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ABSTRACT

Linguistic purism (the desire to preserve one’s language from external influence and
perceived decay) is a universal phenomenon. In this thesis, | examine one particular
instantiation of it, the practice known as “Atticism”, which was observed by Ancient
Greek authors living in the early centuries AD. These writers often used a language that
mimicked the older Classical Attic dialect (associated with Athens) instead of the every-
day spoken dialect or “Koine”. I consider, as a case study, the language of Achilles
Tatius, a second century Greek novelist, in his only surviving work, Leucippe and
Clitophon.

I begin with a discussion of the varied uses of the term “Atticism” with respect to the
social and cultural context in which the practice developed and give a review of
previous literature on Atticism and on Achilles Tatius’, his work and language. My
thesis is the first analysis of Achilles’ language in English and the first to specifically
examine his use of Atticist forms.

Using digital editions of Achilles’ text and computerised software, I have developed
new methodologies for measuring and describing the degree to which an author makes
use of Atticist linguistic features. I apply these to the language of Achilles Tatius’ novel
by looking at specific phonetic, morphological and lexical forms that were especially
associated with the Attic dialect.

In the body of the thesis, | discuss four types of phonetic features and nine
morphological categories which have forms that varied between the Attic and Koine
dialects. For each Atticist feature, | analyse the evidence of ancient use and the
testimonies of ancient scholars. | then discuss the forms that Achilles chooses to use in
his text to determine the degree to which he shows Atticist practice. | also briefly
examine his choice of certain lexical items that were considered Atticist by the ancient
lexicographer Moeris.

This thesis establishes new ways of assessing the types of Atticism practiced by writers
of the Koine Greek period. By examining the language of one particular author in detail,
I show how these methods can be used to enhance our understanding of the practice of
Atticism. Importantly, these methodologies can be extended to other types of Atticist
and purist linguistic activities and can be used to assess the language of other authors of
the period.
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All passages cited from ancient authors come from the editions published on the online
TLG, with the exception of the Latin quotes of Cicero which are from the Loeb editions

of those texts.!

All translations of ancient texts are mine (unless otherwise stated). | made extensive use
of the section on the “Conventions and Characteristics of Scholarly Writing” and the
“Glossary of Grammatical Terms” in Dickey’s (2007) Ancient Greek Scholarship when
translating passages from the grammarians and lexicographers. | used Probert’s (2003)
book on Greek accentuation to assist with the correct placement of accents. I am
thankful to my supervisor, Prof. John Hilton for his assistance with some of the more
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own.

For Greek words cited in the body of the text, I normally use Greek script, but in
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SECTION A: INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

1. Framework

1.1 Linguistic Purism

At various times and in various places throughout the world, there has been a tendency
for speakers of a language to feel the urge to protect that language from change, external
influence and perceived decay. The urge to “protect” one’s language manifests itself in

different forms at both personal and societal levels.

In the 1956 Broadway musical My Fair Lady (adapted from George Bernard Shaw’s
play Pygmalion), the phoneticist Henry Higgins laments over the terrible state of
English as spoken by the majority of the population in the song Why Can’t the English
Learn to Speak? It contains lines such as “the cold-blooded murder of the English

2 13

tongue”, “one common language I’'m afraid we’ll never get” and strong anti-dialectal
comments like “the Scotch [sic] and the Irish leave you close to tears; there are even
places where English completely disappears; in America they haven’t spoken it for
years.” This is an accurate reflection of attitudes to “impure” forms of English,
observed particularly by the upper classes of the time. The same kind of sentiments are
evident today as people despair over the negative effects forms of modern media have
had on the spelling, vocabulary and grammar of English and other languages. Even in
South Africa, we hear frequent complaints about the form of English spoken by radio
and television presenters. In the same way, older speakers of native languages like
isiZulu, especially those from rural areas, criticise the urbanised Zulu spoken by the
young emerging population for its constant borrowings from English and other

“impure” characteristics.

Conscious efforts to slow down language change, remove ‘“foreign elements” and
prevent the incursion of new elements from outside sources are described as linguistic
purism. Although a universal phenomenon, unified studies of the practice are rare.
Much work has been done on individual cases of puristic activity within individual

languages, but comparative, especially universally comparative, studies are uncommon.”

* Lerner 1967
® Auty 1973; Thomas 1991



For various complex reasons, summarised by George Thomas in his 1991 book
Linguistic Purism, the phenomenon seems to have been understudied by linguists.’

Thomas was the first to make an attempt at filling this gap in sociolinguistic theory. He
describes his work as “the first broadly comparative and cross-cultural study of
purism”.” His work is for the most part theoretical, discussing the different causes,
motivations, styles, types and applications of puristic practice throughout the world (but
with a strong focus on European and Indo-European languages). He asks why purism
occurs from psychological, social and philosophical perspectives, and cites countless
examples of different cases throughout history and the different outcomes (successful or
not) of these programmes. Towards the end, he draws up some practical conclusions
and suggests realistic ways in which his theoretical considerations might be applied to

various instances of purism.

Thomas provides the following working definition of the phenomenon:

Purism is the manifestation of a desire on the part of a speech community (or some
section of it) to preserve a language from, or rid it of, putative foreign elements or
other elements held to be undesirable (including those originating in dialects,
sociolects and styles of the same language). It may be directed at all linguistic levels

but primarily the lexicon.?

In this thesis, 1 will be examining one particular historical occurrence of linguistic
purism — Atticism among Greek authors of the early centuries AD. Atticists sought to
oppose the use of the new but supposedly inferior (or “deteriorated”) Koine Greek of
the day and insisted on the use of pure Attic phonetic variants, vocabulary and
grammatical forms used by the authors of 5th and 4th century BC Athens.

In particular, 1 will suggest new methods for assessing in detail the practice of Atticisim
in an individual author. I will examine, as a case study, the language of the novelist
Achilles Tatius in order to show how these methods can be used to enhance our

understanding of the practice.

® Thomas 1991: 3-7
" Thomas 1991:2
8 Thomas 1991: 12



1.2 Atticism and the Second Sophistic

In order to analyse the puristic practice known as Atticism, it is first important to
establish a working definition of the phenomenon and the social circumstances in which
it arose. Atticism is very strongly associated with the intellectual period known as “The
Second Sophistic”. As with many scholarly terms, both Atticism and The Second
Sophistic are used differently and somewhat ambiguously by various scholars. This
problem is compounded in terminology relating to the Ancient World because of
differences in the ancient and modern use of the terms and of changes over the centuries

of modern scholarship which has dealt with them.

1.2.1 The Second Sophistic

Because of the varied use of the term “The Second Sophistic” by both ancient and
modern scholars, it cannot be assigned to a clearly defined historical or geographic
period. But on the whole, it is largely associated with the early centuries AD and with
the intellectual or academic centres of the Greek-speaking world (Alexandria, Athens

and, to a lesser degree, Rome).

The term was first introduced in ancient times by Philostratus the Athenian in the 230s
AD in his work Vitae Sophistarum (or Lives of the Sophists) (cf. VS 1.481.16-20). For
Philostratus, the Second Sophistic was driven by the Greek orators who specialised in
epideictic oratory (public speeches performed for their own sake and entertainment,
rather than legal or political motives). Oratory, especially of this kind, had risen to a
high level of importance in Greek society as a result of studies and teaching in rhetoric
becoming the key focus of the higher education of the period. Since, under imperial
rule, there was less opportunity for the exercising of rhetoric for political debates, the
practice of oratory had developed a new form (the declamation) in which performers
would be given (often impromptu) topics and expected to present a creative speech,

regularly assuming the persona of a historical or mythical figure.®

Whitmarsh, in his short book on The Second Sophistic, begins by addressing the
ambiguity and confusion surrounding the term. He points out that “there is...no strong

consensus among modern scholars as to what the Second Sophistic is, beyond a vague

® Swain 1996: 91-96: Anderson 1993: 18-20



sense that it is localized in the Greek culture of the first three centuries ce”.® He
summarises the disparate views held by modern scholars, pointing out that it is
sometimes presented as a cultural period (as according to Swain), sometimes as a
cultural and literary phenomenon (according to Anderson) and sometimes as a socio-
political phenomenon (according to Schmitz).** In the second half of last century, there
has been much debate about the socio-political interpretation of the Second Sophistic
and whether it developed as a mediating tool between the Greeks and their Roman
leaders (as according to Bowersock) or whether it was more an attempt by Greek

intellectuals to reassert their cultural authority (as according to Bowie and Reardon).*

These nuances in understanding the term, however, are not important for my research. |
will view the Second Sophistic as some combination of an intellectual period and the
people and practices surrounding the art of oratory in the early centuries AD in the
Greek speaking world. (It may refer to the time period, the cultural society or the
individual “sophists” who were part of it). What is relevant, is that it was in this setting
and among the individuals that were part of this cultural state of affairs that the
programme of linguistic Atticism developed. The motivations of Atticists, therefore,

cannot be considered in isolation.

1.2.2 Atticism

I now move onto a discussion of the term “Atticism” (in its various manifestations).
Atticism, in its broadest sense, was a trend by the intellectual elite of the post-Classical
Greek period to use language in a way that was considered more in keeping with high
Classical Attic than the common everyday language (Koine). How this was actually put
into practice, and what is meant by “language” and “more in keeping with” is where

confusion regarding the phenomenon begins to arise.

Like The Second Sophistic, the term Atticism is used in different ways (chiefly three).
To understand these different uses, one must first have an understanding of the terms

Attic, Koine and Asianism.

1% Whitmarsh 2005: 4

1 Swain 1996; Anderson 1993; Schmitz 1997. These different views are summarised by Whitmarsh
2005: 4-5

12 Bowersock 1969; Bowie 1970; Reardon 1971



The Greek spoken in the ancient world, and especially in the Classical period, was not
standardised but consisted of numerous dialects. These were divided into what are
generally recognised as four dialect groups: Attic-lonic, Doric or West Greek, Aeolic
and Arcado-Cypriot.”® Attic (the dialect spoken in and around Athens) shared a number
of characteristics with its sister dialect, lonic (spoken in Euboea, some Aegean islands
and the west coast of Asia Minor)."* But even then, Attic had some peculiarities of its
own: perhaps the most well-known being the preference of -tt- for -oo-. Although lonic
(varieties of which Homer and other early writers used) was perhaps the more dominant
language at first, and despite the fact that Athens officially adopted the lonic alphabet
towards the end of the 5th century to replace its own alphabet, it was Attic that

eventually rose as the superior language variety of the Greek world.*

Because of the prominence and high reputation of Attic as a literary and political
language, when Alexander the Great began his campaign of political expansion, the
variety of Greek which he introduced to the Eastern parts of his empire was largely
Attic in origin. But this new international dialect also had numerous external influences
so that, although it originated from Attic, it was to become recognisably different from
it.'® The most unusual features which were unique to Attic were replaced by more
widespread forms and words. This new variety was the beginning of what was to

become known as the Koine.

The term koine is also complex. Essentially, it denotes several supra-regional common
forms of Greek, but it is used in particular (called in these instances the Koine) to refer
to the Greek of the Hellenistic and Roman periods.'” Despite having developed out of a
largely Attic variety, by the period of the Second Sophistic, the Koine was regarded as a
very different dialect. With many of the peculiarly Attic forms replaced by those more
common across the dialects or by new alternatives, the Koine came to be pitted against
Attic as a rival dialect. In particular, for some, the concept of Atticism and the drive to

Atticise language was a reaction to the deviations the Koine had made from its ancestral

13 palmer 1980: 57-58, Horrocks 2014: 13-15, Colvin 2014: 203

' Colvin 2014: 209

1> Swain 1996: 18

'® Horrocks 2014: 73-75

" For more on usage of the term Koine, especially some of its different uses, see Colvin 2010; Horrocks
2014: 80-123 and Palmer 1980: 174-198.



predecessor. People were beginning to see the Koine as somehow inferior to the
respected variety of language used by Plato and the Attic orators and writing in “pure”

Attic became a new goal for orators and writers to aspire to.

In this thesis, | will largely be using the Koine to refer to the contemporary “natural”
(spoken and written) Greek of the Hellenistic and Roman periods, which differed as a
result of language change from the Greek spoken in earlier Classical times. | will use it
synonymously with “Hellenistic Greek™, but it should be kept in mind that use of the
term in this manner is not as straightforward as it seems. As Swain points out, “Koine”
(in my sense) includes both literary and non-literary Greek of the period. It includes the
language of both educated and un-educated writers, regardless of quality. As he
summarises:

The term is, then, a handy but unsatisfactory and idealized shorthand for several

complex linguistic situations in which the actual language to be attributed to any

individual at any particular time depends on various diachronic, social, local and

cultural determinants.®

The last important term for understanding the phenomenon of Atticism is Asianism.
This term originated with the Roman Attici (on whom more will be said later). The
dichotomy “Atticist versus Asianist” refers especially to the style of language used in
public speaking. “Atticist” was used of styles of speaking which were pure, plain,
unambiguous and simple, emphasising clarity of expression, whereas “Asianist” was
used of language perceived to be corrupt, affected and vulgar.’® In Cicero’s work,
Brutus, he uses the term Asianist (Latin Asiaticus) to denote not the geographic origin,
but the rhetorical style of the orator Quintus Hortensius Hortalus. He is not entirely
critical of the style, but suggests that it is more appropriate to younger speakers and
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should be abandoned later in life. He describes Asianist speech as “swift”, “rapid” and

“impetuous” but also “refined” and “ornate”. %

18 Swain 1996: 19
19 Swain 1996: 22; Kim 2014: 472
20 Kennedy 1972: 97-98



1.1  Cicero Brutus (325)

Aliud autem genus est non tam sententiis frequentatum quam verbis volucre atque
incitatum, quale est nunc Asia tota, nec flumine solum orationis, sed etiam exornato et

faceto genere verborum.

The other type [of Asiatic style] is not so notable for wealth of sententious phrase as
for swiftness and impetuosity — a general trait of Asia at the present time — combining

with this rapid flow of speech a choice of words refined and ornate. [tr. Hendrickson]

To others of the period, the term Asianist did become reproachful and it was associated
with more negative characteristics. In modern literature, we find it described by terms
like “corrupted and affected”, “verbose”, “pointed and florid” and “involving violent
delivery”.?! It became closely associated with the speech style of Gorgias of Leontini,
one of the earliest 5th-century Greek orators, who was known for his (over-)use of
rhetorical devices such as antithesis, formal parallelism and plays on rhythm and
phonetic effects. Although popular at one time in Athens, his style soon fell out of
favour as the more formal, logical and less ornate styles of public speakers (what

eventually came to represent Atticist style) gained in popularity.*

With a clearer understanding of the terms “Attic”, “Koine” and “Asianism”, I can now
explore the phenomenon of Atticism itself. As mentioned, Atticism is used in three

different ways in the literature.

The earliest group of people to talk about Atticism were a group not of Greek, but of
Roman scholars (known as the Attici) starting in the mid-1st century BC. Swain
suggests that it was because the Roman education system was structured in a way that
Greek language and rhetoric were taught together, often by the same person, that the
concept of Atticism developed first among the Romans.?* They were exposed to works
of the Classical Attic orators as examples of good Greek which ought to be imitated.
Roman Atticism was chiefly stylistic; it called for a plain, simple style of language
which would express views clearly without confusion or deception. In aiming for

simplicity and purity, it even had connotations of moral integrity. Kennedy associates

2 Swain 1996: 22; Kennedy 1972: 99, 100
22 Horrocks 2014: 68
2% Swain 1996: 22



Roman Atticism with what he calls the Latinitas movement, which emphasised clarity
of speech by use of pure and unambiguous diction, and also with a grammatical
movement of “analogy” (or proportio) which promoted unambiguous language through

regularising inflection.?*

Although chiefly stylistic, Roman Atticism also had other linguistic applications.
Because the works of Greek oratory which they studied were written in the Attic dialect,
Attic grammatical and lexical forms tended to be preferred over those of the
contemporary Koine. As a stylistic phenomenon, Roman Atticism could be extended to
oratory in Latin because many of the styles promoted and condoned in Greek could be
equally employed in Latin speeches. Even linguistically, Atticism could be extended to
Latin to the extent that use of simple, clear and unambiguous vocabulary, grammar and
expression could be promoted. In sum, Roman Atticism was chiefly applied to
publically spoken and published language (especially rhetoric) and was both stylistic
and linguistic in nature, though not in the same senses as the later Greek forms of
Atticism. It promoted the opposition of “Attic versus Asian”, and applied to both Greek
and Latin.

The first type of Atticism observed among the Greeks was of a similar nature to that of
the Attici in that it argued for imitation of the language of the Attic writers (mainly the
orators) in the composition of new rhetorical speeches. It seems to have been
completely lacking, however, in any pure linguistic (especially grammatical) emphasis.
The name most closely associated with the origins of this stylistic Atticism is Dionysius
of Halicarnassus who lived during the 1st century BC and was active in Rome during
the reign of Augustus. Another key contributor to discussions on the topic was his

friend Caecilius of Caleacte, but unfortunately little of his work remains.?®

In Dionysius’ works (especially De Oratoribus Veteribus or On the Ancient Orators) he
praises the style of oratory found in the Attic authors and denounces the increasingly
common use of non-Attic styles among his contemporaries. Dionysius is seen as

continuing the Atticist/Asianist opposition although it has been argued that we cannot

? Kennedy 1972: 240, Swain 1996: 23. For further discussion on analogy/proportio see Dihle 1957:170-
177.
% Swain 1996: 23



see Greek stylistic Atticism as having originated entirely from that of the Roman
Attici.”® For one thing, Dionysius does not use the term Asianism in the sense that the
Attici did (it occurs only in his preface, Orat. Vett. (1-2), where he praises the Romans
for opposing it).?’ More importantly, it has been argued that the Greeks had very
different motives from the Romans for elevating Attic style over that of other dialects.?®
For the Romans, Greek was not their own language and they admired Attic style
because that was the form used by the great authors whose works they were studying
and which they were using as models. The Greeks admired Attic style because it was
associated with the height of Greek culture and political independence during the 5th
and 4th centuries BC, before the Roman occupation. It was this same yearning for the
past or a return to the language of the past as a guardian of the “golden age” that

eventually led to the development of linguistic Atticism during the Second Sophistic.

Like the Romans, then, Dionysius and his followers pitted an Attic style of language
against a more opulent and inappropriate (Asianist) style, focusing on appropriate
rhetorical forms and figures of speech rather than on choice of words or grammatical
inflectional and syntactic forms. There were numerous Greek grammarians at the time,
some of whom were specifically interested in researching and describing the Attic
dialect, but Dionysius never promotes the use of Attic grammatical forms and
vocabulary as such. Similarly, those working on the language were content to study and
describe it without exerting pressure on anyone to return to the use of Attic forms in

favour of non-Attic ones.?*

The third type of Atticism, linguistic Atticism, went a step further than the earlier sort
and did promote the use of Attic lexical and grammatical forms which been replaced or
abandoned in the Koine. Kim suggests that although Dionysius’ programme pitted
Atticist against non-Attic (so-called Asianist) styles of speech, in time there was a shift
or extension of the programme. At the time, all contemporary Hellenistic oratory would
have had some influences that could be termed “Asianist” because the Hellenistic world

itself was a hybrid of Greek and eastern elements, following from Alexander’s

%6 Swain 1996: 23-24; Kim 2010: 472. See also Wisse 1995 and Hidber 1996 for further discussion of the
question.

27 Swain 1996: 23-24

%8 Swain 1996: 21-22

2% Swain 1996: 21-22



expansion and the subsequent decline of Athens as the centre of Greek culture. Kim
suggests that Dionysius’ dichotomy was, therefore, extended from being a
geographic/cultural “Attic versus Asian” one to a temporal “Classical versus

Hellenistic” one.®

During the Second Sophistic, the pressure to Atticise came from two main sources: the
rhetorical schools and the grammarians and lexicographers. The expectation that one
could produce and/or write speeches that mirrored the great Attic orators continued, and
so stylistic Atticism persisted as an opposition to the condemned Asianist styles. But at
the same time, the idea that Attic language should be promoted was introduced.
Accompanying this new interest in the Attic language was the creation of grammars and
lexica of Attic usage: handbooks that gave guidance as to which forms were (or were
not) considered acceptable for an educated Atticising Greek. The lexicographers play a
major role in our understanding of perceptions about the Attic language during the

Second Sophistic and which words or forms were condoned or promoted.*

Linguistic Atticism, as evidenced by the number of lexica produced, had a rather large
focus on vocabulary (lexical items). Atticists were encouraged to use words of Attic
origin/association in favour of the synonyms for such words that were more popular in
the Koine. For example, Moeris suggests the use of oic as more properly Attic than

npodPatov for the word to denote “sheep”:

1.2 Moeris Atticista
(0.6) oic povoovALGPmg Atticoi- mpdPatov "EAnveg
The Attic speakers (say) monosyllabic ois; the (Hellenstic) Greeks (say) probaton

Emphasis was not only on the choice of words itself, but also on their meaning. When
words had changed their meaning over the years due to semantic change, Atticists were
encouraged to use words exclusively in their original meaning and to avoid newer

usages. But linguistic Atticism went beyond the choice of vocabulary and also promoted

% Kim 2014: 473

31 For detailed descriptions of the works of the lexicographers, Dickey 2007 provides an excellent
overview. Strobel also discusses the major Atticist lexicographers in a chapter on The Lexica of the
Second Sophistic (2009) and examines their work in further detail in an unpublished thesis (2011).
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preference for Attic phonetic forms/graphemic conventions, morphological forms and

syntax. Some of these grammatical variations will be examined in detail in this thesis.

Linguistic Atticism under the Second Sophistic was a hotly contested issue. One does
not only find differing degrees of strictness among the lexicographers, but in various
writings of the period we find criticism of both those who fail to Atticise and of those
who Atticise too much. Sometimes we find both forms of criticism in the same author.
For example, Lucian as a skilled orator and writer during the Second Sophistic shows
some level of linguistic Atticism in his language.* On one occasion he was criticised
for using the form dmoppdg in an incorrect construction and was so defensive of the
fact, he wrote an entire treatise (Pseudologista or The Mistaken Critic) to defend his
perceived error.® On the other hand, we also find Lucian criticising both “hyper-
Atticists”, (a word that originates with him), who are so obsessed with Atticising
language that they take it too far and make it incomprehensible or just plain silly, and
“pseudo-Atticists”, those who do not properly understand the Attic forms they employ

and as a result misuse them.

The medical writer Galen also had an uneasy relationship with linguistic Atticism. On
the one hand, as a medical practitioner, he understood that clarity was most important in
expression and that insisting on outdated Attic forms could lead to confusion in his
writings. As such, he has a reputation for not Atticising in his own texts, but is known to
have used clear and simple contemporary words and forms. But as a member of the
elite, he was under pressure to be able to Atticise if he wanted to be taken seriously and
so he composed lexicographical works of his own (on errors in Attic usage and the

difference between Attic and contemporary use) which unfortunately have been lost.*

Atticism in the Greek world, then, began as a stylistic practice promoted by Dionysius
and his followers, but by the time of the Second Sophistic, a separate, strongly
linguistic, variety had developed alongside this. Atticism in its linguistic aspect had

become a strict puristic programme of the sort applied to various languages throughout

%2 Swain 1996: 45-51
% Kim 2014: 476; Whitmarsh 2005: 46-47
% Kim 2014: 478; Swain 1996: 45-51, 56-64; Whitmarsh 2005: 47-48
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history. Like similar programmes, it had adherents, detractors and those that took a mild

or moderate approach to it.

It is in this literary and linguistic environment that the works of the Hellenistic Greek
novelists, including Achilles Tatius, appear. Their names and their works, therefore,
continually come up in discussions of the Second Sophistic and Atticism, but specific
analyses of how their language fitted into this picture by direct engagement with the text
is rarer.®® In the next chapter I will discuss the previous work that has been done on

studies of Atticism in general and on the work of Achilles Tatius in particular.

% For passing references to Atticism in the novels, see Anderson 1993: 96; Horrocks 2014: 136; and Kim
2014: 481. On the place of the novel in the Second Sophistic, see Swain 1996: 101-131. For a detailed
analysis of Atticism in Chariton, see Hernandez Lara 1994.
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2. Literature Review

2.1 Ancient Literature on Atticism

Study of the phenomenon of Atticism (in all forms) did not exist as a field in its own
right in the ancient world, but it has already been seen that there were a number of
ancient scholars who interacted with the phenomenon in its various manifestations. The
earliest references to Atticism of any kind are found in Cicero and refer to the Roman
concept of Atticism (in opposition to Asianism) as discussed in the previous chapter.
The word Cicero uses is the adjective Atticus meaning simply “Attic”, but from context
it is clear that he means either “Attic-like speakers” (Atticists) or Attic-like

style/language” (Atticism).

2.1 Cicero Orator (8.28)
Ad Atticorum igitur auris teretes et religiosas qui se accomodant, ei sunt existimandi
Attice dicere.
Those speakers, then, who conform to the refined and scrupulous Attic taste, must be

considered to speak in the Attic style. [tr.Hubbell 1939]

The earliest reference to any form of Atticism, then, is dated to around 50 BC. Cicero
does not mention it in his earlier work on rhetoric, De Oratore, from 55 BC, but does

mention it in both Brutus and Orator which are slightly later.®

As has been seen, the first Greek writer to discuss Atticism was Dionysius of
Halicarnassus. Dionysius was active in the late 1st century BC (shortly after Cicero’s
death). He discusses the phenomenon in his work De Oratoribus Veteribus (On Ancient
Orators) with a focus on introducing a “reform in style, and especially diction”.%" It also
seems that while there is no clear reference to Atticism in Greece predating Dionysius’
works, to him it was not a new concept but one which had been established over some
years.® In his introductory chapter, he metaphorically describes the “ancient and
indigenous Attic muse” (Attikn podoo kKol apyaio koi avtoybwv) as having lost her
rightful place to a “recently arrived Asiatic pit of death” (1] 8¢ &€k Tivov BoapdBpwv Tig
Aociag €x0eg kai mpanv agpkopévn) (Dion. Hal. Orat. Vett. 1; tr. Usher 1974), but goes

% Kennedy 1972: 242; Swain 1996: 24
%" This text is called De Antiquis Oratoribus on the TLG.
% Kennedy 1972: 241
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on to celebrate the fact that the old order has been restored and the “sober rhetoric [that
which is Atticising] has been restored to her place of honour” (koi dnédmxe T pev
dpyoio kol cOPpovt pnrTopikh TV dukaiay Ty, v Kol TpodTEpOV £lxe KaAdS) (Dion.

Hal. Orat. Vett. 2; tr. Usher 1974).

In De Oratoribus Veteribus and his subsequent works on individual orators, Dionysius
promotes emulation of those he considers the model Attic orators from the 4th century
(such as Lysias, Isocrates and Demosthenes). But, as has been seen, he is interested in
stylistic issues like the arrangement of words, rhythm and meter, and never specifically
promotes the use of Attic vocabulary or grammar.*® Apart from his writings dedicated
to specific ancient orators, other works by Dionysius include a treatise known as De
Imitatione (On Imitation), which provides a discussion of what imitation and emulation
are and which works/authors should be imitated, and De Compositione Verborum (On
Literary Composition), which deals with the composition of primarily political speeches

by use of style, charm and beauty.*

Dionysius’ friend and contemporary, Caecilius of Caleacte, dealt with similar issues but
unfortunately none of his works survive to a substantial extant and they are only known
from fragments and quotes or lists of titles.** He apparently wrote a work on The Art of
Rhetoric and from Quintilian there is evidence that he wrote (at least one) detailed piece
on figures of speech.” Based on the list of titles given in the Suda, it seems that
Caecilius wrote a number of works on the (stylistic) Atticism of his day. Most
interesting among these titles is How the Attic Style Differs from the Asian and On the
[stylistic] Character of the Ten Orators.*® He is also said to have compiled a lexicon
called Against the Phrygians [Asianists], which would have been of great interest as a
point of comparison with the Second Sophistic linguistic Atticist lexica. He is also said
to have written a work entitled Kallirhemosyné, a lexicon of “elegant usage” which may
or may not be the same document as the first lexicon.** Unfortunately, we cannot know

whether his lexicon was Atticist in anything like the same sense as those of the Second

% Kim 2014: 472-473

0 Kennedy 1972: 346-347, 362

* Swain 1996: 23; Kennedy 1972: 364

2 Kennedy 1972: 365-366

* Kennedy 1972: 366

* Kennedy 1972: 367-368; Swain 1996: 25
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Sophistic or whether, like Dionysius, he was more interested in diction or vocabulary

being clear and unambiguous.

With regards to writings explicitly on the linguistic Atticism from the Second Sophistic,
there are a few different types of ancient resources. The most obvious are the Atticist
lexica and works of contemporary grammarians. But there are also commentaries on

Atticist (or non-Atticist) practices from writers of other topics, most notably Lucian.

In Rhetorum Praeceptor (or Professor of Public Speaking), Lucian provides some
suggestions for how someone should succeed in the art of rhetoric. It is a satirical piece
suggesting “shortcuts” one can use to be respected as a great speaker without too much
work and effort. One of his “tips” is that the speaker should pepper his language with a
handful of archaic Attic terms which have been memorised. His list consists chiefly of
function words, like particles and conjunctions, especially those containing crasis,

which was considered an Attic feature.
2.2 Lucian Rhetorum Praeceptor (16.7-17.4)

gmelto, meviekaideka 1| o0 mAgi® ye TV €lkocty ATTiKQ OvopaTo EKAEENG TOOEV
axpIpdg Exueretnooag, TPoOyepa X’ AKpag THG YAMTING £xe... Kol €v dmavil Aoy®
kaOdmep L HOvoua EmimaTTe AVTMOV. HEAET® 0€ UNdEV TV AA®V, €l GvOouoLo TOVTOLG
Kol ACOUELAN Kol Gt®dd. .. uétel 88 amoppnta kol EEva PLOTO, OTOVIAKIC VTO TAV
ool glpnuéva, kol TodTO GLUEOPNCOG GmoTOEEvE TPOYEPLOUEVOC €1G TOVG
TPOGOUA-0DVTOG.

Then cull from some source or other fifteen, or anyhow not more than twenty, Attic
words, drill yourself carefully in them, and have them ready at the tip of your
tongue... and whenever you speak, sprinkle some in as a relish. Never mind if the rest
is inconsistent with them, unrelated and discordant... Hunt up obscure, unfamiliar
words, rarely used by the ancients, and have a heap of these in readiness to launch at

your audience. [tr. Harmon 1925]

The idea was that a speaker could pass himself off as intelligent through false Atticism
(wevdartikov, a word used by Lucian in Soloecista 7.9). If his audience heard him using
archaic terms, they would look up to him in awe as someone well-versed in the Attic

language despite this not being the case at all (Rh. Pr. 17).
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One of Lucian’s other works is a text known by its title character Lexiphanes, which
LSJ translates “phrase-monger”, literally “show-off of words”. It takes the form of a
dialogue, based on Plato’s symposium. Throughout, the character named Lexiphanes
makes use of archaic and rare Attic words in an overly pretentious and extravagant
manner. Lucian here is obviously poking fun at orators who went so far in their
Atticism (Omepdttikog) SO as to create similarly ridiculous speeches, though it is

unlikely that many of them, if any, were quite as extreme as his portrayal of Lexiphanes.

In one of Lucian’s other works, Judicium Vocalium (or Consonants at Law), Lucian
presents an imaginary law suit in which the letter Sigma accuses the letter Tau of
stealing his words. This is an allusion to the tendency for Attic words to have -tt- where
non-Attic words use -oo-. Sigma argues that it is not only against him, but against other
letters that Tau has perpetrated this crime; he has stolen words from Delta, Theta, Zeta
and Kappa (Luc. Jud. Voc. 10-11). This hints at an attitude that linguistic Atticism is, in
fact, undesirable and that at some level of “naturalness” in language, Tau should not
have such prominence. The Attic forms are perceived as artificial and invasive and, as a

result, something to be avoided.

Of the lexicographers to publish works on linguistic Atticism, three of the most well-
known are Phrynichus, Moeris and Pollux. Of Phrynichus (late 2nd century AD) we
have two surviving works: the Eclogae or “Selection of Attic words” which is
essentially a lexicon specifying (by citing ancient authors) which words are or are not
acceptable for an Atticising Greek, and the Praeparatio Sophistica (Sophistic
Preparations) which “sets out to show the particular usage of sententiae and phrases”.*
Moeris’ work (2nd to early 3rd century AD) is in a much briefer and concise dictionary-
style lexicon simply called the Atticista. Although it is short, it reveals “a much more

differentiated, or rather more critical, understanding of Atticism,” and “quotes fewer

authors than Phrynichus”.*® Pollux (late 2nd century AD) produced ten books in his

** Strobel 2009: 99-101; cf. Dickey 2007: 96-97. This Phrynichus is variously known as: Phrynichus
Arabius, Phrynichus of Bithynia, or Phrynichus Atticista.

*® Strobel 2009: 101-102; cf. Dickey 2007: 98. The date of Moeris has been disputed. Although some
have dated him to the 2nd century AD, Swain (1996: 51) suggests the early 3rd century AD (on the
grounds that “his work was apparently influenced by the views of Phrynichus”) and Dickey (2007: 98)
reaches a similar conclusion. In her unpublished dissertation, Strobel (2011: 172-173) investigates this
claim further.
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work called the Onomasticon. His text also gives words that are and are not acceptable
but they are arranged thematically rather than alphabetically and it contains many
synonyms like a modern thesaurus.*” Strobel describes his work as “not only a highlight
in lexicographical scholarship” but “also a guide to the Second Sophistic, as the topics

dealt with shed light on the thematic preferences of those days.*®

Another important lexicon is an anonymous text referred to as the Antiatticist or
Antiatticista.*® This lexicographer was not opposed to Atticism as such, but was far less
strict about what was considered acceptable, allowed the inclusion of a wider group of
Classical authors into his canon, and would accept a word as Attic if any Attic author
had used it at some point.>® In addition, a little-known 2nd century Atticist and poet
named Philemon is also believed to have compiled a lexicon, of which fragments have

been made available for the first time in a dissertation by Brown.>

Finally, the works of the 2nd century AD Alexandrian grammarians Apollonius
Dyscolus and his son Herodian are also important texts for understanding the linguistic
situation during the Second Sophistic. Although neither are overt Atticists, their works
survive in substantial quantities and they both interact with dialectal variants and give
an idea of what was considered more “normal” or more “grammatically proper” during

their lifetime.>?

Ancient literature, therefore, gives us much information regarding the ideas around
Atticism and perceptions relating to how it should or should not be applied in the
ancient world. But it was not until the modern period that theoretical scholarship around
the practices of Atticism, and analysis of the Atticism of particular ancient authors,

began to appear.

*7 Strobel 2009: 103-104; cf. Dickey 2007: 96

*8 Strobel 2009: 104

* The version of this text available on the TLG is the edition by Bekker 1814 under the name “Lexica
Segueriana Anonymus Antatticista”. The original date is uncertain but Dickey places it in the 2nd century
AD (Dickey 2007: 97).

*0 Dickey 2007: 97

51 Brown 2008. (See especially pp. 80-92 for a discussion of the lexicographer and pp. 93-228 for a
collection and analysis of the fragments).

52 For more information on the details and textual tradition of the lexicographers and grammarians, see
Dickey 2007. (For the lexicographers, see pp. 87-106; for the grammarians, see pp. 72-86).
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2.2 Modern Literature on Atticism

2.2.1 Early Modern Scholarship

The earliest modern study of Atticism (published 1887-1897), and still the greatest in
terms of size, scope and ambition, is Wilhelm Schmid’s multivolume work in German,
Der Atticismus in Seinen Haupvertretern (“Atticism in all its Perspectives”). It covers
views on works from Dionysius of Halicarnassus to Philostratus Il (Flavius
Philostratus). He begins his work with a basic overview of the stylistic principles of
Atticism advocated by Dionysius of Halicarnassus discussed above. He then gives an
analysis of the (chiefly linguistic) Atticism in the works of seven authors who wrote
during the Second Sophistic. The categories analysed for each author are not identical,
but he starts with a discussion of what he calls Reinheit der Sprache (‘“Purity of
Speech”) with relation to morphology and syntax. He follows this with a section,
usually the main section, on Auswahl der Worte (“Lexical Choice”) in which he lists the
kinds of words used by the author. These words fall under different sub-categories,
sometimes differentiating those used by Attic authors, those by later authors and those
by poets, sometimes according to which particular Attic or non-Attic author used them
(e.g. Plato, Xenophon, Demosthenes, Thucydides, Herodotus). He also lists which
words are of later origin, and which were used exclusively, or initially, by the author in
question. The remainder of the discussion for each author looks at Zuzammenfiigung
(“combinations of words”), under the headings Tropik (“tropes” or “idioms”),
Schematik (“schematics” or “figures of speech and thought”) and Satzbau (“syntax” or
“sentence construction”). Some authors are examined in more detail than others and
with varying degrees of accuracy. His first volume looks at Dio Chrysostom, Herodus
Atticus and Lucian (the largest section), the second volume treats Claudius Aelian, the
third Aelius Aristides and the fourth Philostratus II. He ends his work with a “summary”
(or survey/overview) of the mutual relations (parallels) of different elements in Atticist
literature, under much the same headings that he used for each author.

Despite its enormous size and scope, from early on, Schmid received criticism for the
inaccuracy and inconsistency of his work.>®> No one since, however, has attempted
anything further on this scale and so his work remains a key resource for Atticist

studies. There have been some further studies conducted on the individual authors

>3 See Gildersleeve 1888 (on Volume | only) and Sandys 1891 (on Volumes I and I1).
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whom he examined. In English, Deferrari conducted an analysis of linguistic Atticism
as it relates to the morphology of verbs in Lucian, and Rodriguez-Noriega Guillén
reconsidered Schmid’s analysis of Aeclian as it related to Aelian’s De Natura
Animalium.>* A number of other updates on Schmid are listed by Kim, most of them in

French.>®

Two seminal texts associated with Atticism and written at about the same time as
Schmid’s (also in German) were Die Antike Kunstprosa (“The Ancient Practise of
Artistic Prose”) by Norden and Asianismus und Atticismus by Wilamowitz-
Mbllendorff.>® But whereas Schmid’s analysis was primarily on linguistic Atticism, the
latter two dealt chiefly with stylistic (and even Roman) Atticism and its relationship to
Asianism. Their contribution further explored the socio-cultural setting in which
Atticism arose, but did not add to the scholarship on linguistic Atticism as Schmid’s

work had done.

