49
-2 -1 0 1 2

Distacco ¢ coinvolgimento

1: Contro Timocrate, 2: Contro Aristocrate, 3: Contro Conone, 4: Contro Lacrito, S: Contro Teocrine, 6: Contro
Leptine, 7: Contro Midia, 8: Contro Policle (Ap.), 9: Per la corona, 10: Contro Macartato, 11: Sull'organizzazione, 12: Contro
Aristogitone 1, 13: Filippica 3, 14: Epitafio, 15: Contro Androzione, 16: Contro Dionisodoro, 17: Contro Apaturio, 18: Sulla falsa
ambasceria, 19: Lettera di Filippo, 20: Cotro Evergo ¢ Mnesibulo, 21: Contro Spudia, 22: Contro Beoto 1, 23: In difesa di
Formione, 24: Contro Eubulide, 25: Olintiaca 2, 26: Contro Onetore 2, 27: Sul Chersoneso, 28: Contro Fenippo, 29: Contro
Timoteo (Ap.), 30: Sulla pace, 31: Contro Beoto 2, 32: Contro Panteneto, 33: Contro Zenotemide, 34: Contro Callicle,
35: Contro Olimpiodoro, 36: Contro Afobo 1, 37: Sulle simmorie, 38: Contro Callippo (Ap.), 39: Sulla liberta dei Rodii,
40: Contro Afobo 3, 41: Olintiaca 1, 42: Contro Formione, 43: Filippica 1, 44: Sull’Alonneso, 45: Filippica 4, 46: Olintiaca 3,
47: Per i Megalobolitani, 48: Contro Leocare, 49: Erotico, 50: Sui patti con Alessandro, 51: Contro Afobo 2, 52: Contro
Aristogitone 2, 53: Sulla corona tricrarchica, S4: Risposta alla lettera di Filippo, S5: Contro Nicostrato (Ap.), 56: Contro
Nausimaco e Xenopite, 57: Filippica 2, 58: Contro Onetore 1

Fig. 8. Valori medi nel corpus demostenico.

i discorsi considerati spuri dalla critica e quelli attribuiti ad
Apollodoro non sono immediatamente separabili dalla produzione
autenticamente demostenica e, inoltre, 1 discorsi deliberativi non
sono facilmente distinguibili da quelli giudiziari.

Se combiniamo questi grafici e visualizziamo i punteggi per
tutti i discorsi inclusi nel corpus nello stesso spazio (fig. 9), pos-
siamo osservare come i ‘territori’ occupati dai testi dei corpora di
Lisia (simbolo ) e Demostene (simbolo x) si sovrappongano
ampiamente, mentre la sovrapposizione tra questi corpora e
quello isocrateo (simbolo +) sia solo periferica. E interessante
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Fig. 9. Valori medi per testo nell’intero corpus.

notare che i discorsi epidittici di entrambi gli oratori cadono in
territorio isocrateo e, dall’altro lato, il Trapezitico ricade in ter-
ritorio pienamente lisiaco e demostenico.

7. Conclusione

I risultati quantitativi di questo esperimento suggeriscono
che le distinzioni stilistiche percepite e descritte dagli antichi
sono fondate nella realta linguistica dell’oratoria attica. Diverse
frequenze e distribuzioni di caratteristiche linguistiche che
indicano spontaneitd o pianificazione oppure coinvolgimento
o distacco delineano differenze statisticamente rilevanti tra i
corpora degli oratori attici, e queste differenze sono coerenti
con quanto ci aspetteremmo tanto a livello di impressione critica
quanto a livello di storia dei testi. Il corpus isocrateo ha valori
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medi che lo collocano all’estremita ‘scritta’ dello spettro degli
stili oratori greci: in generale, la lingua appare connotata da
scarsa spontaneitd e scarso coinvolgimento interpersonale.
Il corpus demostenico ¢ invece il gruppo di testi con i piu alti
valori medi di spontaneita e coinvolgimento, con I'eccezione
dei discorsi epidittici — un risultato che ci saremmo aspettati
per una collezione di testi che con tutta probabilita non ¢ stata
concepita dal proprio autore per la pubblicazione scritta.”

I risultati indicano anche che spontaneita e coinvolgimento
variano in maniera coerente nel corpus oratorio preso in esame
in questo studio. Questi parametri di variazione linguistica sono
riconducibili alla dimensione interattiva della comunicazione
testuale — una dimensione che soggiace fondamentalmente alle
distinzioni stilistiche delineate agli esordi della critica letteraria
greca da Alcidamante, Isocrate e Aristotele. Le denominazioni
antiche degli stili, come abbiamo visto, fanno regolarmente
riferimento alla lettura e alla scrittura. La connessione tra la
dimensione interattiva della dimensione linguistica e il medium
di produzione e/o trasmissione e ricezione dei testi ¢ intuitiva
ed &, tra I'altro, alla base di numerose declinazioni moderne della
distinzione stilistica tra testi orali e testi scritti.”! In quest’ottica,
la distinzione aristotelica tra la lexis graphiké e la lexis agonistiké
appare tanto fondata da un punto di vista linguistico quanto
efficace da un punto di vista terminologico.
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DISCUSSION

O. Tribulato: Vorrei chiederti un chiarimento sui parametri
di spontaneita / non spontaneita da te identificati. Nel caso
della prima, hai lavorato con una rosa di quattordici criteri, ma
nel caso della seconda ne hai scelti solo due: questa restrizione
¢ generata dal tipo di struttura linguistica del greco? Sarebbe
stato possibile considerare altri parametri e, pitt in generale,
questi esperimenti considerano una rosa pitt ampia di criteri
quando condotti su altre lingue? Mi riferisco, ad esempio, alle
forme di cortesia (come il vous francese), alla possibilita che
hanno alcune lingue di differenziare le forme verbali in base
allo status del destinatario o al rapporto gerarchico che inter-
corre tra parlante e destinatario o infine, in sintassi, alla fre-
quenza di paratassi e ipotassi.

A. Vatri: Una delle ragioni per la limitatezza del numero di
caratteristiche e I'esclusione di categorie sintattiche ¢ la limita-
tezza dell’informazione inclusa nel corpus elettronico che ho
utilizzato. Certamente, 'inclusione di dati sintattici e semantici
arricchirebbe notevolmente un approccio del genere, ma siamo
ancora lontani dal possedere una massa critica di testi elettro-
nici annotati che consentano di effettuare una ricerca del genere.
In questo esperimento, gli indicatori sono, appunto, ‘indicatori’
— una serie non esaustiva di ‘sintomi’ linguistici di fenomeni
comunicativi o caratteristiche situazionali che possono senza
dubbio avere altri riflessi nella lingua. Trovo che un certo livello
di approssimazione in questo senso sia intrinseco a metodi
quantitativi: ad esempio, la variazione semantica di un lessema
pud essere studiata basandosi sulla frequenza dei suoi collocati,
ma si potrebbe obiettare che uno studio del genere debba
tenere conto della semantica, della sintassi e della pragmatica
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della frase in cui ¢ contenuto o dell’argomento attivo a livello
del discorso, e cosi via. Obiezioni del genere sono comprensibili
e giustificate, ma per questo tipo di approcci bisogna fermarsi
a un certo punto e decidere cosa prendere in esame e cosa tra-
lasciare. Ovviamente, si & liberi di non credere alla validita di
questi metodi, specialmente per corpora limitati come quello
delle lingue classiche.

A. Cassio: Penso che I'individuazione degli indicatori da una
parte di spontaneita, dall’altra di preparazione, sia importante,
tuttavia a mio parere c’¢ un serio problema di individuazione
degli elementi lessicali che si possono classificare come apparte-
nenti all’'una o all’altra categoria. Posso credere che pev — 3¢
siano un segno, e anche abbastanza significativo, di ‘preparazione’,
ma il solo 8¢ certamente no, ¢ la cosa pili banale che aggiunge
una cosa a un’altra oppure oppone una cosa a un’altra. Quando
semplicemente aggiunge una cosa x a una cosa y non correlata,
o solo apparentemente correlata, come succede spesso anche
nella vita reale, ¢ un segno di ‘impreparazione’.

Inoltre se 3¢t ¢ un indicatore di distacco e un pronome di
prima persona ¢ indicatore di coinvolgimento, che cosa succede
con gli innumerevoli 3¢t pe, &3er pe ecc.?

A. Vatri: 1 dubbi sono assolutamente legittimi e tengo a sot-
tolineare ancora una volta che gli indicatori non riflettono
direttamente caratteristiche situazionali o funzioni comunicative:
¢ la loro alta o bassa frequenza a funzionare da reale ‘indica-
tore’. Sono d’accordo per quanto riguarda la funzione di pév e
3¢ e del solo 8¢. Inizialmente avevo intenzione di includere 8¢
nel computo delle particelle congiuntive, ma alla fine ho deciso
di considerare il solo pév come indicatore di ‘preparazione’.

Una costruzione come 8¢t pe non mi sembra problematica:
'espressione impersonale indica che I'interesse principale del
parlante ¢ quello di comunicare ‘cosa’ deve essere fatto (non
tanto ‘chi’ lo debba fare), e I'utilizzo del pronome di prima
persona riporta all’attenzione degli ascoltatori il coinvolgimento
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diretto del parlante — in costruzioni del genere le funzioni dei
due elementi linguistici operano in direzioni opposte. Certa-
mente conteggi automatici su larga scala non riescono (ancora)
a prendere in considerazione fattori di contesto che potrebbero
far pendere il piatto della bilancia in favore dell’'una o dell’altra
funzione. In linea di principio, anche solo 'ordine delle parole
potrebbe essere decisivo in ciascun contesto.

Il metodo statistico che ho utilizzato cattura quanto ciascuna
occorrenza di ogni caratteristica sia marcata rispetto alla norma
del corpus di testi studiato. Ad esempio, se i riferimenti alla
prima persona sono molto comuni nel corpus, le loro occor-
renze non saranno caratterizzanti, mentre se le espressioni
impersonali sono rare, ogni occorrenza avra un peso significativo.
In questo senso, il metodo pud simulare le aspettative legate al
genere letterario e non intende produrre una scala assoluta
rispetto alla quale analizzare testi diversi da quelli inclusi nel
corpus.

A. Willi: 1t is of course very satisfying, and also reassuring
as far as the methodological soundness of such a statistical
approach is concerned, that you tend to get the ‘right’ picture
in the end, for example in terms of the relative positioning of
Isocrates and Demosthenes. As a thought experiment, however,
I wonder what we would or should do if you got the ‘wrong’
result — e.g. with Demosthenes being more detached and less
spontaneous than Isocrates? Would we then have to doubt our
selection of linguistic features to look at, and how they are
associated with the parameters, or would we accept the result
and adjust our overall interpretation — for instance by saying
that there simply must have been considerable editorial inter-
vention between the actual spoken text of Demosthenes and
what we read today? Since we could in principle take either of
these routes, how confidently can we now see in the ‘right’
picture a confirmation that the treatment of the linguistic pri-
mary data is indeed appropriate, that all the right features were
selected and classified correctly, and so on? Also, potentially, it
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might be quite interesting to see what happens if the same sta-
tistical analyses were carried out for some non-oratorical texts
as a control group.

A. Vatri: The points raised are very important. The idea that
we could obtain ‘absurd’ results implies that we already know
what the ‘right’ results should be. A study of the kind presented
here would then only be a confirmatory one — as it were, the
corpus used here would be a control group for the study of dif-
ferent materials for which we have no preliminary idea of what
the ‘right’ results should be. In that case, ‘absurd’ results would
force us to improve the methodology (e.g. by selecting different
linguistic features, etc.). If our study is to be exploratory, then
what we aim to discover is what the results themselves indicate,
and there should be no ‘right’ answer to begin with. The fact that
the results of this study fall in line with what other approaches to
the same data have produced confirms that the phenomena that
have been claimed or found to be there in the data are real — if,
of course, one believes that the method is reliable to begin with.
If we were to adjust our hypothesis ‘post-hoc’, the experiment
would be methodologically flawed.

E Schironi: Mine is a purely methodological question from
someone who has never used these types of textual analysis and
is very interested in exploring them. So: What are the criteria
that guide the choice of what to search for, or what are the
significant data to look for? In other words, are the ancients in
their treatises on rhetoric singling out specific elements (words,
particles, grammatical forms, syntactic constructions/schemata)
as typical of a certain style? If this is not the case, are we justified
in ‘re-projecting’ back into our searches what we know about
modern languages (e.g. Biber 1988), for which we also have
spoken records, which can best testify to spontaneity?

A. Vatri: This is another very important point. Yes, I have
started from the cross-linguistic and typologically broad work
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of Biber and I have looked at the current scholarly literature on
Greek to identify functional equivalents of the features he
works with, as well as features whose function seems to me to
be intuitively straightforward (e.g. vocatives and imperatives).
The fact that modern corpus linguists have identified the func-
tion of features in materials that include (cross-linguistic) spo-
ken records does not mean that the same functions cannot be
identified in written materials (and in an ancient language) —
leaving aside the idea that certain Greek literary genres may
be conceived of as records of ‘quasi-spoken’ language, as e.g. a
classicist like S. Slings has argued. For instance, the idea that
vocatives indicate interpersonal interaction applies to their use
in both spoken and written texts in any language. It may be the
case that certain features would only be used in specific spoken
or written registers (I am thinking e.g. about forms of invoca-
tion in hymns and prayers), but their function would not be
determined by that.

As to the connection with descriptions of styles in the rhe-
torical tradition, the approach I have adopted in this experi-
ment is precisely that of questioning the rhetorical tradition.
In other words, as I have mentioned in my reply to Andreas Wil-
I’s question, this approach presupposes that the method works
and that the hypothesis to test is whether the ancient rhetoricians
were right. Of course, one may not be convinced that the method
works at all, but if one were to interpret this experiment as a test
for the method itself the results would be encouraging — at any
rate, as I mentioned, this is not the rationale of my argument.

L. Huitink: 1 have a question about your notion of ‘sponta-
neity’. The fact that many speakers of forensic speeches, such
as the young man from Antipho 1, claim to have no experience
of speaking in public or in court and yet deliver what now look
to us like highly polished pieces of prose is a well-known prob-
lem of Greek oratory. It is usually solved by claiming that the
published versions of speeches we have are very different from
what was originally delivered — but this cannot, of course, be
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proven. What does your paper suggest about this problem?
Would you say, for example, that some of your ‘spontaneous’
features, provided they occur in sufficient quantities in a speech,
are enough to create an impression of genuine ‘spontaneity’ in
audiences — despite the fact that other features may feel much
more ‘polished” or ‘prepared’? I ask this in part because it seems
to me that the modern ‘spontaneous’ discourses studied by Biber
are much more ‘spontaneous’ than even the ‘most spontaneous’
of your forensic speeches. In other words, is there a limit to
how ‘spontaneous’ a court speech could be? Was careful plan-
ning and the use of formal language not simply an expectation
of the genre? If so, is ‘spontaneous’ quite the right term to use?

A. Vatri: The idea is that, in order for a speech to sound
‘spontaneous’, there should be enough sentences in which
‘spontaneous’ features appear in a significantly higher propor-
tion than they normally do in the corpus of texts we are com-
paring with one another. As I mention in the paper, these
parameters are assumed to vary with every sentence in each
text. Under this rationale, speeches (or sections of speeches)
with a high number of ‘spontaneous’ sentences would sound
more ‘spontaneous’ than speeches in which the ‘spontaneous’
features occur with the same frequency but are more ‘diluted’
throughout the sentences. The same applies to ‘preparedness’:
these parameters — as well as others — may vary constantly and
be played with by authors. In this paper, the score for each
speech for each parameter is the average of the scores for each
sentence, which of course obfuscates fine-grained variation but
gives an idea of the general tendency of each speech — whether
it should have sounded overall more or less spontaneous or
more or less involved than the other speeches in the corpus.
As I mentioned in my reply to Albio Cassio’s question, the fact
that frequency scores are weighted in such a way as to be rele-
vant only when they deviate from the average scores for the
corpus amounts to a simulation of the markedness of linguistic
phenomena with respect to the expectations of the genre.
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O. Tribulato: Uno dei punti di maggiore interesse del tuo
approccio tecnico-statistico ¢ che ci fornisce una possibile
base fattuale sulla quale fondare I'analisi dell’approccio allo
stile oratorio nelle epoche successive. Mi chiedo se il fatto che
la maggior parte dell’oratoria attica del periodo ‘aureo’ sia
caratterizzata da oggettivi elementi di spontaneitd non abbia
contribuito a identificare questo tipo di stile come preferibile o
canonico in epoche successive. Mi riferisco ovviamente alla
nota questione dello stile asiano e agli elementi linguistici che
potevano essere sentiti come tipici di esso e criticabili. Cosa
fanno i retori ‘atticisti’ di et successiva? Il loro stile, in termini
generali, presenta elementi comparabili a quelli identificati da te
per lo stile spontaneo di Demostene ecc.? Se si riuscisse a fare
un’analisi concreta di questo tipo, penso che avremmo alcuni
risultati interessanti sulla funzione delle forme linguistiche tipiche
dell’oratoria greca a varie epoche.

A. Vatri: Quest’osservazione ¢ estremamente stimolante e
varrd certamente la pena di tentare di estendere lo studio come
suggerisci. In relazione al fatto che I'oratoria attica sia “caratteriz-

9 .

zata da oggettivi elementi di spontaneita”, mi preme sottolineare
di nuovo che la caratterizzazione ¢ sempre relativa al corpus
preso in esame; il metodo impiegato in questo esperimento
consente di confrontare tra loro i testi inclusi nel corpus, non
produce una scala ‘oggettiva’ e assoluta su cui posizionare even-
tuali testi aggiuntivi. Pampliamento del corpus modificherebbe
i valori medi delle frequenze delle caratteristiche linguistiche,
ed ¢ quindi necessario pensare bene a come disegnare il corpus
in relazione all’ipotesi precisa che si vuole verificare e minimiz-
zare elementi di variazione spuri ed estranei all’ipotesi stessa —
in altre parole, tenere sotto controllo le ‘variabili di disturbo’.
Se si vuole effettuare uno studio diacronico, ad esempio, biso-
gnera minimizzare la variazione su altri parametri che non siano
la data di composizione di un testo.
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“THERE WAS A RIVER ON THEIR LEFT-HAND SIDE”

XENOPHON'’S ANABASIS, ARRIVAL SCENES, REFLECTOR NARRATIVE
AND THE EVOLVING LANGUAGE OF GREEK HISTORIOGRAPHY

ABSTRACT

This contribution is concerned with the use of ‘reflector mode narra-
tive’ in arrival scenes in Xenophon’s Anabasis, in which landscape
descriptions are filtered through the consciousness of characters
inside the story. Intended as a broader contribution to the ‘grammar
of narrative voice’ in Greek prose, it establishes the linguistic charac-
teristics of this mode of narration, contrasts it with other ways of
telling stories in Greek historiography, the ‘teller mode’ and ‘zero
grade’ narrative, and suggests that Xenophon’s use of it in the Anabasis
is more sustained, calculated, and linguistically grounded than that of
his predecessors. Finally, it briefly considers the relation between
modern theorizing on reflector mode narrative and ancient reading
habits, as encapsulated by the term évdpyera.

Il n’était resté enfant que sur un point: ce qu’il avait vu
érait-ce une bataille, et en second lieu, cette bataille était-
elle Waterloo? Pour la premitre fois de sa vie il trouva du
plaisir a lire; il espérait toujours trouver dans les journaux,
ou dans les récits de la bataille, quelque description qui lui
permettrait de reconnaitre les lieux qu’il avait parcourus a
la suite du maréchal Ney, et plus tard avec 'autre général.
(Stendhal, La Chartreuse de Parme, 1839, Part I, Ch. 5)

In Stendhal’s masterpiece, La Chartreuse de Parme, the young
and naive Fabrice Del Dongo more or less accidentally stumbles
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onto the battlefield at Waterloo. After he runs into troops of
Marshal Ney and joins them, he experiences what he — and,
thanks to Stendhal’s skill in presenting the narrative through
Fabrice’s eyes, the reader as well — perceives as an incompre-
hensible and chaotic series of seemingly unrelated incidents,
which ultimately leave him wounded in his leg. Some time
later, in order better to understand what happened to him,
Fabrice starts consulting historiographical accounts of the battle,
which detail what took place where, and so might enable him
one day to return to Waterloo and identify the places where he
fought on that fateful day.! At the same time, Stendhal (who
was himself a veteran of several Napoleonic campaigns) no doubt
intended his readers to reflect on how historiographical accounts
tend to distort the actual experience of battle, making it all
seem much ‘cleaner’, logical, and inevitable than it appeared
to the participants at the time. Stendhal, it has been argued,
makes clear that the “static and impersonal description” of battle
often found in historiography is incapable of conveying its real-
ities — in contrast, of course, to Stendhal’s own “dynamic, vivid
and living narrative”.?

If this is so, Stendhal engages with a debate about the aims
and methods of history writing whose roots stretch back to
Antiquity. As Jonas Grethlein has shown, ancient historians
were keenly aware of, and variously negotiated, the competing
claims of ‘experience’ and ‘teleology’.’> Some, that is, were more
concerned with transmitting something of ‘what it was like’ to
live through certain past events (this does not mean, of course,
that their view of ‘what it was like’ is not the result of historical
reconstruction), while others adopted a more analytical and
explanatory stance, imposing a clear order and evaluation on

! Cf. Fabrice’s wish (Part I, Ch. 9): “je voudrais, avant de mourir, aller revoir
le champ de bataille de Waterloo, et tAcher de reconnaitre la prairie ou je fus si
gaiement enlevé de mon cheval et assis par terre”.

2 COE (1985) 18; see also the brilliant chapter, “Fabrizio at Waterloo”, by
CHIAROMONTE (1985) 1-16.

3 GRETHLEIN (2013); see now also DOMAINKO (2018).
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things with the benefit of hindsight — though most historians
did both at various points. Indeed, Lisa Hau claims that one
defining trait of Greek historical narratives is that they alternate
between “two narratorial modes, one of them remote and giv-
ing an illusion of transparency, the other personal, involved
and strongly argumentative”. On a more fine-grained linguis-
tic level, both Albert Rijksbaron and Rutger Allan have recently
argued that one concrete way in which Greek historians (among
them Thucydides and Xenophon) effect a quality of ‘experien-
tiality’ or ‘transparency’ is by means of inserting passages of
‘substitutionary perception’, in which the narrator momentarily
substitutes the perception of a character for that of himself —
much as Stendhal does when he filters the Waterloo narrative
in La Chartreuse de Parme through the eyes of Fabrice.’

The present chapter takes up the notion of ‘substitutionary
perception’ as introduced by Rijksbaron and Allan and devel-
ops it in four ways in order to make a point about the style,
texture, and novelty of Xenophon’s Anabasis (which will be my
main corpus) and to make a multifaceted methodological con-
tribution to ‘the grammar of narrative voice’ in Greek.° First,
I will set ‘substitutionary perception’ in the wider context of
Franz K. Stanzel’s narratological concept of ‘mediacy’ and its
subcategories, the ‘reflector’ and ‘teller’ narrative modes (the
former being more or less equivalent to ‘substitutionary percep-
tion’); ‘mediacy’ seems to me to be a particularly useful tool in
describing the various ways in which Greek historians shape

4 Hau (2014) 259.

> RIJKSBARON (2012) = (2018) 133-169; ALLAN (2013) 377-382. The term
‘substitutionary perception’ derives from a classic essay by FEHR (1938). There is
also BAKKER’s (1997), (2007) distinction between a ‘mimetic’ and a ‘diegetic
mode’ of narration in Thucydides, as chiefly determined by the use of the imper-
fect or aorist as the main narrative tense. Bakker’s ‘mimetic’ mode, however,
cannot be equated with ‘substitutionary perception’, but is a different way of
heightening the experiential dimension of narrative, which I will leave to one side;
see the remarks of ALLAN (2013) 383-384.

¢ The term is WILLI's (2017) 233: “so far, we do not have anything that could
be described as a ‘grammar of narrative voice’ in Greek”.
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their stories. Secondly, I will analyse the main linguistic fea-
tures of the reflector and teller modes by tracing their mani-
festations in one specific context, namely ‘arrival scenes’ in
Xenophon’s Anabasis. Arrival scenes, which describe how an
army on the march reaches a stopping place, are one of the
‘stock events’ that make up much of Greek historiographical
discourse.” My focus on arrival scenes serves to make a broader
point, which I will elaborate in the third part of the chapter:
by making one of the recurring stock events the basis of lin-
guistic analysis it becomes possible to compare different articu-
lations of it in a fairly systematic way, both synchronically and
diachronically. In the fourth section, I will consider the his-
torical dimension of reflector narrative from a different angle,
by reading it against the background of the ancient rhetorical
concept of évdpyeta. It seems to me that the conclusions drawn
by modern linguists and narratologists gain force if it can be
shown that they are not entirely alien to what we know about
ancient reading habits.

1. ‘Mediacy’ and narrative’s Nullstufe

While many narrative theorists define narrative in terms of
sequences of events, Stanzel introduced the concept of ‘medi-
acy’ (Mittelbarkeit) to underline the crucial fact that narratives
are represented sequences of events and as such by definition
mediated through a given (usually verbal) medium.? ‘Mediacy’
furthermore focuses attention on the fact that the representa-
tion is inevitably shaped by the agency of whoever is doing the
representing. Narrative, that is, is a way of organizing data into

7 Others might be ‘crossing a mountain’, ‘deployment of troops’, ‘scattered
foragers being attacked’, etc. For this way of approaching Greek historiographical
narrative, see HAU (2014) (she provides a catalogue of ‘stock events’ on pp. 246-
250); LENDON (2017).

8 See STANZEL (2008) 15-21. See also the explication of the concept by
ALBER / FLUDERNIK in The Living Handbook of Narratology.
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a chain of cause and effect, of selecting and drawing connec-
tions between narrated events, and of explaining, interpreting,
and evaluating them; ‘mediacy’ is the signature of this activity.
In the account of Stanzel’s pupil, Monika Fludernik, narrative
operates through the projection of a ‘consciousness’; for her,
narrative is in the first place the result of a perceptual activity
that represents and explains human experience.’

Building on earlier well-known distinctions such as those
between ‘telling’ and ‘showing’ or between wvision aprés and
vision avec, Stanzel distinguishes two basic ways in which
‘mediacy’ may manifest itself in narrative; these are best under-
stood as ideal types, with actual narratives usually displaying
mixed forms.!? Either the story is mediated by a narrator who
openly acts as the teller of the tale (‘teller mode’) or it is filtered
through a ‘reflector character’ who does not so much seem to
tell and interpret, as to directly perceive and experience the
happenings in the storyworld (‘reflector mode’). Stanzel sug-
gests that the ‘reflector mode’ invites the reader to perceive the
narrative existents and events through the eyes of the reflector
character and to that extent produces a veiled mediacy or,
rather, ‘the illusion of immediacy’ (“die Illusion der Unmittel-
barkeit”).!' In Fludernik’s model of narrative as built on the
mediating function of a ‘consciousness’, ‘teller mode’ narratives
are mediated by the consciousness of a narrator and ‘reflector
mode’ narratives by that of a protagonist.'?

Before elaborating on this point, it will be helpful to point
out that Stanzel distinguishes different gradations of ‘mediacy’.
He uses book summaries, chapter headings, and outlines to
establish a ‘zero grade’ (NVullstufe) of ‘mediacy’ and hence of
narrative.'” Examples of such texts are “In the //iad Hector
kills Patroclus and Achilles kills Hector”, or, from the table of

9 FLUDERNIK (1996).

10 STANZEL (1981) 5-7, (52008) 21-24.
1 STANZEL (32008) 16.

12 FLUDERNIK (1996) 12, 50.

13 STANZEL (82008) 39-67.
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contents of Henry Fielding’s Tom jJones, “Chapter ii. — In which
Mr Jones receives many friendly visits during his confinement;
with some fine touches of the passion of love, scarce visible to
the naked eye”. Texts like these do not necessarily lack sequen-
tiality or logical connections between events, but they do lack
most signs of a mediating instance at pains to establish such
connections. In a sense, they are mere lists of events, while
cancelling the dynamics of ‘mediacy’, that is, the sorts of organ-
izing/perceptual activities that turn the bare backbone of a story
into an interesting narrative. Importantly, an (apparently uni-
versal) marker of summaries and related text-types is the use of
the present tense. Stanzel plausibly interprets the present as
marking the absence of ‘mediacy’: in summaries, events are
established or referred to in a factual or general way (as some-
thing “sachlich-allgemein Existierendes”, in Stanzel’s words),
but they are not narrated. The present tense is a sign that we
are dealing with a ‘story-minus-mediation’.!4

As it happens, the consequences of a lack of mediacy can be
beautifully illustrated with reference to the earliest Greek prose
authors of whom we have knowledge: most of the extant longer
fragments of the early mythographers present stories that come
close to the ‘zero grade’ of narrative; consider for instance the
following passages from Acusilaus of Argos (fl. ante 490) and
Pherecydes of Athens (f. c. 465):'°

Ko 8¢ 771 "Endrou ployeror [los<e>d<é>wv: Emerta (00 yap
v adti iepov maldac [[t]] Texdv oft’ £ éxeivou oft’ € &hhou
o0devbe) motel adtiyv lloce[]8éwv &vdpa &tpw[toly, [Hoydy
Erovra [pelvi[o]t[n]y tdv lpdmwy iy téte, xal bte Tig
adTOV %evToln cLdfpwt 7 yuhxdl, NAIGKETO wahioTo ¥ EvUd-
Tov. xal yiveroar Baciiede odtog Aambénmy xal tolg Kevradporg
TOAeéEGKE. ETTeLTao GTNGUG AxdV[TLov &V y0pTL TodTwLL xeheel
BYew, Bzotlor & odune | xel...]. Zedg iddv adt[ov Ta]ita moréo-
vro dmethel ol goopudr todg Kevtadpouc: wdxe[t]vor adtov

14 STANZEL (82008) 42-43.
15 In relevant passages I print imperfects/pluperfects in bold, underline pre-
sents/perfects, and italicize aorists.
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xatoxdmrousy Bpliov natd Yig xol dveley métpny émitilfeiow
ofue, xal gmolviioxer. (Acus. fr. 22, iii, 56-83 EGM, with
adjusted supplement dxév[tiov ... Ocot]ol by Grenfell / Hunt)

“Poseidon sleeps with Kaine, the daughter of Elatos. Next (for it
was not permitted by law and custom for him to have children
from him or from anyone else), Poseidon turns her into a man,
one who cannot be wounded and with the greatest strength of
all men then alive, and whenever someone attacked him with
iron or bronze, he was always utterly destroyed. And this man
becomes king of the Lapiths and fought regularly with the Cen-
taurs. Next, having set up a spear in the market-place he orders
that sacrifices be made to it. But the gods (did not allow/like it?).
Having noticed that he is doing these things, Zeus threatens him
and incites the Centaurs against him. And they hammer him
upright down into the earth, and put a rock over him as a marker,

and he dies.”

6 & ‘Hpoxhiic &xeron 2’ adtdy 70 t6Lov hg Baddy, xal 6
(/H ’ A A € \ ’ A

aoc <dstoac> madcaslar xehedel. 6 d¢ {deloac} madetal.
4 \ 3 \ A ’ 3 ~ \ ’ \ A o
Hhog 3¢ dvrl todtou didwoiy adtdL t0 Sémag 6 yploeoy, &
adTov €opeL oy Tulc irmote, &y dVvnL, Sud tob Cxeavod Thv
vhinto oG £y, v avicyel {6 Hhogl. Enerta mopedeton ‘Hpo-
776 &v T démai TovTmL &g Ty "Epbleiav. xal Ete 37 AV v té

A 9, \ A 5 ~ 7 \ 4
TeAdyeL, Qx:sowog TeLphpevos abzol xupabver 7o /857:0(’@ povTo-
.

Copevog: 6 d¢ tokebey adTdv pédder xal adTov delcog Qxeavidg

madoacbul xeheter. (Pherec. Ath. fr. 18a EGM)

“Heracles aims his bow at him [Helius] in order to shoot him,
and Helius, afraid, orders him to desist. He desists. In return,
Helius gives him the gold goblet, which used to carry him and his
horses, after he sets, through the Ocean by night to Dawn, where
[the sun] rises. Then Heracles travels in that goblet to Erytheia.
And while he was at sea, Oceanus, testing him, tosses the goblet
on the waves, making a big show. He is on the verge of shooting
him with his bow, and Oceanus, afraid, orders him to desist.”

I will here forego discussion of earlier stylistic analyses of this
skeletal prose, which have tended to cast the early mythographers
as unworthy inheritors of the epic tradition and insignificant
predecessors to Herodotus. I can do so all the more easily
because Robert Fowler has in recent years opened the way to
a fresh appreciation of the mythographers’ achievement as sui
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generis.'® Using the tools of register studies and narratology,
Fowler persuasively argues that we should conceive of their
work as written, not oral or performed, texts. The mythogra-
phers produced what are essentially the first reference works or
encyclopaedias, whose primary purpose is to communicate
information to audiences at a distance (for instance, tragic poets
in search of a plot). In so doing, they pioneered a “pragmatic,
just-the-facts style” for telling myth, in which its content was
given in the form of bare stories and “isolated from everything
else that went with it in Greek society: the gathering of people,
the intimate links with ritual, the mimetic performance of
poets and actors, the authority of Muse and tradition”.'”
Fowler points out several broadly stylistic features in support
of his analysis, which can easily be understood in terms of
‘mediacy’ or, rather, a lack thereof.'® Many elements which
turn mere sequences of events into proper narratives are almost
entirely absent from the longer fragments of the mythographers.
There are, for instance, few signs of a narrator who orders
and evaluates events. First-person narratorial interventions and
stance-taking devices, such as wov “I think” or Aéyetar “it is
said”, are a hallmark of Greek historiography, but they are vir-
tually absent from this earliest prose.”” In addition, events are
on the whole told in a strictly chronological order, with few
substantial analepses or prolepses; exceptions that confirm the
rule are the ‘anticipatory’ yép-clause at Acus. fr. 22,%° and the
undermarked analepsis & adtov épbper... at Pherec. Ath. fr. 18a,
which soon peters out into a general statement about the course
of the sun: gy ddvy, ... iv’ dvicyel. More generally, the genea-
logical structure of works of mythography imposes a linear
order on the material, which sets them apart from the later

¢ FOWLER (2006), (2013) 706-710.
7 FOWLER (2013) 707 and (2006) 44, respectively.
8 This and the following paragraph rely especially on FOWLER (2006) 40-43.
19 For a rare exception, see PHEREC. SYR. fr. 68 Schibli gasty.
20 According to DENNISTON (*1954) 70, ‘anticipatory’ vdp is itself an archaic
feature, more characteristic of Homer and Herodotus than of later prose.
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Greek tradition of historiography “that is obsessed with
causation”.?! To a large extent, then, these seem to be texts
without a narrator.

Furthermore, most running fragments of early Greek mythog-
raphy do not present sequences of events on a broader canvas of
settings (spatial and temporal) and accompanying circumstances,
nor do they present them in terms of characters’ perceptions,
emotions, plans, deliberations and so on. Thus, most fragments
display a rapid pace; scenic narrative, which evokes detailed and
life-like (‘vivid’) mental representations of persons, objects,
spaces, and actions, is almost entirely avoided. One can easily
imagine how a more leisurely narrative would elaborate the sin-
gle word gavraléuevog (Pherec. Ath. fr. 18a) into a gripping
ekphrasis of a storm or analyse Zeus™ actions dretiet and égop-
war tovs Kevrabpoue (Acus. fr. 22) into component parts,
including directly reported speeches (perhaps delivered through
a divine messenger as in Homer) and the protagonists’ reactions
to those speeches. In fact, these stories on the whole confine
themselves to reporting successive actions, while characters’ rea-
sons or motives for undertaking those actions do not receive
much attention. Directly reported speeches, which give the
impression that we hear the characters speak and get to know
what is on their minds, are very rare in the extant fragments; the
non-mimetic forms of indirect speech or bare speech mention
(e.g. Acus. fr. 22 gmeilet) are preferred, and even these seldom
occur.?> Moreover, while a character’s perceptions or emotions
are occasionally briefly mentioned (Pherec. Ath. fr. 18a 3elcac
(x2) and, a bit more elaborately, Acus. fr. 22 i8¢y adt[ov o] Bt
notéovta), full-blown clauses of what Mabel Lang has called
“participial motivation” ("X did ¥, thinking/seeing/hoping/etc.
that Z”), which are absolutely characteristic of subsequent Greek
historiography, are almost completely absent.??

21 Hau (2014) 257.

22 Cf. FOWLER (2006) 41-42.

2 See LANG (1995) for such structures. The only two full-blown instances in
early mythography are PHEREC. ATH. frr. 22a, 135 EGM.
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Most importantly, the synoptic nature of the fragments is
shown by the fact that the main vehicle for expressing succes-
sive events is the present tense. Where it is 7oz used, this is
because minimal forms of ‘mediacy’ enter the synopses. Exam-
ples are brief explanations (Acus. fr. 22 o) yap 7v), repeated
events (6te ... xevtoly ..., HAloxeto: the perception of repeti-
tion requires retrospection and so mediation), analepses (Pherec.
Ath. fr. 18a & adtov épbper: the imperfect is selected to prevent
the reader from taking égébper as the next main event on the
storyline) and settings (6 8% 7v év Té wehdyer). Interestingly,
the observed patterns are very much like those seen in the
chiefly present-tense hypotheseis of tragedies, which are of course
undoubtedly summaries.?* This interpretation of the prevalence
of the present tense in the extant fragments has been antici-
pated by Willi’s analysis of the ‘historic present’ as a marker of
what Emile Benveniste termed discours as opposed to récit.”
That analysis was also in part intended to replace earlier schol-
arly attempts to get to grips with the present in early Greek

24 Cf. e.g. hyp. I SopH. OC: ‘O érmt Korwvé Oidimous suwnppévog mds dot
76 Tupdvve. g yvop Tatpidog exmesmy 6 Oidimoug %37 yepalds vy agueveltol
clc AOnvag, Omo g Ouyatpdc Avtiybvre yetpaywyoduevoc. HOAY Yap TGV
dpcévey <al Dhelon> mepl TOV Tatépa QrhocTopybTERuL. qpurvelTon 3¢ elg AD7-
vorg xore ThéypeneTov... [all other verbs also in present] “The Oedipus Coloneus
is somehow connected to the 7yrannus. For having been exiled from his father-
land, Oedipus, who is by now an old man, arrives in Athens, led by the hand by
his daughter, Antigone. For his daughters were more affectionate towards their
father than his sons. He arrives in Athens at the injunction of the Pythian oracle...”.
The single imperfect crops up in an explanation of the background (yé4p). Also
hyp. III SOPH. Ant.: ...oic [those guarding Polynices’ body] émametel Odvarov &
Keéwv, el pi) tov tolito Spaoavra Efedpotev. obrol Thv xbviy v EmiPelrnuévny
rafdpavreg 00d8ev ftTov épovpouv. érealoloa 8¢ %) Avtiyévy xal yupvoy
ebpoloa Tov vexpdy dvoipdiaca vty eloayyéher ... Creon threatens them
with a death sentence, if they wouldn’t find the perpetrator. After clearing away
the dust that had been sprinkled on top [of the corpse], they continued to guard
it with the same effort. Antigone walks on and after finding the corpse bare she
gives herself away by uttering a cry of lamentation”. The imperfect refers to a
repeated/continuous action that is not one of the main ‘events’ of the play.

2 WiLLI (2017) 237-244 — though I disagree with his claim (p. 244) that the
present is a marker of “oral (direct)” communication; in my view, it does not signal
the presence, but the absence, of a narrator communicating with a narratee.
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mythography on the basis of the standard view of the ‘historic
present’ as underscoring ‘dramatic’ turning points or lending

narrative an ‘eyewitness’ feel.”®

2. Arrival scenes in teller and reflector modes

Historiographers like Herodotus and Thucydides occasion-
ally revert to the Nullstufe of narrative and the synoptic use of
the present tense to reel off quick genealogies or summarize
events that are off the main story-line.”” Xenophon, meanwhile,
makes extensive use of ‘zero grade’ statements in articulating
Cyrus’ march inland in the first book of the Anabasis:

évreblev éiskou’)vst c*roc@ptobg do mapasdyyos déxa éntl Tov Wépoy
Tcorocp.ov, o) AV 10 supog Tpux mhelpo. Evtelley sEoncuvst crroc@gov
&vo Topasdyyag evre éml tov [bpauov Tco*rocpcov, 0b AV 10 aupog
67dSov. Evredlev EEchadver otalpode ddo mapasdyyug Tevreral-
dexa elg 'locobs, T Kihixlog Eoydrny mohv enl 3 Oudrdrry
olxovévny, peYdhny xal eddaipova. évtalla Eueway Hpépog
Tpele xal Kdpw mapficav... Xen. An. 1, 4, 1-2)

“Thence he marches two stages, ten parasangs, to the Psarus
river, the width of which was three plethra. From there he marches
one stage, five parasangs, to the Pyramus river, the width of
which was a stadium. From there he marches two stages, fifteen
parasangs, to Issus, the last city in Cilicia, a place situated on the
sea, and large and prosperous. There they remained three days;
and there came to Cyrus...”

% Cf. e.g. Lija (1968) 111 on AcUs. fr. 22, entirely ad hoc: pioyerar “merely
states a fact”; motel “describes a crucial event with far-reaching consequences”;
vivetor Bucthelc: a “significant fact”; dmeuhel xth. “bring before the reader’s eyes
the complicated sequence of events which proved fatal to Caineus”. See also DOVER
(1997) 67-68, who despairingly comments that the early Greek prose authors “mix
aorist, imperfect, and present in narrative in such a way as to preclude explanation
of the tense of any given verb-token in semantic or rhetorical terms”. FOWLER
(2001) 113-114 is ill at ease with the ‘eyewitness’ interpretation, arguing that we
should not conclude from the present tense that the mythographers “pretended
that the gap [between past and present] was not there”.

¥ Cf. e.g. HDT. 6, 71 (genealogy of Leotychidas); THUC. 1, 136-137 (the post-

Salamis career of Themistocles).
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It has often been observed that Xenophon uses present-tense
¢Eehadbver not so much vividly to highlight dramatic turning
points, but to structure the narrative into discrete episodes;
Willi felicitously compares Xenophon’s £ehadver-statements to
chapter headings.?® They convey the length of the journey and
the place where Cyrus and his army arrive and stop, after which
the narrative proper is picked up and filled out in flexible
ways, for instance, by offering more or less brief descriptions of
the place which the army has reached (tov Wépov motapby, od
#v x7A.) or a more elaborate account of what happened there
(BvrabOo Zpevay ®Th.).

In order to illustrate the ‘teller’ and ‘reflector’ modes, I will
now focus on arrival scenes which are filled out with descriptive
material. Here is first an example of the teller mode:

3 ~ 3 A \ ~ / b b
évtellev efehadver aralupole tpelc Tapasdyyog etxoouy elc Kehou-
vde, i Dpuylag woAY olxovpévny, peydhny xal eddaipovo.
évtalbo Kipo PBaciieta fv xal mapddeicoc péyac dyplov

’ A a3 ~ 2 7 3 \ e / A
Om,noav AT, & Exelvog e‘On,peuev &mb lrmov, broTe yopvdoa
Bodroito EauThy TE %ol Todg ImTovg. Sid pésou 3¢ Tol Tapadel-
cou et 6 Matavdpoc motapbs: al 3¢ mnyal adtol elow éx T@v
’ e~ \ \ \ ~ ~ / bl \ \
Bacirelwy: pet 8¢ xal die thg Kehowvddv morewe. €oti 8¢ nal
A 4 4 3 ~ 3 A \ ~ ~
peydrou Bastiéws Baciieln v Kehawvale épupva éml tale mwnyolc
oY Mapoov motapob OO Tf) drpomdrer- Heb ¢ xal obTog dua
Ny N s N . ~ S P
e Tohewe xol EnPaihet eig Tov Malavdpov: tol 3¢ Mapobou 6
elphc Eotwy elxoct xal wévte modMy. évtabla Aéyeton Amorrmv
endelpa Mopoday vixfioas 2ptlovra ol mepl cogplag, xal To
déppao xpepdoat &v t¢ vt 6hev al mryal Sk 3¢ todro 6
~ 3 ~ 9 ~ (4

motopos xaheltor Mapodag. ... évrallo &ucwe Kbpog Huépag

Tprgnovre. (Xen. An. 1, 2, 7-8)

“Thence he marches three stages, twenty parasangs, to Celaenae,
an inhabited city of Phrygia, large and prosperous. There Cyrus
used to have a palace and a large park full of wild animals, which
he used to hunt on horseback whenever he wished to give him-
self and his horses exercise. Through the middle of this park
flows the Maeander river; its sources are beneath the palace, and

28 WILLI (2017) 240; see also SICKING / STORK (1997) 150; RIJKSBARON
(2002) 24. For a wide-ranging account of Xenophon’s various formulas for
travel and distances in Azn., see ROOD (2010).
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it flows through the city of Celacnae also. There is likewise a
palace of the Great King in Celaenae, strongly fortified and situ-
ated at the foot of the Acropolis over the sources of the Marsyas
river; the Marsyas also flows through the city, and empties into
the Maeander, and its width is twenty-five feet. It was here,
according to the story, that Apollo flayed Marsyas, after having
defeated him in a contest of musical skill; he hung up his skin
in the cave from which the sources issue, and it is for this reason

that the river is called Marsyas. ... Here Cyrus remained thirty
days.”?

What is typical of the ‘teller mode’ is that the description of
Celaenae has the character of an excursus, in which the nar-
rator communicates with the narratees behind the characters’
backs, so to speak. The description is clearly set off from the
surrounding narrative by anaphoric évrai0a, which is repeated
when the story is resumed after the pause. The narrator then
first comments with hindsight on Cyrus’ palace and normal
pursuits in Celaenae in durative and iterative imperfects
(Basirera Ay ..., 0npevey, 6méte ... Bodhorto) — states of affairs
which ceased to exist after Cyrus’ death (to be narrated later
on). He next shifts to the omnitemporal/generic present tense
— and, as du& péoov shows, a bird’s-eye perspective — to relate
information about the city’s main sights.?® Finally, he adds a
mythical story related to the place, introduced by a ‘source ref-
erence’ (Aéyetow), which conventionally marks mythical and other
material in need of corroboration by independent authorities
(here presumably the well-known mythical story any educated
Greek could tell you), and he throws in an explanation of the
name of the River Marsyas, introduced by the equally formulaic

29 All translations from the Anabasis are taken from BROWNSON / DILLERY
(1995), with occasional modifications. All translations from other texts are my
own.

3 For this use of the present, see RJKSBARON (*2002) 10. ‘Omnitemporal’
should be taken to mean that these presents refer to states of affairs which
obtained in the past (including the time at which the story is set), obtain now,
and presumably will continue to obtain in the future. However, it is fair to say
that the present tenses first and foremost profile the existence of the described
features of Celaenae in the present of the narrator and narratees.
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rooreitor. Now, the features mentioned were no doubt also
there during the visit of Cyrus that is described in the Anabasis,
but that is not how the narrator frames things: what matters is
that, should you care to visit, they are still there to be found in
the present. It is not at all made clear whether Cyrus or the sol-
diers in the army were aware of any of the things on which the
historian focuses our attention — and that may just be the point:
if only Cyrus had paid more attention to stories such as that of
Marsyas, which deals with people challenging their betters. ..

I now turn to two arrival scenes from the Anabasis that are
told in the reflector mode:

gvteblev 8 émogedlnoar ol "Ednves Sie Maxpdvwy sralp.ode
TPELG ToPaAGHYY G Oéxo. TY) TPMTY O NUépy A@ixovTo Eml TOY
ToTopoy bg WELLE ™y TV Maxpwvov xal v TGV Zxubnviy.
eiyov & Omep dehiidy ywplov olov yuhemdTatov xal €5 dpLoTepdc
3 / 3 a 3 ’ e e 7 b T " ~

&Mhov ToTa6Y, elc By EvEBaAAev 6 6ptlwy, 8t ob ESel drafivar.
v 3¢ obtog dacde dévdpest mayéor v off, munvolg dé. Tabt
érel wpooijAbov ol "EXhnveg €xotttov, oreddovteg Ex Tob ywplou

&g tdyota EEenleiv. (Xen. An. 4, 8, 1-2)

“From there the Greeks marched through the country of the
Macronians three stages, ten parasangs. On the first of these
days they reached the river which separated the territory of the
Macronians from that of the Scytheni. There they had on the
right, above them, an exceedingly difficult bit of ground, and on
the left another river, into which the boundary stream that they
had to cross emptied. Now this stream was fringed with trees,
not large ones, but of thick growth, and when the Greeks came
up, they began felling them in their haste to get out of the place
as speedily as possible.”

dtenBbvrec S¢ Tps\?g oralpodg apixorto TEog Tb\ M%8tag xorob-
~ ~ b4 3 ~ 3 3.

pevov Telyog, xal mapijAlor elow adtob. fv 3t @Grodopnuévoy
mhivlolg Omtalc &v dodite xepévals, edpoc eixoct TOdGY,
Odog 3¢ éxatdyv: pixoc & éAéyeto civon eixost mapacdyyol
22 s gy ) ~ ; R
ameiye [M, arnéyet ¢, anéaye f] 3¢ BaBuréivoc od mod. dvrebey
8 dmogedlnoay... Xen. An. 2, 4, 12-13)

“After travelling three stages they reached the so-called wall of
Media, and passed within it. It was built of baked bricks, laid in
asphalt, and was twenty feet wide and a hundred feet high; its
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length was said to be twenty parasangs, and it was not far distant
from Babylon. From there they marched...”

These descriptions have quite a different ‘feel’ to them. This
is because, in contrast to the Celaenae passage, the information
about the land of the Macronians and the Median Wall is tied
to the point of view of the Greeks as they arrive at these local-
ities. Several features help to convey this impression. First and
foremost, the descriptions are cast in the imperfect of ‘substi-
tutionary perception’. As Rijksbaron suggests, owing to their
imperfective aspectual value these verb forms present the states
of affairs which they express as ‘on-going’, and so they can be
‘hit’ by the gaze of a character in the story; this interpretation
is available in particular if the presence of a perceiving character
(or group of characters) has been explicitly mentioned in the
context preceding ‘substitutionary perception’ (as here, through
¢ropetfnoay and doixovro).’! I add that the evocation of a
story-internal point of view is markedly reinforced by the striking
use of past tenses for states of affairs that can in principle be
assumed to be still valid (this holds at least for ¢ptle and 2vé-
Badkev in the first passage and v and dmeiye in the second):
the past tenses profile the relevant ‘omnitemporal’ states of
affairs, not as they exist in the present of the narrator and nar-
ratee, but as they obtained at the time of the story. This pro-
motes an interpretation of these imperfects as representing, not
simply states of affairs, but the perception of those states of
affairs in the past. In the case of éAéyeto in the second passage,
there is an additional effect: whereas present-tense réyeton
refers to some sort of external source which the historian had
at his disposal, éAéyeto is most naturally taken as referring to
what local guides said ar the time; note in this respect that the
length of the wall could not directly be perceived by the Greeks
on the spot.*

31 RIKSBARON (2012) 340-341 = (2018) 140-142; see also ALLAN (2013) 377.
32 See GRAY (2003) on Xenophon’s use of story-internal sources as marked
by past-tense predicates of ‘speaking’, suggesting that Xenophon does this to a
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This brings us to other notable features. First, there is no
bird’s-eye perspective in these passages. This is not only made
clear by &néyeto in the second passage, but also by the designa-
tions “above them on their right” (bn2p 8e£iév) and “on their
left-hand side” (2£ dpiotepdc) in the first. Secondly, the geo-
graphical information is not clearly set off from the narrative, but
more tightly integrated with it; ‘presentative’ sentences (“there
were...”) reflect how each item presented itself as new to the
Greeks, further reinforcing a ‘substitutionary perception’ reading
of the imperfects.®> Thirdly, whereas the narrator in the teller
mode freely used names, such as that of the River Marsyas, and
even explained those names, in the reflector mode names can be
absent: thus, the Greeks encounter just “another river” (&Ahov
motapéy), of which they do not know the name. More generally,
the quality of the information given is on the whole geared
towards the knowledge, interests, and needs of the Greeks. For
instance, the fact that the forest they pass through consists of
trees that were “not thick, but dense” (mayéol pev of, Tuxvoic
3¢) is relevant to the Greeks, as they have to cut it down.3*

3. Escaping the ‘pull of the present’

Now we have analysed some relevant passages in detail, it is
time to zoom out and set Xenophon’s descriptive practices in
the arrival scenes of the Anabasis in a broader context. It may
first be observed that the teller and reflector modes are not used
at random. In the Appendix I provide an overview of the dis-
tribution of present- and past-tense descriptions in the Anabasis
as well as of present-tense Aéyetar-statements. From this list it

greater extent than Herodotus and Thucydides. If &reiye is the correct reading,
the information about the wall’s distance from Babylon probably still belongs to
what the guides said (if the present is correct, we are dealing with a shift into the
‘teller mode’; I will return to this in the next section).

3 For ‘presentative’ sentences, see DIK (1995) 221-228.

34 Similarly, in An. 1, 4, 1-2, cited above, the width of rivers is twice given
in the imperfect, as those rivers have to be crossed; cf. Roop (2012b) 171.
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becomes clear that the present tense is used mostly in the first
part of Book 1 and in Books 6-7, while descriptions in the
reflector mode, as marked by the exclusive or predominant use
of the imperfect, occur mostly in the large middle section of the
narrative. The teller mode, then, operates in those parts of the
story in which the Greeks march through territories familiar to,
and settled by, Greeks (namely the Ionian and Black Sea coasts
of modern-day Turkey), while Xenophon shifts to the reflector
mode for parts that are set in the heartlands of the Persian
Empire.? In this way, Xenophon skilfully (and no doubt with
considerable exaggeration) suggests that those Persian territories
are utterly unknown and normal frames of reference no longer
apply: there is no outside authority capable of telling the nar-
ratees how things ‘are’ or ‘look’ in his own name; the near-
absence of present-tense Aéyetar-statements further underlines
how there are no general Greek tales to draw on in order to
make sense of the landscape. There is only the Greeks™ experi-
ence to be reported: they are on a journey of discovery of sorts,
and we, the readers, discover all those unfamiliar places wizh
them. The reflector mode descriptions considerably heighten
the uncanny and claustrophobic atmosphere of the Greeks’
retreat. Above all, the effect is psychological: they make it pos-
sible for the reader to empathize with the Greeks as they come
across ever new perceived dangers.*

Current analyses of perspectival phenomena in Greek litera-
ture to some extent obscure how novel Xenophon’s handling
of arrival scenes is. It is at least fair to say that the often rather
static categories of structuralist narratological paradigms encour-
age a heuristic process whereby certain narrative devices are
discovered to ‘already’ exist in ancient literature (preferably
Homer). Rijksbaron’s treatment of ‘substitutionary perception’

% Cf. RooD (2012b) 171-172.

36 For a wide-ranging treatment of the function of space in the Anabasis, see
PURVES (2010) 159-195. For some other ways in which the Anabasis shifts from
being a fairly standard historiographical work into something much less conven-
tional and more adventurous, see BRADLEY (2001); GRETHLEIN (2012).
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is a case in point. He first gives a number of examples taken
from modern fiction and then adduces a wide range of Greek
passages, ranging from epic to the novel, which are said to
exhibit important similarities with the modern ones. He includes
one Homeric passage (Od. 7, 81-137, describing Odysseus’
arrival at Alcinous’ palace), which goes to show that the phe-
nomenon ‘makes a quite spectacular entrance into European
literature” already in Homer.?” It is tempting to conclude that
‘subsitutionary perception’ as a mode of narration was available
to Greek authors from the very start (indeed, that it is a univer-
sal category) and, especially given the “spectacular” nature of
some of the early examples, was as much an aspiration of Greek
as it unquestionably is of modern literature.*® On a more abstract
plane, this outcome comfortably fits a traditional narrative
according to which ancient authors constantly hearkened back
to great predecessors and the tradition as a whole resisted change
(was “in the grip of the past”).

In my view, this conclusion should be resisted. What is
needed is a more dynamic and historically oriented perspective
on narratology, which allows for the fact that literary traditions
‘learn’, that is, become increasingly effective in achieving existing
communicative aims and may develop new ones, by expanding
the repertoire of stylistic devices or by assigning new functions
to existing ones.” In order to trace such developments, both
qualitative and quantitative considerations need to be taken
into account. While I do not deny that reflector narrative in
Homer exists, it is not, I believe, a device used with the sort of
self-conscious awareness and artistry as in the Anabasis. Let us
take the passage adduced by Rijksbaron, in which Odysseus
looks at Alcinous’ palace.® First, as Rijksbaron himself notes,

37 RIKSBARON (2012) 356 = (2018) 153.

38 See STANZEL (82008) 16.

39 See in general FLUDERNIK (2003). ARNAUD (1998) presents the interesting
test case of the use of the English progressive tense, which on a micro-level exem-
plifies both sorts of development.

4 DE JONG (2001) 129 counts seven other descriptive passages containing
imperfects in the Odjyssey, none nearly as elaborate as that about Alcinous’ palace.
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the passage contains a lot of information which exceeds the
perception of Odysseus and before long (at 7, 103) even shifts
into the present tense and the teller mode.*! Furthermore,
although Odysseus is described as being affected by what he
sees and as standing in wondrous admiration (7, 82-83 mohA&
3¢ ol »ijp / dppowy’, “much did his heart ponder”; 133 &v0a
otac Onelro, “standing there he gazed”), not all that much is
made of this. Thus, awestruck as he may be, he is perfectly capa-
ble of making sense of what he sees; vague designations, like the
nameless &Ahov motapéy in the Xenophontic passage cited
above, do not occur, nor is the description limited to elements
which are of particular relevance to Odysseus. Irene de Jong
is right, I think, to take the occurrence of ‘substitutionary per-
ception’ in the first place as “an effective means of suggesting
the unsurpassed splendour of the Phaeacian king’s domicile,
which makes even an experienced traveller like Odysseus stand
in awe”#? — that is, in contrast to reflector mode descriptions in
the Anabasis, this one is ultimately more concerned with the
perceived entities than with the perceiver.

We can usefully expand these observations from individual
passages to groups of similar scenes. While I cannot here
offer a complete survey of arrival scenes in Greek literature
up to Xenophon, a few things can be mentioned in order to
further corroborate my point. First, properly geographical
descriptions in Homer are much more frequently given in the
teller mode than in the reflector mode, as in the following
passage:*?

pwnotiipec 8 avaPavrtes émémAeov Hypd xéhevlo,
Trrepdye @bvov aimdy vl gpecly bppalvovres.

41 RIJKSBARON (2012) 353-357 = (2018) 151-154; also DE JONG (2001) 176.
The problems surrounding the various tenses used in the passage have recently
been discussed afresh by X1aN (2018).

“2 DE JoNG (2001) 176.

4 KaHN (1973) 245-249 collects 11 Homeric instances of geographical
‘expositional formulas’ with €67 (“there is”); only one (Od. 22, 126) has the
imperfect (probably because the item no longer exists in the narrator’s now).
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ZoTL 3¢ Tic VG0 Pésay GAl TteTpTEGG,

peoornyVe 10dxne te Lapord te mowmaroésog,

Actepic, 00 peydin, hpévee 8 vt vadhoyol adTy)

quotdupor: T Tév ye pévov hoydwvreg Ayorot. (Hom. Od. 4,
842-847)

“The suitors embarked and sailed over the watery ways, pondering
in their hearts sheer murder for Telemachus. There is a certain
rocky island in the middle of the sea, in between Ithaca and rug-
ged Samos, Asteris, of no great size, but there is a harbour in it
where ships can lie, with an entrance on both sides. There the
Achaeans were lying in wait for him.”

The island Asteris is described in the teller mode, as existing
independently from the characters perceiving or acting in it.
To be sure, the passage has its own artistry, inasmuch as it sug-
gests that the suitors sail to Asteris during the time it takes the
narrator to describe it: they set sail as the description starts, and
are lying in wait when it ends.

However that may be, when we next turn to prose and con-
sider how Greek historians elaborate the ‘zero grade’ narratives
of the early mythographers by inserting descriptive material,
we see that they, too, on the whole adopt the teller mode (per-
haps from Homer), not the reflector mode. The former is, as
far as we can tell, the exclusive mode in which Hecataeus pre-
sents geographical information, and Herodotus follows suit,
not least in the long narrative of Xerxes’ march into Greece
(7, 26-127, an important intertext of the Anabasis).** Thucy-
dides, too, an author often praised for the psychological
insight he provides into his characters’ motives, mostly uses
the present tense as the vehicle for imparting geographical

4 ROOD (2012a) 127-128 mentions the present tense as characteristic of the
Greek ‘geographical style’ and of Herodotus. For Hecataeus, see e.g. FGrH
1 F 207: ‘Exaraioc &v Actor “3c pev tobro 7 Beyerpwnd, Exovron § adrév Xol.”
xol oy “péyer név todrwy Xol.” xal wdhy- “Xolot § dpovpéovot medg Fhwov
avioyovta Atlnpes” “Hecataeus in his Asia: ‘Becheirike extends to that point, the
Choi border on them’; and again: “The Choi extend as far as them’; and again:

‘The Dizeres border the Choi to the east™.
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information, even in passages in which one might expect other-
wise. Consider:

¢ \ o ~ ~ / ’ / \ ~
ol 8¢ Abnvaior t7g wohewe tadTye Luvorntlopévne T TEMTOY
#erody te nal dvéuioar éml ty) Edfole pahota wabictasor,
o / 3 € A \ \ A ~ S 14

67 Bpayde goty 6 Siamrovg wpos 6 Krvoov tiic Edfolac.

(Thuc. 3, 93, 1)

“When this city was being founded, the Athenians were at first
alarmed and they believed that it was being set up especially
against Euboea, because the passage from Caeneum, a promontory
of Euboea, to there is short.”

QVTLAEYOVT@Y OF %aTd TOYNY JELLMY ETLYEVOUEVOG XATHYEYXE

\ ~ 3 \ H /7\ \ e A 6/ 36\ ’gl IV _
Tog vas &¢ v Hdhov. xal 6 Anuochevne ed0bg HEiov Teuyile

\ 14 3 \ ~ \ ~ \ 3 J4

olal 6 yowplov (Eml todt0 Y& Euvexmieloot), xal &mépaive
oAy edToploy VAoV te xal Abwy, xal @boet xapTtepdy By xal
EpTov adTh Te xal Enl oD THe ydpac: &méyel Yop GTadlou
pakoto N [ohog g Zmdptyne tetparosiovg xal Eotwv év 17
Mesonvie mote ooy v, xarobol 3¢ adthy of Aaxedorpbviot

Kopuodsiov. (Thuc. 4, 3, 1-2)

“While they were making objections, a storm happened to come
on and carried the fleet to Pylos. Demosthenes at once urged
them to fortify the place (for, he said, that was why he had sailed
with them), and he showed them that there was plenty of timber
and stones, and that the position was naturally strong and,
together with much of the surrounding country, unoccupied.
For Pylos is about four hundred stadia distant from Sparta and is
situated in what was once the territory of Messene; the Spartans
call it Coryphasium.”

These passages nicely show just how strong the ‘pull of the
present’ is in supplying geographical information. In the former,
the short crossing from the newly founded city Heraclea to
Caeneum is the reason (§7t) for the Athenians’ worries; yet,
despite the fact that the Athenians’ viewpoint is explicitly inscribed
into the text with the phrase &ei6dv te xal évépisay, the remark
about the distance between the cities is presented in the teller
mode, in the present tense. In the second passage, a proper
arrival scene, Demosthenes makes his fellow commanders
see (dmépouve) the benefits of the spot where they have landed.
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Among these, he points to the fact that the landing place and
the country around it are unoccupied for a considerable dis-
tance (pfjpov adté Te %ol éml oA ThHe ywpac). But the reason
for this (vép) is given in the teller mode, which uses the present
tense and slips in some extra information about an alternative
name for Pylos used in Sparta.

To be sure, the reflector mode is not entirely absent from
Thucydides’ geographical descriptions. Friedrich Sieveking,
who was unfamiliar with the phenomenon of reflector mode
narrative, but a shrewd analyst of Thucydides’ descriptive prac-
tices, offers a summary overview of the occasional use of the
imperfect in the relevant passages.” From this it appears, first,
that substitutionary perception is not the chief reason for the
use of the imperfect. Rather, it is used in the first place to
describe things that no longer exist: e.g. 4, 8, 6 % yép vijcoc 7
Zpoxtrplor ®oahoVEVY) TGV Te MUéva TopaTelvousa %ol EyyLe
gmuxerpévy yupoy ToLel ... DAMING TE %ol &TELRNC TAGH VT
¢onpioc A xal... “Now the island called Sphacteria makes the
harbour safe, as it stretches along the mainland and lies close
to it ... it was covered with woods and entirely without roads
because it was uninhabited” — in anticipation of the burning
down of the woods. Secondly, cases that do appear to mark the
reflector mode are limited to single clauses and forms of 7v: e.g.
4, 43, 3 o 8¢ Hroywphoavteg Tpog alpastdy (v yop o ywelov
wpboavtes mav)... “When they had retreated to a stone wall
(for the ground was everywhere steeply sloping)...”. It is clear,
then, that Xenophon goes well beyond what his immediate pre-
decessor did. He both uses the reflector mode in a more sus-
tained way and he elaborates the form by including a broader
set of devices (not just tense, but also perceiver-oriented deic-
tics like “on their left hand”, presentative sentences, ‘vague’
designations) as well as a wider variety of verbs. Indeed, a 7LG
Online search makes clear that ¢ptle and évéBaidey, in the first
reflector mode passage cited above, are the only imperfects of

% SIEVEKING (1964), especially 162-163.
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these typically ‘geographical’ verbs in the required sense in extant
classical Greek literature.

While further research into potential precedents is no doubt
useful, I tentatively claim that the start of at least one type of
‘reflector narrative’, that in arrival scenes, lies with Xenophon.
In turn — though that is another story — Xenophon’s novel tech-
niques probably exerted great influence on subsequent Greek
literature, not in the least the novel. One thinks here, for instance,
of Achilles Tatius’ magnificent description of Alexandria (5, 1) in
the reflector mode.*¢ Yet, I end this section on a note of caution.
My intention is not to claim Xenophon instead of Homer as the
father of reflector mode narrative as it is used today, but merely
to claim that he represents an important phase in the develop-
ment of the style. To put it as clearly as possible, Xenophon was
no Virginia Woolf. It is interesting to note in this respect that
even Xenophon does not always escape the ‘pull of the present’,
as appears from those instances in which present tenses appear
in between imperfects in arrival scenes, as in:

évrebley Efedadver oralpov &va mapacayyos mevte éml mHlog
e Kunxiog xal t7ic Zuplag. Hoav 3¢ tabta Sbo Telyyn, »al 6
pev Ecmlev <t0> med Tic Kuhnlag Zvéwveoic eiye xal Kikixwy
puiox?, 70 8¢ EEw To TPl T Luplag Pactiéne EAEYETO QuAaXT)
puAdTTEWY. da péoou 88 fel TovTwv Totawds Kapsoc dvoua,
ebpoc TAélpou. (Xen. An. 1, 4, 4)

“Thence he marches one stage, five parasangs, to the Gates
between Cilicia and Syria. These Gates consisted of two walls;
the one on the hither, or Cilician, side was held by Syennesis and
a garrison of Cilicians, while the one on the farther, the Syrian,
side was reported to be guarded by a garrison of the King’s troops.
And in the space between these walls flows a river named the
Carsus, a plethrum in width.”

Apparently, it is simply so conventional to state that rivers
“stream” through some place that the present tense is much the

46 For that description, see MORALES (2004) 100-106. It is increasingly being
acknowledged that the Anabasis was important to the development of the Greek
novel; cf. TRZASKOMA (2011).
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preferred tense to articulate the fact. In this light, most editors’
preference for dmeiye 3¢ Bafuidvog od mwohd at An. 2, 4, 12
(cited above) over the better attested (and indeed no doubt
conventional) &méye. may say more about modern tastes than
about Xenophontic practice.”” As a further example, consider
once more the sentence which starts off the episode about the
Macronians, cited above: évtetfev 8 Emopedlncay of "Exiy-
veg e Maxpdvwv. In a truly sustained ‘reflector narrative’
the name Mdxpwveg would probably not appear, because the
Greeks have no idea who the Macronians are. In fact, they
find out only later on, when they question the inhabitants, who
when asked, “said that they were Macronians” (4, 8, 5 ot 8 eimov
. 871t Méxpwveg). From the perspective of modern readers,
the opening sentence with hindsight even introduces a jarring
note, as if the narrator had accidentally given the game away.
A similar ‘spoiler’, many modern readers feel, mars the most
famous passage of the Anabasis. The exhilaration felt by many
readers at the famous cry of the Ten Thousand (4, 7, 24 Odarra
Odnatro, “the sea, the sea!”) depends in large part on the fact
that the whole scene is narrated through the eyes of the soldiers
at the back, who cannot yet see the sea, so that the news comes
as a surprise. However, in most manuscripts, the scene is intro-
duced with a sentence in the teller mode, deriving from an
omniscient narrator, which spoils the surprise:
érel 3t ol Tmpddtor &yévovto Eml ToL BHpoug xal raTeELdoV TV
Odhottay, xpouyy) Torky éyévero (Xen. An. 4, 7, 21)

“Now as soon as the vanguard got to the top of the mountain
and caught sight of the sea, a great shout went up.”

47 On the other hand — and this is another testimony of the ‘pull of the
present’ — scribes were more prone to changing imperfects to presents than the
other way round: see the Appendix below; Athenaeus (9, 390d; 14, 651b) also
substitutes presents for imperfects in quotations of Az. 1, 5, 3 and 2, 3, 14, but
never the other way round. Some other mixed descriptions are discussed by
RIKSBARON (2012) 348-361 = (2018) 155-158, though not in terms of conven-
tional frames of reference. See the Appendix for a full overview.
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The offending words, xadi ... Odratray, are left out by a single
(though important) manuscript (C'). Editors who wish to follow
suit need to decide if medieval scribes are likely to have been
more or less sensitive to the subtleties of reflector mode narrative

than Xenophon.

4. Enargeia and the reflector mode

In settling such issues, it would be useful if we could rely on
secure knowledge of ancient reading habits. In this respect,
recent work on the ancient stylistic concept of évdpyeia (usually
rendered as “vividness”) offers particularly promising new ave-
nues of inquiry.®® As it happens, one of the most elaborate
definitions of gvdpyeta to have survived from Antiquity concerns
a comment on Xenophon’s Anabasis. In his Life of Artaxerxes
(8-13), Plutarch includes a lengthy report of the Battle of
Cunaxa. While Plutarch focuses mostly on an evaluation of the
protagonists — commenting, for instance, on Cyrus’ recklessness
and the Greek general Clearchus” undue caution — he refers read-
ers looking for a more exciting account of the same events to

the Anabasis (1, 8):

TV 88 pdyny Exelvny TOAMGY PEY ATy YEAROTMY, EevopdvTos
3¢ povovouyl detnvdovtog Get xal Tolg Tpdypasly G¢ ol yeye-
YNULEVOLG, GAAG YLVOULEVOLG EPLGTAVTOS del TOV dxpoatryv Eumali
%ol GUYMLVBUvséovra S ‘rv‘]v gvdpyelay, odx 0Tl volv i:'xovrog
enaﬁnysw@m, ANy Soo TGV dELwv Aoyou maphiiley elnely éxel-
vov. 6 v oby ‘r(mog BN Trocpe‘rociocwo Kodvao xoheltar nol
BocBukcovoq drméyet Groc&ouq mevtaxosiovs. (Plut. Artax. 8, 1-2)

“Since many writers have left reports of that battle, and since
Xenophon brings it all but before our eyes and through his

8 See especially the now classic work of WEBB (2009) 87-106; WALKER
(1993) remains good on &vépyea in historiography. Recently, évépyeio and its
effects have been approached from various cognitive angles, and discussed in
terms of “immersion” (ALLAN / DE JONG / DE JONGE [2017]) and “embodiment”
(GRETHLEIN / HUITINK [2017] 85-88; HUITINK [2019]). These various perspec-
tives all emphasize the importance of intradiegetic points of view to a proper
understanding of évdpyeto.
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vividness all the time places the reader, much affected and
sharing in the dangers, near to the action, as if it had not been
concluded, but is going on, it is folly to narrate it in full, except
so far as that man has passed over things worthy of mention.
Now then, the place at which the armies were drawn up is called
Cunaxa and is five hundred stades away from Babylon.”

Xenophon’s narrative is designed, Plutarch claims, to produce
in readers a largely prereflective, sensory and emotional, under-
standing of what the experience of living through the battle
was like. ’Evdpyeta is here said to put readers in the position of
an eyewitness to the battle, as Xenophon does not merely “tell”
(cf. amnyyehndrwy), but “all but shows it to the eyes”; to elicit
from them a phenomenal sense of being physically present in
the plain of Cunaxa, as Xenophon “sets the reader near to the
events”;* and to make them experience the emotions of the
actual combatants (the understood complement of suv- in
ouyrvduvedovra) for themselves.

Plutarch does not tell us what passages of Xenophon’s
Cunaxa narrative or what exact linguistic/narratological devices
struck him in particular as being conducive to évdpyeia. But
given his description of gvdpyeia’s effects, it seems likely enough
that he had passages of reflector mode narrative in view. Xeno-
phon’s account does indeed offer such passages, not in the least
at the start of the relevant chapter, which describes the tense
final moments just before the battle.”® The Greek mercenaries
have taken up their positions in the battle line and await the
arrival of the enemy troops of Artaxerxes:

»ol 107 Te AV pécov Npépog xal obTe xatapavels oAV ol Toé-
peote 7vixa 0 Selhy) éylyveto, dpdvn »ovioptoc GoTep VEQELY
heund), 1 pbve 08 cuyvy Dotepov domep pehavio Tig &v 16 Tedi
éntl o). Hte 8¢ EyyiTepov €ylyvovTo, Tay o 37 xol Y uAxos TS
fioTpartte xol Adyyon xol ol TéEelg natagoavels €ylyvovTo. xol

4 Cf. LIDDELL / SCOTT / JONES (°1996) s.v. ¢plowyut A.1.2 for the expression
gplotnue Tolg mpdypast “to let someone have a hand in affairs”, which nicely

suggests a still more actively involved reader.
0 See further GRETHLEIN (2013) 54-57.
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foav innelc pev Aevxolmpaxes énl Tol edwvipov TGy Toleplny
(Tisoagépvnc éNéyeto TolTmy &pyewy), Eybuevol 3¢ yeppopbpot,
gybpevor 3¢ bmAltar oy modfpest Euiivaig domicw (AlydmTiol
[87] obroL éNéyovTo civan), &hhot & immels, &Ahot ToEdTat. ThvTES
8 obror xata vy &v mhaisley mhApel dvlpdmwy éxactov o
€0voc émopeveTo. Tpd 3t adTdY dppato diahelmovTa GUY VOV AT
> A \ \ / / 7, A\ \ !

NV o O7) dpemtavpbpa xahodpeva €l oV 8¢ To dpEmava
&x TGV dE6vemy elg TAdYLoY dmoTeTapéve nal UTO Tolg dlppoLs
elc Y7y BArémovTa, g Stoaxbmtey 8T EVTUYYAVOLEY. 7] O YYOUY
3 4 b \ A ~ 3 / bl / \ /

AV G¢ elg tac tdEeg Ty EMAvewy Ebdvtov xal Staxoldvrov.

(Xen. An. 1, 8, 8-10)

“And now it was midday, and the enemy were not yet in sight;
but when afternoon was coming on, there was seen a rising dust,
which appeared at first like a white cloud, but some time later
like a kind of blackness in the plain, extending over a great dis-
tance. As the enemy came nearer and nearer, there were pres-
ently flashes of bronze here and there, and spears and the hostile
ranks began to come into sight. There were horsemen in white
cuirasses on the left wing of the enemy, under the command, it
was reported, of Tissaphernes; next to them were troops with
wicker shields and, farther on, hoplites with wooden shields
which reached to their feet, these latter being Egyptians, people
said; and then more horsemen and more bowmen. All these
troops were marching in national divisions, each nation in a
solid square. In front of them were the so-called scythe-bearing
chariots, at some distance from one another; and the scythes
they carried reached out sideways from the axles and were also
set under the chariot bodies, pointing towards the ground, so as
to cut to pieces whatever they met; the intention, then, was that
they should drive into the ranks of the Greeks as they advanced
with the intention of splitting the opposing line.”

Even a commentator as level-headed as Otto Lendle was
impressed by this prose: “Man spiirt dem Bericht Xenophons
die Spannung an, mit welcher er das eindrucksvolle Mangver
beobachtet hat, und mufl die Anschaulichkeit seiner Darstel-
lung bewundern”.”" As Michel Buijs has suggested, Lendle’s
observation about the “Anschaulichkeit” of Xenophon’s narra-
tive can be substantiated by tracing how the historian presents

> LENDLE (1995) 67.
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the arrival of Artaxerxes’ army through the eyes of the Greek
soldiers.”? The reflector mode narrative is shaped by a whole host
of devices, including some we have not encountered in the arrival
scenes discussed so far. Buijs points to the adverbial expressions
#37 and 7dya 3%, which refer to a character’s experience of the
story-now, the designation of the Persian army as ol woAéu.Lot,
which reflects the perceiving characters’ point of view, and the
deictic predicates ofmw xatagaveic ooy, 2odvn, Eyydtepov
&ylyvovro, and xatagavelg éyiyvovro. These inscribe an intra-
diegetic point of view into the text, as “appearing” and “moving
closer” imply movement towards some perceiving entity located
in the world of the story. In addition, one can point out that
the negation omw denies the expectations of the Greek soldiers
(they thought the enemy would already be there), just as it is
the Greeks who guess at their enemies” motive for taking scythe-
bearing chariots with them (¥ 8¢ yvépy %v...). Furthermore,
after the initial ingressive aorist pdvy, the description proceeds
largely through imperfects (6te 8¢ ... 2yiyvovro, fiorpante,
ratapavels &ylyvovro, etc.). Finally, it may be noted more gen-
erally that the details which the narrative provides about the
army’s appearance become ever more fine-grained as it approaches.
A particularly nice touch is that, when it comes too close to take
in as a whole, the information is divided over increasingly briefer
anaphoric clauses (¢y6p.evor 8¢/¢ybuevor 3¢; &rhor §'/&rhor) and
then an asyndeton (mod#pest Lulivare domiow). These divisions
convey the impression that the scene is scanned by observers ever
more quickly moving their eyes and head from left to right in an
effort to take it all in.%?

It is likely that Plutarch was sensitive to at least some of the
linguistic devices mentioned here. His remark stands as a testi-
mony to ancient readers” appreciation of reflector mode narrative,
which may have contributed to its further development. Yet, in

52 Buys (2005) 108.

5 See HUITINK (2019) 180-181, arguing that ancient critics, including
Quintilian and Ps.-Longinus, were very much alive to such syntactic features and
their ‘embodiment’ effects.
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historiography it was always just one among a set of options
from which the historian could choose. Plutarch reminds us of
that, too. For all that he praises Xenophon, his comment is
double-edged. For the deadpan continuation of his report
(introduced by what I take as an ironically employed pev odv
“well then”) immediately points up a potential shortcoming of
the sort of riveting narrative Xenophon wrote: apparently, the
historian failed to mention even such a basic fact as that the
celebrated Battle of Cunaxa took place at ... Cunaxa!> Wish-
ing to make his narrative match the experience of the Greek
soldiers at the time, who probably did not know the name of
the place, Xenophon did not use hindsight (the privilege of the
historian) to supply it. And so, Plutarch implies, Xenophon’s
striving for 2vdpyeix comes at the expense of a complete and
accurate report of events — that is of the historiographical virtue
of dxpiBere.” Plutarch’s own report of Cunaxa is a useful and
perhaps even necessary supplement to that of Xenophon (espe-
cially for any Fabrices del Dongo among the Ten Thousand),
as it provides readers with an ex post facto, more intellectual sort
of understanding of what happened (and where, how, and why)
as well as with edifying insights into the historical actors’ moral
character.

5. Conclusion

In line with the purpose of the Entretiens to offer readers a
synthesis of work done in an area of classical scholarship, I have
tried in this chapter to indicate how some of the recent contribu-
tions to the fields of linguistics, narratology, ancient historiogra-
phy, and ancient rhetorical theory may be combined in order

> Plutarch is right: the name “Cunaxa” does not occur in the Anabasis.
In fact, it occurs only here; Plutarch probably derived the detail, along with
much of the rest of his narrative, from Ctesias’ Persica.

5 On axpiBela, see MARINCOLA (1997) index s.v. “accuracy (dxpiPeta / 7o
dnpLPéc)”.
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to illuminate the nature of Greek historiographical prose, both
synchronically and diachronically. I have also tried to suggest
some future directions the sort of research presented here may
take in order to arrive at a ‘grammar’ of ancient Greek narrative.
Indeed, I am well aware that each section of my chapter could
be expanded into a much fuller study, which I hope this pro-
grammatic piece may indeed inspire.’®

APPENDIX:

Present- and past-tense descriptions in Xenophon’s Anabasis

Present-tense descriptions: 1, 2, 7-9 Celaenae: et 6 Malov-
dpoc moTaube, al Yol elowy, pel, €07l Basiheta, pel xal 0bTog
[Marsyas river] xol ¢uBdAret, t6 edpbc E6TLy, 6 TOTAUOC XAAEL-
tar Mapcbac; 1, 2, 22 Cilician plain: wediov géper, mepéyel
[repieiyev C'DV]; 1, 2, 23 Tarsus: ik péoov t¥ic mhhewg pel
motapos Kddvog évopas 5, 3, 11-13 Scillus excursus: €7t 8¢ 7
1 opa xth; 6, 1, 15 Sinope: Zwwrelg oixolot, &mwowol elowy;
6, 4, 1-6 Calpe Harbour: 6 8¢ ywptov tolto & xarelron Kd-
7ng Apny Zott %th; 7, 1, 24 Thracian Field: ©6 3¢ ywptov olov
rarnotov Extdlaclal éoti 10 Opdniov xahodpevov; 7, 5,
12-13 Salmydessus in Thrace: tév molal [sc. ships] éxérhovot
xal ExminToust, Tévayhg oy, ol Opgxes Alovral.

Present-tense Aéyetat statements: 1, 2, 8 (Celaenae, where
Apollo flayed Marsyas); 1, 2, 8 (Celaenae, where Xerxes built a
palace), 1, 2, 13 (Thymbrius, where Midas hunted down the
satyr); 1, 2, 16 (xod Méyeton Sendivor 4 Kidooa Kdpou émideifon

%6 This chapter was written in the context of the “Anchoring Innovation”
research programme of the Netherlands National Research School in Classical
Studies (OIKOS), which is supported by a 2017 Gravitation Grant (Ministry of
Education of the Netherlands, NWO); see <https://www.ru.nl/oikos/anchoring-
innovation/>. Apart from my co-participants at the Entretiens, I would like
to thank Jonas Grethlein for his incisive comments on an earlier version of this

paper.
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70 otpdrevpa adty), combined with two instances of réyeto
nearby); 3, 4, 11 (Mespila, where the King’s wife Medea took
refuge; éiéyeto f); 3, 5, 15 (Susa and Ecabatana, where the
King is said to spend part of the year);” 6, 2, 1 (Cape of Jason,
where the Argo landed [often seen as an interpolation owing to
geographical problems]); 6, 2, 2 (Acherusian peninsula, where
Heracles went down to fetch Cerberus); 6, 4, 2 (Bithynian
Thracians, who treat Greeks who fall into their hands badly).
There are four more occurrences outside the main narrative, in
the ‘obituaries’ of Cyrus and the generals (1, 8, 14; 1, 8, 28;
1, 8, 29; 2, 6, 29).

Past-tense descriptions: 1, 4, 1 Psarus river: ob #v 76 edpog
ot TAéDpa; 1, 4, 1 Pyramus river: ob #v [om. FM] ©6 edpoc
otddiov; 1, 4, 6 Myriandus city: éumépiov 7v 16 ywpelov,
Gpupovy 6ixddec; 1, 4, 9 Chalus river: full of fishes, ob¢ of
Ybpor Oeobe Evopilov nal &duxely odx elwy, al 3¢ ndpot &v alg
goxnvouy llapucdtidoc Aoay eic Lavny dedopévar; 1, 4, 11 at
the Euphrates: méhig adtéO Qxeito peydhn xol eddaipwy
Oddaxoc dvopa; 1, 4, 19 at the Araxes river: évraila ﬁccxv
xoapvou. moihad; 1, 5, 10 Charmande city: tob7o [mlllet] Yoo nv
v 17 X(opoc nAelotov; 1, 7, 14-15 towards Cunaxa: tdepoc v]v
dpunty), TapeTétato N Thppoc, [Evla ... Exeiowy del. edd.], 7

mdpodoc; 2, 4, 12 Median Wall: v ¢xrodopnuévoy Tt)xivﬂor.g,
uixog Eléyeto eivar eixoot Tapacdyyal, dnelye [M, dréyer ¢,
anéoye f] BafBuidvoc ob mohd; 2, 4, 27 Villages of Parysatis’:
&viv 8¢ clrog mole; 2, 4, 28 march tov Tiypnra motapdy év
GpLoTepd EyovTeg: TEPAY TOD TOTALOD TTOMG QOUELTO LEYAAY) %ol
eddalpwy Svopo Kowval; 3, 4, 7-9 Larisa (= Nimrud): 2vrabo
TOALG MY EpNUY) LeYIAY), bvopa & adTy) v Adpioa, Tob Telyouc
7V TO eDPOS, GXOJOUNTO, %pNTLE VTTHY, Topd TAVTNY TV TOALY
#v [om. C'] mupaplc Mbivn; 3, 4, 10-11 Mespila (= Nineveh):
dvopa 8¢ v Ty moher Méomiha, 7y M) xpnmic Albov, émpxods-
unto tetyoc; 4, 3, 5 heights in Armenia: oi &y 0o abron Tela %

%7 Quite possibly an interpolation; see HUITINK / ROOD (2019) ad loc.
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téttapa TAEDpa dmo Tol moTapod dmelyov, 680¢ wln bpwpévy
7v; 4, 4, 2 march through Armenia: el¢ v doixovro xdpny
neYdAn 7y, PBaciietov eiye, Tlpoelg Emioay, EmiThdelo NV
Sahtadi; 4, 4, 3 Teleboas river: obtog Ay xaog pév, péyac & of,
n@Guot Tohhal Tepl TOV moTtapoy foav; 4, 5, 25 villages in
Armenia: i olxlol foav natdyetor; 4, 7, 1 Taochians: ywpla
oy loyvpa ol Taoyol, ta Emithdeto elyov dvaxexopLlopévol;
4, 7, 15 Chalybians: obtor dcav &v SuiiAbov dhxipdrator;
4, 7,19 city 9 éxareiro [Nupvide; 4, 7, 21 a mountain: dvop.o
3¢ ¢ Gper Av Ofyme; 4, 8, 9 boundaries of the Colchians:
¢vtalla v poc péya, mposPatov 3¢; 4, 8, 20 Colchian lands:
o 8¢ oufvy morkd v adtéli; 5, 2, 3 Drilae: &v v ywplov
uTebmolg adTdY (8 w. a. Exadelto f); 5, 4, 15 a stronghold of
the Mossynoecians: ¢xeito tolto wpd i mbhews tig M7Tpo-
nhhews xahovpévrc; 5, 4, 27-29 stores of the Mossynoecians:
ooy Ceal ol mwhelotol, otéap ¢ Exemvro oi Moseivoixol,
ndpua ETTL TAY AVOYEWY TV, ToVTWY TAELGTY GlTe EYp®VTo,
oivog B¢ 6EVg Epatvero eivaw; 5, 4, 31 stronghold of the Mossy-
noecians: toldde Ny TAV ywplwy, ATelyov ol ToAeLs & GANY-
Ay 6Tadio 6ySonrovTe, VYNAY T ol xolhn N ywex Av; 5, 5, 2
Tibarenians: 7 t&v TiBopnvidy ydea ToAd Ay Tedvwtépa xol
ywela eiyev el Ouddrty frrov épupvd; 7, 4, 14 Thynians: ol
olxlot ®OxAe TEPLEGTAVPWVTO.

Mixed present- and past-tense descriptions (‘no verb’ (9) 1
take as sc. éoti/eion): 1, 2, 5 Maeander river: 16 edpoc d%o
mhélpa O, véoupa éniv; 1, 4, 4 Gates between Cilicia and
Syria: feav talro 8o telym, Sk péoov pel motapds Kdpooc
gvopa, edpog maélpou @ [Hv C'DBAE], 6 péoov tédv terydv
Mooy otadior Teeic; 1, 4, 10 Dardas river: o) 6 ebpog mhébpou
A, &vtabba fioav t& Bedéouog Baciieia, mapddeicog &y mv mwavTa
8ca Gpar pvovet; 1, 5, 1 plain in Arabia: v todtep ©6) téme Ay
uev 7 v wedlov dmoy xTh., Toc OTidog &v Tig Toyd dvieTy) EoTL
o Pdvery, TETOVTOL Yae %Th., T& %péa adTMY HdtoTa TV [EoTL
Athen. 9.390d]; 1, 5, 4 River Mascas: évtabfa Hv whie, vopa
adth Kopowtn O, mepieppeito abry Omo o Mdboxa xixie;



“THERE WAS A RIVER ON THEIR LEFT-HAND SIDE” 217

1, 5, 6 Lydian market: 6 siylog ddvator émta dPohode, 7 3
romiln ddo yolvixag Attinde &ydeer; 2, 3, 14 villages near
Cunaxa: 2vijv [8v Athen. 14.651b] 6itoc, Bdravor Tév gotvixwy
ofog pev &v tolc "Ednow oty i3iv; 2, 4, 25 Physcus river:
¢ty Yéopupa, dvtallo Gxeito mhig weydrn 7 [om. C!] évopa
"Qmic O; 4, 3, 1 border between Armenia and Carduchian ter-
ritory at the Centrites river: 8¢ 6ptlet Tv Appeviay xol Ty TaGY
Kapdobywv ydpay, dmelye tdv dpéwv 6 motapods &£ 1) &mta
otad.”®
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DISCUSSION

A. Cassio: The Acusilaus quotation in P.Oxy. 1611 (a series
of excerpts of literary and mythographical nature) deals with
the story of Caeneus (Kawvedc), the mythical king of the Lapi-
thae, who was first a woman but was changed into a man by
Poseidon, and rendered invulnerable. The actual quotation (fr.
1, iii. 56 ff.) starts with Poseidon having intercourse with Caene
(not yet Caeneus), but since it was impossible for her to bear
children he turned her into a man: Ko 8¢ 7t Exdrou
uioyeton [oo<i>8<é>wv Emerta (00 yap 7y adti icpby maidog
[[7]] Texev ofit’ &£ éxelvou ofit’ &£ &Ahou oBdevbe) motel adTiyv
IToce[]3¢mv &vdpa &tpm[ro]v. It seems to have gone unnoticed
that KAINHI is morphologically ambiguous, since it can be
interpreted as both the dative of a feminine Kowvy) and the epic
dative of Kawvedc (see Homeric O3vsoty, "Oirdi, etc.). It is
interesting to notice that the only accusative attested in Homer
is Kowvéa (71, 1, 264 Kowvéo v "EE4Subv te nal gvribeov TTond-
@nuov) and that all the forms of this name attested in Greek,
apart from this one and a Kouwvijoc in the Argonautica Orphica
170, show the ‘recent’ declension Kotvéwe Kotvel Kowvéa. This
proves that Kawv#j. was chosen on purpose in order to make the
ambiguity possible.

L. Huitink: Thank you for this wonderful observation. In
terms of the purposes of my paper, I think it highlights two
important issues. First, your observation makes it more likely
that our Acusilaus fragment offers us the beginning of a new
episode (for there ambiguous KAINHI would have its fullest
impact), while the end of the fragment also looks as if it gives
us the actual end of the episode. Therefore, it now looks even
more likely that this precious fragment gives us a fair impression
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of the narrative manner of an early mythographer. Secondly,
your observation underlines the fact that, for all that this early
prose seems rather unprepossessing, it in fact is artfully and
carefully shaped in order to produce certain effects. Of course,
I did not mean to suggest that writing ‘zero grade’ narratives is
at all easy or excludes all artistry — and Robert Fowler has in fact
stressed the remarkable intellectual achievement that is early
Greek mythography in the publications to which I refer.

F. Schironi: What about a comparison between early Preso-
cratic prose and the early historians? As you say, the style of
these historians is not narrative. Yet it reminds me of the ‘ency-
clopedic’, list-like style of certain Hippocratic works (e.g. Epi-
demics): so should we treat these early prose-writers more as
belonging to another genre (the list/collections of data) rather
than as the predecessors of historical narrative? In other words,
they were compiling ‘lists’ of myths/histories, which then came
to be expressed through narrative by later writers (i.e. Herodotus),
while the list-like style was transferred to other ‘drier’ genres,
like medical case studies.

L. Huitink: It would indeed be fascinating to take a look at
what we know about early Greek prose as a whole. You are
certainly right, I think, that doing so would illuminate both
the practices of the early mythographers and of the early histo-
rians like Herodotus. After all, as Rosalind Thomas and others
have shown, Herodotus is at home, and engages with, many
different types of discourse, including Presocratic and Sophistic
non-narrative literature. In that sense, Herodotus is the ‘mag-
pie’-like successor to a whole range of earlier Greek literature,
not just the mythographers. Yet, I would maintain that writing
narrative — which is so ubiquitous that we often take it for
granted — has its own challenges, which are just as profound as
those involved in writing, say, refined philosophical arguments.
And here, Herodotus’ predecessors in prose were the mythog-
raphers. I think that acknowledging that is also important. For
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example, it is often said that Herodotus is ‘still” in part an oral
author. But actually, if Fowler is right to describe mythography
as a written genre, it is fairer to say that Herodotus is oral
‘again’. | mean that he may have realised that, in order to find
ways to shape true narratives (taking into account perceptions,
deliberations, etc.) he needed to look back to Homer and adopt
epic (and so also oral) structures into his own prose narrative
— though he did not to any large extent adopt the reflector mode
that is latently present in Homer.

A. Willi: To read the historical presents in the early historio-
graphers along your lines — indicating that there is no ‘mediating
presence’ — strikes me as eminently sensible. But the fact that
they can assume that function is also contextually conditioned as
they are not placed within the framework of surrounding narra-
tive. I think that historical presents in later authors, including
the textbook example in Herodotus 1, 10, in some ways do the
opposite as they disrupt the surrounding narrative flow and by
this very fact draw attention to the existence of the historian’s
‘mediating presence’: they do not so much pull the audience
into the events, as is sometimes claimed, but signpost what the
author wants to be perceived as key points.

L. Huitink: You are referring to the famous sentence, ¢¢ 8¢
KATE VOTOV EYEVETO LoUGNG TH)G YLYALXOS €6 TV %olTny, DTex-
SVg gy opee ¥ w, nal 7 yov) émopd piv EEévta. The effect of
this historical present in my view depends precisely on the fact
that this present ‘stands out’ from the surrounding past tenses;
it is perhaps this, as much as the present per se, which gives the
reader a jolt’, which I also would not necessarily describe in
terms of ‘being pulled in’. Of course, the present tenses in the
mythographers are different precisely because they are the main
tense; if anything, it is imperfects and aorists which give the
reader a ‘jolt’. Perhaps the sort of ‘chapter heading’ use we find
in those ¢£ehabver-passages I cite in Section 2 deserve further
consideration as cases that may forge a connection between the
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so-called ‘annalistic’ and the properly ‘historic/dramatic’ use of
the present: being expanded by properly narrative passages, such
‘chapter headings’ become more and more stand-alone. This
would very much fit in with examples which Fludernik in her
2003 paper gives of devices (7 casu certain discourse markers)
which change function over the course of a literary tradition.

A. Willi: 1 find the development you sketch for the early
evolution of historiography very convincing, both as far as the
nature and purpose of the mythographers’ texts is concerned
and where you identify Xenophon as the ‘inventor’ of reflector
narrative. But this then makes me wonder to what extent it
may be due to his literary persona being quite different from
the literary personae of his predecessors — one might say that
Herodotus presents himself as the ‘academic researcher’, Thucy-
dides as the ‘observer and analyst’, but Xenophon is the first
‘practicioner’ historian, and the reflector narrative neatly helps
to underline this role. If that were true, it would be interesting
to know what later historiographers do: after all, they will
operate in a historiographical context which already knows
fully-fledged reflector narrative (thanks to Xenophon), but for
example Polybius certainly does not present himself in a Xeno-
phontian ‘practicioner’ role.

L. Huitink: The issue you raise is an important one and
requires much more systematic research than I have been able
to report for this chapter. I should like to emphasize that I do
not see the various modes as successive. Once a fully-fledged
reflector mode has formed, it is available for use by other
authors, but not to the exclusion of the teller mode or indeed
other ways of shaping narrative. Xenophon himself uses the
reflector mode much more sparingly in the Hellenica and hardly
ever in the Cyropaedia (though that may reinforce the link
you perceive with the ‘practitioner historian’ — Plutarch, by
the way, no doubt thought that Xenophon’s 2vépyeia was the
result of Xenophon’s autopsy). The case of Polybius is special,
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I think. He both utters principled objections against &vépyera
(in the much-discussed chapter 2, 56) and he interrupts his
narrative so often that there is hardly room for sustained reflec-
tor mode narrative to develop. Perhaps the more explicitly
‘dramatic’ Greek historiographers of the Roman Empire are
better candidates. I am thinking first and foremost of Josephus’
Jewish War.

S.D. Olson: 1 am very sympathetic to the idea that narrative
is usefully conceived as a technology, and thus as something
that can be refined through invention: Xenophon, you suggest,
makes significant innovations in story-telling strategies, and
those innovations are adopted by subsequent narrators, who
incorporate and occasionally build upon what he has done.
You present this developmental view as a rejection of an older
one, which treats various narrative modes as something like a
universal grammar of story-telling that is just as visible in
modern texts as in ancient ones. The problem with this way of
structuring the argument is that — as you yourself note — ‘reflec-
tor narrative’ is already apparent in Odyssey 7 and can scarcely
be an innovation on Xenophon’s part. But do you need to reject
a deep ‘universal grammar of story-telling’ to insist on Xeno-
phon’s power as an innovator? Compare cooking: wet-cooking
(boiling, stewing, and the like) and dry-cooking (roasting, frying,
etc.) are universally available, basic technologies, but we do not
prepare our food as people did in Homeric times or before,
because one individual after another has found a clever variant
on previously developed ways of doing things and passed it on
to others. So too perhaps with the incremental but nonetheless
admirable narrative advances of Xenophon.

L. Huitink: Perhaps I have played down the role of reflector
narrative in the Odyssey a bit too much, although I would still
maintain that it would not figure high on a list of things that
are very ‘typically’ Homeric. I also would insist that it is useful
if we can speak of different degrees and various shades in such
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matters. I do like your ‘cooking’ analogy and take its basic
point. Yet, it also raises questions. After all, there are forms of
cooking, say, the currently fashinable ‘molecular cooking’,
which have not always been universally available (though
molecular cooking is a refined form of procedures available in
both dry- and wet-cooking, I suppose). An equivalent in litera-
ture may be the (purposefully) weird and incoherent narrative
techniques of certain post-modern novels. These, too, of course,
are still somehow anchored in both earlier literary forms and
ultimately in hard-wired cognitive processes. So, the question
is what is ‘basic’ or ‘universal’ (or, to use Fludernik’s term,
‘natural’), and that, I feel, is a question that is difficult to
answer. When do we speak of a ‘device’, which perhaps implies
some degree of artistry and even some degree of awareness on
the part of the reader that something can be read in a certain
way? Is, for instance, the use of the imperfect enough to force
an interpretation in terms of reflector mode narrative? Did
Homer’s contemporary audience read it this way or are we now
conditioned to do so, reared on a diet of Stendhal, Flaubert,
and others? A main purpose of my chapter is precisely to open
up such questions, which seem to me not to have been given
enough attention yet.
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NAMING THE PHENOMENA

TECHNICAL LEXICON IN DESCRIPTIVE AND DEDUCTIVE SCIENCES

ABSTRACT

This paper discusses the lexical strategies employed by several technical
languages to express their content. While Greek sciences employ simi-
lar strategies and their vocabularies are quite transparent as they are
Greek-based and use visual metaphors, there is a fundamental differ-
ence between descriptive sciences (especially medicine and biology)
and deductive (i.e., mathematical) sciences in the way they ‘visualize’
their content. This difference also explains the divide between didactic
poetry on descriptive sciences and mathematical poetry, which does
not employ much technical lexicon and yet is not ‘didactic’ at all.

The technical languages of ancient Greece are diverse and
each of them is characterized by a specific vocabulary, syntax,
style, and other linguistic markers. Due to space constraints the
present contribution will focus on the lexicon, which is the first
and most obvious element of any technical language.! The main
goal is to show how the vocabularies of two branches of science,
the natural sciences (i.e., medicine, biology, zoology) and the
mathematical sciences (i.e., mathematics and related disciplines),
can be compared and what their differences and similarities tell

! This paper emanates from a larger project on Greek scientific language, in
which syntactic and stylistic elements of Greek scientific prose (and poetry) are
also considered. I would like to thank Fabio Acerbi, Tyler Mayo, and Monica
Negri for comments and suggestions.
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us. Because the former group of disciplines relies mostly on the
observation, description, and classification of natural phenom-
ena, we can also call them ‘descriptive sciences’, while mathe-
matics and related disciplines, being mostly based on deductive
reasoning, can be labeled as ‘deductive sciences’.

While both the natural and the mathematical sciences began
developing around the fifth century BCE, I will also look at the
formative period of science in general, that is, the Presocratic
philosophers, and I will end my survey with the Roman period.
I will not, however, take a diachronic approach focused on the
development of the technical lexicon in the respective fields.
Rather, I will look at it from a strictly qualitative point of view,
by first highlighting its principal linguistic characteristics and
then introducing some general (and more speculative) consid-
erations about the type of ‘epistemological’ underpinnings these
technical vocabularies seem to suggest for the different disciplines
and how they could be received by non-specialists.

1. Strategies for building a technical lexicon

The medical lexicon is the best example we have of a techni-
cal vocabulary, both because of the abundance of sources and
because of the object of study itself, as many new terms were
invented to name parts of the body, illnesses, and drugs. It is
also the most studied.? Hence I will limit my survey to a few
examples from medicine, before focusing on other sciences,
especially the mathematical ones, which are far less studied.’ In
doing so, my first goal will be to analyze how these other fields

2 Cf. Lanza (1979) 113-122 and (1983); LLOYD (1983); MALONEY (1987);
SKODA (1988); DURLING (1993); LOPEZ FEREZ (2000); see also the comprehensive
work by LANGSLOW (2000) on Latin medical language.

% On the Greek mathematical language, cf. MUGLER (1958-1959); FEDERSPIEL
(1992), (1995), (2003), (2005), (2006); NETZ (1999) 89-126; ACERBI (2007)
213-218, 259-313, 532-534. On optics, sce MUGLER (1964). I am not aware of
any specific study of the lexicons of astronomy or mechanics.
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operate and to show that their terminology in fact works in a
way that is quite similar to the medical lexicon.

1.1. Use of existing terms

In the creation of any scientific vocabulary three main lin-
guistic strategies are employed: the use of existing terms, the
coinage of new terms, and the borrowing of terms from another
semantic field for reuse as metaphors and metonyms.

The first strategy consists of adopting a term already used in
standard language and giving it a more specific meaning within
the discipline. Typical is the case of medicine, where terms
already used by Homer are common: e.g., xapdin “heart” or
ohéBec “blood-vessels” (cf. e.g. Hippoc. Epid. 2, 4; Art. 45, 7;
Carn. 5, 6-7, where ¢réPec denotes “veins”, as opposed to
“arteries”). Among words for medical conditions, smacp.éc for
“convulsion” and ¢Uua for “what grows”, hence “tcumor”, are
examples used by both Herodotus and Hippocrates.

But the same strategy is adopted elsewhere too. The Presocrat-
ics, eager to name their new concepts,* followed the same path.
For example, speaking of both Leucippus and Democritus, Aris-
totle (Metaph. 985b15-17) says that they called the shape, i.e.,
configuration, of atoms “rhythm” ($usuéc) and their position in
space “turning” (tpor). These words are also used by poets, as
when the plural tpomal #eiioto “turnings of the sun” (meaning
the “west” or the “solstice”) is found in Homer (Od4. 15, 405)
and Hesiod (Op. 479, 564, 663), and puopéc/pubude occurs in
Archilochus (fr. 128, 7) and Theognis (1, 964); among prose
writers Herodotus has them both. While the terms were not
new, then, their ‘atomistic’ meaning was (Philoponus, 7z De
an. 68, 3, confirms that puopéc is a Mg ABSneuxn).>

4 Cf. BARNES (1987) 18-22. On the ‘scientific’ language of the Presocratics,
see also SNELL (1953) 227-245 and HAVELOCK (1983).

> But in HDT. 5, 58, 1 tov pufpdy tdv ypappdrwy, referring to the “shape”
of the letters, comes close to Democritus’ use; cf. VON FriTz (1938) 25-26.
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In mathematics, too, many words are taken from everyday
language: omuciov “(concrete) sign, limit”, hence “point”;®
/ <« » <« » A « - M M »
ywvio “corner”, hence “angle”; xdxdog “ring, circular object”,
hence “circle”; Aéyoc “account, reckoning”, hence “ratio”; ove-
/ <« M » M <« . » <« *»
eebe “firm, solid”, hence geometrical “solid” or “cubic” figure;
opoipa “ball”, hence “sphere”; or verbs like Seixvuur “to dem-
onstrate”, Téuvw “to cut’, hence “to divide a line”, or &yw “to
lead”, hence “to trace a line”. These are all common Greek words,
used in mathematics with a more specific meaning. Other items,
such as ypapps “line”, terpdywvoc “square” (adj.), xdnvdpoc
“cylinder”, seem more ‘geometrically oriented’ but they are still
used in common Greek.

1.2. Coinage of new terms

The second strategy consists of the coinage of new terms, by
means of either derivation or composition. The neologisms cre-
ated in medicine to name all newly discovered organs and dis-
eases are very well studied. Moreover, since many of these terms
have passed into modern medical terminology, they are more
familiar to us than, for example, the technical terminology of
mechanics, astronomy, or other branches of ancient science.
Yet examples in other fields will help us to better understand the
scientific lexicon in general, while putting medical terminology
into a broader context.

1.2.1. Derivation

Derivation by means of specific suffixes is used extensively in
many technical languages. In medicine, the usual distinction
between nomina rei actae in -po and nomina actionis in -cuc
sometimes differentiates the result from the process (e.g., Eacwpa

¢ On the meaning of omueiov in mathematics and its origins, see FEDERSPIEL

(1992); cf. also NETZ (1999) 113.
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“ulcer” vs. &xwoie “ulceration”; oidnuo “tumor” vs. oidnoig
“swelling”). There are also specific suffixes used by medicine in
nouns, adjectives, and verbs.” Common nominal ones include:
-tn/-to for abstract nouns for diseases (e.g., aipoppayioa “hemor-
rhage”, dgpOarpion “ophthalmia”, and a series of compounds
whose second element is -ahyla “ache”: e.g., xapdiarylo “heart-
burn”, xeparaiyie “headache”); -itig, to indicate types of
inflammation (e.g., &pOpitic “inflammation of the joints”, 7o~
titic “inflammation of the liver”); -owve for (foul) diseases (e.g.,
vayypowve “gangrene”, lowva for a fetid polypus in the nose);
-6tng for feminine abstract nouns, often to express a quality
or durable attribute (e.g., ¢pubpbryc “redness”, xopmuibTrg
“crookedness”); -(o)p.éc for masculine nouns indicating a sick
condition (e.g., petewpiopde “swelling”, wvnopée “itching”);
-3¢ for feminine deverbal nouns (e.g., 6nmeddv “decay”, from
oNmw; owadwy “convulsion, cramp”, from omdw). Common
suffixes for adjectives are: -(1) 337 indicating similarity or qual-
ity (e.g, dhoidnc “leprous”, intep(t)ddne “jaundiced”);® -e1d#g
indicating similarity (e.g., OpouBocidnc “lumpy”, xipcoedrc
“varicose”, from xipcéc “enlargement of a vein”); -uxéc often
meaning “suffering from...” (e.g., xeparahyindc “suffering from
headache”, borepundc “suffering in the womb”, i.e., “hysterical”).
In the verbal domain, to indicate “suffering from” something
medical Greek often uses the typical denominative suffixes
-(Vdw (e.g., modayp(t)dw “to have gout in the feet”, Mbidw “to
suffer from calculi™), -éw (e.g., aipoppayém “to have a hemor-
rhage”, xegararyén “to suffer from headache”), -aiver (e.g.,
53epatve “to suffer from dropsy”, mupetaive, “to be feverish”!?).
The same formants can also convey a more causative/active
meaning “to act upon (something/someone)” (e.g., mupLdm “to

7 See LOPEZ FEREZ (2000) 40-43; MALONEY (1987) (inverse dictionary).

8 See op DE HIPT (1972) 1-250. On these compounds in Theophrastus, see
oP DE HIPT (1972) 280-283 and TRIBULATO (2010) 489-490.

9 This is a metaphor, as Aifoc means “stone” in the bladder (= “calculus”).

10" Alongside this, the common Greek verb mupéssw is also used by doctors;
both are based on the same metaphor, as fever is mupeté, literally “burning heat”.
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put persons in a vapor-bath”, tpuy0oyém “to pluck hairs”, wpos-
yhoypaive “to make more viscid”).

However, these suffixes are not limited to medicine. For
example, -itig not only indicates inflammation in the human
body. It is also quite often used for plants: e.g., mupitic, the
“pellitory” (otherwise known as mipelpov), épeybitic, the
“groundsel”, #urovitig, the “mule-fern”. As a derivative,
qumekitic v¥, “‘vine-land”, is a type of earth used to get rid of
worms in vines;'! and the suffix is also used for stones: e.g.,
aipatitic, the “blood-like” stone, or yahxitic, the “calcite” or
“alum”.

In mathematics, the common suffix -6ic for nomina actionis
is used, for example, in Eerdig “ellipse”, whose exact meaning
will be discussed below (§ 5.2). Another productive item is
-ewdg to indicate similarity (eidoc). Thus Archimedes can study
70 xwvoerdes (oyfua), the “conoid”, and 6 coarpoetdeg (oy M),
the “spheroid”. While sgaipoeidc is used before Archimedes
to mean “spherical” (for example, by Aristotle), Archimedes
uses it in a very technical sense. As for xwvoed7c, this seems to
be a new coinage by Archimedes himself. Other new coinages
with the same suffix are % xoyyoetdic (ypapu), the “concoid”
curve, discovered by Nicomedes (c. 280-210 BCE), and ¥ »t5-
coedic (yeapwy), the “cissoid” curve, probably discovered by
Diocles (¢. 240-180 BCE).'? On the verbal side, mathematics
employs two other very common suffixes, -t{w and -4, to
express the idea of “acting on” mathematical objects, as in
tetpaywvilo “to square” (of lines and numbers), »uBilw “to
cube”, and morhamhacidlew “to multiply”.

1.2.2. Composition

Medicine, again, is very active in producing compounds,
for which I will give few examples, before proceeding to other

" Cf. GAL. De simpl. med. fac. 12, 186, 16-19 Kiihn.