Along with a waning in interest in the Second Sophistic in the early 20th century, no
further major research was done until mid-century. It began to be discussed again from
the 1960s onwards by scholars such as Bowersock, Reardon, and Bowie, but even then

it was usually examined as an element of the Second Sophistic.

2.2.2 Recent Modern Scholarship

In recent decades, there have been a number of useful discussions or overviews of
Atticism in its various forms, though almost always in the larger framework of study on
the Second Sophistic or other aspects of the culture of the time. In Kennedy’s The Art of
Rhetoric in the Roman World, there is a thorough discussion of the phenomenon of
oratory, especially sophistic oratory during the Roman Period.”’ He investigates and
discusses what is known from the primary sources, summarising the works and views of
various Greek and Latin authors including those discussed above: Cicero, Dionysius of
Halicarnassus, Caecilius and Lucian. Atticism is not his primary area of interest but he

discusses it where relevant, for example, when dealing with works in which these

> Deferrari 1916; Rodriguez-Noriega Guillén 2005: 2003
> Kim 2014 481

% Norden 1898; Wilamowitz-Moellendorff 1900

> Kennedy 1972
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authors mention or make use of it themselves. The Atticism he describes and discusses
is again largely of the Roman and stylistic kinds and contrasted with Asianism.

Anderson studied the Second Sophistic as a cultural phenomenon under the Roman
Empire and his work deals with social, cultural and literary issues of this time period.*®
His focus is on sophistry as a practice: how sophists performed and the kinds of things
they presented, examining a selection of different types of examples. He has one chapter
on Atticism in which he deals with the basic concept and how it was applied by
rhetoricians of the day. He describes Aristides as one of the “purist” Atticists, touches
on both the Atticist/Asianist and scholarly versus popular language dichotomies and
briefly mentions the lexicographers.®® He also cites some of the references to Atticist
practice in Lucian described above and considers other anecdotal linguistic faux pas.
Finally, he looks at stylistic Atticism which he is especially interested in, as it
influenced mannerisms used by the Second Sophistic orators who are the focus of his
book.®® Anderson’s chapter on Atticism does not delve very deeply into any of the

issues but his references to and quotes from ancient texts and authors are of much value.

Swain, in his work entitled Hellenism and Empire: Language, Classicism and Power in
the Greek world AD 50-250, introduces the cultural practices of the Second Sophistic in
the light of Atticism in rhetoric (though he deals with both stylistic and linguistic
Atticism).®* His first two chapters deal primarily with Atticism and related issues, such
as classicism and purism, and he gives a really good overview of the phenomenon,
discussing the Roman, stylistic and linguistic forms or periods. His emphasis is on
Greek identity and how it was realised by Greeks in the Roman era.®® The second part
of his book looks at texts by a number of authors who flourished during the Second

Sophistic and what these works reveal about Greek identity under Roman rule.

Schmitz, in his work on the Second Sophistic, Bildung und Macht (“Education and

Power”), also deals with the different forms of Atticism in a chapter on the ideal of

% Anderson 1993

% Anderson 1993: 89-91
% Anderson 1993: 94-100
61 Swain 1996

%2 Swain 1996: 17-64
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speech purity during the period.®® He includes an analysis of artificial archaisms but his
work is largely discursive rather than giving a list of recognisable Atticist markers.®*

Whitmarsh’s work on The Second Sophistic gives a good discussion of the history of
study on the Second Sophistic and, as has been seen, the different understandings of the
terminology used in ancient, modern and recent times.”® While his work, like
Anderson’s, focusses on the practices of rhetoricians during the period, he dedicates a
chapter to Atticism in which he traces the origins, context and practice of (as well as

opposition to) linguistic and stylistic Atticism in the ancient world.®®

Finally, Kim, in a chapter in the Blackwell’s Companion to the Ancient Greek
Language, gives an excellent overview of the different types of Atticism, summarising
the information already presented by those authors discussed previously (from Schmid
to Schmitz).%” He clearly distinguishes between the different manifestations of Atticism
and how they developed. In addition to the usefulness of his chapter as an accessible
and up-to-date summary of the various works on the topic, it is also important because it
is written from a linguistic rather than socio-cultural or literary perspective. This last
chapter, along with the introductory chapters in Swain’s book, probably serve as the

best introductions to the study and understanding of Atticism to date.

2.2.3 Handbooks

There has been a long tradition of modern handbooks, grammars, textbooks and other
resources explaining and teaching the Greek language going back (in English) to
Goodwin and Smyth for Classical (mostly Attic) Greek and Blass, Debrunner and Funk
for New Testament Greek.®® Handbooks, especially those on post-Classical or New
Testament Greek, normally have some discussion on the Koine and, by extension, the
practice of Atticism. Kim warns that these handbooks and grammars are not always

accurate and should be treated with caution, as the authors did not specialise in Atticism

%3 Schmitz 1997

® Schmitz 1997: 67-96

% Whitmarsh 2005

% Whitmarsh 2005: 41-56

*"Kim 2014

%8 Goodwin 1879; Smyth 1920; Blass & Debrunner 1896 (German edition); Blass, Debrunner, & Funk
1961 (English edition)
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and sometimes make erroneous assumptions and conclusions.®® He cites, however,

Horrocks’ work on The History of the Greek Language as a notable exception.™

Another recent publication dealing with the development of the language is A History of
Ancient Greek: From the Beginnings to Late Antiquity edited by A-F. Christides.” It is
more discursive and less primary-text based than Horrocks and each chapter is by a

different author. The chapter on Atticism is by J.N. Kazasis."

Also crucial for comparative analyses of Attic and Koine grammar, are grammatical
handbooks of non-literary texts from the respective periods. In English, the best
handbooks for information on the Attic inscriptions are Threatte’s The Grammar of
Attic Inscriptions and for information on the Koine, A Grammar of the Greek Papyri of

the Roman and Byzantine Periods by Gignac.”

2.2.4 Dissertations

Two recent (though currently unpublished) dissertations have examined the works of
lexicographers in detail and their relation to linguistic Atticism. Brown investigated in
detail the practice of ancient lexicography and its prescriptive assessment of Attic
norms, with specific focus on the lexicon of Philemon.”* He places it in the framework
of sociolinguistic concepts like diglossia and purism as well as relevant cultural
considerations including classicism and the Second Sophistic. As mentioned, this thesis
also presents the first critical collection of all known fragments of the lexicon of
Philemon the Atticist (whose work is not available on the TLG). More recently, Strobel
conducted a thorough survey focusing on the three major Atticist lexicographers of the

second and third centuries AD.” She takes each lexicographer individually and

* Kim 2014: 481

" Horrocks 1997 (1st edition); 2010, 2014 (2nd edition)

" Christidas, Arapopoulou, & Chritg 2007. (First published in 2001. Translated from Greek into English
in 2007).

"2 Kazazis 2007

" Threatte 1980 (Vol 1: Phonology); Threatte 1996 (Vol 2: Morphology); Gignac 1976 (Vol 1:
Phonology); Gignhac 1981 (Vol 2: Morphology).

" Brown 2008. | was unable to acquire access to this dissertation until very late in the writing of my
thesis.

7> Strobel 2011; | am grateful to Strobel for making a copy of her thesis available to me.
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discusses the manner in which they treated Atticist versus non-Atticist language, as well

as their intentions and accuracy.

An earlier dissertation on the subject is that of Frosén, who examined what he called
“the problem of Koine and Atticism”, attempting to assess the issue within the
framework of modern sociolinguistic theory.”® His work has received much criticism for
being overly theoretical and not providing much in the way of concrete conclusions.’’
According to Browning, the work is so theoretically driven, that does not contain “a
single word of Greek”.” This is an exaggeration, but it is a heavily theoretical work

with few measurable and concrete examples.

2.3 Literature on Achilles Tatius and the Greek Novel

Studies on the Ancient Novel and especially the Greek Novel have always been limited
as a result of their traditional reputation as lower quality literature and therefore less
admirable and worthy of study than other Classical texts. There are full extant copies of
five of the Greek novels: Callirhoe by Chariton, Leucippe and Clitophon by Achilles
Tatius, Daphnis and Chloe by Longus, The Ephesian Tale by Xenophon, and The
Ethiopian Tale by Heliodorus.

Of these novelists, Achilles Tatius has often received a poor share of attention.” He
does not fit neatly into the genre and in fact subverts some of the traditional tropes
associated with it (most notably the depiction of a perfectly chaste and faithful hero and
heroine).®° This has led a number of scholars to think that perhaps Achilles Tatius’ work
was meant to be a parody of the ideal romantic novel rather than an exemplary
specimen. Similarities between Leucippe and Clitophon and the Roman comic/realistic

novelists such as Petronius or New Comedy have also been noted.®*

Although he is not widely studied, and not as popular as some of the other novelists,

there have been a number of writings on Achilles’ work from a wide range of

"® Frosén 1974

" See Moorhouse 1976: 204; Browning 1976: 228-229.
"8 Browning 1976: 228

™ Morales 2004: 1-4

8 Morales 2004: 1-2; Chew 2000

81 Durham 1938; Holzberg 1995:90-24; Chew 2000
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perspectives in the last century. Some of the most notable scholars of Achilles’ works in
English are Vilborg (1955-1962), O’Sullivan (1976-1982), Bartsch (1989), Morales
(2000-2004) and Whitmarsh (2001-2011).

Works on Achilles’ novel tend to deal either with his narratological style and the intent
of the novel, with literary themes and allusions, or with the text itself and textual

problems (although individual works may cover more than one of these broad issues).®?

With regards to direct linguistic analyses of Achilles’ text, there has been very little
research. The starting point is reliable editions of the text, of which there are two. Ebbe
Vilborg produced the first thorough critical edition in 1955 (with introduction and notes
in English), followed by an English commentary in 1962. Vilborg’s text is invaluable
because he considered all the manuscript and fragmentary evidence for Achilles’ work
that was available to him at the time. He has developed rational criteria for selecting
between variants in the textual tradition and lists all variations in the apparatus. More
recently, in 1991, Garnaud published a new edition of Achilles’ text with introduction
and notes in French. Although Garnaud had access to two new manuscripts unknown to
Vilborg and additional papyrus fragments, Consonni is sceptical of the superiority of
this edition.®® He is not entirely convinced of the reliability of the new manuscripts, but
more problematic is that, of the two major families of manuscripts, “preference is

constantly — but silently — granted to the a-family” by Garnaud without explanation.®*

In a number of works on Achilles Tatius, authors make pronouncements on his
language use without much detail. For example, Morales, in an analysis of rhetorical
devices (specifically sententiae) in Achilles and Heliodorus speaks of “a proliferation of

(mixed) metaphors and slippage from one register to another” in Achilles’ text.®

82 \Works that assess his narratological style and intent include Durham 1938, Hagg 1971, Morales 2000,
Chew 2000, Nakatani 2003, Repath 2005 and De Temmerman 2009. Literary analyses of Achilles’ work
include Bartsch 1989 (one of the longer monologues), Harrison 1989, Bychkov 1999, Hilton 2001, 2005,
2009, Martin 2002 and Morales 2004 (another monologue). Analyses of the textual tradition and textual
problems in Achilles Tatius have been published by Rattenbury 1959, Diggle 1972, O’Sullivan 1977,
1978, Pearcy 1978, Harrison 1989 and Skountakis 1999.

8 Consonni 2006

8 Consonni 2006: 113; 116. For more on problems with Garnaud’s edition, see Consonni’s whole article
as well as my discussion in the Methodology section (3.1).

8 Morales 2000: 87
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Whitmarsh, discussing the opening paragraph of the book, makes note of Achilles’ use
of “bizarre syntax” in this passage, which lacks connective verbs and particles.®® Martin
makes a similar comment regarding the subsequent description of the painting of
Europa, where he speaks of Achilles “employing a strikingly paratactic syntax with no
connective particles of the type one expects in Attic prose, and even without verbs or
verb phrases.”® Looking at a different aspect of Achilles’ language, Hilton considers
possible Latin influences on Achilles’ text in the context of other elements of Achilles’

contemporary world on his writing.®

Somewhat surprisingly, O’Sullivan, whose Lexicon to Achilles Tatius is an essential
resource for anyone wanting to examine Achilles Tatius’ language use, makes no
comments on the nature of his language or observations regarding the Attic or non-Attic
nature of his choices. He describes his work as “a more or less complete philological
dissection” of the book, giving “all instances of all words occurring in the text” (with

the exception of unproblematic particles and the article).®®

Achilles’ name is frequently linked to Atticism, but there is usually little elaboration on
the connection. In particular, authors sometimes fail to specify whether they are

thinking of stylistic or linguistic Atticism or both.

Horrocks, whose work is clearly linguistic, and whose discussions of Atticism focus on
linguistic practises, cites Achilles as an example of an Atticising author:

Well-known practitioners of this ‘puristic’ Attic revivalism in the period of the Second
Sophistic include: the orators Aelius Aristides ... and Herodes Atticus; ... Aelian ...
Arrian ... Appian ... Philostratus ... Pausanius ... and the romance writers Achilles

Tatius ... and Longus.”

Silk, similarly, and more emphatically, claims that he is one of the best examples of the
practice, but the discussion here seems to refer, at least in part, to stylistic Atticism

8 Whitmarsh 2011: 76
8 Martin 2002: 146

% Hilton 2009: 102-103
8 O’Sullivan 1980: ix
% Horrocks 2014:137
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(although it is not made explicit). It is possible that he considers it a good example
precisely because it is less extreme than the Atticism of other authors like Aristides.

The phenomenon [Atticism] is represented at its best by the witty essays of Lucian and
the innovative narrative of Achilles Tatius and Heliodorus among others; and at its

worst by the shrill and shallow effusions of Aelius Aristides.”

The earliest suggestion that Achilles was trying to emulate Attic “correctness” is found

in the 11th-century Byzantine commentator Michael Psellus:
2.3 Michael Psellus On Heliodorus and Achilles Tatius (74-77)

Bovietar 8¢ &v ol TV Yopimv 0pBodcbar, GAL’ Eowke TOlg TGO TAV TOdDV ApOHpa
vocodol EmhavOdvetat yap tayd tod 0pbiov vopov kai Tdv cuvinBav 0mv Exetol. S

TodTa Ko id1TedeY doKel To TOALY Kol Thg ATtk Opboeneiog TOppw mov PAAAELY.

In certain passages he wishes to raise himself to full height, but he is like a man
suffering from gout: he straightaway forgets the correct method and sticks to his usual
habits. For this reason he gives the impression of making inexpert use of language to a
considerable degree and of shooting far wide of the mark of Attic correctness.

[tr. Dyck, cited in Morales 2001]

This passage is quoted by Morales in the introduction to Whitmarsh’s translation, where
she adds, “Rather than ‘inexpert use of language’ Achilles’ inconsistency should be

seen as part of a deliberate eclecticism.”%

The observation that Achilles attempts to Atticise his language, but fails to do so
skilfully or consistently is echoed by various other writers. Hilton, in summarising his

analyses of contemporary influences on Achilles’ writings says:

As in the case of his supposed Atticism, which is not consistently upheld, the mask of
the dramatic date in the Classical past often slips, and the reality of contemporary life
in the 2nd century becomes visible. This makes Achilles a far more interesting writer

than many of his rivals and makes more subtle readings of his text possible.”

% Sjlk 2009:22
%2 Morales 2001: xxii
% Hilton 2009: 111
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Finally, Vilborg himself gives a brief analysis of Achilles’ linguistic style in the

introduction to his commentary, where he says:

Achilles Tatius’ romance was written during the Atticistic period, and it is easy to
notice that the author endeavours to write correct Attic in principle. He cannot,
however, be reckoned among the strict Atticists and shows no fear of admitting late
forms and constructions to a certain extent (the instances of this kind are too many to

be regarded as occasional lapses).*

He follows this with four pages of a brief analysis of Achilles’ phonology, morphology,
syntax and style.*

To date, there have only been two studies of which | am aware that have examined the
linguistic nature of Achilles’ work in detail. The first was the 19th-century thesis of
Sexauer Der Sprachgebrauch des Romanschriftstellers Achilles Tatius (“The language
use of the novelist Achilles Tatius”).% This work, written in German around the same
time as Schmid’s work on Atticism, uses some of the same methodology as Schmid (for
example, comparing the use of vocabulary items with those of specific Classical
authors). Predating Vilborg’s edition and the discovery of additional manuscripts and
fragments of Achilles’ text, this work is obviously outdated. His methodology is

criticised by Hult.”” On Atticism, however, Sexauer concludes:

Er [Achilles] bemiiht sich, attisch zu schreiben. Sein attischer Wortvorrat ist
bedeutend ... Daneben erscheint eine lange Reihe spdter Ausdriicke...sowie Spdtes

und Ungewohnliches auf dem Gebiet der Grammatik...

Achilles tries to write Attic. His Attic word-stock is significant ... In addition, a long
series of later expressions appear ... as well as (ones that are) late and unusual in the

field of grammar...*®

The second substantial work on Achilles’ language is a little known PhD thesis in

Spanish by Santafé Soler Aproximacion linglistica a la obra de Aquiles Tacio (“A

% Vilborg 1962: 12-13

% Vilborg 1962: 13-16

% Sexauer 1899

% Hult 1990: 17 (cited in Consonni 2006: 125)

% Sexauer 1899: 76-77 (cited in Consonni 2006: 125)
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linguistic approach to the work of Achilles Tatius”).” His analysis is of Achilles’
language in general without a specific focus on Atticism, but the nature of the work
means that he deals with some of the same Atticist markers | will consider. In his
concluding chapter, he has a section on Atticism in which he summarises the
phenomenon and makes some claims regarding the Atticist nature of Achilles’
language. He suggests that the description of Achilles’ work as Atticist and even highly
Atticist (altamenta aticista) is partly the fault of Sexauer’s work, and points to the

inconsistency of Achilles through the novel. Following Vilborg, he concludes with:

Aunque intenta escribir un atico correcto, no puede contarse entre los aticistas
extremos, pues admite formas y construcciones tardias que por su cantidad y

extension no pueden ser consideradas como lapsus ocasionales.

While trying to write a proper Attic, he cannot be counted among the extreme
Atticists, because he admits forms and late constructions that by their number and
extent cannot be considered as occasional lapses. *®

My thesis is the first detailed examination of Achilles’ language in English of which |
am aware, and the first to focus specifically on the degree of Atticism in his text. | aim
to do this by identifying markers of linguistic Atticism and conducting a quantitative
and qualitative analysis of the degree to which Achilles used or avoided these markers.
Through this, | have also developed new methodologies for analysing linguistic

Atticism which could be extended to other authors of the same period.

% santafé Soler 2005
190 santafé Soler 2005: 259
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3. Methodology

Schmid has received much criticism both for his methods and the accuracy of his

pioneering Atticist work.'*

Much of the fault one finds levelled against Schmid’s
Atticist analyses is a result of the time period in which he was working. As Gildersleeve
points out, “Schmid is naturally dependent on indices and lexicons, and the value of his
sorting varies very much with the trustworthiness and amplitude of his sources.” % It is,
in fact, of enormous credit to Schmid that he conducted such a thorough analysis of so

many texts without the aid of computerised resources.

Modern linguistic analyses of Greek writings have the advantage of being able to
evaluate digital copies of texts using modern computer programmes including
concordance and corpus software. The Perseus Project and the online Thesaurus Lingua
Graecae (TLG) are websites that provide access to digital copies of Ancient Greek texts
as well as a number of innovative search tools.'®® The field of Corpus Linguistics has
developed rapidly in the last 50 years, but unfortunately not all modern corpus tools and
methods can yet be applied to ancient texts.'® The two main hindrances to this are the
unavailability of fully annotated (and especially lemmatised) corpora of Greek, and the
limited size of the Greek corpus itself.'®® Greek corpora, such as they are, have a
number of other problems including the unreliability of textual transmission, the
fragmentary nature of many texts, extreme variations in the size and number of texts by
different authors (and during different periods) and, of course, the fact that they contain
only those texts which have been (somewhat arbitrarily) preserved.'® There is also the
problem that not all modern corpus analysis software can deal with non-Latin scripts

101 e especially Gildersleeve 1888. Anderson describes it as “the unwieldy mass of statistics”

1 Gildersleeve 1888: 98

193 perseus Project: http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/collection?collection=Perseus:collection:Greco-
Roman (open source); TLG: http://stephanus.tlg.uci.edu/lris/csearch.jsp (subscribed)

104 On the development and modernisation of corpus linguistics methods, see McEnery & Hardie 2011.
195 Modern linguistic corpus methods are typically applied to corpora of over 100 million words. The
whole Greek corpus on the TLG covers texts from the 8th century BC to 15th century AD and is just over
100 million words itself. But this includes texts from far outside of the period and dialect limits of my
research. If one focuses only on texts from the Classical period (8th-4th C BC) and the Hellenistic and
Roman Koine periods (4th BC - 5th C AD), the corpus sizes become 5 million and 50 million words
respectively (based on the TLG Statistics Tool).

196 For more on the use of corpora for the analysis of Greek texts and the unique problems encountered,
see O’ Donnell 2000: 263-267
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(the Beta Code transliteration system can only partly compensate for this shortfall) or
with such highly inflected languages as Ancient Greek.'®’

For my purposes, then, I have developed a methodology that, while it uses the
computerised search tools available to me (discussed in more detail below), also relies
on manual searching for and counting of forms when necessary. For example, | have
access to two digital versions of Vilborg’s edition of Achilles’ text (discussed below)
but both of these lack the footnotes, apparatus and commentary given in the print
edition. Consulting the apparatus is important in accounting for the manuscript
variations that Vilborg had to deal with. After using computerised search tools to find
relevant tokens of different Atticist markers, | still had to manually check these forms in
the print edition to establish whether there were any significant variations in the
manuscript tradition (where, for example, some manuscripts had an Atticist marker

while others had the non-Atticist equivalent).

3.1 Establishing a Text

In order to conduct an analysis of Achilles Tatius’ language use, it was first important
that | had a suitable edition of the text. As mentioned in the Literature Review, the two
most recent published editions of Leucippe and Clitophon are Vilborg’s (from 1955)
and Garnaud’s (from 1991). Despite Garnaud’s being the later edition, which includes
more recently discovered sources, I have chosen to use Vilborg’s edition for the
following reasons: a) Vilborg is more transparent when deciding between variations in
the textual tradition, b) his apparatus gives details of all significant variants, c¢) his
introduction, apparatus and commentary are in English, which is more accessible to me
and enables me to clearly follow his motivations,'® and d) Vilborg’s edition is the same

as that on the online Thesaurus Lingua Graecae (TLG).

197 Beta Code transliteration is method of substituting polytonic Greek characters with Roman script and
punctuation developed by David Packard in the 1970s. While early concordance software, such as the
DOS-based Oxford Concordance Programme (OCP) catered for use of Beta Code and for specifying
alphabets and character sets to suit the needs of Ancient Greek, newer programmes like Concordance and
WordSmith fail to account for this in quite the same way, though they are far superior in other respects.
For more on this see the TLG Beta Code Manual (http://stephanus.tlg.uci.edu/encoding/BCM.pdf)

198 5outh African Language Policies post 1994 have side-lined teaching of European languages in favour
of indigenous South African languages and English. See Ministry of Education 2002 and Foley 2004.
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The discovery of papyrus fragments containing portions of Achilles’ work from as early
as the 2nd century AD has enabled scholars to redate Achilles’ text to the second half of
that century rather than the 5th or 6th century as was previously thought.'® The earliest
extant manuscript (MS W) is from the 12th century, which leaves a substantial break
between the original time of writing and the composition of this manuscript, and
necessarily leaves room for much error. Whenever I speak of the “text of Achilles’
Tatius”, therefore, it must be understood that I really mean “the text as it has been
handed down to us and as we can best reconstruct it”. This is unfortunate and means
that all linguistic analyses must be made with this limitation in mind, but it is a problem
that plagues all investigations of historic languages and the situation for Greek is much
better than it is for many other ancient languages. As it is, Achilles’ text is better
preserved than that of the other Ancient Greek novels, with 12 full manuscripts and
another 11 containing sections or excerpts known at the time Vilborg composed his
edition.™° In addition, 7 papyrus fragments have been discovered containing parts of
Achilles’ text (though only 3 were known to Vilborg). The papyrus fragments date from
between the late 2nd and the 4th centuries AD, composed much closer to the date of the
original, and are therefore crucial for comparison with what is found in the
manuscripts.”™* 1t should be noted, though, that Vilborg considered the papyrus
fragments known to him as representing a different branch of the tradition from the
manuscripts, and they do only make up a very small section of the total text.** So,

while the information they provide is valuable, it is also limited.

Vilborg gives a thorough analysis of the textual transmission and the history of the
manuscripts and papyrus fragments of Achilles’ text which were known to him.*® |
need not repeat this information here, but he believed that all the extant manuscripts
descended from a single archetype and he identified two chief branches (or families) of
the manuscript tradition, along with a third branch to which only one partial manuscript
belongs. The first branch, family a, contains the manuscripts he calls W, S, P, M, A, B,

C, K and D. The second, family B, contains manuscripts V, H, O, Q, N, E, R, G, L, U,

109 Rohde 1900 had dated him to the mid-5th century (Morales 2001: xiv). For more on the dating
question, see Morales 2004 xiv-xv, Willis 1990: 75-76 and Plepelits 1996: 388-390.

19 v/jlborg 1955: xviii (2 additional partial manuscripts were known to Garnaud)

11 vilborg 1955: xv-xvi; Willis 1990: 75-76

12 vilborg 1955: xxxv; see also Willis 1990: 77-79

113 See Vilborg 1955: xv-Ixxvii
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T, X and Z. The last, branch ¢, contains only manuscript F (which is incomplete).** |

will follow Vilborg’s sigla throughout. The numbers I to II’ are given to the papyrus

fragments.™®

Vilborg’s intention was to try and create an edition that was as close to Achilles Tatius’
original version as can possibly be reconstructed. This is an impossible task, and

Vilborg recognises this, but says:

I have endeavoured to reach a text as near as possible to the archetype. | have avoided
adopting conjectures where the tradition gives an intelligible text, even in cases where,
from the point of view of language or sense, the conjecture is an improvement. | have
not seen as the object of this edition to improve the text of the writer but to establish
the best ancient tradition.™

Where there is divergence in the manuscript tradition, Vilborg has generally sided with
whatever is presented in the majority of manuscripts, but he has given family p
preference over family o where a decision must be made between the two. He says,
however, that “the superiority of B is neither absolute nor undisputed” and “the a-
tradition must everywhere be taken into consideration”.**’ He does this by listing the
variants in his apparatus. He has also used manuscript F as an “arbitrator” and so
“where oF or PF agree, [he has] generally accepted their reading”*'®. This will be

important when | discuss manuscript variations in my statistical analyses.

Despite Vilborg’s edition being available on the TLG, it cannot be downloaded.™® Their
thorough search tools mean that much research can be done with the text online (as will
be discussed below), but it was important that | also had access to a raw digital version
of the text which could be searched for particular tokens or strings using concordance
software. As a result, I created my own version of Achilles’ text in Beta Code. I
achieved this by downloading an open source XML version of Rudolf Hercher’s (1856)

edition, which is out of copyright and available for download (but far inferior to

14 For more on the manuscripts, see Vilborg 1955: xIv-Ixxii

15 Vilborg 1955: xv-xvii. A full list of all papyrus fragments is given in O’Sullivan 1980.

16 vilborg 1955: Ixxxv

17 vVilborg 1955: Ixxxv

18 vilborg 1955: Ixxxv

119 permission was requested for access to a copy of their text for research purposes and was denied.
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Vilborg’s).*?® | then manually updated the version | had downloaded to match

Vilborg’s, using a print version of his text.

In searching for examples of particular forms in Achilles’ text, I used a combination of
my recreated edition run through concordance software (a program called Concordance,
developed by R.J.C. Watt,"* and the TLG edition analysed using the TLG’s own online

search tools (more detail on this below).

3.2 Analysing Atticism

There is no established list of “Atticist” forms with which a text can be compared to
determine the degree of linguistic Atticism in it. Schmid and those who have followed
him (such as Sexauer and Deferrari) relied largely on their own knowledge of the
language and its usage at different periods to analyse the authors they examined. As
Gildersleeve pointed out, they were dependent on indices and lexicons and consulted
handbooks and grammars available to them, as well as ancient sources (especially the
lexicographers) to assist them in their research.'? But their impressive knowledge of

Greek language and literature allowed them to use intuition as well.

In my study, | have relied on the expertise of various modern authors to assist in
establishing a list of Atticist tokens, but at the same time | have developed methods for

confirming the Atticist nature of these tokens.

In order to determine whether a particular token is Atticist or not, it must meet the

following criteria:

120 Hercher 1858. Text provided by Perseus Digital Library, with funding from Google Digital
Humanities Awards Program. Original version available for viewing and download at
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/ditext?doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A2008.01.0665.

121 | purchased a copy of Concordance from: http://www.concordancesoftware.co.uk/. The software is
copyrighted to R.J.C. Watt 1999-2009 (University of Dundee).

122 Sources which Schmid makes reference to in his work include: Meisterhans” Grammar of Attic
Inscriptions, Hatzidakis’ Introduction to Modern Greek Grammar, Meyer’s Greek Grammar, Kihner &
Blass’ Detailed Grammar of the Greek Language and Winer & Schmiedel’s Grammar of the New
Testament Idioms.
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1

2a)

2b)

3)

It must be described as Atticist by modern scholars writing on the topic

It must have been regularly used (or preferred) by Attic authors of the 5th and 4th
centuries BC or Attic inscriptions of the time'?®

It must have a non-Attic equivalent that was widely used in the Koine

It must have been described by the Atticist lexicographers and grammarians or other
writers of the Second Sophistic as Attic/ist

I made use of the following methods in order to determine whether or not each token |

examined met these criteria.

3.2.1 Modern Scholarship

As mentioned, my starting point was to consider markers that modern scholars writing

on the topic have identified as Atticist. | began with the comprehensive list given in

Horrocks” book on the history of the Greek language. I give an abbreviated form of his

list below:

(@)
(b)
(©)

(d)
(e)
)
9
(h)
()
@
(K
0}

Important hallmarks of correct Attic usage included the following:

-t1- and -pp- for -co- and -po- in the relevant words

&ov for simplified ovv “with”

The formation of abstract nominals with the neuter article t6 and an adjective in
agreement

Regular use of the dual number

Extensive use of the dative in all its traditional functions ...

Use of the ‘contracted’ forms of nouns ... e.g. 66todVv not d6ctéov ‘bone’ etc.
Retention of the Attic declension of Aedg/vemg in place of Aadg/vadg ‘people/temple’
yiyvopou, yryvooko for simplified yivopo, yivookm

The use of the synthetic perfect rather than periphrasis ...

Extensive use of middle verb forms ...

Use of the optative in its full range of classical functions

The use of the monolectic perfect forms with a ‘stative/present’ rather than a ‘simple

past’ meaning ***

123 For examples of such authors, see Evidence from Ancient Use (3.2.2) below.
2" Horrocks 2014: 138
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Another list is given in Anderson’s discussion of Atticism where he says:

To write ... literary Attic of the fifth and fourth centuries BC in the Early Roman
Empire ... The student would have had to affect various subtle stylistic choices, such

as the doubling of Attic tau for lonic sigma, the preserving of ‘Attic’ declension or the

frequent use of the dual, to say nothing of the ‘purist’ declension of such troublesome
words as naus; he would also have had to purge his language of deviant tendencies

such as the lapse into easy alternative -0 forms of -mi verbs preferred by the koiné or

on the other hand hypercorrect attempts at restoring the Middle Voice. He would have

had to negotiate the syntax of subordinate moods ... and maintain a correct vocabulary
125

of words used by ‘classical” authors.” [underlining mine]
Kim provides the following list of “peculiarities of the Attic dialect that had largely
been lost in the popular language” and which “Atticising authors were careful to
maintain’:

preferring zt_over oo ... and pp over pc... employing the “Attic” second

declension..., the contracted forms of certain first and second declension nouns,

athematic verb endings, and yiyvopot and yryvookw for yivopor and ywvooko. ... the

dual number, the dative case, the middle voice, the perfect tense, the future infinitive,
and the optative mood, among others, in their full range of Classical functions ... The
most striking contrast between Atticist and colloquial language, however, is in

vocabulary...

126 [underlining mine]

| also consulted the list found in the index of Blass, Debrunner and Funk’s New
Testament grammar under the heading “Atticisms: of the Koine of the NT” and the list
under the heading “Linguistic Purism and Prescriptivism of the Second Sophistic” in the
entry on “Attitudes to Language” in the Encyclopedia of Ancient Greek Language and
Linguistics, among others.*?’

From these, | selected the Atticist tokens that came up most often and placed them
under the headings: phonetic (graphemic), morphological, morpho-syntactic and lexical.
It turned out to be impossible to examine all the potential Atticist markers, but I focused

125 Anderson 1997: 88-89
126 Kim 2014: 470
127 Blass, Debrunner, & Funk 1961: 266; Bubenik & Crespo 2013: 206 (EAGLL)

35



on the more common, especially of the phonetic and morphological kind. The same or
similar methodologies could be extended to those variations I did not examine.

3.2.2 Evidence from Ancient Use

In order to ascertain whether or not the tokens identified were genuine examples of
Atticism or not, | wished to confirm how they were actually used by both Classical
Attic and Koine writers. | used a number of different methods for gathering this
information. A fully annotated corpus of Greek literature would have made this task

easier but in the absence of such a resource, | had to make use of those available.

Three handbooks which were of great help in this task were Threatte’s The Grammar of
Attic Inscriptions (2 Volumes), Gignac’s A Grammar of the Greek Papyri of the Roman
and Byzantine Periods (2 Volumes) and Blass, Debrunner and Funk’s A Greek
Grammar of the New Testament and other Early Christian Literature.*®

Threatte’s books helped establish normal Attic practice as evidenced by Attic
inscriptions from the Classical (5th-4th century BC) period. As the work deals with
inscriptions from the 8th century BC right up into the Roman periods (roughly 300 AD),
| had to be careful to focus on examples from the correct period. But this was easily
done as Threatte is explicit in differentiating the different periods and sometimes gives

good comparative evidence, e.g. from literary texts.'?®

By comparison, Gignac’s books give examples of evidence from documentary papyri
from the Roman and Byzantine eras, giving me examples of Koine usage. Again, | had
to be careful with the dates and focussed on instances from the early centuries AD. He
also often makes reference to comparative examples from both Attic and Koine
literature and to inscriptional evidence of the sort Threatte examined.

One of the difficulties encountered in establishing general Koine usage is the fact that so
many literary texts from the period were influenced by Atticist practice that it can be

hard to differentiate between what was “normal Koine” usage and what was Atticised.

128 Threatte: 1980, 1996; Gignac 1976, 1981; Blass, Debrunner, & Funk 1961
129 Threatte 1980: 1
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The documentary papyri help with this distinction as they are less likely to be
influenced by linguistic Atticism. The New Testament along with the Greek translation
of the Old Testament (the Septuagint) are also useful sources in establishing non-
Atticised norms. Even these texts are not completely immune from classicising or
Atticist influence. (e.g. Kim suggests that while the gospels and other early Christian
literature “reflect[ed] the spoken popular Koine”, Luke was an exception that did not fit
into this category, and Kilpatrick discusses examples of linguistic Atticism in some
manuscripts of Revelation).**® But these texts tended to be less strongly influenced and
so are helpful in establishing something of the norms of Koine practice.®* Previously,
the biblical texts would have been avoided out of fear of their representing a “special
variety of Greek used by Jews of the Near East,” but Horrocks points out that this is no
longer thought to be the case, even for the Septuagint, of which much is translated from

Hebrew.'*?

He describes their language rather as “a reasonably close reflection of the
everyday Greek of the majority of the literate population in the early centuries AD,”
although he also recognises that there would have been some “peculiarly regional
features”.*® It is for this reason that | have frequently consulted the grammar of the

New Testament by Blass, Debrunner and Funk in my establishing of Koine norms.

In addition to the evidence from handbooks on Attic and Koine practice, | also made
use of the tools available on the TLG, and in particular the Text Search Tool. This
allows one to look up instances of word use in an individual or group of authors either
by lemma or as a particular inflected form/type (using the “Word Index”). Since it was
not usually practical to search for all tokens of a word throughout the entire corpus
(which, as mentioned, contains texts ranging from the 8th century BC to the 15th
century AD.), | selected groups of authors that | could examine to establish either Attic

or Koine norms. The groups | used were as follows:

130 Kim 2014: 201, 470 does not elaborate on this point but Luke’s writings are often described as
exceptions to the natural Koine or non-Atticising language of the New Testament. Adams 2013 addresses
this generalisation and considers why this analysis is problematic. On Revelation, see Kilpatrick 1963.

3L Cf. Silk 2009: 22

'3 Horrocks 2014: 147

3 Horrocks 2014: 147
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For Attic use

e Dramatists: Aeschylus, Sophocles, Euripides (tragedy); Aristophanes (comedy)

e The Attic orators: (The “canon of ten”) Aeschines, Andocides, Antiphon, Demosthenes,
Dinarchus, Hyperides, Isaeus, Isocrates, Lycurgus and Lysias

e Other prose: Plato, Aristotle, Thucydides, Xenophon (historian) etc.

| consulted the dramatists because their plays were among the earliest and best
respected of 5th to 4th century Attic literature. Their texts, however, especially those of
the tragedians, are not always the best examples of Attic practice because of their poetic
nature and the influence from poetic literature and other dialects. The search tool also
does not allow one to differentiate between different parts of a particular work, which
means that the Doric influence on choral sections cannot be accounted for separately. |
considered the orators an especially useful source for an analysis of Attic practice both
because of their texts being prose and because of the respect they held in the minds of
Atticists, especially since Atticism (both stylistic and linguistic) was so closely
associated with rhetoric. Other prose writers (such as Plato, Aristotle, Thucydides and
Xenophon) would be consulted for comparison, especially when a form was not
frequently used by the orators. Sometimes | also consulted the use of non-Attic

contemporary texts such as Herodotus or the Hippocratic Corpus.