12 The last two are also based on metaphors, which will be analyzed below.
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disciplines. We find compounds with privative &- (e.g., &cop-
xoc “without flesh”), with the positive prefix ed- (e.g., eboaproc
“fleshy”, edefavdrmtoc “easy of digestion”), or with the nega-
y Y & &
1 / « » . .
tive prefix dus- (e.g., ducép.Brnroc “hard to set”, of dislocations,
Sucevteplor “dysentery”). Among preverbs, mept- intensifies
’ « < . A PO
(e.g., Teptwduvén “to suffer great pain”), while Ywo- diminishes
3 7 <« M . » 3 / <« L »

(e.g., bmahyém “to have a slight pain”, dwérevxoc “whitish”).
The prefix O7o- can also have a local meaning of “below” or
“under”, as in YmoyAwoalic, referring to a swelling “under the
tongue”.!3

Compounding as a way of creating new technical terms is
also attested elsewhere. In the passage discussed above for
guopbe and tpomy, Aristotle (Meraph. 985b15-17) mentions
a further term that is a new coinage of Democritus and/or
Leucippus: 3Oy “mutual contact” (from Sta-Ouyydve), to
indicate the “arrangement” of atoms. Democritus also built
compounds out of his own technical (yet common) terms.
Thus, from puop.éc he created the hapax perapuopeiv refer-
ring to education, which “changes the shape” of human
nature. 4

Moving on to later times, mathematics is as productive as
medicine in creating compounds. For instance, compounds
derived from yovia “angle” include: éxraywvixde “octagonal”,
by A <« » 3 A <« » b
dpboydviog “rectangular”, auPrvydvios “obtuse-angled”, du-
yoviog “acute-angled”, mevtdywvov “figure with five angles”,
nevrexadexdywvoy “figure with fifteen angles”, etc. The same
goes for all the solid figures ending in -edpov, which indicates
the “surface”, from &3pa “seat” (e.g., dxtd-edpov, Swdend-
e3pov, tesoapeonaldend-edpov, for a solid with eight, twelve,
and fourteen surfaces respectively). Other examples are mopo-
Mnhemtinedov, a figure delimited by parallel surfaces (from the

13 Cf. LorEz FEREZ (2000) 43-45.

4 DEMOCR. fr. 33B D.-K., xal yap % Sidayy petapuopol tov d&vlpwmoy,
petapuspoboa 3¢ guatomotel “for education transforms the human being and by
transforming him molds his nature”; cf. VON FRITZ (1938) 36-37.
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adjective énimedoc “flat”, and “plane” in geometry), morhamhd-
oroc “multiple”,’® and 6pérevrpog “concentric”.!®

In astronomy, too, compounds abound. One example con-
cerns the phases of the moon (Geminus 9, 11): pnvoedrc
“crescent-shaped”, Styétopog “cut in half” (i.e., the half-moon),
qp.oinuptoc “convex on each side” (i.e., the moon in its second
or third quarter), maveérnyvoc “full moon”.!”

Finally, the same compound can be used in different techni-
cal fields. One example is dxutdrioc, which derives from @i
and tixtw and literally means “promoting a quick birth”. In this
sense it is applied to plants which have that effect (Diosc. 4, 14,
2; 5, 154; Theophr. Hist. pl. 9,9, 3) and, in the neuter, also to
any such medicine (Hippoc. Mul. 1, 77; Ar. Thesm. 504). But
the word is also employed by Apollonius of Perga as a title for
one of his works (Eutoc. In Archim. 111 258, 16-17 Heiberg-
Stamatis = IV 162, 12-13 Mugler Amoirdviog 6 Ilepyatog év
76 "Quutoxie) — of course in a metaphorical sense.'®

1.3. Metaphors and metonyms

The third strategy consists in using terms from other seman-
tic fields metaphorically: words from daily language indicating
a common object or phenomenon are recycled for a ‘new’,
unknown scientific object somehow resembling the common
one (usually in its appearance or, more rarely, in its function).

5 Note that compounds like Simrdaorog or fuiéitog can have a technical
meaning (“double” and “in the ratio of one and a half to one [e.g., 3:2]”, espe-
cially in musical notation), but also a more common one (generally “double” and
“half as much”, respectively).

16" Similar productivity is shown by Theophrastus with compounds formed
with $tla; see TRIBULATO (2010) 491.

17" Mnvoetdhe and maveéhnvoc are not neologisms, as they occur in HDT. 1,
75, 5 and EUR. Jon 1155, for example; by contrast, duyétopoc and dpepixvproc
are new technical terms.

18 The same title is recorded for a work on rhetorical phrasing by Telephus,
a grammarian of the second century CE (Suda t 495; o 61).
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While metaphors are present everywhere in the Greek language,
starting with Homer, we find the first ‘technical’ metaphors
already among the Presocratics, who used very colorful images
to describe their principles and philosophical ideas, as with
Heraclitus’ River and Empedocles’ Love and Strife.!” Metaphors
remain popular in later philosophy. One of the most famous
‘technical’ words of Aristotle, who uses reasoning based on like-
ness in many of his biological-philosophical works,?® is i,
which literally means “wood”, but in Aristotle becomes the
substratum or “matter” of any physical object.

Turning to ‘real” sciences, medicine is again the field most
studied.?! Here, two criteria can be recognized in the choice of
imagery: similarity in aspect and similarity in function. In the
first category, applied to bones are, e.g., wepdvn “pin” (of a
buckle), for a small bone of the leg (now called with a Latin
term, fibula); »epxic, the “weaver shuttle” or “pin beater”, for
the tibia or the radius;?* midrar “oars”, for the shoulder-blades;
or xotOAn “cup”, for a joint socket. Among bodily organs, ipic
“rainbow” (from the goddess Iris) is the colored part of the
eye, ©0 (vrepov) Tugréy “the blind” is the part of the intestine
without outlet, and p.ic “mouse” is the muscle.? In pathology,
too, there are descriptive metaphors: e.g., &v0paf “charcoal”,
for a disease of the skin; stpbooc “twisted cord”, for a colic,
which is a twisting of the bowels; 7hoc “stud”, for a callus or
wart (on both humans and plants) because of its shape and
hardness; »pi07 “grain of barley”, for a stye on the eyelid
(cf. It. orzaiolo). Metaphors from zoology still in use today
are xapxivog “crab”, for cancer, and moAimoug “octopus”, for a

19 Cf. LLoYD (1966) 210-252 and (1987) 176-181.

20 Cf. LLoyD (1966) 258-270 and (1987) 183-203, 209-214.

21 On metaphorical language in medicine, cf. LANZA (1979) 118-119; SKODA
(1988); LANGHOLF (1989) 12-16; LANGSLOW (2000) 178-201 (on Latin).

22 On this double meaning, see below, § 4.

2 Herophilus (¢. 330/20-260/50 BCE) is particularly famous for using
descriptive metaphors to name the organs and bones he discovered through
human dissection (and perhaps vivisection); cf. VON STADEN (1989) 157-161.
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polyp. On the other hand, similarity in function explains some
metaphors that are used for bones: e.g., Ldywpa “bolt”, for the
zygomatic arch or cheekbone, because it “connects” the cranial
with the facial bones, or 0cypaf “corselet”, for the thorax, which
“guards” the internal organs. Among organs, metaphors based
on function are: muhwpég for the pylorus, the “gate-keeper”,
which is the lower orifice of the stomach that “oversees” what
gets out from this organ; mépog “strait”, indicating the pore,
which is a “passage” through the skin; yir@v “tunic”, which is
used for many internal membranes that surround organs; mio
“gates”, which refers to various orifices in the body. Finally,
médic (and the verb [oup]méssw), which indicates the idea of
“softening, ripening” (hence a change of status because of heat),
is also used to mean “to cook”; and from this the metaphorical
meaning “digestion” derives. Subsequently, following another
metaphorical step, the same word may indicate a disease that is
(or is not) “concocting” (Hippoc. Acur. 42 = 11, 51-52 Littré:
ob mécsetar 7 voloog). Finally, a name of a known, external
anatomical part can also be metaphorically reused for an internal
one on the basis of similarity: for example, bones or organs (femur,
heart) have a xepair) “head”; the uterus has an ady#v “neck”;
hands and feet have a st#0oc “breast” (i.e., the ball); and the
heart has ofata or dta “ears”.

Yet metaphors are not confined to medicine. Botany uses
medical terms referring to the human body: in Theophrastus,
for example, xepaury) “head” can indicate a part of a plant to
which roots are attached (Hisz. pl. 1, 6, 9), the “head” of the
poppy (Hist. pl. 9, 8, 2), and an inflorescence (Hist. pl. 9, 11, 6).%
The same author also applies the verb Ywptdw, whose primary
meaning is “to have an itch” (in the human body), to the fig in
the sense of “to be scabby” (Caus. pl. 5, 9, 10). Metaphorical
adjectives can similarly be used to qualify a root: see iveddng

24 Whence, of course, the modern Pepsi — named after its digestive properties.
2 On the language of botany, especially in Theophrastus, see TRIBULATO
(2010), from whom this example is taken (p. 483).
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“fibrous” (lit. “with tendons”), capxmdne “fleshy”, or Busavd-
3¢ “tassel-like” (Hist. pl. 1, 6, 4).

Machines were also described using terms from human (or
animal) anatomy. Philo of Byzantium’s torsion engine, for
example, has “legs” (oxéhy), “arms” (dyxévec) with “heels”
(mrépvon), “eyebrows” (d¢plc), a “tortoise-shell” (yehcviov), a
“hand” or “claw” (y¢cip), and “little wings” (wrepiyLa).20

Metaphors are equally used by the ‘dry’ and technical math-
ematicians, even if they are less frequent there than in the bio-
logical sciences. From anatomy, mathematics takes mhevpd
“rib”, for the side of a triangle or other figure, and icooxehvc
to indicate a triangle that has two identical oxéiy “legs”, in the
sense of “supports” (i.e., sides). Botany and zoology inspire the
names of certain curves: so the xiscoedne (Ypapus), the “cis-
soid”, is “the curve similar to ivy”, and the xovyoedig (vpapps),
the “conchoid”, is “the curve similar to a shell”. Even more
metaphorical from this point of view is xoyAtac “snail”, for a
three-dimensional spiral form that resembles the shell of a
snail.”” Another metaphor explains the term ixnonéds, naming
a figure-eight curve, the “hippopede”, traced by a planet accord-
ing to Eudoxus’ model; the word literally means “horse-fetter”
and is appropriate because horses were tied with figure-eight-
shaped shackles. Similarly, pnvioxoc, literally “lunar crescent”,

2% Cf. e.g. (with E.W. Marsden’s technical translation) PHILO Bel. 54 9-10

Tolc 8¢ oxéhecty adTiic TALTOG ey dudbvor 3Locus‘rpou *s‘rocp"ov ;Lspo’ glve its
1de—pole s a width of 1/4D”; 70, 18 & 8¢ dryxey iy wrépvay elyey éx nps—:wusvnv
¢nl &y Aemidwv “the arm had its heel pressing against the plates”; 57, 6 téc
nepleyodooug Spple “the surrounding edges”; 54, 12-13 <& mrepdyia, 3 Gv ©6
yehoviov dyetar “the ridge-poles through which the block is drawn”; and 74,
19-20 7v yap 7 yelp év tf) dudotpy xabnppocpévy, xabdarep énl tdv &AAwv
rotamadtdy 8y Tolg yehwvioie “the claw was fitted to the slider, just as to the
blocks in other catapults”. See also the images in MARSDEN (1971) 162, 180,
181, and the list of all these parts in MARSDEN (1971) 266-267, 268-269.

27 In fact, the word for “snail” is also used in mechanics to indicate a “roller”
(e.g., BITON 58, 9) or a “screw”; of the latter Oribasius lists two types used in
surgical machines: the “square snails” and (with another metaphor!) the “lenticular
snails” (ORIB. 49, 4, 54: ©Gv 8¢ xoyhév of pév elot Tetpdywvor, of 32 axwrol
“among screws, some are square, some are lentil-shaped”).
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indicates the “lune”, a concave-convex area bounded by two
circular arcs as studied by, among others, Hippocrates of Chios
(fifth century BCE). Finally, the &pBnhoc is literally a semi-
circular knife used by shoemakers, but Archimedes adopted the
term for a geometrical figure with that shape. Even leaving aside
all these complicated curves and shapes with exotic names,
several ‘common’ verbs adopted to discuss mathematical objects
are metaphorical, or at least start from a concrete or visual image:
Tépvo for “cutting” (i.e., “secating”) a line, figure, etc., &yo for
“leading” (hence “drawing”) a line, wintw for a line that “falls”
(i.e., “intersects” a square, segment, etc.).

Another interesting case is xévtpov, the “center” of a circle.
Literally »xévrpov is the “horse-goad”, a pointed device used to
spur on the animals. Because of its shape, the word came to
denote many pointed objects, such as the point of a spear
(Polyb. 6, 22, 4), the sting of wasps (Ar. Vesp. 225, 400), or the
prickles of the sea-urchin (Ael. VA 12, 25); more technically, it
was used to designate a spur to keep a “tortoise” (another meta-
phor, indicating a shed that protects besiegers) stable on the
ground (Apollod. Poliorc. 144, 1), and the point of a pair of
compasses (Vitr. 3, 1, 3). Since compasses draw circles and the
point is also the “center” of the circle, »évtpov was then used
by mathematicians in that particular sense. While xévrpov is
thus used metaphorically in biology and mechanics, in mathe-
matics it becomes a metonym.

Other metonyms that work in the same way (i.e., by transfer
from the means onto the object) can be found in harmonics.
Thus, the “foot” (wodc) in rhythm is so called because it is
through our feet that we mark rhythm, as Aristoxenus says.”®
Another metonym in Aristoxenus is Auyavéc. Literally this
means “licking” (from Aefyw), and so, metonymically, with or
without 3éxtuhog, it refers to the “forefinger”. But in Aristoxenus,

28 ARISTOX. Rhythm. 2, 16 Pearson: ¢ 32 onpowvépesOo tov pubudy %ol yvér-
orpov motobpey tf) allifioer, mode dom elc %) mhelove évée “the means by which
we mark rhythm and make it perceptible to the senses is a foot, one or more than

»

one .
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following a second metonymic step, 1) huyavéc (sc. y0pd%) then
indicates both the string struck with the forefinger, and the
note thereby produced.

2. The reason behind a name

After surveying the linguistic strategies informing the coinage
of technical terminology, another important element to discuss,
even though briefly, is the logic behind the choice of certain
terms. In other words, how did physicians, mathematicians,
etc. choose the names by which to call their objects of study?

2.1. “Descriptive’ terms

A large part of the technical lexicon may be regarded as
‘descriptive’, since the technical terms themselves describe a
perceptible phenomenon or its effects.

Most metaphors in medicine as well as in mathematics work
by their descriptive quality. Among compounds, some anatom-
ical terms are based on others, with further qualifications added
in accordance with their relative position. Thus, petaxdpmiov
indicates the bones in the palm of the hand, which are “after”
the xaprée “wrist”; émylmcots, the “epiglottis”, is a valve which
covers the larynx and is “above” the yAdooa “tongue”. A very
interesting example of naming what one sees comes from math-
ematics: see below, § 5.2, for a discussion of the hyperbola,
parabola, and ellipse.

Names can also focus on a specific characteristic or effect of
a natural phenomenon or concept. For example, drugs can be
called after their effect, like the &pistoroyeia “birthwort”,
which means “excellent for childbirth”.? Plants or stones can

2 DIoSC. 3, 4, 1 dpiaroroyelo Ovépactar pev &md Tol Soxely dproto Bon-
.- 2. LA . o
Ociv Talc hoyolg “aristolochia: it is so called from the belief that it is extremely
beneficial to women during childbirth”.
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be named after their characteristics: e.g., fitooxémioc, the “sun
spurge”, which “looks to the sun”, or sehnvitng (Aiboc), the
“selenite” or “moon-stone”, which was supposed to be found at
night with the waxing moon (Diosc. 5, 141). The same criteria
apply to names for diseases. These often indicate the affected
body part (e.g., xepaharyla, weptmvevpovia, Hmatitic, veppittc,
Sucevrepia) or their color (e.g., drgol “dull-white leprosy”,
¢pucimerag “erysipelas”, a disease characterized by red patches
on the skin); or they suggest what the patient feels (e.g., xal-
coc, a remittent fever with a “burning” sensation; xuvédyyy
“canine quinsy”, referring to a sore throat where patients feel
as if “strangled like a dog”) or describe the way the disease
affects the body (e.g., humo-Oupia for a “swoon”, which happens
when the “vital force” “fails”, wapa-pposivy for “delirium”, which
is when one is “out of one’s mind” or, more literally, “beside”
oneself).

All the compounds denoting geometrical figures are also
descriptive: for example, the focus can be on the number of
angles for plane figures (e.g., Tetpdywvov “[figure with] four
angles”, i.e., “square”, wevtdywvov “[figure with] five angles”,
etc.) or on the “faces” for solid figures (e.g., Tetpdedpov “[solid
with] four faces”, dxtdedpov “[solid with] eight faces”, mohde-
Spov, “[solid with] many faces”); or else, the relevant terms describe
the figures in some other way, as with mwapadAnréypappov
“[the figure] bounded by parallel lines”.

2.2. Historically’, ‘geographically’, or ‘mythically’ derived names

Names in technical disciplines can also recall the ‘history” or
myth behind certain phenomena or objects. They are hardly
technical terms, but rather tend to be words familiar to laypeople.
The most famous case is, of course, astronomy, where constel-
lations and stars are often named after a hero or heroine. How-
ever, something similar also occurs in medicine and botany.
For example, a disease can be named after the person who first
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cured it, as with the Xetpcyverov €rxoc “Chiron’s sore”, or after
the person who first suffered from it, as with the Tyrégpeiov
&wog “Telephus’ sore”. Equally, a medicine or “remedy”
(mdvaxec) may be given a ‘historical’ or mythical name, for
example the root known as wdvaxeg Xerpchv(e)rov “Chiron’s
all-heal” (which cures venom of snakes), or the remedies “of
Asclepius” and “of Heracles” respectively (mdvaxeg Acwinmi-
etov / ‘Hpdnherov).

Similarly, plants can derive their names from those who first
used them as drugs, like the black hellebore which some call
Mehapmédiov because the goatherd Melampus used it to cure
the daughters of Proteus of their madness (Diosc. 4, 162, 1).
Plants may also be named after the places where they grow:
e.g., the orouydc “French lavender”, which derives its name from
the Stoichades (the modern {les d’Hyeres) (Diosc. 3, 26), or the
AyvoTieéy “lovage”, from Liguria (Diosc. 3, 51, 1). Minerals
too can have geographic names, like the pirtoc Zivomxd,
the “Sinopic red earth”, called after Sinope where it was sold
(Diosc. 5, 96, 1), or the famous Moyvijtic Aboc, the “Magnesian
stone”, i.e., the “magnet”.

3. The Greek scientific lexicon: making ‘phenomena’ visible

The above survey allows us to draw some preliminary con-
clusions about how the lexicon of the sciences works.

First, the three linguistic strategies outlined (use of existent
terms, creation of neologisms, and recourse to metaphors) are
employed by many disciplines other than medicine, although
the latter is the most studied one; notably, the mathematical
sciences avail themselves of similar strategies as well.

Second, the three strategies are not mutually exclusive. Thus,
there can be ‘metaphorical neologisms’ like xtsc0e18%¢ (ypoppn)
or é£dvOnp.a, indicating an “efflorescence” on the skin (i.e., a
pustule), and royyitic, a metaphor built by means of the suffix
-itie, to indicate a plant with spear-shaped seeds.
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The third point worth stressing is that in general this lexicon
is quite transparent. This is obvious where common words are
reused, but neologisms and metaphors are also seldom obscure.

Technical neologisms are ‘normal’ Greek words as far as
their suffixes or compositional elements are concerned. In fact,
no suffix seems to be exclusively used in technical terminology.
Leaving aside suffixes like -ixéc, -etd4g, or, for verbs, -dw, -¢w,
-tfow, -4Zw, which are obviously not technical per se, we may
consider the most ‘medically’ oriented words, like those in
“-itis”. These definitely sound technical 70 us, because in modern
languages they are specifically connected with medical termi-
nology (e.g., arthritis, bursitis, tendinitis, etc.). In Greek, how-
ever, the suffix -itig also produces a great number of feminine
adjectival forms that are unrelated to inflammations or plants.*
For example, it can be used in geographic and more generally
spatial denominations, such as Zegupitic, an epithet of Aphro-
dite as worshipped in Cyprus, Ilitavitic, indicating a woman
or the region “of Pitane”, yuvauxwvitic “women’s apartments”,
or Tapwxeavitig, “sea coast”. Similarly, the suffix -owve is found
not only in terms for foul diseases, but also in feminine nouns
denoting animals (e.g., xdmporva “wild sow”) or in the very
common Oepdmorvee “handmaid”. I therefore suggest that not
only were these neologisms quite transparent to a native Greek
speaker because they were Greek-based, but they did not even
look foreign or esoteric, as they made used of ‘building blocks’
that were common in the Greek language in general.

As for metaphors (and metonymies), these are among the
most effective means to name new objects, concepts, and phe-
nomena in disciplines where the description of a new reality is
paramount. Accordingly, they are used not only in biology and
medicine, which are mostly descriptive sciences, but also in
mathematics to describe particular types of curves and in phi-
losophy to illustrate abstract principles.

30" As already noted by WiLLI (2003) 67, n. 41.
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Naming a new phenomenon or concept with a word that is
taken from common language and denotes there similar but
better-known phenomenon can be linked with ‘analogy’, a
widespread epistemological procedure through which the
human mind makes sense of the unknown by comparing it to
something similar and known. Particularly in the sciences, new
phenomena are often compared and illustrated by means of
models or analogues taken from known reality. The Greeks
used this process extensively to understand natural phenomena
through reasoning by likeness, arguments by analogy, etc.’!
Technical language employs metaphors for the same reason.
A metaphor taken from daily language and denoting a com-
mon object or phenomenon better ‘visualizes” the new object or
idea. The metaphorical lexicon can thus be seen as the applica-
tion to language of analogical scientific reasoning. Therefore,
the use of metaphors in mathematical and medical authors in
the Hellenistic period cannot be understood, as Netz claims, as
an example of the ‘carnivalesque’ and hybrid nature of scientific
writing, where scientists “move towards the literary mode” .32
It is rather a most common epistemological strategy, which is
in fact present from the very beginning of Greek scientific
thought, as examples from the Presocratics, Aristotle, and the
Hippocratic writers show.

If metaphors are visualized images by default, I would like to
suggest that even neologisms, formed with common Greek
suffixes and by composition, were in a way ‘visual’ — although
based on a different type of visualization, which is connected
more with language and etymology than with ‘sensory’ analogy.
Since Greek scientific language is all Greek-based, it automati-
cally sounded less unfamiliar to laypeople than modern scientific
language does, even when rather common modern technical
terms are concerned. For example, while laypeople generally

31" On analogy in ancient scientific discourse, see REGENBOGEN (1930); LLOYD
(1966); LANGHOLF (1989).
32 NETZ (2009) 149-160 (the quotation is taken from p. 160).
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know what an aneurism is, they might not know what the
word really means — that dvedpuopa is derived from dvevpivew
“to dilate” and thus refers to the “bulging” of a blood-vessel.
In this case, the meaning is clear but the etymological reasons
why the aneurism is so called (in other words, the fact that
aneurism is a ‘speaking’, i.e., etymologically transparent and
suggestive, name) remain hidden to most people. Similarly,
everyone knows what a pentagon is — but how many know why
it has that name? None of this would happen to Greek native
speakers, of course. They might not know the specific, nuanced
meaning of a technical word, but they had no problem in grasp-
ing its etymological origin, and hence the general sense of the
word.*® The same is true of metaphors. Here again, in modern
scientific language many of them are still present, but since
their Greek origin is not known to most speakers we hardly
perceive their ‘educational’ and visual force: for example, pores
for us are just ‘pores’, and while the fact that the etymology is
now opaque does not prevent us from understanding the mean-
ing, we have still lost the descriptive sense that they are “passages”.
Similarly, we all know what the coccyx is, but we are hardly
aware that this odd name is actually teaching us something
about the shape of that bone, which is similar to the beak of a
“cuckoo” (xéxxvt). The same is true for mathematics: we all
know what the ‘center’ of a figure is, and professional mathe-
maticians will know what a ‘cissoid” is; but how many of them
visualize it as an ivy-like curve? And most of us do not know
that the ‘center’ of a circle visualizes the drawing of the circle
with a compass.

¥ Cf. also LLoyD (1987) 204, who rightly notes: “the general sense was
given by the root, in each case, though by itself this was not necessarily very
informative. What counted as #he disease of the pleura, or kidneys, [...] was
often a matter of dispute and depended on the writer’s views on both the symp-
toms and the causes at work”. Lloyd is certainly correct; here, however, I am
focusing on the etymological transparency of technical terms and how they may
have sounded more familiar to a Greek native speaker than modern medical
terminology does to us (the latter being etymologically opaque, since it is based
on ‘foreign’ roots).
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Even the mythical names for stars will have been much more
suggestive to a Greek than to the modern stargazer: any Greek
would have been familiar with Andromeda’s story and figure,
for example. For many of us, by contrast, Andromeda is simply
an odd name for a constellation. If anything, such a name must
therefore have made it easier for a Greek to remember the
constellation, whereas for us it tends to be just another new
term to remember.

To conclude, a large part of the Greek technical lexicon con-
sists of ‘speaking’ names, whose ability to ‘speak’ comes either
from the fact that they are based on easily recognizable (and
common) Greek roots, or that they use images taken from
common language or from mythology; in either case, they draw
on the common cultural reservoir of all Greek speakers. I would
thus suggest that, thanks to the different strategies adopted
(namely, ‘etymological’ visualization in the case of compounds or
new coinages by means of suffixation, ‘analogical’ visualiza-
tion in the case of metaphors, ‘cultural’ visualization in the case
of mythical and historical names), Greek technical language is
much more transparent®® and in a way more ‘democratic’ than
the corresponding scientific terminology used nowadays (and
indeed since the end of antiquity).

4. Is Greek scientific terminology ‘scientific’?

The fact that the Greek technical lexicon is clearer and more
visual than our technical terminology does not per se speak to
whether it is ‘scientific’. As a working definition of what con-
stitutes technical/scientific terminology I will adapt the analysis
of Andreas Willi*> and propose the following:

3 WILLI (2003) 95 already reached similar conclusions for fifth-century Athens.
I am now expanding his suggestion to cover later periods as well as additional
sciences, notably mathematics.

35 WILLI (2003) 66 and 69; see also LANGSLOW (2000) 6-28 and FOGEN
(2003).
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1. Technical/scientific terminology is recognized by native
speakers as belonging to a specific technical field, and special-
ists in particular are self-conscious in employing a vocabulary
which is ‘theirs’.

2. Itis not in common currency, even if it may be understood
by non-specialists.

3. It tends to be standardized, economic, and concise (i.e.,
polysemy and synonymy are generally avoided in favor of
monosemy).

4. Tt tends to be systematic (i.e., it covers all aspects of a seman-
tic field).

5. It is expressively neutral (i.e., the lexemes belonging to it do
not convey any judgment: cf. e.g. gonorrhea vs. the slang term

the clap).

I will now briefly review each of these points to see if the
Greek technical lexicon complies with these characteristics.

In order to obtain evidence on how a layperson would have
perceived the terms that are deemed technical according to (1),
one must look at phenomena such as comic parody, as Willi
has done for Aristophanes.’® In later periods it is more difficult
to find parody, but there is didactic poetry, which we will look
at below (§ 6). For now, however, I will concentrate on the
self-consciousness of the technical practitioners.

In this respect, both medical and mathematical languages
seem to conform to our expectation. The stock expression 6/%/
70 [...] xadodpevog/n/ov is often used by the Hippocratic (and
later) physicians to mark a technical term (e.g., Hippoc. Morb.
2, 65, 1; Aff int. 47, 15 Gal. Nat. fac. 2, 24, 12-13 Kiihn).?

36 WL (2003) 51-95, 96-117.

% But there are exceptions: cf. LLOYD (1983) 154-155. A similar self-
consciousness is displayed by Theophrastus, who stresses his use of terms ‘borrowed’
from other fields, for example when he notes that he employs ivec “tendons” and
@héPec “veins” in speaking about plants both because there are no terms for these
parts in plants and because they resemble analogous parts in animals (Hisz. pl. 1,
2, 3: Tvec 8¢ ol @héBec %ol ahrd ey dvavupa 17 8¢ dpotbtyT petahapPavouct
76V &v Tobe Lhorg wopiewv “fibers’ and ‘veins’ [in plants] do not have a specific
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The main evidence that medical terminology was perceived
already in antiquity as ‘technical’ is offered by the development of
Hippocratic lexicography in Alexandria in the third century BCE,
the only parallel to which is the lexicography on Homer. In
both cases, there was a need of some sort of exegesis to ‘translate’
Homer and Hippocrates into Koine Greek.*® In mathematics,
meanwhile, “definitions” (8pot) are set out at the beginning of
many mathematical treatises. This search for definitions goes
beyond Euclid, Archimedes, or Apollonius and reaches into
astronomy (for example, Geminus’ Introduction to the Phenomena).
In the mathematical sciences in particular, defining a technical
lexicon becomes paramount because, whereas medicine prefers
neologisms, mathematicians use many common words, which
must therefore be precisely defined for the discipline. Yet no
lexicography on mathematics ever developed. This can be inter-
preted in different ways: that there was less of a need for it
(because it was a more specialized field), that there was a smaller
lexicon, or that there was less confusion. I believe it was a com-
bination of all three reasons, as I will explain below (§ 5.1).
Interest in definitions is attested earlier for other technical fields
too, as may be gathered from the examples of Aristotle’s Meza-
physics A and Aristoxenus’ Harmonica and Rhythmica. In fact,
Aristoxenus even discusses the reason why certain notes are
given specific, technical names (e.g., Avyavés in Harm. 2, 47-49).
Thus, if one of the staple ingredients of scientific and technical
language is to be ‘self-conscious’ in establishing the specific
(i.e., technical) meaning of its concepts by defining the terms
used, then the Greek technical lexicon does qualify, and from
early on.”’

Turning to (2), a technical lexicon, as a consequence of
being recognized as belonging to a specialized field, should not
be actively used (even when understood) by non-specialists.

name but borrow it from the [corresponding] parts in animals due to their sim-
ilarity”); cf. TRIBULATO (2010) 486-487.

% On ancient medical lexicography, see VON STADEN (1992).

39 See also THEOPHR. Hist. pl. 1, 1, 9.
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Here we must distinguish between ‘common’ words that acquire
a more specific meaning and neologisms or metaphors, which
are likelier to be opaque to non-specialists. However, as we
have seen, in the Greek scientific lexicon even neologisms and
metaphors were more transparent to laypeople than modern
technical terminology is. Thus, while the technical nuances of
specific terms may have been known mainly to experts, I think
that there was not such a divide between experts and laypeople,
at least as far as a basic grasp of the terms’ etymological mean-
ing is concerned.’ Even so, there were cases of double termi-
nology, one for insiders and one for outsiders; for example,
Galen (Meth. med. 10, 423, 17-424, 2 Kiihn) mentions the
case of the term xdraypo “fracture”, which was the word that
everyone could understand, whereas the technical term &rayp.o
was unknown to laypeople. Yet this seems to be mostly a question
of use rather than understanding, since to a native speaker of
Greek &moypo was as etymologically clear as xdraypa (both
being derived from &yvuur “to break”, with the addition of xatd
and a6 respectively).

By contrast, a lack of standardization, polysemy, and syn-
onymy (3) are often observed in the technical lexicon of many
fields of Greek science, even if there are some differences
between medical and mathematical sciences. In medical termi-
nology, polysemy and synonymy are often present.*! One term
can thus be used for different organs (polysemy): for instance,
repxic indicates the tibia in Herophilus (Ruf. Onom. 123 =
Heroph. fr. 129 von Staden), but starting with Galen it is
later also used to mean “radius” (e.g., Gal. Anat. adm. 1, 5 =

2, 245, 2 Kiithn; Oss. Ia, 4 Garofalo = 2, 733, 11 Kiihn;

40 In fact, the necessity of being understood by laypeople is already apparent
to the author of the Ancient Medicine 2, 3: pdiiota 3¢ pot Soxéer mepl Tadtng
3elv Aéyovra THg Téyvne Yvwete Aéyewy Tolol dnpbtnoy “But to me it seems
most important that in speaking about this art [i.e., medicine] one must say things
that are understandable to laypeople”.

4 On this problem, see Lanza (1979) 116-117; Lroyp (1983) 160-167;
SKODA (1988) 316-317.
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Orib. 47, 6, 1);* and xegon#, adyhy, and wiry are used to
indicate many different internal parts of the body. There is also
synonymy, as for example with the bronchi, which, as Rufus of
Ephesus (¢. 100 CE) explains, could be called Bpoyytat, ohpoy-
vee, or dopral.®® Botany, like medicine, shows both polysemy
(e.g., Theophr. Hist. pl. 9, 16, 1-3, explaining that there are
two plants called Stxtapvov “dittany”, beside one called Jeudo-
Stxtapvoy “false dittany”) and synonymy (e.g., Theophr. Hisz.
pl 9, 8, 2: the “spurge” is called both t05parrog and prna-
viov). In mathematics, the cases are more nuanced. A “point”
can be called omp.eiov, but also wépag “extremity” (of a segment),
xévtpov “center” (of a circle or a sphere), péoov “middle” (of a
segment), xopue” “top” (of a triangle or a cone). Similarly,
a line segment can be named mhevpd “side” (of a polygon) or
7 tob %évtpou “the (line) from the center” (for a radius in a
circle), but also Baoic “base” (of a triangle) or &Zwv “axis”.*
However, the synonymy here is only apparent, because the
object indicated by the different names is clearly different
within the context. By the same token, the “radius” of a circle
is % éx 7ol xévtpou (ypapw¥); yet when the construction of
circles is described we always read »évrpe pev t A Siesthpatt
3¢ ©¢ AB wdxhoc yeypdobw 6 BI'A “let a circle, BCD, be
drawn with a center, A, and a radius, AB” (Eucl. £ 1 Dem. 1).
What has been translated with “radius” is didotnua, meaning
“interval”. The word indicates the radius only in this specific
context, where reference is made to a circle, so that the two
names (¥ x to3 xévtpou and SidoTnua) are contextual variants.*
The only true synonyms in mathematics do not concern ‘real’
technical names but rather common (and hardly technical)
words: for example, oy7po and ei8oc for “figure”, &yewv and

42 Cf. SKODA (1988) 33-34, 43-44, who also notes (p. 45) that in HippOC.
Oss. 17 »epxic indicates the fibula (usually called mepévy).

4 RUF. Onom. 159: ai 8¢ eic tov mhebpova drogiseis, Bpoyyiat, xal ohpay-
vee, kol dopTal.

44 Cf. FEDERSPIEL (1992) 398; also NETZ (1999) 108-113.

4 Cf. FEDERSPIEL (2005).
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dvdyew for “to trace” (a line), and Stowpely, tépvery, and Sroté-
wvew for “to cut” (a figure or a line). These uses generate no
ambiguity.

With regard to the question of ‘systematicity’ (4), things
are often difficult to determine because in many disciplines the
evidence is limited, consisting only of fragments. However, in
those texts which we do possess either in full or in a continuous
— though perhaps not complete — form, we see at least an efforr
at being systematic. The case of Euclid is obvious, but the same
is valid for Aristotle’s Mezaphysics A, for Aristoxenus’ Harmon-
ics, and for Geminus' Introduction to the Phenomena, all of
which seem to systematically ‘name’ all the objects or ideas they
discuss.

Deciding whether this lexicon is expressively neutral (5) is
not straightforward. One example that immediately comes to
mind is the term iep” voUoog “sacred disease”, which was sub-
stituted by the Hippocratic physicians with the ‘neutral’ name
éniandrg or émandin (although the title of the pertinent treatise
remained [lepl T3¢ iepfic voisov). But the more important
question is how we evaluate metaphors, as these can be judg-
mental. As we have seen, metaphors in medical and mathemat-
ical terminology range from items of daily life to comparison
with other natural/biological objects. I have not carried out a
complete survey of metaphorical usages in the Greek technical
languages, but the main driver behind the examples I have col-
lected seems to be ‘visualization’ — as is generally true for Greek
metaphors starting with Homer. Do these uses reveal a judg-
ment”? To me, they suggest an attitude of looking at nature as
a domain where everything is connected, and where similarities
are therefore readily found — which in turn can be seen as one
of the characteristics of science.

46 Theophrastus, too, speaks of icpd vécoc when talking about herbs that are
useful against epilepsy (Hist. pl. 9, 11, 3).
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5. The difference of mathematics

So far I have sought to emphasize the similarities between
the medical and the mathematical sciences in terms of the strat-
egies used to create their terminology and the reasons behind
it. In the previous section I have also stressed that the scientific
lexicons of medicine and mathematics have similar flaws, like
the presence of synonymy, and that the specialists concerned
display a similar self-conscious attitude. But there are also dif-
ferences, and it is on these that I will now concentrate. I will
do so focusing on mathematics, because in this field there are
linguistic phenomena that significantly change the way in
which the technical texts can be received by laymen.

5.1. The ‘economy’ of the mathematical lexicon

As we have seen, descriptive sciences like medicine, botany,
zoology, and mechanics used common words, ‘transparent’
neologisms, and ‘speaking’ metaphors, which were rather easy
to understand. Although their lexicon sounded technical, many
of these texts could be read and understood by neophytes once
they had familiarized themselves with the specific vocabulary.
On the other hand, since these descriptive sciences build up a
nomenclature in order to ‘name’ all the phenomena, items, etc.
that pertain to a given discipline, their vocabulary is vast and in
principle always expanding. In addition, the principle behind a
classificatory nomenclature is that each term is used for a spe-
cific phenomenon/item and that there is little room for termi-
nological predictability. In other words, even when knowing
that an inflammation of the eyes is called égOanpio, I cannot
reliably predict the term for an “inflammation” of the mouth
(*oropartia? *oropat-itic? in reality, it is oTopahyia, at least
according to Pollux 2, 101).

By contrast, mathematics works in a completely different
way. Since it is a deductive science, the idea here is that once
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the basic geometrical concepts are defined (6po. “definitions”)
and some general “truths” are established (xowval &vvorat “com-
mon notions”), the rest can be rationally derived. This is exactly
what we see in the mathematical texts, starting with Euclid,
and it affects the lexicon as well. For example, once we have a
Tplywvoy, it is pretty obvious what a tetpdywvov and a wevtd-
ywvov are, and we can even coin a new word like *¢mrocarde-
ndywvov for a figure with seventeen angles. Thus, while there
are many terms in geometry, in fact they all derive from a small
terminological basis, so that understanding and expanding the
lexicon is relatively easy.

Most metaphorical names in mathematics were coined to
name new curves or odd shapes, just as physicians would name
a new organ. However, curves and odd shapes are to a certain
extent unique and limited; for plane and solid figures, as we
have just seen, the terminology is generated through compounds
that are easy to understand (involving numbers, basic words,
etc.). The lexicon of mathematics, therefore, is not different,
but smaller than the lexicon of other descriptive sciences: it
works by logical expansion from a rather limited number of key
terms, whereas in the natural sciences each object has its own
name and, in principle, no relationship to other objects.

To conclude, mathematical language is different from the lan-
guage of the descriptive sciences not because it relies on different
strategies or has a more specialized vocabulary; rather, it too uses
common words, ‘transparent’ neologisms, and ‘speaking’ meta-
phors — while in fact having a less diversified lexicon. Yet there is
something else that makes mathematics difficult, even though
the latter relies on a vocabulary that is quite close to standard
Greek. I will discuss this ‘something’ in the next two sections.

5.2. From analogy to abstract visualization

The main problem that affects mathematical texts, I suggest,
is that while descriptive disciplines like medicine and botany
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seem to stop at new coinages and metaphors to visualize their
content, in the mathematical sciences we witness a further step
into this analogical/visual terminology, which I call the transi-
tion from analogy to ‘abstract visualization’. The naming of the
ellipse will show what I mean.
For the Greeks, the ellipse was the section of a cone or cyl-
inder cut by a plane that is not parallel to the base:
gV Yop x@voc 7 xOhvdpog Emmede T w) mapa v Bdow,
7) Topd) Ylyvetar 6Euymviov xmvov Tout, Hric Eotly bpola Ouped.

(Eucl. Phaen., praef., p. 6, 5-8 Menge)

“For if a cone or a cylinder is cut by a plane that is not parallel
to the base, the section is that of an acute-angled cone, which is
similar to a shield.”¥

Here Euclid does not call the curve “ellipse” but says that it
is similar to a shield, Oupeéc. Since this latter word originally
means “door-like”, it already involves a figurative reference to
the term 0%pa “door”: a Oupebe is an oblong shield, hence dif-
ferent from a round donic. The analogy undoubtedly gives an
idea of what an ellipse looks like.

The name “ellipse”, however, is due to Apollonius of Perga
(third/second century BCE), who systematized the theory of
conics in his Conics (of which books 1-4 survive in Greek, books
5-7 in Arabic, and book 8 is lost). Without reporting his long
demonstration of what an ellipse is, nor explaining the difficult
mathematical reasoning behind it, which is beyond the scope of
this paper, I will refer to a diagram (Fig. 1) to show the origin
of the name “ellipse”. In fact, to understand why the ellipse is
called “ellipse”, one must start from the “parabola” (Con. 1, 11),
another ‘new’ name given by Apollonius (alongside “hyperbola”).

Apollonius’ method is based on comparing the areas of the
figures built on the coordinates of an arbitrary point on the

47 For a discussion on the authenticity of the introduction of this treatise, see
BERGGREN / THOMAS (1996) 8-13. Whether this passage is indeed by Euclid or
not does not impact my argument; for the sake of clarity, however, I will still call
its author ‘Euclid’.
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OV’ =PV xVR

i

Ellipse: VR falls short of PL Hyperbola: VR exceeds PL

VR > PL

Fig. 1. Parabola, Ellipse, Hyperbola
(Apollon. Perg. Con. 1, 11-13)

curve (the “conic”) obtained by intersecting a cone with a
plane. He compares the square described on the segment QV,
which we would call the “abscissa” of the point on the conic,
with the rectangle contained by what we would call the “ordi-
nate” of the same point on the conic (the segment PV), and
another segment PL, which he builds from the figures. In the
case of the parabola (Con. 1, 11), one gets QV? = PV x PL,
which means that the square of QV, if “applied” (ropaBdrrery)
to the segment PL (namely, if transformed in a rectangle with
one side being PL), gives PV as the other side (the gray area in
Fig. 1); from this comes the name mapafor? “application”. In
the case of the ellipse (Con. 1, 13), Apollonius makes a similar
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argument, but this time the square QV? if “applied” to the seg-
ment PL, needs a line segment VR shorter than PL in order to
maintain PV as the other side and obtain QV?= PV x VR, with
VR < PL. Thus, the rectangle PV x VR (the gray area in Fig. 1)
is smaller than (“falls short” of) the rectangle PV x PL (the gray
area + the light gray area) — whence the name &neurg “defect”.
A similar argument is made for the remaining curve (Coz. 1, 12),
except that in this case VR is longer than PL, so that the rec-
tangle PV x VR (the gray area + the dark gray area) exceeds
PV x PL (the gray area) in size — whence the name YmepBoiy
“excess”. 18

While Euclid’s description was rather easy to understand
even for a neophyte, what about the Apollonian definitions?
Here, the ellipse is no longer a ‘shield’ but the explanation of
what one sees on the diagram. “Ellipse”, “parabola”, and “hyper-
bola” are still ‘speaking’ names, hence unproblematic to process
from a linguistic point of view: their etymological meanings
may be lost to us — also because conics are now defined utiliz-
ing different arguments —, but for a Greek it would have
been obvious that &erc meant “defect”, mapaBory “appli-
cation”, and OmepBoiy “excess’. Moreover, none of these
terms was a neologism. They were all well-known and easily-
understood Greek words. But are they easy to understand
mathematically? 1 think it is obvious that they are not, even if
they are all based on ‘visualizations’ of these objects, just like
Euclid’s ‘shield’.

The point I would like to make is therefore that even if the
term might have been clear from an etymological point of
view, this would not necessarily translate into an understand-
ing of why the name was given, as this required extensive
mathematical training. This is where the mathematical lexi-
con, although based on the same principles and still aiming

4 On the names of the parabola, ellipse, and hyperbola, see HEATH (1921)
1T 138; cf. also NETZ (1999) 100-101.
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at visualization, becomes more technical and difficult — not
because it is linguistically more technical, but because the
very words imply some mathematical reasoning that may not
be obvious.

5.3. Visualizing mathematical objects: anaphoric articles, letters,
and diagrams

With conics we have seen how diagrams and demonstrations
are integral parts of the naming of a geometrical object. In fact,
this is a wider phenomenon typical of mathematical language.

The ‘technical’ names of geometric objects (e.g., onueiov,
Yoo, Ywvie, xdxhos, Tetpdywvoy) are used by mathemati-
cians in the so-called definitions, but in the demonstrations
(theorems and problems), which form the real core of mathe-
matical deductive reasoning,” another way of naming geo-
metrical objects is often observed, and this works mainly at the
level of syntax. For example, rather than simply being referred
to as T0 o7pelov, a point is here named 76 onueiov 6 A or to
A ompeioy or, in the most abbreviated form, 16 A, where A is
the letter that is given as the name of that point.’® Similarly,
we can have 9 AB for “the (line passing through the points) A
and B”, % bwo tédv AB, BI' “the (angle formed by the lines)
AB and BC”, 6 ABI" “the (circle passing through the points)
ABC”, 76 ABI'AE “the (polygon whose vertexes are the points)
ABCDE”, 16 dwo tév AB, BI' “the (rectangle contained) by
(the segments) AB and BC”. The complete linguistic phrase that
lies behind an expression like t6 A is in fact t6 onpeiov 16 é¢’
00 A “the point upon which the letter A is written”; and in the
same way, t0 Omd tév AB, BI' is to be understood as 6 Omd
0y TuMpdTov v AB xal BTN mepreyduevoy dpboymviov “the

49 Cf. HEATH (21926) I 117-142; ACERBI (2007) 218-219.
50 A is thus always in attributive position, and *t6 snp.eiov A would be wrong;
cf. ACERBI (2007) 269.
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rectangle contained by the segments AB and BC”.”! Even if this
is brachylogic phrasing, for a Greek speaker the combination
of article + preposition + letters would have been much more
natural than for us, given the widespread use of the article to
substantivize any prepositional phrase — so this form of expres-
sion would not have been unusual from a purely linguistic
point of view.>? But this is not the end of the story.

The main ‘characters’ in these phrases are: definite articles,
letters, and prepositions, and they all have an essential function.
The article that is preposed to denotative letters has an anaphoric
function of ‘pointing’ to the diagram where the letters are reported.
So a sentence like 5t tpiywvov lsooxerec 6 ABI... (Eucl.
El. 1 Dem. 5) means “let there be an isosceles triangle, ABC”,
where Tpiywvov icooxeiés is the subject conveying the indefinite
‘general’ idea of the geometric object, while the apposition o
ABI points to the ‘real’ geometrical object, i.e., the triangle
depicted in the diagram.>® The letters indicate the most important
points of that line, plane, or solid figure, thus ‘visually’ identifying
these objects in the diagram. With a similar function, prepositions
situate in space all (definite) points, lines, angles, etc. and help
to define their relative position (e.g., 7 mwpoc 7@ B “the [angle
originating] at the [point] B”).

51 On the ellipsis of the noun and the difference of usage between the ‘short’
form (without the noun) and the ‘long’ form (with the noun) in this type of
phrases, see FEDERSPIEL (1995) 281-285. Cf. also NETZ (1999) 133-136.

52 Logical relationships in mathematics are often expressed by syntactic
means and specific formulae. I cannot treat these here, but it will suffice to say
that both syntax and formulae, though strictly regulated, are not complex, as they
are entirely made up of plain Greek words and constructions. However, there are
sometimes problems with syntactic abbreviations: see FEDERSPIEL (2003), who
takes into consideration the ‘abbreviated syntagms’ (those briefly discussed here)
as well as the ‘abbreviated clauses’ (more complex and long forms of abbreviated
phrasing, here omitted). On mathematical formulae, cf. Aujac (1984); NETZ
(1999) 127-167.

%3 The point is fully discussed and further exemplified in FEDERSPIEL (1995),
who underscores the ‘general law’ that in mathematical texts the first occurrence
of a geometric object is indefinite (i.e., general), hence the term indicating it is
not accompanied by the article. Thus, in the example reported above the subject
is Tpiywvov icooxeréc and not 6 ABT'; cf. also ACERBI (2007) 293-295.
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As is clear, this way of naming geometrical objects is strictly
linked to the diagrams where the letters can be seen. While the
diagrams in our manuscripts may not be original, the denota-
tive letters prove that diagrams were an integral part of math-
ematical writing®* and worked as visual aids for the reader to
follow the demonstration. Denotative letters thus connect the
general enunciation with the diagram, which represents only a
particular case for didactic purposes, even if the demonstration
has a general validity beyond the figure in the diagram. The use
of denotative letters is therefore in a way parallel to that of
metaphors. Both letters and metaphors help readers to ‘visualize’
the scientific phenomenon studied.

However, in these examples, and even more so in cases like
the ones concerning conics discussed above, there is a funda-
mental difference in the way this ‘visualization’ is carried out.
While metaphors point to something outside the discipline and
known to the reader/audience, denotative letters are self-referential,
as they point to a diagram that is still part of the same mathe-
matical realm. This language is thus more difficult and technical
because it is enclosed within the same field and does not go
beyond it — although its ‘visual’ strategies are very similar to
those of medicine. The fact that mathematics needs to be visual
within itself is a consequence of it being an abstract and deduc-
tive discipline. Even so, the Greek mathematicians found a way
to make it visual, though one requiring a prior understanding
of mathematical concepts.

6. Reaching beyond the experts?

We may now wonder whether this distinction between
descriptive and deductive sciences and their respective lexicons
can explain what we find when we look at texts that aim at a
wider audience. As is well known, technical didactic poetry

54 On lettered diagrams in Greek mathematics, see NETZ (1999) 12-67 and
68-88.
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such as that of Aratus and Nicander was very popular in the
Hellenistic period. These poems were ‘best-sellers’, notably that
of Aratus; and yet they are full of technical words, a fact which
seems to have bothered the ancient public less than it would
bother modern readers if they were faced with poetry on quan-
tum mechanics or biology.” It looks as if people did not face
insurmountable problems when reading poems full of technical
terminology. I have tried to explain this phenomenon by
stressing how relatively easy and ‘user-friendly” Greek technical
terminology was in every discipline. In addition, given the nature
of Hellenistic poetry and its obsession with glosses and erudite
details, reading Aratus or Nicander would not have been so
different from reading, say, a passage from the Aitia or (worse!)
Lycophron’s Alexandra.

Interestingly, however, all the instances of ‘popular’ poetry
on technical subjects involve descriptive sciences. Even Aratus
uses the technical terminology of astronomy, but only as far as
mythical names are concerned. He does not deal with mathemat-
ical reasoning, nor does he use ‘real’ mathematical language.56
For example, in order to describe the constellation of the Triangle
(Aertwtéy, another metaphor!) as an isosceles triangle he says
that two of its sides are clearly equal to each other (Phaen. 235-
236: ioowopévyowy 2ownde / Gupotéparg [ie., Thevpfiow]) — hardly
a technical expression after Euclid’s Elements. Of course there is
no trace of mathematical astronomy with denotative letters
and diagrams here. Aratus’ poem thus deals with the ‘descrip-
tive’ part of astronomy only, making it similar to medicine or
botany.

And yet, there are some examples of mathematical poetry:
e.g., several epigrams in book 14 of the Palatine Anthology
(nos. 1-4, 6-7, 11-13, 48-51, 116-147) as well as the famous
Cattle Problem attributed to Archimedes. However, these seem
to be wholly different from the poems of Aratus and Nicander.

5 Cf. FOGEN (2003) 35-36, who however focuses on Latin authors.
56 On the language of Aratus in general, cf. KIDD (1997) 23-32.
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First of all, they are not didactic poems but ‘riddles’, which are
left to the reader to solve. Second, they do not use any technical
lexicon. The epigrams deal mostly with counting apples, nuts,
talents, time (years, days, hours), weight (minae), and distances
(stades),”” and they are written in standard poetic Greek. Simi-
larly, the Cattle Problem is about counting the cows of Helios.”®
While the epigrams are more about logistics in the ancient
sense (i.e., calculation), the Cattle Problem is a real (and difficult)
mathematical problem which was not solved until modern
times.”® Yet the language of the poem (just like that of the epi-
grams) is hardly technical but rather Homeric. So why was the
mathematical technical lexicon not used in these compositions?
The problem, I think, was that the real mathematical idiolect
was not considered a proper medium for poetry because it
moreover required external diagrams. What we have here are
very difficult or even impossible problems, which are however
expressed in plain language. I would even suggest that if they
were composed by real mathematicians (and this is debated),
they might have served to underscore the gap between ‘insiders’
and ‘outsiders’: first, these poems propound riddles while offer-
ing no solution; second, they look like games, as if they were
the pastime of serious practitioners, who ‘gave up’ their own lan-
guage (i.e., reverted to standard Greek) and yet wrote something
incomprehensible to outsiders — which, in effect, is another way
of saying that mathematics was for the select few, with or with-
out its own technical language.

The only exception to this state of affairs (at least to my
knowledge) is the debated letter of Eratosthenes to King Ptolemy,
transmitted by Eutocius in his commentary on Archimedes’ On
the Sphere and Cylinder (111 88, 3-96, 27 Heiberg-Stamatis =
IV 64, 5-69, 11 Mugler). This is a mixed text, in the form of
a letter addressed to King Ptolemy III and aimed at presenting

7 Cf. TAUB (2017) 39-49 and 135-143.
5 Cf. TAUB (2017) 35-39.
5 Cf. KNORR (1986) 294-295.
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Eratosthenes’ own solution of the famous problem of the
doubling of the cube. The letter switches between genres. After
the salutation, we find a quotation of an unknown tragedy tell-
ing of Minos, who had to build a tomb for his son Glaucus and
wanted to ‘double’ it (hence the problem); a survey of past
attempts to solve the problem by Hippocrates of Chios, Archy-
tas, Eudoxus, Menaechmus; Eratosthenes’ geometrical proof,
followed by another mechanical proof (with a description of
the instrument that is to be built); a note that these proofs had
been inscribed on a monument built to memorialize the accom-
plishment; and finally Eratosthenes’ own epigram to celebrate
his feat, which was also inscribed on the monument. This is a
very odd potpourri and has raised serious doubts about the
text’s authenticity. © The geometric part is purely technical and
reads like any other text by Euclid or Apollonius. If it is authen-
tic, it is a very odd piece indeed. Regardless, it is definitely not
a text for ‘outsiders’ but rather addressed to one person only;
Eratosthenes was not trying to ‘reach out’, but to brag about
his own merits with his boss. The fact that the king might not
have understood the proofs may have made Eratosthenes look
even smarter.®! So although eccentric and doubtful, this letter
too suggests that mathematical writing (whether for insiders
or outsiders) aimed at being obscure, drawing a dividing line
between those who understand and those who do not. Most
interesting is the epigram (which is the only part generally
considered authentic) (Eratosth. fr. 35 Powell, from Eutoc.
In Archim. 111 96, 10-27 Heiberg-Stamatis = IV 68, 17-69, 11
Mugler):

Ei x0Bov € dAiyou Siminsrov, dyabdé, tedyewy
podleat, % oTepeny TAGAY EC 4ANO QLGLY

60 Starting with Wilamowitz: see KNORR (1986) 17-24, who however advances
some good arguments in favor of authenticity; cf. KNORR (1986) 210-218 for a
mathematical analysis. For further discussion of the text, see also TAUB (2008)
and (2017) 55-71, as well as NETZ (2009) 160-163.

61 The same may be the case with Archimedes’ Sand-Reckoner, dedicated to
Gelon of Syracuse.
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el peTapoppiout, T6de ToL Thpa, x&v ¢l ye wdvdpny
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oA ) v .
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A S o \ A \ ~ ’
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\ \ \ AN 4 4 4 A /
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Tol Kupnvaiov toi7 "Epatochéveoc.

“If, friend, you care to find from a small [cube] a cube double
its size, or nicely to change any solid figure into another, this is
in your power; you could measure a fold, a pit, the wide basin
of a hollow well in this way, when you catch between two rulers
[two] means converging with their extreme ends. Do not try the
difficult business of Archytas’ cylinders or to produce by means
of conic sections the triads of Menaechmus; not even if some
curved form of lines is described by god-fearing Eudoxus. For in
these tablets you could easily find a myriad of means, starting
from a small base. Fortunate are you, Ptolemy, because, as a
father equal to his son in vigor, you gave him all that is dear to
the Muses and to kings. May this last in the future, heavenly
Zeus, and may he also receive the scepter from your hands.
Thus may this be and let anyone who sees this offering say: ‘this

> »

is of Eratosthenes of Cyrene’.

While not using denotative letters, this passage does contain
some technical lexicon (x9Boc, 6Tepede, xihvdpog, xwvoTtopely,
voouuph, nesdypapoy, underlined in the Greek). But again, it
does not explain the proof. Rather, it describes the past history
of the problem and then celebrates Eratosthenes and praises
the king. In a sense, this is the closest example to a ‘descriptive’
poem about mathematics. Equally, it is not a riddle, and yet
from it one cannot learn much other than that there has been
a series of failed attempts at solving the problem in the past.
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Mathematics, it thus seems, cannot be learned without dia-
grams, denotative letters, and prose — and in order to get those,
one has to dive in into the ‘real” stuff. Only after learning the
principles, with all their logical intricacies (including the prose),
one also enjoy the poetic riddles, because at that point one may
actually be able to solve them. But when mathematics tries to
be descriptive and uses the technical lexicon without abstract
visualization, it can only be a ‘history’ of mathematics — this
being the only aspect of mathematics that non-specialists can
understand.

7. Conclusions

The preceding analysis has shown that the use of common
terms, new coinages (involving derivation and composition),
and metaphors is not limited to medicine but shared by the
other sciences (biology, mathematics, harmonics, and astron-
omy). It has also suggested that the lexicon produced through
new coinages or metaphors/metonyms is in fact quite easy to
understand from an etymological/visual point of view for any
speaker of Greek.

Yet mathematics also employs what I have called ‘abstract
visualization’, which tightly connects the text and the words in
it to the diagram and the geometric demonstration. Because of
this abstract and self-referential visualization, mathematical
language becomes more technical — not in linguistic terms, but
conceptually speaking.

This is one of the most important differences between the
descriptive and the deductive sciences when we compare how
they were received outside their respective circles of experts.
While the relative transparency of much of the technical lex-
icon may explain the popularity of didactic poetry in the
domain of the descriptive sciences (e.g., Nicander and the
astronomy of Aratus), this difference may also explain the odd
nature of mathematical poetry, which is very obscure without
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using any technical terms. In a way, the impression one gets
is that while didactic texts dealing with the descriptive sciences
4 . b) . . .
are ‘accessible’ despite their length and technical vocabulary,
those engaging with the deductive sciences require an audience
of people who have already learned the discipline ‘from the
inside’: all that is left to the outsider is the history of the
discipline.
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DISCUSSION

A. Willi: 1 find the distinction you draw between the crea-
tion of terminology in descriptive and deductive sciences
extremely helpful and convincing; but at the same time I ask
myself to what extent this is a distinction between two ‘oppo-
sites’ and not rather a sliding scale. When I think of ancient
grammar and linguistics, it seems to me that this field partly
aligns with your descriptive and partly with your deductive
sciences. For one thing, one might perhaps compare expres-
sions like 7& eig vope for “the verbs in -vopt” with something
like geometrical 7 076 tév AB — of course what is at stake is
not a diagram here, but it is at least some sort of an imaginary
paradigm table. More importantly though, and to give just one
example, when we have terms like peroy? for “participle”, this
is by no means transparent to someone who does not already
know what the ‘participation’ implied by the term refers to: in
order to understand it, one first needs to be aware of the fun-
damental distinction between nouns and verbs.

E. Schironi: Yes, you are right. Indeed there are ‘in-between
cases’. Aside from grammar (which is a very good example I
did not think of, although I have worked so much on the topic)
I can think of astronomy and mechanics. In fact, the example
of Aratus I gave was meant to illustrate exactly this. Astronomy
can lean toward the deductive sciences when it is mathematical
astronomy, but it can also be a ‘descriptive science’ when it is
simply an illustration of constellations, their shapes, and their
relative positions. Aratus treats astronomy only in the latter
sense; indeed, the lack of mathematical analysis is one of the
criticisms that Hipparchus will level against him, together
with the fact that Aratus did not bother to carry out his own
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empirical observations (Hipparch. In Aratum 1, 1, 8: 0d »at’
Sty mapatnpenoas 7 pabdnuatiny xplow émayyedibpevog év
Tolg odpaviotg mpoépeshor).

L. Prauscello: 1 would consider the example of &moypa not
as a case of polysemy but simply as a case of hyponymy, with
&moypo representing a ‘specialised subset’” of xdroype. The
testimony of Oribasius seems to support this interpretation:
Coll. Med. 46, 6: ody érepby Tu vévog mdloug Eotl 6 dmarypo
70D KATAYUATOG, SN EGTL TO ATy

F. Schironi: 1 listed it as a case not of polysemy but of double
terminology, one for insiders and one for outsiders. As Galen
and Oribasius testify, the term used by the outsiders (xdroypo)
was known by the insiders; yet, I am not sure that it is the
same as saying that xdraype is more generic than the technical
term &moypo, which would be the hyponym.

O. Tribulato: My question concerns the language of mathe-
matics. Do you have evidence that technical compounds may
have been alternating with ‘phrasal terms’, i.e., fixed phrases
made of a noun and a specifying genitive, which have the same
syntactic organization as the compound? I have briefly dealt
with this phenomenon, a kind of ‘compression’, in my works on
compounding and Langslow too identifies this feature as one of
the markers of Greek medical language. I refer to forms such as
dmoPdicapov alternating with the phrase 6 énog 7ol Barsdpov:
theoretically, the latter is the starting point whereas the former
is the univocal technical term derived from it. The thing that I
always found interesting is trying to understand whether there is
a rationale behind the alternating use of both naming strategies.

F. Schironi: 1 have not found anything like that so far. One
reason may be that most mathematical compounds are either
nominal, but without a modifying element that has the role of
a specifying genitive next to the head (e.g., moparhnieninedoy,
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VT VoY, dwdexdedpoy, Sidpetpog, mepLpépeta), or adjecti-
val, so that the syntactic situation you describe is also excluded
(e.g. dpboydviog, GuBruydvios, 6UbxevTEoC, TOAAATALGLOG,
lcooxel, étepoprinng); cases like inmonédy where an alterna-
tion like the one mentioned by you might in theory be possible
are rare, and they are so much terminologized that there is
little scope for variation: a mathematical inmomédy is simply
not the same as a ‘horse’s fetter’, and 7édv alone is not a math-
ematical term either.

Of course you can have enunciations in which the compound
is explicitly clarified by another phrase, as in Eucl. £/ 6 Dem. 5:
Edv 8b0 tplywva tag mhevpdg dvdhoyoy €y, looydvia EGTol
& Tplywve nal loog el Tog yYwviag, Vo’ dc al GpéroyoL TAEL-
pa Hrotetvouswy “If two triangles have their sides proportional, the
triangles will be equiangular and will have those angles equal
which the corresponding sides subtend”. Similarly, Diophantus
clarifies his compound »uBéxufoc “sixth power” as follows
(Arithm. 1, praef. p. 4, 26 Tannery): 6 8¢ éx xPou EavTdy
nohumhastdeavtos wuPéxuBoc “the result of the cube multiplied
by its own is the ‘sixth power’”.

But I think that in mathematics the closest parallel to the
phenomenon of ‘compression’ that you are interested in is the
alternation of ‘full’ phrases with specific terms indicating geo-
metrical objects vs. brachylogic phrases where only denotative
letters, articles, and prepositions are present, without the ‘head
noun’. For example, Euclid starts £/. 1 Dem. 1 with the full phrase:
"Eoto % Sobeloa edlcio memepasuévn 7 AB “Let a given finite
straight line, AB, be given”, but then refers to the same “finite
straight line” only with % AB (lon éotiv /) AI' 73} AB). The
linguistic process is of course different but the idea of ‘compres-
sion’” behind it is similar.

A. Vatri: What are the earliest examples of denotative letters?
Do we need to surmise that texts that contained them were
accompanied by diagrams (e.g., Aristotle’s De memoria et remi-
niscentia)?
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F. Schironi: The general consensus is that when there are
denotative letters in a text, the latter was also accompanied by
diagrams. So, in the case of Aristotle, we assume that there were
diagrams in his texts, even if they are not preserved in the
manuscripts. In Aristotle we also find the first secure attestation
of denotative letters; however, we must distinguish two cases.
Sometimes he uses denotative letters in a real mathematical/
geometric context (e.g., An. pr. 41b15-22; Cael. 287b7-14;
Mete. 363a34-364a4) — in this case we can assume that a diagram
accompanied the text (or the oral lecture). However, Aristotle
also uses denotative letters in logical treatises when he simply
wants to indicate an undetermined entity or a quality (e.g., An. pr.
39a14-41a20 passim; An. post. 79a33-81a34 passim). In this
case, obviously, the letters did not refer to a diagram. As for De
memoria et reminiscentia, which you mention, I tend to consider
the first case (452a17-26) a non-mathematical use (so no dia-
gram accompanied the text), but the second one (452b15-22) a
more geometric use, since Aristotle speaks of ‘proportional’
segments and of construction. These distinctions are of course
partly subjective; for example, Einarson (“On Certain Mathe-
matical Terms in Aristotle’s Logic”, A/Ph 57 [1936] 33-54 and
151-172, at 156-159) understood cases like An. post. 84b3-14
as more ‘geometrically’ oriented than is usually assumed.

Before Aristotle, the only possible case of denotative letters
being used in connection with diagrams is the fragment of Hip-
pocrates of Chios reported by Simplicius (/n Phys. 1, 2, pp. 60,
22-69, 49 Diels). But this is difficult to assess because Simplicius
is quoting from Eudemus, and so we do not know whether the
letters were original or added later by Eudemus, who was a
pupil of Aristotle. I would however lean toward their originality
because otherwise it would be impossible to follow the demon-
stration, which seems to be reported as Hippocrates of Chios
wrote it.

L. Prauscello: 1 have a broader question about the intended
readership of technical literature, in particular mathematical
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texts. To what kind of readers did they reach out or gesture?
Often mathematical texts have extended and quite sophisti-
cated prefaces (see, e.g., the example of Eratosthenes you
quote) to powerful addressees (kings etc.): rhetorically, there
seems to be a double bind technique, so to speak: the math-
ematical authors somehow present their texts on the assump-
tion that the contents will be understood, but at the same
time they proudly proclaim the autonomy/difficulty of their
disciplines.

E. Schironi: Yes, 1 agree. There is a tension in many mathe-
matical texts between the prefaces, which are very personal and
often present the text as ‘easy’ to non-specialists (e.g., Archime-
des to Gelon in the Sand-Reckoner, Eratosthenes in his epigram
to Ptolemy III on the doubling of the cube, or the proem of
Hipparchus’ Commentary to Aratus), and the treatise itself,
which is highly technical and written in a very impersonal
style, typical of mathematical prose. I think this might be part
of the ‘game’ I hinted at: it is a way to impress the reader, who
(as in the case of Ptolemy and Gelon) is or might also be the
patron. A different case is when the preface is addressed to
another mathematician, as with the many prefaces of Archimedes
to Eratosthenes or Dositheus, or of Apollonius to Eudemus. In
this case, the personal touch and the claim that the addressees
will be able to follow are justified, because the text circulated
among connoisseurs.

E. Dell’Oro: Par rapport aux termes techniques que tu
appelles ‘métaphoriques’ et qui renvoient a I'aspect de 'objet a
décrire, je me demande si on ne pourrait pas parler de ‘méca-
nisme iconique’, vu que, comme tu 'as justement dit, la méta-
phore dans ces cas ne renvoie pas a la fonction (d’une partie
du corps, comme, par exemple, les omoplates appelées whdraL
“rames”), mais seulement a leur aspect extérieur. Méme dans le
cas des maladies (xdpxivoc “crabe” et “cancer”) la signification
ne se fonde sur rien d’autre que sur une image.
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F. Schironi: Yes, in the cases you mention the metaphor is
iconic because it insists on similarity of aspect. However, when
we have metaphors or figurative terms that focus on the func-
tion of the organ/bone (e.g., Tuhwpbe, whpog) it is not the
‘aspect’ which is the focus but the ‘function’ that the body part
has — so the question is really to decide what we mean by
‘iconic’ metaphors: are they only those metaphors which focus
on the external similarities (i.e., the aspect) or do they include
metaphors which ‘visualize’ other elements like, for example,
the function of organs or bones?

A. Cassio: Your decision not to take a diachronical approach
to the vocabulary used by the Greeks for each scientific field is
understandable, given the enormous amount of materials and
problems involved. Yet, as far as medicine is concerned, one
should not forget that one of the main aims of the impressive
bulk of Hippocratic lexicography was to elucidate an incredible
amount of vocabulary that had been rendered obsolete by the
passage of time. All I want to do now is to draw attention to
some of the remarkable complications posed by the old and
respected Hippocratic terminology, since the physicians of
Hellenistic and Roman times had to struggle with many words
found in the Corpus whose meaning was far from obvious. This
is clear from, e.g., various entries in Erotianus’ Vocum Hippo-
craticarum collectio and numerous passages in Galen. To give
only two or three examples, in the Hippocratic writings some
perfectly obvious words could be used with a special meaning,
very different from the usual one, like e.g. xdrontpov “mirror”
for “probe” (Erotianus p. 56, 5 Nachmanson xdrontpov-
uniotic). At times the same medicinal/poisonous plant was
called by different names in different dialects and areas, as with
“hemlock” being called xpap.Btov in Sicily (Erot. p. 55, 2 Nachm.
rpaBlov: Zixehol t0 ndvelov oltw xahobet) and xdupopoy or
rdp.opov in Magna Graecia (Erot. p. 51, 16-18 Nachm. ZAvov
6 ‘Hpoplhetog nappopov 1) ®x3papdy ©NcL XAAELY TO RGVELOY TOVS
év lroanie Awpiéac). These local terms had found their way into
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the old medical writings, and after centuries it was necessary to
explain what they meant. Problems were occasionally also posed
not by medical terminology but by non-technical words that had
become obsolete, like the adjective Oapivéc “frequent” (Erot.
p. 44, 10 Nachm. Oopivd: muxvd). Interestingly enough, some
obsolete ITonic terms could be familiar to physicians from the
Homeric text (e.g., d¢ptpov “peritoneum”, Hom. Od. 11, 579,
Hippoc. Epid. 5, 1, 26), but often things were not as simple as
that: Galen felt obliged to explain that peireddv in Hippocrates
meant “attention, concern”, while it meant “anxiety, distress”
in Homer (Dictionum exolet. Hippocr. explicatio 19, 121 Kiihn:
peredy ¥ émpédeta, ody G wap Ourew 7 Aomy).

Hundreds of special cases show that in Imperial times the
Hippocratic corpus was still authoritative, but far from easy to
understand correctly, not so much because the terms were tech-
nical, but because both technical and non-technical ones had
fallen into disuse.

E. Schironi: Thank you, Albio, for this addition. You are of
course correct in claiming that with Hippocrates it is not only a
question of technical lexicography but also one of old-fashioned
terms which are no longer understood in later times, exactly
as happens with the Homeric glossai. This is definitely the
case with non-technical words like peredwv or Oupivéc, but
also with xdromrpov, since Galen, for example, uses pnrwric,
which is the gloss used by Erotianus for xdrontpoy, or with the
dialectal varaints of xcvetov. Not having adopted a diachronic
approach to the question in this article, I did not look at this
aspect, but of course this is something I will work on for my
broader project on scientific language.

However, now that you bring up the question of Hippo-
cratic lexicography, I also wonder whether its development
might not also be due to the fact that, unlike with Euclid, in
the Hippocratic corpus there are very few definitions, or they
are scattered in the corpus, so that the need was felt to collect
all these odd names and give them definitions.
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L. Huitink: Although I agree with your thesis that ‘technical’
mathematical language is less transparent than that of other
realms of knowledge, such as medicine, I wonder just how ‘trans-
parent’ the latter really is. Take your example mepévn. I abso-
lutely agree that the origin of this term, which is used for a
small bone in the leg, is to be found in the (vague) physical
resemblance between a thin bone and a “pin”. However, how
much does that help me when I am not a schooled student of
medicine? For, within medicine, wepévy is the term for a spe-
cific bone, which allows me to distinguish it from, for example,
the xepxic and other bones. In other words, within the seman-
tic field of “bones”, mepévy fulfills a highly specific function.
Would you agree that this is in fact what makes wepévn a
properly rechnical term, the origin of which in a very different
semantic field is no longer that important?

E Schironi: 1 see your point and agree that when the term
was used by doctors and among doctors it clearly became tech-
nical and most likely lost any ‘metaphorical’ underpinning.
However, my point was mostly about how such a lexicon
would have been perceived by ‘outsiders’. To them, ignorant
of skeletal anatomy, wepévy may have sounded ‘more familiar’
(because it was a common name of a rather common object)
than to a modern layperson fibula does, which is simply a bone
— and the name itself does not remind the layperson of any-
thing else, unless this person knows some Latin. Of course,
this is speculative because we cannot interview any Greek
speaker of the Classical or Hellenistic periods, but the number
of ‘common’ words reused to name anatomical parts and
organs is so overwhelming that in my view we can indeed con-
clude that this lexicon sounded less esoteric and more visually
‘suggestive’ to Greek laypeople than the modern medical lexicon
sounds to us. This of course does not mean that a layperson
would have known what the bone called wepévy looked like ‘in
reality’ — yet the word was more suggestive to him/her than
fibula is to us.
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A. Willi: Perhaps one could construct an additional argu-
ment in favour of the overall transparency of at least medical
terminology from the fact that in the scene with the fake doc-
tor in Menander’s Aspis the figure is not characterised by the
use of ‘complicated’” words, as might be the case in a modern
comedy with a ‘doctor’ in it, but by the use of a particular
dialect (Doric) — so the implication seems to be that in order
to be taken seriously as a doctor, it would help to adopt the
language of the medical schools in Cos or Cnidus, whereas the
knowledge of a specialist lexicon is less of a determining factor.

E Schironi: Yes, this is definitely a very good point. He is a
fake because he does not speak Ionic but rather Doric. Interest-
ingly, Italian commedia dell’arte too characterizes a ‘doctor’ in
dialectal terms: Dottor Balanzone speaks Bolognese dialect
because Bologna was a renowned university, the most ancient
one in Italy (and in the whole of Europe). So here Dottor
Balanzone is not a fake doctor but rather the caricature of a
doctor, with the right dialectal accent.

I wonder, however, whether this is a specific choice of
Menander and not necessarily the only way to ‘make fun’ of
doctors. I think that one could also make fun of technical lan-
guage by using lexicon, just as happens in Aristophanes’ Clouds
with music and meter at ll. 638-654; I have no problem in
thinking that a similar accumulation of (transparent) medical
terms would have achieved a similar comic effect. Similarly,
a dialogue based entirely on a distorted theory of humors, the
four elements, and concoctions would also have been comical
if crafted in a comic/exaggerated vein, as happens in Clouds
with geometry/geography at Il. 202-217, with Chaerephon’s
research on mosquitoes at Il. 156-164, or with linguistics at
1. 658-693; in all of these passages there is little technical lexicon,
but the comic pseudo-scientific target is quite evident. In other
words, I think that these are two different strategies of making
fun of a doctor, either using the dialect or using an excessive
accumulation of technical terms, because both a specific dialect
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and a specific lexicon (though one more transparent to laypeople
than the modern medical lexicon) were typical characteristics of
medical language. In fact, in the Aspis too, we have a limited
use of technical lexicon connected with the doctor’s art (ta¢ éudc
téyvag at I 461): tav yordv/tac yorde at ll. 439 and 451 and
olpevitwy at L. 446.

S.D. Olson: In contemporary English, technical terms are
routinely based on Greek or Latin. You argue throughout that
the Greeks had instead a far more ‘visual’ system for generating
such terms. My own sense is that you implicitly take this way
of operating to be superior to our own, because more trans-
parent. The way they formed new words is in any case very
different from how we proceed, and it has different social
effects. But I wonder whether it might not be useful to borrow
the idea Luuk has raised in his contribution of verbal technol-
ogy, i.e., the notion that language is not merely a fixed set of
capabilities (although it is that) but also a process that human
beings experiment with and sometimes improve upon. What
we would see with the Greeks, then, are some initial efforts to
work out how to generate new words in an environment of
rapid cultural and technical change, hobbled in their sense by
the lack of shadow prestige languages — or perhaps an unwilling-
ness to use what was available in older ‘barbarian’ tongues. If so,
we might be able to characterize them as not just working in
parallel with us but as our cultural ancestors in this regard.

E Schironi: Yes, 1 agree. I am not claiming that a ‘visual’
technical lexicon is per se better than our scientific lexicon, in
which technical words are marked out as technical because
they are mostly based on Greek and Latin roots. In fact, I do
not think that a visual or ‘easier’ lexicon is better when it comes
to technical language. One of the risks of such a lexicon is the
lack of precision, which indeed we know Greek technical ter-
minology faced. I also agree with you that the lexical situation
I describe is indeed a process, in which the Greeks needed to
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‘name’ a great deal of new discoveries in several fields, and to
do that they did not have any other ‘authoritative’ language to
use to differentiate the new technical lexicon from standard
Greek, as is the case with modern technical lexicons in many
disciplines. So what I have briefly described here is the beginning
of technical terminology (at least in the Western tradition),
and we can see it as a continuum from the Greeks to us. In this
process we witness a move from a monolingual, rather ‘transpar-
ent’ lexicon to a mostly Latin- or Greek-based lexicon, which
clearly distinguishes itself from standard language.

A. Vatri: A point on your example from Aratus: the Latin
versions of this text (Cicero, Germanicus, and Avienus) do not
translate the name of the constellation but just borrow it from
Greek (Deltoron); an explanation of the origin of this name is
added by Cicero (who mentions the name of the letter) and
Germanicus (who refers to the Nile delta — a different meta-
phorical use of the letter name). Can the reception of didactic
poetry by Roman intellectuals educated in Greek tell us some-
thing about what would and what would not be perceived as a
technical term?

E Schironi: 1 think it would help in understanding how it was
perceived. But I would not be surprised if in many cases the
‘technical’ term was borrowed and transliterated as in the case
of Deltoton. However, there are also cases of names of constel-
lations that are translated into Latin, for example Atdupot,
which becomes Gemini (Cic. Arat. fr. XXII; German. Arat. 148,
163, etc.), or "Apxtor and "Apafar, which Germanicus trans-
lates as siue Arctoe sew Romani cognominis Vrsae / Plaustraque
(Arat. 25-26), where Arctoe is a transliteration of "Apxtol, Plaus-
tra is the translation of "ApaZot, and Vrsae is the pure Roman
name. Often the choice between a transliteration, a translation,
or the Roman name is also connected with an etymological
reference, which the Latin author wants to maintain (e.g., Ger-
man. Arat. 329-332, with Sirium) or to add (in the case of new
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Roman names or literal translations from the Greek into Latin;
e.g., Cic. Arat. 121 with leuipes Lepus instead of Aaywéc). These
different tactics in appropriating a technical name seem to sug-
gest that the choice often depended on purely poetical needs or
stylistic choices more than on the need or desire to create a
technical lexicon that was partly Greek-based and partly Latin-
based. This is even more true since these texts were aimed at
readers who were mostly bilingual and so would not have had
any problem in enjoying the sophisticated etymological play
with Greek transliterations, Latin calques, or translations.

E Dell’Oro: Quel est le role des emprunts d’autres langues
dans la constitution du lexique des langues techniques que tu
nous as présentée?

E Schironi: The mathematical sciences do not show any
imprint from other languages. Medicine too seems to be mainly
Greek-based. The one field that shows borrowings from other
languages is botany, where we have Semitic-derived words such
as, for example, the following ones, all used by Theophrastus:
MPBavoc, opdpva, xacte, xwvdpwuov (Hist. pl. 9, 4, 2, etc.), and
wopwoy (Hist. pl. 1, 11, 2). In this case, however, we are not
dealing with the adoption of Semitic words by a scientist;
rather the scientist uses common words, some of which happen
to be borrowed from another language (for example, xasiy,
xwdpopoy, and spdpvn occur in Hde. 3, 107, 1; 3, 110; and
3, 111; woppa and xacie in Sappho fr. 44, 30; spdevy in Eur.
Ion 89 and 1175; MBavoc in Sappho fr. 44, 30, Hdt. 4, 75, 3,
Eur. Bacch. 144; and wdpwvov is attested even in the Linear B
tablets as kwu-mi-no/na). In other words, when Greek technical
language goes for new coinages, these are always based on
Greek words and roots, except in the case of common words,
some of which might be loan-words from other languages,
especially Semitic ones.
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S. DouGLAs OLSON

FROM ‘CANONICAL LITERATURE TO ALCIPHRO

ABSTRACT

This paper undertakes a detailed examination of the language of
four of Alciphro’s Letters of Farmers and argues that the source of
much of the learning on display is likely not the primary texts
themselves but secondary scholarship. The Letters can thus be under-
stood as important evidence for how ‘canonical’ literature was received
in the so-called ‘Second Sophistic’ period, and indeed for what that
‘canon’ was.

In his initial charge for these Entretiens, Andreas Willi described
their goal as “exploring to what extent our understanding of
literature in the Greek world is enriched if, for once, we see
in its language not just a diffuse recording instrument, but an
artistically manipulated tool for the creation of meaning”. In
this paper, I attempt to tie together the handling of a number
of ‘canonical’ works of Greek literature by Hellenistic and
Roman-era lexicographers with the Epistles of Alciphro, from
the third century CE or so, with particular attention to some
of the Letters of Farmers. Exploring Alciphro’s work in this way,
I argue, offers insight into his literary style and training and his
expectations of his audience, while also shedding light on a
largely obscure chapter in the history of the ancient reception
of earlier literature.

As a preliminary example of the question I am attempting to
address, consider a single three-word phrase from section 3 of
Epistle 2, 19 (discussed in more detail below), tpttnyv tadtny
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fuépay, literally “this the third day”, i.e. “two days ago, the day
before yesterday”. This is a relatively rare expression, attested
once in Menander in precisely this form (although divided
across two verses)' and as simple Huépav tpitny in Xenophon,
Plato, Antiphanes, and Menander again;?* glossed by Pollux and
Zonaras, the latter seemingly drawing on Orus and citing the
passages of Xenophon, Antiphanes, and Menander;®> and used
three more times by Alciphro, multiple times by Lucian in the
form tpltny Hp.épav, and once by Aelian in the form tpityy [...]
v Huépoav.* Put another way, tpirny Tty fuépay is a patent
Atticism, which has been mined out of various fifth- and
fourth-century Athenian texts by ancient scholars and taken
over by ‘Second Sophistic’ authors.” In what follows, I show that
similar vocabulary drawn from similar sources appears again
and again in the Epistles,® a point rarely made in the secondary
literature in anything more than general terms, obscuring what
Alciphro is doing and what he expects from his readers. More
important, I argue that much of this literary and social color
likely comes not direct from Middle and New Comedy or other
texts from the same period, as is generally but again often only
vaguely asserted,” but from what we today would call secondary

U MEN. fr. 894.

2 THUC. 8, 23, 1; XEN. Cyr. 6, 3, 11; ANTIPHAN. fr. 276 K.-A.; MEN. Epit.
440.

> POLL. 1, 67; ZONAR. p. 1744 Tittmann = ORUS fr. A 79 Alpers.

4 ALcipHR. 1, 1, 15 2, 18, 1; 2, 30, 1; cf. 3, 28, 1. In LUCIAN. at e.g. Tox. 58;
Dial. deor. 14, 1. In AELIAN. at NA 7, 10.

> For the so-called ‘Second Sophistic’ movement and the political and cultures
anxieties that drove it, see esp. BOWIE (1970).

¢ SCHMID (1887-1897) is the standard reference, but is so dense as to be almost
unusable and in any case omits discussion of Alciphro. VIEILLEFOND (1979) 126-
129 offers scattered specific remarks on the topic.

7 KONIG (2013) 187 n. 1 lists recent treatments of Alciphro’s sources or sup-
posed sources, none of them substantial. See also FUNKE (2016), esp. 224-229,
who attempts to trace the influence of Menander in Alciphro, but ultimately
concedes that the links have to do mostly with language and plot-motifs rather
than specific allusions to or reworkings of individual known texts. The classic
discussion is VOLKMANN (1886), who again mostly establishes generic rather than
specific connections in the language.
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scholarly sources, and that a familiarity with learning of that
sort and an appreciation of virtuoso displays of it must have
been a vital part of reading and enjoying Alciphro and authors
like him.® A considerable amount of sophisticated work has
been done on the Epistles over the last twenty years or so, con-
centrating on their character as letters, on the communicative
strategies and ironies that result from putting exceedingly refined
words in the mouths of seemingly unrefined characters, and on
the relationship between the text and standard Second Sophistic
rhetorical exercises.” My goal is not to disallow or replace obser-
vations made on the basis of such readings of the Epistles, but
to supplement and set them in context, allowing us to see more
of Alciphro and to gain a better understanding of the literary
and scholarly traditions that lie behind his work.

To make the implications of the argument clear, I begin
with some remarks about the history of Attic comedy, its schol-
arly reception in the ancient world, and how that scholarship
appears to have been put to use in the Second Sophistic period.
At least a thousand comedies were likely performed in Athens
in the fifth and fourth centuries alone, although only eleven by
Aristophanes have come down to us through the manuscript
tradition, along with a handful of others by Menander, some
of them more or less complete, preserved in papyri. Beyond
this, we have thousands of fragments, most of them quoted by
authors of the Roman and Byzantine periods. The scholars
working in Alexandria and in other centers of learning influ-
enced by the Library generally have quite specific interests,
many of which we today would describe as ‘antiquarian’: pro-
ducing lists of historical persons ranging from politicians to
philosophers to prostitutes, and of whatever information could
be gleaned about them; catalogues of e.g. fish and how they
were caught and prepared (cf. the work of the otherwise obscure

8 Thus also SCHMITZ (2004) 101-102, referring specifically to POLL. 1, 96-98
on fishing vocabulary, but not taking the discussion much further than this.

9 See esp. ROSENMEYER (2001) 255-307; SCHMITZ (2004); KONIG (2007);
KONIG (2013), esp. 197-205; VOx (2013); DRAGO (2018).
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Dorion, which likely supplied most of the material for Athe-
naeus Book 7), cups (whence much of Athenaeus Book 11),
and wreathes (whence portions of Athenaeus Book 15); collec-
tions of legal and political terms and their definitions (cf. what
survives of Harpocration) and of apothegms (represented today
by the corpus of paroemiographers); and most significant for
this paper, studies of vocabulary in ‘good authors’ however
defined (whence much of the material in Pollux and in the
mostly lost or severely epitomized Atticist lexicographers).
Comedy was particularly useful for such purposes, since it talks
in detailed, graphic terms about individual persons, food, drink,
furniture, and the like, and uses colorful, colloquial language.
This enormous enterprise of reading, research, and excerpting
appears to have been carried out in the conviction that the texts
and periods in which the Alexandrians and their academic
descendants were interested were deeply significant, or at any
rate more significant than their own times. Homer in particular
mattered, as did texts from late fifth- and fourth-century Athens,
and whatever the original point of all this scholarly excerpting,
list-making, and glossing was, a large part of why Homer and
fifth- and fourth-century literature came to matter for aspiring
Roman-era sophisticates was because the latter often aspired to
write or speak in ‘good classical Greek’.

One means to that end was to read widely and carefully in
ancient authors, so as to develop a sense of appropriate vocab-
ulary and style and an ability to refer casually to important
figures, events, and institutions from the past. Practically speak-
ing, extensive research and study of this kind must not have
been an option for most people, both because it required a
library and a considerable investment of time and because the
judgments in question depended on substantial scholarly exper-
tise. The obvious alternative was to rely on others, i.e. on one’s
teachers but also on handbooks such as those of Moeris and
Phrynichus, which offered advice as to what the proper Attic
term was for various koiné words, or on thesauruses like that of

Pollux. That such learning could be badly applied or taken too
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far is apparent from Athenaeus’ anecdotes about Pompeianus of
Philadelphus, who used to say things like “I'm hastening off to
destruction” (&mohoduevog émeiyopar) when he meant “I'm
hurrying off to take a bath”,'® from Lucian’s satire of the
learned Lexiphanes, who committed similar blunders, and from
the boorish behavior of Athenaeus’ symposiarch Ulpian, who
was nicknamed Keitoukeitos because he always asked xeizar ) 00
xetror; (“Is this mentioned anywhere [in ‘good literature’] or is
it not?”) when food was presented to him.!! But the goal appears
to have been to display one’s elegance and sophistication by
using Greek nominally appropriate to an educated contempo-
rary of Euripides, Aristophanes, Demosthenes, or Menander,
all leavened with a bit of Herodotus, Homer, or whatever else
the individual in question or his scholarly masters regarded as
a ‘classic’. This high-stakes antiquarianism in turn implies the
existence of a reading and listening public keenly attuned to
such distinctions and able to appreciate the presence of an oth-
erwise obscure mor juste, the use of an approved combination
of particles or a well-chosen image, or a knowing allusion to a
famous text or institution.

In what follows, I use a close study of four of the Lezters of
Farmers to argue that — whatever their other meanings and
purposes — Alciphro’s Epistles can be productively read as sty-
listically oriented exercises whose wit consists not just in their
charmingly colorful depictions of socially marginal and gener-
ally put-upon fictional characters, but in their insistent, highly
wrought use of language and antiquarian information of the
sort Hellenistic and Roman-era scholars were concerned to
assemble and analyze. Indeed, this can easily be understood as
one of the central points of the Epistles; their seeming lack of
substantial content disguises an extraordinary intellectual busy-
ness just below the surface of the text which contemporary
readers were concerned with and well-equipped to detect. My

10 See ATH. 3, 97f-98c.
1 ATH. 1, le.
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larger contention is that much of this learning or apparent
learning is to be traced to scholarly sources and school training
rather than to a profound immersion in the original texts them-
selves. Two methodological points must be made in advance.
The first is that the loss of most ancient Greek literature makes
our task more difficult. In a number of cases, I argue that
Alciphro references — likely at second hand — a specific passage
of e.g. Homer, Sophocles, Euripides, or Demosthenes. If this is
in fact part of his method of composition or of the nature of
his sources, there must be other, similar allusions we are no
longer in a position to identify. The saving grace is that our
canon — not coincidentally — appears to overlap to a substantial
extent with the one with which Alciphro and his contemporar-
ies and predecessors were working. We have the two great
Homeric epics; Herodotus and Thucydides; a considerable
number of plays by Aeschylus, Sophocles, Euripides, and Aris-
tophanes; a large amount of Lysias, Demosthenes, Plato, and
Xenophon; and thousands of comic fragments, mostly selected
precisely for their value as evidence for fifth- and fourth-
century language, customs, and historical events and persons.
That Alciphro and the secondary authorities he knew and relied
upon had more of some of these authors and their contempo-
raries than we do thus does not leave us entirely in the dark.
Second, the lexicographic tradition itself is badly battered, as a
consequence of which I can demonstrate conclusively only in a
few cases that this is the source from which Alciphro got his
material. Instead, I will routinely cite Homer and fifth- and
fourth-century texts, on the one hand, and Alciphro and to a
lesser extent Lucian, Aelian,'> and Philostratus (who seem to
work in a similar manner), on the other, and will argue that the
links between the two bodies of material leave little doubt as to

12 For the relationship between Aelian and Alciphro, see REICH (1894)
26-45; BONNER (1909) 32-44, arguing that the two authors drew independently
on older literary sources (which Bonner assumes both studied at first hand), with
comments in the second section regarding Alciphro and Longus (responding to
REICH [1894] 46-50); DRAGO (2013).
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how they are connected. This means that I will occasionally
resort to speculation, that some of the arguments I advance are
stronger than others, and that many points remain obscure.
But the case I am building is cumulative, and I hope to show
that there are so many certain examples of such appropriation
that we should assume it even when the evidence is not entirely
clear.

I begin with Alciphro 2, 19 (Polyalsos to Eustaphylus), dis-
cussed briefly above, and in particular with sections 3-4, where
the evidence is denser and more interesting than in the first two
sections, allowing the rest of the letter to be read in light of the
pattern they establish:

(1) MAayyov 3¢ 76 (2) MeAttaiov xuvidiov, & (&)tpépopey
(3) &Oupp.ot 'rvN] Seomoivy) Tcpocmvég, Omd T*?]g &yay (4) llxveiag
gmtl TO %pEug opumcocv xeltal ot (5) Tpltnv ‘raur‘qv ‘qp.epow
(6) eu‘raSnv vexpov nSn 7) pu&qcav Ealov odv (8) éml naxd
waxdy (9) avappimicag. xai tic mopk ¢ (10) oxuLBpwTE
TGV TowodTey cuyyveun; geuidpebo (11) f moddv Exopev,
(12) xorpétw 82 6 dypoc xal (13) Tapd mévra. (14) Opa yip
(15) owletv €avtdv, xal un (o) (16) mabelv dvap.évely
GANL TTpo TOD TtaBelv puAGEacOart.

“Little Plangon, however, the Maltese puppy we were raising as
a pet to please my mistress, rushed too greedily at the bait, and
now, you see, it lies outstretched, already a mouldering corpse,
dead for two days now. So, unawares, I heaped trouble on trou-
ble. And what mercy will be found in the old churl’s heart
for such offences? Good-bye to the farm and all my possessions!
I¢’s time to save my own skin and, instead of waiting for trouble,
to take measures before it arrives.”!?

(1) Mhayycov is a personal name in Demosthenes as well as the
name of a notorious prostitute in late fourth-century Athenian
comedy.'* Alciphro’s choice of it is th ily read

y.!* Alciphro’s choice of it is thus most easily read as a
bit of antiquarian color, particularly since it shows up again in
the Epistles at 4, 13, 12, where it belongs to a courtesan. (2) A

13 Translation adapted from BENNER / FOBES (1949), as also below.
14 DEM. 9, 3; ANAXIL. fr. 22, 8 K.-A.; the title of a play by Eubulus; TiMOCL.
fr. 27, 2 K.-A.
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Mehitaiov xuvidiov is mentioned also by Philostratus, three
times by Aelian, and twice by Lucian, always in precisely this
way, as well as by a number of other Roman-era authors.” This
thus looks like an Atticist trope, the earliest mention of such
dogs being in Aristotle and Theophrastus.'® (3) &0vppo in the
sense “toy, source of childish delight” is attested in early epic
and subsequently in Sappho and Euripides."” Put another
way, this is a poetic rarity, the sort of word one might expect a
lexicographer to pick up. The combination with tpépw, on the
other hand, is 7oz standard, but appears also once in Philostratus
and once in Aelian.!® That seems unlikely to be coincidence,
and this is probably a prescribed combination based on a now-
lost examplar. (4) huyveio is attested before the Roman period
only in Xenophon, Plato, Aristotle, and Aeschines Socraticus."”
This must thus have been identified as ‘good Attic vocabulary’,
in support of which one may note that Lucian has it seven
times, Aelian twice.?? Whether the combination with &yav is
also intended as an Atticism is unclear, although LSJ s.v. “with
a substantive” (with definite article) includes only Attic exam-
ples. (5) wptrny Tadtny Auépav, another Atticism, is discussed
above. (6) Adverbial éxtddvyv is attested twice in Euripides,?!
but nowhere else before the Roman period, when it appears
three more times in Alciphro and twice in Lucian.? In all these

15 PHILOSTR. /mag. 2, 17, 13; AEL. NA 7, 40; 13, 42; 16, 4; LUCIAN. Symp.
195 Philops. 27 (always specifically xuviSiov Mehiraiov); also PLUT. Mor. 472c;
STRAB. 6, 277 60ev o nuvidie & xahobor Mehraio; AESOP. Fab. 75, 3 H.-H.
Mehitaio xuvidia.

16 ARIST. Hist. an. 612b10 7 péyeboc fAixov Mehitalov xuvidiov tdv
unpddv; cf. [ARIST.] Pr. 892a21; THEOPHR. Char. 21, 9 nuvapion 3¢ Mehtaiou.

17 E.g. 1l. 15, 363; H. Cer. 16; SAPPH. fr. 44, 9 L.-P.; EUR. fr. 272 Kannicht.

18 AEL. NA 6, 29 (from Phylarchus); PHILOSTR. /mag. 2, 17, 13.

19 E.g. XEN. Oec. 1, 22; PL. Resp. 519b; ARIST. Part. an. 660b9; AESCHIN.
SOCR. fr. 34, 7 Dittmar.

20 E.g. LUCIAN. Merc. cond. 24; Lex. 255 AEL. NA 7, 34; 13, 2.

2L EUR. Tro. 463; Phoen. 1698 éxtddny aot xeicBov.

22 ALCIPHR. 3, 15, 4 &xtddnv xeioBor vexpbys 3, 19, 7 éutddny xeipevoc; 3,
36, 4 &xtddny neitan; LUCIAN. Dial. mort. 12, 5 éxtddny xelpevov; 17, 2 xtddny
Exelpmy.
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cases, the adverb is associated with a form of xeipat, as in this
passage, and here it has the dative as well, as in Phoenissae.
There can thus be little doubt that this is another prescribed
expression and that Alciphro is (consciously or not) echoing
Euripides, although with no obvious larger point. (7) puddw
(literally “be damp”) is a rare verb of interest to the lexicogra-
phers.® It seems to be used of a dead body before the Roman
period only at Soph. Anz. 410 pud@dv te cépa, but then appears
in that sense not only here but also at 1, 20, 2 and in Lucian.?*
While this might be coincidence, more likely both authors
found the use discussed and approved of in some secondary
authority. (8) xaxbv éml xax is a matter of a different sort.
The phrase appears repeatedly in later authorities as a gloss on
nhp éml mupt at Pl Leg. 666a, and given Alciphro’s general
fondness for gnomic material, it is tempting to think that — like
the other ‘wise sayings’ that fill his work — it is drawn from a
paroemiographer.”> Whether that means that “Evil upon evil”
was already found in now-lost classical sources, or its mere pres-
ence in a secondary source, even if as a gloss, was good enough
for Alciphro to take it over, is unclear. (9) dvapprriles appears
also at 4, 8, 2, as well as three times in Lucian and once in
Athenaeus.?® Phrynichus seems to have been interested in the
word, as was whatever lexicographer (excerpted in Photius)
cited Pherecrates fr. 27 K.-A., and Pollux treats it as well.?’
This creates the impression that the word — also preserved in
fragments of Antiphanes and Demades®® — was regarded as an

2 HSCcH. p. 1783 puddvree: Sibypatvovtec. aymépevol, 1784 puddor: seomu-
uévorg; Synag. p. 285 puddvrec Bpéyovres, Swypappévol, GaTévTEC.

24 LUCIAN. Philops. 115 Dial. mort. 12, 5 pud&vra [...] waté vépov dmdvrmy
16y cwpdtoy “‘mouldering in the manner of all bodies”; cf. AEL. NA 15, 18 4
oxpl pudioy).

% For nbp émi mupt, note AR. fr. 469, 2 K.-A.; PL. Leg. 666a with ZENOB. 5,
69 = PHOT. 7t 1562 (etc.) (= PAUS. ATT. 7t 45) napowpio, fHic péuvnror ol TThd-
TV %oxdy ETl o).

26 LUCIAN. Anach. 21, 26; Tim. 6; ATH. 13, 570a.

27 PHRYN. PS fr. 219* de Borries (from Photius = Suda = Synag. - Hsch.);
PHOT. o 1638, citing PHERECR. fr. 27 K.-A.; POLL. 6, 129.

28 ANTIPHAN. fr. 200, 16 K.-A.; DEMAD. fr. 78.
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Attic rarity and was used by Alciphro and his contemporaries
on that account. (10) oxvbpwnéc is attested first in Aeschylus
and then in Euripides, Aristophanes, Xenophon, and Plato.”
It appears elsewhere five times in Alciphro, repeatedly in Lucian,
and in Aelian,? all of whom clearly use it to create the impres-
sion of a good colloquial style. (11) Alciphro has 7 wodév &ewv
(“as fast as one can”) also at 3, 36, 4, and Aelian uses the same
— otherwise unusual — expression repeatedly.’ This is thus
most easily explained as a taught phrase modeled on Herodo-
tus*? and here perhaps specifically Pl. Grg. 507d éxoracioy 3¢
peuxtéoy Og Fyel Toddy éxastoc Ndv “each of us must flee
licentiousness as fast as his feet will carry him”. (12) yatpéro in
the sense “A long goodbye to”, i.e. “Enough of!, To hell with!”
is attested in Herodotus, Euripides, and comedy?® and seems to
be a late fifth-century colloquialism. Lucian also has it twice,**
suggesting that this was another taught expression. (13) Although
Taua wdvto seems unremarkable, it is attested only four times:
here, in Lucian, in Philostratus,® and at Eur. Supp. 1126. The
latter is thus most likely the model for the Roman-era passages.
(14) &po (éo7t) plus infinitive is found twice in Homer and
then (as LS] notes) “also in Trag(edy) and Attic”. Alciphro has
the expression at two other points;*® Lucian and Aelian use it;*’
and it is tempting to think that this too was a taught expression.

29 AESCH. Cho. 738; e.g. EUR. Alc. 797; AR. Lys. 7075 XEN. Mem. 2, 7, 12;
e.g. PL. Symp. 206d.

30 ALCIPHR. 1, 13, 3; 3, 28, 2; 3, 36, 2; 4, 2, 3; 4, 7, 8; e.g. LUCIAN. Pisc. 12;
Merc. cond. 33; AEL. VH 14, 22; Epist. 15, 235 ARISTAENET. 1, 17, 16-17.

3L AEL. NA 2, 39 § mod&v &yer @uyiic doyetas; 3, 21 F mod6y elyey avéley;
6, 48 6¢ elyev mbuploc xal moddv; 10, 48 of pév #0eov ) odév clyov.

32 HDT. 6, 116, 1 AOyvaior 8¢ 6¢ m0d6y elyov tdyrota EBon0zov &g T dotu
“the Athenians lent aid to the city as fast as their feet would carry them”; 9, 59,
2 &Stwxov ¢ moddy éxacrol elyov “they pursued as fast as each group’s feet
would carry them”.

% E.g. HDT. 2, 117; 4, 96, 2; EUR. Med. 1044; MEN. Epit. 573; PHOENIC.
fr. 4, 2 K.-A.

3 LUCIAN. Here. 8, 2; Gall. 33, 4.

35 LUCIAN. Dial. mort. 18, 1; PHILOSTR. VA 5, 38.

36 ALCIPHR. 2, 32, 3; 3, 5, 2.

37 E.g. LUCIAN. fud. voc. 6, 10; Iupp. trag. 14; AEL. VH 1, 21; 2, 34.
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(15) Alciphro uses c&dlewv éowtéy also at 3, 11, 2, which sug-
gests that he thought he had good authority for the expression.
Both passages appear to be specific echoes of Pl. Grg. 512d aan’
adto 1007 86Ty dpeth, T6 cdlety adtéy “but this is virtue: to
save oneself”. Whether the quotation is drawn from Plato him-
self or has come to Alciphro through a secondary authority is
uncertain; the line is memorable enough to have drawn notice
in either case. The same is true of (16) maOsiv dvopévery dAN
70 tol wabely purdEacor, which quotes and then alludes to
Dem. 19, 224 &xaeniclor pot Soxeite xal malely dvapévery ta
Sewvd, Etépoug 3¢ mhoyovTag 6pdvTes 00 @uAdtteshar “you
seem to me to have grown slack and to be waiting to suffer
terrors, and although you see others suffer them, not to be
protecting yourselves”, a passage picked out for discussion also
by Hermogenes and Tiberius.

This is only the first half of Epistle 2, 19, and these are only
the echoes and allusions to earlier texts we can see today. It is
nonetheless striking how much of Alciphro’s language has been
taken over from earlier authors and in ways that suggest not so
much a witty ‘Hellenistic’ allusiveness as a careful, concerted
effort to use authorized vocabulary, constructions, and refer-
ences easily understood as drawn from lexicographic sources or
the like. Put another way, Alciphro 2, 19, 4 does not appear to
be commenting on or ‘playing with’ Plato and Demosthenes
but to be quoting them — perhaps better put, reusing their lan-
guage — in a primarily stylistic exercise. A similar impression is
created by the first two sections of the letter:

(17) méynmv Zotnon éri tac (18) prapdg drmmexas (19) ped-
Slov 77c (20) oxavdding (21) drapthcag. énel ydp Emoré-
powy tis (22) oTapuirds, (23) xai od woévov tic (22bis)
payag #xomtov (23bis) AN H8y xai (24) 6AoxAvpovg drére-
pvov Téy (22tris) oivépwy Tode Bdtpug, 6 deomdTyc O dmioTh-
oeclon (25) natnyyéAdeto — dpyaréog dvbpmmoc xal Sprude,
(26) yvopidio xai TpoBovievpdtia (27) cuveydg ént (28)
g IIvurdg Abyvalolg elonyodpevos, xal Tolhods #87 i (29)
oxralétnTa TeéTov ol (30) dewvétnTa prpdrtwy (28bis) émi
ToVg évdena dyayny — detoag ph v mdlorpr #dyd (31) nal
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TadTa TotodToy (Tob) SeambTou dvtoc, Ty (32) KAémTLY dAd-
\ 3 / ~ 3 e \ 3 4
mexa cuMAaBmy EBoviduny Tapadobvat. GAN 7 pev ody fxe-

“I set a trap for those cursed foxes, with a bit of meat tied to the
trigger. They were raiding the vines, not only chewing at the
grapes but going so far as to bite whole clusters off of them;
and it was reported that my master was about to arrive — he is a
harsh and bitter man, who is continually proposing trifling
decrees and resolutions to the Athenians on the Pnyx and who,
by his rough ways and skillful oratory, has previously sent many
a man to the Eleven. So since I was afraid, especially considering
what sort of man my master is, that something might happen to
me as well, I wanted to catch the thieving fox and turn it over
to him. But the fox never came near the trap.”

(17) méym is found four times in Herodotus and subsequently in
Xenophon, Plato, and Aristotle,?® and is easily explained as having
been picked up by Alciphro as fifth/fourth-century vocabulary.
(18) prapbs is attested already at 7/. 24, 420, but is extremely rare
before the fifth century and then common in comedy, Plato, and
Demosthenes.” It is also common in Alciphro, as well as in
Lucian,® both of whom apparently regard it as “good colloquial
vocabulary”. piapée and drmnn are combined elsewhere only at
Ar. Thesm. 1133 piopdc dhadymng, olov mrnli por. Whether the
echo is significant is impossible to say, but there is no obvious
direct reference to the Aristophanic passage (where the reference is
to a deceptive woman) and Alciphro may have got the combina-
tion, but divorced of its original context, from a secondary author-
ity. (19) and (21) Diminutive xpe¢diov (also once in Aelian and
glossed by Pollux)*! and the compound &raprde are fifth/fourth-
century Attic vocabulary*? and likely appear in Alciphro for that

% E.g. HDT. 2, 121; subsequently at XEN. Cyr. 1, 6, 39; PL. Leg. 824; ARIST.
Mir. 834a9.

¥ E.g. AR. Eq. 239; PL. Resp. 589¢; DEM. 18, 134.

0 ALCIPHR. 2, 2, 15 2, 16, 3; 2, 21, 1; 3, 3, 15 3, 26, 4; 3, 36, 2; e.g. LUCIAN.
Tupp. trag. 19; Tim. 34.

4 AEL. NA 2, 47; POLL. 6, 33.

2 peddiov: e.g. AR. Plut. 2275 XEN. Cyr. 1, 4, 13; CEPHIS. fr. 8 K.-A.; ALEXIS
fr. 180, 2 K.-A. Also HiprocC. Epid. 7, 3, 38 = 5, 372, 4 Littré. dnaprtdw: e.g.
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reason. (20) oxavddin, by contrast, is found only here and in late
Byzantine sources. oxavddinOpov would seem to be expected,
being attested at Aristophanes and then in Pollux (twice) and
perhaps in Phrynichus.** That would make that form of the
word an Atticism, and — to move briefly into hypothetical argu-
ment via analogy — it is tempting to think that exavddAn has
come to Alciphro through a source no longer available to us and
thus that it too has a good classical pedigree, although in this case
one we cannot see.™ (22) sraguiy is attested in early epic®® and
is rare outside of it. &£, by contrast, appears to be Attic,© as is
oivapov (also picked up by Timaeus in his Lexicon).*” This sec-
tion of the Epistle thus looks like a learned cluster of related
vocabulary drawn from a source similar to whatever lies behind
Poll. 1, 243 dp.méhov sraguial xal Bdrpves, nal & adtéyv ol
oTapuALdec xal ol oTapidec “grapevine clusters (staphulai) and
bunches of grapes, and from these words grape-bunches
(staphulides)”; 6, 21 dwd & olvou xod olvdvOor i &umehor %ol
oivapor To ¥Iee “from wine (0770s) grapevines are oinanthai, and
the leaves are oinara”. (23) The combination xal o wévov is
found in Thucydides, the orators, Xenophon, and Plato,*® but
not before them. Lucian has it three times, once followed by dn’
#3n wal but generally by dahé xai, as in the classical period,
while Aelian has it five times, generally with ¢A)& xai or a variant
thereof.”? All this suggests that the phrasing was tagged as an
Atticism and as worthy of imitation. The same is true of the

EUR. Andr. 412; THUC. 6, 21, 2; XEN. Egq. 10, 9; DEM. 12, 7; ARIST. Gen. an.
716b29.

4 AR. Ach. 687; POLL. 7, 114 (both in reference to mousetraps); PHRYN.
PS fr. 351* de Borries oxavdarflpo- %ol oxdvdora Aéyovsty (from Photius).

44 But see the discussion that follows.

% E.g. Hom. Il. 18, 561; Od. 5, 69.