Koine use

o Biblical texts: The New Testament and Septuagint

e Other: Josephus, Plutarch, Galen, Epictetus

e Schmid’s Atticists: Dio Chrysostom, Herodus Atticus, Lucian, Aelian, Aristides and

Philostratus Il.

As already mentioned, the biblical texts served as crucial examples which 1 could
examine for Koine practice. These, along with the evidence from papyri in Gignac, were
my key resources. Sometimes | consulted other contemporary texts which were thought
to have little or less Atticism (in particular Galen’s corpus).*** Finally, I also considered
the practice observed by the group I call “Schmid’s Atticists” (the authors he examined
in his work), to see what the general trends for Koine-period authors who were

attempting to Atticise might be.

133 Kim 2014: 478; Whitmarsh 2005: 47-48
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Because of the wide range of different linguistic markers which | examined, and
differences in the frequencies and trends surrounding the different forms, | did not
always examine all the categories of authors listed above. Although I often established
the number of tokens of a particular form in particular authors, my overall analysis was
typically qualitative rather than quantitative. | wished to establish a general trend of
usage in the two different periods rather than focussing on absolute statistics, which are
not particularly meaningful on their own. I am also aware of the fact that, for these
groups of authors, | was relying entirely on the editions of texts as represented on the
TLG which might contain errors and does not account for problems in transmission or
variations in the manuscript tradition. While | did take these factors into account in my
analysis of Achilles’ text, I could not do the same for each and every author represented

here.

3.2.3 Evidence from Ancient Witnesses (Lexicographers and Grammarians)

To establish whether the tokens | was examining were actually viewed by people of the
time as Attic or Atticising, | consulted the evidence of the ancient lexicographers,
grammarians and other authors mentioned in the literature review. My primary source
was Moeris’ lexicon because the form in which his work survives is concise and clear.
Most of his entries take the following basic structure:

X Atticoi- y "EAAnvec.

The Attic speakers (say) x; the (Hellenistic) Greeks (say) y

Moeris is dated to somewhere between the 2nd and the early 3rd century AD, either
during or shortly after when it is thought that Leucippe and Clitophon first appeared.**
Moeris’ lexicon gives a wide range of examples of phonetic, morphological, lexical and
semantic variations although each example relates to a specific word, and a particular
inflected form of that word with very little generalisation applied. For example, you will
find him recommending the form Prittewv over Pricoev (Moeris Atticista .25), but no

generalisation about using -tt- rather than -cc-.**

135 See footnote 46 on questions of the dating of Moeris.
13 The version of Moeris’ text which I used is the edition of Hansen 1998: 71-156 available on the TLG.
(#1515.2).
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Phrynichus and Pollux’s lexicographical works relate more to word use and meaning
and as such are less useful, but I do cite from them where appropriate. | also consulted
the works of other contemporary grammarians, in particular Aelius Herodianus (or
Herodian). He was also writing in the 2nd century AD and, as mentioned, gives
interesting information regarding accepted norms of the time, although his focus is not
Atticist. Herodian’s most important work was De Prosodia Catholica (On General
Prosody) in which he discusses accent and breathing norms in intricate detail,
addressing or attesting to other grammatical features along the way. Other works of
Herodian which | make reference to include Ilepi mabdv (On the Modification of
Words), Ilepi opboypagiag (On Orthography/Correct Spelling) and Ilepi tdv €ig -
(On -mi Verbs).*’

| also make reference, where applicable, to other contemporary texts that reveal
evidence of the attitudes to Attic or non-Attic variants, especially those of Lucian. On
occasion, | make reference to examples from slightly later lexicographers and
grammarians, especially where evidence from writers closer to the period of
composition is sparse. Although this does not reflect directly on the understanding of
the day, the Atticist programme continued through the centuries and it is probable that
much of the later grammarians’ understanding (and even part of their texts) was derived

from the grammarians who preceded them.

Sometimes the evidence of the lexicographers contradicts that of actual use. This
information is important as it highlights the distinction between perceived linguistic
Atticism and the use of “genuine” Attic forms. Because my analysis is on Achilles’
Atticist intent rather than how truly Attic he was, this evidence is important for my
analysis. In most cases, however, there is at least some overlap between actual practice
and the recommendations of the lexicographers. 1 will make note of cases where

important deviations occur.

37 For an introduction to the works of Herodian, see Dickey 2007: 75-77. For a full list of all his works,
see Dickey 2014.
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3.3 Achilles’ Use

The terminology | use for analysing the statistics of the different markers found in
Achilles’ text are taken largely from Corpus Linguistics norms. I use the term “marker”
to refer to the abstract variable that has a different version in Attic and Koine and for
which the one is considered “Atticist” and the other “non-Attic” (e.g. the -tt-/-60-
variation, the “Attic declension” and athematic p-verbs are different examples of
markers which | will consider).*® I use the word “lemma” in the sense of a linguistic
“lexical item” to refer to the category that contains all inflected versions of the same

13 2

“word” (e.g. Odlocoa “sea”, vadg “shrine” and didour “I give” are examples of

lemmas).**

Lemmas are usually given in their “dictionary entry” form (i.e. nominative
masculine singular of nouns; 1st person singular indicative active present for verbs etc.).
Where the dictionary entry for a lemma is different in the Attic or Koine form, |
normally use the form given in Liddell, Scott and Jones’ Greek Lexicon (LSJ 9"
edition) unless the context makes the other more appropriate. The word “type” refers to
all the potential inflected forms of a lemma (e.g. 6dAacocav, Bordcong, Odrattav,
BaAdttng etc. are examples of different types of the lemma 6draocca). Finally, the word
“token” (which will be more important for me than “type”) refers to all instances of a

particular lemma in a text (e.g. there are 31 tokens of the type 6aidoong in Achilles’

text, which in turn is one of the 8 different types which he has for the lemma 6dlocoa).

As mentioned, I used Vilborg’s edition of Achilles’ text to gather statistics on each of
the Atticist markers |1 examined. To identify the tokens relevant to each marker, |
searched the text in one of two ways. For phonological variants, | searched the
concordance of my version of the text, which I had created using Watt’s Concordance
programme. This list, which itemised every inflected type separately and provided
references to all tokens of each type, allowed me to search for strings of letters such as
1t (Beta Code TT), oo (Beta Code SS) or po (Beta Code RS) etc.

For morphological markers, searching for strings of letters was not sufficient and so |
had to use other methods. For example, searching for all instances of athematic pi-verbs
could not be conducted by searching for the string -uu (Beta Code MI) in my

138 [ use “variant” in a similar manner, but with a less exclusive/technical implication.
139 While the plural of “lemma” is sometimes given as “lemmata” (as in the TLG), I prefer the Anglicised
form, “lemmas” which is common in Corpus Linguistics.
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concordance, since that string is only found in the 1st person singular present indicative
tokens of those verbs. For verbal morphology, then, I made use of the TLG’s
Vocabulary Tools which allowed me to create a Lemmata List (a list of all lemmas in
their “dictionary entry” forms) found in Achilles’ text. I copied this list into an MS
Excel spreadsheet document from where | could search for suitable lemmas, (for
example lemmas ending in -pt). From this list, | could then create a list of all types and
tokens of the appropriate lemma found in Achilles’ text by searching using the TLG
Text Search Tool. For nominal morphology, | used a combination of searching for
individual types on the Concordance programme and searching for lemmas using the
Lemmata List from the TLG.

Given the statistical results gained from the Concordance programme or the TLG (both
of which are based on unannotated versions of Vilborg’s text), I then checked the tokens
| had identified against the apparatus in Vilborg’s print edition, where he identifies
manuscript variations. Depending on the nature of the variations, | either created a
separate list, omitting unreliable tokens, or simply noted the variations in my discussion.
Because Vilborg’s edition only incorporated 3 of the 7 papyrus fragments, I examined
these independently for instances of the marker being assessed. | relied on the published
transcripts of the fragments for this information, consulting pictures of the original
fragment where available. The small proportion of Achilles’ text which the fragments
cover and the high number of lacunae in them meant that not very many of the Atticist
tokens which interested me were extant in the papyri. I also consulted O’Sullivan’s

Lexicon to Achilles Tatius which sometimes contained information on variations.**°

For an Atticist analysis of lexical items, which | examined only briefly, | followed a
different approach. I began with a sample of entries from Moeris’ lexicon. Using the
Vocab Tools Lemmata Lists on the TLG and MS Excel’s formatting and function tools,
| searched for which of these entries Achilles used words from and whether the words
he used were considered Attic or Hellenistic by Moeris. | give more detail on how |

went about doing this in the chapter on Lexical Atticism (18).

140 0’ Sullivan 1980
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Once | had collected the data for the number of tokens of a particular marker in
Achilles’ text, I could make a qualitative analysis of Achilles’ preferences regarding
that marker by comparing his use with that of Attic authors, Koine texts, other
Atticising authors and the testimony of the lexicographers/grammarians. While my data
does have a quantitative aspect (for example, | can compare the percentage of examples
of -t1- contrasted with those of -co- in the text), the statistics on their own are not
particularly enlightening and the small size of the corpus with which I am working
makes statistical significance tests of little value.** 1 do summarise my statistics for
ease of analysis and reference, but | focus on a qualitative assessment of the degree of
Atticist behaviour which Achilles’ shows for that marker. Because the question “is this
Atticist?” does not always carry a clear-cut answer, [ will use terms such as “mildly
Atticist”, “strongly Atticist”, “Attic-leaning”, “Koine-leaning” and “avoidance of

Atticism” in my assessments.

3.4 Patterns of Use

In my analysis of the evidence from ancient use, it was quickly apparent that very few
potential Atticist markers fitted neatly into an X : Y pattern of use, where X is the form
used exclusively (or predominantly) in Classical Attic authors and Y the form used
exclusively (or predominantly) in non-Atticising Koine texts. In order to make my
assessment of Achilles’ choices for each marker more objective, | developed a rubric
that would help me to determine whether use of a particular form should be described as
“mildly or strongly Atticising”, “mildly or strongly avoiding Atticism”, or more
accurately “Attic-leaning” or “Koine-leaning”. Table 3.1 outlines the rubric, illustrating

what [ will refer to as different “Patterns of Use”.

1 In Thomas’ book on Linguistic Purism, he addresses the problems with applying purely statistical

analyses to puristic behavior. He says that a quantitative analysis “ignores the fact that in a linguistic
system some features are central and others peripheral” and that it does not account for the fact that

language is “an open system”, which does not at any point have a fixed set of “pure” and “impure”
markers (Thomas 1991: 162-163).
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Table 3-1 Patterns of Use Rubric

Attic | Koine Use of X Use of Y
norm | norm
X Y Simple Atticism Slrr_lple Avoidance/
Koine Preference
Xy Y Mild Atticism Strong Koine-Leaning
XY Y Moderate Atticism Mod Koine-Leaning
xY Y Hyper-Atticism Mild Koine-Leaning
X Xy Mild Attic-Leaning Strong Avoidance of Atticism
X XY | Moderate Attic-Leaning | Moderate Avoidance of Atticism
X xY Strong Attic-Leaning Mild Avoidance of Atticism
Xy xY Moderate Attic-Leaning | Moderate Koine-Leaning
X X Neutral Neutral
Xy Xy Neutral Neutral

In my rubric, X and Y refer to the two main variant forms of the Atticist marker in
question. X generally refers to the variant that has a strong association with the Attic
dialect and Y the alternate variant usually associated with the Koine. For example, for
the -tt-/-c6- marker, X would represent -tt- and Y would represent -co-. Similarly, for
the Attic declension marker, X would represent an Attic declension form like vedg and
Y the Koine form vaoc.

| use upper and lower case X and Y to represent the degree to which a particular form
seems to have been used by the dialect in question, with upper case indicating that it is
the dominant form and lower case indicating that it occurs less frequently. Xy, in the
Attic column, then, means that a form is found predominantly as the “more Attic”
variant in the Attic authors, but that the alternate form also occurs on some occasions.
When both letters are in uppercase, it means that the two variants occur in very similar

numbers.
The descriptive phrases | have given under the headings “Use of X” and “Use of Y” are

the standardised ways in which I will refer to use of a particular form in Achilles’ text

based on the patterns of use for that marker.
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The first and most simple pattern of use is X : Y, where there is a clear preference for
the one form in Attic and the other in the Koine. Use of X by an Atticising author in this
case can be described as “simple Atticism”, as the author has intentionally used a form
that was found in Attic authors and no longer occured in the Koine. The use of Y is

“simple avoidance of Atticism” or “simple Koine preference”.

An example of this would be the yiyvouat versus yivouar forms, where yiyv- forms
dominate in Attic texts and yiv- in Koine texts.*** Use of yiyvopa, then, counts as

simple Atticism and of yivopon as simple avoidance.

The next three patterns of use are situations where both forms occur in Attic but only
one is continued into the Koine. Use of X in these cases can be seen as Atticism
(intentional use of a non-Koine form) but I interpret the degree of Atticist intent as
dependant on the pattern of use of the two variants in Attic texts. The fewer examples of
X and more of Y found in Attic texts, the stronger the Atticist intent because it points to
the author making a decision to use the non-Koine form, even when the Koine form
occurs as often (XY) or more often (XY) in Attic. Use of X in an xY : Y situation | refer
to as “hyper-Atticism” because the author has used a form that only occasionally
occurred in Attic, perhaps to show off his knowledge of this rare unusual variant. |
describe use of Y in these situations (the only form found in the Koine, but one that is
found to some degree in Attic) as “Koine-leaning”. The less Y occurred in Attic, the

stronger the degree of Koine-leaning.

By way of example, for the -a1-/-1- variation, the forms aietdc and detog both occur in
Attic, but the r-inclusive form is more common. In the Koine, the 1-less form dominates
with very few cases of the w-inclusive form. This marker has an Xy : Y pattern of use.

Use of X can be described as “mild Atticism” and use of Y as “strong Koine-leaning”.

On the other hand, for the &uv-/cuv- marker, cuv- is the dominant form, even in Attic

although &vv- occurs on occasion in Attic and almost never in the Koine. This marker

142 There are minor exceptions to this, as will be true for all simple X : Y markers, but when they make up
a small enough number of the total forms used to be negligible, I discount them. If | did not do this,
almost every marker would have X and Y in both Attic and the Koine and my analysis would be
uninformative.
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falls into the XY : Y pattern of use where use of X can be described as “hyper-Atticism”

and use of Y as “mild Koine-leaning”.

The next three patterns of use refer to situations where Attic consistently has only one
of the two variants but the Koine retains use of X alongside different degrees of Y. Use
of Y in these situations I describe as “avoidance of Atticism” (or, more fully, “a Koine
preference with avoidance of Atticism”) because it seems that the author has avoided
use of X, despite it still being current, in order to prevent any accusation of Atticist
intent. | am aware that this suggests a decision on the part of the author which may not
have been conscious or intentional, but if | am examining whether an author is trying to
Atticise or not, it makes sense to say that in these cases he has avoided the Atticist
choice. In cases where the Koine has more instances of Y than X (i.e. X: xY) I describe
this as “mild avoidance of Atticism” because it is not unexpected that he has chosen the
more commonly occurring Koine form. Cases where X is still the dominant form in the
Koine and Y relatively new (X : Xy), I describe as “strong avoidance of Atticism” as
here it seems that he has more intentionally made use of the rare Koine form in order to
avoid the form that was used in Attic. The use of the X variants in these cases, |
describe as “Attic-leaning” because the continuance of X in the Koine means X is not a
purely Attic (and therefore Atticising) form. Again the strength of Attic-leaning
depends on how little or how much X is still used in the Koine. If X is rare in the Koine,

it has a stronger Attic-leaning association than if it is still common in the Koine.

By way of example, for the -pp-/-pc- variable, the noun d&ppnv is found almost
exclusively with -pp- in Attic. This variation continues in the Koine but the -pc- form
comes to dominate. This falls into a X : XY pattern of use where X can be described as

“strong Attic-leaning” and use of Y as “mild avoidance of Atticism”.

The final pattern of use, Xy : XY, refers to cases where both forms are found in both
varieties but the one dominates in Attic and the other in the Koine. | describe the use of
X in these cases as “moderate Attic-leaning” and Y as “moderate Koine-leaning”. The
terms “Atticist” and “avoidance of Atticism” cannot apply in these cases as neither form

is exclusively Attic.
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Any situation where the pattern of use is identical in Attic and the Koine such as
Xy : Xy; XY : XY and XY : xY must be described as “neutral” because neither form has
a particular preference in either dialect, and these give no information on the Atticist

intent of the author.

The 8 patterns of use given here are, of course, not the only possible patterns that can
occur. Some markers have more than two variants such as an lonic form that is
occasionally found in the Koine, a spelling alternative or a synonym used in favour of
(or alongside) the normal variant form. These third variations I usually identify as “Z”
and the way | use them will be elaborated on as and when they come up. Most
additional patterns of use are similar enough to the standard ones given that | can treat
them as sub-varieties of these patterns. Table 3-2 gives a summary of the alternate

patterns which will come up.

Table 3-2 Patterns of Use Addendum

Regular Alternate

pattern patterns First element Second element
XY:Y XZ: X Moderate Atticism Mod Koine-Leaning

XY :Y XY :Yz Hyper-Atticism Mild Koine-Leaning

X:Xy | X:Xyz | X:Xz | Mild Attic-Leaning Strong Avoidance of Atticism

X:XY | X:XZ | Y:YZ | Moderate Attic-Leaning | Moderate Avoidance of Atticism
X:xY | X:xyZ | Y:yZ | Strong Attic-Leaning Mild Avoidance of Atticism

- Xy: XY | Xy:xy | Slight Attic bias Neutral
B X : X2y? Un(_:ertain_degree of Unc_ertain degree_ o_f
Attic-leaning avoidance of Atticism
X:X Y 1 Y(xz) Neutral Neutral

3.5 Conclusion

The methodology which | have developed for this project attempts to provide a modern
systematic approach to analysing linguistic Atticism in ancient authors. | have
established logical criteria for assessing the Atticist nature of different markers. These
markers can then be applied to the work of a particular author by making use of online
corpora and search tools and other computer programmes and search methods. Older,
manual methods are still necessary in accounting for the shortfalls of corpus methods
for Ancient Greek literature, like accounting for variations in textual transmission.

Consulting annotated editions or individual manuscripts, papyrus fragments and indirect
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fragments cannot be ignored. Final analyses must necessarily be at least partially
qualitative in nature as statistical results will not account for the nuances that are part of

as complex a linguistics system as the Atticist Programme.
While this methodology was developed to assist in analysing the Atticist nature of

Achilles Tatius’ text, it could easily be extended to other authors or to focus on other

linguistic features than those which my research addresses.
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SECTION B: PHONETIC ATTICISM

4. -11- VErsus -66-

Discussions of linguistic Atticism almost inevitably include and usually begin with
the -1t~ versus -oo- alternation.’*® The use of -t1- for -oo- is one of the most well-
known features of the Attic dialect and perhaps the most easily recognised form of the
phenomenon. It makes sense, therefore, that this should be the starting point when

assessing the degree of Atticism in an author’s writing.

4.1 Development of the Variation

The -tt-/-66- variation marks a split between the different dialects of Greek. In the
Classical period, in Attic (as well as Boeotian, Cretan and some of the Euboean
dialects), -tt- is found in words like 6diatta, euidtto and friev.** In all other

dialects, including Attic’s sister dialect, Ionic, these same words typically have -co-.

According to Schmid, in his seminal work on Atticism, the Attic preference for -tt- was
driven by aesthetic factors. He suggests that the Attic speakers and those who followed
them did not like the cvpryudc (hissing) sound of -oc-, and so reduced the form to a less

harsh -t7-.2%

From a more philological point-of-view, existence of this variation can be explained by
the history of the words in which it is found. According to Indo-Europeanists, words
affected by this variation in Greek historically had x [k] or y [k" followed by a
consonantal 1 [j] in Pre-Greek.**® In some Classical Greek dialects, this combination
changed into -tt-, while in others it became -oo-. It seems that in the earliest extant
dialect of Greek, Mycenaean, the form used was -ss-, but in the peculiarities of the

Linear B script used to write it, it was written with a single -s-. (Unfortunately, there is a

%3 Schmid 1896: 579; Horrocks 2014: 138; Anderson 1993: 88

144 Buck 1955: 70; Sihler 1995: 192; Horrocks 2014: 39

145 Schmid 1889: 83-84. He describes the forms as a “dental spirant” (in modern terms an “alveolar
fricative”) and a “dental plosive” (in modern terms an “alveolar plosive/stop”)

148 Buck 1955: 70; Smyth 1920: 24. Letters given in square brackets represent the phonetic realisation of a
Greek letter (how it was pronounced) using the symbols recognised in the International Phonetic
Alphabet.
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scarcity of examples of words containing the marker and so it is not certain which

spelling the Mycenaeans generally preferred.)*’

The kinds of words which have this marker include present tense verbs such as
evAdtto/oom (*<euAak-10), feminine forms like yAdtta/oco (*<ylwy-1) and
comparatives like fittovicomv (*<iik-10v). Some instances of Pre-Greek t [t] and 0 [t"]
also developed -tt- and -oo- by analogy. For example, péltta/oco (*<ueAit-1a),
Kkpeittoviconv (*<kpet-1wv) and kopvttw/com (*<kopvB-1m). Occasionally words with
an original t followed by [w] (*-tw-) also resulted in the -tt-/-oc- alternation. This

accounts for Attic téttapec versus lonic téooepec (<PIE *k"et-wor-).*

Not all words containing -tt- indicate an intentional choice to use an Attic spelling, and
not all of -co- are necessarily non-Attic. Some words are specifically associated with
certain dialects and these will always contain only -tt- or -co- depending on their
origin. For example, the word ntboow always occurs with the -oo- spelling, even in
Aristophanes, whereas wyittokog, although it has variant spellings (e.g. Pittoaxkog,
ourtakdc) is a loan-word and is always spelled with a -tt-. Such words are exceptions
and should be excluded from an investigation of Atticism because they do not reflect a

decision on the part of the author to Atticise.

The -t1-/-o0- variation exists, therefore, as a result of different dialects having

developed in different directions from the Pre-Greek form.

4.2 Evidence for -tt- as a Marker of Atticism

As stated in the Methodology chapter, for the purposes of my research, | have

established certain criteria which a form must meet in order for it to be considered a

7| inear B was a syllabic script which was not ideally suited to representing Greek. Each character
represented an “open syllable,” generally consisting of a consonant followed by a vowel. (So there were
separate symbols for da, de, di, do and du, and another set for ba, be, bi, bo, bu etc). In order to represent
Greek using this system, certain conventions had to be followed. Since there were no symbols for
consonant clusters, a dummy vowel would be inserted after the first consonant (usually matching that of
the second). Syllable-final consonants (especially [s] and [n]) were usually omitted. As a result, a word
like tpimog (tripos) appears as ti-ri-po. Consonant geminates would be simplified to a single consonant, so
[ss] or [tt] would be represented by syllables having a single [s] or [t]. The name of the Mycenaean city,
Knossos (Kvwoodg), appears as ko-no-so. For more on Mycenaean spelling, see Horrocks 2014: 10-13.
148 Examples from: Buck 1955: 69-71; Smyth 1920: 24-25; Horrocks 2014: 19, 41.
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genuine example of Atticism. In what follows, | will consider whether and how the
marker matches each of these criteria.

4.2.1 Modern Scholarship

For modern authors who have written on either the Hellenistic Koine used during the
Second Sophistic or on Atticism, the use of words with -tt- rather than -co- is often
given as the first example of those strategies employed by Atticists to make their
language more “Attic”. Blass, DeBrunner and Funk point out that while -cc- was
generally preferred over -tt- in Hellenistic Greek, individual instances of -tt- occur in
the New Testament “introduced from literature, especially with the rise of the Atticistic

9149

movement and in words especially Attic. In Horrocks’ list of forms associated with

correct Attic usage by Atticists, he cites “-tt- [tt] ... for -co- [ss]” as his first

example.*

Anderson lists as first among the “subtle stylistic choices” which students
of rhetoric wishing to portray purist (Atticist) tendencies should put into practice, “the
doubling of Attic tau for Ionic sigma...”.®" Swain too highlights the phenomenon
stating: “The koine dropped the distinctively Attic -tt- altogether. It was to be expected

that the Atticists would revive it.”*>?

In addition to these authors, I have already referred to some of Schmid’s discussion of
the variation as an example of Atticism. He notes in his description of the phenomenon
in Aristides that in pre-Euclidean Attic inscriptions, the -tt- form was used almost
exclusively and that Attic authors from Aristophanes onwards predominantly used -tt-
in their writing.>® In Hellenistic times and in the Atticist period, Schmid suggests that
although -tt- often dominated in writing, few beyond the most learned circles still used

it in their everyday speech.™*

Finally, in Deferrari’s description of Atticism in verbs in Lucian, he too begins with a

discussion of the -tt-/-oc- marker. He says:

19 Blass, Debrunner, & Funk 1961: 18

%% Horrocks 2014: 138

31 Anderson 1993: 88

152 Swain 1996: 49

153 «pre-Euclidean” refers to inscriptions predating the Attic adoption of the Ionic alphabet in 403/2 BC
(Schmid 1889: 83).

154 Schmid 1889: 84-85
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In the N.T. 7z appears much less frequently than oo, while the church fathers nearly

always use the oo forms. The Atticists turned back directly to the old Attic and late

Classical use of 7z.*®

It seems clear, then, that modern scholars consider the choice of -tt- in place -co- to be
one of the common strategies employed by Atticists and therefore as an important
marker of Atticism. | will now consider whether the ancient evidence supports this

perception.

4.2.2 Use of the Marker by Attic Writers and Evidence for the Alternative

The historical evidence bears witness that -tt- was the form preferred by early Attic
speakers. Attic inscriptions exhibit the -tt- spelling from early on.™*® Before the
Euclidean reform of the Attic alphabet in 403/2 BC, when the Athenians adopted the
lonic alphabet (and lonic spellings began to show up in Attic inscriptions) there are
almost no instances of -oo-. In early Attic literature, -tt- is less obviously prevalent
because a number of early Attic writers (e.g. the writers of tragedy plays and the
historian Thucydides) wrote in a literary dialect strongly influenced by lonic forms,
especially those found in Homer (and, in the case of Thucydides, Herodotus). As a
result, these Attic authors frequently used -co- in their writing. The comic playwright,
Avristophanes, is one of the first surviving Classical Attic authors to consistently favour
-t~ forms.”®" There is also more -tt- than -co- in the writings of other 5th- and 4th-
century prose writers such as the Attic orators, Plato and Xenophon.™® It seems, then,
that -tt- was the preferred form in everyday spoken Attic and dominated over -co- in
the Attic writers of the Classical period, but only those writers who were not influenced
by lonic.

In the development of the Hellenistic Koine, -co- came to be preferred over -tt-.

Because -tt- was less common in the majority of dialects (including lonic), the more

1% Deferrari 1916: 1

1% Buck 1955: 70; Schmid 1889: 83; Deferrari 1916: 1; Threatte 1980: 536-541

157 Schmid 1889: 83. Buck 1933: 21 suggests that the -tt- Attic form was originally considered something
of a “provincialism” and avoided by the earliest Attic writers for this reason.

158 As a point of comparison, the following percentages of -tt- (over -oo-) in relevant examples is
observed — Euripides: 0,5%; Thucydides: 11%; Plato: 94%, Xenophon: 86%; The Attic orators: 93%.
(Statistics from TLG Text Search Tool)
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widespread -oo- spelling seems to have been preferred as a more “pan-Greek” form
than the dialect-specific -t1-.**® Somewhat unexpectedly, early Hellenistic writers like
Polybius, Strabo and Philodemus maintained the Attic preference for -tt- in their
writing. Schmid, however, suggests that there is evidence that -co- was actually more
common in the spoken language at this period (and other testimonies agree with this),
but adds that there is already evidence here for the Attic version having a more

prestigious status among educated writers.*®

By the time of Achilles Tatius, Atticism was well established among the elite writers
and so one actually finds high numbers of -tt- in published literature (usually equalling
or surpassing instances of -co-). But two important sources point to -co- still being the
everyday spoken Koine norm. The first is the language of the New Testament and early
Christian writers (which is mostly non-Atticist in nature). As already alluded to, while

there is some small evidence of -tt- in these writings, -oo- is by far the norm.*®*

The second source of evidence is the documentary papyri of the Roman (and later)
periods. These non-literary papyrus documents show variation between the two forms,
but again -oo- is by far more dominant and the variation that exists has some
regularity.®> Nouns usually prefer the non-Attic -co- form; so yidooa, Odrocoa,
Opicoa and micoa are the norm. In the verbs, there is more variation; with npdcow,
evMdoom, thoom and aAldoowm sharing equal prevalence with their -tt- counterparts.
-60-, however, shows a dominance, at least for some of the verbs, in magical papyri.*®®
So it would seem that while -tt- was not absent from the papyri, -co- was the more
“natural” form and -tt- might be present either as a result of Atticism or individual

preference for a particular word by certain scribes.

Based on this evidence, the choice of -tt- over -co- does indeed meet my second set of

criteria for a form to be considered as Atticist. The -tt- form was the one preferred by

19 Bubenik 1993: 12-13

1% Schmid 1889: 84

181 A cursory search on the TLG gives a basic idea of this norm. 93% of potential examples show -o-
rather than -tt-. For examples and discussion of exceptions see Blass, Debrunner, & Funk 1961:13 and
Robertson 1934: 218.

162 Deferrari 1916: 1; Gignac 1976: 145-154

183 Gignac 1976: 145-154
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Attic speakers of the 5th and 4th centuries BC as evidenced by inscriptions and much of
the literature. The -co- form had widely replaced it in the Koine and therefore the
choice for an author to use -tt- in preference to -oo- can be seen as a conscious decision
to Atticise his language. | will be treating the -tt-/-co- marker as having a simple X : Y

pattern of use.'®*

4.2.3 Ancient Testimony

In addition to the direct evidence of -tt- being an Atticist marker which | have
described, there is also evidence that people during the period of the Second Sophistic

recognised -tt- as a form of Atticism.

Schmid’s suggestion that the speakers of Classical Attic rejected -co- because of their
dislike of the hissing s-sound seems an unlikely explanation from modern linguistic
standards. But there is evidence that there was a perceived negative attitude towards the
hissing sound of sigma in some circles in ancient times. The writers of old comedy are
reputed to have mocked the tragedy writers (especially Euripides) for their excessive
use of the sigma sound (a practice called “sigmatism”).'® The focus was not
exclusively on words which took -co- in place of -tt- but on a general excessive use of
sigma throughout a work.'®® It has been shown (by Scott) that the tragedy writers did
not actually use the sigma sound more than other writers.*®” But it is possible that their
continued use of -oo- in words where speakers of contemporary Attic used -tt- may
have enhanced the negative reputation of the tragedy writers by the comic playwrights
who followed them. On this point, see further discussion regarding the passage in

Eustathius below.

Dionysius of Halicarnassus (often seen as the father of rhetorical Atticism), in his work
De Compositione Verborum, discusses the nature of and perceived aesthetic attitudes

towards the different Greek phonemes. He says of the sound of ¢ [s]:

184 Detailed analysis of the use of this form in Attic and Koine texts shows that use of -co- sometimes
ocurrs in Attic writers and -tt- sometimes occurs in Koine texts. This means that technically this could be
treated as having an Xy : XY pattern of use. | am treating it as a simple X : Y variable because of the
overwhelming number of -tt- tokens in Attic texts and -co- in Koine texts.

1% Scott 1908

1% Scott 1908: 69

187 Scott 1908; Clayman 1987
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4.1 Dion. Hal. De Compositione Verborum (14.106-108)

Gyapt 6¢ Kol anNdeEg TO 6 Kol TAEOVAGaV oPOdpa AvTET: Onpiddovg yop Kol GAOYOV
uaAlov 1 Aoyikiic EpamtesOot dokel pwviig 6 GuPtyUoOS:
s is neither charming nor pleasant and is very offensive when used to excess, for a hiss

is felt to be a sound more closely associated with an irrational beast than a rational
being. [tr. Usher 1974]

He goes on to claim that ancient writers used the sound sparingly (oroving) and some
poets composed entire odes lacking in sigmas. He quotes a passage from Pindar,
emphasising an early negative attitude towards the sound.

4.2 Dion. Hal. Comp. (14.112-113), (quoting Pindar Frag. 79a)
Tplv pev glpme oxovotéved T doda Siupappm
Kol TO oav kifonAov avBpdmolg
Before then, the drawn-out dithyramb song,
and false-sounding san (c), came to men [tr. based on Usher 1974]

Of 1 [t], Dionysius has less to say, either good or bad. He simply describes it as one of
the dpovov (“voiceless” or “mute’) sounds that cannot be pronounced on their own, but
must be accompanied by other sounds, usually vowels, in order to be heard (Dion. Hal.
Comp. 14.120-124).1%® Of 1 and its kindred, 6 [t"] and & [d] (all produced in the same
place in the mouth), T is the worst as it is pronounced with even less “breath” than &
(which is voiced) or 6 (which is aspirated) and so it is one of the more inferior sounds
by Dionysius’ standards, although it is poor through lack of force (dOvapuc) rather than
through a fault of its own sound, as was the case with the unpleasant hiss (cvptyunog) of
o (Comp. 14.132-139; 145-149).

1%8 Dionysius divides the phonetic sounds of Greek into vowels (povijvevta), semi-vowels (fpipova) and
mutes (dpmva). Semi-vowels include consonants which have some kind of fricative or “whirring and
hissing sounds” (represented by A, W, v, p, 6, {, & and y), whereas the mutes are stop consonants. He
describes three types of the latter for each position in the mouth: smooth (yi\é) (what modern
phoneticists call voiceless: k, «, 1), rough or “hairy” (Sacéa) (modern aspirated: 6, ¢, ) and intermediate
(or modern voiced: B, v, 8). For Dionysius, the more the phoneme can produce an audible sound of its
own, the better. So vowels are best, then semi-vowels, then aspirated mutes, then voiced mutes and finally,
least attractive, are the voiceless mutes. o, as a semi-vowel ought to have had a better reputation than t,
but the perceived ugliness of the hissing sound, appears to have negated the positive position it ought to
have held as a semi-vowel. (Dion. Hal. Comp. 14)
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Additional evidence for the ancient attitude towards the sound of o is found in a
commentary on The lliad by the Byzantine scholar, Eustathius of Thessalonica (12th
century AD).

4.3

Eustathius Commentarii ad Homeri Iliadem (3.96.1-11)

Athog 6¢ Atovioiog iotopel Toug Kopikodg paiota EKkAvey Tav 10 4oV orypov Kol
E&Mmowv xai yoeov, a Tf Tpaymoig HaAoTta GV GPUOTTOL. d10 Kol JlGVPOVIES TOVG
TPAYIKOVG OG UT| TOOVTOVG TPOooTailovoy &v 1¢ “Eomoag MUAS €K TdV GlyHdTmV
Evpumidov”. Aéyer 6¢ wai 611 Ilepuchén @oaci mpdtov ékkAlvar tOv o1 100 ©
OYNUOTIOUOV TOD GTOUATOC AOC APETT] KOl TATOV, Youvalopevoy el Tpog KATomTPOV,
kai 611 Oettarol kai Kiriele, ody’ ol katd Dowviknv, 6AL oi mepi Kompov, dv moiig
Kitwov, kAinbeioa obtm, paciv, ard Kitiov yovakdg tivog, Odhattav Eleyov kol mittay

Kol KapoldTtew kKol Mottariav, kol towdta 6o ovdapod Attikd vopilovtot, GAAL

TV yeudvov, enoci, Bowtdv, 1@ pnte Ounpov pnte tpayikovg pnte @ovkvdidny

MidTwvo kexpfiobo avtoic.

Aelius Dionysius records that the comic (poets) especially avoid everything to do with
the sibilant (hissing) phoneme, both the pronunciation and the noise, which would be
especially suitable in tragedy. For which reason, ridiculing the tragedians for not
(being) the same (as them), they mock them with the (proverb) “you saved us from the
sigmas of Euripides”. (Aelius Dionysius) also claims that it is told that Pericles was
the first person to avoid the formation of [s] with the mouth on account of it as
unbecoming and vulgar (lit. “broad”), always practising in front of the mirror, and that
the Thessalians and Citians — not those around Phoenice but those around Cyprus,
whose city is Citium, called this, they say, from some woman named Citium — used to
say thalatta, pitta, kardiottein, and Mattalia and as many of such forms as are not
considered Attic anywhere but are (characteristic) of their neighbours, the Boeotians,
he says, because of the fact that neither Homer, nor the tragic poets, nor Thucydides,

nor Plato, made use of them.

In this passage Eustathius claims to be citing the 2nd century AD grammarian, Aelius

Dionysius, who had observed that the comic poets shunned the sound of sigma, which

was associated with the tragedians and especially Euripides. In particular, he quotes

aline found in the comic poets Plato and Eubulus: écwoag Mudg €k T®V GlrypdTmv

Evpridov (“You saved us from the sigmas of Euripides™).

169

189 This quote is found in: Eubulus Fr. Dio (2-3.1); Plato Com. Fr. Heor. (7.2) and Plato Com. Fr (Kock)
(30.2). See Scott 1908 and Clayman 1987 on the question of the use of sigma in the tragedians.
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He goes on to suggest that Pericles the Athenian statesman was one of the first to avoid
producing an s-sound because of its unbecoming and broad shape and that he used to
practice in front of a mirror (in order to learn how to produce a less offensive-looking
form). He then claims that the Thessalians and Citians were in the practice of avoiding ¢
by saying words like OdAattav, mittov, kapdidttewy and MottaAiav. Eustathius further
says that these pronunciations originated in Boeotia and are actually not native to
Attica, a claim which he defends by pointing out that neither Homer nor the tragedy

writers nor Thucydides nor Plato used such words.