4 SorH. fr. 398, 2 Radt; PL. Leg. 845a; e.g. ARIST. Hist. an. 552b20; e.g.
THEOPHR. Hist. pl. 3, 17, 6.

47 E.g. CRATIN. fr. 269, 2 K.-A.; XEN. Oec. 19, 18; THEOPHR. Caus. pl. S, 4,
1. Cf. TIM. Lex. o 2.

4 THUC. 8, 68, 4; e.g. XEN. Mem. 1, 7, 2; e.g. PL. Symp. 206a; ISAE. 2, 43.

49 LUCIAN. fud. voc. 11 (followed by 6N #8v xal); Vit. auct. 23; Laps. 2; e.g.
AEL. NA 16, 20; VH 3, 13.
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combination &\ %87 xaf, which is also found in Attic prose™
but not before. (24) 6aéxhnpoc is fourth-century Attic vocabu-
lary, common in comedy and in Plato and Aristotle.”! Lucian has
it twice,’? suggesting that it too was treated as approved vocabu-
lary. (25) xotayyédho is first attested in Xenophon and Lysias,>
and is perhaps used by Alciphro on that basis. (26) yvepisiov is
attested three times in Aristophanes®® and thereafter first here
and in Lucian.”® Even more striking, Lucian also has the phrase
yvoridie xal mpofBovievpdria, and wpofovievpdTiov s attested
nowhere else. Alciphro and Lucian are thus almost certainly
drawing the combination of words from the same — presumably
Atticist — source, and wpoovievpdriov must have been attested
somewhere in fifth- or fourth-century literature, most likely
(given the diminutive form and the deteriorative sense) in com-
edy. (27) cuveydc is an Atticism, used for example by Eupolis,
as we know from Photius,*® showing that the word was of inter-
est to the lexicographers. (28) éni ¢ Ilvuxdc and énl Tode
&vdexa are bits of Attic topographic/political color of the sort
one would expect to be drawn from a source similar to Harpo-
cration, and an example of what Schmitz calls “material clas-
sicism”.%” (29) oxaubtg is fifth/fourth-century vocabulary,’® and
Lucian has it as well,” suggesting that it was recognized as such.
That oxatdtyra Tpdmov is an echo specifically of oxoarérnra

% THUC. 6, 86, 4; XEN. Cyr. 8, 8, 16; Isoc. 4, 140.

51 In comedy at e.g. PL. COM. fr. 188, 9 K.-A.; ANAXANDR. fr. 40, 10 K.-A;
in Plato at e.g. Phdr. 250c; in Aristotle at e.g. Hist. an. 585b36.

52 LUCIAN. Macr. 2; Philops. 8.

3 XEN. An. 2, 5, 38; Lys. 25, 30.

>4 AR. Eg. 100 (with Bouleupdriov, diminutive of Bodreupa “purpose, plan”);
Nub. 321; fr. 727 K.-A. (from Phrynichus).

% LUCIAN. Par. 42.

5 EUp. fr. 485 K.-A. (drawn from PHOT. ¢ 754). But see the discussion,
where this claim is challenged and rephrased.

57 SCHMITZ (2004) 92-93. For the Pnyx, see also ALCIPHR. 3, 25, 3; e.g. LUCIAN.
Bis acc. 9. For the Eleven, e.g. LUCIAN. Bis acc. 5; Iupp. conf. 16 with scholia;
HARP. o 167; = 21.

58 SOPH. Ant. 1028; HDT. 7, 9, 2, B5 THUC. 4, 80, 3; PL. Resp. 411e; DEM.
6, 19 oxrorbtrTo TE6TMY.

% LUCIAN. Tim. 44.
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tpémwy at Dem. 6, 19 is worth considering, given that the
words never occur together elsewhere before the Roman period.
(30) dewbtrg is likewise fifth/fourth-century vocabulary,%® in
this case attested exclusively in Attic prose, and Demades actu-
ally refers once to Demosthenes’ Setvétne tév prnpdrwv.! Once
again, moreover, Lucian has the word, in this case seven times.®
(31) Exclamatory xal tabra (properly “and at that!”) is another
Atticism, which is used repeatedly by Alciphro as well as by
Lucian.®® Here it seems to be misused, which might be taken to
suggest dependence on a half-understood model or handbook.
(32) xrémtic, finally, is found before this only in Herodian,
who knows it as an accentual oddity. But Herodian has got the
word from somewhere, meaning that Alciphro has not invented
it but has taken it over from a literary source.

Whether the points made above render Alciphro’s Epistles
more intriguing reading is a matter of individual taste. The anal-
ysis nonetheless suggests that among the interests of the letters
may have been not only what they say but also how they say
it in terms of vocabulary, phrasing, and incidental references.
Behind this style of writing, moreover, seem to lurk not so much
primary sources as learned collections of ‘good’ words, expres-
sions, and constructions drawn from or authorized by authors
such as Herodotus, Sophocles, Euripides, Plato, Demosthenes,
and the comic poets; paroemiographers; and historians of the
quotidian details of Athenian life in the classical period and of
the associated vocabulary. And all of this implies an audience
similarly familiar with such material and capable of appreciating
how it is put to use, although with no obvious interest in original
context. Compare 2, 24 (Gemellos to Salakonis):

Tl tabre, & (1) Saranwvig, (2) dmepnpaveig (3) TdAaiva;
obx &y oe gic (4) TodpyasTHpLOoY xalnuévny mapdk tov (5) dxe-
otV 1oy (6) étepdmoda avethduny, (7) nai tadra (8) Adbpy

€ E.g. THUC. 3, 59, 15 ANTIPH. 5, 5; PL. Tht. 177a; Isoc. 3, 43.

61 DEMAD. fr. 79 (of Demosthenes). But see the discussion.

62 E.g. LUCIAN. Alex. 4.

6 E.g. AR. Ach. 349; e.g. ALCIPHR. 2, 24, 1; 2, 26, 2; e.g. LUCIAN. Tupp. trag. 6.
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The uNTEOG, xol xubdmep Tiva (9) éminAnpov (10) éyyvnThy
Gyaybpevog Exm; ob 8 gpuatty, (11) Tadiondplov edtelé,
zal (12) sy AiCovea nai pwrwpévn pe (13) diatereis. (14)
o0 TaveY), Téhava, TG Ayepwyiog &yd coL TOV paGTNY
Setéw deombrny xod (15) #dypvg éxl 16V dypdv PEVYELY dva-
yrdow, xal tote (16) elon mabolou (17) ol naudv cavthv
évécelcag.

“Why, Salakonis, are you so disdainful, wretch? Didn’t I carry
you off when you were sitting in the workshop with the lame
tailor, and without my mother knowing it at that? And aren’t
I now keeping you as if you were an heiress to whom I am
engaged? But you, you cheap little slave, puff yourself up and
go on tittering at and mocking me. Put a stop to your inso-
lence, wretch! I'll show you that your lover is your master, and
I'll force you to roast barley in the countryside; then you’ll know
by sad experience the sort of trouble you've plunged yourself
into.”

For the modern reader, this is a disturbing letter — Gemellos
has paid good money for Salakonis and is writing to express his
outrage that she is unenthusiastic about him forcing himself
upon her sexually. The ugliness of the situation becomes even
more obvious in Epistle 2, 25, in which Salakonis writes back
to say that she loathes Gemellos’ hairy body and foul breath
and has decided to hang herself rather than submit to him
again. As for the language with which Gemellos expresses him-
self and its apparent sources: (1) Zahaxwvic is from cahdxwy,
which Aristotle uses for a pretentious person, while Hermippus
has cecaraxwviouévny in his lambs and Aristophanes uses the
compound Stxsaraxwvilw.® The scattered evidence thus sug-
gests that this is ill-attested Attic vocabulary — precisely the sort of
expressive rarity one would expect a lexicographer to collect — and
it thus cannot be an accident that Alciphro also has cognate
sadaxwvio at 4, 18, 4. (2) dmepngavéw is a Homeric rarity®
and then shows up in Hellenistic and Roman-era authors,

64 E.g. ARIST. Eth. Eud. 1233b] cordxwv; HERMIPP. Jamb. 5, 2 West ceco-
haxoviopévny; AR. Vesp. 1169 Suacudoxdvicoy.
% A Homeric hapax at I. 11, 694 ©o36’ dmepnoavéovres.
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presumably on that basis; Pollux disapproves of it,°® which
shows that its status was a matter of discussion and presumably
that some authorities recommended it, while others did not.
For my purposes the word is interesting because it points to
another stratum of learning — Homeric vocabulary, also a topic
of intense Hellenistic and Roman-era scholarly inquiry — on
display within the Epistles. (3) tdhouwva is typically tragic vocab-
ulary, from which it is taken over occasionally into comedy.®’
Alciphro has the word again in this same letter and three more
times as well, while Lucian uses it once.®® (4) ZoyastipLov,
a generic word for a commercial workspace, is first attested
in Herodotus, Attic prose, and comedy,69 and seems to be an
example of a rare word of the type a lexicographer might pick
up. (5) dxectic is attested in the classical period only at Xen.
Cyr. 1, 6, 16; that the word was judged interesting by Hellen-
istic and Roman-era scholars is apparent from the fact that
Pollux mentions it and Phrynichus identifies it as an archaism
for common #nAtne.”® This is thus a clear example of a rare
Atticism making its way from a fourth-century author to the
lexicographers, and from the lexicographers to second- and
third-century authors, as witness the fact that Lucian also has
dxesthc not just once but four times.”! (6) érepdmoug is attested
before this only in Philostratus’ Lives of the Sophists,* a text
written in a pointedly Attic style, meaning that neither Alciphro
nor Philostratus is likely to have coined it. The closest parallel
appears to be étepbpbarpoc (“one-eyed”), which is used by
three fourth-century Athenian authors and was of interest to

% POLL. 9, 146 6 8¢ Hijpo T Hmepnpavelv odw Emovd.

7 In tragedy at e.g. AESCH. Ag. 1247; SOPH. EL. 4505 EUR. Supp. 941; Hipp.
841. In comedy at e.g. AR. Thesm. 690.

%8 Also ALCIPHR. 2, 14, 2; 4, 5, 15 4, 9, 5; cf. LUCIAN. Dial. meret. 12, 2.

© HDT. 4, 14, 1. In Attic prose at e.g. XEN. Hell. 3, 14, 7; AESCHIN. 1, 124;
DEM. 25, 52. In comedy at AR. Eq. 744; ANTIPHAN. fr. 22, 3 K.-A.

70 POLL. 7, 42; PHRYN. Ecl. 64 Fischer.

71 LUCIAN. Fug. 17; Pseudol. 95 Nigr. 25; Dial. D. 18, 1.

72 PHILOSTR. VS 1 p. 515, 7.
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Phrynichus (who approves of it).”> The obvious conclusion is
that this is another rare Attic word recommended by the lexi-
cographers on the basis of an original from the classical period
that no longer survives. (7) I have already discussed xal tabra,
which in this case is used correctly. (8) The combination Ad0p¢
[...] untebs is attested elsewhere only at Soph. O7 787 ndfpq
8¢ umTeoc nal mateds mopedopoar ‘I made my way in secret
from my mother and my father”, a sufficiently famous text that
it is easy to believe that Alciphro or his source is referring
directly to it. Be that as it may, Ad0pa + a genitive object with
a definite article is otherwise restricted before the Roman period
to one appearance in Xenophon, one in Plato, and 2d0pq t7jo3e
¢ “in secret from this land” in Euripides.”* Lucian, meanwhile,
has adfpq 7 TInverdmne,’® suggesting again a taught sense of
‘good style” shared with Alciphro. (9-10) érixanpoc is a techni-
cal Athenian legal term, the sort of word one would expect to
be collected by an authority like Harpocration. It is used three
other times by Alciphro, including at 1, 6, 1 with éyyuntac as
part of a quotation of the Attic marriage formula, and is
patently a deliberate antiquarian touch.”® éyyuytic for its part
is attested first in Herodotus and is then extremely common in,
although not confined to, Attic prose;”” Lucian and Aelian
both have it.”8 (11) matdioxdprov edterée seems to recall Men.
Mis. fr. 2, 1 moudiondpdy pe xatadedodhwr’ edtehés “a cheap
little slave girl has enslaved me”, which is one of only two
known instances of the noun in the classical period and appears
to be echoed also in Clement of Alexandria’s Miscellanies 2, 15,
64 and Arrian’s Digest of Epictetus 3, 25, 6, making it clear

that the passage was well-known. Lucian has modioxdprov at

73 &repbolanpoc: DEM. 24, 140; e.g. ARIST. [A 714a7; DEMAD. fr. 32. Cf.
PHRYN. Ecl. 107 Fischer povéoOanpov odxn 2peic, 3N érepbolanpoy.

74 XEN. Cyr. 6, 4, 2; PL. Lys. 211a; EUR. fr. 1132, 38 Kannicht.

7> LUCIAN. Ver. hist. 2, 29.

76 Also ALCIPHR. 3, 22, 2; 3, 28, 4.

77 E.g. HDT. 1, 196, 3; ISAE. 3, 78 + &yyuntd yuvi).

78 AEL. fr. 103; LUCIAN. Hermot. 77; Vit. auct. 1; Catapl. 10.
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Dial. mort. 22, 7, suggesting again that he regarded the word
as good classical vocabulary. (12) xuyMZw and poxdopot appear
together at two other points in Alciphro and in the same
order,” making this something like a fixed phrase for him and
likely one he was taught. »uyAllo is attested first in Aristo-
phanes and appears in Aelian in a thematically related passage.®
Moeris disapproves of the verb, which leaves no doubt that its
status as good Attic vocabulary was a matter of interest to the
lexicographers.®! pwxdopar is not attested in what survives of
Attic literature, but is found in Aelian;®? it too may thus hark
back to a now lost source, explaining Alciphro’s apparent sense
that it and »xuyAile work well together. (13) Sateréw + par-
ticiple is common in Herodotus and Attic (see LS] s.v. II),
as well as in Lucian,® and is probably another example of
approved style. (14) od madey [...] t¥c dyepoylag; finds a
close parallel at 1, 6, 4 wémavso ti¢ dyspwylag, suggesting reli-
ance (perhaps through a learned intermediary) on a common
model. Alciphro also uses 00 madoy + gen. at 4, 3, 1, making
this look like a set phrase, and the construction is apparently an
Atticism and was likely identified as such in one of his sources.®*
(15) For xdypuc [...] gpdyew, cf. Cratin. fr. 300, 2 K.-A. @pi-
vouey %07 g xdypeus, the only other example of the combi-
nation before Galen (himself actively involved in research on

79 ALCIPHR. 3, 42, 3 (also with thematic similarities); 4, G, 3.

80 AR. Nub. 983; AEL. Ep. rust. 11. Also AR. fr. 347, 4 K.-A.; THEOC. 11, 78;
HEeroD. 7, 123.

81 MOER. » 19. Cf. AB p. 271, 30 - Et. Magn. p. 516, 17 (defining izaiZo
as a “whorish laugh”).

82 AEL. NA 1, 29.

8 E.g. LUCIAN. Sat. 36.

8 o) madoy + gen. in classical texts at EUR. Med. 93-94; Bacch. 1360-1361;
Eur. fr. 108, 1 K.-A.; AR. Lys. 1160; IsocC. 4, 11; dyépwyoc is attested in Homer
(e.g. 11. 2, 654; Od. 11, 286) and other early poetry (e.g. HEs. fr. 150, 30 M.-W.;
IBYC. fr. S192b, 14; PIND. Nem. 6, 33), and is apparently glossed by Phrynichus
(PS fr. 58*, 1 de Borries dyépwyog: yabpoc, sepvée, Opasie, drepbmrne). That
Alciphro has dyepwyia also at 1, 6, 4; 3, 31, 2; 4, 6, 3, that Philostratus uses it
repeatedly (e.g. VA 2, 28), that Aristaenetus (1, 22, 2) has it as well, and that the
lexicographer Eudemus glosses it (3, 30 Niese), combines to suggest that the
word was found in a canonical text lost to us.
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Attic vocabulary);® Pollux and Aelius Dionysius (in glosses
on @pYyeTpov “roasting vessel” and xdypug, respectively);® and
Moeris (who identifies xdypug as an Atticism, although the
word is also attested in Hippocrates).?” (16) eioy) [...] of xaxév
appears to be modeled on or inspired by Eur. Med. 1306 6
Aoy, 00x 0lch’ of xandv Enhrubag “Wretch, you do not
know what point of troubles you have reached”, the only exam-
ple of of xaxdv attested before this. The combination is also
found three times in Xenophon of Ephesus and in later writers,
suggesting that it was a taught phrase.®® (17) of [...] cavtiy
évéseioag, finally, seems modeled on or inspired by the odd and
unexpected use of the verb at Soph. Anr. 1273-1274 pe [...] /
v & &oesev ayplate 630lc “he shook me onto savage paths”.

Epistle 2, 24 thus reinforces the impression created by 2, 19
in regard to Alciphro’s language. The vocabulary and seeming
set-phrases used in the letter go back insistently to Atticisms
and in one case to a Homeric rarity, and in a number of cases
can be traced without much question to specific fifth/fourth-
century texts available today, suggesting that there were other
models we can no longer detect (for example for érepémoug or
for the combination of xtyAtlw and pwxrdopor). And while the
evidence for this is badly fractured and inadequate, the combi-
nation of the emphatic use of many of the same words in other
Roman-era authors with stylistic tendencies similar to Alciphro’s
and the appearance of a number of them in what remains of the
lexicographic tradition makes it a reasonable hypothesis that
Alciphro is drawing for the most part not on complete tragedies,
comedies, historical texts, and the like but on secondary schol-
arly work.

8 GaL. 19, 11, 3-4 Kiihn.

86 PoLL. 1, 246 ©EUYETPOY, @ Toc xdypus Eppuyov; AEL. DION. » 17 xdypug-
xptbol meppuypévar.

87 MOER. % 18 xdypug Attixoi- xpbal meppuypévar "Ermvec. For xdypuc,
also AR. Nub. 1358; Vesp. 1306; e.g. THEOPHR. Hist. pl. 3, 14, 1; HippoC. Morb.
3,17,32 =7, 158, 17 Littré.

8 XeN. EPH. 1, 3, 4; 5, 7, 5; HELIOD. Aeth. 8, 6, 6; 9, 3, 6.
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These conclusions are supported by Epistle 2, 22 (Hyle to
Nomios):
(1) BapiCerg cic dotu xatiey, & Nowle, xal Tov dypdv (2) 008
duapd) 0éreic bpav- (3) dpyodg 32 % vi) (4) xnpeevovea TGV
gxmovodvtwy, Eym 32 (5) oinovpd pévy peta tic (6) Zopag (7)
dyoamnTde o (8) maudia (9) Bouroroboa. b 3¢ 7uiv (10)
adTéyena (11) pecarmdriog dvhpwmoc (12) perpdnrov (13)
BGTINOV dvepdvnc. dxobw Ydp oe (14) Td oA (15) émi Zni-
pov xai Kepapetrod diatpifery, ob gust tods (16) EEwAectd-
Tovg oy ol xal (17) pactwvn tov Biov (18) xatavarionery.
“You're always going down to the city, Nomios, and you’re
unwilling to give even a glance to the farm. Our land lies idle,
bereft of men to work it, and I am tending the house alone
with Syra and taking care of the children as best I can. Mean-
while, although you’re a middle-aged person with hair already
gone part gray, you resemble a boy about town; for I hear you're
spending most of your time in Skiron and the Kerameikos,
where they say the biggest rascals waste their lives in idleness and
ease.

Unlike Salakonis in Epistles 2, 24 and 2, 25, Nomios does
not reply, leaving Hyle in a desperate and impossible situation.
Once again, however, my interest is in how she expresses herself
rather than in what she says. (1) Oxp.iCew with a particle is found
already once in the Odyssey®® but seemingly after that first at the
opening of Plato’s Republic, where Socrates is not going off to
the city but to Piraeus.”® Alciphro uses language similar to Oop.i-
Cewc el &otu xattov at 1, 4, 2 &otude Oapileic [...] cuveoptd-
Covoa and 2, 28, 1 eic &otu nataPdc, where the influence of
Od. 15, 505 éoméprog 8 el &otu i3 o Epya xdtery “in the
evening I will return to the city after I have inspected my fields”
is perhaps heard instead. None of this is satisfactory, but it is
difficult to escape the impression that the beginning of this
letter recalls a combination of these primary texts or others
similar to them — or, better put, secondary scholarship drawing

8 Od. 8, 451.
% PL. Resp. 328c & Xevnparee, 0d 8¢ Oapilere Huiv xotaBaivey el tov Ile-
poud “Socrates, you don’t often come down to the Piracus to see us”.
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on and analyzing them. (2) 0%%" dxap? (also in Lucian;’! cf.
und dxapd once in both Alciphro and Lucian®) is attested a
handful of times in fifth/fourth-century Athenian literature,”
as is simple dxap?), including at Antipho fr. 146 Thalheim,
which is drawn from Hesychius = Photius and thus patently
from a lexicographer. Indeed, Moeris o 89 specifically identifies
the word as an Atticism, making it a reasonable conclusion that
Alciphro and Lucian have got it from a similar source. (3) For
&py6c in the sense “fallow”, LS] s.v. (B) 1.2 cites only three pas-
sages from fourth-century Athenian prose,” suggesting that
this is another Atticism identified as such in antiquity. (4) 7 v#
¥neebovca Tév xmovolvtwy appears to be an echo of Od. 9,
124 évdpv ympeder (of Cyclops Island), which is also picked
up in Plutarch and Aelian.”” Perhaps all three authors refer spe-
cifically to Homer, but just as likely they have got the trope
as a bit of approved rhetorical color from a secondary source.
(5) oixoupé is Attic vocabulary,”® and the fact that it is used
again by Alciphro, as well as by Lucian, Aelian, and Plutarch,”
suggests that it was recommended to them. (6) The name 2%pa
is a bit of Attic color also picked up by Lucian.”® (7) &yanntéc
is colloquial fourth-century Attic vocabulary® also found at 1,
16, 2 and common in e.g. Plutarch and Aelian.'® (8) mowdio is
a fifth-century form, very common in Herodotus, comedy, and

91 LUCIAN. Am. 10.

92 ALCIPHR. 4, 14, 1; LUCIAN. Am. 26.

9 In addition to ANTIPH. fr. 146 Thalheim (discussed below), AR. Vesp. 541;
Av. 1649; [DEM.] 50, 56.

9 XEN. Cyr. 3, 2, 195 Isoc. 4, 132; THEOPHR. Hist. pl. 9, 12, 2.

9 PLUT. Pomp. 28, 4 Abpny iy Ayaida, ynpesdovsay avdpdy téte; AEL. NA
4, 59 dvbpimwy ynpedovsa.

9 First attested at AESCH. Ag. 809; subsequently e.g. SOPH. Phil. 1328; HER-
MIPP. fr. 46, 3 K.-A.; PL. Resp. 451d; [DEM.] 59, 86; [ARIST.] Ath. pol. 56, 4.

7 Also ALCIPHR. 4, 13, 19; LUCIAN. Nigr. 18; e.g. AEL. NA 5, 18; 9, 53;
PLUT. Per. 11, 1; 34, 1.

9 AR. Pax 1146; PHILEM. fr. 117, 1 K.-A.; APOLLOD. CARYSTIUS fr. 8, 1 K.-A;
LUCIAN. Dial. meret. 4, 4, 5.

9 E.g. PL. Lys. 218c; Menex. 245¢; Lys. 6, 45; Isoc. 14, 41; DEM. 19, 200;
DripH. fr. 89, 2 K.-A.

100 E g PLUT. Mor. 321c; e.g. AEL. NA 5, 11.
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prose'® and used repeatedly by Alciphro,'® doubtless for that
reason. (9) LS] s.v. 1.2 offers only one other example of Bouxo-
Mo + person in the sense of “caring for”, at Ar. Vesp. 10, where
the reference is to tending a god. A better parallel is H. Mere.
167 Bouvxoréwy Epe xol ot Siapmepéc “always taking care of
you and me”, in which case — regardless of what one thinks of
the date of the Hymn — this must be another of Alciphro’s epic
rarities. (10) adtéypnpo is attested before this only at Ar. Eg. 78,
but is also used at 2, 26, 1 and six times by Aelian.'® Whether
the word has been drawn direct from Aristophanes or not,
therefore, it appears to be employed because it is both attested
as Attic and unusual. (11) pecoarméhoc is a Homeric hapax
legomenon at /. 13, 361, and is attested subsequently only once
in ‘Aesop’'® and in scattered Roman-era sources, including at
2,13, 2 and Ael. NA 12, 43. This is accordingly another epic
rarity best explained as drawn from a source that collected such
words, a conclusion supported by the fact that Galen and Pol-
lux both treat it as a bit of recherché but useful vocabulary.!®
(12) pewpdxrov is colloquial Attic, common in comedy and
prose.'% Alciphro uses it 15 times, Lucian over 50, Aelian almost
40.197 (13) dorinde is also Attic'® and accordingly draws Pol-
lux” attention.'” Alciphro has it five more times, Lucian four,
Aelian three.''® (14) & moAA& in the adverbial sense “often,

101 E.g. HDT. 2, 2, 3; Eup. fr. 261, 3 K.-A.; AR. Lys. 99; ANDOC. 1, 26; XEN.
Oec. 3, 10; PL. Leg. 910c; ISAE. 12, 3.

102 E.g. ALCIPHR. 1, 6, 35 2, 8, 1.

103 E.g. AEL. VA 2, 44; 14, 10.

104 Apsop. Fab. 31, 1 H.-H.

105" GAL. 18b, 221, 8-10 Kiihn; POLL. 2, 12.

106 First attested at PHERECR. fr. 70, 3 K.-A.; also in comedy at e.g. Eup.
fr. 104, 2 K.-A.; e.g. AR. Eq. 556. In prose at e.g. ANTIPH. 2, 4, 8; XEN. Hell. 1,
2, 42; PL. Symp. 192a; IsAE. 5, 40.

17 E.g. ALCIPHR. 1, 11, 15 3, 19, 1; 3, 22, 3; e.g. LUCIAN. Im. 1; Philops. 37;
e.g. AEL. NA 6, 63; VH 1, 30.

198 First attested at AESCH. Supp. 501, 618; Eum. 997; subsequently at THUC. 5,
20, 1; Lys. 17, 3; DEM. 55, 11; MEN. Dys. 41; also twice at THEOC. 20, 4; 20, 31.

199 PoLL. 9, 17.

10 ArcipHR. 1, 11, 15 2, 5, 25 2, 8, 3; 3, 34, 1; 3, 35, 3; LUCIAN. Bis acc. 11,
9; Dial. deor. 20, 7; Dial. meret. 7, 3; 15, 2; AEL. NA 4, 59; 6, 63; 8, 22.

o
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generally, mostly, repeatedly” appears to be an Atticism;'!!
Alciphro hasitalso at 1, 8, 15 2, 18, 1; 2, 28, 2; 3, 34, 1, Lucian
scores of times.'!? (15) éri Xnipov xal Kepapenod (meaning ~
“ecambling and whoring”) is echoed at 3, 5, 1, where Skiron is
a district for prostitutes, as also in an entry in Harpocration =
Suda citing Theopompus,'' while at 3, 12, 3 and 3, 28, 3 the
same is supposedly true of the Kerameikos.!'¥ This is thus
another bit of Attic color drawn at least in part from the lexi-
cographic/antiquarian scholarly tradition. (16) é£mavc is attested
once in Herodotus and is common in colloquial Attic.'"> After
that, it surfaces in Plutarch;!! twice more in Alciphro, including
at 3, 18, 4 A07var »al 16v Abrvnor xufeutdy of EEwréotato
“Athens and the foulest of those who shoot dice in Athens”,
which appears to be closely connected to this passage; once in
Lucian;'"” and twice in Aelian.''® (17) ¢ty is attested in
the classical period in Herodotus and Hippocrates, and then in
Attic prose;'"”? the combination with 602 raises the possibility
that this is a specific echo of Dem. 18, 45 7o 32 73] xa0’ fHp.épor
pacTadvy xal oyory] derealopévmv “ensnared by the ease and
idleness of their daily life”, where both words are similarly in
the dative. pgoTcdvy appears again in the Roman era twice in

1 Eg EUP. fr. 172, 4 K.-A.; EUR. Jon 239; Bacch. 486; THUC. 1, 13, 15 1,
78, 2.

112 E.g. LUCIAN. Demon. 21; VH 1, 13.

113 THEOPOMP. FGrH 115 F 228 S1é7ptBov &v Inipwt of xuPedovrec “those
who shoot dice spent their time in Skiron”.

114 For the Kerameikos (also mentioned at 4, 8, 11) as a place for prostitutes,
cf. ALEXIS fr. 206 K.-A.

15 HDT. 7, 9, 2, B.1; in colloquial Attic at e.g. EUP. fr. 51 K.-A.; AR. Pax 1072;
ANDOC. 1, 126; ANTIPHAN. fr. 157, 12 K.-A.; DEM. 19, 172.

116 E.g. PLUT. Mor. 13a; Pel. 26, 4.

17 LUCIAN. Nigr. 23.

18 AFL. fr. 123, 14; 325, 5.

19 In Ionic prose at HDT. 3, 136, 2; e.g. HIPPOC. De arte 11, 22 = 6, 20, 17
Literé. In Attic prose at THUC. 1, 120, 4; 3, 136, 7; XEN. Eq. 7, 19; PL. Resp. 525c¢;
Isoc. 4, 36; DEM. 18, 45; 19, 219. Note also DioD. Sic. 38/39, 9; DION. HAL.
2, 3, 3; and PLUT. Mor. 655¢, combining to suggest that pactchvyy %ol oy0hfyv
may have come to be treated as a set phrase.
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Lucian and once in Aelian,'?® as one might expect if the word

were an approved Atticism. (18) xatavarioxo is found in Hip-
pocrates and Attic prose,'?! on the one hand, and in Aelian
(who has an expression very similar to tov Blov xatoveioxery),
on the other, and was likely regarded as good fifth/fourth-cen-
tury vocabulary.

Once again, only a handful of the words and phrases noted
in this letter can be traced specifically to the lexicographic tra-
dition. We are nonetheless in the position of believing either
that Alciphro himself has done all the painstaking reading and
checking that would be required to assemble this combination
of rare words (including two Homeric hapax legomena) and
typical fifth- and fourth-century, mostly Attic vocabulary, or
that he has drawn most of this from elsewhere. The simpler
thesis — and thus the one to be preferred — is the second, espe-
cially given how many of these words also show up in Lucian
and Aeclian. Nor does Alciphro re-use the specific sources to
which his language can on occasion be traced in any obviously
clever way; the borrowing and adaptation is on an almost exclu-
sively lexical level.

Much the same is true of Epistle 2, 20 (Thallos to Pityiskos):

TRVTOL ch\C) (1) Tpuydv — EotL oo TO xapmdy (2) &odpéme-
cBat whvewy (3) ap.otp*q Sixaog — cEanpéranc 3¢ dhéhw (4) B)\l’f-
tew ta (5) cy.mm Erwv odv (6) clp.B?toug OO T TtsTpQ(,
amoxddoag (7) nnpia (8) veoyevdj (9) mpdTov pév toic Heoig
(10) &mnpEdpnv, (Ibis) émerta 3¢ toic oirorc Huiv (10bis)
dmdpyopat. Zott 3¢ (7bis) Aevnd i3eiv xal (11) dmosTtdlovra
(12) MBédag (13) Attinod péAitog, oiov ai (14) Bpidfcoion
Aaydveg (15) éEavBobot. (16) nai vov peév talra Téumopey,
(17) eig véwra 3¢ déyoto map Hudv peilo (18) Tovtwvi xal
7dlovor.

<

120 LUCIAN. Mere. 3 pete mdomne pactavne xal Ndoviic; Demon. 5; AEL. NA
7, 42.

121 E.g. HiproC. Epid. 2, 4, 2, 12 = 5, 126, 2 Littré; XeN. Mem. 1, 2, 22;
PL. Phd. 72d; IsOC. 3, 31; ARIST. Part. an. 651a22; THEOPHR. Hist. pl. 2, 6, 2.

122 AEL. VH 3, 13 t6 mhelotov tod Blov [...] xatavarionew “to waste most of

their life”, and note also LYCURG. 1, 94; ALCID. fr. 1, 19; DION. HAL. Lys. 25, 71.
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“I'm fond of bringing in any sort of harvest — for reaping crops
is a just return for labor — but I particularly like extracting honey
from bee-hives. Since I have some hives under the cliff, there-
fore, I broke off new combs; and first I made a preliminary offer-
ing to the gods, and then I make a gift to you, my friends. They
are light gold in appearance and drip libations of Attic honey,
the sort the flanks of Brilessos produce. I am now sending these
(to you), and next year may you receive even larger and sweeter
ones than these from us!”

Unlike the letters examined previously, 2, 20 is strikingly
upbeat and is perhaps supposed to be written by a tenant
sending his landlord an annual gift or Odriog (LS] s.v. I1I), as
Benner / Fobes suggest. As for Thallus’ language: (1) Alpha-
contract tpuyde (in contrast to the Homeric omicron-contract
Teuybw!?) is a fifth/fourth-century form'?4 but rare after that.
Lucian has it seven times, Aelian six,'*> suggesting that Alciphro
uses it because it represents approved vocabulary with a dis-
tinctly ‘classical’ resonance. (2) dmodpénw is a rare poetic word
found in Hesiod and Pindar,'?® and is thus precisely the sort of
item one would expect lexicographers to collect. But the use of
the middle plus genitive is odd, and the fact that Alciphro has
it again at 3, 15, 2, as does Aelian,'” may suggest a now-lost
model. (3) The combination éu.of% Sixatoc appears repeatedly
in Roman-era authors, including twice in the pseudo-Lucianic
Ass.'? Tt is attested in the classical period only at Theophr. De
piet. fr. 12, 55, which might mean that Alciphro or his source got
it from there. But this also sounds like a fixed proverbial phrase,
like xoedv éml naxd at 2, 19, 3, and the obvious alternative is
that the phrase is drawn from a paroemiographer — which

125 Howm. 1. 18, 566; Od. 7, 124.

124 E.g. HDT. 4, 199, 4; AR. Vesp. 634; Pax 1339; XeN. Oec. 19, 19; PL. Leg.
844e.

125 E.g. LUCIAN. Catapl. 20; VH 1, 22; 2, 14; e.g. AEL. NA 9, 32; 9, 45.

126 HEs. Op. 611; PIND. Pyth. 9, 110; note also ARCHIP. fr. 50, 3 K.-A. »fjmov
dmodpémeLs.

127" AEL. NA 6, 21.

128 E.g. [LUCIAN.] Asin. 27.
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admittedly only pushes the problem back one step. (4) Pritto,
by contrast, appears to be distinctly Attic,'” and is recom-
mended by Pollux (albeit with a definition that does not fit the
use of the word here) and glossed by Timaeus on Plato and
Hesychius (in a way that does),'?" suggesting a connection to
the lexicographic tradition. (5) The impression that Alciphro
has got BAirTw from a lexicographer is reinforced by his use of
ouivoc, which is attested first in Hesiod and thereafter repeat-
edly in Attic,”" and which Pollux'*? offers at the beginning of
the section that also includes BAirtw, and which Phrynichus
approves.'?® (6) Between sp.fjvoc and Brlttw in Pollux, more-
over, appears plural s{pprot, which is also found in the same
section of Hesiod as ou#ivog'®® and then in the singular in Aris-
tophanes and Aristotle’® and in the plural a number of times
in Aelian.!*® Alciphro thus seems to be offering a showy cluster
of specialized vocabulary, as he does many other times in the
Epistles,"> probably on the basis of a text resembling Pollux.
(7) This is all the more so because xvpto Acuxd too appears in the
same section of Hesiod,'® which has clearly served as a source
for whatever work lies behind this section of Alciphro. This is

129 E.g. SOPH. fr. 778 Radt; AR. Lys. 475; PL. Resp. 564e; ARIST. Hist. an.
627a32.

130 POLL. 1, 254 2peig 8¢ ouiivog ©o mATflog TGy pehvetédv- 6 8¢ thmog alpPhot,
76 3¢ Zpyov pelttTovpyelv: Bhittewy 8¢ 0 xamvilewy Tag pehltTog %ol mwoLely
Gvaywpely “you are to refer to the mass of bees as a sménos; simbloi are the place
[they are found], while the occupation is melittourgein; blittein is “to blow smoke
at the bees and cause them to withdraw”; TiM. Lex. § 10 = HSCH. 8 752 Bilzrewv-
Gpotpely T6 PN &md TV wnptwy blittein: “to extract honey from hives”.

131 HES. Theog. 594. In Attic at e.g. AESCH. Pers. 127; CRATIN. fr. 2 K.-A,;
AR. Nub. 297; XeN. Oec. 17, 15.

132 POLL. 1, 254, quoted in n. 130.

133 PHRYN. PS Epit. pp. 66, 5; 110, 14 de Borries.

134 Hes. Theog. 598.

135 AR. Vesp. 241; ARIST. Hist. an. 627a6.

36 E.g AEL. NA 1, 58; Ep. 5, 4.

137" Similar clusters of specialized vocabulary at e.g. 2, 16, 1 =i &yétany [...]
xal 800 dpemdvag “the plow-handle and two sickles™; 2, 21, 3 oxandvy [...] Ond
T Sueéhy %ol TF opwvdy “a spade [...] the mattock and the hoe”.

138 HES. Theog. 597.

0
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especially the case given the extreme rarity of Aeuxéc in the
sense ‘light gold’, for which LS]J s.v. cites only one other exam-
ple (from Herodotus). (8) veoyevnc is Attic vocabulary'® and
veoyevd is a distinctly Attic form. (9) Alciphro also has wpéTov
wev [...], énerra — a common combination in Attic authors'4’ —
at 3, 7, 4; 3, 40, 1, as does Lucian;'! this looks like another
learned stylistic gesture. (10) The repeated use of dmdpyopor —
attested already at Od. 3, 446; 14, 422 in reference to sacrifice
and then numerous times in fifth/fourth-century sources'#? — in
what seem to be two slightly different senses is striking. Were
Alciphro a Hellenistic poet, we would inevitably read this as an
indication of the author’s awareness of a learned dispute sur-
rounding the proper meaning of the word, which Lucian also
uses.'® (11) &mootdlw is fifth/fourth-century vocabulary and a
poeticism in Attic,'* while (12) aBéc is also a poeticism,!*®
although the word is attested in Hellenistic epic as well as in
Attic'%® and is thus generally high-style. (13) The reference to
Attic honey is a typical bit of fifth/fourth-century color.!?” (14)
Beuisoion dayéveg (meaning “the slopes of Mt. Pentelikon”)
finds a parallel only at Callim. fr. 552 Pfeiffer Bpianosob hayé-
veaaw. Either Alciphro is echoing Callimachus — which would
expand his range of literary reference considerably — or, more
likely, both poets are recalling some famous but now other-
wise unknown text. In either case, this is clearly a deliberate

139 E.g. AESCH. Cho. 530; SOPH. fr. 754, 5 Radt; XeN. Cyn. 10, 23; PL. Sph.
259d; ANTIPHAN. fr. 55, 4 K.-A.

140 E.g. SoPH. fr. 395* Radt; AR. Vesp. 1177; THUC. 1, 115, 5; IsAE. 3, 78.

Ml E.g. LUCIAN. Tupp. trag. 49; Par. 11.

142 E.g. HDT. 3, 24, 4; EUR. EL 91; AR. Ach. 244; XEN. Hier. 4, 2.

143 Of a preliminary sacrifice at LUCIAN. Syr. D. 60.

144 E.g. SIMON. 519 fr. 79, 9 Page; e.g. HIPPOC. Mud. 205, 3 = 8, 392, 19 Lic-
tré; in Attic also at SOPH. Ant. 959; EUR. Jon 1011.

145 First attested at AESCH. Pers. 613, subsequently at e.g. SOPH. Phil. 1216;
EUR. Andr. 116; ANTIPHAN. fr. 55, 13 K.-A. (‘dithyrambic’ style); in prose at
THEOPHR. Hist. pl. 2, 4, 4.

146 CALLIM. fr. 250, 10 Pfeiffer; Ap. RHOD. 4, 606; 4, 1735; NIC. Ther. 61.

147 For Attic honey, e.g. AR. Pax 252; Thesm. 1192; ANTIPHAN. fr. 177, 1-3
K.-A.; ARCHESTR. fr. 60, 17-18 K.-A.
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rarity. (15) 2£avBéw is used by both Hippocrates'*® and Attic
authors,'”? and thus likely appears here as a bit of ‘good classi-
cal vocabulary’. (16) xal vBv pév is found twice in early epic!™
and then repeatedly in Attic.!! Alciphro has it again at 2, 34, 2,
suggesting that this is another taught combination. (17) =i
véwra is attested in the classical period in Xenophon, Theophras-
tus, and the comic poets,’ and then three times in Lucian,!”?
which probably means that he and Alciphro have it as an
approved Atticism. Finally, (18) the deictic 70ta on toutwvt is
an Atticism.

These are only four of the Letters of Farmers. The impression
created is nonetheless that Alciphro’s language is overwhelmingly
drawn from fifth- and fourth-century (primarily Athenian)
sources, with a smattering of learned epicisms thrown in. In a
number of cases, a specific model for a phrase can be identified.
But this does not appear to be a learned game of allusion to and
reworking of individual exemplars. Instead, what Alciphro is
borrowing is language of a sort nominally appropriate to char-
acters lodged in a make-believe late-classical Athenian world
lightly colored by its Homeric and Hesiodic predecessors. As for
the sources for this material, perhaps they come from Alciphro’s
own deep, careful reading of early epic, the Attic poets and ora-
tors, etc. — in which case we seem obliged to imagine an audi-
ence that is similarly learned, allowing it to use its own broad,
subtle knowledge of canonical sources to make sense of the
freshly composed text before it. What tells against this thesis is
not only its inherent improbability but the fact that the reader-
ship for which the Epistles are written is seemingly expected to
appreciate their various verbal gestures without being concerned

18 E.g HippOC. Epid. 2,3, 1,25 = 5, 102, 5 Littré.

149 AESCH. Pers. 821; EUR. /7 300; THUC. 2, 49, 5; XEN. Cyn. 5, 5; PL.
Plt. 273d; ANTIPHAN. fr. 294 K.-A.

150 Howm. 71, 24, 685; H.Ap. 326,

51 E.g. AESCH. Sept. 21; EUR. Andyr. 732; XEN. An. 2, 4, 3; PL. Men. 85c.

152 XeN. Cyr. 7,2, 13; 8, 6, 15; e.g. THEOPHR. Char. 3, 3; in the comic poets
at e.g. ALEXIS fr. 131, 7 K.-A.

155 LucIAN. Vit. auct. 1; Bis acc. 4; Hermot. 4.
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with the content of specific models. What is wanted is instead a
generic appreciation of words, phrases, customs, names, and the
like — and just enough survives of the ancient scholarly tradition
touching on these and similar matters to suggest that this tradi-
tion, and the broader tradition of teaching and learning it repre-
sents, is the basic resource or set of interrelated resources that lies
behind the Epistles. Like his audience, Alciphro is learned, but in
a secondary manner. He knows the vocabulary and constructions
he employs and the set of conventional cultural and literary
tropes to which he refers primarily through intermediary texts
and teachers, and the obvious conclusion is that he expects the
same of his audience. Had we more of the antiquarian and lexi-
cographic work on which Alciphro drew, we would be in a posi-
tion to appreciate more fully the cleverness and sophistication of
his work. But just enough of it survives to let us catch fleeting
glimpses of a significant aspect of the literary art of the Epistles.
The Letters of Farmers are not a mere collection of words.
Attention to Alciphro’s language nonetheless opens up aspects
of his work that might otherwise remain invisible to us, and
helps make better sense of the author, his genre, and his time.
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DISCUSSION

A. Cassio: Texts like the letters of Alciphro are fascinating on
many counts, especially because of the complete artificiality of
the situations described and their focus on the resurrection of
the old Attic dialect. Obviously the ‘correct’ preparation of such
texts posed problems, since the authors ran the risk of commit-
ting ridiculous blunders like the dmohodpevoc you mention.
In some cases the Attic models are easily recognizable, but
matters are not always so easy; for instance you mention
propos of oxavddhn the closest possible model, Attic oxoavddi-
Opov, but oxavddy itself seems completely isolated, and it is
hard to say what happened: a mistake? an Attic form unknown
to us? an invented hyper-sophisticated form? &puvyddiy
“almond” was the Attic counterpart of Hellenistic gp.dySanov,
and I would not exclude that Alciphro decided to modify the
banal oxdvdadov by ‘Atticizing it back’ into oxavddiy. In other
words, the use of invented Attic forms should not be excluded.

Another tricky instance is mepngavéw, which is Homeric
(Zl. 11, 694) but seems to have enjoyed success only in post-
classical times (Polybius, the Sepruagint, and Christian authors),
so that it is hardly surprising that Pollux 9, 146 advised against
it: he accepted the noun (dmepnpavia) but not the verb (to 8¢
oo T0 OTepm@avely odx Emouwvd). Probably Alciphro thought
that Homer’s use of it would have excused its presence in an
Attic text, but the Atticists accurately distinguished between
Homer and Attic and recommended Attic. Many Atticist texts
pose problems that are more complicated than we would like.

S.D. Olson: Alciphro is clearly playing a sophisticated liter-
ary game, and he expects his audience to enjoy watching him
play it. Unfortunately for us, he never makes the rules of his
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game explicit, and all we can do is work them out from the
texts themselves. Homer, for example, clearly falls within the
range of authors Alciphro regards as canonical for his own pur-
poses, regardless of what a strict Atticist might think; what one
would like to know is how eccentric this point of view was.
That oxoavddrn “sounded right”, even if it was not, may well be
the case. If so, however, Alciphro may not have been the one
to generate it. Added to this is the fact that we do not have as
much evidence as we would like — which is to say that a great
deal inevitably escapes us, and that numerous words or turns of
phrase in the Epistles that today seem flat, puzzling or ‘wrong’
might make sense if we had one more play of Sophocles or one
more speech of Lysias. All texts from antiquity, after all, are
more complicated than we would like — or at least more com-
plicated than we can appreciate. In this case, we see something
but not everything. Perhaps that is enough.

As for the ‘complete artificiality’ of the situations described
in the Epistles, the world Alcipho’s characters inhabit appears to
be very much that of Attic Middle Comedy, which (so far as
we can tell from the fragments) was similarly full of rustic
farmers, obnoxious if amusing parasites, sophisticated courte-
sans, hypocritical philosophers, hapless fishermen, and the like.
Whether anyone in Alciphro’s time believed that Attica had
been like that hundreds of years ago is unclear. But perhaps
they did, or at least partially did, which is to say that the pro-
ject carried out in the Epistles is not so much the invention of
a world as a nominal recreation of one.

A. Vatri: 3swbtng was a technical term in Imperial literary
criticism (e.g. in Longinus, Dionysius of Halicarnassus, and
Plutarch’s De Herodoti malignitate). Longinus and Dionysius
(but cf. already Demetrius) use it with a specialized sense to
describe a specific rhetorical quality (“vigour”, “vehemence”);
in Plutarch and Dionysius himself it may be used more generi-
cally to designate “rhetorical ability”. The fragment of Demades
is a nice parallel for Alciphro; but De Falco, the editor of
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Demades’ fragments, considers it spurious and assigns it to a
rhetorical exercise on a Demadean theme. In this light, the
use of dewéTyg in the Epistles seems to point to rhetorical edu-
cation more than anything.

S.D. Olson: This is another example of how fragile our evi-
dence is. If De Falco is right, the passage I have cited is not
evidence for the Attic prose character of this word but for its
reception in the Roman period. The case I am trying to build,
however, is cumulative. Other fifth- and fourth-century prose
authors appear to use dewétng, whether Demades did or not;
were all those uses too to be expunged by editors, this point
would have to be struck, but others would stand; and my
overall claim is that the underlying impression of how Alciphro
operates and what he expects from his readers would not be
substantially different as a consequence.

O. Tribulato: You raise fundamental questions about the
role of imitation in Greek literary language and the extent to
which we can understand its motivations. In regard to this,
I have two questions. The first concerns methodology. In your
analysis of the words used by Alciphro you have given their
first attestation in Attic (or sometimes earlier) literature and
have highlighted how they resurface in Atticist works or in the
Second Sophistic. I wonder whether working with these two
extremes may not lead us to miss the fact that some of these
words may have a richer linguistic history, which might lead us
to doubt that they would be perceived by Alciphro’s readers
specifically as Atticisms. Take the adverb suveyéc, for instance.
What is specifically Attic about it? suveyég is pervasive in Greek
prose of any age, and koiné prose is no exception. Another case
is oxvlpwnéc: what is the actual Attic hidden reference of this
word? It was used continuously in koiné works, such as the
Septuagint, the New Testament, Diodorus Siculus, etc. In itself,
onubpwmée does not strike me as learned Attic vocabulary: is a
specific passage implied?
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My second question concerns your interpretation of the pur-
pose of Alciphro’s stylistic exercise in imitation. Is it only a
question of using ‘correct’ language which readers may have
found interesting or educational — or is the point to parody
Attic texts and epic by adopting their linguistic strategies? The
first strategy may be the use of marked epic and tragic language
(thus, e.g., puddew, Tdhowve and &Ovppa) for trivial or laughable
situations in a way not dissimilar from the comic cook who
speaks in snatches of Homeric Greek. The other strategy would
be to resort to language specifically marked as comic to further
characterize the humorous aspects of these scenes. For instance,
in Alciphro 2, 19 the mix of high-brow rare words and refer-
ences to humbler settings may have been intended to create a
humorous contrast between the self-stylization of the protagonist
as a ‘refined man’ and his brutal conduct.

S.D. Olson: You are right that cuvey@g is more widely dis-
tributed than I imply. Photius, patently echoing some lost
lexicographer, approves it in the sense “constantly” — which seems
to be the normal meaning in the classical period, and also how
Alciphro uses it — but not in the sense ‘frequently’. The note in
Photius shows that the proper use of the word was a matter of
dispute, and that Attic authors were cited to help resolve the
question. But that is not a strong argument, and were my the-
sis as a whole dependent on it, the reader would be well-advised
to be sceptical. oxulpwméc is more suggestive, because the word
does first surface in Attic texts. The question becomes whether
that was enough to brand it as ‘good classical vocabulary’ even
if not as a pure Atticism. My own sense is that Alciphro or
his teachers or sources worked less scientifically than we
might like in this regard; a word might have a ‘good pedigree’
if it first appeared and was concentrated in texts they regarded
as canonical, even if we today would question some of their
judgments.

As for your second question, my own feeling is that we do
not need to choose between the two options you outline and
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that nothing is gained from attempting to do so. One impor-
tant aspect of the humor in the Epistles is certainly the fact
that a slave on an Attic farm, for example, has the time and
ability to draft a verbally rich and beautifully expressed
description of his troubles with the local foxes: grand lan-
guage and grand models for strikingly trivial matters as expe-
rienced by what one would on the face of it have expected to
be a very unsophisticated person. But that need not be the only
point of interest in the text, and my claim is that something
even cleverer is going on simultaneously on a different level
in the Epistles, and that this has to do with the vocabulary
and constructions themselves and how they are sourced and

deployed.

A. Willi: T like the idea that Alciphro’s letters are primarily
exercices de style, and as such presuppose an in-depth familiarity
with imperial lexicography rather than an impressive first-
hand scholarly knowledge of a wide range of classical literature
per se. But I wonder whether we can confidently assert this
and whether there is not a ‘middle’ option, i.e. to assume that
Alciphro was indeed widely read in classical literature and had
simply acquired a near-native competence of its language in
this way. Would it really have to be a sign of serious scholarship
on his part to have learned that variety by assiduous although
potentially superficial reading?

Second, looking at the specific examples you highlight, I am
struck by Alciphro’s use of seemingly Euripidean éxtd3nv — not
because the lexeme is remarkable as such, but because to me the
construction with an adverb in -8vv looks like something that
would not normally be used in prose (a passive participle being
an obvious alternative). If I were right on that, it would point
to a — in my view remarkable — indifference to generic variation:
if the point was to depict how ordinary Athenians might have
written letters in classical times, did a well-educated audience
not have to object to finding a typically tragic feature within the
mix?
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S.D. Olson: It is of course impossible to know what Alciphro
read and did not read, and the answer to your first question
depends to a considerable extent on something we do not fully
understand and perhaps never will, which is the extent to
which fifth- and fourth-century Athenian texts were circulating
in the Roman world in the third century CE or so. What we
can say with a more substantial degree of confidence, is that
Alciphro’s audience could not all have read and studied e.g. the
comic and tragic poets and the Attic orators in the depth and
with the care that would be required to appreciate the nuances
of the use of language in the Epistles. Put another way, someone
had studied the vocabulary of these texts and others very care-
fully, whether we think that activity was carried out primarily
in the Library at Alexandria and similar institutions (as I tend
to believe) or also by Alciphro in his own working space (as
you suggest). My own impression is that Alciphro does not
write as a fluent semi-native speaker of mock-classical Greek,
but in a way that suggests a careful attention to learned rules,
hence inter alia the repetition of fixed expressions and vocabu-
lary items I have attempted to document both in the Epistles
and in Lucian and Aelian. But all that really matters is that the
audience for which Alciphro wrote must inevitably have had most
of their classics at second hand. I suppose this gets to your
second point as well: Did Alciphro (or Alciphro’s audience)
have the linguistic sophistication to see the point regarding
éxtddny you raise and to object to its appearance in his prose?
The implicit answer would seem to be that they did not, even
if they were well enough informed to be certain that this was
‘good vocabulary’ drawn from Euripides.

L. Huitink: 1 have a question regarding the ‘level’ of the
Attic borrowings you discern. Many of them come from Middle
Comedy, but some are from tragedy and some appear particu-
larly recherché (e.g. cic véwra, which seems a rarified expression
from the Halbattiker Xenophon in particular). Can you give an
indication as to what sorts of Atticisms are more common,
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both in Alciphron and in late Atticizing literature as a whole?
And does an answer to that question have implications for the
‘flavour’ of Alciphro’s letters? Of course, for Alciphro and his
readers, classical Attic was to a large extent a ‘dead’ language,
to be reconstructed from sources from the classical period. But
does Alciphro intend his farmers and other ‘lowly’ characters to
be speaking a passable imitation of ‘real” (vernacular) Attic of the
classical period (as conceived by Alciphro and his audience), or
is the ‘fun’ in part that such characters speak in a rarified and
precious (strictly literary) language?

S.D. Olson: A complete answer to your larger questions
would require a study of the Epistles as a whole, something beyond
the scope of this paper. As other participants at the Entretiens
have noted, Alciphro uses inter alia his choice of vocabulary to
paint a picture of an imaginary classical Attica, and as you
suggest, a clearer understanding of how he manipulated his
primary material would give us a better sense of what he is up
to when he does so. One striking gap, for example, involves
obscenity. What survives of fifth-century comedy leaves little
doubt that Athenians had a rich abusive lexicon of words for
body-parts, sexual acts, and the like, and there seems no reason
to doubt that the average man on the street used such language
as often as some of us do. But such words seem largely — per-
haps entirely — lacking in Alciphro, who has apparently censored
his sources in this regard or relies on sources that have done the
censoring for him. But neither is the language simply ‘rarified
and precious’, given the obvious delight the Epistles take in
straightforwardly ‘prosaic’ words for farmers’ tools, fishermen’s
devices, bee-hives, and the like.

E Schironi: 1 am convinced by much of what you showed
us; this is certainly a time when knowledge is transmitted and
acquired through encyclopedias, compendia, and anthologies.
Many of the words you discuss, however, are not simply Attic
but occur first in Homer or Herodotus and are then used by
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Attic prose writers or poets. Does this suggest that instead of
‘Atticism’” we should speak of the ‘classicism’ of the Second
Sophistic period?

S.D. Olson: There seems little doubt that an ‘Atticist’ move-
ment was active in the Roman world at this time. But whatever
that movement is or means, you are right that Alciphro appears
to represent a slightly different phenomenon: he is interested
in and ready to use Attic vocabulary, but his lexical net is cast
more widely. It is interesting in this context to consider Athe-
naeus, whose sources also seem prepared to cite Homer, Hero-
dotus, the lyric poets, and the like as testimonia for approved
vocabulary, while simultaneously relying most heavily on Attic
authors and especially the comic poets. Perhaps we would do
best, as you suggest, to look for diversity rather than uniformity
in ancient intellectual and literary practice until we have sorted
through the primary material for this period more carefully
than anyone has had the time or inclination to do so far.
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LES LANGUES DE LUEPIGRAMME EPIGRAPHIQUE APRES 400 AV. J.-C.
ET LA LIBERTE DE CHOIX DES REDACTEURS PAR RAPPORT
AUX TRAITS DITS ‘EPIQUES’

ABSTRACT

The aim of this paper is to present a short history of the language(s)
of the Greek epigraphic epigram after 400 BC, focussing on the
absence/presence of features that are commonly termed ‘epic’. While
CEG 830 reflects the increasing influence of Attic in the fourth cen-
tury, the dialectal mixture of GV 755 and the use of the epic-lonic
dialect in GV'1907 illustrate the later development of the epigrammatic
language. Moreover, these epigrams were selected as their authors seem
to have consciously engaged in a dialogue with the epic model, or to
have deliberately refused to do so.