While there is no evidence of Aeclius Dionysius’ version of this story outside of
Eustathius’ account, we learn a few interesting things from it. Firstly, there was an early
perception, going back even to the comedy poets, that over-use of ¢ was undesirable.’”
The comic poets themselves disapproved of the overuse of 6 and avoided it in their own

writings.}"™

The account that attributes the genesis of the Attic aversion to using ¢ to
Pericles, while almost certainly spurious, shows an attempt to attribute the Attic
avoidance of ¢ (and especially -66-) to someone with status and political authority. If
this story of Pericles was indeed told by Aelius Dionysius in the 2nd century AD, this
attribution must have been prevalent during the Second Sophistic and at the height of
the Atticist movement, perhaps as an attempt to legitimise the preference for -tt- among

Atticists.

The next part of Eustathius’ account is somewhat peculiar. It is important for the current
discussion because here he specifically alludes to using -tt- in place of -co- in certain
words, but his facts are in some places murky and in others completely wrong. He
attributes the use of words containing -tt- specifically to the Thessalians and Citians of
Cyprus. Thessalian, unlike its sister dialect, Boeotian, does not usually make use of

the -tt- form, although Buck cites some inscriptional evidence that, at least in some

170 Except, perhaps, in tragedy. It is unclear whether he approves of the use in tragedy, meaning by
apuodtrot that the sound is literally “appropriate” to tragedy or whether he means something softer like “it
is characteristic” of tragedy.

1 A brief search on TLG shows that comedy writers like Aristophanes, Plato, Menander and Eubulus
used significantly more -tt- than -oc-, whereas Euripides and the other tragedians used significantly more

-00-.
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areas, it may have originally used -tt- and later changed to -oo-.*" It seems unlikely,
however, that Eustathius would have known of these few older forms which
contradicted the predominant use of -co- throughout Thessaly. In addition, I can find no
evidence of any Cyprian dialects preferring -tt-. Eustathius’ next comment, that the use
of -tt- originated in Boeotia, is more probable. It is thought by some that Attic
originally shared a preference for -oo- with lonic but later adopted the -tt- form from its
geographical neighbour (see discussion of the passage from Lucian below).'”
Eustathius’ final comments, that the -tt- form did not originate in Attica, as evidenced
by the fact that Homer, the tragedians, Thucydides and Plato avoided them, is
problematic, but also interesting. Factually, he is correct that Homer, the tragedians and
Thucydides did not use many -tt- forms but Plato actually did use -tt- more often than
-66-."* The use of Homer as an example of Attic is also striking to the modern reader
who would not consider Homer’s dialect Attic (although it was not uncommon for
ancient grammarians to include him in Atticist lexica).'”> The conclusion from this is
that the ancients were aware that there were differences in the degree to which certain

authors used -tt- or -6o-, which were correct in some cases, but not others.

The sophist Lucian, writing at the height of the Second Sophistic (2nd century AD),
although prone to some Atticism in his own works, satirises the practice of Atticism on
more than one occasion. In one of his treatises, he describes a hypothetical court case in
which the letter Sigma (o) brings a charge against the letter Tau (1) for establishing
himself where he did not belong and for ousting Sigma from his hereditary words:

4.4  Lucian Judicium Vocalium (2.1-4)

Méypt pév, ® dDovievio Odwkactai, OAiya Mdwodunv VYmo tovtovi tod Toad
KOTOYPOUEVOL TOIG E0TG Kol Kataipovtog EvOo. un| S&l, 00 Papéwg Epepov v PAGPNV

... Gvaykoaing anto 06VVM VOV Tapd TO1g AUEOTEPA EI0OCTY DUIV.

172 Buck 1955: 70; Horrocks 2014 gives a (West) Thessalian text with the form nettépovv for tétrapmv
dated to the 3rd C BC. Bubenik 1993: 13 also seems to attribute the -tt- version to “Parts of...Thessaly”
but without an example as evidence.

'3 Horrocks 2014: 22; Schmid 1889: 84

1% He must mean Plato the philosopher and not Plato the comic poet because the authority of the former
would be much more significant.

175 On this, see Dickey 2007: 9
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Vowels of the jury, as long as the wrongs that | underwent at the hands of this fellow
Tau through his misusing my property and establishing himself where he had no
business were but slight, I did not take the injury to heart ... [but] now I am compelled

to call him to account before you, who know both sides. [tr. Harmon 1913]
4.5 Lucian Jud. Voc. (6.7-8)

OVOUAT®V HEV KOl PNUATOV ATEAACHV TATPO®V, EKODEAV 08 OpoD cUVIEGU®Y (Lo

Kai tpobécemv

Not only ousting me from my hereditary nouns and verbs, but banishing me likewise

from my conjunctions and prepositions [tr. Harmon 1913]

While the accusations are not limited to cases of words where -tt- replaces -co-, many
of his examples are just such words: e.g. téttapa, witta, paciiitta, pélcta, Odratta,
and martarog (Jud. Voc. 7-9). Sigma attributes the encroachment of Tau on his words as
having originated in Boeotia by the comic poet Lysimachus. He says that this man
claimed to be from Attica but concluded that he must be Boeotian, thus attributing the
origins of the t for o replacement to Boeotia and not Attica (Lucian Jud.Voc. 7). This is
an interesting take on the phenomenon since here it is Tau and not Sigma who is the
offender. Lucian’s satire seems to be criticising the Atticists for reintroducing -tt- into

words in which -co- is felt to be the more natural version:
4.6 Lucian Jud. Voc. (3.6-7)
ovy, Opd Tiva TPOTOV 0l GUVTAEELS T VO, 8¢ 01¢ £Tdyn T Kot dpydc, EEovsty

I do not see how society is to keep the orthodox distinctions of rank which were fixed

for it in the beginning [tr.Harmon 1913]

Like Eustathius, Lucian also claims that the use of -tt- is not even truly Attic but was an
unwanted incursion introduced from Boeotia. As mentioned above, this may be
historically accurate. Horrocks suggests that the presence of -tt- in Attic and not lonic
points to the form having been introduced into Attica because of its geographical

proximity to Boeotia and separation from many lonic-speaking areas.*’®

All these passages which | have cited show that there was an awareness in ancient times

of the tension between the use of -tt- and -co- in different varieties of Greek. Differing

18 Horrocks 2014: 22
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opinions about the variation seem to have been prevalent: some seeing -cc- as the

offending and unpleasant-sounding form, but others -tt- as the usurper.

For a more direct account of the ancient view of the phenomenon, the Atticist
lexicographers give a more prescriptive analysis of what was considered Atticising or

not and can confirm the reputation of -tt- as the Atticising form.

Moeris gives the following entries as examples of Attic versus non-Attic forms:
4.7 Moeris Atticista

(B.25) pnttewv Attikoi- Prioosy "EAAnveg.
The Attic speakers (say) béttein; the Greeks béssein

(M-10) Mo Attikoi- fjocova Kowov.

The Attic speakers (say) hétta; the Greeks héssona
(6.14) Opdrter Attkoi- tapdoost "EAlnvec.
The Attic speakers (say) thrattei; the Greeks tarassei

(v.9) vavttiay &v 1oig B 1T Attikoi- vavotldv “EAAnvec.

The Attic speakers (say) nauttian in which there is -tt-; the Greeks nausian

It is interesting that most of his examples involve more than just a -tt-/-co- variation. |
suspect that he thought it unnecessary to spell out every word for which the Attic
writers used -tt- but the (other) Greeks -co-, as this variation was well known. Instead
he chooses to focus on forms which exhibited additional differences in the different
dialects such as the -o versus -ova ending of fitto, the Opa- versus tapa- beginning of

Opdrtetl and the single -6- versus -tt- of vavttidv.

Similarly, Phrynichus has the following prescriptive examples in his Atticist work, The

Eclogae:
4.8 Phrynichus Eclogae (familia T)

(201.1) TAwtridag aOAGY Kol VTodNudT®V, 00 YAOGGISoC.

The mouthpieces of flutes and shoelaces is glottidas not glossidas

(70.1) TAwtrokoueiov, 00 YA®GGOKOLOV.

Glottokomeion (a casket), not glossokomon
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Based on the recognition of the rivalry between t and o as described in Dionysius of
Halicarnassus, Lucian and Eustathius and on the prescriptions given by the
lexicographers, one can conclude that -tt- in place of -oo- was viewed as a form of
Atticism by ancient writers and that it meets my third criterion for identification as an

Atticist tendency.

On the evidence above, | can conclude, then, that the -tt- over -oc- alternation fulfils all
my criteria for identification as an Atticising marker. Evidence of the form in Achilles’
text, therefore, points to Atticist intent on his part. In what follows, | present the details

and discussion of the statistics relating to Achilles’ use of this variation.

4.3 Use in Achilles’ Text

In Ebbe Vilborg’s introduction to his edition, he has a specific discussion of words
containing -tt- and -oo-. He explains how he dealt with cases where different branches
of the textual tradition differed. Variation between -tt- and -co- (where one form exists
in one branch of the manuscript tradition and the other in the other for the same token)
is unfortunately rather great. This is especially the case with the lemma for “sea” or
“ocean”, OdAatta/Bdlacca. Vilborg resisted the urge to generalise one way or the other
(as had sometimes been done by earlier editors; Gaselee, for example, generalised
Bdracca throughout). But Vilborg considered it “in point of principle...wrong to write

oo where all our MSS give 7.’

My statistics will mainly focus on the number of lemmas and the number of separate
tokens containing either the -tt- or -oc- form. Based on Vilborg’s edition (run through
Watt’s Concordance programme), | found 243 individual tokens containing either -tt-
or -6o- in Achilles’ text. These tokens belong to 52 different lemmas. 11 of these,
however, are not relevant to my discussion as they are words that always contain the
given spelling and are not known to vary between dialects. These examples include
proper nouns such as Attikov, Napkiooog, Odvccevg and other rare or dialect-specific
words (powicow, pelicon, natdocn, (Tep)nTLGO®, TVPADOTI®, 6PATT®, TéTTiE, and

yrtaxdc). This left me with a total of 223 tokens of the variant in 41 different lemmas.

Y7 Vilborg 1955: Ixxxvi (emphasis original). Gaselee’s edition is the Loeb edition (1917).
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28 are always spelled with -tt-, 8 always spelled with -oc- and 5 alternate between the
two spellings. The table below shows this data for the 41 relevant lemmas.

Table 4-1 Number of -1t- vs -co- Forms in Achilles Tatius

-TT- % -60- % Total
Total lemmas 28 + 5* 80 8 + 5* 32 41
Total tokens 122 55 101 45 223

*tokens found with both forms

The general pattern shows that Achilles alternates between -tt- and -co-. On the whole,
he has a bias towards -tt- forms. For both lemmas and tokens, -tt- has the higher
number, although while the difference for lemmas is very great (a ratio of 80:32), the
difference in total number of tokens is smaller (a ratio of 55:45). Part of the reason for
this discrepancy is that the lemma meaning “sea” (BdAaocoa) occurs 87 times in the text

and is more often spelled with -co- than -tt-.

As I have already cautioned, the fact that we do not have Achilles’ original text must be
kept in mind and some variation may be attributable to the manuscript-writers’ own
intervention. Because of this, I have gone through Vilborg’s edition and searched for all
examples of -tt-/-co- where the manuscript tradition varies (i.e. where one family or
some manuscripts show -tt- and others -co- for the same token). The table below shows
the statistics with all uncertain tokens removed. The remaining instances are those
which have either -tt- or -6o- consistently in all manuscripts. As one can see, although
the results are somewhat different, the basic trend (more instances off -tt- as opposed

to -oo-) continues, the ratio becoming 59:41 instead of 55:45.

Table 4-2 Number of -tt- vs -6o- Forms Excluding MSS Variation

“1t- | % | -66-| % | Total
Total tokens 122 | 55 | 101 | 45 223
Total excluding inconsistent forms | 101 | 59 | 70 | 41 171

The conclusion from these statistics is that Achilles Tatius is neither a pure Atticist nor
a non-Atticist with regards to the -tt-/-co- marker. He has a slight preference for -tt-
which seems to indicate a desire to Atticise but either he does not feel the need to do so

consistently or he is not very good at it and sometimes forgets to replace -tt- with -6c-.
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It is interesting that while for most lemmas he is at least consistent for all instances of
that word, 28 of which are always spelled with -tt- and only 8 with -co-, there are 5 in
which he is inconsistent even within a single lemma. The consistent lemmas could point
him holding that not all -oo- words needed Atticising with -tt-, and he may have been
under the impression that some of the words for which he kept -cc- were never spelled
with -tt- in Classical Attic. But for the words where he alternates, this explanation

cannot apply.

The table below shows the distribution for the lemmas which vary within Achilles’ text.
The figures in brackets exclude the cases which vary between manuscripts and are less

reliable.

Table 4-3 Lemmas with Spelling Variation within Achilles’ Text *'®

Lemma -11- % -GG- %

QLAATTO/GoM 7 (6) 78 (86) 2 (1) 22 (14)
yA®dTT0/000 12 (10) 80 (77) 3(3) 20 (23)
TEPITTOV/GOOV 3(3) 75 (75) 1(1) 25 (25)
Odhatto/coa 16 (9) 18 (15) | 71(50) | 82(85)
TETTOPEG/ TEGCUPEG 5(4) 29 (44) 12 (5) 71 (56)

The first three words follow Achilles’ general pattern in which -tt- takes precedence
over -oc-. The last two, however, represent anomalies in which the -co- spelling is
more prevalent. As mentioned earlier, Vilborg found it difficult to accept earlier
assumptions that all anomalies were errors and refused to generalise where all
manuscripts concurred on a particular form. For the lemma 64 acoa, if T exclude tokens
that do vary between the manuscripts there is still a ratio of 15:85. There are at least 9
instances where -tt- is present in all the manuscripts (along with 50 where -co- is
invariant) and | suspect that Vilborg is right in assuming that, in the original text,
Achilles must have had some alternation between the two forms.

4.3.1 Papyri

As discussed, the variation in the manuscript tradition is something of a problem for my

analysis of Achilles’ language. Vilborg’s strict rules in compiling his edition ameliorate

178 |n all tables of statistics, unless stated otherwise, figures in brackets represent the number of tokens
which are invariant in the manuscripts and therefore likely to be original.
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this somewhat, but it is also useful to examine what is found in the papyrus fragments
which were composed much closer to the date of the original text than the manuscripts.

| found the following:

In the Robinson-Cologne Papyrus (II*) which is the longest papyrus fragment of
Achilles, there are 6 tokens of words containing either -tt- or -oc-. Of them, 5 have -tt-

and 1 has -cc-:

(3.18.5) AEAIT[TOMENOX]
(3.20.2) ®AAATTHI
(3.22.6) ®ATTON

(3.23.5) AAATTA

(3.25.4) [OP]YTTEI

(3.20.6) TE[Z]ZAPQN.

For dedut[topevoc], the end of the word from the second -t- onwards is missing, but the
presence of the first -t- makes -tt- likely. In te[c]odpwv, the first -c- is missing due to a
lacuna in the papyrus. The second -o- is not entirely clear, but is probably correct, and
this reading agrees with all manuscripts. The papyrus forms agree with that given in
Vilborg’s edition in all cases except for Ooidttnt and Odiotto where not all
manuscripts agree. The papyrus agrees with the majority (family a and codex F but
family B has -oc- in both cases). This might suggest that, for these instances, the -co-
form in B might have been a later corruption, but I can only suggest this for these two
instances of the 8dlacca word. There are plenty of other instances in which o and F do

have -66-, either in agreement or disagreement with f.

In the other papyrus fragments, passages containing extant -tt- or -co- are surprisingly
rare. In IT}, there is a token of EOYAAZZON (at 2.8.1), with -co- in disagreement with
Vilborg and all the manuscripts. EN[AAAAX]XEI also occurs (2.9.1), which is the form
that Vilborg uses, although here he chose to use the IT* form in favour of that found in
all the manuscripts, dtoAldocet. The middle part of the word is missing in the papyrus
(as a result of the end of the column having broken off) but the second -o-, which starts
on a new line, is clear. Considering that the manuscripts also have a form in -cc-, that
reading seems reasonable. In I, the word @AAATSA appears once (at 4.14.4). This
form agrees with Vilborg and all the manuscripts, providing evidence for early cases of

the -oo- spelling of Odlatta. In sum, it is hard to make any absolute conclusions from
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the papyrus evidence for -tt- versus -co- because the examples are so few. In some
places the papyri agree with some or all the manuscripts, in others they differ. What is
significant is that they do not show exclusive use of -tt- or -oo-. This substantiates the

assumption that variation existed from the earliest version of the text.

4.3.2 A Note on Names and Other Proper Nouns

For the most part, proper nouns are not relevant to the question of Atticism. There are a
number of personal and place names that one would not expect to be affected by the
variant such as the word for the adjective for something that is Attic, which appears
once in the text as Attikév (2.2.3).

The name of the epic hero, Odvcsoeng (which occurs once in the novel at 2.23.3), is
almost exclusively spelled with a -co- in literature. Interestingly, it does occur in early
Attic inscriptions, especially on early vases, as Oivtteng, Olvcoeng and Oivoedg but
the spelling with -5- unanimously takes -oo-.>"® A full search of the TLG shows only
variant spellings with a single -o- (found even in Homer) and very few examples of
‘Olvooebg, Ovloég and OvMEegde (cf. Latin Ulixes, Ulysses) and there are no examples
with -(t)t-. Achilles” spelling, therefore, is unremarkable for Greek literature.
According to Threatte, the etymology of the name is unclear, but it is very likely of a

non-Greek origin.**°

A far more interesting example is the adjective for someone or something from
Thessaly, which is typically spelled @eocordg (-1, -6v) in most dialects, including
Thessalian, but is regularly given as ®gttoldg (-1, -6v) in Attic inscriptions and

literature.*®*

In Achilles’ text, it appears 4 times in total, always with the Attic -tt-
spelling (at 5.17.5; 5.22.2; 5.26.12 and 6.16.5). What is especially interesting is the
context in which it appears. The word is said twice by Leucippe and twice by Melite of
Leucippe. On all 4 occasions in which it occurs, it is used of Leucippe’s fake identity as
a Thessalian woman. It may be that Achilles has simply preferred the Attic form as he

does elsewhere with -tt-, but it is possible that by having Leucippe say ®gttoln 10

' Threatte 1980: 484, 540

180 Threatte 1980: 484

181 Threatte 1980: 328; 450-451; The Attic Orators exclusively use -tt- which appears 64 times in their
works.
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vévoc (“I am a Thettalian by race”), Achilles is hinting at her deception. It is unlikely

that a true Thessalian would use -tt- for -co-.

Finally, the name Melite, though spelled with a single -t- in Vilborg’s edition, should
also be considered here. Vilborg uses the form Me\itn throughout as it is the spelling
found consistently in manuscript family B, but family o regularly has Mekittn
instead.'®* Vilborg’s decision for the single -t- is backed up by the occurrence of
MEAITH twice in papyrus fragment IT° (a third potential token in IT° has a lacuna right
where the T or TT would be, and it is unclear). Whether Achilles used double or
single -t- in his original text does not matter so much as that all evidence points to him
avoiding the non-Attic form of the same name, Méloooa. Threatte identifies MeAitn as
a common form at Athens.® The Lexicon of Greek Personal Names in Attica shows 6
instances of MeAitn, 23 of Mehitta and only 2 of Méhooa.'® For this name, then,
whether with a single or double -t-, Achilles also shows an Attic-leaning preference.

4.4 Interim Conclusion

In conclusion, an analysis of the -tt- versus -co- variation in Achilles Tatius shows that
he was interested in Atticism but by no means thorough or consistent about it. Although
he showed a strong tendency to Atticise (to the point where -tt- occurs more frequently
than -co-) it was not a strong enough tendency to eliminate all or even most instances
of -oo-. Especially surprising is his decision to prefer the -co- in the case of the lemma

Odratta, while still occasionally changing it to -tt-.

This particular phonetic variation is only the first piece in my analysis of Atticism in
Achilles Tatius and while it is an interesting starting point, it still remains to be seen
where this fits in with other Atticist tendencies that Achilles may or may not have
exhibited.

182 0’Sullivan 1980: 251; Vilborg 1962: 98
183 Threatte 1980: 516
184 Oshorne & Bryne 1994: 302-303
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5. -pp- Versus -po-

The second phonetic Atticist feature to consider is one which superficially resembles
the -tt- versus -co- alternation. As with the -tt-/-co- words, there is also a group of
words in Greek which take a -pp- spelling in some dialects but -pc- in others. This
marker is usually given alongside -tt-/-oc- in lists of Attic or Atticising features, but the
source of the variation and its distribution is somewhat different. The -pp- form is an
Attic peculiarity but also observed in Euboean, Arcadian and a few other sub-dialects

such as Theran and Elean.*®® -po- is found in all other dialects.

5.1 Development of the Variation

The phonetic explanation for this variation is fairly straightforward. Forms in -po- are
the older forms and originate from words containing *rs [rs] in Proto-Indo-European
(PIE). Dialects which develop the -pp- spelling have undergone a process of
assimilation by which the -6- sound, an alveolar fricative [s], merges with the following
alveolar trill [r].**® The phonetic process of assimilation is common in Greek in various
situations. More frequently, the first element assimilates to the second in what is known
as regressive assimilation (e.g. *yé-ypao-pot > yéypaupar). In the case of -ps- > -pp-,
progressive assimilation takes place, in which the second element accommodates to the
first. There are various types of assimilation, and often only certain elements of a sound
change (e.g. *év-Bddie > éupdrle, in which the alveolar place of articulation of the
nasal [n] sound is assimilated to a nasal bilabial [m] in line with the bilabial position of
[b])."®” But in the change from -po- to -pp-, the place of articulation (tongue against the
alveolar ridge) is already the same and so assimilation takes place with respect to the
manner of articulation from a fricative to a trill, resulting in an instance of complete

assimilation in which both sounds end up being the same.

The change of an s-sound to an r-sound is itself a relatively common linguistic
phenomenon, known as rhotacism. This phenomenon was widespread in Latin, in which
original intervocalic PIE *s frequently became r (cf. Greek yéveoig vs Latin genus,

generis; note that rhotacism does not take place in Latin when the [s] is word-final,

1% Buck 1955: 69
186 Buck 1955: 69. For a phonetic description of p, see Allen 1987: 41-45; on o, see Allen 1987: 45-46
87 Lundquist 2013: 186 (EAGLL)
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although sometimes this happens later by analogy: honos becomes honor from honoris).
The process of rhotacism is also observed in the Eritrean lonic dialect and some
specialised Sanskrit contexts. There are relics of it in English irregular pairs like was-
were and lost-forlorn.*® The change from -po- to -pp- is probably not rhoticism itself,
but rather assimilation as mentioned previously. But the existence of rhoticism of [s] to
[r] as a phonetic tendency may have encouraged the assimilative process in Attic.

In addition to this, it has been seen that the [s]-sound was apparently undesirable to
certain of the Greeks. Many of the [s] sounds preserved in Classical Greek tend to have
been innovations (not derived not PIE *s), while in most cases of PIE *s, the [s] sound
was lost or changed. Between and before vowels, for example, PIE *s became an [h]
sound in Greek. Word-initially, this generally developed into the so-called spiritus
asper (an [h]-like aspiration). Word-internally, it was normally lost, (cf. Latin septem vs
Greek &ntd [hepta]). Before semi-vowels or liquids, PIE *s likewise became [h], which
also resulted in a spiritus asper or was lost (e.g. PIE *srew > G. péw rheo cf. Vedic
sravanti; PIE *sneg”h > G. veipel cf. English snow). PIE *s was usually preserved,

however, before or after a voiceless stop or word-finally.*®®

The weak position of the s-sound in Classical Greek probably played an additional part
in encouraging the development of -pp- from -pc-. This seems to have been the case
especially in Attic (a fact corroborated by the Attie dislike of the [s] sound attested in
Eustathius and Dionysius of Halicarnassus).

Although most cases of -pp-/-pc- are derived from words containing PIE *rs, not all
cases of PIE *rs are relevant to the -pp-/-ps- dichotomy. In some cases, the -6- was lost
completely (in all dialects) and -p- alone preserved along with compensatory
lengthening of the preceding vowel, e.g. the aorist of @Oeipw: &-pOep-ca > ié(pempa.lgo
Such words, however, are not significant for this discussion as synchronically they are

opaque and they do not form part of the set of words | am considering.

188 Buck 1955: 133; Sihler 1995: 172
189 gihler 1995: 168-170
190 Byck 1933: 152; Sihler 1995: 218
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Additionally, not all the words which developed -po- in other dialects always
assimilated to -pp- in Attic. There are a number of examples, especially of nouns, in
which -po- is preserved even in Attic, usually as a result of analogical levelling. An
example of this is the dative plural form Onpoi of the word Onp (“wild animal”). In this
instance, the preservation of -c- is probably due to the fact that -6t is a common dative
plural suffix and so the -o- was either preserved even in Attic or reintroduced to Attic
by analogy with other -ou datives (e.g. moici, vavoi). Similarly, the abstract noun
Kk@Oapoig probably retains its -o- by analogy with other abstract nouns using the

derivative morpheme -oi¢ (e.g. Toinoi, d6actc).**

The list of words containing the -pp-/-po- variation, therefore, is more limited than that
with the -tt-/-oo- variation and, significantly, not all examples of -po- are necessarily
un-Attic. In addition, there are a number of cases of -pp- which originate not from *rs
but from Pre-Greek *r", derived in turn from PIE *sr. As mentioned, words originating
with the sequence *sr, tend to form [r"] word-initially and [r] alone word-internally.
Verbs with p [r"] (from original *sr) develop -pp- when an augment or verbal prefix is
added.’® For example, péo (from PIE *srew-) forms the aorist &peov and the
compound katappéw. These cases of -pp- are found across all dialects and again not

relevant for the question of -pp- versus -po- as a marker of Atticism.

The -pp-/-po- variation, therefore, has a different sort of history to the -tt-/-co- marker.
Words which do show this variation generally developed by the process of assimilation
in Attic, during which the -o- became -p- by assimilation with the preceding -p-. | shall
now present evidence for considering the choice of -pp- over -pc- as an example of

Atticism (for the words in which it is relevant).

5.2 Evidence for -pp- (over -pc-) as a Marker of Atticism

5.2.1 Modern Scholarship

3

In Horrocks’ list of Atticist tendencies, his first example is “-tt- and -pp- for -co-

and -po- in the relevant words, e.g. 8dAatta...and Bappoc.”® It is also the second

191 Buck 1933: 152; Buck 1955: 69; Sihler 1995: 218
192 gihler 1995: 170-171
19 Horrocks 2014: 138
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example in Kim’s list."® Blass, Debrunner and Funk mention the -po- and -pp-
alternation immediately after their discussion of -cc-/-1t- saying “[t]he situation is the
same as the case of oo-1”.*> Swain also gives -pp- as an Atticist example, describing

references to it in Lucian’s Judicium Vocalium as “genuinely Atticising forms”.*

The variation, however, does not seem to hold the same level of importance as the -tt-
/-o0- one. Schmid includes the marker in his “Overview of the elements of Atticist
literary language” under the heading “Phonology: True or perceived Atticisms which
the Koine literature also has occasionally” alongside tt for 66 and other phonetic
variations.” But he has far less discussion on the variation and seems to only address
its use in Philostratus II’s work.'®® Anderson does not mention it at all and Deferrari

fails to discuss it in his analysis of Atticism in Lucian’s verbs.

5.2.2 Use of the Marker by Attic Writers and Evidence for the Alternative

Historical evidence seems to corroborate the suggestion that the -pp- form is more
properly Attic and therefore a potential target for Atticists. Attic inscriptions from early
on already show the -pp- version as their preference, -po- appearing “only in certain
special cases”.’® As with the -t1-/-o6- marker, however, there is much preservation
of -po- among the early Attic writers who were influenced by other dialects (e.g.
tragedy writers and Thucydides).?® In the development of the Hellenistic Koine, the
Attic -pp- forms were rejected in favour of the more “Pan-Greek” -po- spellings.”* In
my discussion of some of the examples in Achilles Tatius’ text, I will comment in more
detail on which authors of different periods preferred the -po- spelling and which
the -pp- of specific words. It will be seen that there is a tendency for Attic writers and
those with a more Attic-leaning preference to favour -pp- while those who are explicitly
non-Attic-leaning prefer -po-. But there is sometimes mixture or inconsistency

especially during the Koine period.

194 Kim 2014: 470

1% BJass, Debrunner, & Funk 1961: 18
1% Swain 1996

197 Schmid 1896: 579

1% Schmid 1896: 13

99 Threatte 1980: 534

200 Sjhler 1995: 218

201 Bybenik 1993: 13
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Regarding New Testament practice, Blass, Debrunner and Funk specifically make
reference to dponv (for which the -pc- variant “appears to be the rule”), and 6dpcog
(which is the normal form along with 6dpoet and Bapoeite). Regarding the latter, they
point out that Odppewv (with -pp-) is exceptionally the norm in Paul’s letters and in
Hebrews. They also give moppw(bev) (with -pp-) as an exception because “ndépcw was
not Ionic”. muppdg (meaning red) also takes -pp- in the New Testament “as in the

LXX..., papyri... and Delphic inscriptions.”202

Examples of words with this marker are rare in the Roman and Byzantine papyri and
surprisingly have the -pp- spelling more often than -po-, though both do occur.*®® An
interesting comment is made by Allen in his discussion of the pronunciation of p and

the -pp-/-po- alternation:

Koine influence soon tends to restore pc [where pp had been prevalent in the Attic
period]; the restoration, however, was never complete... This dialectal feature of Attic

was perhaps felt to be less provincial than the Tt discussed above...since it was shared

not with Boeotian but sporadically with various other dialects.”®

The suggestion is that because -pp- was already more widespread (and not associated
with the specific adjacent regions of Attica and Boeotia) it was less strictly replaced by
Koine writers than -tt-. If -pp- was more easily accepted by Koine writers, use of it
during the Second Sophistic is less strong a case for Atticism, as not everyone would
have seen it as particularly Attic. This might explain why modern authors place less
emphasis on -pp- as an important marker of Atticism in comparison with -tt-, although
there is sufficient evidence from actual use to consider it a valid instantiation of the

phenomenon.

5.2.3 Ancient Testimony

Despite the weaker case for -pp- as an example of Atticism, there are a number of
ancient sources which give either overt or implied testimony that the preference for -pp-
over -po- was considered an Attic, and therefore Atticist, marker. Some of the passages

relating to the -tt- over -co- variation are also relevant here. In particular, as alluded to

202 B|ass, Debrunner, & Funk 1961: 18
23 Gignac 1976: 142-145
204 Allen 1987: 45

71



in the discussion of why the alternation developed, the general negative attitude to the
sound of -o- among Attic speakers and writers (evidenced in the comedy poets,
Dionysius of Halicarnassus and Eustathius’ testimony) probably accounts somewhat for
the assimilation of -p- to -o- in the -po- sequence in Attic. (One could imagine that, in
the mythical setting in which Pericles promoted -tt- because of his dislike of the hissing
s-sound, he also promoted the preference for -pp-).

Dionysius of Halicarnassus does not give as clear an opinion on the sound of p [r] as he

does for o [s], but he does address the physical and aesthetic qualities of the two sounds.

He describes the production p and ¢ as follows:

5.1 Dion. Hal. Comp. (14.91-96)

10 0¢& p TG YADTTNG dKpag amoppimilovong TO TVEDUA Kol TPOG TOV 0DPAVOV YYD TA
V 000VIOV AVIGTOUEVIG: TO O0€ 6 TG UEV YADTING Tpooayopévng v mpdg TOvV
ovpavov OAnG, ToD 08 TVEDUATOC dld LEGCOV aDTAV PEPOUEVOD KOl TTEPL TOVG OOOVTOG
AemTOV Kol oTevov EEmBodvTog TO GVpLypa.
r [is pronounced] by the tip of the tongue releasing the breath in puffs and rising to the
palate near the teeth; and ¢ [is pronounced] by the entire tongue being brought up to

the palate and the breath being forced between them and emitting the hissing sound
lightly and thinly around the teeth. [tr. Usher 1974]

As both of these sounds are what Dionysius classifies as semi-vowels (Zuipwva), and
specifically simple (amAd) semi-vowels, they have a relatively equal value on his scale
of better and worse sounds. However, after describing the physical production of the
semi-vowels, he goes on to say that not all semi-vowels have “the same power to effect
on the ear” (dvvatat &’ oy Opoimg Kivelv v dxonyv dravto; Dion. Hal. Comp. 14.100-
101). A [1] is the sweetest (yAvkvtatov) while p [r] is the noblest (yevvaiotatov). The
nasals p [m] and v [n] fall somewhere in between but ¢ [s] is neither charming nor
pleasant (&yapt 6¢ kai anodég). Dionysus goes on to describe (as seen in the previous
section) how offensive he perceives the sound of 6. While there is no overt discussion
here as to whether -pp- is preferable to -pc-, or any mention of Atticism, Dionysius
reinforces the aesthetic explanation for why one might prefer the former to the later (by

the implication that p is a nobler sound than o).
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Additionally, in Lucian’s Judicium Vocalium, there is a more direct reference to the
phenomenon. While the treatise primarily entails Sigma accusing Tau of stealing his
“native words”, he also refers to Sigma having silently endured similar abuse at the

hands of other letters, one of which was Rho [p].
5.2  Lucian Jud. Voc. (9.13-14)
@ HEV yop yeitovi pov P® voonoavtl cuyyvoun, koi wap’ oot Qutedoavti HLov Tog
poppivag Kol Toicovti P mote Vo pHelayyoiiog Eml kKOPPNC.
And when my neighbour Rho was ill, I forgave him not only for transplanting my

myrtles (murrinas) into his own garden, but also for cracking my crown (korres) in a
fit of insanity. [tr. Harmon 1913]

Both examples given here of are of -pc- words taking on the -pp- alternative (pvppivag
for poupoivag and k6ppng for k6ponc). Lucian, therefore, was aware that this alternation
existed and, as with his treatment of -tt-, sees it as an unnatural incursion, presumably
blaming the Atticists for introducing (or reintroducing) the Attic spelling which pushed

Sigma out of his natural place.

The Atticist lexicographers and contemporary grammarians give even more direct
evidence for the -pp-/-pc- alternation. Moeris gives a number of examples of words

where he considered a -pp- spelling the Attic form and a -po- spelling the non-Attic one.
5.3  Moeris Atticista

(0.45) dppeva Attikoi- dpoeva "EAAnvec.
The Attic speakers (say) arrena; the Greeks arsena

(0.20) 6Bdappoc Attikoi- Oapoog "EAAnvec.
The Attic speakers (say) tharros; the Greeks tharsos

(n.23) poppivn Attikoi- popoivn "EAnvec.
The Attic speakers (say) myrriné; the Greeks myrsiné

(9.29) Depigoaro Attikoi- Pepoepovn "EAANveG
The Attic speakers (say) Pherephata; the Greeks Persephoné

The first of these is an interesting case, since @poeva is the Greek word for the
grammatical masculine gender. Elsewhere, Moeris seems to contradict his own rule,

however, since there are a number of other places in his work where he discusses the
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gender that different words should take. On twelve of these occasions he uses the
supposedly non-Attic form of the related word for masculine, dpcevikdcg, to refer to the
masculine gender of nouns; only three times does he use the Attic dppevikdc. This
might perhaps indicate that Moeris’ work was not really intended as a prescriptive guide
for how contemporary authors ought to write so much as a descriptive account of Attic
versus non-Attic forms.?*® Regardless of his intent, however, there is an awareness that,
at least in the words quoted above, -pp- was considered the Attic form and -po- non-
Attic. The last example is also worth noting as in this case it is not assimilation of -pc-
to -pp- but loss of the -o- completely. Another relevant example in Moeris is the
following:

5.4 Moeris Atticista
.2) yépoov ovdeTEPOS ATTiKOi- Y€poov Onivkdg "EAAnvec.

The Attic speakers (say) cherson as a neuter; the Greeks cherson as a feminine

Here, Moeris does not present an alternative Attic spelling in -pp-, but rather discusses
the fact that the same word (with the same spelling) is considered neuter in gender by
Attic writers and feminine by others. This assessment by Moeris seems to be mostly
accurate based on actual usage. Although LSJ gives yéppog as a “later” Attic form, I
found very few examples of this spelling on the full TLG corpus. Apart from one
example in a fragment of Alcaeus (which, depending on the source of the fragment, may
be unreliable), all other cases (only 10 of them) are in texts dating from the 2nd century
AD and later, mostly in grammarians, lexicographers and the like. There are well over
1000 other examples of the word with the -po- spelling among various writers

including those who were Attic.

In addition to Moeris, there are also mentions of the -pp- for -po- replacement in two
contemporary (though not necessarily Atticist) grammarians of the 2nd century AD.
Apollonius Dyscolus, in his treatise on adverbs, discusses in technical detail things like
accent placements and spellings. The passage cited below comes after a discussion of
lengthened vowels and/or doubled consonants in adverbs ending in - and the accent

placement on such. He mentions a few times that Attic forms were different or certain

205 Strobel 2009: 102. This question is further examined in Strobel’s unpublished thesis (2011: 169-173).
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forms were “more Attic”, but here diverges slightly to discuss the derivation of some

key words.

55

Apollonius Dyscolus De Adverbiis (167.1-8)

AM®G 1€, OV TpOTOV TTapd TV TOVEO SOTIKNV TO OUOP®VOV Yivetal Emippnpo TV,
oVTOG Kol Topd TV TOP® OOTIKNV TO AkOAovBov €yévero TOpw®. 16mG 08 Kol O
TAEOVAGHOG TG S10-AEKTOV. 010 Kol O muPPlag: Ti| YOp TLPOG YEVIKT] TOPMVOLIGTOL.
Kol 0 muppds Thoe Exel.—OVK dyvod O& ¢ &viol mapd mpdbeoty TV TPOS PacL
veyeviloBat, dote &v mepPatd oD p yeyevijobol TOPow, Kai peTabécel Tod ¢ €ig T p

TOpPp®w. ovK ANBwc 8¢ Kol 10 ¢ €ig TO p petaminTel, O 1| popoivn poppivy Bopoeiv

Boppelv.

Besides, in the same way as the homophonic adverb tono derives from the dative
tonai, so also analogical poro was derived from the dative poroi. Perhaps (this is)
pleonasm of the dialect. On this account, purrias (was) also (formed): for it is derived
by a slight change from the genitive puros. And purros is the same. | am not ignorant
that some say that it is derived from the preposition pros, so that with the metathesis
of r, porsa came about, and by a change of s to r (it became) porra. But even the

change of s to r is not unexpected, as is the case with mursinélmurriné and

tharsein/tharrein.

The significance of the mention of npdg and the derivation of mopcsw will be discussed

later when I look at the lemma in Achilles’ text, but what is interesting for now is his

mention that the ¢ (=0) in mopcw may be changed to p (mdppw) “as is the case with”

words like poppivn from popoivn and Bappeiv from Bapoeiv. He is presenting here a

rule in which there is a series of words where ¢ may be substituted with p. He does not

explicitly describe the -pp- variants as Attic or Atticising, but in the previous paragraph

he does explicitly describe moppw as a “more Attic” word:

5.6

Apollonius Dyscolus De Adverbiis (166.24-25)
To Gpa TOppw® EKTéETATOL MG ATTIKOTEPOV

In addition, porra is lengthened, as in the more Attic (manner)

The second grammarian, Aelius Herodian, has quite a number of passing references to

the phenomenon and he does explicitly identify the -pp- variation as Attic; | give a few

of the more interesting examples here.
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5.7

Herodian De Prosodia Catholica (15.16-18)

Ta eig v andd Exovia dedumhaciacuévov cOpemvov 0&bvetal Eéoonv, doonv, Teliny,
BoiAny v 100 "EAAnv koi 6 fipmg kol t0 €0vog. 0 8¢ dppnv ATTIK®DG Gmd Tod
dponyv yéyove.

The simple (nouns) ending in -en, which have a doubled consonant, are pronounced
with an acute accent on the final syllable: (e.g.) essén, ossén, Tellén, ballen. An

exception is Hellen (both the hero and the race). But arrén is derived from arsen in the

Attic manner.

In this first example, Herodian overtly describes &ppnv as an Attic form derived in what

he calls “the Attic manner” from (by implication, non-Attic) dponv.

5.8

Herodian Pros. Cath. (340.20-21)

Eml KOPPMG, oNUAiveL 8 TO £ml KEQOAT|G. KOPON YAp 1) KEQUAT Kai Ao ToD kdpon Kol

KOppM MG dponVv kai Gppny.

With reference to korrés: it signifies something relating to the head. For korsé (means)

“the head”, and from korsé we also get korre, just as with arsén and arrén.

This is a discussion of the word k6pon which is sometimes synonymous with Ke@aAn

(“head”) but can mean related things like “temple” or “hair”. Herodian says that from

kOpon is derived the alternative spelling x6ppn. Although this time he does not

explicitly say that the -pp- spelling is Attic, this can be assumed because he compares

the example to that of dponv and &ppnv. As seen above, he had previously called

the -pp- spelling of this the Attic one.

59

Herodian Pros. Cath. (507.17-19)

[av énippnpo €ig ® Afjyov mopoaywydv, pn Aoplov mpd pudg &xel Tov TOvov, Gvo,

Kato, o, glow, Tpdow kol TOpow kol Tpom] ATTKT] T0D G &g p O¢ dponv dppnv
moPpw, deve -
All the derived adverbs ending in -6, except in Dorian, have the accent on the syllable

before: (e.9.) and, katd, exa, eiso, prosé and porsd, and those formed by the Attic

change of s to r (like that in arsénlarrén) porro, and aphné.
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Here, in a list of adverbs, Herodian gives the same pair seen in Apollonius Dyscolus:
npoow and mdépow. This is followed by a statement that “the Attic change of ¢ to p (as

in &ponv and Gppnv)” creates a third, Attic, spelling: Toppw.

From these examples, and others not cited, Herodian gives clear evidence that there was
a recognised alternation between words spelled with -pc- and -pp- and that -pp- was

seen as the Attic version.?%

Based on the evidence from the literature, therefore, it seems that there was a clear
awareness of the existence of the -pp-/-po- variation in certain words, and at least some

of the writers explicitly recognised the -pp- version as the Attic one.

Although not as strong as for -tt-/-oc-, there is enough evidence for the marker in
modern authors, attestations of the alternation in Attic and non-Attic texts and
quotations of words using the variation by ancient authors. It does, therefore, fulfil the
criteria to make it a valid example of Atticism, even if it is less strong an example. | will

now consider how this variation was represented in Achilles’ work.

5.3 Use in Achilles’ Text

Vilborg says in the introduction to his edition “what I have said about the choice of oo
or 7z applies also in other similar cases: variation between pp and po, yivopor and
yiyvouat, €¢ and &ig [and other examples].” He then states in a footnote to this, “pp [is
the spelling] in the word Bappéo 11 times, po other times.”?" It is clear from this that
Vilborg applied the same rules to manuscript variations in this spelling as he did for -tt-
/-co-, although, as will be seen, there is not actually much manuscript variation with

regards to the relevant words.

An initial search of the text on Concordance showed 113 tokens of -pc- in Achilles’
work (belonging to 25 types) and 113 of -pp- (belonging to 79 types). A substantial
number of these examples, however, are not significant for the question of Atticism as

they belong to lemmas which occur exclusively throughout Greek with either -pp- or

206 Additional examples in Herodian: Pros. Cath. (123.7-9, 211.34, 266.11-12 and 340.19-21); ITepi
rofav (378.3-4); Iepi dphoypapiog (537.9).
27 Vilborg 1955: Ixxxvi
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-po- (regardless of dialect). | begin with lists of the words which will not be relevant
before examining those that are significant in greater detail.

5.3.1 Words in -pp- Only

There are a number of words for which the -pp- spelling is the norm in all dialects. A
search for examples of these forms with the -pc- spelling using the TLG’s online Text
Search tool yields either no results or a few hypercorrect and late examples. As alluded
to previously, a good number of these pp-only words are derivatives of words beginning
with p (from PIE *sr) which developed a -pp- from addition of either an augment or a
preverb (e.g. from péw, the augmented imperfect form &ppet and compound verb diéppet
both occur). These cases of -pp- are therefore not derived from forms in *rs and as a

result will be spelled with -pp- regardless of dialect.

The lemmas in Achilles Tatius which are spelled with invariant -pp- (regardless of
dialect) are: avtippomnoc, anéppw, amdppnTOg, Amoppon, GppnTog, YéPPoV, EmppnTop-
e0m, Eppouévog, mupplaw, mToppnoia, péw (and derivatives: Swoppéw, Emppio,
Koto-ppém, TOPAPPE®, TEPIPPE®, TPOOPE®, CLPPE®, VIEppém and vmoppiwm),
derivatives of pryyvout: (dmoppiyvout, dtappiyvopt, Kotoppryvopt and ceptppryvout),
pinte (and derivatives: aroppintm, Tpocpintm and ékpumilw) podvvout, pLom, poxdim,

pumdm, oteppog and cupplrTo.

5.3.2 Words in -pc- Only

There are fewer lemmas found with -pc- in all dialects (such as those that retained
the -o- in Attic by analogy). Those found in Achilles Tatius are: éykdpoiog, kaBapaoic,
kdBapcrog, tapcog, yeip (dative yepoiv) and yepooaiog. Also in this group belong the
personal names Mapovag, [lepoedc and Oépsavdpog (on which, see note below). The
last is a major character in the book (usually transcribed as Thersander in English) and
as such makes up an unusually large proportion of the instances of -po- in the text (90
tokens in total). The high incidence of references to Thersander in the book accounts for
the fact that the number of tokens in -pp- and -po- given above was equal, whereas the

number of types was significantly higher for -pp-.
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5.3.3 Words with Both Forms

Excluding the unvarying forms cited above, there remain 7 lemmas that are relevant for
analysis in Achilles’ text. Of the 7, 4 of them have the form in Attic -pp-, 2 have the
apparently non-Attic -po- and 1 has examples of both. The total number of tokens is 35

for -pp- and 6 for -po-.

Table 5-1 Incidents of -pp-and -pc- and of Significant Lemmas in Achilles’ Text

Examples -pp- % -po- %
Total tokens with pp/po 113 50 113 50
Total types with pp/co 79 76 25 24
Significant lemmas 4 +1* 71 2 +1* 43
Significant tokens 35 85 6 15
Gponv 5 100
Kopon 4 100
popoivn 2 100
Bopcém 14 78 4 22
0dpcog 1 100
TVUPGhG 1 100
TPOC® 10 100

*tokens found with both forms

Because the number of relevant words is so few, | shall discuss each of them in turn.

dponv: (“masculine”)

This lemma occurs 5 times in Achilles’ text, always with the -pp- spelling (&ppeva,
dppevac, dppevog, dppnv). There are no variations in the manuscripts and the word does
not appear in any of the papyrus fragments. The dictionary entry for the word in LSJ is
dponv with appnv given as the Attic form. (Aeolic, Cretan, Epidauran and Herodotus
are listed as having the form &pomv;, while dponv is given as the form in the
Septuagint).?®® The word was given as an example in Moeris (in the plural form &ppeva,
although note that he was not consistent in this spelling himself, as discussed), and was
also one of Herodian’s examples (as quoted above). In the Roman and Byzantine papyri

both forms occur, but -pp- dominates after 2nd century AD.*%°

208 | SJ: &ipony
2% Gignac 1976: 143-144
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Using the TLG online’s Text Search Tool, | examined the use of the form by different
groups of Attic, non-Attic and Atticising authors and found the following: Early epic
poets such as Homer and Hesiod used almost exclusively the -po- spelling.”*® The same
was true for the lonic prose writer, Herodotus. The lonic spelling was retained by the
great tragedy writers (Aeschylus, Euripides and Sophocles) despite the fact they lived
and worked in Athens. After them, however, most of the typically Attic writers used
the -pp- form including Aristophanes (the comic poet), the canonical Attic orators, and
Xenophon (the historian) as well as Plato and Aristotle. Looking at Koine-period texts,
both the Septuagint and New Testament almost exclusively use the non-Attic -pc- form.
Among typically Atticising authors (those studied by Schmid), there is a general, but
not complete, preference for -pp-. Plutarch too prefers the Attic form but has a few
cases of -po-. Interestingly, in Galen’s massive corpus, there is only a handful of -po-
forms (9 cases of -po- compared to 301 of -pp-). Despite the fact that Galen is usually
cited as a non-Atticising author, it seems that in this respect he actually preferred the
Attic form.?!* A possible explanation for this is that Galen avoided Atticism because he
believed that clarity was important in writing medical treatises and felt archaic Attic
forms could be misunderstood. Using a phonetically Attic form like &ppnv rather than
dponv is not likely to confuse his readers, however, and so he could use a “more
educated” form in place of a “less educated” one without confusion. Achilles’ fellow

novelists, Longus and Heliodorus, both use the Attic spelling.

Since -pp- dominates in Attic and -po- in the Koine texts, but the latter sometimes uses
the alternate form, the pattern of use for this lemma could be described as X : XY.
Achilles’ preference for dppnv spellings, then, can be described as strongly Attic-

leaning.

kopon: (“side of head”, “hair”, “temple”)
There are 4 occurrences of this lemma in Achilles’ text, all in the genitive form k6ppng

following the preposition xatda. The form is invariant in the manuscripts, except that at

219 Here and following (unless otherwise stated), statistics from authors other than Achilles Tatius are
based on searches using the TLG’s Text Search Tool. Available (with subscription) at:
http://stephanus.tlg.uci.edu/Iris/indiv/tsearch.jsp.

211 Swain 1996: 56-63; Horrocks 2014: 137; Whitmarsh 2005: 47-48
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2.24.1, it is given as a different word kopn (“girl”) in MS V.?*? The papyrus fragments
do not include the word. The LSJ dictionary form is k6pom, the Ionic and common
spelling, and is contrasted with Attic k6ppm, Doric, k6ppa and Aeolic KépG(X.213 This

word is given as an example in Lucian and in Herodian (as quoted above).

Usage among ancient authors patterns closely that of Gponv. Homer exclusively uses
the -po- form as does Aeschylus among the tragedians (Euripides and Sophocles do not
have the word). Aristophanes, who is usually one of the early writers to adopt Attic
spellings, does not use the word. The Attic form is preferred by the Attic orators and
Plato (all using it exclusively). Surprisingly, Aristotle, considering his preference for
-pp- in Gponv above, prefers the -po- spelling, but he has only 4 instances of the word
compared to the over 800 cases of &ponv, which was an important word to him. The
Attic form koppn dominated among Schmid’s Atticists. Plutarch also uses this form on
4 occasions, but spells it with -pc- once. As use of the word is far more limited than that
of &ponv, there is not much evidence of it from many “pure” Koine sources (e.g. it is
absent from the Septuagint and New Testament). It is interesting to note that Galen, like
Aristotle, prefers the Koine form for this word (while both preferred the Attic version
dppnv). Gignac gives no examples of the word in the papyri. For the most part, Koine
texts seem to have preferred synonyms for the word “head”, for example, the New

Testament and Septuagint use ke@oln.

The pattern of use for this lemma, seems to be something like X : xyZ, where X is
the -pp- spelling, Y the -po- spelling and Z a synonym. Achilles’ choice to use the Attic
form which is only sometimes continued in the Koine, then, again counts as strong

Attic-leaning.

wopeivn: (“myrtle™)

This lemma is used by Achilles twice. On both occasions, he uses the Attic plural form
poppivar. For the most part, this form is consistent in all the manuscripts, the only
deviance being that in MS W the first instance (at 1.1.5) appears as the singular form
poppivn, still having the -pp- spelling, and in MS E it appears as ocuvpvat, probably an

error (as the latter is the word for “myrrh” and seems odd to be given among a list of

212 v/ilborg 1955: 39
23 .SJ: kopon
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plants).?** The word does not appear in the papyrus fragments. The dictionary form in
LSJ is popoivn with the Attic equivalent given as poppivn.?> The word is given as an

example in Lucian, Moeris, Apollonius Dyscolus and Herodian (as quoted above).

Once again, there is a similar pattern in use among ancient authors. The word seems to
have been rare in early writers, not occurring at all in Homer or other writers of epic.
Herodotus, however, has 5 examples of the lonic -po- form. The tragedians do not use it
much, although it appears once as -pp- in Aeschylus and five times as -po- in Euripides.
The word appears 12 times in Aristophanes, always with the Attic -pp- form. Menander
has 4 instances of the same spelling. Of the Attic orators, only Dinarchus has the word,
which he spells with the Attic spelling on all 4 occasions in which he uses it. Plato and
Aristotle also use the -pp- spelling, as one would expect. The word is exceptionally
common among medical writers, most of whom (starting with Hippocrates and his
followers) usually prefer the -po- form. An exception to this is Galen, who has 81
instances of the word, 77 of which have the Attic spelling. This echoes earlier
observations that, at least in terms of phonetic/spelling variations, Galen was more
Atticist than his reputation assumes. The sophists and rhetoricians of the Hellenistic
period again prefer the Atticising form, but Plutarch mostly uses the non-Attic spelling.
Achilles Tatius’ fellow novelist, Longus, has 4 instances of the -pp- form. Heliodorus
has 1 with the same spelling. The Septuagint has 3 cases with -pc- and none of -pp-.

There are no examples given in the Roman and Byzantine papyri.

Given the substantial continued use of the -pp- form in Galen (who was considered non-
Atticist), but the preference for -po- in the Septuagint and Plutarch (who was not
immune to Atticist influence), the pattern of use for this word can be described as
X : XY (indicating similar numbers of both spellings in Koine texts). This makes

Achilles’ use of the -pp- spelling moderately Attic-leaning.

Bopcéwm: (“to be of good courage™)
This verb appears 18 different times in Achilles Tatius in various inflections. Of these,
14 are spelled with -pp- and 4 with -po-. There is some variation found in the

manuscripts, especially with some aorist forms. At 2.7.6, Vilborg and the majority of

24 vilborg 1955: 3
215 SJ: popoivn

82



manuscripts have Qopoficag, but MS G has Oopproac.”® At 5.26.13, Vilborg has
Bappnong, following the edition by Commelinus; all the manuscripts have Bappricac,
except for G, which has Ooaporicac.?t” Finally at 8.11.3, Vilborg has Bappricaca,
following the majority, but MS G and R have Ooporicaca.?® If | omit these, there are
still 12 cases of the -pp- spelling and 3 of -po-, showing that the tradition presents us

with an inconsistent representation of the word in Achilles’ text.

Of these instances of the word, two are from portions preserved in the papyrus
fragments. In IT*, there is a clear rendition of @ APPEIN (3.19.2), which is the form of
this token as it appears in all the manuscripts. The word 0dppet (from 8.7.5) is found in
I1°, which is rather damaged and contains only the left-most part of the column. The
whole word is not visible as it starts at the end of one line and continues to the next. The
letters PE (pe-) are visible (though not clearly) at the start of the next line, which points
to the expected spelling, based on the manuscript tradition: [@AP]PE[I]. There is,
therefore, one full and one partial example of the Attic -pp- spelling in the papyri. In
both cases, the spelling agrees with that found in all the manuscripts so, while I can
conclude that the Attic spelling appears to be present and consistent for these two
specific tokens, | cannot know for sure whether the 3 or 4 -ps- spellings of the word
were there from the beginning or introduced later. There does, however, appear to have

been a clear preference for -pp-.

The dictionary citation of the word in LSJ is Oopcéwm and the Attic variation is given as
Bappéw. The only other variation given is an Aeolic participle form Gépcawa.zlg The
word is given as an example in the infinitive (8dpoeiv) in Apollonius Dyscolus and the
derived noun (0apcog/Bappog) is given in Moeris (as quoted above). In the Roman and
Byzantine papyri, the -pp- spelling is more commonly found for the verb, although there

are some cases of -po-.?%

21%ilborg 1955: 26

217 Vilborg 1955: 110 Vilborg motivates his decision to give dappriong in his commentary where he says:
“Bappnoog in the MSS must be changed into the subjunctive to get a plausible meaning. But it is possible
that a graver corruption is given here, since @c with the subjunctive does not elsewhere occur in final
clauses in A.T”. (Vilborg 1962: 106-107). Important for us, however, is that he uses the -pp- form which
is that found in all but one MSS.

218 Vilborg 1955: 154

29 LSJ: apoio

20 Gignac 1976: 142-143
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The general pattern of use in ancient authors is much the same as for the other words
examined. This word is significantly more common than the others, but the following
generalisations can be observed: epic writers starting with Homer and Hesiod use the
-po- spelling exclusively. The same is true of the tragedians. Aristophanes, as expected,
starts to show preference for the Attic -pp- form, as does Menander. The Attic orators
followed suit, having many examples, always with the -pp- spelling. Plato and Aristotle
prefer -pp- with 65 and 43 examples respectively, although Aristotle does have 2
instances of -po-. Thucydides prefers the non-Attic form here, following Herodotus, but
Xenophon mostly has -pp- (with only 2 examples of -pc-). Schmid’s Second Sophistic
writers also show a mixed usage: in general, they prefer the Attic -pp- form, but use
-po- on occasion too. This inconsistency is found even in texts with strong Koine and
non-Attic reputations such as the Septuagint, which has 3 cases of -pp- alongside 31 of
-pc- and the New Testament, which has 4 of -pp- alongside 9 of -pc-. Galen, in line
with his choice for the other words considered (except k6pon), prefers -pp-, which he
uses 112 times, alongside 3 cases of -po-. Plutarch, on the other hand, exclusively
prefers the non-Attic spelling. Two of Achilles’ contemporary novelists, Chariton and
Longus, make exclusive use of -pp-. The novelist Xenophon has 12 cases of -pp- to 2 of
-po-. Heliodorus, interestingly, uses mostly -pc- (36 times) with 3 instances of -pp-.

Since both forms are found in Koine texts (more of -pc- in the biblical texts and
Plutarch and more of -pp- in the papyri and Galen), | will describe the pattern of use for
this lemma as X : XY. Achilles’ inconsistency, then, is not out of line with normal
Koine practice but his choice to have 14 tokens of -pp- (12 invariant in the manuscripts)
points to moderate Attic-leaning preference for these tokens. His use of -po- on 4
occasions (3 invariant in the manuscripts) shows again that he often fails to apply an
Attic-leaning preference consistently throughout and points to occasional moderate
avoidance of overt Atticism.

Related to the verb Bapoéwm is the noun 6dpcog (“courage™). Achilles has 1 example of
this noun in the non-Attic spelling 6dpcog (the manuscript tradition does not vary). The
noun seems to follow the same basic pattern as the verb with more Attic/Atticist authors
tending to prefer the -pp- spelling and more non-Attic/non-Atticist authors preferring
the -po- spelling, although there is much variation, especially in later authors. The New

Testament and Septuagint consistently have the -pc- spelling, which also dominates in
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the papyri with respect to the noun.?”* The pattern of use for the noun, then, can be
described as X : xY.

Achilles has only the 1 example of the noun and his use of the non-Attic spelling (added
to those two instances of the -po- spelling for the verb) is interesting to note. Here he

shows a Koine preference with mild avoidance of Atticism.

TLPPOC/TLPGOC?:

This example is different from the others and somewhat more complex. The form
mopo®v appears once in Achilles Tatius (with no variation in the manuscript tradition).
The example does not appear in any of the papyrus fragments. At first glance, this
seems to be the Greek word muppdg “flame-coloured” which does have an alternative
spelling, mupodc. Unusually, however, for this word, the -pp- spelling is the form used
in lonic as well as Attic and the -po- spelling occurs only in tragedy and Doric.? (It is
perhaps of interest, though not directly relevant, that the derivation of the word muppdg
is mentioned by Apollonius Dyscolus in the passage quoted above, before he moves on
to a discussion of the adverbs ndépow and its Attic form ndppw, which I discuss next).
Since the -pp- form was that used in Ionic, however, TOppoc is not really applicable to a

question of Atticism.

To complicate matters, however, on closer inspection, it turns out that the word Achilles
IS using here is actually not this word meaning “flame-coloured” but another word (also
derived from wdp “fire”). This word is given as mvupodg in LSJ and refers to a
“firebrand” or “torch”. LSJ does not give an Attic -pp- variation for this particular word

223 \While a search on the TLG appears to give instances of a -pp- spelling

(i.e. *TOppog).
for this word in Attic/Atticising authors, most (if not all) of these examples are actually
of the other word (mvuppog “flame-coloured”), since the search engine is unable to
differentiate between the two words in its analysis. While it is possible that there are
some instances of Tvpcog “torch” with a -pp- spelling, | have not been able to find any,
and therefore assume that it is rare or non-existent. Based on this, Achilles is using the

expected spelling muopodv for “torches”. The pattern of use for this lemma could be

221 Gignac 1976: 142-143
222 1.SJ: moppoc
22 .SJ: mopode
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described as Y : Y and the fact that there is an -pc- spelling here is neutral and cannot
be considered an instance of him choosing to use a non-Attic form.

npdow: (“forward”, “further”)

This adverb is the last of the relevant -pp-/-pc- words found in Achilles’ text. Unlike the
other examples, there are three different spellings of this word in Ancient Greek:
npoow, tépom and woppw. The first is the dictionary citation and described in LSJ as
the spelling found in epic, lonic, Pindar and tragedy writers. The latter two also
sometimes use the alternate spelling népow. The third form, méppw, is given as a “later
Attic” spelling, specifically used in Plato, Xenophon, the comedy writers and the Attic
orators.?** In the passage quoted from Apollonius Dyscolus, he draws our attention to
this word, stating that tdpcw is a result of the transposition of p (implied swapping, or
metathesis, with 0) and is ultimately derived from the preposition tpdc. He then goes on
to state that the néppw form comes from the replacement of ¢ with p (the same that

occurs in poppivn and Bappeiv). Herodian too mentioned this three-fold form (Pros.
Cath. 507.17-19).

Achilles has 3 instances of the word moppm, 1 of the superlative, moppwtdtw, and 6 with
the locative suffix, moppw0Oev. All have the Attic -pp- spelling. (There is no variation in
the manuscript tradition except that at 8.14.5, moppwOev is wholly replaced by ®g in

225

manuscript M.)?® One of the instances of moppwOev appears very clearly in I1* as

I[TOPPQOEN; the other cases are not found in the papyri.

A look at the forms of this word by different authors using the TLG’s Text Search Tool
shows that mpdéow and moéppw are by far the more common forms (the instances of
nopow are very few by comparison). Generally ndéppw seems to be the form preferred
by the typically Attic/Atticist authors (comic poets, philosophers, orators and sophists)
and tpdéow by the non-Attic authors (tragedians, historians in the tradition of Herodotus,
non-Attic poets etc.). An interesting observation, however, is that in the Septuagint, all
17 instances of the word have the Attic -pp- spelling and the same is true of the 3 cases
in the New Testament. Dionysius of Halicarnassus prefers the -poc- form in his Roman

Antiquities (with a few exceptions) but uses the -pp- form exclusively in his works on

224 LSJ: mpdow
22 Vilborg 1955: 157
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the orators. Plutarch and Philostratus have a mixture of the two. Lucian and Aristides
have mostly -pp- with a few cases of -poc-. So does the novelist Heliodorus. Galen has
a mixture of the two, but more cases of -poo-. Gignac fails to discuss forms of this word

in the papyri.

The pattern of use for this lemma could be described as X : Xyz, where X is the -pp-

form, Y -po- and Z -poo-.

Achilles’ use of the -pp- form, then, is mildly Attic-leaning. While it dominated in Attic
texts, it was also often retained in Koine texts, although the latter also admitted variants.

5.3.4 Summary

Table 5-2 Summary of Relevant -pp-/-pc- Lemmas in Achilles’ Text 2%°

Lemmas | PoU L/G -pp- % -po- % Description of usage
Gponv X:xY | yes 5 100 Strong Att-leaning
KOpon X :xyZ | yes? 4 (3) 100 Strong Att-leaning
popoivn | X: XY | yes 2 100 Mod Att-leaning

Bapoéw | X: XY | yes? | 14(12) | 78(80) | 4 (3) | 22 (20) | Mod Att-leaning (partial)
0apcog X:xY | yes 1 100 Mild Avoidance
[mopcdg] | Y:Y n/a [1] [100] | Neutral

TPOC® X:Xyz | yes 10 (9) 100 Mild Att-leaning

Total 35(31) | 85(86) | 6(5) | 15(16)

Overall, therefore, Achilles has a stronger tendency towards -pp- over -pc- spellings for
lemmas where dialectal variation is the norm. It has been seen, however, that choosing
-pp- IS not so strong an Atticist marker as -tt-. For the most part, Achilles’ decisions can
be described as Attic-leaning: néppw points to mild Attic-leaning, pvppivn to moderate
Attic-leaning and éppnv and xo6ppn to strong Attic-leaning. For the most part, he also
uses -pp- for Bappéwm, also indicating moderate Attic-leaning, but he is inconsistent with
this lemma and sometimes avoids the Attic-leaning form. With regards to its related
verb, Odpcoc, he also uses the Koine form, pointing to mild avoidance of Atticism. For
mopooc, as with other lemmas that are invariant in Attic and the Koine, his decision is

neutral.

226 poU: Patterns of Use; L/G: indicates whether the lemma is describes as Attic/ist in the lexicographers
and/or grammarians. Numbers in brackets represent tokens that are invariant in the manuscripts.
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Achilles’ decisions with regards to the -pp-/-pc- marker, then, are not directly Atticist as
such, but on the whole point to an Attic-leaning preference. There are some exceptions
to this, but they are fewer than the exceptions observed for the -tt-/-co- marker.

Achilles use, then, has and Attic preference but this is not absolute.

5.3.5 Proper Nouns

As with -tt-/-66-, most proper nouns containing -pp- or -po- are invariant. Marsyas (the
name of a mythical character, possibly a satyr) appears as Mapcvav at 3.15.4. This
name only ever appears with -po- in Attic inscriptions as well as in the full TLG
corpus.??” The hero Perseus likewise almost exclusively takes a -po- spelling (as is the
case on all 4 occasions in Achilles’ text). There is some evidence from early vases
depicting the gorgon-slayer that the name may have been spelled TTeppevg in very early
Attic, although it manifests as Ilepenc.??® The only other reference to the possible
spelling with -pp- in Attic is in the lexicon of Hesychius (5/6th century AD) where he
says:
5.10 Hesychius Lexicon (I1-X)
(m.1995) Teppedg: fip<ws>, 6 ABfvnot TipdTon

Perreus; the hero, who is honoured at Athens

There is no evidence outside of this quote and the vase paintings, however, of the -pp-

being used of the hero, so Achilles’ spelling is unsurprising.

Finally, the character Thersander (@¢pcavdpoc) takes the name meaning “Manly-
courage”, always spelled with -pcs- (occurring a total of 90 times in the text, and
contributing greatly to the absolute number of -po- tokens in the text).””® The first
element, ®@¢po-, is from the Aeolic version of the noun 8dpcoc/0appog discussed above.
The characters names are especially interesting because in fiction the author can use
whichever names he chooses. While there is some evidence of alternate spellings of the
name (e.g. ®écavdpog in Aristophanes the Grammarian and the Suda) these are rare and

not with -pp-. Threatte cites examples of other names in ®app- (from Bépooc) in the

227 Threatte 1980: 535; There are 8 entries in The Lexicon of Greek Personal Names in Attica, all with
-po- (Oshorne & Bryne 1994: 298).

228 Threatte 1980: 535. Again all entries in the The Lexicon of Greek Personal Names in Attica occur with
the -po- spelling (Osborne & Bryne 1994: 367).

229 See Whitmarsh 2001: 163 for a glossary of characters’ names
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Attic inscriptions but none of ®¢époavdpog. In addition, he suggests that all names in
@apooc are of “non-Attic origin”.?*° In The Lexicon of Greek Personal Names, there are
4 examples of @époavdpoc, 1 of Odpoavdpoc and none of Odppavdpog recorded in
Attica.”®* Achilles’ choice of spellings for the name of this character is not unusual,

then, and says little regarding his Atticist intent.

5.4. Interim Conclusion

In conclusion, an analysis of Achilles’ choice of -pp- or -pc- in relevant words shows
some degree of weak Atticism on his part. In most cases, he chooses to use the -pp-
rather than -po- forms, which always have an Attic-leaning even if they were not
exclusively used by Attic writers. The two main exceptions relate to the cognate
lemmas Oapcéw and 0dpoog and do point to Achilles not being strictly Atticist in all
cases with respect to this variation. The final apparent exception turns out not to be
relevant for Atticism. This examination, then, supports what | found with regards to
the -tt-/-c6- variable. Achilles shows a tendency towards Atticist forms but is not strict

or thorough in his application.

2% Threatte 1980: 537; 534
31 Oshorne & Bryne 1994: 210, 224
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6. Other Consonantal Variations

In addition to these two well-known consonantal markers of Atticism, there are three
other minor consonantal markers to consider (each affecting only a few words). Because

their effect is more limited, discussion of them will be shorter.?*

6.1 yvyv- versus yiv-

The first of these variations primarily affects two lemmas: yivopor “I become” and
ywookm “I get to know” and their compounds. The Pre-Greek roots of these verbs
(*g(e)n and *gno) undergo reduplication in the present stem to create the roots yryv- and
yiyvo-. In Attic, the second (root-initial) -y- is preserved, but in all other dialects, the
second -y- is deleted (creating forms like yivopor and ywooke as contrasted with Attic
yiyvopon and yryvookm).”® Buck suggests that the reason for the deletion of the second
-y- in most dialects might be “loss of y by dissimilation from the initial y, supported, in
the case of yivopay, by the yev of other tenses”.?** This means that the presence of the
first y leads to deletion of the second by the phonological process known as
dissimilation. Theattre, assuming the yv cluster was pronounced [nn] not [gn], suggests
that “yivoponw and ywookm are the result of assimilation of [gn] to [nn] then
simplification of [nn] to [n] with compensatory lengthening of the preceding vowel.”?*
Whatever the exact explanation for the change, the fact is that most dialects drop the

second -y- while Attic preserves -yv- in these two words.

Many modern authors commenting on Atticism include this variation in their lists of

typical Atticist examples; reference is made to it in Horrocks, Kim, Blass, Debrunner

d.236

and Funk, and Schmi A look at the ancient evidence shows that Attic inscriptions

had only the -yv- spelling before 306/5 BC, which was rapidly replaced by the bare -v-

2%2 For an introductory chapter on the relationship between phonology and orthography in Ancient Greek,
see Probert’s 2014 chapter on “Phonology” in the Blackwell’s Companion to the Ancient Greek
Language. For the standard “Guide to the Pronunciation of Classical Greek”, see Allen 1987.

233 The non-present stems do not undergo reduplication and take the forms yev- and yve- in all dialects.
Tokens containing these stems, therefore, are not relevant for the question of Atticism.

?3 Buck 1955: 74

2% Threatte 1980: 562. [n] is the IPA symbol for the velar nasal phoneme represented by -ng in English
words like sing and song. It is thought that the letter y in Classical Attic was pronounced as [g] in
sequences like -yy-, -yx-, -yx- and -yv-; see Allen 1987: 34.

2% Horrocks 2014: 138; Kim 2014: 470; Blass, Debrunner, & Funk 1961: 18; Schmid 1896: 579
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spelling after that date. The -yv- spelling had disappeared completely from Attic
inscriptions by 250 BC.?*” On the other hand, in the Roman Period papyri, the bare -v-
spelling is by far more common although the -yv- spelling starts to reappear in the
Byzantine period.”*® An analysis of usage by different authors (using the TLG Text
Search Tool) shows that the -yv- versions were preferred by typically Attic writers like
the orators, Aristophanes and even (perhaps unusually) the tragedians (who tended to
prefer lonic spellings with regard to the variations already discussed). Schmid’s Second
Sophistic writers showed a very marginal preference for the -yv- form but generally
have similar numbers of both spellings. Like the Roman period papyri, typically Koine
texts like the Septuagint and New Testament prefer the bare -v- spelling. Given the
general preference for -yv- in Attic authors and general use of the bare -v- in Koine

authors, the marker can be described as having a simple X : Y pattern of use.

The Atticist lexicographer, Moeris, explicitly describes the -yv- spelling of yiyvopou as

Attic and bare -v- spelling as non-Attic.

6.1  Moeris Atticista
(v 3.1) yiyverar Attikoi- yiveron "EAAnveg.
The Attic speakers (say) gignetai; the Greeks ginetai

The evidence seems to point, therefore, to the use of yiyvopot and yryvdooke (in contrast

with yivopon and yivookw) as valid instantiations of Atticism.

A look at the spellings of the first of these two words in Achilles Tatius shows an
overwhelming preference for the Koine yiv(opot) over Attic yiyv(opor). In Vilborg’s
edition, of the 54 tokens of the lemma, there is only 1 case of -yv- in the form &yryvounv
(3.23.1). The other 53 tokens are all spelled with a bare -v-. The spelling of the
exception at 3.23.1 is not unanimous in the manuscript tradition, but was selected by
Vilborg for having been preferred by the majority of manuscripts (family a and codex F,
as well as some of the manuscripts from family B).?*® This particular instantiation also

appears (partially) in one of the papyrus fragments (IT°), where JINOMHN appears to be

27 Threatte 1980:562

2% Gignac 1976: 176

239 On the branches of the manuscript tradition see discussion under “Methodology” above. Also see
Vilborg 1955: xlvii; Ixvii.

91



extant, but it is on a broken edge and may have been misread by the transcriber (the
copy I have of it is unclear). It is possible, therefore, that yivounv was Achilles’ original
spelling and that it was corrupted early on, but I cannot claim this absolutely due to the
damage to the papyrus. The form I'EINETALI is also found at 3.25.4 (which appears as

yivetan in all the manuscripts).?*°

A look at the manuscript variation of the 53 other instances of the word reveals 8
examples where at least some of the manuscripts have the -yv- spelling. Three instances
of the type yiveton are spelled yiyveron in family o as well as MS R. The other varying
tokens have the -yv- spelling in only a single manuscript (either M or W from family a
or R from family ). As these variations are always in a minority of manuscripts, they
provide no real evidence that Achilles ever made consistent use of the -yv- spelling in
his original text. They present the possibility that there was more variation in Achilles’
original than in Vilborg’s edition but could equally point to -yv- variants having been

introduced by manuscript scribes.

In addition to the 1 isolated example of the -yv- spelling in Vilborg’s edition cited
above, Vilborg suggests in his commentary that he had made an error with another
token. He says that at 2.10.4, where he gives the form as yivetat in the printed edition,
he should have rendered the form as yiyveton “according to the principles [he had]
applied”.?** The reason for his error is evident when one notices that the spelling of this
instance of the word varied between manuscripts in such a way that it was not easy for
him to decide which form had the better attestation.?*> Regardless of what Vilborg

ought to have given, it is significant that the two most likely cases of -yv- in Achilles’

240 The writing of &1 where one would expect 1, was a spelling error which was common in the Roman
period. It is found in various inscriptions (starting in the Hellenistic era, but becoming more common by
Roman times) and also in the papyri. The explanation for this error is the process called itacism in which
a number of vowels and diphthongs (t, €1, 1, N, ot, v, vt) fell together so that all were pronounced as [i].
The confusion led to various spellings errors, the &1 for 1 being a common one (Gignac 1976: 235;
Threatte 1980:195-202). For examples of yeiyvopar in inscriptions, see Threatte 1980: 562-565.

1 Vilborg 1962: 48

242 The spelling is yivetau in manuscripts V, E and G (all members of family B) but yiyveror in manuscript
R (also family B) and in all of family a. Vilborg had said that where the text was not extant in MS F, he
would typically side with the tradition in family B, which seems have been his motivation for preferring
yiveton in his text. But on later reflection, he seems to have thought that the presence of yiyvetou in at least
one MS from family B seems to have made this a “majority” form (present in all of o and one MS of B). It
is obvious that the decision was a difficult one for Vilborg.
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original text are not attested unanimously (and the better attested of the examples
appears to have been spelled with bare -v- in IT°). Together with the overwhelming
preference for the bare -v- form in other cases, it seems that Achilles had no real desire
to Atticise yivopou with the -yv- spelling. Instead, his usage points to simple avoidance

of Atticism with respect to this lemma.

Achilles also has two examples of a compound of yivetau in his work. They are both
forms of the lemma cvyyivopot (cuv + yivopar) and are both rendered with the bare -v-
spellings: ovyywouevoc and ocvveyiveto. Although there is some variation in the
manuscript tradition for these examples, the variations give a completely different

lemma in the first case and the non-relevant (unreduplicated) cuveyéveto in the second.