1. Pour un apercu d’une histoire des langues de I'épigramme
épigraphique

La langue de I'épigramme épigraphique est irréductible a une
définition unitaire.! Les débuts du “first known written genre

! “Le iscrizioni non hanno un punto di irradiazione unico, quindi non vi
sono le premesse perché si crei il connubio con un determinato dialetto”:
PALUMBO STRACCA (1987) 430. — Je souhaite remercier vivement Andreas Willi
ainsi que la Direction et tout le personnel de la Fondation Hardt pour 'organi-
sation des Entretiens. Grice a la générosité de la Direction, j’ai pu séjourner en
novembre dernier 4 la Fondation et terminer ainsi la rédaction finale de cette



320 FRANCESCA DELLORO
in the Greek tongue”™ remontent aux premitres attestations
alphabétiques en grec (CEG 432, 454) et son histoire s’étale sur
toute I'Antiquité. Les choix linguistiques des rédacteurs ont été
influencés non seulement par des changements majeurs dans
I’histoire de la langue grecque — par ex., 'émergence de la koiné
A base ionienne-attique —, mais aussi par 'anoblissement de
Iépigramme en un genre littéraire reconnu. Des recueils d’inscrip-
tions de I'époque classique® on passe, & 'époque hellénistique,
aux recueils d’épigrammes “e non pil solo di iscrizioni”.* Le but
de ma communication est de mettre en lumiére la tension entre
tendances unitaires (ou de genre) et tendances individuelles (les
choix des auteurs) apres 400 av. J.-C. : d’'un c6té, la diffusion
de l'alphabet commun, de l'autre, celle de la koiné contribuent
a créer une base épigraphique et linguistique plus uniforme
qu’auparavant. Je me concentrerai, plus particulierement, sur
la présence ou I'absence dans les épigrammes épigraphiques de
traits qu'on peut définir comme ‘épiques’, un élément linguistique
constitutif de la langue de I'épigramme littéraire et également,
mais de maniere plus variable, de I'épigramme épigraphique.
D’abord je fournirai un bref état de la question de I'étude de
I'épigramme épigraphique et de sa langue en particulier. Ensuite
je présenterai trois études de cas — du IV® siecle av. J.-C. a
I'époque impériale — qui présentent trois langues différentes
(Iattique, un mélange dialectal, la langue ionienne-épique) et
dans lesquelles les auteurs montrent qu’ils ont engagé un rapport
différent avec les traits épiques. Aucun de ces trois cas ne pré-
sente de solutions linguistiques exceptionnelles et les trois épi-
grammes ont été sélectionnées parce qu’il m’est paru possible
d’entrevoir des choix linguistiques conscients de la part de leurs
auteurs.

contribution. Je souhaite également remercier le Harvard’s Center for Hellenic
Studies pour son soutien indéfectible & mes recherches.

2 Bruss (2005) 168.

3 A. PETROVIC (2007) 93-98 ; TSAGALIS (2008) 53-56.

4 GARULLI (2012) 14.
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2. D’épigramme épigraphique en tant qu’objet d’étude linguis-
tique

L'épigramme épigraphique n’est pas seulement I'ancétre,
mais aussi I'un des modeles — implicite ou explicite — de I'épi-
gramme fictive. D’ailleurs, le jeu avec les codes épigraphiques
(par ex. les formules fonctionnelles de dédicace) est, avec la
brieveté, I'un des criteres distinctifs du genre. Si la présence et
le role des codes épigraphiques dans les épigrammes littéraires,
en particulier hellénistiques, sont au coeur de plusieurs études,’
on s’est plus rarement intéressé a la question de 'influence de
I'épigramme littéraire sur les épigrammes épigraphiques.® De
méme, on s'est rarement intéressé a la ‘préhistoire’ de I'épi-
gramme littéraire, en étudiant les épigrammes épigraphiques
des époques archaique et classique du point de vue littéraire.”
Les épigrammes épigraphiques ont été étudiées encore plus rare-
ment & partir d’une approche globale qui ne soit pas seulement
littéraire, mais aussi épigraphique et linguistique.® Cependant,
on peut affirmer aujourd’hui que, grice a l'intérét renouvelé
pour les rapports entre les deux typologies d’attestations, I'étude
de I'épigramme épigraphique et celle de I'épigramme littéraire
sont désormais de plus en plus percues comme s’intégrant I'une
a lautre.”

Les épigrammes épigraphiques — soit transmises par voie
directe soit citées par des auteurs — ont longtemps été considérées
comme des expressions poétiques ‘sous-littéraires’ a cause de
leurs buts pragmatiques qui les opposeraient, du moins en prin-
cipe, aux épigrammes ‘littéraires’ réunies dans un recueil avec
d’autres poemes du méme genre et transmises par la tradition

> FANTUZZI (2004), en particulier 283-338 ; BRUSS (2005) ; MEYER (2005) ;
TUELLER (2008) ; cf. aussi RossI (2001) ; PETROVIC (2007) ; SENS (2011).

¢ PARSONS (2002) ; BETTENWORTH (2007) ; DE STEFANI / MAGNELLI (2011),
en particulier 545-549 ; GARULLI (2012) ; CHRISTIAN (2015).

7 TSAGALIS (2008) ; BAUMBACH / PETROVIC / PETROVIC (2010).

8 Par ex., CASSIO (2007) ; Kaczko (2016).

9 SISTAKOU / RENGAKOS (2016).
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manuscrite.' Lintérét croissant pour I'épigramme épigraphique
en tant qu'ancétre et modele des épigrammes littéraires a pour-
tant amené 2 reconsidérer I'existence et I'opportunité d’une
séparation nette entre les deux typologies d’attestation.'!

Ces deux modalités d’attestation ne sont cependant pas sans
conséquence pour notre réception de la langue de I'épigramme
et il faut donc bien les garder a 'esprit. Gow et Page dans leur
édition des épigrammes hellénistiques de I'Anthologia Graeca
dégagent trois groupes d’épigrammes:'? les épigrammes écrites
“in Epic and lonic dialect”; les épigrammes écrites “in a dialect
which might properly be called non-Ionic, but which in this
book it will be convenient, and in the Hellenistic age hardly
incorrect, to call Doric”; les épigrammes dans lesquelles “the two
dialects are inextricably mixed”, comme déja dans les inscriptions
attiques en vers et ailleurs. Lorsque la tradition les confronte a
des variantes dialectales pour les épigrammes du troisieme groupe,
Gow et Page ont fait valoir un critere d’uniformité (“the forms
which best match the rest of the epigram”), bien que conscients
du fait que certaines variantes pourraient étre entrées dans la
tradition suite & 'emploi de la part des copistes et correcteurs
du méme critere; lorsque la tradition est concordante, ils ont
décidé d’introduire le moins de changements possibles et de
‘presque’ les limiter aux passages ol un seul mot est ‘aberrant’.
Que le résultat des choix éditoriaux de Gow et Page ne soit pas
toujours satisfaisant avait déja été montré de maniere convain-
cante par Palumbo Stracca a travers des cas de double attesta-
tion.!? L'analyse de Sens des ‘dorismes’ du ‘Nouveau Posidippe’
(P.Mil.Vogl. VIII 309) I'a ultérieurement confirmé.'4

10 Par ex., HOSCHELE (2010) 89 (“subliterar”, “Gebrauchspoesie” vs “Buch-
epigrammatik”). Cf. aussi THOMAS (1998) 205 (“functional” vs “literary”), qui
remarque toutefois que “the fiction of functionality is part of the essence of the
developing epigrammatic genre”.

"' Voir notamment GARULLI (2012), en particulier 28-30 ; et CHRISTIAN (2015)
17-24.

12 Gow / PAGE (1965) XLV-XLVI.

13 PALUMBO STRACCA (1987) ; voir aussi KACZKO (2009) ; GARULLI (2012).

14 SENS (2004).
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Létude des épigrammes épigraphiques, de son c6té, a donné
des résultats parfois divergents, en particulier quand il s’est agi de
savoir si les auteurs ont employé leur propre dialecte. Les études
de Mickey, qui ont eu une influence considérable jusqu’a une
date récente, donnaient une réponse négative a la question “Were
they [sc. les rédacteurs] then self-consciously writing ‘literature’ in
their own dialects?”."> De plus, Mickey dégageait une tendance a
éviter les formes dialectales locales, qui se serait renforcée entre les
plus anciennes attestations de I'dge archaique et les épigrammes
composées avant 400 av. ].-C.'® Pourtant Buck reconnaissait déja
'importance du contexte épichorique, tout comme l'ont fait plus
récemment Palumbo Stracca, Cassio, Dell’Oro, Passa et Kaczko.!”
En particulier, Alonso Déniz et Nieto Izquierdo ainsi que Guijarro
Ruano expriment une prise de position nette contre les conclu-
sions de Mickey par rapport a 'emploi du dialecte local.’® Les
données recueillies par Mickey semblent donc pouvoir s’appliquer
au cas particulier qu’elle étudie de maniere plus approfondie, celui
de la Thessalie, mais moins a d’autres régions. D’ailleurs, une
perspective diachronique permet de mieux rendre compte des
données et des résultats recueillis par Mickey : la tendance a éviter
des traits ressentis comme nettement locaux se serait accentuée
avec le temps et en paralléle de P'affirmation de I'ionien comme
langue de I'épigramme."

Une autre question importante est celle de la présence
d’ionismes et de traits épiques. Dans ce cas aussi, Mickey arri-
vait a la conclusion que les auteurs d’épigrammes épigraphiques
ne recherchaient pas consciemment a ce que leurs vers sonnent
comme ‘ioniens’.?’ Elle est suivie par Passa qui dégage une
“tendenza a usare elementi linguistici dei dialetti epicorici a

15 MIcKeyY (1981a) ; (1981b) 54.

16 MIcKEY (1981b) 56.

17 Buck (1923) ; PALUMBO STRACCA (1987) ; Cassio (1994) ; DELL’ORO
(2013) ; Passa (22016) ; Kaczko (2016).

18 ALONSO DENIz / NIETO 1ZQUIERDO (2009) ; GUIJARRO RUANO (2015).

19 Passa (22016) 274.

20" Cf. MICKEY (1981b) 42 sur la dépendance postulée entre ‘ionien’ et ‘épique’.
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spese dello ionico, il dialetto tradizionalmente associato in eta
arcaica all’epica e all’elegia”.?! Buck était quant 2 lui d’un autre
avis. En répondant a Kretschmer, qui limitait le cas d’emploi
de formes épiques a la nécessité métrique, Buck met en évi-
dence des cas ot le rédacteur a choisi une formulation ‘épique’ la
ol 'adhésion au dialecte local n’aurait pas été problématique.??
Sans toujours aborder la question d’'un emploi conscient,” et
avec des nuances différentes, les experts cités plus haut s’accordent
aussi sur I'importance de la composante épique dans les épi-
grammes f’:piglraphiques.24 D’ailleurs, cette présence est amplement
reconnue pour la période hellénistique également, quand I'épi-
gramme littéraire s’épanouit.”’

La question de 'emploi des traits épiques est plus complexe
que généralement reconnu. On peut se demander ce qu’un
datif en -oi51(v) ou un génitif en -oto — pourvu qu’ils puissent
étre interprétés comme des traits littéraires — ont de spécifique-
ment épique en soi. Sil semble raisonnable de supposer une
influence de la langue épique pour la phase la plus ancienne de
'histoire de I'épigramme épigraphique, en va-t-il de méme
pour les époques suivantes, quand, en plus de I'influence de
I’élégie, on peut supposer celle d’autres langues littéraires?2°
Le probleme qui émerge ici est celui des différentes lectures
possibles de formes qu'on trouve a partir d’Homere, mais qui
des 'époque archaique pouvaient étre lues comme se rattachant

21 PassA (22016) 273.

22 Buck (1923) ; KRETSCHMER (1913) 325-326; voir, par ex., la fin d’hexa-
metre xaoiyvétowo movéle (CEG 143, 6), alors que xactyvitou émovily aurait
été possible.

23 On pourrait en effet penser 2 un emploi générique, une fois que I'élément
‘épique’ est intégré A la langue épigrammatique; cf. PAssa (22016) 278 (“man mano
che si va avanti nel tempo, infatti, essi [sc. les épigrammes sur pierre] attestano un
uso sempre pilt marcato del dialetto ionico. Cid comprova oltre ogni ragionevole
dubbio la forza di penetrazione della dizione ionico-epica, che nel corso dell’epoca
arcaica si andava evidentemente affermando come I'unica di prestigio”).

24 Voir, par ex., KACzKO (2009) 91 (“epigrams [...] being verse compositions,
are influenced by poetical models, above all by epics”).

% Voir, par ex., BING (2009) 125 (“pervasive reference to epic diction and values”).

26 Voir, par ex., TSAGALIS (2008), en particulier 268-273, pour l'influence de
la langue tragique sur les épigrammes attiques du IV¢ siecle av. J.-C.
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a d’autres genres littéraires, y compris I'épigramme elle-méme.
Dans les épigrammes postérieures a 400 av. J.-C. sélectionnées
dans cette contribution, ces éléments épiques semblent avoir
joué un role pour les rédacteurs au-dela des codes du genre
épigrammatique. L'auteur de CEG 830 les a évités, le rédacteur
de GV'755 a créé un mélange dialectal avec des formes ‘doriennes’
et le poete de GV'1907 a employé une langue ionienne-épique.
Ces choix linguistiques, une fois mis en contexte, ne sont pas
exceptionnels en soi, mais il y a pour chacune de ces épigrammes
la possibilité de justifier 'hypothese d’un emploi (ou d’un refus)
conscient des traits de la langue épique. Cela montre que le
modele épique a continué a étre vivant bien au-dela de I'époque
archaique et en concomitance avec d’autres modeles littéraires
et/ou linguistiques.

Avant de présenter les trois épigrammes, je voudrais souligner
la variabilité a laquelle les experts sont confrontés par les épi-
grammes épigraphiques. Les problématiques que ce court apergu
a permis de toucher sont symptomatiques du genre : la pratique
de I'épigramme s’est étalée sur plusieurs siecles et sur plusieurs
régions ; en outre, comme le montre bien la maladresse de cer-
taines épigrammes par rapport a la métrique ou au style, ce genre
n’était pas pratiqué seulement par des esprits cultivés. Clest cette
situation d’extréme variabilité”” qui empéche des généralisations
valables dans toute situation pour le genre de I'épigramme et qui
contraint a en spécifier toujours le rayon de validité (temporelle,
géographique, etc.), ou au moins a nuancer toute affirmation.
Clest pour cette raison que dans cette contribution j'ai préféré
parler de langues de I'épigramme.

3. CEG 830: I'attique, un choix international
Si 'importance de la tradition ionienne-épique dans la forma-
tion d’une langue de Iépigramme a été soulignée dans plusieurs

études, une évaluation de I'influence de 'attique, en particulier

7 Voir, par ex., PASSA (22016) 273.
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au IV© siecle, quand ce dialecte était une langue de prestige et
que la koiné a base ionienne-attique était en train de se diffuser
dans toutes les régions de la Grece,”® manque encore.

Si on prend le cas de la Béotie et si on fait abstraction de
toute possible affiliation littéraire la ol il est possible de ren-
voyer a la koiné, on trouve une épigramme comme CEG 630
(publique), écrite dans une koiné (Tym, vixfcac) qui évite un
trait marqué de l'attique (xpeioowv vs xpelttov),” une épigramme
comme CEG 635 qui atteste des mots avec rétroversion attique
(pOovepd, matptac, olxetor face & ONBy, wdone, dpethy, Yic,
yvoumL) ainsi qu’un trait souvent pergu comme ‘épique’ comme
le datif long &]yaOoist, des épigrammes comme CEG 632 qui
présente des traits locaux ou non-attiques (&vixa, Zndprac,
rhdpwt, xapicoet, vixagbpa pour la phonologie; voir aussi
Tnvaxg et le génitif Edpdra) sur une base linguistique qu’on
peut rapprocher de la koiné (pépewv, xpelosovec) et sur laquelle
se greffent des formes avec allongement vocalique (Eewvoxpdrng
dans le vers 2 mais Eevoxpdtrnc dans 'en-téte, Souvpt).’" En
dehors de I'Attique, les rédacteurs s’orientent donc vers une
koiné qui évite les traits marqués du dialecte attique et qui peut
accueillir des traits locaux (non-ioniens-attiques) ou des traits
que l'on peut définir de manitre générale comme ‘épiques’. La
situation des épigrammes attiques est variée, elle aussi. Je me
limite a citer quelques cas significatifs. Dans CEG 469
(publique), le mot poétique voio est employé a coté du duel
&vdpe mobewvdd, mais dans CEG 511 on lit la variante poétique
Aehlo & cOté de la forme non attique v (voir aussi le syntagme

au datif soi[ot @iro]ig).’! Lauteur de CEG 466 (publique)

28 Lorez EIRE (1993), (1996).

2 Cf. aussi CEG 636. CEG 786 est aussi une épigramme publique, mais
Iauteur opte pour un autre choix linguistique : voir la note suivante.

30 “The dialect is mainly literary Doric, but with epic elements (e.g. xpeis-
coveg, L. 7), coming close to the language of Pindar” (RHODES / OSBORNE [2003]
150). La méme forme peut donc étre lue de maniere différente. Pour la présence
d’éléments non-ioniens-attiques, cf. aussi CEG 631, 633, 634, 693, 786 (on
remarquera la forme mixte {epd face au génitif vixac), 788, 789, 790.

31 Les formes longues sont originelles dans le dialecte attique, mais elles
étaient déja des archaismes au V¢ siecle av. J.-C. (LOPEZ EIRE [1993] 49). Les
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s’oriente vers une variété marquée d’attique (2revbeplog xpeit-
t[ov), tout comme celui de CEG 487 (pu<id>tTwm). Si, donc,
écrire dans la koiné a base ionienne-attique est devenu commun
pour les auteurs d’épigrammes du IV© siecle, la marge de choix
des rédacteurs consiste dans la possibilité d’introduire des formes
locales (par ex., &vixa en Béotie, purdtrtem en Attique) et/ou de
formes dites ‘épiques’ (&yabolot en Béotie, v en attique)? et/
ou de renvoyer 4 une autre affiliation littéraire spécifique. Dans
la plupart des cas, il n’est pas possible de connaitre les raisons
qui ont amené un auteur 2 s’orienter vers une variété¢ donnée,
mais le cas de CEG 830, une épigramme en 'honneur du rhé-
teur Gorgias de Lentini écrite en attique,® permet de formuler
I'hypothese que son auteur, en évitant I'emploi des traits dits
‘épiques’ les plus marqués (par ex., un génitif en -owo 2 coté
d’un datif en -oist), a voulu éviter le mélange dialectal afin de
rester pres de la langue employée par Gorgias dans la rédaction
attique de ses écrits.>*

Lépigramme CEG 830,% gravée sur un bloc de calcaire noir
(env. 0,44 x 0,60 m.), a été trouvée pres du temple de Zeus a
Olympie. Elle accompagnait une statue de Gorgias que Pausa-
nias atteste avoir vue (6, 17, 7-8). La datation a la premicre
moitié du IV siecle av. J.-C. est essentiellement basée sur la

datifs dissyllabiques masculins pouvaient donc étre pergus dans les épigrammes
attiques comme des archaismes, mais aussi comme des ionismes : par ex., &srolowy
(CEG 483), avbpdimoist (CEG 492).

32 Voir d’ailleurs CEG 888 qui mélange formes attiques (fhulog 2 coté de,
par ex., &petig, ¢auto[B]) et formes dites ‘épiques’ (par ex., wohhoiowy Avxioist,
&ctea), en introduisant une forme dorienne (ppaddr). Cf. aussi CASSIO (2014),
en particulier 260-261.

3 GALLAVOTTI (1979) 24 ; TziForouLos (1991) 211.

3% On sait que Gorgias est considéré “verosimilmente il primo autore di dialetto
ionico a comporre in attico” (VESSELLA [22016] 362), un choix qui n’est pas du
tout évident, si on considere l'origine de Gorgias, la circulation en Sicile d’écrits
rhétoriques en dialecte épichorique (CAssIO [1989]), le fait que Gorgias voyagea et
devint un auteur international et panhellénique, et enfin que son attique ne devait
pas étre “sans accent” (WILLI [2008] 302). Il est treés probable que nous disposons
d’une rédaction attique de ses écrits pensée pour un public attique, plutot que de
textes qui refletent exactement la maniere de s’exprimer de Gorgias en tous les
endroits de la Grece par lesquels il est passé (WILLL [2008] 300-303).

35 Editio princeps FRANKEL (1877) 43-47, n° 54 ; voir aussi fv0 293, c. 415-418.
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paléographie.®® La statue pourrait donc avoir été dédiée du vivant
de Gorgias (375 est 'année présumée de sa mort) ou peu apres.
La disposition de l'inscription, en alphabet ionien commun,
est soignée, avec une division nette des trois parties du texte:
en-téte, premier couple de distiques (ou premitre épigramme),
deuxieme couple de distiques (ou deuxie¢me épigramme). Aucun
élément n’invite & penser que les deux couples de distiques aient
été gravés A deux moments différents. Dans le premier couple on
trouve la formule de dédicace de la statue, la célébration du
commanditaire — et peut-étre aussi auteur — Eumolpe avec ses
liens de parenté, d’éducation et d’amitié¢ avec Gorgias. Le deu-
xieme couple est divisé entre une célébration de 'art de Gorgias
et une défense de ce dernier face a 'accusation d’ostentation pour
avoir érigé une riche statue de lui-méme a Delphes. Je présente
ici le texte de I’édition de Hansen (CEG) avec les corrections de
Tzifopoulos®” dans I'apparat critique:

(i) Xoppavridov Nopyiac Asoviivoc.
(i) ™hw pev &dergnv Avirpdrng iy Fopyiov Zoyey, |
gx tadtne 8 adton yiyverow Inmonpdtyc,
‘Inroxpdroug 8 Ebpoimoc, [6¢ ellxbva mhvd’ avébnxey |
ooy mondelog w[a]l @uni[og €]vexa.
(iii) Topylov doxificar Yuyny &eetiic &g dydvag |
00d¢elc Tw OBvnTav xahhiov’ ndpe Téyviy: |
0b xol ATéAhmvos yudhots elntv dvdxertol
ob mhobTou Tapddeyy’, edoeBiog 3¢ Tpbmwy.

2 &3ehony — 3 adtddt — 4 b¢ elndva — 5 ol ouhlac vexa

(i) “Gorgias de Lentini fils de Charmantides.

(i) Deikrates eut comme femme la sceur de Gorgias,
et de celle-ci Hippocrate lui naquit,
ensuite (naquit) Eumolpe fils d’Hippocrate, qui dédia cette
statue
en signe de reconnaissance pour deux (raisons), I'éducation et
Iamitié.

36 TzirorouLos (1991) 211.
37 TziroroULOS (2014) 158-159.
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(iii) Personne, sinon Gorgias, parmi les mortels ne trouva un art
plus beau
pour exercer 'Ame dans les travaux de la vertu.
De lui une statue est placée aussi dans les vallées d’Apollon,
Non comme signe de richesse, mais de la piété de ses meeurs.”

Dans I'en-téte, le génitif patronymique est positionné avant
le nom de Gorgias, ce qui n’est pas usuel en épigraphie.*® On
peut identifier les traits suivants comme attiques : U'alpha de
modelog (vs ion. wondelng), priiac (vs ion. oriing) et edoeflag
(vs ion. edoePing), le génitif [opyiov (vs ion. -ew ou -w), le
génitif ‘Irmoxpdroug avec contraction, la forme &3eiq (vs ion.
&derpén). A Sirtéc lauteur a préféré la forme non-marquée
Sto6be,®” aussi employée par les auteurs attiques, et qui est
d’ailleurs la seule variante attestée dans les épigrammes attiques
du IVe siecle.®® Cette préférence pour -6o- entre dans les ten-
dances ionisantes de I'attique?! et 'examen de la tradition du texte
de Gorgias laisse supposer que les formes en -66- devaient étre
les formes originalf:s.42 De plus, 'emploi de dis6éc a la place de
3% “kann ein gorgianischer Ionismus sein”.*3 La définition de
Delphes comme Améihovog yudha rappelle Pindare (Pyzh. 8,
63) ainsi que des passages de tragédie.*! La forme edoeBio dans
le dernier vers est poétique. On la trouve déja chez Théognis
(1142) et elle est aussi connue de la tragédie. La forme en -{a
est un substitut métriquement convenable pour edcéPera
comme le montrent maintes épigrammes attiques.”> Il n’y a que

38 GALLAVOTTI (1979) 25 ; cf. aussi LAZZARINI (1976) 62-65.

3 Dans le dialecte attique du V¢ siecle av. J.-C., les formes avec -zt~ sont
employées dans la langue parlée, mais évitées dans les textes de style élevé, comme
la tragédie ou Thucydide (THUMB [*1959] 302-303).

0 CEG 539,10 ;526,2,7 ;570, 1 ; 584, 3 ; cf. aussi CEG 879, 3 (Macé-
doine).

41 Lopez BIRE (1959) 44-57 et (1996) 19-42.

2 WiLLI (2008) 301 n. 91.
3 WiLLI (2008) 302 n. 95.

4“4 EUR. Phoen. 237 (lyr.) ; Ion 245 ; Andr. 1093 ; SOPH. fr. 460 Radt.

% CEG 592, 5 (datif singulier en début d’hexamétre) ; 595, 7 (dans la deu-
xi¢me partie d’un vers qui semble étre un pentametre de mauvaise facture) ;
603, 3 (entre le deuxieme et le troisieme pied d’un hexametre).

NN
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deux formes qui puissent étre lues comme des renvois a la
langue épique, notamment xairiov(a) avec T (vs att. 1), qui est
d’ailleurs également lyrique, et 'adjectif homérique Ovyréc
(qu’on trouve toutefois aussi en prose)°.

Le rédacteur de CEG 830% n’a pas employé le dialecte dont
Gorgias était un locuteur natif, 'eubéen de Lentini, car celui-ci
était désormais un dialecte mourant. Dans la Sicile de la pre-
miere moitié du IV® siecle av. J.-C., ce dialecte a été victime
non seulement de 'expansion politique et militaire des villes
doriennes, mais aussi de la formation et de la pression d’une
koiné a base dorienne.*® Dans un cas pareil, il est naturel que le
rédacteur de CEG 830 se soit orienté vers une langue de pres-
tige et non vers le dialecte local. Un peu plus d’un siecle aupa-
ravant, le rédacteur de I'épigramme funéraire pour le béotien
Mnasitheos (Akraiphia, env. 520-510 av. J.-C.) avait fait le
choix — exceptionnel, comme I'a relevé Cassio?” — d’employer
le dialecte ionique : pvep(a), éx’ 635, apyaies, PLAELocdvEg
(avec I'exception de la scansion de xaiév avec &, qui est d’ail-
leurs déja épique: voir, par ex., Hes. Op. 63). Au IV© siecle,
Pattique était désormais devenu une langue de prestige interna-
tionale et, comme on I’a montré, il était devenu une des lan-
gues de I'épigramme épigraphique vers laquelle il était naturel
pour l'auteur de CEG 830 de s’orienter, d’autant plus que ce

46 Voir, par ex., PL. Symp. 202e.

47 CEG 830 ne montre pas les caractéristiques typiques de I'épigramme dédi-
catoire, dans laquelle — 4 I'époque archaique et jusqu’au début de I'époque clas-
sique — on emploie le dialecte du commanditaire. Le rapport entre Gorgias et
Eumolpe est semblable & celui qui se crée entre la figure du défunt et celle du
commanditaire dans I'épigramme funéraire, quand les deux figures ne coincident
pas. Lidentité du défunt ou du dédicataire pouvait étre soulignée, a I'époque
archaique et au début de I'époque classique, par les biais de I'alphabet et/ou du
dialecte, souvent a travers des compromis: voir, par ex., les trois épigrammes sous
CEG 380, trouvées a Olympie, et le commentaire de LURAGHI (2010) 78-79. La
pratique est attestée aussi pour les époques suivantes, méme si 'alphabet n’est
plus un moyen pour véhiculer I'identité et que les traits dialectaux sont devenus
plus stéréotypés : voir, par ex., GV 1603 ot I'auteur souligne I'identité béotienne
d’Eugnotos aussi a travers les choix dialectaux (par ex., ¢dv, Boadpopéwv).

4 MIMBRERA (2012).

49 CASSIO (2007).
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choix lui permettait également de rester pres de 'un des dia-
lectes employés par Gorgias lui-méme. Je crois que I'on peut
interpréter en ce sens aussi 'absence dans I'épigramme de traits
épiques marqués, qui peut donc étre expliquée comme un
hommage a la variété de dialecte attique employée par Gorgias.
D’ailleurs, il est aisé de se rendre compte que d’autres rédac-
teurs d’épigrammes du IV© siecle retrouvées & Olympie n’ont
pas hésité a introduire des formes épiques marquées: dans
CEG 820, qui présente une phonologie dorienne (par ex.,
Yrdprtac), on lit Pacirfies, dans CEG 828, qui présente une
phonologie attique (par ex., ‘'Orvprion fvixa), on lit le génitif
épique Alxwv6o (vs att. Adxivov). Si CEG 830 devait étre un
hommage a l'attique de Gorgias, il y avait stirement peu d’espace
pour des traits épiques marqués, qui auraient renvoyé a une autre
langue de prestige.

4. GV'755: un nouveau modele de mélange dialectal

Certaines épigrammes de 'Anthologie combinent des traits
ioniens(-attiques) avec des traits non-ioniens-attiques, souvent
appelés ‘doriens’. Ce mélange, que I'on trouve aussi dans I'épi-
gramme épigraphique, avait déja surpris Gow et Page, comme
on a déja pu le constater ci-dessus (section 2). En tant que
lecteurs modernes, nous sommes souvent 2 la recherche d’une
raison expliquant 'emploi de ces traits non-ioniens-attiques qui
créent un nouveau mélange dialectal, car basé sur la koiné et
non plus sur les dialectes locaux, comme ¢’était le cas a I'époque
archaique et au début de I'époque classique. Magnelli, par
exemple, rappelle comment, pour les ‘dorismes’ de Posidippe,
on a supposé “a stylized form of realism, a mark of affiliation
with certain literary traditions or, in court poems, an allusion
to the supposed Dorian ancestry of the Prolemies”.”® Aussi,
dans les épigrammes épigraphiques le dialecte peut marquer

50 MAGNELLI (2007) 177.
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une affiliation littéraire et/ou I'identité,”! ce qui me semble mon-
trer une continuité de fond avec les pratiques archaiques et clas-
siques. Dans cette section, je me propose de montrer, a I'aide
de I'épigramme funéraire GV 755, linteraction entre le plan
local — Chalcis en Eubée — et le plan littéraire — quels sont les
modeles possibles desquels s’est inspiré 'auteur de I'épigramme ?
—, le dialecte eubéen n’étant plus vivant et le genre épigramma-
tique étant désormais pratiqué aux plus hauts niveaux littéraires.
En outre, la présence de formes de la koiné ainsi que de formes
non-ioniennes-attiques pousse a se demander quel était le poids
des traits dits ‘épiques’ pour cette épigramme.

GV'755 (= IG XI1 9, 954)°% nous amene a Chalcis en Eubée
a la fin de I'époque hellénistique.” 1l s’agit de 'épigramme pour
Apatourios, un jeune philosophe inconnu par ailleurs.>* L'épi-
gramme a été gravée sur un bloc de marbre réemployé ensuite

51 Voir COUGHLAN (i paraitre), qui présente I’épigramme SGO 20 / 14 / 01
comme un exemple d’emploi de traits ‘doriens’ comme marqueurs d’identité
ainsi que d’affiliation littéraire. Il apporte aussi de nombreux exemples du dialecte
comme simple marqueur d’une affiliation littéraire : par ex., SGO 01 / 01 / 07 ;
03/01/02;09/01/03;03/07/17;16/55/03. Ces épigrammes montrent
que emploi d’éléments non-ioniens-attiques et non-ioniens-épiques n’est pas
toujours stéréotypé et limité au cas d’alpha long comme dans GV 755.

> Editio princeps STEPHANI (1843) 19-20, avec transcription : table IT Chalcis
n° 6. Voir aussi WELCKER (1845) 238-240, avec la transcription de N. Ulrich,
qui semble avoir été le dernier a avoir vu la pierre.

53 Je suis la datation proposée par D. Knoepfler dans le LZGPN 1. On remar-
quera qu’on a fait plusieurs propositions de datation, mais qu'on n’en a presque
jamais exposé les raisons : “in oder gegen die romische Zeit” (WELCKER [1845]
240, paléographie) ; “aus der Zeit Philons von Larisa” (PREUNER [1920] 289) ;
“fortasse ante Chr. n.” (KAIBEL [1878] n° 103) ; “um 1002” (PEEK dans GV 755) ;
“fl. I (PUECH [1994] 262, n° 228). Le dessin soigné des lettres fait par Ste-
phani permet d’établir qu’il n’y a aucune forme exclusivement caractéristique de
I'époque impériale. Certaines lettres conservent encore une forme classique
(notamment #héta avec point interne O; cf. aussi I'epsilon avec les barres horizon-
tales de méme longueur et 'omega avec une grande courbe), d’autres utilisent des
formes de transition (mu et sigma présentent les barres externes paralleles, les
barres du 7u sont de la méme longueur) ou hellénistiques (notamment alpha a
barre brisée A ; cf. aussi les apex dans 'en-téte). La lettre p7 avec ses barres verti-
cales de méme longueur (II) et la barre horizontale qui se prolonge sur les deux
cotés suggere la pleine époque hellénistique. Pour les formes des lettres apres le
Ve siecle av. J.-C. je me suis basée sur GUARDUCCI (*1995) 1, 368-390.

>4 PurcH (1994) 262, n° 228.
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comme marche d’escalier dans une tour et aujourd’hui perdu.

Je donne ici le texte de /G XII 9, 954 :

Aratodprog
Aafpo]ppévou
FOLLpE.
[¢]v0&[Se wnpl Sa]u[é]vra Tov EEoyov év mpanidesat
[E]S[Bo]t[oc dpat]ac &de wéxevle xbvic,
[¢]6000v &[v Abéor]c Amatodprov, v Exadnuov
[Mé]oyon w[al coplalc wibog E[m]dyhatoey.
[mo]and o) w[ev AelBlowv mdpiO, Eéve, Sdxpua xavloig:
ody, 6otn [xeveag T]&ide vépew ydprroc.
[&n]né mpo[owvh]ouc dvopa xhuTtov Evvere yatpeLy,
[xal] T0 maplepyopévor]c Euvov dpefopevoc
[Bla[nég] Gor xo[bga] "Erepnvoplc dotéa %pdmToL
[&]v[Oo]puig [peydralg elvexa cwppocivac.

“Apatourios
fils de Damarmenos
Salut!

Ici, cette terre de 'Eubée aimable recouvre

’homme exceptionnel dans ses pensées, dompté par un destin
(de mort),

Apatourios, habile parmi les jeunes, que les sages conversations
d’Hecadeémos ont fait briller.

Va, 6 passant, versant de tes yeux beaucoup de larmes!

Il n’est pas permis de lui distribuer de grices vides.

Mais dis ‘Salut!” une fois prononcé le nom illustre

et réponds avec la formule commune 2 ceux qui passent :
‘Que légere la terre eubéenne cache tes os,

(terre) fleurie grice a ta grande sagesse!””

Comme le texte est fragmentaire en certains points, je me
limiterai & prendre en considération dans mon analyse les parties
dont la lecture est assurée. Cette épigramme, écrite a partir d’une
base qu'on peut identifier comme la koiné ionienne(-attique),>
présente un vernis ‘dorisant’ : il est siir que les & ont été main-
tenus dans 2pot]ag et &3e au vers 2 ainsi que dans copposivac
au vers 10. Cela n’est pourtant pas le cas pour le nom du héros

5 1l n’y a aucune forme exclusivement attique (et non-ionienne ou non-poé-
tique) : voir notamment 66ty au vers 6. Zévog sans allongement compensatoire peut
étre interpréeé comme un élément de 4oiné ou comme un élément poétique.
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‘Exddnpog, pour le nom 66ty (v. 6) et pour 'idionyme "Ereqy-
vopic (v. 9). parnidesor pourrait étre interprété comme une
forme éolienne ou dorienne, -esot étant une terminaison qu’on
retrouve dans les dialectes du Nord-Ouest, mais la connotation
poétique de ce mot™® pousse 2 rejeter une fonction mimétique
et a chercher une affiliation littéraire dans la langue homérique.
La forme Zuvéc (vs xowéeg) renvoie au dialecte ionien et de
facon plus générale a la langue poétique (épique, lyrique, tragique).
La forme xowég aurait été métriquement équivalente, ce qui
fait apparaitre £uvég comme un choix du rédacteur. La copré-
sence de ces deux formes peut déja étre un indice vers la langue
ionienne-épique. Certaines formes, comme é50ré¢, appartiennent
a la koiné ionienne-attique, d’autres formes, comme évvérw, au
langage poétique.

Les raisons expliquant le choix de teinter la langue de cette
épigramme d’un vernis non-ionien-attique et non-ionien-épique
qui se détache de la base ionienne ne sont pas évidentes. La
provenance de 'épigramme, Chalcis en Eubée, ne semble pas
avoir pu déterminer le choix de ce vernis. Apatourios n’est pas
non plus identifié comme un étranger. L'anthroponyme Ara-
Tobprog est tiré du nom des fétes Anatodpla, célébrées a Athenes
et dans les iles ioniennes.”” Cet anthroponyme semble donc
tout 2 fait & sa place en Eubée.”® De plus, il ne semble pas que

56 On le retrouve dans les textes hexamétriques, typiquement épiques, dans
Pindare (qui recourt aussi au datif wparicw, OL 2, 94) et dans les parties lyriques
de la tragédie.

57 Apatouridn est aussi un des mois du calendrier chalcidien.

%8 Danthroponyme Aapdppevoc est attesté surtout dans les régions non-
ioniennes (LGPN Illa [9 fois], IIIb [4 fois] sur un total de 15 attestations), mais
voir PAUS. 5, 13, 5 (“un pécheur d’Erétrie” qui pécha de la mer Pomoplate de
Pélops et devint ensuite son gardien a Olympie). Le premier élément de cet anthro-
ponyme composé est tiré de la racine o~ “soumettre, vaincre” (cf. SaudZe) plutde
que du substantif 37poc “peuple”, le second vient du participe &pp.evog du verbe
Gpopionew “adapter” (“etre prét a vaincre, soumettre”). Hérodote atteste la forme
Anpdppevoc (5,41, 3 ;5 6, 65, 6), mais les sources épigraphiques attestent de maniere
concordante la forme Aapdppevoc. Comme le rappelle Bechtel (HPN, p. 116),
il n’est pas toujours possible de faire une distinction claire entre Aap.° comme
dérivé du substantif 8%p.oc/ddpoc ou comme dérivé de la racine verbale Sop.-.
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le vernis ‘dorien’ renvoie ici 4 une tradition littéraire spécifique,
sinon celle de I'épigramme elle-méme. La présence du dialecte
‘dorien’ dans GV 755 semble en fait renvoyer a un emploi de
genre pour élever le style.>’

Avant de discuter de la présence de réminiscences épiques,
j évoquerai deux autres réminiscences littéraires possibles. La pre-
micre attestation du syntagme &3 xéxeuvbe xévic (v. 2) apparait
dans GV 539, une épigramme épigraphique attestée par la voie
littéraire (Thuc. 6, 59, 2 ; cf. Arist. Rh. 1367b21 ; Isid. Pelu-
siot. 3, 224). Elle est attribuée 4 Simonide par Aristote, et
Petrovic considere cette paternité digne de confiance.®® D’apres
Petrovic, en outre, le syntagme pourrait étre une “Neuprigung’.
Il est intéressant qu’on la retrouve dans deux autres épigrammes
attribuées a Simonide. Anth. Pal. 7, 443, 4 présente &3c tout
comme GV'755 et le syntagme y apparait dans la méme position
métrique. Au début de Anth. Pal. 7, 510 le syntagme présente
une tournure différente : TdHpo pev dAhodamy) xebber xbvig
“Une terre étrangere couvre ton corps”. Ces attributions & Simo-
nide pourraient étre le symptéme, sinon d’une vraie paternité
des épigrammes, du moins d’une paternité ressentie du syn-
tagme.®! Le poete de GV 755 semble donc s’étre inspiré de la
tradition épigrammatique simonidéenne, ce qui reviendrait a
un cas d’influence intra-générique, comme on I'a déja vu pour
la présence des ‘dorismes’.

Comme I'a déja remarqué Di Marco, la fin d’hexametre 6v0’
‘Exadnpov est une “clausola d’esametro [...] singolarmente
affine” a celle d’'un hexametre des Si//oi de Timon de Phlionte
(30 Diels = 30 Di Marco), notamment of 0’ ‘Exa8#%pou.%? Il me
semble intéressant d’explorer cette piste. On notera d’abord,

9 COUGHLAN (a paraitre) arrive 2 des conclusions semblables, par ex., pour
le mélange dialectal dans I'épigramme BERNAND (1969) n° 64.

%0 A. PETROVIC (2007) 250-259.

61 Les autres attestations épigraphiques du syntagme #3¢/63e %éxeufe xovic,
toutes deux tardives, ont 'une &3¢ (/C II viii, 11), autre #3¢ (GV 778). Cf. aussi,
avec une variation dans la formulation et avec enjambement, /G IV 51, 1-2 (...
xbvig e / nebler...).

62 Dr MARCO (1989) 181.
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outre la méme position métrique dans I'’hexametre, la méme
séquence : relatif suivi par I'enclitique <e et par le génitif “‘Exa-
dfpov. La forme ‘Exddnpoc pour le nom du héros éponyme
Axddnpoc est rarissime.®® En tant qu'anthroponyme et comme
mot clef qui renvoie a ’Académie athénienne, "Exddnpoc a gardé
sa phonologie (ionienne-)attique. La présence de ce probable
archaisme dans 'épigramme ne suffit pas pour démontrer une
dépendance du texte de Timon. Toutefois, le parallélisme entre
épigramme et les hexametres de Timon s’étend du plan formel
(pronom relatif + v + méme anthroponyme dans la méme
position dans le vers) & celui du contenu. Platon y est en effet
décrit en tant que ayopnTRg Hdvemic “suave orateur”’. Comme
Timon souligne la douce élocution de Platon, I'épigramme
remarque 'effet de la méme habileté pour Apatourios.** Si Pla-
ton égalait dans ses écrits les cigales perchées sur les arbres qui
entouraient ’Académie (térmifiy icoypdypoc, of 07 ‘Exadhpou /
dévdper 2pelbpevol ma herprbescay iciowy “pareil dans ses écrits
aux cigales, qui perchées sur les arbres de ’Académie émettent
leur voix qui a la douceur du lis”), le poete de I'épigramme
souligne comment Apatourios s’est distingué parmi les jeunes
grice aux conversations pleines de sagesse qu’il savait entretenir
(v. 3-4).

La langue de GV'755 présente des traits épiques, comme par
ex. la présence simultanée d’un datif en -esot et de la forme
Zuvéc. Il y a d'autres éléments qui pourraient étre définis, du
moins de maniere générale, comme ‘épiques’, comme &vvere au
vers 7, qui rappelle le début de I'Odyssée (Od. 1, 1 &vdpo pot
Zyverte, Moboa, mohdtpomoy “Clest 'Homme aux milles tours,
Muse, qu’il faut me dire”®) ou queBbpevoc (par ex., 11 3, 437
v 8¢ [Tdprg wiboiowy qperBéupevoc mposéete “mais Paris ainsi

63 Voir DIOG. LAERT. 3, 7-8, qui conserve le passage de Timon, ainsi qu’un
fragment d’Eupolis (fr. 36 K.-A.) et /G I? 1091 ([h]époc tEc hexadepelac “Limite
de '’Académie”).

4 Lauteur de I'épigramme a évacué toute implication parodique: voir DI
MARCO (1989) 180-181 ; CLAYMAN (2009) 107-108.

% Toutes les traductions de I'Odyssée sont de V. BERARD.
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lui répond”®®). Le datif éolien mpamidesor est attesté A partir
d’Homere (6 fois), cinq fois dans la formule i3vinor mpanides-
ou(v) “par son esprit savant”.”” Le syntagme év mpanidesot est
attesté dans un fragment d’Hésiode (fr. 25, 38 M.-W. ¢[c]0nd¢
8 &v mparidesot “sage dans son esprit”) qui présente un adjec-
tif (positif) devant le syntagme comme dans le premier vers
de GV'755.% Le syntagme ody, 66ty au début du pentametre et
suivi par un infinitf (ici véuew) ressemble formellement 2 Od.
22,412 plus qu'a d’autres passages ou le syntagme apparait plus
tard :% ody boln wrapévoiowy Ex avdpdow edyerdaslar “triom-
pher sur les morts est une impiété !”. Du point de vue du contenu,
il s’agit dans les deux cas d’un reproche : dans I'Odyssée Ulysse
condamne la réaction peu appropriée d’Euryclée qui exulte
apres le massacre des prétendants,’” alors que dans I'épigramme
la pierre apostrophe le passant et I'invite & ne pas distribuer de
faveurs vides,”! c’est-a-dire non sinceres. Ces éléments dits ‘épiques’
sont-ils a lire sur larriere-plan de I'épopée ou s’agit-il de 'em-
ploi de la langue d’un genre, celle de I'épopée, que I'épigramme
s’était appropriée depuis longtemps ? Le fait que les parallélismes
ne soient pas si nombreux pour les formules ¢v mpanidesot et
oy 66in + infinitif apporte un premier élément de réponse, tout

% Toutes les traductions de |'7/iade sont de P. MAZON.

7 11 1, 608 ; 18, 380 ; 18, 482 ; 20, 12 ; Od. 7, 92. Le seul npanidesor se
trouve dans Od. 8, 547.

68 Cf. aussi &v muxwvaic mparnidesot “dans ses sages pensées” (Cypria fr. 1, 3
Bernabé) et évi mpanideaowy (ARCHIM. Problema bovinum 41 et Anth. Pal. 10,70, 7).
Dans une épigramme épigraphique qui remonte 4 'époque hellénistique, on lit
Dopye, wév %ol yepot [x]od év mpanidesoi<v> dpo[pov] “Gorgo, sans reproche dans
ses actions et dans ses pensées” (Didyma 567, env. 100 av. J.-C.) et la méme
structure syntaxique apparait également dans une épigramme d’époque romaine :
aloroc du puhbTnTL %ol EABLog éu mparidesat “juste dans I'amitié et heureux dans
ses pensées” (/GUR 111 1351, fin du III¢ siécle / début du IV© siecle).

9 Cf. aussi Od. 16, 423 (Pénélope fait des reproches aux prétendants apres
avoir découvert le plan d’Antinoos pour tuer Télémaque: 008 dotn xaxd pdmrewy
danhrorory “ourdir les maux d’autrui, n’est-ce pas sacrilege 7).

70 Voir PEELS (2015) 44-45.

71 CE. tég paotdy Yeudopévac ydprtag / nal xeveds Gdivag “sein frustré de
sa récompense, vaines douleurs de 'enfantement” chez Méléagre (Anth. Pal. 7,

468, 6-7, trad. P. WALTZ).
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comme le fait que le nom é6tn présente une phonologie ionienne
et que lon trouve Zuvég A la place de xowébe. Mais il y a un
élément plus particulier dans I'épigramme pour Apatourios qui
peut favoriser la lecture des éléments de caractére épique comme
éléments consciemment tels. Il s’agit de I'adjectif "Erepnvopic au
vers 9, qui est pour nous un hapax et peut-étre un néologisme
créé par le poete de cette épigramme. Comme ‘Exddnpog, cet
adjectif tiré d’un anthroponyme conserve sa phonologie ionienne.
Banog Exepnvopic indique la “terre eubéenne”: Eléphénor était
le héros qui conduisait les Eubéens a Troie. Il est mentionné
en tant que tel dans le Catalogue des vaisseaux du deuxi¢me
livre de I'1liade.”* Choisir d’appeler 'Eubée “terre d’Eléphénor”
n’est pas du tout anodin, car cette formulation renvoie a 'épo-
pée et au passé glorieux de ’'Eubée. On peut donc conclure que
Iemploi de formes ioniennes-épiques, qui peuvent coexister
avec des formes non-ioniennes-attiques et non-ioniennes-épiques,
est tout 2 fait conscient.

5. GV 1907: Homere, un modele toujours actuel

Comme on I'a vu, a partir du III¢ si¢cle av. J.-C., la langue de
I'épigramme épigraphique peut étre décrite, sur le modele de la
langue de I'épigramme littéraire, comme un mélange dialectal
a base ionienne-attique sur laquelle se greffent des éléments
allogenes, notamment ioniens-épiques (ou que I'on a appelé de
fagon générale ‘épiques’) et parfois des éléments non-ioniens-
attiques et non-ioniens-épiques (souvent dits ‘dorismes’). La ques-
tion que 'on s’est posée pour GV 755 peut aussi se poser pour
des épigrammes plus tardives : une fois ces éléments dits ‘épiques’
devenus partie intégrante du code épigrammatique, les auteurs

72 11 2, 536-541 (ot 8’ EbBotay &yov pévea mvelovres "ABavreg / [...] / tév
ab0 fyepwbvey’ "Eregpfvop 8Loc "Apnog | Xahrnwdovtiddne peyaddpomv dpyde
APdvrev “Puis viennent ceux d’Eubée, les Abantes, respirant la fureur [...]
Ceux-la obéissent a Eléphénor, rejeton d’Ares, fils de Chalcodon capitaine des
Abantes magnanimes”); cf. aussi /. 4, 463-464.
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ressentaient-ils encore dans leur emploi un lien avec le genre
épique? Il est évident qu’avec le temps, le modele épique pouvait
rester, tandis que les auteurs de référence changeaient: ainsi,
dans ’Antiquité tardive, & Homere vient s’ajouter Nonnos.”?
Dans cette troisieme étude de cas, je me limiterai a discuter de
la présence des traits dits ‘épiques’ a la lumiere d’une citation
homérique. On connait en fait plusieurs cas de citations assurées
de vers homériques dans des épigrammes post-hellénistiques,’
ce qui révele au moins que la poésie homérique restait 'un
des modeles du genre épigrammatique. Pour mieux illustrer la
continuité avec le modele homérique, j’ai choisi une épigramme
chrétienne dans laquelle 'auteur adapte au pentametre du dis-
tique élégiaque et réutilise un vers homérique trés connu, mais
tres peu présent dans les épigrammes. 11 s’agit du vers qui décrit
la douceur des mots qui sortent de la bouche de Nestor dans le
premier livre de I'Z/iade (1, 249).

GV 19077 est une épigramme funéraire chrétienne pour le
médecin égyptien Dioskoros, un personnage qui appartenait tres
probablement au cercle ’Ambroise.”® Elle a été trouvée sous le
pavement de la Basilique des Apotres & Milan. Linscription se
compose de plusieurs vers en grec pour un total de cinq distiques
élégiaques, d’un distique en latin qui rend en latin le sens du
premier distique grec et, finalement, de I'indication de la date.
Elle a été gravée sur une dalle de marbre blanc (2,19 x 0,91 x
0,045 m.). LU'écriture est soignée. L'inscription remonte 2 la
période entre le milieu du I'V© siecle et les premieres décennies du
Ve siecle. Je reproduis ici le texte de I'édition de Guarducci :”/

804y qptlhoto Arooxbpou | Enheto ofipa,
o péhitog | [y]avxioy ©Bbyyoc Env | oréparoc. |

73 Voir, par ex., AGOSTI (2006-2007).

74 Voir SGO V, 334-335 pour une liste de citations, variations et allusions 2
des vers de I'Iliade, de I Odyssée ainsi que des Hymnes homériques dans les épi-
grammes de 'Orient antique.

7> Editio princeps FERRARIO (1948).

76 GUARDUCCI (*1995) 4, 508 ; MCLYNN (1994) 234.

77" GUuARDUCCI (21995) 4, 505-507.
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e Tdooc elpul Avoaxbpov, | be S téyvry
oML xd|uvovrag pdealto x]al Bavdrov. |
00T0¢ TavToine Goolne Eml Téppat ENdGGus
&v0dde ahpa | Moy E¢ mapddicoy B, |
&0’ avnp xeiton téyvne | Tawfovoc Bpte,
wibor xal | ydpelow mavrag HmepmTpEvos,
Todvopa matedg Exwy | Avboxropoc: fiv 8 amd mhTevC
Atydmron Labéng, 7 8¢ mé|he 10 [Népac.
hic est ille situs Dioscurus ill[ajqule] lingua
conticuit, mellle] dulcior ille sonus.

[de]p(ositus) XII Kal(endas) [DeceJmb(res).

“Ict se trouve le monument du célebre Dioskoros,

le son (sortant) de ses levres était plus doux que le miel.

Je suis la tombe du médecin Dioskoros, qui grice & son art
sauva souvent les malades, méme de la mort.

Celui-ci, ayant atteint les termes de chaque genre de science,
laissa ici son corps et s’en alla au paradis.

Ci-git un homme connaisseur de I'art de Pean,

qui fut supérieur A tous dans les grices de la parole,

qui portait le nom de son pere, Dioskoros. Il venait de sa patrie,
la sainte Egypte, la ville est Géras’3/son honneur.

Ici est déposé le célebre Dioskoros et cette langue
se tut, ce son plus doux que le miel.

(Il) fut déposé le 20 novembre.”

Lauteur de cette épigramme s oriente vers le langage épique
traditionnel : génitif en -oto (&ptlAAoto), ancien comparatif en
-twv ([y]ruxiwy vs le plus moderne et plus courant yAuxdrepog),
distension pour la forme verbale &y (v. 4v), bca[ro sans aug-
ment (mais voir 7. 5, 344 : ¢pdoaro), mordxe (Vs TohhdxLg).
Certains mots sont poétiques et déja homériques: Laléng (/L 1,
38+), 3prc (Od. 6, 233+). Plus particulierement, le premier
pentametre est une adaptation du vers homérique tol xal &md
YAOGome wéhitoc Yhurimy péev add? “de sa bouche ses accents

78 Selon I'interprétation de FEISSEL (1984) 563, “[l]a pointe de I'épigramma-
tiste tient justement au fait que son dernier mot pouvait a la rigueur paraitre
intelligible, a qui ignorait le toponyme, dans les acceptions plus ou moins natu-
relles qui, de nos jours, ont divisé les interpretes”.
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coulent plus doux que le miel” : on y retrouve le syntagme
péhitog yavxtwy précédé par un pronom au génitif avec une
forme ancienne de comparatif,”” alors que la métaphore de la
voix qui coule (péev) des levres de Nestor (&md yAdsene) est
évacuée et que le mot add4 est remplacé par 0éyyog stépatoc.
Qu’il s’agisse d’une citation du vers homérique est garanti non
seulement par la structure génitif + syntagme p.éhirtog yhuximy,
mais aussi par le contexte: les propos de Dioskoros sont doux
— le concept est souligné aussi dans le quatrieme pentametre —
tout comme ['étaient ceux de Nestor, le champion homérique
de l'art de la parole. Dans 'Anthologie Grecque on trouve deux
épigrammes qui présentent le syntagme péhitoc yhvxiwv :
8, 1306, 2, attribuée a Grégoire de Nazianze (tov péhitoc yYavrin
#0eo ol mpamidog “dont les meeurs et les pensées sont plus douces
que le miel”) et 15, 40, 23, attribuée 2 Kometas (&v xol émd
YAOGGYS YAurlwy péhitos péev add?). Dans une réélaboration
du vers attestée dans une autre épigramme épigraphique, c’est
le renvoi a la douceur des mots qui est évacué: od Kehroig
hahéovtog dmo yAmeong pée metbe “dont, lorsqu’il s’adressait
aux Celtes, la persuasion coulait de la bouche” (/GF 143, 7, Lyon,
I1I¢ siecle ; trad. J.-C. Decourt).®® Le vers de I //iade est probable-
ment repris presqu’a la lettre dans une épigramme funéraire
attique du IV© siecle av. ].-C. pour un autre expert de la parole
(un Spvedbe, peut-étre un auteur tragique), CEG 578, 7 (apres
env. 350 av. J.-C. ?) : o0 xal &md [YAdome péhitoc] yaurimy pé[ev
addn).8!