With regards to the lemma yw®ok, there are unfortunately no relevant examples of the
base lemma in Achilles’ text. All cases of the word have the unreduplicated aorist root
-yvw-, Where the variation does not apply. There are, however, two lemmas which are
compounds of the verb: avoywvooko (4 tokens) and mpokataywvooko (1 token). These
all occur with the bare -v- spelling. There is one instance of variation in the manuscript
tradition where, at 8.8.8, most manuscripts have davoaywookécfw, but MS G has
avayryvookécbm. This is the only instance of a y-inclusive spelling for this lemma,

occurring only in the 1 manuscript.

In conclusion, on the balance of evidence, it seems that Achilles almost exclusively
showed simple avoidance of Atticism with respect to yivopot, ywdoke and their

compounds.

6.2 Euv versus cvov

The next marker relates to the spelling of the preposition v and related preverbal
prefix cvv- meaning “with” or “together”. There exist variant spellings, associated with
Attic in which o is replaced by the compound consonant & (phonetically [ks]) in these

examples, resulting in EOv and Euv-.

The reason for and use of this variation is complex, but it seems that the &ov and &uv-

spellings represent an older form. Mycenaean Greek (based on Linear B texts) appears
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to have had a form spelled ku-su (representing [ksun]) and old Attic inscriptions before
500 BC only used the spelling £6v.%** As discussed in the -pp-/-po- section, it is actually
unusual for initial o- to be preserved in Greek, and the origin of both spellings is
uncertain. It is thought that the lemma might originate from a PIE root *som- but,
following regular sound change rules, one would then expect the unattested form *vv. &-
is not known to regularly develop from PIE *s- and retention of initial o- is rare, and
always exists side-by-side with a c-less variation (see the discussion of cu- versus p-
which follows). Sihler suggests that an early Greek form (k)obv- may have been “a
conflation of two originally different elements”.*** Chantraine suggests that it might be
linked to o0 “you” (plural), petofd “between” or Ebw “strike”.?* Apart from this
lemma, there are no other dialectal or chronological variations in which ¢ develops into

& or & simplifies to become o.

Whatever the diachronic explanation for the variation, synchronically the two forms are
found on different occasions in Greek texts. The variation is identified as an example of
Atticism by Horrocks (though Kim and Anderson do not include it in their lists).?*°
Schmid observes it as present in some of his authors, but describes it as “too remote an
Atticism” for Aelius Aristides.?*” Swain describes it as one of the “genuinely Atticising

forms” used by Lucian in Judicium Vocalium.?*

The spread of the two variants is well summarised in LSJ, the following points being
relevant: while the preposition &ov is extremely rare in Homer, the prefix &uv- (in verbal
compounds) is quite frequent. Both &- spellings appear to have been rare in other early
Ionic writings including the more authoritative manuscripts of Herodotus. cov begins to
replace &ov in Attic inscriptions from 5th century BC onwards and after 378 BC the
latter survives only in formulae. Attic prose writers (including the orators and Plato)
used both spellings in compounds, although only Thucydides regularly had the &Ov

249

spelling for the preposition.”™ Based on evidence from the TLG, I found that Schmid’s

3 Sihler 1995: 406

244 Sihler 1995: 406

25 Chantraine 1984: 768

246 Horrocks 2014: 138

247 Schmid 1893: 16. (cf. Schmid 1896: 13, 580).
248 Swain 1996: 49

9 .SJ: ovv
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Second Sophistic authors had a substantial number of cases of &uv- (present in all but
Herodes Atticus), although none used it exclusively. In these authors, there are 112
cases of the preposition &Ov (compared to 684 of cOv) but only Lucian, Philostratus and
Dio Chrysostom (the last only once) use the &- spelling for the preposition. On the other
hand, the use of the &- spellings is very rare in Roman and Byzantine papyri.>® The
pattern of use for this marker can be described as XY : 'Y where X is the &-variant and Y

the o-variant. Use of the &uv-variants, then, would be instances of hyper-Atticism.

While &Ov and &uv- were already being replaced in Attic at the height of the Classical
period, the antiquity of the &- spelling seems to have appealed to Atticists wanting to
promote archaic forms and spellings. As a result, the &- spellings are sometimes cited by

Atticist lexicographers as the more proper Attic form to be used.

In Judicium Vocalium, Lucian has Sigma complain that the letter Xi (§) had also stolen
some of his words, citing the compounds cuvvOfkn, cvyypagévg, and cOppoyog as
examples which he must have perceived as having been commonly spelled with & by

(hyper)-Atticists.
6.2 Lucian Jud. Voc. (9.9-11)

unde 1@ E1 mdoov mapofavtt cuvOnkny Kol TOV ouyypaeén TAV TooOTOV £YOVTL
Bovkvdidnv cOUUoyoV:
Nor did | (accuse) Xi for overstepping every treaty (sunthéké-ksuntheké) with

Thucydides the historian (suggrapheus-ksuggrapheus) as his ally (summachos-

ksummachos). [tr.Harmon 1913]

Moeris too gives some examples of compounds for which he suggests that the &-

spelling is the correct Attic form:
6.3  Moeris Atticista

(&2) &dppwvog Attikoi: ocOpeavog "EAANVEG Kol KOVAC.
The Attic speakers (say) ksumphonos; and the Greeks and Koine (speakers)

sumphonos

(£.3) &uvopig Attcol- cuvmpic "EAAnvec.
The Attic speakers (say) ksunoris; the Greeks sunaris

0 Gignac 1976: 139
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(&.4) &dppayor <Attucot> coppoyot “EAAnves kol kowdg,.
<The Attic speakers> (say) ksummachoi; the Greeks and Koine (speakers) summachoi

In Herodian’s treatise on “correct orthography”, he cites EoupoyovcOupayor and
oVV/EVV as variants, but in the extant text there are no comments on why these variations
exist or which dialects they might be associated with. It is significant that he felt that the
existence of these particular variations ought to be acknowledged.

6.4  Herodian Ilepi dpboypapiog (On Orthography)

(557.24) Edppayot oOupoyot.
ksummachoi; summachoi
(585.7) o0V EOv.

sun; ksun

In sum, the &- spellings were not as consistently dominant in Attic texts as -tt-, -pp- and
yryv- had been (and to some degree, they may have been associated more with Homer
than Classical Attic prose), but they had an antiquity which made the varied spelling
popular among aspiring Atticists, especially in the case of the verbal prefix. Use of the
&- spellings, therefore, can be seen as an instance of hyper-Atticism, although use of the

more common - spellings does not necessarily make a writer’s language non-Attic.

There are 17 cases of the preposition cOv in Achilles’ text. All of them are spelled with
a o- and all are invariant in the manuscripts. In addition, there are 297 other tokens
beginning with the strings cuv-, cou or cvy-. Achilles has no verbal compounds with
the &uv- (or &up- or &uy-) spelling in his text. There are a number of words with the
prefix ocvv-, and one case of the preposition c¥v, found in the papyri and all are clearly
spelled with o-. All these words could have been spelled with a &-, had Achilles been
attempting overt Atticism. The examples are as follows:

From IT*

2.9.1: XYNEIIINOMEN
2.9.3: X*YNHKEN

From IT*

3.17.2: YM®OPA[X]
3.19.2: XYMIIONEIN
3.20.3: XYNENT[EX]
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3.24.1: ZYNHAETO; XYNEPPYHKENAI
3.25.4: YN

From IT°

8.6.15: TYNEIAO[Z]

In sum, there is no evidence of an overt attempt at hyper-Atticism on Achilles’ part with
regards to this variation. He prefers to use the more established o- forms, which were
more frequently present in Classical Attic texts and the norm in the Koine. His choice,
therefore, can be described as only mildly Koine-leaning.

6.3 op- versus p-

In the discussion of the -pp-/-po- variation, | described the general loss of initial [s] in
the history of Greek. In most cases, initial [s] became [h] which either resulted in
aspriration or was completely lost. For reasons not fully understood, the initial [s] is
sometimes preserved in certain dialects as o-, resulting in collateral pairs of forms.
Examples of this phenomenon include the pairs odg/Uc (“pig”), opvPVN/HOPPa
(“myrrh”) and opucpdc/pkpoc (“small”).”>* The most relevant example for Achilles’
text is the last, the adjective opkpdg found alongside the more usual pikpog (and related

derived forms) in various Greek dialects.

Both Schmid and Deferrari cite this as a relevant example of Atticism. They claim that
opkpdc was an old Tonic form “still retained in old Attic poetry and prose and kept by
Plato and Xenophon, who frequently archaized.”?*? Neither author attempts to motivate
why he thinks that opukpog was an Ionic spelling, especially considering that the form
also has early Attic attestations (being the only spelling found in Attic inscriptions
before the late 5th century BC).?® According to Threatte, the op- spelling is presumed
to be older, but the variation is “difficult to account for linguistically, especially as the

etymology of the word is uncertain”.%*

1 Sihler 1995: 171

22 Deferrari 1916:5; paraphrasing Schmid 1893: 18
23 Threatte 1980: 507

2% Threatte 1980: 507
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A consideration of the ancient evidence shows that although the ou- spelling prevailed
in early Attic inscriptions, it was never the dominant spelling in Classical Attic
literature. The lonic attribution is also questionable as Homer has very few and
uncertain examples of it (sometimes suggested only by the metre).?*® Based on evidence
from the TLG, the Attic tragedians used the op- spelling slightly more than the p-
spelling, but the Attic orators preferred the p- spelling by far. These findings are
interesting since, in other cases, “Atticist forms” seem to have been associated with the
preference of the orators rather than the tragedians where these differed in practice.
Most of Schmid’s Atticist authors (again the one exception is Herodes Atticus) used the
ou- spelling at some point (between 9 and 43 times in their works), although they all use
the p- spelling even more frequently. The Septuagint and the New Testament, on the
other hand, show no cases of the op- spelling.>® Gignac does not directly address the
variation in his discussion of Roman and Byzantine papyri, but both spellings must have
been present as there is an entry in which he states that that cuikpog (which he calls “a
by-form of puikpdg”) is never spelled {uikpdg in the papyri (see discussion of Aelius

Dionysius’ entry for more on {pikpog below).?’

The pattern of use for this lemma can be described as XY : Y where X is the ouikpdg
form and Y the pukpdg alternative; opuikpdg, then, could be considered a hyper-Atticism.
This hyper-Atticist attribution is supported by the fact that almost all Schmid’s Atticist
writers chose to use the op- spelling to some degree in their works, and in evidence that
lexicographers and grammarians recommended it as an Attic form. Moeris overtly
suggests the op- spelling as an Atticism. In what remains of Herodian’s orthographic
treatise, there is again a listing of the two variants (unfortunately with no comment on

which form is more correctly Attic).

6.5 Moeris Atticista
(6.38) opKpoV ATTikoi: pkpdv Kooy

The Attic speakers (say) smikron; the Koine (speakers) mikron

5 LSU: pkpde

2% Blass, Debrunner, & Funk 1961: 19

%7 Gignac 1976: 122

258 Elsewhere, however, Moeris suggests that pucpév is not a good Attic word at all, and recommends
instead what he considers a suitable synonym, daxopf (which according to LSJ refers specifically to short
hair but can be used more generally):

Moeris Atticista (o 89.1): dxopf Attikoi- pucpdv "EMnvec. (The Attic speakers say akareé; the Greeks
mikron)
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6.6  Herodian /lepi dpboypagios (582.11)
GUIKPOV LIKPOV.

smikron; mikron

To complicate matters further, there is an entry in Aelius Dionysius, where he suggests
that the Attic form was either {uikpov or pkpdv and the Ionic form pukkdv (the latter is
attested in both lonic and Doric, but | have omitted further discussion of it here as it is

not relevant to the Atticist question).?*®

6.7  Aelius Dionysius Arzixa dvéuaroe (Attic Nouns)
(€4.1) ukpov kol pukpdv- ot Attucot, pikkov ¢ "Toveg.

zmikron and mikron: the Attic (forms), but the lonians (say) mikkon

The use of  in place of o, especially before p or 8, occurred sometimes in inscriptions
in various ancient dialects including Attic. It was rare except in the place names Zubvpva
and Zpapoydoc.?® It is thought that this variation might be explained by the
pronunciation of ¢ shifting from [zd] to [zz]. o, usually pronounced as the voiceless
fricative [s] would likely become voiced by assimilation with the following voiced [m]
or [b] sound and thus pronounced as [z]. The exchange of ¢ for { is also found in the
Roman and Byzantine papyri (sometimes also at word-end).?** Despite this, | can find
no evidence from either Attic inscriptions or the Roman and Byzantine papyri for this
variation applying to the word (o)pkpodg and, in fact, it was seen that Gignac says

optkpog “is found only with op-" (in the papyri).?®?

A search on the TLG reveals that the only attestations of (pikpog (and derivatives) are
this one from Aelius Dionysius and a few mentions in Eustathius (who knew Aelius
Dionysius’ works well, and is actually our source for many of the surviving fragments
of his text).?*® These grammarians may have erroneously thought that the {pucpog form
occurred by analogy with other op-/{u- pairs like opdapyadog/Cuapyadog and
uopvo/Zpopva.

29 .SJ: puepéc. See also Threatte 1980: 507-510
?%0 Threatte 1980: 547.

21 Gignac 1976: 120-121

%2 Gignac 1976: 122

?%3 Dickey 2007: 99
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There is no evidence, therefore, that the {puikpog spelling was either Attic or Atticist.
Evidence points rather to ou- being the form preferred by Atticist writers because of its

antiquity, even if it were not that dominant in Attic writing itself.

Achilles Tatius has 66 cases of the adjective pikpog in his work, and all are spelled with
the non-Atticising p- spelling. There does not appear to have been any manuscript
variation. There are two examples of pikpdc extant in the papyri. The first is from
6.17.1. and found in IT>. Because the papyrus had no spaces between words, the string
APOXMIKPON occurs at the start of a line. Although it may have been possible that the
Y belonged to the word MIKPON, I can be fairly sure that it does not, as the preceding
word in all the manuscripts is the name 0épcoavdpog of which APOZX is extant and
OEPZAN- must have been part of the lacuna at the end of the previous line. In IT, there
is another instance from 3.21.6. Here the papyrus reads MEI[KPQ] for pkp® in the
manuscripts. Once again 1 is replaced by e because of the common spelling error that
resulted from itacism (see explanation for yeiveton in the yiyv-/yw- section above).

Despite the variation in vowel spelling, there is no evidence of an added initial o-.

From the evidence above, | can conclude that there is no case for Achilles attempting to
hyper-Atticise the word pikpdg by addition of o-, in spite of the (limited) practice of
doing so suggested by Moeris and evident in other Atticist writers. He shows instead

mild Koine-leaning preference.

Despite the lack of instances of ouucpog, there are a few other words in Achilles Tatius
beginning with op-. The first is cpvpva which appears once referring to the substance
myrrh (3.25.4), and 3 times to the city Smyrna (7.3.1, 7.3.2, 7.10.4). There is no
variation in the manuscripts and no cases appear in the papyri. With regards to the
substance, LSJ says that it is frequently spelled {udpva and is equivalent to the Aeolic
woppa.’®* The New Testament and Septuagint generally use the op- spelling (although
some manuscripts have Cp—).zss The Cu- spelling is more usual in Roman papyri. The
name of the city is also spelled usually with Xu-, but often with Zu-, especially in
inscriptions. Since none of the variations of these words (op-, {u- or p-) have a

264 LSJ: opbdpva
%6° Blass, Debrunner, & Funk 1961: 7
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particular dominance in Attic or Koine association, Achilles’ choice to use op- in all

cases is neutral and does not have any bearing on the Atticist question.

Another lemma with op- in Achilles’ text is cpvpova “a kind of eel or lamprey” (which
appears 3 times in 1.18.3-4). This lemma was sometimes spelled with op-, but more
often with a bare p- in Ancient Greek. While the bare p- spelling seems to have been the
more popular (326 versus 98 tokens across the whole TLG corpus), there does not seem
to be any direct link with the one spelling as Atticising and the other as non-Attic. Both
spellings are found in all periods across a range of authors. Aristotle, for examples, has
similar numbers of both, and the 2nd century AD sophist, Athenaeus, also uses both.

He, in fact, points out that there are spelling variations among different authors:

6.8  Athenaeus Deipnosophistae (7.90.10-16)
‘Entiyappog &’ &v Movcaig xopic 100 6 popaivog antig KOAEl o0TmGi Aymv:
olte YOyYpoV Tt Tayéwv obTte pupovay ami|g.
opoimg 6¢ kol Zaepov. ITAdtov 8’ f| KavBapog &v i) Zoppoyie cOv 1@ -
Bartig e kol cpopave TpdGECTLV.
But Epicharmus, in his Muses, calls them muraina, without the s; speaking in this way
of them: “No congers fat were wanting, and no lampreys (murainai)”.
And Sophron, likewise. But Plato or Cantharus, in his Alliance, spells the word with

the s, saying: “The ray, the lamprey (Smuraina) too, is here.” [tr. based on Yonge]

Both authors cited by Athenaeus as preferring the bare p- spellings were Syracusean
comic writers, but they were not the only ones to use that spelling. The pattern of use
could be described as XY : XY where X is the ou- variation and Y the p- alternative. As
there does not seem to be a direct link with either form and Atticism, Achilles’ use is
neutral and I can make no significant claims regarding Achilles’ choice with reference

to this lemma.

It is interesting to note, however, that there is some variation in the manuscript tradition
of Achilles’ text with regard to this word. According to Vilborg, all three occurrences
are spelled with op- in family a of the manuscripts. In MSS V and G of family f,
however, he has the bare p- spelling. What is even more interesting is that in MSS E
and R of family B (thought to have been copies of a lost prototype Vilborg calls €), the

words are originally written with a bare p- but a o is superscribed above the word,
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suggesting that the scribe wished to change it to op-. Vilborg says of the e-group of
MSS E and R:

As far as can be judged from comparison with the other classes of j3, this class ER (=)
has preserved the readings of the hyparchetype in their purest form. As a whole it
offers a better text than V and is not marred by the omissions and transpositions of this

older MS... Since the B-readings are generally better than those of a ..., this means

that the two e-manuscripts are the best single authorities of the text.?®®

This suggests, then, that the bare u- spelling may have been original (at least in
hyparchetype ) and that the scribes of E and R chose to add the ¢ as a correction. The
other manuscripts that have op-, then, might have also been emendations by the scribes.
This does not provide any additional information on Achilles’ Atticism as such (since
this lemma is not relevant to the question), but it does shed interesting light on potential

interference and emendation by manuscript scribes.

There is one final lemma that | wish to consider in this section. This is the word
referring to pigs or boars sometimes spelled v¢ and sometimes odg. Although lacking a
u-, this variation exists for the same reason as the ouikpdc/pukpog variation. In its
development from the proto-form PIE *siis (cf. English swine) the word lost its initial
[s], which was replaced by a [h]-sound or the spiritus asper forming vc. The loss of [s],
however, was not complete and the form existed alongside o¥¢ in various Greek

dialects.?®’

According to the TLG, Homer used both forms, with a preference for odg.
Typically Attic authors (Aristophanes, the orators and Plato) preferred 0g. So did the
tragedians, although they had similar numbers of both. A preference for the spelling
without o- seems to have prevailed in the Koine era, with only one exception from the
Septuagint and New Testament texts. Galen has both forms but more of Og. There is no
record of the form preferred in the papyri. The pattern of use for this lemma seems to

have been something like Xy : XY where X is the Og variation and Y odg.

Achilles has 6 instances of the lemma (3 of 6d¢ and 3 of 6vdg). There is no variation in
the manuscripts and the tokens do not appear in the papyri. His choice to use the o-

spelling could be described as moderate Koine-leaning.

%6 v/ilborg 1955: Ixi
27 Sihler 1995: 170
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In conclusion, then, Achilles’ choice of pkpog rather than opikpog shows mild Koine-
leaning preference (and avoidance of hyper-Atticism) on his part. His spelling of
oudpva, Zuvpva and cuvpavog (rather than bare p- or Cu- equivalents) is neutral and
not relevant for the question of Atticism. The choice to have 6d¢ rather than O may be

described as moderate Koine-leaning preference.

6.4 Summary (Other Consonants)

I present below a table summarising Achilles’ representations of the lemmas where he

could have chosen to Atticise using a particularly Attic consonantal variant.

Table 6-1 Lemmas with Potential Consonant Variants in Achilles’ Text

Lemmas PoU L/G | Attic % Q(t)tr:c % Description of use
yiyvouavyivoport XY yes | 2(0) | 4(0) | 54(44) | 96(100) | Simple avoidance
yiyvooko/yivooko | XY 5(4) 100 | Simple avoidance
&ov/ov XY :Y | yes 17 100 Mild Koine-leaning
&uv-/ouv- XY :Y | yes 297 100 Mild Koine-leaning
oHKPOC/ Kpog XY:Y | yes 66 100 Mild Koine-leaning
oudpva/lpopva XY : XY 4 100 Neutral
opopawve/popava. | XY: XY 3(0) | 100(0) Neutral

Vg/odg Xy: xY 6 100 | Mod Koine-leaning

As can be seen, with regards to these words, Achilles does not only show a lack of
interest in Atticism, but consistently prefers non-Attic forms. For yivopor and
yiyvookm, he shows simple avoidance of Atticism by preferring the Koine alternative
consistently. For obv and oOv-, as well as pkpdc, he avoids use of the hyper-Atticist
alternatives and uses mildly-Koine leaning forms. For g, he also uses the form more
often preferred in the Koine over that more often used in Attic texts (although both
forms appear in both sets of texts) pointing to a moderate Koine-leaning preference. For
oudpva and oudparwva, his use is neutral as the alternative forms do not have a

particularly Attic or non-Attic association.

For these more limited consonantal variations, then, he shows an overall Koine
preference, indicating that his desire to Atticise or prefer Attic-leaning forms with
respect to the -tt-/-oo- and -pp-/-po- forms did not extend to these more limited

markers. In particular, he shows no evidence of hyper-Atticism.
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7. -0n0-/-ong- Versus -a.o-/-og-

The final phonetic marker associated with Atticism which | will consider relates to
vowels rather than consonants. It is the inclusion or exclusion of -1- following an -a- in
words like aiel, aietog, kaim, Khaio and éhaia. As will be seen, this is not as simple a
marker of Atticism as the other variations | have discussed, but since it appears in some
lists of Atticist features, it requires further analysis and consideration of its relevance.

7.1 Development of the Variation

The words which this variation applies to involve the diphthong -ot- followed by an € or
0. The 1, being intervocalic in words like these, was generally lost in Greek, but in this

particular set of words the loss seems to have been optional and doublets resulted.

In handbooks discussing Greek phonology, the exact conditions determining the
variation are described as unclear. Sihler says: “The conditions that govern the loss of t
in some cases and its persistence in others — if there are conditions — are obscure”.?®
Buck says “it is impossible to make any general statement as to the conditions of the
loss”.?®® 1 will consider one such condition later, but diachronically it seems hard to
make any real generalisation regarding the origins of the variation. Synchronically,
however, one can look at the trends of use by different authors for the most commonly

cited words involved.

7.2 Evidence for the Variation as a Marker of Atticism

7.2.1 Modern Scholarship

Not all modern scholars describe this variation as relevant to the Atticist question.
Horrocks, Anderson and Kim do not include it at all in their lists. But Blass, Debrunner
and Funk list it in their subject index as one of the forms under their entry for
“Atticisms: In the Koine of the N.T.”?’® In the relevant entry in their New Testament

grammar, they state the following:

288 Sihler 1995: 196
269 Byck 1955: 32
210 BJass, Debrunner, & Funk 1961: 266
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o1 and o. In Attic from V BC on a appears for o1 before open vowels. From forms
arising thus detoc det (Ionic and older Attic aietdc aigi) prevailed in the Koine; on the
other hand é\da (because of &lawov), kdewv whdew (because or was preserved

phonetically before @ and o also in Attic) do not appear.””

The specifics of this highly condensed description will be discussed later. For now it is
enough to point out that Blass, Debrunner and Funk consider it to be relevant to

Atticism.

Schmid is another modern scholar who refers to the variation in his “Overview of the
elements of Atticist literary language”. The list under the heading “Phonology: True or
perceived Atticisms that the Koine literature also has occasionally” (which included
reference to -tt-/-66-, -po-/-pp- and yryv-/ywv- markers) ends with the statement that
“kGm and KAdw also appear in the Koine, appearing next to forms with o”.2? He then
gives two references to discussions of these particular words in two of his authors. In
the first of these, in his discussion on Aelian, he elaborates on the variations in the
spellings of kaiow and KAaiw. He says that in Attic inscriptions one only finds evidence
for the form kaim (though note that he omits to state that there are only two such
examples extant). He also points out that Moeris and the scholia to Aristophanes’ Plutus
identify the 1-less spellings as Attic and the 1-inclusive as Hellenistic (which he confirms
is the form in the New Testament). Later he points out, however, that it is unclear why
Moeris believed this to be the case. He also refers to a suggestion in Meyer’s book on
Greek Grammar that perhaps (in Attic, at least) the question is purely one of
orthography.273 Again, Schmid’s discussion is somewhat unclear, but I will look at the
specific examples in more detail below. For now it is enough to note that Schmid
believes this variation to be relevant to Atticism.

Finally, Soler includes this variation as an important one to consider in his analysis of
the language of Achilles Tatius. Although he is describing Achilles’ language in general
and not specifically focussing on Atticism, he includes it in his discussion of Achilles’

phonetics along with other typically Atticist variations (-tt-/-66-, -pp-/-po-, yryv-/yiv-,

2" Blass, Debrunner, & Funk 1961: 16
22 Schmid 1896: 579
2% Schmid 1893: 41-42; Meyer 1886: 76-77
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ou-/u- and others). He says that loss of intervocalic -i- was common and seems to be
associated with vulgar (or uneducated) Attic. He also says “It appears that the -o0- and
-ae- forms are Attic, while the others belong to the xown” and refers to Moeris to
substantiate this. He acknowledges that inscriptional and papyrus evidence is
problematic but concludes “although the question may have a purely orthographic

explanation, the fact is that AT mostly used forms belonging to the kowf.”?"

Evidence from modern authors for this variation as an example of Atticism, therefore, is
less strong than it was for the other variations, but the references | have given make it

worth considering further.

7.2.2 Use of the Marker by Attic Writers and Evidence for the Alternative

Once | began to look at the actual use of these different forms by Attic, Koine and other
authors, it turned out that this variation is extremely complex, which would explain why
discussions of it are not always clear. It turns out that not all the lemmas relevant to this
phonetic variation follow the same patterns of use and each must be considered

independently.

In what follows, | will discuss each of the five most common lemmas in turn. It will be
seen that, despite the existence of two spelling variations for each word, which form
might be considered Attic and which non-Attic is not necessarily consistent. In fact, if
one bases their consideration purely on the evidence of ancient use, some examples
have no clear Atticist spelling while others have only a partially more (or less) Attic
form. | wish to consider the evidence, however, because in the next section | will show
that certain of the forms were considered Attic and Atticising by post-Classical

lexicographers and grammarians, making them significant in that respect.

aiel: (“always”)

In Early Greek, this lemma had the form aifei, but first f [w] was lost and then, in many
instances, intervocalic -1-. According to LSJ, the spelling of the word with -1- is
characteristic of the epic, lonic, poetic and early Attic dialects. This spelling is

occasionally found (beside aei) in Attic inscriptions before 361 BC. From 361 BC

2" gantafé Soler 2005; 54-55
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onwards, the Gei form seems to have taken over.?”® Blass, Debrunner and Funk state that
dei “prevailed in the Koine” while aiei was the “Ionic and older Attic” form.?”® A look
at the use of the form in authors of different periods shows the following: Homer uses
both forms but by far prefers aici, (the form in early Attic inscriptions). The Attic
orators use dei (the form found in later Attic inscriptions) almost exclusively as do
Aristophanes, Plato and the tragedians (although the last have a number of both).
Schmid’s Second Sophistic authors use both forms, but by far prefer dei. As Blass,
Debrunner and Funk suggested, the New Testament and Septuagint have dei in all cases
(but one) and according to Gignac, dei is the normal spelling in the Hellenistic and

D 277
Roman papyri, with aief rare.

From this, it can be seen that, although there are two forms of the word, the 1-inclusive
form was only used predominantly in early Attic inscriptions and epic/lonic texts. On
the other hand, both Classical Attic authors (including my typical Attic authorities:
Aristophanes, Plato and the orators) and Koine texts preferred the 1-less form. This
suggests an XY : Y pattern of use for this lemma. Use of the aiei spelling could be

considered hyper-Atticism.

aetog: (“eagle”)

As a less common word, this lemma does not appear in most of the grammatical

handbooks where loss of intervocalic -1- is usually discussed. LSJ gives detoc as the

standard form and aietdg as the variation found in epic, lyric, lonic and early Attic

writings.?”® Blass, Debrunner and Funk say the same of it that they did for ei; that

detog is the form that “prevailed in the Koine” whereas aietog is the “Ionic and early
55 279

Attic form”.”"” Prior to 300 BC, only aietdc is found in the Attic inscriptions. After that,
the 1-less spelling begins to appear.?®°

As with aigi, Homer also preferred the form with -1-. Differently this time, Attic writers

including the tragedians (who usually prefer Homeric spellings) and Aristophanes (who

215 LSJ: ded

276 Blass, Debrunner, & Funk 1961: 16
2 Gignac 1976: 195

278 | SJ: detoc

2™ Blass, Debrunner, & Funk 1961: 16
280 Threatte 1980: 277-278
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usually does not) also made use of the 1-inclusive spelling. Plato has two instances of
the word, one with each spelling. Unfortunately, the word does not appear in the Attic
orators who are one of my main sources for Attic prose spellings. Using the TLG Canon
and Text Search Tools, | checked for instances of the word in other 6th-3rd century BC
authors with an Athenian epithet. Only 4 other Attic authors use the word. Aristotle, and
Pherecydes and Phylarchus (5th and 3rd century BC historians), all used the i-less
spelling (at a total of 58 times between them). Xenophon (the historian) also has this
spelling 5 times with the 1-inclusive spelling a further 5 times. It seems, then, that the 1-
less spelling was popular among some Attic writers but that the t-inclusive spelling

persisted much longer in the playwrights than had been the cases for aiel.

Later, detdc was used almost exclusively by typically Koine texts including the New
Testament and Septuagint and is the only form found in the Roman and Byzantine
papyri.”®
Sophistic Atticists, though a fair number of cases of the 1-inclusive spellings occur.

This spelling is also, notably, the preferred spelling among Schmid’s Second

aetog, therefore, follows a similar pattern to dei but aietdg seems to have had a longer
tradition among some Attic writers. Its unfortunate absence from the orators makes it
difficult to say for sure which was the preferred form in Classical Attic prose, but this
time there is stronger evidence for significant use of the w-inclusive spelling in Attic. Its
pattern of use seems to have been Xy:Y and use of the twinclusive form can be
described as mild Atticism.

kaio: (“to kindle”, “to burn™)

This word comes from a reconstructed proto-form *kawyo. As would be expected, the
intervocalic consonantal [w] was lost in the historical Greek period (it was retained as
vocalic [u] in the aorist &xav-ca). In the resulting form, [ka-yo] kaim, the intervocalic
-1- becomes optional, as with the previous words discussed.?®* Consultation of the entry
for the word in LSJ leads to two interesting observations which suggest that this word

does not behave in the same way as the previous two. The first is that the citation form

%1 Gignac 1976: 196
%82 Sihler 1995: 196
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of the word is koi® (as opposed to the t-less citation forms of aei and detdc). The

second is that the -less spelling kdw is identified as an exclusively Attic spelling.?®

While Schmid stated that “Attic inscriptions give us only evidence for koim”,
consultation of his source (Meisterhans’ work on Attic inscriptions) reveals that there
are actually only two extant examples of the word in relevant inflections.”®* There is,
therefore, only marginal evidence that the 1-inclusive form was preferred in early Attic
(as had been the case for the previous two words). Based on information from the TLG,
Homer preferred the i-inclusive form, as did Herodotus (suggesting that this was the
preferred epic/lonic spelling, as was the case for the previous words). Considering the
form preferred by Attic authors, | find something a little different. For dei, the 1-less
form was preferred by all, and for aetog the -inclusive form appears in the tragedians
and Aristophanes with the orators not having the word and Plato having only one
instance of each spelling. But for xaim, I found that the tragedians maintain the 1-
inclusive form (mirroring their siding with epic/lonic spelling as found with regards
to -oo- and -po-). Aristophanes and Plato, as more purely Attic authors, use the 1-less
spelling (as they had for dei). Relevant inflections of the word appear only 3 times in
the Attic orators (twice with 1, once without). It seems, therefore, that LSJ’s
identification of kdw as an Attic spelling is correct (if it is taken to mean “Classical

Attic” authors and not to refer to the insufficient evidence from inscriptions).

Where things get really interesting with respect to this word, however, is in looking at
the choice of form in the Koine texts. Whereas the Koine adopted the 1-less spellings of
del and aetoc, here they prefer the -inclusive spellings found in Homer and Herodotus,
but also the tragedians (and, on 2 of 3 occasions, the orators). According to Gignac, the
same trend is true of the Greek and Byzantine papyri where “kaiw and xAoim

. . L2
predominate over kd® and KAdw.” 8

Blass, Debrunner and Funk attempt to give an account for this difference. In the quote

from their book given above, they suggested that:

283 SJ: xaio
284 5chmid 1893: 41; Meisterhans 1900: 178. Threatte 1980 does not cite the word at all.
%8 Gignac 1976: 197
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kdew [and] kAdew (because ar was preserved phonetically before @ and o also in

Attic) do not appear [in the Koine texts].”*

This statement seems to suggest that although Koine texts such as the New Testament
tended to use the 1-less dei and detog spellings, they used 1-inclusive spellings for kaewv
and KAduev (as stated, the evidence from the TLG corroborates this statement). Further,
they seem to be suggesting that there is a phonological explanation for the different
results of the different words: While in literary Attic, the intervocalic -1- tended to be
lost, this was only true before front vowels like -g. On the other hand, -1- was retained
(“even in Attic”) before the back vowels -® and -0. Although Blass, Debrunner and
Funk give the infinitive form of the verbs kdetv and kidew, the implication seems to be
that the preservation of -1- in verbal inflections like kai®w and xoaiopon resulted in the
retention of -1- even in other inflections by analogy (xoiewv, kaietar etc.). This
explanation must be one of the “[obscure] conditions that govern the loss of 1 in some
cases and its persistence in others” mentioned by Sihler.??” Since the -i- was not retained
in all instances in Classical Attic, this explanation does not fully hold (the phrase “even
in Attic” seems untrue) but they may be correct regarding the preservation of -i- in the
presence of back vowels in the Koine. Again, the diachronic explanation is confusing,
but synchronically one can look simply at the facts which were that the t-inclusive

spelling was that preferred in the Koine.

Schmid’s Atticists show mixed usage, as was the case for the previous two words.
Again they predominantly use the Koine spelling, but occasionally have the alternative

form (this time, therefore, having more instances of the 1-inclusive form).

The pattern of use for this lemma, then, can be described as XY : X (where X is the -
inclusive form and Y the i-less form to maintain consistency with the previous
examples). One could conclude, therefore, that an author using the 1-less form may be
attempting mild Atticism. On the other hand, an t-inclusive spelling might indicate
strong Koine leaning since it is the form preferred in the Koine and only occasionally
found in Attic.

28 Blass, Debrunner, & Funk 1961: 16
%87 Sihler 1995: 196
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Khoiw: (“to cry”, “to weep”)

Discussions of this word parallel those of kaim. As has been seen, the two are usually
cited together. Blass, Debrunner and Funk give the same argument for the -inclusive
variation being prevalent in both Attic and Koine texts (preservation of -1- before back

vowels).?®

Again, the explanation makes more sense for Koine than it does for Attic.
This time, there is no evidence of the word appearing in Classical Attic inscriptions and
so one cannot make any conclusions regarding early Attic preference. But the pattern of
use by different authors is very similar to that of kaiw, with Homer preferring the 1-
inclusive kloio and the tragedians following suit. Aristophanes and Plato, on the other
hand, prefer the 1-less form. It is notable that this time the Attic orators show a slight
preference for the t-inclusive form, having 17 tokens with -1- and 11 without. This
suggests that the 1-inclusive spelling was already well established and accepted during
the Classical Attic period. The New Testament and Septuagint have only the t-inclusive
spelling, in confirmation of Blass, Debrunner and Funk’s claims that this was also the

spelling found in the Koine. Use by Schmid’s Second Sophistic authors is quite mixed

with a slight preference for the khaim spelling.

I can conclude, then, that the t-inclusive spelling was already dominant during the
Classical period, although some Classical Attic authors preferred kAdw. The pattern of
use was something like XY : X (where X is the t-inclusive form and Y the 1-less form).
Authors omitting -1- could be seen as making a very definite choice to avoid the Koine
spelling and showing moderate Atticism. Use of the t-inclusive spelling could be
described as moderately Koine-leaning as it is the variation preferred by the Koine but
also often found in Attic.

é\aia: (“olive”, “olive tree”)

The fifth word usually associated with these others is élaio. It seems to have been
derived from the early Greek form é\apia with loss of [w].?®® Blass, Debrunner and
Funk again state that the t-less form éida does not appear in the New Testament and
related texts, the reason given this time as “because of &honov”.?*° The latter is the word

for “olive-0il” and does not appear to have had an 1-less form in any dialect. According

288 Blass, Debrunner, & Funk 1961: 16
28 gihler 1995: 41
290 Blass, Debrunner, & Funk 1961: 16
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to LSJ, éAdo is the Attic spelling, other dialects preferring the citation form, &éhoia.”®*
Both spellings appear in the Attic inscriptions and, according to Threatte, there is no
difference in meaning between the two (see discussion in the section on Ancient

Testimony below).?%

The pattern of use of this word seems to have been similar to that of the previous two,
but with more variation among the early authors. A significant difference is that Homer
uses both spellings in similar numbers, actually having more of the 1-less form (15 cases
of érda to 12 of élaia). Herodotus, on the other hand, exclusively uses éiaio. The
tragedians, as might be expected, prefer the t-inclusive spelling, and Aristophanes and
Plato the 1-less one. The Attic orators show a mixed use, having an equal number of
both (10 each). The Koine New Testament and Septuagint have éiaio exclusively and
this is also the predominant spelling in the Roman and Byzantine papyri (although there
are some rare instances of éhda).?*® Schmid’s Second Sophistic writers prefer (with a

few exceptions) the 1-inclusive spelling.

Like k\aiwm, then, this lemma falls into an XY : X pattern of use where X is é aia and Y
érda. Use of élda could be considered moderate Atticism and éiaio as moderately
Koine-leaning. It will be seen, however, that the lexicographers had a perceived

conception of how the form should be used which was somewhat more complicated.

Other Words:

Soler includes two additional words in this -ou-/-a- category; both words are found in
Achilles Tatius and therefore potentially relevant. The first he cites as naiet (the 3rd
singular present inflection of maim “to strike”) and the second mapeld “cheek piece”.294
So far as I can tell, maio is always spelled with the -1-, regardless of dialect, so its
inclusion in this list seems unnecessary. According to LSJ, moipeid does have some
variation: waped (inscriptional) mopad (Doric) and mapnn (Old Ionic).295 None of these
are relevant to Attic or even widely attested, however, so this word is not relevant

either.

21 SJ: éhoia

2% Threatte 1980: 278

2% Gignac 1976: 196

2% santafé Soler 2005: 55-56
2% 1.SJ: moupeid
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Summary:
Because of the complicated nature of this variation, | give below a table which

summarises the information presented above. The table lists the dominant form found in

texts of the nature indicate

d.296

Table 7-1 Summary of Dominant Spellings in Different Authors®’

Attic . LXX Schmid’s
Homer Trag. Arist. rator Plat Pap. .
Inscr. ome ag S Orators ato & NT ap Sophists
aici oisl aet ael asi asi asi asi ael
., _— . . none; other | detog (1) | ., i i
aieTdg | aieTog oieTdg | aisTog e ., Ge10g | GeTdg | detog
prose: detog | aietog (1)
Kaio , , . Kb (1) . , , ,
Koim Koim KO , KGo Koo Koo Kol
(2) kaio (2)
none KAXi® KAoio | KAGo KAoU® KAMA® Kholo | Khoio | Kiaio
é\Ga (15 s i~ Mo (10 i an s n s s
both . (15) haia Ao n (10) £hda &haia | aia | Eloio
€\aia (12) €\aia (10)

The following table summarises the conclusions reached for each word regarding the

different forms and the pattern of use for each word.

Table 7-2 Summary of Attic and Non-Attic usage*®

Early Classical | Standard | Pattern of

Attic Attic Koine Use
aiel aet et xY:Y
aieTog aieTog GeTog Xy:Y
kaio (7) | kbo Kol XY : X
unknown | both KAOi® XY : X
both both ghaia XY : X

In conclusion, based on my criterion “use of the form by Attic writers and evidence for

the alternative”, the variation of words spelled with -au- vs -a- is not straightforward as

was the case with previous markers discussed. There is no clear rule with which one can

say that words spelled with bare -a- are non-Attic and those with -ot- Atticist or Attic-

leaning. Of the five main words to which the variation applies, each presents a slightly

2% Bold font indicates (near) exclusive use of that form (more than 95%). Unbolded font indicates that

there are exceptions. Both forms given with numbers in brackets indicate almost equal distribution.

297 Attic Inscr.: Attic inscriptions; Trag.: Tragedians; Arist.: Aristophanes; LXX & NT: Septuagint and
New Testament; Pap.: Roman and Byzantine papyri.
2% Note that for aiei and aietog, X represents the 1-inclusive form and Y the 1-less one. For the other three
lemmas, X is the 1-less form and Y the w-inclusive one.
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different set of evidence regarding which form was used by which group of writers and
which, if any, may be regarded as Atticist.

aei prefers the same (1-less) spelling for most writers of Classical Attic and for the
Koine. The winclusive form is largely epic/lonic but also occurred in early Attic
inscriptions. Use of it, therefore, may be considered hyper-Atticist the i-inclusive
spelling as only mildly Koine-leaning. For daetoc, the -less spelling is again found in
both Attic and the Koine, but this time Attic texts preserved the -inclusive spelling for
longer. Use of the winclusive spelling is mildly Atticist and use of the t-less variant
more strongly Koine-leaning.

kaio and xAaio follow a different pattern. For them, the t-inclusive form is that
preferred by the Koine as well as by Homer and Ionic. kG is found predominantly in
Classical Attic but xaim sometimes occurs. Use of kdm could be seen as mild Atticism
and of kaim as strongly Koine-leaning. For xAaio, the -inclusive spelling is adopted
more thoroughly in Attic and so kAo could be seen as moderate Atticism and klaio as

moderately Koine-leaning.
Finally, éAaio and élda seem to have been used equally in Attic (as in Homer) but éAaio
came to dominate in the Koine. As a result, é\do can be seen as moderate Atticism and

€laia as moderately Koine-leaning.

7.2.3 Ancient Testimony

Despite the inconsistent application of -ai-/-a- forms in ancient use, some
lexicographers and grammarians seem to have held particular views about these
lemmas. Significantly, what Moeris suggests as Attic versus non-Attic forms does not
entirely match up with the evidence discussed in the last section. His comments are
important because they represent at least one view held by Atticists of his day regarding
what was considered Attic (or non-Attic), even if in error. | will again discuss each of

the lemmas independently (although kdw and kK dw require a combined discussion).
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deti: (“always”)

Moeris does not discuss the spelling of this word. This is unsurprising as it fits with the

observation that the Classical Attic and Koine spellings of the two were often the same

and so no comment needed to be made about which is the Attic and which the non-Attic

form. Herodian, on the other, hand has a number of references to the form dei (and its

variations). This first one presents it in a list along with some of the other lemmas which

are relevant to this section.

7.1

Herodian Ilepi dpboypapiag (422.20-24)

[epi tig ot d1pOGyyov.
Ta &yovta v ot dipboyyov Kotd TIver GLALAPTV Kol TEPLKOTA ATOPAAAEY TO 1 KATH
Siéhextov S tfig an S1pBGYyov ypdhpeton olov Khaim KAA®, Kaim kam, oietdg deToc,

aiel det, £taipog ETapog, ToAUdg TAANOG,.

Concerning the [ai] diphthong
Those (words) having the -ai- diphthong in some syllable also being inclined to drop
the -i- according to dialect are written with the -ai- diphthong. For example:

klaiolklao, kaiolkad, aietos/aetos, aiei/aei, hetairos/hetaros, palaios/palaos.

Unfortunately, Herodian does not say which dialects keep and which throw away the -1-

in these words, but he highlights the fact that there are variations based on dialect. In a

different passage, he gives a clearer indication of how different dialects represent the dei

lemma:

7.2

Herodian Pros. Cath. (497.9-19)

dwdekoy®dg 6& Aéyetal el TO Emippnuo. aiel aidv mapd dwpiedorv: mapd 6& Attikoic
KOTO GUGTOMV TOD o Gel. GAAG Kol Kat® Ektacty ToD o del. mopd 6& Aiodedorv TG
apyovong &xovong Tty ot diphoyyov, Tod 6& TELOVG TO 1 GLGTEALOUEVOV PapPLTOVOG
ait- Aéyeton 8¢ map’ avtoig kol o0V 1@ v aiv. yiveton 88 map’ odTolc Kai KoTd
GLGTOANV TH|g Apyovong div Kai amoPfoAf] Tod v &i faputovac. Adrwves 8¢ aiég PUoiv.
Aéyeton 8¢ kol aié diya Tod v kol Tod g dud TH|g ot d1pHOYYyoL KAt dpynv Kol did ToD €
KT T0 TEAOC. Borwrol 6& Ni 610 Tod 1M kol poakpod tod 1 KaTd TV ANyovcay: Aéyetal
0 kol ain 01 tob M wapd Topoavtivoig ELAOTTOUEVNS TG Kat® apynv ot dipddyyov

TPOTH THC €1 01p0O6YYOUL €ig 1.

115



And the adverb aei is said in twelve ways: aiei or aiein (is said) by the Dorians; by the
Athenians with the short form of a, (it is) aei. But even with the lengthening of a (it is)
aei. Among the Aeolians, the ai diphthong (is placed) at the beginning, and a
shortened unaccented i at the end, (resulting in) aii. And it is also pronounced by them
with an n (as) aiin. And by them also developed, by contraction on the first syllable,
ain and, by the dropping of the n, ai, without accent on the final syllable. The
Laconians say aies. And they also say aie without an n or an s, with the ai diphthong
at the beginning and an e at the end. The Boeotians (say) i with an ¢ and a long i on
the final syllable. But aie with an é is said by the Tarentines, keeping the ai diphthong
at the beginning, with a change of the ei diphthong into é.

He gives here a list of the different ways that dei was said by different (Classical)
dialect groups. Specifically, Herodian states that the Attic spelling of the adverb is
without -1- (i.e. dei), regardless of whether the initial o is long or short. This confirms
the practice | observed from Attic inscriptions after 361 BC, Aristophanes and the
orators and suggests that in Herodian’s day this was perceived as the proper Attic
spelling. In addition to Attic, he gives five other dialectal variations (Doric, Aeolic,
Laconian, Boeotian and Tarentine). Even within the dialect groups, variations in
spelling existed with, for example, a moveable -v in Doric and Aeolic and contracted
forms in Aeolic. He does not describe an lonic spelling (separate from Attic). It is
perhaps interesting to note that in all his examples, only Attic has the bare a- spelling
with -1- omitted. Its geographic neighbour, Boeotian, also has no -1- (in the first syllable,

although -u is replaced by -1 in the second) but it has a long n instead of a.

Unfortunately, Herodian does not give an indicator of what he perceived to be the
everyday Koine spelling. One could potentially take his first citation of the word (det)
as representing the form which was in common use (Koine evidence has shown that this
was the standard spelling by this time), but | would be cautious making such an

assumption.

An aspiring Atticist reading Herodian’s work might take from this passage that one
should use an t-less spelling in order to appear Attic, but Herodian does not explicitly
state this and his work is not intended as an Atticist handbook. It is interesting simply to

note that Herodian was aware of this word having had variations in its spelling.
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detodc: (“eagle”)
This word is explicitly mentioned by Moeris. And what he has to say about it is rather
surprising. According to him, it is the t-less spelling which is the Attic one, and the 1-

inclusive spelling which the Hellenistic Greeks used.

7.3 Moeris Atticista
(a.31) detov Attkoi- aietdv "EAAnvec.

The Attic speakers (say) aeton; the Greeks aieton

From the evidence | presented, it has been seen that in Attic inscriptions before 300 BC
and an Attic writer like Aristophanes, the i-inclusive form prevailed. There were also
equal numbers of both spellings in Plato (only 1 each) and Xenophon (5 each).
Unfortunately, the Attic orators did not use the word but the other Attic writers who
used it generally had the 1-less form. It could be these authors (Aristotle and two lesser-
known historians) whom Moeris was thinking of when he made his claim, but it is
strange that he ignored the evidence from Aristophanes. The more problematic part
about his statement is his suggestion that t-inclusive aietdc (which, as stated, was used
by Aristophanes) is said to be the non-Attic spelling. A possible explanation for how
this mistake crept in is that Moeris may have used analogy to erroneously extend the

rule he presents for kam and khaiw (which will be seen below).

Two things should be noted from this. The first is that not all Moeris’ entries were
necessarily correct with regards to actual usage. The second, and more important for
this discussion, is that it seems that there was an erroneous perception held by at least
one lexicographer that detdc was not only an Attic spelling, but the correct form that an
Atticist should use in order to create a contrast from non-Attic aietdg. This might
account for the fact that few of Schmid’s Atticists used the aigtog spelling, but is still
problematic. Based on ancient use, aietog was seen as mildly Atticist and detog as
strongly Koine-leaning. Based on Moeris, however, detdg is a perceived Atticism and
aigTodg as non-Attic. This points to a disconnect between actual use and perceived use

which [ will address in discussion of Achilles Tatius’ use of this lemma.

kaio and khaim: (“to kindle” and “to cry”)

As already hinted, Moeris also has an entry regarding these two words. They are given

as a single entry:
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7.4 Moeris Atticista
(.46) KA kol Kdew oVV T@ o ATTiKol" peTd O Tod 1 "EAANVeC.
The Attic speakers (say) klaein and kaein with an -a-; but the Greeks (say these)
together with an -i-.

As seen in the previous section, this time at least, the second half of the statement is
correct and the first half has partial motivation. The t-inclusive spelling was the form
preferred in Koine texts and Roman papyri. Moeris’ suggestion that the 1-less spellings
are Attic is not inconsistent with my description of kéo as a mildly Atticising and kAo
as moderately Atticist. Although the -inclusive forms are also found in Attic, they are
used less than or to an equal degree with the 1-less forms. This means that when an
author uses the tw-inclusive forms, they could be seen as intentionally making use of a
form found in Attic and therefore Atticising to some degree.

Moeris is not the only one to explicitly state that 1-less kaim and KAaiw were Attic.
Herodian, in a discussion of the spelling of a different word, mow®, talks about the
Athenians being fond of “throwing away” iotas. He uses xaio and xhaim (spelled kdm

and kKAdo by the Athenians) as an example of this trend.
7.5 Herodian Ilepi maOdv (280.4-9)

Tow®: iotéov 611 oi Abnvaior dmoPdilovct 10 1 Aéyovieg mo®d: Koi AmopodGi TveS
Aéyovteg 811, €l Gpa ol ABnvaiol &v 1@ KAai® kol Koio drofdilovieg 10 1 €kteivovot
10 diypovov, dwuti Koi &v TMde AmoPfdAloviec TO 1 OVK EKTEIVOVGL TO O €i¢ TO ®. Kol
gotv eimelv, 011 oi AOnvaiot dmwofdAAovTeS TO 1 TOV OOTOV TOVOV PLAATTOVCY &V T®
KAGO KOO

poio: one should know that the Athenians drop -i- saying poo; and some are puzzled
saying that if the Athenians, when they drop the -i- from klaio and kaio, lengthen the
dichronic vowel, why would they not also lengthen -o to -6 when they drop the -i- in

this word [i.e. pois]? In addition, it is possible to say that the Athenians, when they

drop the -i-, keep the same accent in klao and kao.
€hada: (“olive”, “olive tree”)
| observed that both variations of this lemma occurred side-by-side from as early as
Homer. This continued in Attic texts although, the -inclusive form came to dominate in

the Koine. Because of the apparent free variation of this lemma in Classical times, later
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writers and grammarians seem to have felt the need to introduce a rule that
distinguished the words not according to dialect, but by meaning. It is an observed trend
in the process of linguistic change that when two completely synonymous linguistic
forms develop, one of them tends to undergo specialisation or semantic shift (i.e. the
meaning of one or both either becomes more specialised or changes in meaning
altogether).”® Post-Classical Greek grammarians seem to have felt that éhoia and éAda
should not refer to the same entity, and so introduced a “rule” that the former referred
specifically to the olive tree and the latter to the fruit.>® This is contrary to the evidence
of actual use as has been seen. Statements of this new rule are overtly stated in late
lexicographical/grammatical texts like the Suda (10th C AD), Pseudo-Zonaras (13th C
AD) and Eustathius (12th C AD).

7.6 Suda Lexicon.
(e.1-2) 'EMdo: 0 xapmds, 'Elaio 6& TO dEVEpoV.
Elaa: the fruit, but Elaia (is) the tree.
7.7  Pseudo-Zonaras Lexicon.
(e.5) 'EXdo. kopmog Tiic EAaiog.
Elaa: the fruit of the elaia (olive tree)

7.8  Eustathius Commentarii ad Homeri lliadem (3.522.7)
To 0¢ éLdivov 1j amo T0D £haia Yéyovev amobécel Tob 1 Tiig 01p00yyoL, 1j dmd ToD £Ada
Attikod, o¢ dnrol kai 1 mwapd 1@ Kopkd ypiicic kal 6 kot Aloyévnv AoTteioiog Tod

“udotiée 8’ ENdav”, fiyouv dmeppdmioey dnmoduevog Ty élaiav. [Elda yap, d¢ Kai

aALoryod Tapeonuavon, od O 3EVEPOV GAN’ O KapmOg o TOD. |

The (adjective) elainos is derived from either elaia with the setting aside of the -i-
from the diphthong or from the Attic elaa, which is clear from both the usage of the
Comic Poet and from the wit of Diogenes who “whipped an olive (elaa)”, that is to
say he beat back the olive tree (elaia), thrusting it away. [For elaa, to distinguish it

from the other, is not the tree but the fruit from it.]

%9 For example, in English, analogical phonological levelling led to the development of pairs of words
like brothers/brethren and older/elder. In such cases, it is normal for the meaning of one of the two
variations to become specialised. For more on this phenomenon, see Hock & Joseph 1996: 236-237.
0 LSy éhaia
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7.9  Eustathius Commentarii ad Homeri Odysseam (1.266.18)

domep kal Elaia, adTO TE TO PLTOV KOl 0 KAPTOC. aVTOG 08, Halota diyo Tod . EAda
yoap ATTik®dc, 6 ThG EAaiog Kopmog.
Just like with elaia, both for the plant itself and the fruit. But this (i.e. the latter)

especially occurs without the -i-. For in Attic, elaa (is) the fruit from the elaia (olive
tree).

The entry in LSJ criticises this differentiation introduced by the grammarians suggesting
instead that “é\da is simply the Att[ic] form”.%* | have shown that this assertion is not
entirely correct either, although éido was found in Attic more than in the Koine. In
practice, however, there appears to have been free variation of the two spellings in
Classical Attic. This more correct analysis seems to have been held by Aelius

Dionysius, who gives three different spelling variations.

7.10 Aelius Dionysius Atzixa dvéuazo
(e.29%) éhaia kol EAGa Kol ELG: ATTIKAOC O TG EAaing KapToc.

elaia and elaa and ela: in Attic Greek, the fruit of the olive tree

He seems to be stating that the word for the fruit of the olive tree (which he calls é\aia)
can be spelled as éhaia, EAdo or €Ad in Attic. The third spelling is simply a contraction a

+ a resulting in long [a], o (and probably intended to avoid word-internal hiatus).

Finally, it is worth noting that Moeris does have a reference to the lemma in question,
but he is more interested in the correct (Attic) adjective for describing pickled olives

and gives no variation for the spelling of olive itself:

7.11 Moeris Atticista.
(0.105) aAuGdeg Attikoi- kKoAvpuPddeg éhaion "EAAnvec.
The Attic speakers (say) halmades (i.e. salted) [olives]; the Greeks (call them)

kolumbades olives (i.e. swimming/pickled in brine)

His entry is very similar to one given in fellow Atticist, Phrynichus’, lexicon.
Phynichus, however, implicitly suggests that the -1- ought to be omitted from élaio if

one wants the correct Attic usage.

3011 SJ: éhaia
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7.12 Phrynichus Eclogae (familia q)

(87.1) KolvuPadeg raion pun Aéye, GALG GApGOEG ELGOL YOPIC TOD 1.

Do not say kolumbades elaiai (olives swimming/pickled in brine), but halmades elaai

(salted olives), omitting the [i].

It seems, then, that two main perceptions regarding the variation in spelling prevailed;
the first was that the two words could not mean the same thing; the second was that, if
there was a dialectal variation, the 1-less spelling was the correct Attic spelling (at least

when referring to the fruit).

While the first differentiation is merely perceived and not backed up by evidence, the

latter corroborates my suggestion that the 1-less spelling be considered Atticising.

An 1-less spelling in a potentially Atticising author, therefore, may indicate moderate
Atticism. If the author is referring to the fruit this would also be a perceived Atticism.
The t-inclusive spelling would point to moderate Koine-leaning preference, but in an
Atticising author would only be permissible if referring to the tree. Below I present a

summary of the information described above.

Table 7-3 Table Atticising Forms According to:

Lemma Historic use Moeris | Herodian Other grammarians
aici aiel: hyper-Atticism none et

aietoég | aietog: mild Atticism | detdg none

KO kdo: mild Atticism KGm Ko

KLO® KAGw: mod Atticism KAO® KAG®

ot . . €haio = tree

éhoia grdo: mod Atticism none none &xr = fruit (esp. in Attic)

7.3 Use in Achilles’ Text

After this long discussion of the complications surrounding the -o-/-ot- variation, | am
finally in a position to analyse Achilles Tatius’ preferences with regards to these forms.
In the table below, I present statistics relating to the use of these words in Achilles’ text.

After that, | will discuss his use. Again, | will treat each of the 5 lemmas in turn.
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Table 7-4 Incidents of -a- and -at- and of Significant Lemmas in Achilles’ Text

Lemma -a- % -an- %
ael 15 100

aeTog 4 100

Koio 8 (4) 100
KAaim 7(4) | 47(36) | 8(7) | 53(64)
£haia, 2 100

Achilles has 15 instances of dei. They are all spelled without the -1- and there is no
variation in the manuscript tradition. His spelling, therefore, is the one that is more
common in both Attic and the Koine. His use could be described as mildly Koine-

leaning as he does not use the hyper-Atticist alternative.

Achilles has 4 instances of the lemma detodg, all with the 1-less spelling (1 case of detog,
2 of detdv and 1 of detod). There is no variation in the manuscript tradition. From the
point of view of historical use, he is again using the typical Koine spelling but this time
there is more attestation for the -inclusive spelling among Attic writers, so his choice

could be described as strongly Koine-leaning.

This lemma is complicated by the fact that Moeris claimed that the 1-less spelling was
Attic and t-inclusive non-Attic. According to Moeris, then, Achilles has used a
perceived Atticism, but I think it is unlikely that Achilles would have been following
Moeris’ guideline with respect to this lemma. Achilles has shown no tendency thus far
to strictly adhere to Moeris’ (or Moeris-type) rules, so it would be surprising for him to
suddenly do so when the “rule” violates observed practice. As such, it is more likely
that Achilles was making no attempt to Atticise this lemma by using the common Koine
form. In addition, there is some dispute as to exactly when Moeris’ lexicon was
composed. Although traditionally attributed to the 2nd century AD, as in the TLG,
recent scholarship has pushed it forward to the early 3rd century AD, which means that
it would have been composed after the first version of Achilles’ text.**? This does not
mean that Achilles would not have had access to precedents of Moeris’ work or that the

views in Moeris’ text were not generally held and known at the time Achilles was

%02 On the dates of Achilles and Moeris, see discussion of dates in the Literature Review (2.1) and
Methodology (3.2.3) sections.
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writing, but given Achilles’ practices so far, it is unlikely he would have taken these

seriously in preference to actual practice.

Achilles has 8 cases of kaiw and compounds. Based on Vilborg’s edition, he uses the 1-
inclusive spelling in all cases (3 of kaiopotr and 1 each of xkaietar, koiov, Kuétm,
kataxoietor and dvoakowdpevov). This time, there is some limited manuscript variation.
The token xaietor (found at 5.8.2), two cases of waiopon (5.15.5, 5.26.1), and
avakodpevov (5.15.5) all appear with the 1-less spelling in MS W.*% It is notable that
all these tokens appear in Book 5 (and these are all the tokens of this lemma from that
book). Vilborg describes MS W (a member of branch a) as “probably the oldest of the
extant Achilles Tatius MSS, written with the utmost elegance and clarity.”304 It is not
obvious why it is only in Book 5 and only in one manuscript that the 1-less spelling is
found, but the fact that the word appears with -i- in all other cases and in other
manuscripts (of different families) suggests that the prototype had -i- in all cases, even
in Book 5, and that the scribe who wrote MS W dropped the -1- in book 5 for some

reason which cannot be recovered.

As has been seen, the r-inclusive form of this word, which Achilles prefers, is generally
associated with lonic and the Koine, whereas Attic authors (Aristophanes and Plato)
preferred the 1-less spelling. The orators used both spellings, but in numbers too small to
make a reliable generalisation. Again, Achilles’ choice can be described as strong
Koine-leaning as he has avoided the mildly Atticist form wdéw. This attribution is
strengthened by the recommendations in Moeris (explicitly) and Herodian (implicitly)
that the t-less form is Attic and the t-inclusive non-Attic. Although, as mentioned,
Achilles shows no intention of following Moeris’ work, the attestation in Moeris
suggests a general perception at the time that the -inclusive spelling was the Koine
preference and i-less Attic. This time Moeris’ “rule” is backed up by actual practice and

was more likely to have been widely held.

303 According to Vilborg 1955: Ixxxvii, MSS S and P were copied from W. As such, it is probable that
they too had ko spellings in Book 5. Vilborg does not explicitly confirm this, but such would be
expected from a direct copy.

%4 Vilborg 1955: xxvi

Note that MS W covers the complete text of A.T. so the absence of 1-less spellings in other books is not
due to these passages being missing from the MS.
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There are 16 cases of KAaim in Achilles’ text. For this lemma, his use is inconsistent. 1
instance of the word is in the aorist form &xlavoa and is not relevant as the -1- is absent
from all forms, but the remaining 15 have stems with the -ou-/-a- variable. A look at the
examples in Vilborg reveals 8 cases of the t-inclusive spelling (klaiewv twice and 1 each
of Khaieig, Khaiovoa, Khaie, Ekhate, Exhaiey and Ekhatov) and 7 of the 1-less spelling (5
cases of &loov and 2 of &khaegv). On closer examination, I found that there are 7
instances of kAai- invariant in the manuscripts and 4 of x\a-. Of the remaining
examples, 1 has KAot- in manuscript family a and codex F, but kAa- in family  (4.1.4).
There are 3 with K\a- in some manuscripts and klot- in others, kKAa- having a slight
majority in these cases and being the form Vilborg uses (3.20.1, 5.21.5, 7.7.6). One of
these examples, 3.20.1, is the only example that occurs in the papyrus fragments. In i
this word is spelled EKLAION, which matches the spelling found in MS W and F. In
other manuscripts (i.e. all of family B and the M-branch of family o) the -1- is omitted.
This is also the form Vilborg selects.

It seems, then, that while Achilles shows a slight preference for the w-inclusive spelling,
this may never have been a complete preference. Either Achilles’ original already had
variations, or they were introduced at an early enough stage that at least 4 instances of
the 1-less spelling made it into all the manuscripts. The presence of EKLAION in a
papyrus fragment suggests that, at least in one case, the t-less spelling found in some
manuscripts (but not all) was introduced later. But the change must have happened early

enough so that branches of both o and § have the 1-less spelling.

It is interesting to note that 3 of the 4 instances of the t-less spelling which are
consistent in all manuscripts again come from Book 5 (the fourth is from 4.10.5). There
may be some connection between this and the t-less spellings of kaiw from Book 5 in
MS W, but I cannot make a direct correlation, as the pattern is different there (applying
only to one manuscript in the case of kaim). There is also one instance of kAat-

consistent in all the manuscripts from Book 5 (5.27.2).

Achilles’ use of the 1-inclusive forms could be called moderately Koine-leaning. There
are, however, 4 invariant tokens pointing to the presence of 1-less forms in the original
text, suggesting a very limited attempt at moderate Atticism. So Achilles shows

marginal signs of moderate Atticism but far more of Koine-leaning preference. This is
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consistent with other instances where Achilles has attempted to Atticise but has not

done so regularly even for the same lemma.

It seems safe to say, therefore, that again Achilles shows no strong Atticist tendencies in
his representation of this word, although there might have been some isolated examples

in his original text.

Finally, Achilles has two cases of é\aia in his text (1 of élaia and 1 of éhaiav), both
from 2.14.4-5. They are invariant in the manuscripts and do not appear in the papyri.
They both refer to the olive tree rather than the fruit, which, in theory, is in line with the
advice of the later grammarians. But, as there are no references to the fruit in the text, |
cannot tell whether or not Achilles held to their view that the fruit ought to be spelled
without the -t-, especially in Attic. With respect to the spelling of this lemma, Achilles
shows moderate Koine-leaning. His use of the w-inclusive spelling to indicate the olive
tree falls in line with the grammarian’s view that the t-less spelling should be used for
the fruit. But as he has no references to the fruit, it is unclear whether this is intentional

or not.

7.4 Summary and Interim Conclusion

The table below summarises the findings relating to Achilles’ choices for the ava

variation:

Table 7-5 Incidents of -au- and -a- for Significant Lemmas in Achilles’ Text

Lemma| PoU Lex/Gram | -a- % -o- % Description of use
ael XY :Y |yes 15 100 Mild Koine-leaning
G.TOg Xy:Y }I\//?(S)(:)ruépp 4 100 Strong Koine-leaning
Kuio XY : X | yes 8(4) 100 | Strong Koine-leaning
. . Mod Koine-leaning
Khio | XY : X | yes 7(4) | 47(36) | 8(7) | 53(64) (partial)
I , yes but diff. T
éhaia XY : X meanings 2 100 | Mod Koine-leaning

In conclusion, then, Achilles Tatius shows an overall Koine-leaning preference with

respect to his representation of the words dei, detdc, kaim, Khaio and éhaio. This ranges
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from mild to strong Koine-preference depending on the lemma. Although he prefers to
write the first two without -i- and the others with -1-, he is using the Koine norm in all
cases and, if anything, avoiding the marginally more “Attic” spellings. The only partial
evidence for moderate Atticism is in a few cases of i-less kAdw, but these are in the
minority. In general, he shows a lack of interest (or strong intent) in Atticism with
respect to this particular variation, which is in accord with the evidence from the other

minor consonantal variations discussed previously.
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8. Other VVowel Variations

There are a number of other vowel-related phonological variations associated with the
Attic dialect which might seem in need of discussion here. It turns out, however, that
these are either not relevant for Atticism or better suited to the next section in which |

look at morphological variations.

8.1 Compensatory Lengthening

There is a set of words where loss of a consonant (usually [w]) led to lengthening of a
preceding vowel in lonic but not in Attic. This resulted in sets of words where the Attic
form had a short vowel, but lonic long such as E&vog/Egivoc, kopn/kovpn, dpoc/odpoc
and povoc/podvoc.®® This could have been significant for Atticism but the Attic
spelling is almost always continued in the Koine. As a result, the typical Koine spelling
is also the Attic one, and one cannot identify this spelling as an instantiation of
Atticism. The pattern of use would be X : X, which has no significance. Use of the lonic
spelling might be interesting to note, since it would mark avoidance of the Attic

spelling, but in all cases Achilles uses the spellings that are both Attic and Koine.

8.2 Attic Reversion after g, vand p

Similarly, there is a set of words that have different spellings in Attic and lonic because
of a sound-change that happened in both dialects, during which long a [a] came to be
pronounced as a long n [€]. This change did not, however, affect Attic words where the
vowel in question was preceded by €, 1 or p. (It is thought that the change had initially
been universal in Attic, but for some reason, it later reverted to n after ¢, 1 or p).*® As a
result of this, Attic/lonic pairs like yeved/yeven, oixio/oikiy and yodpa/ydpn developed.
As with compensatory lengthening, the Attic spellings were mostly retained in the
Koine (and are the spellings Achilles uses) and so this variation does not reveal
anything about Atticism. Again, the pattern of use would be X : X.

%95 Sihler 1995: 185. Note that €1 and ov in these words represents “spurious diphthongs” which actually
represent a long [€] and long [5] respectively.
%08 For discussion of the evidence for this argument, see Szemerényi 1968.
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8.3 Contraction and Quantitative Metathesis

There are two final sets of phonetic variations which affected the Attic dialect. The first
(contraction) involves the simplification of vowel combinations. The second
(quantitative metathesis) involves the transferring of vowel length from the first to the
second vowel in a vowel cluster. Both these variations particularly affect nouns and
noun declension patterns. As a result, 1 will consider these variations (or at least
phenomena affected by these variations) in the next section (which looks at

morphological markers) rather than here.

8.4 Review of Phonetic Atticisms in Achilles Tatius.

Excluding the variations just mentioned, | have considered 6 phonetic markers where
one of two (or more) variants might be seen as a marker of Atticism, and have looked at

Achilles Tatius’ preferences for each. This is what I have found:

With respect to the -tt- versus -co- marker, Achilles showed a tendency to prefer the
Atticising spellings. But this tendency was not absolute, especially with regards to the
word Bdlacoa. With respect to the -pp- versus -po- variation, Achilles again showed a
preference for the more Attic forms (picking mild to strong Attic-leaning alternatives).
He was, in fact, more consistent in preferring the Attic spellings of these words than for
the -tt-/-o0- forms (though he did show minor exceptions for Oapoém and Odpoog,
pointing to a few cases of mild/moderate avoidance of Atticism). This variation, then,
showed much Attic-leaning preference though being less strong of an Atticist marker

than the choice of -tz- over -co-.

Concerning the other consonantal variations, | found far less interest in Atticism on
Achilles’ part. There are one or two potential cases of yiyvopor (with the Attic -yv-
spelling) in his work, but even these are not unanimously attested in the manuscripts.
Most cases of yivouar and ywvooke show simple avoidance of Atticism. cdv/cuv- and
pkpog show mild and odg shows moderate Koine-leaning preference rather than
Atticising forms. On the other hand, his choice to have cpopva and cpvpaiva is neutral,

as these spellings were prevalent in both Classical Attic and the Koine.
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With regards to the -a-/-a1- variation, Achilles again shows (mild to strong) Koine-
leaning forms and avoidance of what might be considered more Atticising or hyper-
Atticising forms. The only real exceptions are a few instances of moderately Atticist
KAdo extant in all manuscripts. But even then, there are more unanimous instances of
the Koine-leaning form, xiaiw. There may have been some Atticist spellings of kdw
and kAdwm introduced by later manuscript writers (especially the writer of MS W and in

Book 5), but these are not relevant to the question of Achilles’ preference.

Overall, then, I have found partial Atticism on Achilles’ part with regards to the better
known and more wide-spread -tt- for -co- and -pp- for -pcs- markers. Outside of these,
Achilles’ text shows very little evidence of phonetic Atticism, generally making use of
Koine-leaning alternatives. In the next section, | will consider potential examples of and

evidence for morphological Atticisms in Achilles’ work.
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SECTION C: MORPHOLOGICAL ATTICISM

9. Second Declension Contraction

Vowel contraction is a phonological process briefly mentioned in the previous section.
It is prevalent throughout Greek, driven by the desire to avoid word internal hiatus, but
is by no means universal (even within a dialect). The dialects treated contraction
differently in different morphological environments, but it typically resulted in two
adjacent vowels being replaced by a single long vowel or diphthong. Only some cases
of contraction are relevant to Atticism, as many result in identical forms in both Attic
and the Koine. Here I will look at contraction as it applied to the specific morphological
environment of 2nd declension nouns and adjectives. This contraction occurred as a
result of an unwanted hiatus developing at morphological boundaries (i.e. vowels

occurring at both the end of a stem and the beginning of a declensional suffix).

Horrocks lists as one of his “important hallmarks of correct Attic usage”:

Use of the ‘contracted’ forms of nouns in which the root/stem originally ended in a
vowel and the inflectional ending began with a vowel; the Koine (following lonic)
generally preferred the uncontracted variants: e.g. [Attic authors and Atticists used]

dotodv (0'stu:n) not dotéov (0'steon) ‘bone’ ete. >’

9.1 Development of the Variation

Second declension (also referred to as “thematic”) nouns and adjectives can undergo
contraction when they have stems ending in -o or -&. For example, vo- (“mind”) and
oote- (“bone”). Here, when the inflectional suffixes are added, combinations of o + o/®
and ¢ + o/lo (e.g. vo+og, doté+ov) result. In Attic, contraction is the norm for such
words, but in other dialects (often in lonic) they remain uncontracted. The Koine tends
to follow the Ionic uncontracted (or “open”) forms, but it will be seen that this is not
always the case. Below is a table showing the contracted and uncontracted sets of

paradigms for examples of nouns of this sort:

%7 Horrocks 2014: 138
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Table 9-1 Contracted versus Uncontracted Forms of Thematic Nouns 3%

Number/Case | Uncontracted | Contracted | Uncontracted | Contracted

Sg. hom. v6-0G vog 00Té-0V 00TODV
VOC. vo-g vob 0GTé-0V 0GTODV
acc. v6-ov VoV 0GTé-0V 0GTODV
gen. vO-0V vob 00T£-0V 00T0D
dat. VvO-® V@ 00TE-® 00TH

pl. nom./voc. vO-01 vol 00TE-U oot
acc. v6-0Vg vobg 00Té-0 00Ttd
gen. vO-@Vv V@V 00TE-®V 00THV
dat. VO-01G Voig 06TE-01G 06T01¢

Adjectives of the thematic declension follow the same patterns of contraction when their
stems end in a vowel. In the masculine and neuter, they contract like the 2nd declension

nouns shown above.

An example of such an adjective is that built on the stem ypvoe- (“golden™). It takes the
uncontracted nominative forms ypvceog (masc.) and ypvoeov (neut.) in some dialects
but contracted ypvoodc (masc.) and xpvcodv (neut.) in Attic.*®® Similar contractions
occur for the other cases. Smyth notes that the general rule of contraction for these
adjectives in Attic does not apply to the neuter plural nominative and accusative forms
of compound adjectives “of two endings” (i.e. those which use masculine forms for

feminine nouns).*!° Examples of this are ¢voo and émhoa.

9.2 Evidence for Contraction in Second Declension Words as a Marker of Atticism

To determine whether contraction in this environment is a genuine marker of Atticism,
it must be shown that the contracted forms were associated with Attic and Atticism and

that the uncontracted forms were associated with the Koine.

9.2.1 Modern Scholarship

The passage from Horrocks quoted above is one reference in modern scholarship to
contraction in the 2nd declension as a marker of Atticism. His example, 6ctodv from
ootéov (“bone”), is a 2nd declension neuter noun. His statement says that contraction

could occur in various environments where “the root/stem originally ended in a vowel

%% The examples and paradigms given in this and the next section are largely taken from Smyth 1920.
309 Smyth 1920: 61
319 Smyth 1920: 62
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and the inflectional ending began with a vowel”.*"* Horrocks does state that the Koine
“generally” preferred the uncontracted form, suggesting that this was not a universal

rule.