79" La métaphore des ‘mots de miel’ était diffusée ; voir, par ex., MORI (2007)
pour Apollonius de Rhodes.

80 On a quelque difficulté & préciser la profession (évangélisateur ? commer-
cant ?) du personnage pour lequel cette épigramme a été composée (voir le com-
mentaire de J.-C. DECOURT dans /GF). Dans I'épigramme attique /G II? 13133
(Ie/1I¢ siecle ap. J.-C.), le troisieme vers reprend des concepts et des expressions
semblables : [v]al Aropar, Yhuxepiy drd yetheoc ExBake vy “Je te supplie,
envoie de tes lévres une voix douce”.

81 Voir TSAGALIS (2008) 278. Il est impossible de savoir si la pierre portait
vhwore ou yhatre ; cf. aussi CEG 578 ad loc.
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De ces attestations 2 la fois littéraires et épigraphiques émerge
le fait que le vers de I'f/iade, méme s’il devait étre bien connu,??
n’était pas employé souvent par les auteurs d’épigrammes, ni
avec des modifications minimes ni par le biais d’'une adapta-
tion. Si la langue de I'épigramme avec ses éléments épiques
est sirement stéréotypée, a tel point que I'on peut justement se
demander si les auteurs ressentaient encore un lien avec la langue
homérique, les connaissances littéraires de méme que I'habileté
du poete de GV 1907 permettent de renouer avec la tradition
homérique et de la réactualiser, et cela méme dans un environ-
nement culturel complétement transformé comme la ville de

Milan a I'époque d’Ambroise.

6. Conclusion

Gréce aux trois études de cas présentées, on a pu s’approcher
de trois moments clefs pour I'histoire de la langue de I'épigramme :
I'émergence de l'attique comme langue de I'épigramme au
IVe siecle av. J.-C. ; Pemploi d’'un mélange dialectal, en conti-
nuité avec les époques précédentes, mais qui a partir de 'époque
hellénistique comporte souvent des ‘dorismes’ stéréotypés sur
une base linguistique ionienne-attique ; 'emploi de la langue
ionienne-épique, en continuité avec I'époque hellénistique, a
I'époque impériale. GV 755 ainsi que GV 1907 montrent un
engagement conscient envers I’héritage homérique, I'une a travers
la création d’un (probable) néologisme épique, l'autre a travers
la réélaboration d’un vers homérique. L'auteur de CEG 830, au
contraire, a refusé d’intégrer des traits épiques marqués dans
son poeme, ce qui est aussi une maniere de répondre a 'emploi
de ces traits dans d’autres épigrammes. On peut donc conclure
que, méme si ces traits étaient devenus des éléments de genre
dans la langue de I'épigramme, certains auteurs d’épigrammes
épigraphiques, tout comme ceux d’épigrammes littéraires, étaient

82 Cf., par ex., HERMOG. /4. 2, 4, 95.
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non seulement capables de les relier 4 ’héritage homérique,
mais aussi de les valoriser et de leur donner un sens dans de
nouveaux contextes.
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DISCUSSION

A. Willi: When we look at the long history of a genre like
the inscriptional epigram, and consider its relationship with
another genre — in your case, epic —, we can adopt different
perspectives. On the one hand, as you have done, we can focus
on individual compositions and try to make out how they
engage (or do not engage) with that other genre, taking both
the former and the latter as somewhat static and self-contained
entities. But should we not also ask how the intertextual ‘target
genre’ — say, epic — is redefined as times change? In other
words, if we find for example a given Homeric line (like the
one about Nestor’s speech) cited in both an epigram of fourth-
century BC Athens and in one of fourth-century AD Milan,
the type of intertextual engagement this shows is fundamentally
dissimilar because ‘being Homeric’ conveyed something com-
pletely different in late-classical Athens and in late-imperial
Northern Italy: in the second case the primary function might
well have been to display culture and learning (unless the phrase
had become a trite topos anyway, which seems perfectly possi-
ble), whereas in the former the quotation as such can hardly
have impressed anyone. You have not of course denied this, but
by focusing very much on the individual text alone, you may
risk losing sight of the bigger picture that emerges when we
collocate any given epigram within its wider literary environ-
ment, whether historically, geographically, or culturally defined.
How easy will it have been, for instance, to read CEG 830 as
specifically ‘Gorgianic’ when it belongs to a context where sim-
ilar generically ‘Attic’ compositions were not unusual, as you
yourself seem to suggest? Or why should I, as a late-Hellenistic
Euboean reader, associate a phrase like B&hroc "Edegnvopic
specifically with Homer — not least when the noun Bé&iog is
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extremely rare in Homer (attested only once: Od. 18, 374) but
appears to have become rather more common in later poetry:
is the reference to a local hero, Elephenor, who happens also to
be mentioned in the //iad, really sufficient to trigger such a
response?

E. Dell’'Oro: 1 think that we should never look at words as
isolated entities. On the one hand, words act on the hearer or
the reader in terms of the relation they have with each other.
On the other hand, words may recall not just an author, but
more likely an entire literary and cultural context. In the case
of Bdrog in GV 755, why should we separate Bé&rog from its
adjective "Exegnvopic? It is the entire phrase with its (probable)
neologism *Exegnvopic which would have struck the cultivated
hearer/reader of the epigram. Coming now to the intertextual
references which this phrase could have triggered, I must point
out that I have been very cautious on this point and I have
never spoken of a direct dependency of this phrase on the /liad
or on Homer. In fact, I have stated a dependency on — more
generically — epic poetry. If we look at the rare attestations of the
name of the hero Elephenor from the archaic to the Hellenistic
age, we see that the mention of his name is mainly associated
with that of Euboea: e.g. Hes. fr. 204, 52 M.-W. (from the
Catalogue of Women) advap ar’ EdBo(t]ng Erephvmp Spyapoc
4[vSo]&v, Hellanicus 4 F 143 Jacoby 7icav 8¢ petd <70l Ehe-
pvopoc ToU> Xahrddovrtos tob "ARavroc &v EdRolat, [Arist.]
fr. 640 Rose (funerary epigram n° 33) éni "Edegrvopoc xeipé-
vou &v Tpola vicou &’ EdBolne 'Exepvopa dpyov ABdvrov /
&v04d” éwl Tpoly polpa xatéoye Biov. The first and the third
quotations show quite clearly that not only could the name of
Elephenor be easily associated by anyone with Euboea, but also
very probably with epic contexts.

As for CEG 830, this epigram must be understood as the
product of a specific moment of transition, in which the use of
the Attic dialect becomes a possible linguistic choice among
others. When we try to understand the linguistic choices of the
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writers of epigraphic epigrams, we should never forget that the
contexts in which these epigrams were produced are mostly
opaque for us. Usually we do not know anything about the
commissioning person and his or her ambitions, the person for
whom the epigram was composed, the composer and his degree
of familiarity with literature, and so on. CEG 830 is a very
special case, as Gorgias is not an unknown author in the history
of Greek literature and thought, nor are his writings. Moreover,
his town of origin, Lentini, experienced considerable turmoil at
times and this had some influence on the dialect used in Lentini
and probably also on the choice of the dialect used for this epi-
gram. The sum of these facts makes it worthwhile — I believe —
to try to reconstruct some thoughts which could have emerged
while preparing the epigram. Even though, as you seem to sug-
gest, Attic was the common linguistic choice — a view with
which I do not agree —, this does not exclude the possibility of
a ‘Gorgianic’ reading.

More generally, I would like to recall that the history of the
inscriptional epigram still has to be written. This can be done
only by studying the epigrams in their specific and material
context, before trying to connect them with the general devel-
opment of the literary genres in Ancient Greece. For example,
the fact that Attic was one of the literary languages of the Greek
epigram during the fourth century BCE has not yet received
enough attention. I think that there is still room for more
exploration.

O. Tribulato: Nella tua relazione ti sei chiesta, a pilt riprese,
se la lingua epica ¢ rimasta un modello per gli autori dell’epi-
gramma e, se si, perché. Questa prospettiva interpretativa, almeno
nella formulazione che hai presentato, mi pare problematica sotto
due aspetti:

1. E davvero possibile immaginare uno scenario all’interno
della cultura greca in cui la lingua epica 7oz ¢ un punto di
riferimento? Altrimenti detto: visto che la lingua epica ha gio-

cato in tutta la grecitd un ruolo di modello, in che cosa consiste
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la particolarita degli epigrammi che hai discusso — e, pit in
generale, del genere epigrammatico — rispetto alle convenzioni
della lingua letteraria fout court, dove abbondano alcuni degli
stessi elementi tipicamente epici che tu hai evidenziato nei tre
testi? Tu trovi interessante che un epigramma tardo-antico
da Milano possa citare Omero: ma Omero non ha mai cessato
di essere 'autore di riferimento per i poeti di lingua greca,
dunque perché questa ripresa dovrebbe essere particolarmente
significativa?

2. Per discutere “la tensione tra scelte unitarie e scelte di
autore” non sarebbe forse pitl proficuo investigare la scelta del
dorico, che al contrario della lingua epica ¢ invece estraneo
all’epigramma delle origini e non ¢ sempre presente neanche in
quello post-classico? Nell’epigramma di Calcide, per esempio,
sembra pili marcata la scelta del dorico piuttosto che quella
dei tratti epici. A proposito del mélange linguistico di questo
epigramma tu affermi che esso pud rappresentare una continua-
zione delle pratiche arcaico-classiche. A me invece pare che la
situazione sia del tutto rovesciata: mentre in eta precedente
tratti dialettali non ionico-attici sono marchi del carattere locale
della composizione, nell’eta ellenistica al contrario sembrano
piuttosto far parte di una convenzione letteraria che travalica i
confini regionali per farsi lingua condivisa. E per questo motivo
che sarebbe stato a mio avviso pili promettente non gia ricer-
care tratti ionico-epici e studiare le loro possibili motivazioni,
come tu fai, ma piuttosto provare a fornire una mappatura
dell’'uso di tratti dorici (inizialmente estranei alla lingua del
genere). Tanto piti che in un certo numero di casi, i tratti ‘epici’
sono anche tratti condivisi dalla lingua lirica (e poetica in gene-
rale): tu questo lo ricordi all’inizio, ma poi sembri abbandonare
questa prospettiva, quando per es. definisci 'uso del dativo -oio1
in CEG 635 come un epicismo fout court.

E Dell’Oro: 1. Proprio perché la lingua epica resta un punto
di riferimento costante all'interno della produzione letteraria
greca, gli esempi piuttosto rari di epigrammi che instaurano un
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rapporto non pedissequo con tale modello, come, benché in
maniera diversa, le tre iscrizioni qui presentate, possono essere
considerati come una cartina tornasole che rivela un engagement
con i modelli letterari come anche una riflessione linguistica.
La lingua dell’epica ¢ a tal punto elemento costitutivo del
genere dell’epigramma che ci si pud chiedere se gli autori di
epigrammi, e soprattutto quelli di epigrammi epigrafici che
rivelano livelli culturali e di competenza molto diversi tra loro,
si rifacessero direttamente al modello epico o non piuttosto a
una lingua di genere dell’epigramma. Per riprendere I'esempio
che tu adduci, cio¢ quello del secondo verso di GV 1907, non ¢
tanto significativo il fatto che un epigramma possa citare Omero,
segno di un rapporto tutto sommato pedissequo, ma che il suo
autore rielabori un verso dell’Z/iade. Tale rielaborazione testi-
monia una volonta di appropriarsi del testo omerico, di far si
che siano lampanti al contempo sia il modello che I'intervento
del poeta piti tardo. Ci si potrebbe poi interrogare sulla rifun-
zionalizzazione del verso omerico: perché poteva essere importante
per un medico che la sua voce fosse dolce? McLynn (1994) 234
immagina Dioskoros in un coro. Ci si pud forse chiedere se non
sia qui in gioco piuttosto un qualche valore terapeutico attribuito
alla parola.

Per concludere su questo punto, & proprio la presenza
costante della lingua epica come modello che permette uno stu-
dio diacronico unitario della lingua dell’epigramma nelle varie
regioni del mondo di cultura greca. Certe scelte non banali
degli autori di epigrammi epigrafici possono poi permetterci di
intravedere il loro dialogo con tale modello, sia che quest’ul-
timo fosse diretto, sia che fosse mediato.

2. Dire che il dorico ¢ un dialetto “estraneo all’epigramma
delle origini” equivale in primo luogo a negare I'importanza —
evidente — dei dialetti locali, e quindi anche dorici, nel primo
sviluppo dell’epigramma epigrafico. Le tue affermazioni sem-
brano poi negare la possibilita di un’influenza — certamente pitt
sfuggente — di tradizioni letterarie, cultuali o oracolari di dia-
letto dorico o comunque non ionico. Un esempio lampante
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viene da quelle parole che si riscontrano — anche o solo — nella
loro variante non ionico-attica negli epigrammi attici. Ne da
una lista gia Buck (1923) 134, che riprende studi pit antichi.
Si possono citare, per esempio, AOdve (per esempio CEG 235,
1 dove contrasta con héde del verso successivo) o gpaspocival
(CEG 243, 2 dove contrasta con il successivo petp<d>c). Che
si faccia intervenire la lirica corale, come pensava Buck, o altre
influenze (rimando qui per brevita e a titolo di esempio alle
interessanti riflessioni sviluppate da Kaczko [2016] 247-249
per il dativo gpacpocivar), anche in area attica I'attico e la
lingua ionico-epica non erano i soli punti di riferimento per il
redattore nel momento della composizione di un epigramma.

La mia affermazione sulla continuitd della presenza del
mélange dialettale si riferiva specificamente alla funzione dei
dialetti — ‘dorici’ o meno —, cio¢ al loro impiego, in primo
luogo, come marcatori di identita e, in secondo luogo, come
possibili rinvii a una tradizione letteraria. Abbiamo esempi
che mostrano la continuita della prima pratica, anche se magari
con tratti poco marcati, cosi come della seconda per epigrammi
epigrafici di etd post-classica e questo mi interessava sotto-
lineare.

Secondo l'interpretazione che ne ho dato, i ‘dorismi’ presenti
in GV 755 riflettono un impiego del ‘dorico’ prima di tutto
come lingua di genere condivisa a livello sovraregionale. GV'755
sembra infatti rifarsi a un mélange dialettale di genere che pre-
vede la presenza di dorismi (che a me paiono superficiali nel caso
in questione), che non sono necessariamente da interpretarsi
come tratti locali (cioe rivelatori di un’identitd). Un epigramma
come GV 1907 presenta invece un mélange dialettale, anch’esso
di genere, che coincide con la lingua ionico-epica, senza quella
concomitanza di altri dialetti che possiamo trovare negli epigrammi
epigrafici pre-ellenistici.

Per concludere, benché importante, la trattazione dell’im-
piego degli elementi dorici mi avrebbe costretto ad occuparmi
di un aspetto limitato del problema dell’evoluzione della lingua
dell’epigramma. La lingua ionico-epica ¢ una presenza costante
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nella storia dell’epigramma e permette quindi di dare une
visione di insieme della sua evoluzione. E stata questa constata-
zione che ha guidato la mia scelta.

A. Cassio: Following on from what has just been remarked,
a propos of the Apatourios epigram, you seem to subscribe to
Bechtel’s hesitation about the interpretation of the personal
names with Aoy as a first member: are they related to (1) dap.oc,
the non-Attic-lonic form of 3%uog, or to (2) the root of
Sdpvnue/Sopdlw? To my mind, in the specific case of Apatou-
rios’ father Aap.dpuevoc, (1) is the only possible solution, which
prompts further reflection on the use of Doric forms in this
epigram:

(i) Aapdppevoc is a compound like Oupdppevog “pleasurable”
(Bacchyl. 3, 71; Callim. /n Dian. 167), and &puevoc “suitable,
pleasing”, found in Homer and later poets, is a “Restform eines
im Griechischen sonst verschollenen Wurzelaorists”®3. Precisely
as Oupdppevoy is defined by Suda 0 549 as 6 f) Yuy 7 dpéonov,
Agp.dppevog is a Doric personal name meaning t¢ S&ue gpé-
GRWY.

(i) Aapdppevoc and Aapappevidac (in all likelihood Adp-)
are apparently found only in Doric-speaking areas, Epidauros,
Laconia, Delphi, Argos. Aapdppevoc, the mythical “pécheur
d’Erétrie” (as you call him), who drew up Pelops’ shoulder
blade from the sea, and whose name you seem to take as an
indication that it was in use in Euboea, is highly suspicious as
supporting evidence for a local Euboean name because according
to the story told by Pausanias in his book on Elis (5, 13, 4-6),
Aapdppevoc was ‘adopted’ by the Eleans who made him and
his descendants guardians of Pelops’ ‘sacred” shoulder blade —
so that the name might in fact be the name of an ancestor of a
prominent Elean family for whom a mythical story linked to
Euboea was invented « posteriori.

8 J.A. HARDARSON (1993), Studien zum urindogermanischen Wurzelaorist
(Innsbruck), 199.
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(iii) What really clinches the matter is the name of a prom-
inent Spartan, grandfather of two wives of Spartan kings,
attested as Anpdpupevoc in the Herodotean text (5, 41 and
6, 65), clearly an lonicized form of Aapdpp.evoc, like Anudpn-
woc for Agpdparoc. Had Herodotus linked Aap-dppevoc to
Sap-4lw, he would never have turned Agp- into Anp.-.

Aapdppevoc the father of Amatodpioc was probably a for-
eigner from a Doric-speaking area who had moved to Euboea
and called his son by a local name. The Doric forms of the
epigram, certainly composed by a very learned man, may be
mainly due to a literary whim, but we cannot rule out that the
origin of the father might have played a role.

Besides, I agree with Andreas that o "Ehegpnvopic does
not guarantee an immediate association with Homer. Apart
from the fact that in Homer 8o is attested only once and in
its original meaning of “lump of earth”, Elephenor king of the
Abantes of Euboea is mentioned by numerous prose authors
after Homer (e.g. Hellanicus, Plutarch, and others) and is a
mythical figure that must have been familiar to many inhabitants
of the island. If anything, it is the non-Homeric innovation
"Exeqmvopic that should attract our attention.

E Dell’Oro: As far as Béhog Edegnvoplc is concerned, I have
already answered Andreas. Let me just say again that I have not
spoken of any immediate association of B&rog with Homer.

In respect of the proper name Aapdppevog, I would like to
mention that proper names do not always reflect the dialectal
features of the place where they are attested and that they can
also be re-interpreted in a way which does not reflect their (cor-
rect) etymological origin. A proper name with Doric features in
an lonic context does not necessarily imply that the person who
bore it was of Doric origin. In the case of the father of Apatou-
rios, Aap.dppevog, on the one hand, as you said, we cannot rule
out that he was a foreigner, but on the other we do not have
enough elements to prove it. If the origin of Apatourios or of
his father (or more generically of their ancestors) was really at
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issue, it is strange that no clear reference to it emerges in an
epigram of five elegiac couplets. The presence of Doric (super-
ficial) features cannot be used to prove the origin of the family
of Apatourios, as this would not be methodologically sound.
The content of the epigram does not support in any way
the hypothesis of a Doric origin of the family of Apatourios.
Now the question is: why should we create a link between
some possible family origins, which the author of the epigram
is not flaunting, and the use of Doric features in the epigram?
Be that as it may, the use of Doric features in this epigram
seems first of all a literary device.

As concerns more specifically the etymology of Aapdpp.evoc,
which I could not go into in more depth in my contribution,
it seems suspicious to me that we find the (supposed) Attic-
Tonic variant Anp.dpuevoc only in literary texts. In other words,
Anudppevoc could be a re-interpretation of an original form
Aapdppevoe. In fact, Herodotus mentions it together with the
name Arnpédoentoc/ Aapdpnroc which could have influenced the
interpretation of Aapdpupevog as Anpdppevoc in the later trans-
mission of the text. Like you, Bechtel seems to interpret
Aop.dppevog as built on 3%p.og (cf. HPN 123). Nevertheless, he
is aware of a kind of continuity between 3&u- and dap- in the
formation of proper names (with different meanings, of course).
In Eretria in the fourth century BCE, Avjp.irroc called his son
‘Immédapoc which should probably be interpreted as a com-
pound from the root of Saudlew rather than as from 8%jpog/
déapoc. As concerns the second part of the compound, I would
like to mention the use of &ppevog found e.g. in Apollonius Rho-
dius’ Argonautica 4, 1461: ol 7" &ppevor éc t63e Zpyov “and the
ones apt to this task”.

To sum up, first of all, the etymology of the proper name
Aapdpuevos is not straightforward. Secondly, even if one
accepts that Aapdppevoc was originally the Doric equivalent of
Anp.éppevoe, one cannot be sure of the interpretation of the
name in Late Hellenistic Chalcis. Thirdly, the father is men-
tioned only in the header, but never in the epigram: were the
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supposed Doric origins of Apatourios’ family really important,
they would have been explicitly mentioned, even shortly, in the
epigram.

L. Huitink: Connecting with what has just been said, and
taking into account that you yourself make out so many differ-
ent linguistic sources or points of reference alongside the lan-
guage of epic — such as lyric, epichoric dialects, other literary
genres (Gorgias, Timon, etc.) —, I would like to ask about the
overall impression. Are readers of such epigrams intended to
parse the language similarly and note all these discrete influences
(or even look for specific sources), or does the language of these
epigrams amount to a register that is specifically ‘epigrammatic’
And if so, how would you characterize that register in terms of
its literary ‘level’? Related to this is also the question at what point
certain linguistic features do stand out as peculiar (as deviating
from the norm) and should (or would) make an audience think
about them and interpret them.

E Dell’Oro: The variety of the epigrams collected in the Greek
Anthology shows that we have to consider it as a very adaptable
genre: not only from the point of view of its content, but also
from that of the wide range of linguistic choices (from funerary
to scoptic epigrams). Apart from the fact that epigrams are usually
short compositions, it is difficult to see specific epigrammatic
features which are not shared by some other genre. We should
also bear in mind that the literary competence of the authors
of literary and epigraphic epigrams can vary a lot. This makes
it difficult to define the epigram neatly as a literary genre with
a specific register.

As for the audience, neologisms (e.g. "Ehegnvopic in the
phrase Bdroc "Ehepnvopic) would probably have struck them
more than the re-elaboration of a Homeric verse (0% péiirog
[Y]runiwy ©Béyvoc Env otbpatoc), and this re-elaboration more
than a rather precise quotation (00 xal &6 [yhdong péhitoc]
yhuriov pé[ev add7)).
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ABSTRACT

This paper investigates how ancient scholarship deals with the Greek
dialects. Grammatical sources mostly examine the dialects in their
literary dimension and not as geographically-defined varieties. This
approach is mirrored in the wider reflection of historical, literary,
and rhetorical sources, which establish a close connection between a
certain dialect, the ethical and psychological attitudes of its genos, the
language of canonical literary authors, and its psychagogic effects on
the audience.

1. Introduzione

Nel capitolo quinto del suo pamphler su Tucidide, Dionigi
di Alicarnasso fornisce un excursus sull’origine del genere sto-
riografico.! Nonostante i predecessori di Erodoto e Tucidide
venissero dalle piti diverse regioni della Grecia, operarono scelte
simili sia nell’organizzazione delle loro opere “per popoli e citta”
(vot” 0vn nol xate whherg), che si basava sull’uso di racconti

! Ringrazio Andreas Willi per I'invito, la Fondation Hardt, Pierre Ducrey,
Gary Vachicouras e gli altri partecipanti per una indimenticabile settimana di
Entretiens, e in particolar modo Lucia Prauscello e Albio Cassio. Gli insegnamenti
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di quest’ultimo sono stati la fonte di ispirazione di questo lavoro. Sono anche
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grata alla dott.ssa Ilaria Paliuri per la collaborazione nelle fasi iniziali di questa
ricerca.
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locali, sia nell’'uso di “favole” e “colpi di scena teatrali” (p.300t
Twveg [...] ol Oeatpueal Tive mepiméreron). Lo stile (Aéie) &
parte integrante di questa visione dionigiana della ‘forma locale’
della storiografia greca delle origini, che privilegio, senza alcuna
pretesa di elaboratezza, il medesimo dialetto (Sidrextoc).?
Come Dionigi spiega poi nel capitolo 23, rispetto ai primi sto-
riografi Erodoto e Tucidide innovarono non solo nella conce-
zione della materia storica, ma anche nell’uso della lingua. In
termini moderni, potremmo dire che il loro merito ¢ stato quello
di avere elevato 'imperfetto uso dei dialetti locali al livello di
lingue letterarie canoniche: ¢ noto come per Dionigi i due sto-
rici siano i pitt puri modelli di ionico ed attico (cfr. Dion. Hal.
Pomp. 3, 16).

Di simili riflessioni sulla forma dialettale della lingua lettera-
ria sono disseminati i testi greci di ogni epoca, eppure non ¢
sopravvissuto alcun trattato che affronti la questione in modo
organico, come hanno gia discusso alcuni studi divenuti classici.?
Lo scopo di questo contributo ¢ offrire una sintesi aggiornata
sugli assunti sui quali si fonda la percezione dei ‘dialetti lette-
rari’ nell’erudizione antica, ivi inclusa quella bizantina. Sono due
gli aspetti che metterd a fuoco. Primo, in che modo sono descritte
le varieta dialettali nella grammatica antica, e se questo ci per-
mette di definire quale ruolo venisse attribuito a ciascuna di
esse all’interno della comunicazione letteraria. Secondo, come
la pitt ampia riflessione di tipo storico e stilistico delle fonti
retoriche e letterarie ha trattato la interconnessione tra dialetto,
caratteri etico-psicologici del genos che lo parlava, lingua letteraria

2 NéEw te G éml TO ToAD TV adTiy dmavtes émitndedoavtes, Goot Todg
adToE TPoelhovTo TAV SruhéxTwy yupaxthipas, [...] xal undepiav oxevwploy
gmgaivousay Teyvixfy “e tutti per lo pitt coltivarono lo stesso stile, privilegiando
lo stesso tipo di dialetto [...]: (uno stile) che non rivela alcuna elaboratezza tec-
nica” (DION. HAL. Thuc. 5, 30-34 Radermacher-Usener). La successiva discus-
sione del capitolo 23, dove Dionigi menziona lo ionico e I'attico come lingue dei
primi storiografi, chiarisce che qui 3idhextoc significa “dialetto”. Sulla ‘forma
locale’ della prima storiografia secondo Dionigi si veda PORCIANI (2001) 34-40.

3 HAINSWORTH (1967); VERSTEEGH (1986); MORPURGO DAVIES (1987);
CASSIO (1993).
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di certi autori ‘dialettali’ canonici ed effetto che essa suscitava
nel pubblico.*

La mia analisi si concentra su ionico, dorico ed eolico, che la
stessa esegesi antica spesso tratta in contrasto con l'attico, avvia-
tosi gia nella prima eta ellenistica a divenire la varieta letteraria
di maggior prestigio. I § 2 ripercorre i noti presupposti gene-
tici della teoria antica dei dialetti, soffermandosi in particolare
sul fatto che il loro numero si fissa presto in cinque (inclusa la
koine). Il § 3 presenta una veduta d’insieme dei pili rappresen-
tativi fenomeni linguistici associati a ciascun dialetto e sul modo
in cui essi sono trattati nelle fonti grammaticali, che permette
di mettere a fuoco alcuni elementi di dettaglio. Innanzitutto,
come sia 'approccio sia la terminologia linguistica varino a
seconda del dialetto trattato: lo ionico tende ad essere contrastato
con [l'attico, il dorico suddiviso in sotto-varieta e ’eolico
descritto sulla unica base del testo di Saffo e Alceo. In secondo
luogo, il rapporto di dipendenza e insieme variazione che lega
I’esegesi bizantina a quella di eta precedente. Si tende a conside-
rare gli esegeti bizantini dei meri epitomatori delle conoscenze
pits raffinate delle epoche precedenti, ma in alcuni casi ¢ evidente
che le loro opinioni si trovano gia formate in testi piti antichi,
come nel caso del P.Bour. 8 (cfr. § 3.1). II § 4 infine va al cuore
dell’aspetto teorico della riflessione antica, soffermandosi sui testi
che illustrano le caratteristiche etiche e gli effetti sonori e psico-
logici che gli antichi collegavano a ciascun dialetto.

Dal modo in cui le fonti trattano della lingua dei grandi
autori-modello emerge quanto di pil vicino a una ‘storia lin-
guistica’ della letteratura greca sia stato prodotto in eta antica.
Sebbene non costituiscano una teorizzazione organica, queste
riflessioni sulla forma linguistica dei testi letterari e sulla sua
funzione — in rapporto sia all’effetto creato nel pubblico sia
all’evoluzione della teoria degli stili letterari — rappresentano un

4 Non tratto qui dell’evoluzione del significato di Stérexroc nel pensiero lin-
guistico antico, per cui rimando agli studi citati nella nota precedente, da integrare
con CONSANI (1991); LAMBERT (2009) e soprattutto VAN ROOY (2016), che
fornisce una sintesi aggiornata.
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imprescindibile punto di riferimento per qualsiasi studio moderno
che, non fermandosi alla superficie dell’analisi dialettale, desi-
deri raggiungere una comprensione del ruolo della lingua nella
comunicazione letteraria della Grecia antica.

2. La dialettologia antica: prospettive genetiche e prospettive
linguistiche

L'approccio pit antico ai dialetti presuppone un collegamento
indissolubile tra genos e dialetto: esso ¢ gia presente nel Catalogo
delle donne (fr. 9 M.-W.), in cui le tre stirpi greche (Dori, Eoli,
Ioni) vengono fatte risalire a tre mitici capostipiti, discendenti di
Elleno, e i cui nomi ‘parlanti’ evocano anche il nome dei dialetti.’
Questo quadro in sostanza include anche gli Attici/Ateniesi pur
senza nominarli, in quanto essi sono cuyyevelg (“della stessa stirpe”)
degli Toni. Il rapporto tra Ioni e Attici tuttavia fu complesso e
subl alcune variazioni significative che si riflettono nella dia-
lettologia. Gia nel fr. 4a, 2 West di Solone, dove I'Attica ¢
ambiguamente definita wpesPutdtny [...] yoatay laoving “la pity
antica terra di lonia”, e poi nel corso del V secolo si fa strada un
radicale sovvertimento dell’originario rapporto di discendenza
degli Ateniesi dagli Ioni, che attraverso il mito dell’autoctonia
degli Ateniesi giunge ad affermare I'idea che gli Ioni siano loro
gmowxol (“coloni”).® Lorigine ateniese degli Ioni ¢ ribadita in
Strabone (8, 1, 2), dove si trova anche una traccia delle conse-
guenze linguistiche di questa idea: ovvero che lo ionico sia una
forma di mahond AtHic (“attico antico”; cfr. § 4.1).7

Questa evoluzione mostra molto bene come da una iniziale
impostazione di tipo genetico — nella quale i dialetti sono tre
perché tre sono le stirpi — le teorie dialettali antiche abbiano poi

> Su questo frammento e il suo orientamento ‘etnico’ si veda il classico HAINS-
WORTH (1967) 64-65.

¢ Si vedano HALL (1997) 51-53 e (2002) 68-71, anche per il ruolo di queste
teorie nell’espansione ateniese di V secolo.

7 Cfr. HAINSWORTH (1967) 67-68 ¢ infra, § 4.1.
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acquisito una prospettiva ‘linguistica’, nella quale I'attico assume
dunque un’identita separata dallo ionico. Le prime tracce di
questa quadripartizione si trovano in Eraclide il Periegeta (fr. 3
Miiller), ma le sue esposizioni pili complete sono in Strabone (8,
1, 2) e in un famoso scolio a Dionisio Trace,® che & anche una
fonte preziosa per comprendere il carattere attribuito a ciascun
dialetto, come si vedra meglio 7nfra (§ 4.3). La ridefinizione del
rapporto di precedenza tra Ioni e Ateniesi e tra i loro dialetti
diviene standard nelle fonti pit tarde, fino a permeare 'esegesi
bizantina. Se ne coglie ancora 'eco in Eustazio (gli Ioni sono
&mowxor degli Ateniesi e lo ionico ¢ la madows Athic: in I1. 1, 14,
10 van der Valk, Comm. in Dion. Perieg. 423, 42-44 Miiller).

Laltra differenza tra dialettologia delle origini e teorie di eta
successiva ¢ I'inclusione della koine del novero delle dialekroi
greche, di cui si coglie una prima traccia in Trifone.” Con poche
eccezioni (per lo piu riferibili all’attico'?), i grammatici antichi
non distinguono tra stadi linguistici diversi poiché manca loro
una sistematica metodologia diacronica:'! la koin¢ non ¢ pertanto
riconosciuta come una varieta posteriore derivata dallo ionico-
attico, ma viene considerata un dialetto, collocato a fianco degli
altri su un piano atemporale.'? Lesegesi bizantina eredita e per-
petua questa ripartizione in cinque varieta: I'orgogliosa defini-
zione della koine come la Siddextoc f) mdvree ypdpebo (“il
dialetto che tutti usiamo”, Greg. Cor. llepl raréxtwv 1, 12
Schifer) permette ai Bizantini di sostenere su basi linguistiche
Iininterrotta continuita tra la Grecia antica dialettale e il loro
tempo.

8 Schol. Vat. in Dion. Thrac. 3, 117, 18-19 Hilgard.

9 Si vedano GIESE (1837) 46 e CAssIO (1993) 78-79. MORPURGO DAVIES (1987)
14 discute della circolazione di questa ripartizione nelle fonti di etd imperiale.

10 Cfr. PROBERT (2004).

11 LALLOT (2015), a proposito di Apollonio Discolo ed Erodiano. NUNLIST
(2012) discute delle tracce di una consapevolezza storico-linguistica in Aristarco,
concludendo che “perhaps not all ancient scholars lacked a sense of ‘Sprachge-
schichte” (p. 160). Cfr. ora anche SCHIRONI (2018) 599-601.

12 Cfr. e.g. CLEM. AL. Strom. 1, 142, 3-4; il commentariolus Byzantinus edito
in Grammatici Graeci 1.3, 567, 32-33 Hilgard; PSELL. Poem. 6, 3-6.
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3. Dalla teoria alla pratica: la descrizione dei tratti tipici di
ciascun dialetto nelle fonti antiche

Quello che ho presentato in modo essenziale ¢ il quadro teo-
rico nel quale si inserisce la trattazione grammaticale dei dialetti
nelle fonti antiche, che ¢ una ‘conquista’ dell’eta ellenistica:
prima di questo momento, i Greci produssero solo riflessioni
estemporanee sulla natura del greco in quanto lingua.' Per la
descrizione dei dialetti gli Alessandrini svilupparono un pecu-
liare approccio teorico (gia evocato da Lucia Prauscello nella
sua relazione), che ne classifica le caratteristiche principali come
delle variazioni (7&0v) rispetto a un prototipo analogico: esso ¢
talvolta chiamato cuvy0ewa, altre volte ¢ identificato con la koine,
in altri casi con un astratto ‘accordo tra i dialetti’.'¥ Oltre alla
teoria dei waOy, l'altro caposaldo della metodologia linguistica
antica ¢ il ricorso ad autori-modello rappresentativi di ciascun
dialetto. Ne risulta che la dialettologia antica ¢ essenzialmente
una teoria dei dialetti letterari, ovvero delle forme linguistiche
tramandate nei testi letterari greci.

Lindividuazione di questi principi permette di comprendere
perché, anche quando i grammatici contrastano gli esiti dialettali
con quelli attici o di koing, essi non giungano mai alla teorizza-
zione di una maggiore correttezza di una varieta rispetto ad altre,
o alla subordinazione dei dialetti a un’idea di lingua come varieta
standard. Questo ulteriore passo ¢ un prodotto della sintesi di
epoca bizantina, nella quale i dialetti sono presentati come varieta
definite da alcune caratteristiche linguistiche essenziali e contra-

state con la ‘lingua’, che coincide con la koine."

13 Anche le modalita secondo le quali la lingua dell’epigramma su pietra
ammette o evita tratti del dialetto epicorico, soprattutto in contesto extra-locale,
forniscono indizi sulla coscienza dialettale dei Greci: cfr. MICKEY (1981).

14 Lo studio classico & WACKERNAGEL (1876). Si vedano anche SIEBENBORN
(1976) 1505 CONSANI (1991) 26-27; CassiO (1993) 85-86; VAN Rooy (2016)
253.

15 Si veda Consant (1991), imprescindibile per lo studio della formazione e
tradizione testuale dei compendi dialettologici tardo-bizantini.
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3.1. Lo ionico

Le fonti erudite riservano ampio spazio alle caratteristiche
fono-morfologiche dello ionico. Un elemento comune ¢ il
contrasto, che avviene di solito in termini neutrali, tra lo
ionico e lattico, rispetto al quale la norma ionica ¢ talvolta
percepita nei termini di un mutamento. Due fenomeni rap-
presentativi e opposti di tale approccio metodologico sono il
passaggio di /a:/ (&) ad /e:/ (n) e le contrazioni. Nel primo
caso, i grammatici ricorrono al termine tpon# “mutamento”,
in una prospettiva storica corretta. Il passaggio ad /e:/ suscita
interesse non tanto per quanto riguarda il confronto dello
ionico con la maggioranza degli altri dialetti, ma quasi solo
per 7 ionico che si contrappone ad alpha purum attico e di
koine.!® La stessa prospettiva si riscontra nel trattamento delle
contrazioni, anche se in modo pitl incongruo. Il mantenimento
di iato vocalico ¢ visto come un fenomeno essenzialmente
ionico (quando invece sappiamo che era diffuso in molte varieta
arcaiche greche), in contraddizione con la prassi attica. In una
spiegazione attribuita a Filosseno dagli scolii all’Odissea, ad
esempio, I'avverbio &{eudéwe “veramente” & spiegato come
una forma “in scioglimento ionico” (8v lwvixy] Stahdoer) a
partire da &eudée.!” Losservazione di questa tendenza gene-
rale non deve tuttavia portare alla conclusione che lo ionico
venisse considerato una varietd poco prestigiosa. Al contrario,
in virtl dei suoi autorevoli autori-modello (Omero, Erodoto,
Ippocrate, ecc.), questo dialetto gode di uno status che permea

16 Cfr. per esempio HDN. 1, 340, 9-10 Lentz: T eic pn lovixarepa xotd
Tpomhy 7ol o elg v Paplvetal, x6pm, Acxern moic Bowtiag, »7A. “I sostantivi
ionici in -pn, in cui o muta in 7, ritraggono 'accento: (per esempio) xépy,
"Aoxprn — citta della Beozia —, etc.”. Si noti perd che il testo ¢ ricostruito da
Lentz mettendo insieme pezzi diversi di Cherobosco: sul problema dei fram-
menti di Erodiano, che non dispone di un’edizione critica aggiornata che corregga
i pitt evidenti difetti di prospettiva dell’edizione di Lentz, rimando a DICKEY
(2014).

17" PHILOX. fr. 2 Theodoridis (= Schol. BHQ Vind. 133 ad £ 485 Dindorf).
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persino la lessicografia atticista, che nota le particolarita ioni-
che, ma di rado le censura.'®

Se le grandi sintesi grammaticali di eth imperiale e i materiali
esegetici a Omero, Ippocrate e — in minor misura — Erodoto
contengono una messe imponente di informazioni sullo ionico,
in epoca bizantina questa esegesi millenaria si riduce in buona
parte a un distillato molto schematico di regole fisse ad uso
scolastico, di cui si coglie un’eco nel fatto che in Poem. 6, 11-15
Psello descrive lo ionico citando solo dei genitivi: [Iépoew,
Anpochéveoe, llepcémv e vwpgéwy. Vediamo qui un effetto
chiaro della radicale opera di semplificazione attuata da epito-
matori e ‘linguisti’ bizantini sulla millenaria esegesi agli autori
dialettali. Tuttavia, sarebbe errato pensare che i materiali di epoca
antica siano tutti esempi di raffinata analisi linguistica molto
lontana dalla manualistica bizantina.

Uno spiraglio su trattazioni alternative a quelle dei grandi
grammatici imperiali ¢ aperto dai papiri, che rivestono una par-
ticolare importanza dal momento che sostanzialmente leggiamo
Trifone, Eraclide, Erodiano ecc. in citazioni di epoca molto pit
tarda. La recente pubblicazione di un papiro di II secolo d.C.
— PSI 1609, che contiene forse una porzione mepl 1430¢ di un
pitt lungo trattato Ilepl Stahéxtwv — ci mette di fronte al caso
interessante di canoni relativi alla declinazione dei sostantivi
maschili in ionico che riecheggiano molto da vicino le regole e
la stessa terminologia semplicistica dei piu tardi trattati Ilepl
Stnéxtov.”” Le due regole superstiti del papiro concernono i
nominativi del tipo ‘Eppeine, Zwoine e i genitivi del tipo [1ép-
cew, Zépfew. Anche in questo caso la norma attica e di koine
¢ P'implicito punto di partenza dal quale lo ionico ¢ visto diver-
gere perché non preserva alpha purum.

18 Cfr. e.g. POLL. 2, 8 (veoyvéc “appena nato” ¢ ‘ionico’ perché si trova in
Erodoto); 2, 76 (83p# “odore” ¢ ionico e poetico) e 3, 98 (su #3wv ed #oe, par-
ticipio presente e aoristo di 8w “rallegrare”). La sola evidente eccezione ¢ PHRYN.
Ecl. 235 Fischer, su Erodoto, il cui status speciale nella lessicografia atticista ho
discusso in TRIBULATO (2016).

1 Tale l'interpretazione in LUISELLI (2013), editio princeps.
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PSI1609 testimonia un’attivith dialettologica antica ripartita
in una tipologia di canoni nota dai pit tardi trattati bizantini
ma che si trovano gia formati nella letteratura grammaticale del
IT secolo. Allo stesso tempo, mi pare che la formulazione dei
due canoni possa essere ricondotta a pitt complessi materiali
grammaticali di II secolo d.C., che si ispiravano al criterio
dell'autore-modello.

Prima degli esempi di nominativi maschili della I declina-
zione (‘Eppelag/‘Epueing, Zwotac/Zwoine) viene data un’infor-
mazione apparentemente incongrua: il canone si applica ai
sostantivi p1) gdoer Awpuxd (“che non sono dorici per natura”).
Il paragone con altre fonti mostra che nella dottrina grammati-
cale i sostantivi ‘dorici per natura’ non erano termini dialettali
di ascendenza dorica, ma #ipi di declinazione. Nella fattispecie,
si tratta di quei sostantivi in -é¢ (di norma nomi propri) che
hanno il genitivo in -&, come 6 Adoc, 00 Ada. In vari passi
degli scolii di Cherobosco a Teodosio troviamo la spiegazione
secondo la quale questi sostantivi erano di origine dorica (in virtl
del non mutamento di & in %) ed ¢ molto probabile che dell'intera
faccenda si fosse occupato lo stesso Erodiano.?

Penso che l'interesse dei grammatici sia stato stimolato dal
fatto che forme come Adoc sono presenti nella lingua di Omero
ed ¢ indicativo che, secondo 'integrazione di Luiselli, Omero
sarebbe stato menzionato proprio all’inizio di S71609.%' Come
testimonia ancora Cherobosco (1, 121, 17-26 Hilgard), le discus-
sioni sulla declinazione di Adoc si intrecciavano con quelle rela-
tive a hadg e 1 suoi composti come Mevédaog, il cui & creava
problemi perché si sottraeva alla regola generale del passaggio ad ».
In sostanza, ¢ molto probabile che il primo canone di 257 1609
avesse dietro anche una dottrina grammaticale pit raffinata che
si occupava di ‘eccezioni’ nello ionico omerico.

La scelta dei genitivi [1épcew e Eépfew a cui ¢ dedicato il
secondo canone fa invece pensare che 'autore-modello alla base

20 Cfr. CHOEROB. 1, 120, 31-35 e 121, 1-17 Hilgard.
21 LUISELLI (2013) 115.
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di queste citazioni fosse Erodoto, che usa spesso questi due
genitivi: nel caso di I1épcew si puod anzi parlare di un uso ero-
doteo esclusivo, visto che le altre poche attestazioni occorrono
tutte in testi grammaticali. Il confronto tra i due canoni sugge-
risce dunque che il compilatore di 257 1609 abbia riformulato
— in chiave dialettologica e in un formato semplificato che si
ispira al criterio dell’autore-modello — informazioni di natura
paradigmatico-accentuale che erano discusse nella grammatica
di epoca contemporanea, anticipando cosi una tendenza che &
molto ben rappresentata nella trattatistica bizantina.

3.2. Il dorico

Il dorico occupa un posto particolare all'interno della dialet-
tologia antica. E il dialetto pit sovente suddiviso in sottova-
rieta:* la maggior parte di esse sono di derivazione letteraria (il
siracusano di Epicarmo, il laconico di Alcmane, ecc.), ma non
mancano tracce di un interesse nei confronti delle varieta locali
come il cretese.?? La trattatistica dialettale eredita la contrappo-
sizione etica e culturale tra Dori e oni (su cui si veda infra) e
cio si riflette sia nella terminologia scelta per descriverne i prin-
cipali fenomeni linguistici, sia nella selezione dei tratti tipici del
suo ‘carattere’. Se, come si ¢ visto, la spiegazione dei tratti lin-
guistici ionici parte spesso da un implicito punto di riferimento
attico, rispetto al quale lo ionico ¢ visto divergere, il dorico ¢
contrastato con un’entitd che non ¢ semplicemente attica, ma
che rappresenta piuttosto I'unita dei dialetti attico e ionico, che
gli esegeti antichi sembrano ricreare in modo implicito anche
in assenza di un concetto analogo al nostro ‘ionico-attico’.

Un caso in cui si puo osservare bene questo approccio ¢ quello
del trattamento di /a:/ (&), che i grammatici antichi contrastano

22 HAINSWORTH (1967) 70-71; Cassio (1993).
2 Sulla glossografia antica di orientamento locale si veda il classico LATTE

(1925).
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con /e:/ (n) ionico-attico e di koing, senza alcuna consapevo-
lezza del fatto che ¢ quest’'ultimo ad essere un mutamento del
primo e non viceversa.?* Connesso a questo, grande attenzione
¢ riservata alla flessione dei sostantivi maschili della I declina-
zione in -dc, in particolare per quanto riguarda il genitivo in -&
(esito di -ao). I grammatici sono interessati al fatto che questa
declinazione dorica mostra alcune analogie con la declinazione
contratta attica (tipo Mnvég, Mnv&) che si preserva nella koine
e non ¢ raro trovare discussioni sulla corretta definizione di
queste declinazioni: Cherobosco per esempio nota che esse
sono sempre distinte dall’accento e che ¢ errato chiamare ‘dorica’
quella con accentazione perispomena.”’

Laltro argomento della morfologia dei sostantivi che suscita
un grande interesse ¢ la declinazione dei pronomi e degli agget-
tivi personali, sia dal punto di vista della forma della radice che
dal punto di vista delle desinenze: un gran numero di passi
provengono dal ITepl dvrwwupiac di Apollonio Discolo,?® una
delle fonti principali per la conoscenza delle sotto-varieta doriche
(che Apollonio esemplifica sulla base degli autori letterari).?’”
Numerosi altri passi riguardano fenomeni della coniugazione:
le I1I persone singolari in -7, le I persone plurali in -pec, le 111
persone in -vti. Su quest’ultimo tratto ¢ interessante un passo
di Eustazio con citazione da Eraclide Milesio (Eust. /n Od. 1,
246, 17-35 Stallbaum = Heraclid. Mil. fr. 44 Cohn), in cui si
contrastano gli esiti dorici e quelli eolici e si discute anche delle
terze persone dei futuri dorici del tipo motneobvti.?® Da questa

2 Per es. STEPH. BYZ. 9, 43, 5-6: 10wuhre S tob 1 wal Awpurd] Tpomd]
TOopdrog “I0wphne ‘di Itome’ con 7, e con mutamento [vocalico] dorico I0e-
uarac” (= HDN. 2, 357, 6-7 Lentz).

2> CHOEROB. 1, 142, 36-37 Hilgard.

26 Peres. 1, 95, 1-3 Uhlig su &uéc dorico contrapposto ad &upec eolico; 1,
96, 23-97, 4 Uhlig su &p.tv ed &y, ecc.

27 Per es. 1, 101, 1 Uhlig su e forma siracusana (la fonte ¢ Sofrone).

28 11 frammento di Eraclide contiene una complessa teoria sul vocalismo dia-
lettale dei verbi atematici improntata ai principi dell’analogia ed esposta anche in
alri suoi frammenti tramandati da Eustazio. Per questa teoria e i suoi presupposti
metodologici, si veda PRAUSCELLO (2017) 37-38.
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succinta rassegna si nota come la descrizione antica dei tratti
principali del dorico si avvicini molto a quella dei moderni
manuali scolastici.

3.3. Leolico

Un fatto ben noto a chi si occupa di esegesi linguistica antica
¢ che per i grammatici greci 'eolico corrispondeva sostanzial-
mente alla varietd asiatica esemplificata dalla poesia di Saffo e
Alceo e da alcuni elementi della lingua epica. Gli antichi, che
pure riconoscevano il carattere eolico di Tessali e Beoti, non
erano interessati a contrastare i diversi esiti in queste varietd
del gruppo eolico. Non esiste, per esempio, un capitoletto in
Erodiano dedicato alla geminazione nell’eolico di Saffo e Alceo
vis-a-vis quanto succede in tessalico e beotico. Cid conferma
ancora una volta che 'interesse dei grammatici non era stori-
co-linguistico, ma linguistico-letterario: le regole grammaticali
(alcune per noi errate, altre corrette) venivano enunciate per
spiegare le variazioni che determinate forme greche assumevano
nella lingua di autori importanti, non per raggiungere la descri-
zione completa di un dialetto. Questa stessa metodologia poteva
dunque condurli a riservare al beotico un certo spazio nelle loro
descrizioni ma solo in quanto dialetto usato da Corinna: il beotico
non interessa per sé, cosi come non interessa affatto il tessalico,
dialetto privo di dignita letteraria.”’

Se consideriamo quanto ¢ sopravvissuto dell’esegesi lingui-
stica antica vediamo che (come anche nel caso del dorico) essa
si costruisce su una gran parte di quelle caratteristiche che

2 Si noti perd che in Schol. Marc. in Dion. Thrac. 3, 309, 29 Hilgard I'Alodic
viene identificata con il dialetto dei Botwrot “ciot i Tebani” (#youv t6v OnBalwv:
forse un riflesso del predominio beotico nella lega tebana post-classica? Cfr. VOT-
TERO [2006]). Anche in Schol. Lond. in Dion. Thrac. 3, 469, 32-33 Hilgard si
distingue ' Alodic Boiwtiaxs da quella dei AéoBrov: ringrazio Lucia Prauscello
per questi riferimenti. Sull’esegesi linguistica antica a Corinna si veda VESSELLA
(2012), con bibliografia precedente.
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ancora oggi costituiscono l'ossatura di una grammatica dia-
lettale dell’eolico: la baritonesi, la psilosi, la dittongazione, la
coniugazione in -yt dei uerba wocalia, la sincope, le forme del
tipo Bpédov e gli infiniti tematici del tipo Aéyvv. Per quanto
riguarda la dittongazione, i commenti riguardano forme speci-
fiche, come poioa (cfr. Hdn. 2, 1, 30 Lentz = Epim. Hom. [ordine
alphabetico] p. 65 = 500, 6 Dyck). Il funzionamento della dit-
tongazione perd sfugge del tutto ai grammatici antichi, come
dimostrano le equazioni analogiche secondo cui a tutti gli /a:/
dorici corrispondono /ai/ eolici.

La cultura greco-romana di etd imperiale aveva un enorme
interesse per la poesia eolica di Saffo e Alceo, la cui lingua ha un
grosso ruolo nella teorizzazione di Apollonio Discolo ed Ero-
diano. L'importanza dell’eolico a quest’epoca ¢ confermata
anche dalle fonti papiracee, come dimostra il noto P Bour. 8 del
IT secolo d.C.** Le 117 righe superstiti (molte delle quali lacu-
nose) del papiro, che non reca intestazione, sembrano copiare in
una scrittura molto curata una qualche trattazione mepl Aloki-
doc, che comincia dalla discussione di alcune forme dittongate
(1. 1-24). Trova qui posto la nota teoria iperdialettale che attri-
buisce all’eolico sostantivi maschili della I declinazione in -otc
sulla scorta di un ragionamento analogico (il papiro considera il
fenomeno autentico e ne parla nei termini di un wicovasuée di
iota). Dopo una parte molto lacunosa (Il. 25-54) seguono una
descrizione degli ottativi del tipo Aeyotato (Il. 55-67) e alcune
regole sugli infiniti (Il. 67-72) e sulla coniugazione atematica
dei uerba wocalia (1. 73-80). 1l resto del papiro ¢ molto fram-
mentario, ma vi si intravedono citazioni dei poeti lesbii.

Per la dovizia e la sistematicita delle informazioni e la quan-
tita di citazioni letterarie il P.Bour. 8 & considerato il testimone
dell’attivita di un grammatico di primo livello e I'ipotetica attri-
buzione a Trifone ¢ spesso citata in letteratura.’! Rispetto a un
esemplare di questo tipo, i trattati dialettologici bizantini — che

30 Ed. in WOUTERS (1979) 274-297.
31 Riferimenti in WOUTERS (1979) 293-294; cfr. Cassio (1993) 79.
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ripetono all’infinito informazioni che risalgano ad Erodiano e
sono state via via semplificate — sono al contempo piti elemen-
tari e meno accurati nella ripetizione delle informazioni. Il peso
maggiore ¢ dato agli elementi di fonologia, con esempi del tutto
scollegati dalla tradizione letteraria della lirica eolica: Saffo e
Alceo sono si menzionati come autori-modello, ma si tratta di
nudi nomi in un’epoca in cui non erano pil letti per via diretta.’

4. 11 ‘carattere’ dei dialetti greci e i loro autori-modello

Vengo ora a discutere il cuore della mia relazione, ovvero —
per usare le parole-chiave del titolo di questi Entretiens — la
funzione che gli antichi attribuivano all’uso della forma dialet-
tale. Si tratta di una funzione di tipo etico-psicologico: le fonti
sono pressoché unanimi nel presentarci lettori o ascoltatori di
un certo pezzo letterario o di una certa espressione linguistica
che reagiscono alla lingua attraverso emozioni, che a loro volta
suscitano in loro giudizi etici. Queste notazioni sugli effetti etico-
psicologici della forma dialettale formano l'ossatura dell’approc-
cio linguistico antico ai testi letterari, delineando quanto di pilt
vicino a una storia linguistica della letteratura greca sia stato pro-
dotto dall’esegesi antica.

4.1. Lo ionico

Come si ¢ gia accennato supra (§ 3.1), lo ionico gode di un
indubbio prestigio nelle teorie linguistiche, stilistiche e letterarie
degli antichi. Innanzitutto, si riconosce a questo dialetto il
ruolo di lingua del poeta per eccellenza, Omero. La percezione
di Omero come autorita ionica tuttavia non ¢ monolitica. Gia

32 T relativi passi dei trattati sono raccolti in CONSANI (1991) 98-99 e 117-
121. Sul Nachleben di Saffo in etd bizantina, si veda PONTANI (2001); su Alceo,
LIBERMAN (1999) Ixv-lxxxi.
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alcuni degli esegeti antichi, anticipando in qualche modo la
moderna teoria della ‘fase eolica’, vedevano nella sua lingua
piuttosto un modello di eolico che di ionico.*® Altri invece
(Dione Crisostomo, Vita Homeri pseudo-plutarchea, Filodemo)
lo consideravano quasi una summa dei dialetti greci, una teoria
che trova spazio anche in Erodiano.* 1l fatto che questo cam-
pione della grammatica normativa usi molto frequentemente
Omero per esemplificare fenomeni linguistici ¢ una perfetta
dimostrazione di quanto I'epos omerico fosse il fondamento
della cultura greca e dunque anche della sua lingua.” In alcuni
passi delle sue opere Erodiano tratta alcune forme omeriche
come tipiche dell’attico ‘antico’, un trattamento che fa il paio
con I'idea aristarchea secondo cui Omero era ateniese.*
Vengono poi Erodoto — seconda autorita del canone storico — e
Ippocrate, il cui ionico ¢ al contempo una marca distintiva
dello stile medico e un ‘problema’ per gli intellettuali di epoca
atticista, come si evince dalla difficolta di conciliare precetti
atticisti e lingua dei medici che rivela Galeno e cui allude anche
Polluce nella seconda lettera prefatoria dell’ Onomasticon.’”
Nell’apprezzamento antico di Erodoto lo ionico ¢ talvolta citato
come un elemento fondamentale del suo stile, contraddistinto
dalle virtli di piacevolezza (#30v), grazia (ydptc) e dolcezza (yhu-
xd116). 1l giudizio positivo su Erodoto ha in Dionigi di Alicar-
nasso il primo importante sostenitore. Nella Leztera a Pompeo
Gemino lo storico ¢ lodato per la piacevolezza della sua narra-
zione, ottenuta sia attraverso una corretta disposizione della

3 Cfr. SCHIRONI (2018) 612-615.

3 Sull’origine di questa teoria e il suo uso nelle fonti retorico-grammaticali,
si vedano BLANK (1988) 141-142 e JANKO (2000) 377 n. 4.

35 PONTANI (2012).

3¢ Per I'approccio di Erodiano ai dialetti nella lingua omerica & ancora utile
STEPHAN (1889) 24-36. Sulla teoria dell’attico antico si veda la sintesi di SCHI-
RONI (2018) 620-622 e, sulla sua presenza in Erodiano, PROBERT (2004).

7 Cfr. e.g. GAL. De differentia pulsuum libri iv 8, 635 Kiihn: xai Huetépoac
3¢ 8bo mparypateiog 6 Povibpevog Eyel, THY Te TEpl ATTIXGY OVOUAT®Y xal THY
nepl Tév latpidv “Chi vuole [approfondire le questioni terminologiche] ha a
disposizione anche i miei due trattati, I'uno sui termini attici e I'altro su quelli
medici”.
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materia (scelta e circoscrizione del soggetto; enumerazione
degli avvenimenti; partecipazione alla narrazione) sia attraverso
lo stile, caratterizzato da un puro dialetto ionico, di cui egli ¢
massimo modello (t7c ’1&8o¢ &proToc xavdv, Dion. Hal. Pomp.
3, 11). La lingua, come I'abilita narrativa, valgono allo storico
la frequente assimilazione ad Omero, che si esplica nella famosa
definizione di Erodoto éunpuewtatoc del trattato Sul Sublime
(13, 3) e pitt compiutamente nella riflessione retorica di Ermo-
gene. In /d. 319-320 Rabe la 2é&€1c yauxeio — lo “stile dolce”,
che ¢ innanzitutto poetico — viene riconosciuta anche ad Ero-
doto perché, pur essendo un prosatore, ha scelto lo ionico come
Omero ed Esiodo: il suo dialetto ¢ definito “poetico” e “dolce”
(xal Eotwy 7 'lag Emep oy mounTind Twe, duk TobTo 3¢ nal
7deiar). 38

Attraverso la teorizzazione retorica, 'idea che lo ionico sia dolce,
piacevole e quasi ontologicamente poetico conosce un’ampia for-
tuna, che sopravvive in etd bizantina. Alla wvixy) ydpic come
elemento di stile in prosa fa riferimento Psello (Or. for. 1, 2676
Dennis), mentre Fozio parla di #80v¥ sia nel codex della Bibliotheca
relativo ad Erodoto (60), sia in quello dedicato a Ctesia (72,
45a): un passo che nell’accogliere la lunga tradizione di connes-
sione tra ionico, stile piacevole e abilitd narrativa menziona
anche quell’elemento favoloso (nuf@®dec) che altrove caratterizza
in negativo lo stile degli storici troppo ‘omerici’.*

Altre fonti forniscono una descrizione dell’effetto prodotto
dalla yépic ionica nell’uditorio. In un passo delle /magines

38 Sul passo si veda I'analisi di PRIESTLEY (2014) 199-203.

3 PHOT. Bibl. cod. 72, 45a: T&v pévror ye wiboy, év oic éxetvey [scil. Ero-
doto] nodopeitar, 038 obroc [Cresia] dploTtatar, xal pdiista &v Tolc émtypaupo-
uévorg adtd Ivdued. ‘H 3¢ 7dove t¥c lotoplag adtod 6 mwAelotov év 77 T@V
dupynuatwy adtol yivetar Stacxevy] To TalnTindy %ol dmwposdéxnTov Eyoboy
mohd, xal T &yyde Tob pulddove adtiy Swmowiirety “Tuttavia, anche Ctesia
non si astiene dall’usare racconti (per i quali critica Erodoto), soprattutto nel suo
libro intitolato Trdixd. La piacevolezza della sua narrazione risiede per la maggior
parte nell’arrangiamento delle digressioni, che ha molti elementi emozionanti e
inattesi e abbellimenti che la avvicinano al racconto favoloso”. Alcuni famosi
giudizi negativi del pu0é&dec degli storici “imitatori di Omero” sono in LUCIAN.
VH 1, 3; PLUT. Mor. (De Herodoti malignitate) 874b.
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Luciano loda la dolcissima voce di Pantea, sposa di Abradata, la
cui pura lingua ionica ¢ simile al canto (Lucian. /m. 13-15).
Nel descrivere le abilita di Scopeliano di Clazomene (citta ionica),
grande ammiratore di Gorgia di Leontinoi (altra citta ionica),
Filostrato (VS 1, 519) afferma che “la capacita di parlare in
modo arguto ¢ naturale tra gli Ioni” (mpdc pdoewe pév yop Toic
Tovixoig t0 aoteileslor). Filostrato sottolinea la piacevolezza
di Scopeliano in opposizione al giudizio di quanti lo conside-
rano ampolloso, perché retore asiano.

E indicativo che nella descrizione delle critiche dei detrattori
con cui si apre la biografia di Scopeliano spicchi I'aggettivo
dnbractog “sfrenato” (Philostr. VS 1, 515). Accanto alle qualita
positive, venivano infatti attribuiti agli Ioni molti difetti, tra
cui la lascivia, la corruzione morale, la depravazione sessuale,
oscenita e la sfrenatezza. Caratterizzazioni di questo tipo sono
gia abbondanti in commedia attica, come ¢ noto. Cid che qui
importa, tuttavia, ¢ che tali giudizi etici finiscono con il perme-
are anche la teoria musicale e attraverso essa il discorso lingui-
stico.“’ Nel noto passo di Resp. 398e Platone annovera 'armo-
nia ionia tra quelle “molli” (poraxai) e il giudizio & ripreso in
molte altre fonti, tra cui Plut. Mor. 822b, dove ’armonia ionia
¢ detta suscitare 'inclinazione ai piaceri e la sfrenatezza (tv 8¢
70 Tpbe Ndovag dhslnedy xal axbrastov adfovcay). In Deip-
nosofisti 14, 19-20 — che riporta un passo di Eraclide Pontico
con quella che ¢ forse 'introduzione pit accessibile alla connes-
sione tra i yévn greci, le tre armonie musicali, e i loro rispettivi
caratteri — si sostiene che il genere ionico si sia evoluto da
un’iniziale austerita all’effeminatezza. Quello dell’effeminatezza
ionica ¢ un opos dispregiativo che perd deve avere avuto la sua
origine nell’apprezzamento dell’eleganza del portamento e dei
costumi ionici, poi divenuti motivo di scherno in commedia.*!

40 Sull’argomento si veda anche CAssIO (1984) 119-120. ABERT (1899) con-
tiene ancora molti commenti utili a passi fondamentali.

4 A causa di questa rappresentazione comica, “ionico” ¢ glossato come sino-
nimo di “effeminato” anche nella lessicografia pit tarda: cfr. HSCH. v 1200 Latte
(ovindv- Tpugepdy- 4 éml Tol xateaybroc, xal Oniuxol. énl todTe Yyip Exop.m-
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Anche in questo caso il passo dalla sfera etica alla teoria dei
suoni e della lingua ¢ evidente. Aristide Quintiliano afferma che
esistono vocali di suono “maschile” (tra le quali «) e altre di
suono “femminile” (tra le quali 7)) e che la prevalenza di uno
dei due tipi di vocali determina il carattere virile o effeminato
dei dialetti. Su questa teoria e la sua possibile dipendenza da
Aristosseno tornerd a breve (§ 4.2) perché ha avuto soprattutto
un impatto su tutta una serie di ‘miti’ antichi e moderni che
sono fioriti intorno al carattere dorico. Per quanto riguarda lo
ionico, la femminilita dei suoi suoni ¢ talvolta vista come parte
integrante della sua piacevolezza, ma altre volte assume una
connotazione negativa. Lo stesso Filostrato, che nella Viza di
Scopeliano di Clazomene loda il carattere ionico, riporta altrove
il rimprovero che Iseo di Assiria (oratore un tempo dedito a
mollezze e piaceri) mosse all’ancora giovane Dionisio di Mileto,
suo discepolo, per I'eccessivo cantato della sua dizione ionica.*?

Questi passi ci permettono dunque di cogliere la grande
complessita dell'immagine che lo ionico evoca nei commenta-
tori antichi. Dialetto imparentato con l'attico; lingua di base
dell’epica, della lirica, della medicina e della filosofia;* migliore
tra tutti per I'eleganza, la dolcezza, la piacevolezza e la poeticita,
lo ionico pud perd ammantarsi anche di connotati negativi
quando l'eleganza cede all’affettazione, la dolcezza all’effemina-
tezza e la piacevolezza alla lascivia. Proprio in quest’'ultima
accezione negativa i caratteri dello ionico possono cosi venire
contrastati con quelli tipici del dorico, in una scala di valori che
vede spesso quest ultimo uscire vincitore.

Solvto of "Twveg ““ionico’: ‘voluttuoso’; o, detto di un invertito, anche ‘effeminato’.
Per questo infatti venivano derisi gli Ioni in commedia”) e Suda + 495 Adler (iwv-
%bg Ednnvinie, Abvvaioc, dpyaloc. xol lovixde, avtl tob &Bpdc. Euitpopbpouy
- PO )
7e xod Srexivouy Twvixde. Apiotopdvre év Oeopogopialodsars “ionico’: ‘greco’s
‘ateniese’; ‘antico’. ‘Alla maniera ionica’: nel senso di ‘delicatamente’; ‘portavano
mitre e si muovevano alla maniera ionica’: Aristofane, nelle Tesmoforiazuse”).
2 PHILOSTR. VS 1, 513: Té 8¢ Muknoie Aovusie dxpoaty) dvit to peréros
Eoy 03 bve it S loaio © oy’ Zop €1 L. vy 82
Ebv 7] motovpéve Emmhftrov 6 Tooloc “pepdnioy” Eon “Tovindy, éyo 8¢ e
Y

&dety odx énaidevoo.
4 Cfr. HIMER. Or. 60, 2: towund) 82 xod 7 mohha) Mo ol tatpund xad molote.
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4.2. 1] dorico

Il carattere pitt di frequente associato ai Dori e al loro dia-
letto & avdperétre, parte integrante di un ‘mito’ della supe-
rioritd militare dorica di cui da gid testimonianza Tucidide
(6, 76-80).% E noto come questa virilita dei Dori possa riflet-
tersi anche nella loro lingua e nell’armonia che da loro prende
il nome. Nel Lachete (188c-d) Platone definisce “I'uomo che sia
veramente tale” (& ¢ dhAn0d¢ Evrog dvdpbe) come colui che nella
vita accorda le parole alle azioni (v¢ &vru [Ty Mppocpévog 0d]
adTOg abTol TOv Blov cdpemvoy Tolg Abyolg Tpos To Epya)
senza artifici, secondo I'armonia dorica (&reyvéc dweproti).
Platone rifiuta invece I'armonia ionica — insieme a quelle frigia
e lidia, altrove definite scomposte — come non adatte all’'uvomo
vero. Vi ¢ qui un’implicita lode del carattere dorico (e dunque
probabilmente del suo dialetto) come pit virili ed etici dello
ionico.

Il giudizio platonico ha ampia eco nelle opere successive e
contribuisce a creare I'idea della superiorita morale degli autori
di lingua dorica. Nella Vita di Pitagora Giamblico afferma
che il dialetto dorico ¢ il migliore, oltre ad essere il pili antico
(Popinione ¢ attribuita a Metrodoro, figlio di Epicarmo).*> Ma
¢ nel capitolo di Aristide Quintiliano cui ho gia fatto riferi-
mento (2, 13 Winnington-Ingram) che si coglie appieno come
I'opposizione tra loni e Dori, e la loro musica, investa anche la
sfera linguistica e in particolare la teoria dei suoni.“ Benché
Aristide all’inizio classifichi « tra i suoni ‘intermedi’, dice poi
che quando si trova in contrapposizione con 7 ¢ maschile per
natura: per esemplificare questa situazione viene addotto I'esem-
pio dell’opposizione tra dorico e ionico, che corrispondono alla

44 Cassio (1984) 118-119.

4 TAMBL. VP 241-242. 11 passo fornisce inoltre una preziosa testimonianza
sulle associazioni tra dorico ¢ medicina, tra essa ed Epicarmo, ¢ tra questi e Pita-
gora: cfr. Cassio (1984) 128-129.

46 CassIO (1984) 124-125; TARTAGLINI (2003) 339-340; UCCIARDELLO (2005)
42-43,
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“tendenza contraria dei loro ezhné” (dnhobor 3¢ tolrto xal ol
TGY Stoanéxtwy dAMhats dvtimermoviulon Y] TGV E0viy dvans-
yo¢ gvavtiotpomie, N Awpic te xal "ldc). Anche in Aristide
dunque si ritrova il ragionamento linguistico per cui /a:/ dorico
¢ percepito come una sorta di mutamento rispetto ad /e:/ ionico
e non viceversa.

Come ha sostenuto Albio Cassio, gran parte dell’apprezza-
mento nei confronti dell’a/pha dorico deve dipendere dal pre-
stigio della lirica corale.?” Le teorie di metricologi e musicologi,
che si interessarono molto alla lirica corale, devono avere
influenzato anche la retorica e la tecnica di emissione del suono
e di pronuncia dei discorsi, nonché piti in generale una tendenza
ad accomunare il dorico all’eolico nelle teorie armonico-musicali
e di opporli allo ionico. Un fatto interessante ¢ che nell’esegesi
strettamente linguistico-grammaticale non tutti i poeti del
canone corale hanno la stessa prominenza. Questo deve dipen-
dere da una scala di maggiore autenticita del dorico di ciascuno
di loro: per esempio, vediamo che Alcmane ¢ molto citato,
mentre Ibico ¢ usato di rado per esemplificare tratti generali
dorici ed ¢ considerato come una fonte specifica sul dialetto di
Reggio (che in origine non era dorico). Cid indirettamente
conferma la tesi che la forma originaria della lingua di Ibico
dovesse essere molto pit ionica di quanto non appaia oggi e che
solo in una fase post-classica, forse in imitazione dell’evoluzione
linguistica di Reggio e della Magna Grecia, il testo debba essere
stato sottoposto a una ulteriore dorizzazione.*8

In sostanza sembra che la tradizione dialettologica greca abbia
promosso al ruolo di canone dorico innanzitutto i poeti che
erano dorici per provenienza, lasciando da parte quelli il cui dia-
letto, secondo la definizione datane nei trattati tardo-bizantini,

47 CassIO (1984) 122-124. Si veda anche WILLI in questi Entretiens.

48 La tesi di una originale facies ionica del testo di Ibico risale a Wilamowitz
ed ¢ stata pil volte ripresa: per una rassegna della storia degli studi, con molti
nuovi elementi, cfr. UCCIARDELLO (2005) 30-45. Indizi della successiva dorizza-
zione operata dall’edizione alessandrina in poi, tra cui I'accentazione, sono
discussi in CAsSIO (1999) 202-208 e UCCIARDELLO (2005) 45-50.
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“& del tutto rilasciato” (mavteddc aveitar): ovvero Ibico, Simo-
nide e Bacchilide (ma tavolta anche Pindaro), che non erano
dorici di stirpe.*’ 1 germi di questa teoria tardo-bizantina si
colgono tuttavia gia nell’esegesi piti antica. Lo dimostra non
solo la prominenza di Alcmane nelle fonti grammaticali, ma
soprattutto I'interesse per il siracusano di Epicarmo e Sofrone,
che perdura anche in epoche nelle quali delle loro opere non si
leggeva piti nulla: Sofrone viene ancora ricordato (addirittura
come esempio di laconico!) nei trattati tardo-bizantini.*

Alla rosa di autori di sicura lingua dorica, anche se varia-
mente autentica, le fonti aggiungono talvolta, in modo piu
incongruo, Omero ed Esiodo. Si tratta in genere di commenti
su forme che non rientrano nei canoni dello ionico, tra cui
in primis [a:/ preservato: cid avviene anche nel caso di forme
non dialettali, come i sostantivi e participi in -dc¢, -avrog della
III declinazione o la III persona plurale dell'imperfetto #v.>!
Esiodo ¢ trattato come un caso a sé nelle fonti erudite e cid
deve dipendere dal fatto che, nonostante I'indubbia facies ioni-
co-epica dei suoi poemi, gli elementi linguistici non omerici e
la sua provenienza beotica — che elude il collegamento tradi-
zionale tra provenienza, dialetto della stirpe e lingua letteraria
di elezione — devono averlo isolato all’interno del canone epico.

4.3. Leolico

La percezione dell’eolico presenta alcune differenze rispetto a
quella degli altri due dialetti. Innanzitutto, come si ¢ gia visto,

49 CONSANI (1991) 116, § LXVIII; UCCIARDELLO (2005) 52-53.

0 CONSANI (1991) 116, § LXVIL; cfr. GREG. COR. Ilepl Storéntwv 371-373
Schiifer.

51 Cfr. CHOEROB. 1, 123, 12 Hilgard: eiol 8¢ %ol &na tivd Awpixd custéh-
novro 70 o, g wap’ HaobSwr (Th. 521) Shoug drvxromédnior Tpopn0éa, xti. “ci
sono anche altre forme doriche che allungano «, come in Esiodo: ‘legando Prometeo
con catene inestricabili’””; HERACLID. MIL. fr. 50, 26-29 Cohn. Sui ‘dorismi’ di
Esiodo si vedano MORPURGO DAVIES (1964) e CassIO (2009) 183-189, che offre
anche una rassegna aggiornata delle opinioni moderne sulla sua lingua.
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il canone letterario di riferimento ¢ di gran lunga piu ristretto
e coincide con la lirica di Saffo e Alceo. Questa limitazione
sembra avere avuto un effetto anche sulla descrizione del carat-
tere del dialetto, dell’armonia eolica e del genos. Il frammento
di Eraclide Pontico (163 Wehrli = 114 Schiitrumpf) gia con-
siderato in § 4.1, afferma in merito all’armonia eolica che “il
carattere eolico ¢ altero e turgido, e anche un po’ vanesio, e cid si
addice al loro amore per I'allevamento di cavalli e per ospitalita:
¢ un carattere non malvagio, ma pieno di dignita e coraggio.
Percid sono loro tipici 'amore per il bere, il sesso e ogni rilassa-
tezza nello stile di vita. Per questo motivo gli Eoli hanno il
carattere tipico dell’armonia ipodorica”.>?

Abbiamo qui la tipica mistione tra elementi caratteriali della
stirpe ed effetti suscitati dall'armonia musicale nell’uditorio.”?
Le abitudini tipiche degli Eoli sembrano avere dietro una plu-
ralita di approcci. Il modello della lirica lesbia, e in particolare
quello della poesia erotico-simposiale di Alceo, si intravede nella
menzione della passione per il bere, il sesso e lo stile di vita rilas-
sato. L'amore per i cavalli presuppone invece una visione etnica
pilt ampia, che include tra gli Eoli i Tessali, noti cavalieri e alle-
vatori. Alterezza, turgiditd e vanitd riflettono invece teorie di
tipo retorico-linguistico, come vorrei sostenere a conclusione di
questa rassegna sul carattere dei dialetti greci.

La prima caratteristica che Eraclide riconosce all’armonia
eolica ¢ quella di essere dyxcdv¢c “turgida”. Nella sua accezione
retorica, 'aggettivo ¢ ambiguo: pud identificare uno stile troppo
elaborato, i cui eccessi scadono nella volgarita (e.g. Dion. Hal.
Lys. 3, 41), ma pud anche identificare quella gravitas che veniva

52 75 3¢ tév Aloréwy H0oc Eyer o yabpov xal dynédec, 1L 3¢ Hhyauvoy,
opohoyel 8¢ tabrta tale immotpoglotg adTdv xal Levodoytlatc: 0d mavobpyov 3,
S EEnppévoy xal teluppnrbe. did xal oixeldy 67’ adrolc % @uiomocio xal To
gpwTind xol oo ) wepl THY dlattay &vests. duoTep Eyovuot To ¢ Y'modwplov
rahovpévne dppoviag Bboc.

53 Laspetto teorico-musicale e storico-letterario del frammento di Eraclide
Pontico ¢ stato molto studiato. Si vedano HAGEL (2009) 431-434 per la teoria

armonica e PRAUSCELLO (2012) 68-70 per I'innovazione poetico-musicale in Laso
e lethos del ditirambo, entrambi con bibliografia precedente.
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riconosciuta a vari livelli della teoria retorico-linguistica dei
rovoixol e dei petpuxol greci come un elemento positivo, da
ricercare attraverso specifiche scelte di fonemi e di composi-
zione sillabica.** Cosi in un passo di Poerm. 1 (181, 12-14 Janko)
Filodemo usa proprio éyxddvc per riportare una teoria di
Andromenide relativa al valore delle sillabe e dei suoni in esse
contenuti: le sillabe “pesanti” emesse dai poeti sono associate ai
suoni “pitt splendenti” (dyxdderc cuAAABLS TEV AapTEOTATOV
o06yywv). Questo passo non discute di eolico, ma pud essere
utile per mettere a fuoco un altro aspetto della connessione
tra teoria armonica, fonetica e descrizione del carattere di un
dialetto.

All’armonia eolica si riconosceva infatti una gravita che trova
un parallelo nell’enfasi che le fonti grammaticali accordano
al fenomeno della baritonesi. Nello scolio a Dionisio Trace
(3, 117, 18-27 Hilgard), che contiene una summa semplificata
delle teorie greche sul carattere dei dialetti, la baritonesi diviene,
insieme alla psilosi, il segno distintivo dell’arcaicita e antiqua-
tezza dell’eolico: 70 3¢ Alohxdv [scil. 700c] ©¢ T adotned Tic
daltne xal 16 THG QWi dpyotoTpdTR: ddk ToUTo %ol TAHY
BopdtrTe TV TOVOVY %ol THY PLhbTrTa Tob Tvedpatog elniam-
racty (“il carattere eolico [si distingue] per I'austerita dello stile
di vita e 'antiquatezza della lingua: per questo essi prediligono
la gravita degli accenti e 'assenza di aspirazioni”). Questa strana
affermazione (che lo scoliaste infatti critica con veemenza:
Tobro 3¢ 0dx Eott mboavov- Tl yap 7 Bapelo tdolg xal t6 Yrady
mvebpa Teoe TO adeTNEOY TAY TebTwy adTdky; “‘Questo non &
credibile: cosa hanno a che fare 'accento grave e lo spirito dolce
con lausterita del loro modo di essere?!”) deve dipendere —

> La migliore esposizione di questa teoria delle lettere (srotyin o ypduppore)
¢ probabilmente quella del De compositione di Dionigi di Alicarnasso (14-19), sul
quale si vedano STANFORD (1967) 33-34 e PORTER (2010) 236-239. Essa risale
forse gia a Democrito e viene ripresa in numerose altre opere, tra cui Aristide
Quintiliano. Lopinione riportata da Filodemo identifica il lambda come il suono
pitt splendente, mentre Dionigi — che organizza la sua esposizione dei fonemi su
una scala di sonorita — considera le vocali (in particolare a/pha) come i suoni
migliori (DION. HAL. Comp. 19).
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come ha notato Albio Cassio — dalla polisemia di Bapig e Tévoc,
che dall’ambito grammaticale passano alla sfera musicale (in cui
indicano suoni e scale basse e piacevoli) e infine all’ambito etico
(dove indicano appunto la gravitas e la dignitd).>® In sostanza,
il carattere, I'armonia e il dialetto eolico venivano percepiti
come un terreno di mezzo tra la severita e la virilita del dorico
e la rilassatezza e 'effeminatezza dello ionico. Leolico possiede
al tempo stesso forza e gravitd, caratteri che possono connetterlo
al dorico, ma anche una tendenza all’elevazione e a uno stile
non eccessivamente severo, insieme a un étbos incline ai piaceri
della vita che lo avvicinano allo ionico (si ricordera che proprio
ubriachezza e mollezza caratterizzano le melodie supmotixal
collegate all’armonia ionica e condannate in Resp. 398e).%
Non ¢ questa la sede per approfondire il discorso sulla teoria
armonica dei Greci e i suoi addentellati con la linguistica, la
teoria dell’ézhos e la psicologia.”” Cid che perd mi preme notare,
in conclusione, ¢ la lunga durata degli effetti di questa teoria
sulla percezione dei dialetti. Pud forse risultare interessante
che Eustazio (in 1[. 1, 14, 7-17 van der Valk), subito dopo aver
espresso la teoria che gli Ioni sono &rowxor degli Ateniesi (cfr.
supra), affermi anche che 8poiov 8¢ 71 xal mepl ¥ AloAidog xad
Awpidog Stahéxtov Aéyetal, G¢ ol adT@Y OQLOLOTNTE TLvo
&yrovaav (“si dice qualcosa di identico in merito al dialetto eolico
e al dorico, poiché anche essi hanno una qualche similarita”, in
Il. 1, 14, 11-12 van der Valk). Il contesto illumina le motiva-
zioni di questa affermazione in apparenza incongrua. Il passo
discute della prima parola dell’Z/iade, p#vwv, definita “attica e
ionica”, e delle sue possibili varianti, tra cui paviv — la forma
dorica ed eolica, attestata in Pindaro e Alceo. Come attico e

5> CASSIO (1984) 125-128. In Aristide Quintiliano (cfr. supra) la Bapdtne &
invece associata al dorico: cfr. TARTAGLINI (2003) 340.

% Le implicazioni armonico-musicali della medieta del modo eolico sono
discusse da PRAUSCELLO (2012) 74.

57 Per questi rimando ad alcuni studi selezionati: i classici ABERT (1899) e
ANDERSON (1966); BARKER (1989) per i testi € BARKER (2007) per I'elaborazione
teorica; ROssI (2000) per una veduta d’insieme sugli effetti psicagogici della
musica.
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ionico, anche dorico ed eolico “hanno qualcosa in comune”:
sebbene Eustazio non lo espliciti, si deduce dal passo che questa
somiglianza si basa sul comune mantenimento di /a:/. Abbiamo
dunque qui una riflessione specificamente linguistica sulla
parentela tra dorico ed eolico che, a distanza, puo spiegare
anche la vicinanza tra i caratteri delle due stirpi, entrambi dotati
di forza e gravita: due qualita che, come abbiamo visto, veni-
vano connesse proprio al caratteristico suono dell’afpha.

5. Conclusioni

In questo contributo ho discusso molti passi di autori antichi
e bizantini non per analizzarne la lingua da studiosa di lingui-
stica, ma viceversa per valutarne il loro stesso approccio alla
lingua e alla variazione dialettale. Dai frammenti dei gramma-
tici e dagli altri prodotti dell’erudizione antica emerge una
visione piuttosto chiara del modo in cui i dialetti (cio¢ le forme
linguistiche) erano descritti e collocati in una griglia valutativa
dagli esegeti antichi. I fenomeni linguistici venivano selezionati
e commentati non sulla base di un criterio di correttezza (o di
un’idea di standard linguistico), ma in base alla funzione che
essi rivestivano nei generi letterari, essenzialmente quelli della
poesia di epoca arcaica e classica. Dai commenti sui dialetti che
troviamo in un gran numero di autori non grammaticali — di
fatto da Platone ad Eustazio, in una continuita di pensiero che
¢ straordinaria — emerge poi un’altrettanto chiara idea della fun-
zione che questa varietd linguistica aveva nella percezione del
pubblico dei poeti e degli scrittori greci. Lo ionico & pertanto
pil poetico e piacevole perché legato al genere principe dell’epos;
il dorico pil austero e virile perché associato alla lirica corale,
ecc.

Il naufragio della gran parte dell’erudizione linguistico-
grammaticale antica non permette di capire fino a che punto i suoi
vari prodotti fossero diversi tra di loro. Il confronto tra le opere
dialettologiche e grammaticali di et imperiale e i compendi di
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etd bizantina mostra quale semplificazione e sclerotizzazione i
materiali antichi abbiano subito, ma al tempo stesso evidenzia
anche quanto sia rimasto vivo nella cultura greca medievale
Iinteresse per la funzione dei dialetti nella letteratura antica.
D’altronde, un prodotto come PS7 1609 serve anche a consta-
tare come non tutto cid che riteniamo tipicamente ‘bizantino’
sia davvero tardo. Il confronto stesso tra questo papiro e la pit
articolata discussione di 2. Bour. 8 suggerisce di esercitare mag-
giore cautela nel ritenere 'esegesi linguistica di etd imperiale
come un blocco monolitico: ¢ evidente che anche nel pieno
della pilu sofisticata attivita linguistica dei Greci esistevano
opere dialettologiche di orientamento molto diverso — I'uno pit
incline a fornire elementari regole di grammatica in chiave dialet-
tale e I'altro piti rivolto all’esegesi linguistica letteraria. Senz’altro,
perd, bisogna sottrarsi alla tentazione — piuttosto diffusa tra i
linguisti moderni — di considerare questi resti grammaticali come
del tutto irrilevanti per una definizione delle forme linguistiche
greche nel loro contesto di fruizione.
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DISCUSSION

A.C. Cassio: Grazie per questo ottimo quadro dell’approccio
dei Greci all’éthos dei loro dialetti (ovviamente letterari): un
approccio estetico-stilistico-musicale che vive di collegamenti
pilt 0 meno arbitrari tra i suoni (per i Greci peraltro stretta-
mente collegati ai segni scritti) e un loro preteso ‘carattere’ che
toccava anche il comportamento morale: una cosa lontana anni
luce da quello che oggi si intenderebbe per approccio linguistico
ai dialetti. Per quanto riguarda lo ionico l'affermazione della
sua ydptg e ‘dolcezza’ & quasi ossessiva, e non ¢ un caso che si
continuasse a scrivere in ionico anche in tarda etd imperiale:
Prassagora di Atene scrisse una (perduta) vita di Costantino il
Grande in ionico (cfr. Phot. Bibl. cod. 63). E interessante che
Dionigi di Alicarnasso, passando in rassegna, nel capitolo 5 del
De Thucydide, le opere per noi perdute di vari logografi, afferma
in sostanza che le loro opere ‘rimanevano’ (cio¢ in pratica conti-
nuavano a essere copiate e lette) ancora ai suoi tempi grazie alla
&Gpa e alla ydpre che le pervadevano: émitpéyer pévror Tig dHpa
Tolg EpyoLg adTGY %l y&ets, Tolg Lev Thelwy, Tolg & ENdTT™Y,
3 v &rv pévousty adtév al ypagat. In pratica il loro valore
come testl storici e mitograﬁci ¢ annullato, e tutto & concentrato
sulla gradevolezza dello stile.

O. Tribulato: Ti ringrazio per queste interessanti aggiunte ai
passi che ho discusso. Mi permettono di notare che sono state
specificamente le teorie sullo stile della prosa ad aver decretato
la lunga durata del prestigio dello ionico come lingua letteraria:
pensiamo per esempio alla satira che ne fa Luciano nel De dea
Syria. Penso che Dionigi di Alicarnasso abbia avuto un grosso
peso in queste teorie relative allo ionico — o almeno questo ¢
cid che ci appare ora che dell’esegesi antica abbiamo perduto
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cosi tanto. Come ho accennato nella relazione, Dionigi rite-
neva sia Erodoto che Tucidide modelli di /ingua: ma quanto
allo stile, aveva molte critiche a riguardo alla prosa difficile
e agli arcaismi lessicali del secondo, perché infrangevano il
principio dionigiano della cag#veta. Le critiche a Tucidide e
Papprezzamento di Erodoto vanno dunque intese nel contesto
di una teoria dell'imitazione che si rivolgeva soprattutto agli
oratori: Dionigi si stupiva della moda del suo tempo di imitare
Tucidide ad ogni costo.”® Dunque, ho il sospetto che tutte le
volte che leggiamo commenti sulla ydpic dello ionico (da Dio-
nigi in poi) siamo di fronte a un ‘sistema di valori’ che aveva
innanzitutto la prosa come punto di riferimento e citava poi gli
esempi canonici della poesia (Omero, Anacreonte, ecc.) come
ulteriore puntello, ma sostanzialmente in modo aggiuntivo: le
teorie antiche dello stile riguardano la prosa (si veda Ermogene
e si vedano i passi di Psello e Fozio cui ho fatto riferimento nel

§ 4.1).

F. Schironi: 1 was wondering why you did not take into account
Lesbonax, who writes an entire treatise to interpret several syn-
tactic features as dialectal schémata. Would taking into account
Lesbonax help your argument about tracing a history of Greek
literature through dialects?

O. Tribulato: Thank you for bringing up Lesbonax, whom I
have neglected for a reason. The fragments from his works deal
with grammatical (essentially syntactic) peculiarities which he
classified by geographical area (‘Corinthian’, ‘Euboean’, etc.) or
author (‘Ibycean’, ‘Alcmanian’, etc.). It is clear that Lesbonax’s
framework has little to do with dialectology (and his informa-
tion on local peculiarities should be handled with care). Rather,
it is based on literary usage, and chiefly on Homer, whom he

%8 Si veda ora la sintesi in C. DE JONGE (2017), “Dionysius of Halicarnassus
on Thucydides”, in S. FORSDYKE / E. FOSTER / R. BALOT (a c. di), The Oxford
Handbook of Thucydides (Oxford), 641-658.
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quotes abundantly. Although Lesbonax complies with the
general orientation of Greek linguistic scholarship to which I
referred in my paper, namely that it was based on literary dia-
lects, it is very difficult if not impossible to understand why he
gave ‘ethnic’ (or regional) names to certain oy 7pore. So it seems
to me that by and large what has survived is of little use for a
more detailed definition of Lesbonax’ view on the issues I dis-
cussed in my paper, namely the ancient scholars’ perception of
the local and literary dialects and of their purpose in literature.
Lesbonax gives us a taxonomy of oyfu.ata according to dialect,
but then does not actually evaluate them in a way that would
make it possible for us to ask questions such as “Did Lesbonax
perceive lonic to be pleasant?” (to return to the point Albio
just made). So, for instance, when Lesbonax tells us that the
“Colophonian oy7jue” consisted in using the dative instead of
the genitive and then quotes /. 7, 383 vyt wapd wpdpyy (which
he contrasts with the ‘normal’ wapd ©§) meduvy ¢ vnée), he
does not tell us what e¢ffect he thinks this figure achieved.
Hence, what we have here is a strange treatise on literary style
which gives us little information about the purpose of these
syntactic variations and how they (and their alleged ‘dialectal’
or ‘ethnic’ character) might have been perceived by a Greek
audience.

A. Willi: You have mentioned that some authors of choral
lyric do not seem to have been considered ‘truly’ Doric, pre-
sumably because of their origin; one of them is Ibycus and you
suggested that, given this situation, there might be truth in the
hypothesis that the original linguistic appearance of Ibycus’
poems was in fact more lonic than what has come down to us.
On the one hand, this makes good sense, but on the other
hand a further absentee from the list of ‘truly’ Doric sources is
Stesichorus: but would this then also entitle us to conclude
that the original text of Stesichorus’ poems may also have been
more ‘lonic’ than what we now have — an idea I would person-
ally find much more difficult to accept?
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O. Tribulato: 1 may be mistaken, but my impression is that
Stesichorus is not a member of the grammarians’ Doric canon
not just on account of his language having a more pronounced
Doric/lonic melange than ‘conventional’ choral poets, but also
because his poetry was recognized as being ontologically differ-
ent from that of Alcman, Pindar, Ibycus, etc. So I would not
interpret his absence as proof of an originally more Ionic facies
of his text — the Doric layer is certainly authentic, though it
is not a priori impossible that some other superficial Doric
features may have been added at a later time, as scholars from
Wilamowitz to Finglass have claimed. Rather, I would inter-
pret it as evidence that Stesichorus’ poetry was perceived as a
‘mixed bag’ of elements which did not completely comply with
the ancients’ idea of ‘Doric choral poetry’.

Also, it is difficult to locate the origin of the idea that some
authors were not truly Doric because they did not hail from
Doric lands: we see it clearly at work only in the late-Byzantine
compendia. Our impression that Herodian used Ibycus exclusively
to exemplify the dialect of Rhegium may after all be fallacious
or incomplete, because we do not know how much of Herodian
was lost or reshaped in later times. Still, in the case of Stesichorus
it is interesting to see that the first time we get a Doric label-
ling for a form attributed to him is in Byzantine lexicography:
there is little trace of Stesichorus as a ‘Doric’ author in earlier

scholarship.

L. Huitink: 1 think the move you make in your paper first
to discuss the ‘bare’ linguistic material ancient authors seem to
have been interested in and then their interpretations is a helpful
one. But I wonder if in the end you could say a bit more about
the relationship between the two. In particular, I wonder about
the direction of explanation: do the ‘cultural’ and ‘pathological’
characteristics ascribed to Ionians etc. somehow follow from
the linguistic characteristics ascribed to their dialects, or are
pre-existing preconceptions supported with linguistic evidence?
Even if the latter option seems prima facie more plausible, I
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still wonder what happens if we try to push the first. I find it
striking that very early on already, preconceptions about, say,
lonians (Anacreon, say) and Dorians (especially Spartans) seem
to be tied up with speech habits (in a wider sense of the word
than just dialects). So, is there anything at all which makes it
logical/conventional/etc. to link speech habits and character
traits? Are there perhaps modern cognitive studies which could
shed light on such issues?

O. Tribulato: This is a thought-provoking question that chal-
lenges me to think about an overarching conceptual framework
by which to approach a large and diachronically extended mass
of very disparate material. I am not sure that this is possible in a
short paper, but it would definitely be worth trying in the future.
The structure I gave my paper intentionally proceeded from the
technical nitty-gritty of grammar books and scholia to the more
cultural approaches of other texts. I started from the grammatical
level because I wished to show that our reading of the ancient
approach to literary language and style cannot be disjoined from
the study of technical texts, no matter how frustrating they
might be (especially when we face the problems of transmission
of this material and hence of its ancient ‘authenticity’). Once we
get to grips with the tiniest details of their linguistic theories
we realise that these texts are very different ‘grammars’ from
modern ones. Dialectal variations mattered because of their role
in literary texts, essentially those from the great literature of the
past. So, I would say that in a way language description depends
on texts, and hence that it was probably not disjoined from what
these texts said and from extra-linguistic ideas about, e.g., the
poet, his personality, the habits and characters of the region he
came from, etc. And you are right in bringing up lonians and
Spartans as examples because the idea that Ionians are refined
etc. owes quite a lot to the perception of Ionian authors: we have
for instance vase images of Anacreon wearing an Asian attire,
something which must have gone hand in hand with the con-
tents and general ‘feeling’ of his poetry. And when we turn to
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the Spartans, it is true that a lot of their Classical representations
imply the mimesis of their language and way of speaking (as in
Aristophanes, where the mimesis is not simply on the level of
dialectal morpho-phonology but involves vocabulary and speech
attitude: in Lysistrata, for instance, Lampito is portrayed as being
quite abrupt in her way of speaking). Having said this, I do not
think that true grammarians such as Herodian are liable to
“support pre-existing preconceptions with linguistic evidence”.
This is something one may find in more general discussions of
language, or in later and more simplistic material (e.g. some
Byzantine scholia). Finally, to get to your concluding question
— whether there are modern cognitive studies which deal with
the logical connection between speech habits and character
traits — I confess my ignorance but I believe there must be. This
would be a very interesting topic to pursue from a Classicist
point of view, so thank you for bringing it up.

A. Will: Your rich paper has splendidly sketched the variety
of responses to the language of literature in ancient scholarship.
One of the striking things is that it seems possible, at least in
some cases, to make almost contradictory claims in response to
the same variety — in your material this is especially clear for the
diverging positive or negative evaluation of lonic. But would it
be correct nevertheless to maintain that these things are never
completely haphazard: in the specific case at hand, for example,
what underlies the ‘positive’ evaluation is an implicit contrast of
Ionic (Herodotean) prose with its Attic counterparts, whereas
the ‘negative’ evaluation primarily relates to the realm of poetry
where the main alternative option is Doric/Aeolic? In other
words, when coming across such judgments, we would always
have to be fully aware of their situational context, even if they
are formulated in the most general terms.

O. Tribulato: The point you make ties in beautifully with
the question Luuk has just asked, namely whether it is possible
to detect a rationale behind the treatment of linguistic features
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in an ‘ethical’ perspective. As you suggest, the rationale in the
seemingly contradictory way in which the ancients dealt with
traits (both linguistic and ethical) from the same dialect/genos
is revealed by the specific context in which a certain statement
is made. If I may follow up on this and elaborate on your sug-
gestion, I would say that a recurrent pattern in such statements
implying a positive or negative evaluation of a dialect is their
‘binary’ structure. What we get is a one-to-one opposition:
Ionic/Doric, Aeolic/Ionic, Herodotus/Thucydides, and so on.
But the interesting fact, for me, is that no matter how these
‘single combats’ may end up, the ancients almost never come
up with a general ‘ranking’ that holds true for each and all
situations. That is, while we may get statements such as “Doric
is more manly than lonic”, we seldom get statements such as
“Doric is the manliest of all and hence the best”, to put it crudely
(though see Iamblichus for an exception). In a way, this is the
fascinating side of Greek views of language: that they are pro-
foundly respectful of the cultural and dialectal variety of Greek.
This is not to be taken for granted in every culture: in Italy,
for instance, the language question tried to wipe out dialectal
diversity from early on.

A. Vatri: Solo un’osservazione sul termine tévoc, che in musica
indica la tensione di una corda e, di conseguenza, I'altezza del
suono prodotto dalla corda stessa. Questo termine entra nel
lessico della musica (prima che della musicologia) in questo
senso; se applicato al linguaggio, indica in primo luogo 'altezza
a cui viene pronunciata una sillaba (ad es. nella Rerorica di Ari-
stotele) e quindi 'accento (anch’esso, ovviamente, musicale).
In musicologia, tévog acquisira pit tardi un significato tecnico
(i tévor sono “scale” definite non solo dalla sequenza degli
intervalli tra le note ma anche dalla loro altezza assoluta — una
nozione che supera quella delle &ppoviat, definite solo dagli
intervalli e non dall’altezza assoluta). Quindi non mi sentirei di
dire che il termine ¢ passato dalla sfera grammaticale alla sfera
musicale.
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O. Tribulato: Grazie per la precisazione. Naturalmente tu hai
ragione: tévoc ¢ innanzitutto una parola non tecnica, che poi
diviene tipica della terminologia musicale e infine del lessico
tecnico della musicologia e della grammatica. Cid che volevo
dire ¢ che nel caso specifico di quello scolio a Dionisio Trace
sull’eolico, il punto di partenza ¢ grammaticale (la baritonesi)
ma il punto di arrivo di tipo ‘etico’ ('eolico ¢ austero) presup-
pone un passaggio attraverso la teoria musicale delle &pp.ovio e
dei tévor.

F Schironi: 1 think it might be good to contextualize the pas-
sages from Eustathius you discuss (/7 1/ 1, 14, 7-17 van der Valk;
Comm. Dion. Perieg. 423, 39-45 Miiller), saying that the idea
that Tonic and Attic, on the one hand, and Aeolic and Doric,
on the other, are connected derives from Strabo (8, 1, 2).

O. Tribulato: As concerns the mohotd At0ic, Eustathius did
indeed have this particular passage of Strabo in mind, though
— as you know very well yourself — the theory was much older
than Strabo. I am not so convinced, however, that Strabo is
also behind the equating of Doric and Aeolic, at least not in
any significant way. The passage in the commentary on Diony-
sius Periegetes does not mention Doric and Aeolic, while the
starting point in the passage of the Iliadic commentary is the
linguistic analysis of p#jviv. Here Eustathius’ aside on the simi-
larity of Doric and Aeolic is a premise to his commentary on
uavey (Gpotov 8¢ T xal mepl thc AlohlSoc xal Awpidoc Stoahé-
#TOL AEYeToL, Mg %ol adTOY 6LotdTNTE TV EY0LGHY. AwpLedeg
8¢ v mops AtTixole pijvey péviy eimot &v). Strabo’s statement
on the other hand has another layer: when he says that Doric
and Acolic are related, he is offering linguistic evidence in sup-
port of his statement that in ancient times the Peloponnese was
Aeolic and that it became Doric with the arrival of the Heracli-
dae (8, 2, 2), which is what he is really interested in. But Strabo
has a long tradition of discussions about the Dorians’ Ursprungs-
land behind him. In some of these discussions it was identified



396 DISCUSSION

with regions which more or less coincide with Thessaly (an Aeolic
land; Strabo later says that the Aecolians of the Peloponnese
were Achaeans). So, to conclude, my impression is that while
Eustathius certainly knew Strabo very well, it cannot be proven
beyond doubt that here he is specifically referring to this pas-
sage by the geographer: his framework seems to me to be very
different from that of the ethnic-mythological discussions to
which Strabo bears witness.
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Sicile: 272, 327, 330.

Skiron (district): 299, 302.
Sparte: 97, 205-206.

Syracuse: 60-61, 63, 72, 78, 93.

T étephe: 97-99, 241.
Théoclymene: 125.
Thessalie: 115, 120, 396.
Thyeste: 99, 108.

Troie: 338.

Ulysse: 44, 135, 202-203, 337.
Xanthos (stele): 9, 19-38, 45-54.
Xeriga: 9, 21, 35-36, 48.

Xerxes: 204, 214.

Zeus: 14, 19, 22, 33-34, 191, 193,
327.
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D. INDEX THEMATIQUE

Ali¢nation: 100, 138.

allongement compensatoire: 12-13, 43.

analogie: 105-107, 127, 243, 245,
252-256.

anaphore: 197, 212.

anastrophe: 109.

anatomie: 236-237, 239, 274.

article: 31-34, 36-37, 117-118, 121,
257, 269.
article défini: 99, 117, 257.

astronomie: 228, 230, 234, 240,
247, 259, 263, 267.

atticisme: 280, 286, 291-293, 295,
297-298, 300, 302-303, 307, 312-
313, 315, 317.

attique (dialecte): 9, 17-18, 20, 23-24,
31-32, 34, 37-38, 47-52, 98, 101,
104-107, 112, 310, 320-331,
342, 360, 362-366, 368-369,
373, 376, 382, 393, 395.

auteur-modele: 361, 364-365, 367-
368, 372.

Barytonése: 371, 381, 395.

béotien (dialecte): 57-64, 70, 72-78,
85, 88, 90-91, 93, 95, 370, 379.

biologie: 227, 235, 237-238, 242,
250, 259, 263.

botanique: 236-237, 240, 249, 251-
252, 259, 278.

Choix linguistique: 320, 325-327,
330-331, 334.

classicisme matériel: 292.

comédie: 281-282, 285, 288, 290,
292, 295, 300-301, 316.
comédie moyenne: 280, 311, 315.
comédie nouvelle: 280.

composition, composés: 121-123,
134, 230-234, 239-240, 242-243,
245, 252, 260, 263, 268-269.

nominaux: 122-123, 134.
verbaux: 120-121, 123.
contraction vocalique:12-13, 15-16,

25, 3065.

Déﬁnition (mathématique): 247,
252, 255-256.

démonstration (mathématique): 253,
256, 258, 263.

dérivation: 230-234, 236, 240-241,
244, 248, 252, 263, 268, 278.

détachement: 148-150, 152-153,
156-159, 161-170, 173, 179.

diagramme: 256-260, 263, 267, 269-
270.

dialecte: 57-58, 63, 68, 71, 74, 85,
89-92, 360-384, 388. Voir aussi
aux noms des dialectes particuliers.

digamma (/w/): 30, 43-44.

diphtongaison: 371.

dorien (dialecte): 9, 12, 14, 37, 42-43,
49, 58, 65, 67-68, 70, 72-73, 77,
86, 88, 90, 93, 325-326, 330,
335, 351-356, 361, 367-371,
376-379, 382-383, 390-391, 393-
395.

Ecriture: 144-146, 148-149, 169,
174.

ellipse: 232, 239, 253-255, 257.

émotions: 144, 148-149.

éolien (dialecte): 14, 16, 31-32, 56-57,
61, 73-74, 77-79, 86, 334, 337,
361, 369-373, 378-383, 393-396.

épigramme épigraphique: 57, 74-78,
86, 319-357.

épigramme littéraire: 320-322, 324,
342,

épopée: 102-105, 107, 132.

étymologie: 243-245, 248, 255, 263,
277-278.
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eubéen (dialecte): 58, 87, 330, 332.
expression, langue, familiere: 282,
288, 290, 300-302.

Genos: 360, 362, 380, 394.
gnomique: 287.

Hormonie: 375, 377-378, 380-382.

hiatus: 365.

hiérarchie d’animation (animacy hie-
rarchy): 114-115.

historiographie: 186, 188, 192-193,
195, 201, 209, 213-214, 223-
225.

hyperbole: 239, 253-255.

hypothesis (tragédie): 194.

Linparfaic: 187, 194-195, 197, 199-
203, 206-208, 212, 223, 226.
implication: 148-150, 152-153, 156-
158, 161-170, 173-174, 179.

infinitif substantivé: 118, 140.

ionien (dialecte): 9, 12-13, 16, 18-19,
37, 42-43, 66-67, 70, 76, 87, 89,
94, 102-103, 106, 323, 328,
331, 333-334, 338, 360-369,
372-379, 382-383, 388-391, 393-
395.

ionien-épique (langue): 320, 325,
334, 338, 342.

ironie dramatique: 135.

Koine: s6, 58, 89-90, 107, 247,
282, 312, 320, 326-327, 330-
334, 361, 363-366, 369.

Lameltes orphiques: 8-9.

langue de genre: 319-320, 337, 342.

langue épique: 74, 77, 86-87, 320,
323-327, 330-332, 334-340,
342.

langue littéraire (Kunstsprache): 56-
58, 68, 74-78, 86, 90.
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langue vernaculaire, épichorique: 56-
58, 78-79, 87.

lettre dénotative: 257-259, 262-263,
269-270.

lexicographie: 279, 282, 284, 286-
287, 289, 292, 294-298, 300,
302-305, 308, 313-314.

lycien (langue): 9, 21, 23, 38, 50.

Mthématiques: 227-228, 230,
232-233, 237-239, 241-263, 267-
271, 274, 278.

maximes de conversation: 124-125,
127.

médecine: 227-236, 239, 240-244,
246-252, 258-259, 263, 268,
272-276, 278.

médiation narrative: 187-195.

mégarien (dialecte): 67.

mélange dialectal: 320, 325, 327,
331, 335, 338, 342, 351, 353.

métaphore: 229, 231-232, 234-239,
241-245, 248, 250-253, 258-
259, 263, 271-272, 274, 277.

métonymie: 229, 234-239, 242, 263.

modele littéraire et/ou linguistique:
321-322, 325, 331-342.

mythographie: 190-195, 204, 221-
224,

Narration:

degré zéro: 189-190, 195, 204,
222.
mode narrateur: 187-189, 195-
197, 200-201, 203-206, 208,
224.
mode réflecteur: 187-189, 195-
196, 198, 200-213, 223-226.
néologisme: 230, 234, 241-243, 247-
248, 251-252, 255.
nom abstrait: 113, 115-116, 118, 127,
133, 140, 231.
nom d’agent: 110, 119.
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nomina actionis: 230, 232.

nomina rei actae: 230.

nominalisation: 107, 113, 115, 119,
127, 140.

O ralicé: 146-149, 160, 174.
orphisme: 10.

Panhellénisme: 57, 60-61, 63, 72-73,
78, 88, 91, 93.
papyrus: 8, 27, 49, 54, 366, 371.
parabole: 239, 253-255.
paratragédie: 98.
parfait résultatif: 111-112, 133, 135.
parcemiographe: 282, 287, 293, 304.
performance: 56-57, 63, 73, 87-88,
148.
périphrase:
nominale: 98-99.
verbale: 110-111, 113, 127, 134-
135, 140.
phrase proverbiale: 304.
planification: 147-153, 156, 160-161,
163-170, 173.
pléonasme: 121, 123.
pluriel poétique: 98, 116, 127.
poésie didactique: 246, 258, 260,
263-264, 277.
poésie lyrique: 55-96.
lyrique chorale: 56, 58, 74, 77,
87, 378, 383, 390-391.
polymorphie: 105, 139.
polysémie: 246, 248-249, 268.
prédicat déictique: 212.
présent (temps): 190, 194-197, 199-
201, 203-208, 214, 216, 223-224.
Présocratiques: 222, 228-229, 235,
243,
psilose: 371, 381.
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Résolution (métrique): 98.
rhétorique: 143-184, 360, 374, 378,
380-381.

Scene darrivée: 188, 195-207, 212.
Seconde sophistique: 280-281, 312,
317.
spontanéité: 147-153, 156, 159-161,
163-168, 170, 173-174, 178-184.
stichomythie: 125, 127, 136-137.
stylistique: 143-153, 173-174.
suffixe: 230-232, 241-243, 245.
synonymie: 246, 248-249, 251.

Théorie des sons: 376-377.

tmese: 109.

tragédie: 93, 97-142.

trimetre (iambique): 98, 109, 134.

typicalisation: 112-113, 115, 119-121,
124, 127, 140.

Variation linguistique: 148, 150-
151, 156, 171, 174, 178, 184,
361-362, 364, 370, 383, 390,
392.

vocabulaire attique: 286, 290, 292,
294, 297-298, 300, 303, 306,
312, 317.

Zoologie: 227, 235, 237, 251.

o impurum: 101, 103.

anpifero: 213.

gvédpyeo: 188, 209-210, 213, 224.
naln: 364.

oyfine Zogoxhelov: 111, 134.

te épique: 19.
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« Chaque année, au siege de la Fondation

a Vandceuvres, auront lieu des Entretiens

sur I’ Antiquité classique, au cours desquels

des spécialistes, représentant plusieurs pays,
feront des exposés sur un domaine choisi et,

au cours des discussions qui suivront, procéderont
a d’enrichissants échanges de vues. » C’est ainsi

que le baron Kurd von Hardt, créateur de

la Fondation qui porte son nom, introduisait

le premier volume des Entretiens, paru en 1954
sous le titre : La notion du divin depuis Homere
jusqu’a Platon.

De 1952 a nos jours, 65 Entretiens ont eu lieu
sur autant de themes différents. Les 65 volumes
contenant les communications et les discussions
présentent une synthese de la culture classique
proposée par plus de 400 spécialistes.
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