Blass, Debrunner and Funk discuss contraction in 2nd declension nouns in the New
Testament. They describe uncontracted 2nd declension 6ctéov as a common Hellenistic
form present in the New Testament (except for one unusual case of 6otodv). Also
uncontracted in the New Testament is opvéov (“bird”) and sometimes ypOoeOg
(“golden”).312

Blass, Debrunner and Funk also discuss 2nd declension contract nouns with stems
ending in -0: véoc (“mind”), mhoog (“voyage”), poog (“stream’) (contr. vodg, mhodg,
povc). They point out that in the New Testament and other Koine texts, these words
were often reanalysed as 3rd declension nouns on the pattern of Bodg (“ox™) (gen.
Booc).* As a result, consideration of Atticism in such words must look at not only

whether contraction occurs, but also which declension they have been assigned to.

Sihler points out that “in disyllabic nouns, even in Att[ic], e+o and g+a do not normally
contract.” He gives, as an example, the 2nd declension noun 6¢og (“god”).314 This is an
important observation as it rules out thematic nouns and adjectives with stems in -

from being relevant to Atticism if they are only two syllables long.

Schmid, in his “Overview of the elements of Atticist literary language”, discusses
contract nouns under the heading “Contract and Open Forms”.**® But on closer
inspection, his examples here are relevant to 3rd declension contracts only. He does,
however, talk about thematic (second) declension contraction in his analyses of
Atticism in Aelian and Philostratus II. In both cases, examples are found under a section
on morphology which he calls “Non-Attic Forms” and he refers to these examples as
“lonisms which also belong to the Koine”. Here he gives examples of open forms like

ootén, Ootéwv and OoTéov, KLAVEOC, GONPEOC, £moowdn, Emimvoor, SumAdn and

31 Horrocks 2014: 138

312 Blass, Debrunner, & Funk 1961: 25-26
%13 Blass, Debrunner, & Funk 1961: 29

314 Sihler 1995: 81

315 Schmid 1896: 580
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noppupénv as examples that may be considered both lonic and Koine (and, by

implication, non-Attic).*!®

9.2.2 Use of the Marker by Attic Writers and Evidence for the Alternative (also Ancient
Testimony)

Although there are many 2nd declension words that could undergo contraction, many

turn out not to be relevant to Atticism. Some which regularly contract in Attic continue
to undergo contraction in the Koine (though they may appear uncontracted in other
dialects, like lonic or Doric), and some remain uncontracted in both Attic and the
Koine. To make the large number of such words more manageable, | will discuss only
examples actually found in Achilles’ text and take each in turn. I will also consider
evidence from ancient lexicographers and grammarians regarding the Atticist nature of

such words in this section rather than in a separate one.

Words Which Never Undergo Contraction, even in Attic

There are a number of nouns which, despite having stems in o- or ¢-, did not undergo
contraction regularly, even in the Attic dialect. In these cases, they have no relevance to

Achilles’ attempts (or failures) at Atticism.

The first group of such words are those with stems in - which are only two syllables
long and therefore excluded from contraction as described by Sihler.*'” Examples found
in Achilles’ text are the nouns 0¢og (“god”) and d€og (“fear”), the regular adjective véog

9% ¢

(“new”, “young”) and the possessive adjective £6¢ (“his own”).

There are also some words with stems in e- which are longer than two syllables, but
never undergo contraction, even in Attic. These include the noun koledv (Sometimes
spelled koviedv, but never contracted) and the adjectives &vbeog, apyaréog, momréog,
évedg (later spelled évvedc) and otepedg (sometimes spelled oteppdg). The reasons for
these forms not being contracted are unclear and probably have different etymological
causes in each case (for example, &vbeoc is a compound of 6gdg, which is never

contracted itself). Notably, the -go- adjectives which do undergo contraction (and will

316 Schmid 1893: 18-20; Schmid 1896: 13-14
317 Sihler 1995: 81
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be discussed later) all seem to be derived denominatives with the meaning “made from a

(metallic or coloured) substance”.

In addition to these, there are a few words with stems in o- which never undergo
contraction. This includes the compound noun oivoyxdog (“cupbearer”). Threatte says
that compounds of -yooc normally stay uncontracted, even in Attic inscriptions.*!® The
adjective vmnkoog (“hearkening”) similarly does not undergo contraction. The
adjectives 6ydooc (“eighth”) and abpdog (“together”, “in crowds™) are also usually
uncontracted, but I will discuss them later because other types of variation do exist for

these lemmas.

Words Which Do Undergo Contraction in Attic

There are a number of words where the presence of o- or - in front of a suffix does
result in contraction in Attic. In most cases, these words remained uncontracted in the
lonic dialect. Sometimes they remained uncontracted in the Koine too, but at other

times they followed the Attic practice of contraction.

Nouns

16 0otéov: (“bone™)

This lemma is the prime example of contraction given in Horrocks’ list of Atticisms.
While in Homer it remained consistently uncontracted, in Attic it generally underwent
contraction. An examination of the evidence, however, shows that the usage of this
word was not straightforward. According to Threatte, it was indeed normally contracted
in prose Attic inscriptions (with one exception), but it was sometimes uncontracted in
verse inscriptions.®*® LSJ also describes the contracted form as “Attic.”*° In the Attic
tragedians and Aristophanes, there are actually more uncontracted cases than contracted,
but an examination shows that this seems to particularly affect the genitive plural
(always 6otémv). In the Attic orators, contraction is the norm, but again it is exclusively
applied to one form, the nom./acc. plural éctd (10 times). The only two other cases of

the lemma are also of the nom./acc. plural, both in Aeschines, once elided 6cté’ and

318 Threatte 1996 34
319 Threatte 1996; 37
320 | sJ: dotéov
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once uncontracted octéov. Plato and Aristotle mostly have the contracted forms, with a

few exceptions.

Blass, Debrunner and Funk describe the uncontracted form of this lemma as
“Hellenistic” and note only one exceptionally contracted case of dctodv in the New
Testament (the remainder are uncontracted). The Septuagint has both contracted and
uncontracted forms. Uncontracted forms are preferred for most cases and numbers
except the nom./acc. plural éotd which is always contracted (and actually makes up by
far the most number of tokens; 90 out of 129). Galen has many examples of both
contracted and uncontracted forms for all grammatical cases, although the total number
of contracted forms is much higher (1 975 to 362).

Schmid lists uncontracted examples of dotéov as “lonisms which are also found in the
Koine” in his discussion of Atticism in Aelian and Philostratus.>?* In both authors, the
number of uncontracted examples is limited, and there are still many examples of the
contracted spelling. A TLG analysis of all Schmid’s authors shows a general preference
for the contracted form (62 to 8) with no specific preference for contraction in a
particular case/inflection. In the Roman and Byzantine papyri both contract and open
forms are found.*?? The entry in LSJ describes open forms as “generally occur([ring] in

later pI‘OSG”.323

Based on this information, the pattern of use for this lemma is Xy : XY where X is the
contracted form and Y uncontracted (as will be the case for all lemmas in this chapter).
Comparing actual use to the testimony of the lexicographers, there is an entry in Moeris

where he explicitly advocates use of the contract form:

9.1 Moeris Atticista
(0. 27) dotoDV Attikoir dotéov "EAAnvec.

The Attic speakers (say) ostoun; the Greeks osteon.

On the balance of evidence, while there is some argument (as per Horrocks) for

considering the contracted spellings as simply Atticist and the uncontracted spelling

%21 5chmid 1893: 19; Schmid 1896: 14
%22 Gignac 1981: 37
323 |SJ: dotéov
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avoidance of Atticism, this is not the whole story. Even in traditionally Attic writers, the
uncontracted form occurred in some instances, especially in the genitive plural.
Similarly, while the uncontracted form is found in Koine texts (and it is typically
described as being “Hellenistic” or characteristic of “later prose”), the contracted form
can occur, sometimes quite commonly (especially in the nom./acc. plural). Contracted
forms are found even in the Septuagint, Galen and Roman and Byzantine papyri.

The uncontracted forms, therefore, may be perceived as characteristic of the Koine and
moderately Koine-leaning, and the choice to use the contracted form described as
moderately Attic-leaning. The latter is a perceived Atticism according to Moeris.

16 Kdveov: (“basket”)

This lemma is much rarer than éctéov. In the Attic inscriptions, it is only ever found in
the contracted form.3** In other typically Attic texts (the tragedians, Aristophanes, and
the orators) it is also always contracted. By contrast, in Homer and other lonic texts, it is

usually uncontracted and sometimes given as the by-form kdveiov.

While there is clearer evidence for the contracted form being exclusively preferred in
Attic (even the tragedians) than for 6otéov, this preference seems to have largely
survived into the Koine. In addition to Schmid’s Atticist writers having only the
contracted form, the same is found in other Koine and Hellenistic texts including the
Septuagint, Plutarch, Josephus and Philo. There are no occurrences of the word in the
New Testament or Galen (both of which preferred synonyms like xo¢wvog, omvpig and
tapcog to describe “baskets™).3? Similarly, Gignac gives no discussion of the word’s
presence in the Roman and Byzantine papyri, though there are examples of synonymous

words in these texts.

It seems, then, that the lack of evidence for an uncontracted Koine form may be related
to the fact that the word tended to be avoided by Koine writers. A cursory examination
of authors from this period that do have the word reveals that it is most often found in
lexicographers, grammarians and sophists. It also occurs in some theologians (Cyril of

Alexandria and Origen) as well as the Jewish writers Philo and Josephus, but it appears

%4 Threatte 1996: 37
325 Achilles Tatius does not use any of these words with the meaning “basket”.
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to have been relatively rare otherwise. Moeris makes no mention of the form and no

other grammarian or lexicographer deals with it in manner reveals Atticist attitudes.**

This lemma could be described as having an X : Xz pattern of use, where X refers to the
contracted form and Z to synonyms. Use of X, then, is mildly-Attic leaning as it is the
only form found in Attic, but also often preserved in the Koine.

Adjectives

apyvpeog (“silver”), ypvoeog (“gold”), oidfpeog (“iron”) (fem. -ea neut. -eov):

These three lemmas, described as “adjectives of metal”, are denominative adjectives
formed by the -gog suffix being added to the metallic nouns &pyvpog, ypvodg and
oidnpog respectively.®*’ The -go- of the masculine and neuter forms of these words
generally underwent contraction in Attic, and in the feminine, -ga- became -n- or long

-a- (a kind of contraction associated with the first declension).

In Attic inscriptions, contraction of these lemmas was the norm, with a few exceptions,
usually in metrical texts.*?® Homer generally has uncontracted forms (with the exception
of the contracted feminine in the epithet ypvoii Appoditn). The tragedians show both
contracted and uncontracted forms, and Aristophanes has very few examples (although
both occur). In the Attic orators, the contracted forms dominate. In the Septuagint and
New Testament, contracted forms are the norm, although sometimes uncontracted
xpvoeog is found in the Septuagint and certain manuscripts of Revelation from the New

Testament.?°

As with 6ctéov above, Schmid gives uncontracted cases of ypvceog in
Aelian under his list of “Ionisms which are also found in the Koine”. He says “of
uncontracted forms of adjectives in -goc, which are otherwise frequent later, Aelian
shows only three reliable examples.”** This suggests that a) he considered uncontracted
forms of such adjectives to be the norm in later Koine texts, but that b) they were still

rare in Aelian. He also points out that there are many examples of contracted ypvcodg in

%2% In the lexicographers and grammarians it is used in passing to explain other words. If the contracted
and uncontracted forms are mentioned, they are listed side by side with no indication about which is
better or more correctly Attic.

%27 Threatte 1996: 286; Smyth 1920: 181

%28 Threatte 1996: 286

329 Blass, Debrunner, & Funk 1961: 26

%9 Schmid 1893: 19

137



Aelian. He additionally cites one example of uncontracted cidmpeog in Philostratus (as

an “Tonism found in the Koine™) but gives no further comment on it.**!

Finally, in Roman and Byzantine papyri, contraction was the norm for “material
adjectives in -gog/-odg” but open forms sometimes occurred, especially in the case of

332 With the exception of the

apyvpeog and ypvoeog (and also ydikeog and cudiieog).
last of these four words (which was relatively new), there are still more cases of the

contracted than of the uncontracted spelling.

Among the Hellenistic grammarians and lexicographers there seems to have been at
least a perception that the contracted forms, especially of ypvoedg, were especially

associated with Attic while the uncontracted forms were considered Hellenistic or lonic.

9.2 Moeris Atticista
(x.4) xpvoodg kal ypvot] Attikoi- ypvoeog kal ypvoéa "EAANveG.
The Attic speakers (say) chrusous and chrusé; the Greeks chruseos and

chrusea.

9.3  Phrynichus Eclogae (178)
Xpooea, apyvpea, ybAkeo, Kodvea: todta Tokd Stopodpeva. xpr ovv AEyev ypvod
apyvpd kvavd tov drtikiCovra. {ypvcodc Aéye: 10 yap ypvoeog Tokdv. Oopoimg Kai
XPLGOVG, APYVPODG, YAAKODS, KLOVODC, GAAL Ut} XPVGEOS, APYVLPEOCT.
Chrusea, argurea, chalkea, kuanea; these lonic forms are uncontracted; and so an
Atticist ought to say chrusa, argura, kuana. {(One should) say chrusous; for chruseos

is lonic; and in the same way (one should say) chrusous, argurous, chalkous, kuanous,

but not chruseos, argureos}.

Once again there is a fairly clear association of the contracted forms of these adjectives
with Attic and the uncontracted forms with lonic. While there may have been a
perceived idea that the uncontracted form was more appropriate to the Koine (and there
Is variation in most Koine texts), actual use shows both forms appearing in the Koine

with a dominance for the contracted form.

%1 5chmid 1896: 14
%32 Gignac 1981: 116
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These adjectives can be described as having an X : Xy pattern of use, with the
contracted forms appearing almost exclusively in Attic and predominantly in the Koine
alongside some uncontracted forms. Use of the contracted forms could be said to be
mildly Attic-leaning and of the uncontracted forms to be strong avoidance of Atticism.

In addition, the contracted forms were perceived as Atticisms by the lexicographers.

nop@vpeog (“purple”), kvdveog (“dark blue”) (fem. -ea neut. -gov):

These adjectives of colour are similar to those of metal above, except that they are rarer.
They both describe a colour, the name of which is derived from a substance and so more
accurately mean “of the colour of a (purple) sea-creature” and “of the colour of a kind
of (dark-blue) enamel” respectively. mopevpeoc is absent from Aristophanes and the
orators. Plato has 3 uncontracted forms and Aristotle 5 contracted. The New Testament

and Septuagint have only contracted forms as do the papyri.

Moeris makes reference to mopevpeog in his lexicon, but interestingly he gives the
synonym aiovpyég as the preferred Attic form and the contracted moppupodv as the

Hellenistic variant (a fact confirmed by the usage in Koine texts).

9.4  Moeris Atticista
(0.116) aAovpyég Attikoi: moppupodv "EAAnve.
The Attic speakers (say) halourges; the Greeks porfuroun.

Like moppipeog, ahovpyng (“sea-purple”) is absent from Aristophanes and the orators,
but appears 3 times in Plato and 18 times in Aristotle. There are no cases of it in the
New Testament, Septuagint or Galen and Gignac gives no account of its use in the
papyri. This lends some credence to Moeris’ perception of it as the more properly Attic

form.

| suggest that the pattern of use for mop@vpeog be described as XZ : X, where X is the
contracted form and Z the synonym aAovpyng. Use of the contracted form, then, can be
described as moderately Koine-leaning and of aiovpyng as moderate Atticism.

aiovpyng is also a perceived Atticism according to Moeris.

Kvaveog is a particularly rare word. It is absent from Aristotle and the orators as well as

the biblical texts and the papyri. Plato has 3 tokens of the contracted spelling while
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Aristotle has 11 contracted forms and 4 uncontracted. Galen and Plutarch have both
spellings (more contracted forms in Galen, more uncontracted in Plutarch). The pattern
of use for this lemma is hard to determine based on these limited examples, but seems to
be something like X : XY. Use of the contracted form could be described as moderately

Attic-leaning and of the uncontracted form as moderate avoidance of Atticism.

Note that quote 9.3 from Phrynichus given above includes kvaveoc along with the
adjectives of metal as an example which is uncontracted in lonic and ought to be
contracted by Atticising authors. This makes use of the contracted form a perceived
Atticism.

amhoog (“single”, “simple”), durddog (“double”, “twofold”) (fem. -6m neut. -60v):

These multiplicative adjectives tend to be contracted in Attic in the forms anAodg and
durhodg. They are regularly contracted in Attic prose inscriptions and usually contracted
in the tragedians, Aristophanes and the orators. At the same time, they are also regularly
contracted in the New Testament, as was apparently the normal practice in Hellenistic
Greek.**® The same is true of the Roman and Byzantine papyri, where contraction is the
norm.** Schmid’s Atticists generally use contracted forms with a single exception of

uncontracted amAdoc in Lucian and one of uthony in Aelian.?®

Uncontracted forms are not unknown, but authors who do have them often have both.
During the Classical period, uncontracted forms appear primarily in non-Attic writers
like Pindar, Herodotus and Hippocrates (although there are 2 exceptions in Aeschylus
and 1 in Plato). The lemmas are rare in Homer (although there are a few cases of
uncontracted dutAdoc) but uncontracted forms are found in many later epic authors
including Apollonius of Rhodes, Nicander and Oppian. The uncontracted forms are also
found in high numbers in Koine-period medical treatises including many cases in Galen
(although the latter has numerous examples of both contracted and uncontracted forms).

The comparative amlovotepog is always contracted.

333 Blass, Debrunner, & Funk 1961: 26
%34 Gignac 1981: 210
%% gchmid 1893: 19
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It seems then that, in part, the Hellenistic authors continued the Attic practice of
contraction (especially in the New Testament and Roman and Byzantine papyri)
alongside showing an increased use of the uncontracted forms (especially in epic and
medical texts). This suggests and X : Xy pattern of use for these lemmas. Use of the
contracted form could be described as mildly Attic-leaning and of the uncontracted form
as strong avoidance of Atticism.

Heteroclitic Contract Nouns

0 voog (“mind”), 0 mAdog (“voyage™), 6 pdog (“stream”):
These three lemmas not only have contracted and uncontracted forms, but in later texts
they become heteroclitic; they are shifted from the 2nd to 3rd declension and, as a

result, have three separate sets of inflections.

I will first look at the contracted and uncontracted forms. As usual, the contracted
spellings are associated with and preferred by Attic writers, whereas the uncontracted
spellings are associated with lonic. In Attic inscriptions, voog is normally contracted in
prose (but may be uncontracted in metrical contexts), mAdog is always contracted and
pooc is not attested.** Homer mostly used the uncontracted spellings of all three
lemmas, whereas the tragedians preferred the contracted forms for voog and nAdog but
used uncontracted pooc. In Aristophanes and the orators, the contracted forms of midog
were used exclusively, and for voog were preferred (with very few exceptions).
Avristophanes has no cases of péog and the orators have only one contracted and one

uncontracted token.

While there is a very clear association of the contracted forms of these words with Attic,
then, the question of spelling in the Koine is complicated by the presence of heteroclitic
forms. As already noted, Blass, Debrunner and Funk say that “vodg and miot¢ follow
Bodg in Hellenistic”. What this means is that these lemmas have been reanalysed as 3rd
declension ov-stem nouns which have a nominative in -ovg and a generative in (always
uncontracted) -ooc. The table below shows the three sets of inflections for vodg:
uncontracted 2nd declension, contracted 2nd declension and heteroclitic 3rd declension.

%€ Threatte 1996: 33-37
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Table 9-2 Second vs Third Declension Forms of voig **

Uncontracted | Contracted Heteroclitic
Number/Case
2nd 2nd 3rd
Sg. hom. V0-0¢ voig voig
voc. vo-¢ VoD vob
acc. vO-0v vodv vobv
gen. vO-0V VoD VOOG
dat. VO-® V@ vol
pl. nom./voc. vO-01 vol VOEC
acc. vO-0Vg VoG voag
gen. vO-0V vV VoV
dat. VO-01G Voig vobo(v)

Blass, Debrunner and Funk say that all cases of vobd¢ and mhodg in the New Testament
fit into the 3rd declension categories. For other Koine writers, a more detailed analysis

must be conducted.

For voog in Schmid’s writers (based on the TLG), there appears to be a preference for
contracted forms, but this could be masked by heteroclitic forms (because a number of
them are ambiguous e.g. voov could be contracted 2nd declension or heteroclitic 3rd
declension accusative singular). An analysis of all examples in these authors suggests
that Schmid’s Atticists preferred the contracted 2nd declension form associated with
Attic over the uncontracted form and over the heteroclitic 3rd declension found

elsewhere in Koine period texts, but this cannot be stated for certain.

According to Gignac, the Roman and Byzantine papyri generally preferred contract
forms: vodg is normally contracted and “there is no evidence of the heteroclitic forms
voog, voi, etc., found elsewhere in the Koine”.*® The lemma mhodg also tends to have

contracted forms. There are also no attested heteroclitic forms of this lemma.3°

The heteroclitic nature of these lemmas was recognised in a text spuriously attributed to
Theodosius the Grammarian (4th-5th century AD), where there is a detailed comparison

of the versions that exist as a result of contraction and those that behave as like 3rd

337 Forms in bold have ambiguous duplicates for the same case and number. Forms in italics have
ambiguous duplicates for a different case and/or number.

%% Gignac 1981: 33

%% Gignac 1981: 33
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declension PBodg. A full treatment is given in this text, called Ilepi ypauuorixijc (On

Grammar) (115.30 - 116.30) but I give only an excerpt:

9.5

Theodosius ITepi ypoupozixijc [sp.] (116.16-30)

Eml 0¢ TV €YOVIOV TNV 0V AmO oLVOPECEMG OMAT] 0TV 1] KAOIS, TOTE &V
TEPTTOGVANAP®C, TOTE 0& 100GVAAAP®G KAWVOUEVN: KOl TPOCOYEG, TOTE WEV

TEPLTTOGVALAPOC, TOTE O€ I600LAAAP®G TG ToloDTA KAIvovTOL:

70 Yap mAoD¢ Kol 10 voi¢ Kol T Podg kol TO 1o 6tav PEV (G AT TOD TAOOC Kol

v60o¢ Kai POog Kol ¥00g yvoueva AaPng, tote icocvAlaPwg kAive mAod kol vod Koi pod

Kol xod, dtav 6& ody MG cuvnPNUEVE AauBavns Tadta, GAL’ O¢ ArA®dg TAODG Kol Yodg

Kol T0 Ao, TOTE 00K iI60GVAAAP®S KAVElG TAODG TAOD, AALG TEPITTOGVALNGP®S St

ToD 0¢ TAoU¢g TA0GG Kal yoU¢ y0dc, domep Kol 10 fodg foodg.

du ToUTO JImAT] €0Tv 1 KMOIS €l TOVT®V, OC EPaEV, KOl TOTE UEV TAODG TAOOG
AT KAiveTal, moTe 6€ TAODG TAOD TAD.
The inflection in those words having ou from contraction has two forms; sometimes
they decline with an additional syllable, and sometimes with the same number of

syllables, and you must pay attention to when they have an extra syllable, and when

such words decline with the same number of syllables;

For when, on the one hand, you take the (words) plous and nous and rhous and

chous, as being derived from ploos and noos and rhoos and choos, then decline them

[in the genitive] with the same number of syllables as plou and nou and rhou and
chou, but when you do not take them as being contract forms, but as simple (non-
contracted) plous and chous and the rest, then you do not decline plous (as) plou with
the same number of syllables, but with an extra syllable written as -os; plous - ploos

and chous - choos, just like bous - boos.

Because of this, the inflection has two forms for these words, as we say, and
sometimes plous declines as (genitive) ploos and (dative) ploi, but other times plous
(declines as) plou and plai.

The pattern of use for these lemmas could be described as X : XZ, where X points to the

contracted 2nd declension forms and Z the heteroclitic 3rd declension alternatives. The

contracted forms, then, are moderately Attic-leaning and the uncontracted forms point

to moderate avoidance of Atticism. Unfortunately, some tokens of these lemmas are

ambiguous and it is not always obvious whether they should be treated as X or Z forms.
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Words Which Typically Remain Uncontracted in Attic, but Have Variant Forms

This last set of words tend to remain uncontracted, even in Attic, but there are various
complications with the forms, especially in the Koine. This is either a result of
contraction appearing occasionally as hypercorrection or of a simplified, heteroclitic or
other variant form sometimes occurring.

aBpdog (fem. -6a neut. -6ov): (“together”, “in crowds™)

Unusually, the adjective abpdog did not to undergo contraction even in Attic
inscriptions.®*® Only uncontracted forms occurred in the tragedians and the orators.
Aristophanes has 3 instances of the contracted form compared with 6 of the
uncontracted. Schmid too points out that the uncontracted form was frequent even in
Attic authors.**! There are a few contracted examples in Schmid’s writers, but these are
rare. An examination of all the contracted instances of the word across the TLG corpus
shows that they are by far in the minority (222 out of 5 901 tokens) and for the most
part appear in later authors (there are only 27 examples in authors before the 1st century
AD). This suggests an XY : Y pattern of use for this lemma where use of the contracted
form might be considered a hyper-Atticism enforced by analogy with other -oog words
that were regularly contracted in Attic.

This suggestion is supported by Moeris, who cites the contracted form as Attic and

uncontracted as Hellenistic, making it a perceived Atticism:

9.6  Moeris Atticista
(a.33) @&Bpovg Attikoi- aBpdovg "EAAnvec.
The Attic speakers (say) athrous; the Greeks athroous [for the acc. plural]

bydoog (fem. -on neut. -oov): (“eighth”)

As a general rule, the ordinal &ydoog remains uncontracted in all forms. A search of the
full TLG corpus shows only 5 exceptions: 2 contract forms (&ydovg and &ydovv), 2
simplified forms (6ydog and 6ydov) and 1 ambiguous example that might be contracted
or simplified (6ydov). These examples are all from late and obscure texts. In non-

literary texts, however, contraction did occasionally occur. The Ptolemaic papyri

0 Threatte 1996: 286
%1 5chmid 1887: 104
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alternated contracted and open forms and there are a few examples of contraction in the
Roman and Byzantine papyri (though this is not the norm). There are also examples of

simplified 8ydoc in the latter.>*

The pattern of use could be described as Y : Y(xz) where Y represents the uncontracted
form, X contracted &ydovg and Z 6ydog. | place X and Z in brackets because they are
extremely rare. For the most part, then, use of the uncontracted form is expected and
neutral. But use of the alternate forms should be remarked on especially as the
contracted form might be an extreme hyper-Atticism of the sort that never actually
occurred in Attic, but was later created on analogy with the other contracted Attic

forms.

0 Eleog: (“pity”)

This noun generally remains uncontracted throughout, but starting in the Hellenistic
period it began to be replaced by a heteroclitic 3rd declension form which saw it shift
from masculine (2nd declension) ¢ &\eog (gen. tob éAéov) to neuter (3rd declension) 6
Eheoc (gen. tod éréouc).>*® The neuter 3rd declension variant is that found in the New
Testament and dominates the Septuagint.®** Both versions appear in the Roman and
Byzantine papyri, but the 3rd declension is more common.*** This lemma falls in to a
Y : yZ pattern of use where the Y is the masculine uncontracted form and Z the neuter
3rd declension alternative. Use of the 3rd declension form can be considered mild
avoidance of Atticism. Use of the uncontracted 2nd declension form is strongly Attic-

leaning.

0 ewAedg: (“cave”

Similarly, this noun does not undergo contraction, even in Attic. While always
uncontracted, there are three variants of the word. The first and most common is an
uncontracted masculine 2nd declension noun 6 ewieds (gen. ewieod) normal in various
dialects including Attic and sometimes the Koine. Alongside this, is an epic variation,

masculine 0 pwAe1d¢ (gen. poielod/ewAiegioio). The third version is a heteroclitic variant

%2 Gignac 1981: 201

343 LSJ: #heog

%44 Blass, Debrunner, & Funk 1961: 28
% Gignac 1981: 99-100
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but is extant only in a small number of cases of the neuter plural, where the form is
rendered ta @wAied (only in the nominative/accusative). There is no evidence of this

heteroclitic form in other cases.

This lemma, therefore, normally follows a Y : Y pattern of use, but in the nominative
accusative plural it follows a Y : YZ pattern where Y is the uncontracted masculine
form and Z the 3rd declension neuter alternative. In most cases, then, use is neutral but
in the nominative and accusative plural, the uncontracted 2nd declension form is
moderately Attic-leaning and the use of the 3rd declension form moderate avoidance of
Atticism.

9.3 Use in Achilles’ Text

I conducted a preliminary search for lemmas containing potential contract forms in
Achilles Tatius (using the Concordance programme) but found that this included forms

that never undergo contraction.

These, as discussed above, are not relevant for the question of Atticism and include
lemmas of only two syllables and that for other reasons tend to remain uncontracted.
Such lemmas that appear in Achilles’ text are: 6 0g6g (84), 16 6¢oc (8), véoc (8), £6¢ (1),
16 kovAeov (1), &vbeoc (1), apyaréoc (1), momtéog (1), éveds (1), otepedg (2), 6
oivoyo6og (1) and vmrkoog (1).

Of the remaining words with the potential for contraction, there are 16 lemmas with a
total of 69 tokens. Of these, 13 tokens are uncontracted, 40 are contracted, 2 are
heteroclitic 3rd declension inflections and 14 are ambiguous (either contracted 2nd
declension or heteroclitic 3rd). As has been seen, however, in order to make a proper
analysis of Achilles’ language choices, each lemma (or group of similar lemmas) must

be looked at in turn.

16 6ctéov: (“bone”)
This lemma occurs once in the contracted form of the genitive singular, (évog) déotod. It
is, however, not consistent in the manuscript tradition. Family B of the manuscripts has

contracted accusative (§v) ootobv and Family o uncontracted accusative (&v) ootéov.
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An apparent quotation by Eustathius of Antioch (Commentarius in Hexaemeron 725.37)
has instead the genitive (évog) dotod and Vilborg takes this form to be correct on the
basis of sense, suggesting that in the manuscript tradition, the repetition of the letter
sequence O had suffered from haplography.>*® As a result, it is uncertain what
Achilles’ original form was, although the contracted variation, either accusative or
genitive, has slightly better authority (coming from Family p and by suggestion from

Eustathius’ reconstruction).

If Achilles did use the contracted form, this would point to moderate Attic-leaning
preference on his part, strengthened by Moeris’ recommendation. Unfortunately, this is

uncertain.

t6 Kaveov: (“basket”)

This lemma occurs twice in Achilles’ text, both times in the contracted dative kava.
There is no variation in the manuscripts. Achilles’ selection, then, could be described as
mildly Attic-leaning (since Attic writers avoided the uncontracted form, but the
contracted form is also used by the Koine writers who have it). Other Koine texts (e.g.
Galen and the New Testament) made use of synonyms, which Achilles does not.

apyvpeog (“silver”), ypvoeog (“gold”), cidnpeog (“iron”) (fem. -ea neut. -gov):

The adjective apybpeog appears once in the contracted dative plural apyvpoig, and
o10npeog appears once in the contracted nominative singular o1dnpodc. ypvoeog has a
total of 15 tokens, all contracted. 3 of these are straightforward adjectives ypvooaig (1),
xpvof] (1) and ypvoodv (1). The remaining examples are forms of a derived noun (6
ypooeoc) referring specifically to gold coins: ypvooi (4) ypvoodc (8).3*" There is no

variation in the manuscripts.

Achilles’ use of the contracted forms here can be described as mildly Attic-leaning as
the contracted form was more common in both Attic and the Koine, but the Koine did

sometimes make use of the uncontracted forms. In addition, the grammarians and

3% j.e. Loss of the double O in ENOX OXTOY (Vilborg 1955: 86; Vilborg 1962: 91).

%7 The following examples look like inflected forms of ypvoeoc, but examination reveals they are
actually forms of the noun “gold” 6 xpvcdg: ypvcod (4 times); xpvo@d (3 times). These | have excluded as
they are not subject to contraction.
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lexicographers (including Moeris and Phrynichus) associated the contracted forms with
the Attic dialect, despite actual Koine usage. Phrynichus goes so far as to say “yp1 obv
Aéyewv ... tov artikilovta” (an Atticist ought to say... [the contracted forms]). This

perceived Atticism enhances the Attic-leaning nature of Achilles’ choice.

mop@Ovpeog (“purple”), kvdveog (“dark blue”) (fem. -ea neut. -eov):
nop@Opeog appears 3 times, always contracted: mopeupd (1), mopepupav (1), Topeupodv
(1).3*® There is no variation in the manuscripts. In addition, there is one attestation in

papyrus fragment IT*, which corroborates the presence of mopupodv at 2.2.4.3%

Achilles use of the contracted form can be described as moderately Koine-leaning, as
the contracted form was preserved in the Koine and both Moeris and attested use point
to alovpync being a moderately Atticist alternative. Achilles, however, does have one
example of alovpyég in his text showing one instance of moderate Atticism with respect

to his description of the colour purple.

Kvaveog, on the other hand, appears twice in Achilles’ text, both times as uncontracted
Kvaveoc. There is no variation in the manuscripts. The scarce evidence for this lemma in
many of my comparison texts (it is absent from Attic inscriptions, Aristophanes, the
orators, the biblical texts, and the Greek and Roman papyri) makes it hard to generalise
about it. Given the testimony of Plato, Aristotle, Plutarch and Galen, his use could be
described as moderately Koine-leaning. Phrynichus’ inclusion of it in his list of words
that ought to be contracted by Atticists (along with the adjectives of metal) enhances the
non-Attic association with the uncontracted form. This lemma is notable for being the
only one where Achilles has preferred the uncontracted spelling for a word that could be
contracted.

amhoog (“single”, “simple”), durhdog (“double”, “twofold”) (fem. -6m neut. -60v):

There are 2 examples of amlobc in Achilles’ text: amhobv and the comparative

amlovotepotl. The manuscripts do not vary. There are 12 examples of duthodc, all of

%8 The following apparent examples of moppipeoc, are actually forms of the noun 1 Topedpa: Topevpa
(2), moppipav (3), Topevpa (1), Topedpag (4). These I have excluded as they are not subject to
contraction.

9 This is the only example of all the contract nouns given in this section which appears in the papyrus
fragments. | will not repeat in each section that there are no other examples.
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which are contracted: dutmAodv (8), StmAd (1), SutAq (2), dutAfjv (1). There is no variation
in the manuscripts except that one instance of owthodv at 7.5.3 is omitted from

manuscript G.

Excluding the comparative, which was always contracted, Achilles’ preference for

contracted forms of these lemmas suggests a mild Attic-leaning preference.

0 voog (“mind”), 0 mAdog (“voyage”), 6 pdog (“stream”):
voog¢ occurs 6 times: vodg (nom. sg.) (1), vodv (3), vd (2). While dative v@ is clearly the
contracted form, it not possible to say with certainty whether vod¢ and vobv are

contracted 2nd declension or heteroclitic 3rd declension forms.

mAG0g occurs 10 times: TAodg (nom. sg.) (1), TAodv (8), Thod (gen. sg.) (1). Again, the
genitive mAod is clearly contracted but mhodg and mhodv are ambiguous between the

contracted 2nd and 3rd declension alternatives.

poog appears twice: podv (1), (1) pot. podv is ambiguous but pot is clearly a heteroclitic

3rd declension form.

There are some minor variations in the manuscripts: There is one additional case of tov
vobv at 7.2.4 that appears in manuscript Family a. Vilborg and O’Sullivan prefer the
pronoun tovtmv given in family B, and interpret tov vodv as a gloss.**® The instance of

(tov) Thobv at 4.18.1 is found in Family B, but Family o has the verb mieiv instead.®**

More significantly, the attestation of heteroclitic pot is not certain: pot is the form given
in manuscript family . Most of family a has péet, the dative singular of a related but
different word 1o péog (with two syllables, this alternate word is not susceptible to
contraction). Manuscript W (of family o) has another alternative peifp in the margin
(dative of another synonym, 10 p&ibpov) and in manuscript F, there is a lacuna with

352

enough space for 7 letters.>> Vilborg perceives pot as original and supposes that the

%0 vilborg 1955: 127; Vilborg 1962: 117; O’Sullivan 1980: 278
%1 vilborg 1955: 85
%2 Vilborg 1955: 65; O’Sullivan 1980: 379
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variation in o is “an attempt to remove the vulgarism” (i.e heteroclitic form). *** He does
not comment on the longer alternative peibpg or the long lacuna in manuscript F. If
Vilborg is correct, this is a rare example of Achilles’ original language being less
properly Attic than later copyists would like, but as it is speculation on his part, | cannot

make any real conclusions from this.

The large number of ambiguous tokens of these three lemmas is unfortunate as they
make it hard to be certain whether Achilles preferred contracted 2nd or heteroclitic 3rd
declension forms. Given the unambiguous contracted forms v@ and m\ov, it is probable
that all tokens of vod¢ and mhodg take contract 2nd declension rather than 3rd
declension forms in all cases, but this is speculation. Given the heteroclitic example pot
(which is never corrected to p® even when copyists have changed it), it is tempting to
interpret podv as heteroclitic. But since there are only two examples of this lemma, and
one of them is not without variation in the manuscripts, it is impossible to be certain.
Given Achilles’ inconsistency elsewhere, one cannot be sure about the interpretations

for any of these lemmas.

Based on the unambiguous tokens, Achilles shows 3 contracted 2nd declension forms
and 1 (though not fully attested) 3rd declension alternative. For the most part, then,
Achilles seems to show a moderate Attic-leaning preference, with one possible instance
of a Koine preference pointing to moderate avoidance of Atticism. If the other tokens of
vob¢ and mhodg are contracted (which is likely but far from certain), there would be a
stronger argument for moderate Attic-leaning preference.

aBpoog (fem. -6a neut. -6ov): (“together”, “in crowds”)

There are 3 examples of this lemma, all uncontracted, as was the norm even in Attic:
a0poov (2), abpoéa (1). There is no variation in the manuscripts. By avoiding the hyper-
Atticist contract form, Achilles’ choice could be described as mildly Koine-leaning with

the Koine nature of the form enhanced by Moeris’ recommendation.

%3 Vilborg 1962: 76
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dydoog (fem. -on neut. -oov): (“eighth”)

There is one example of this lemma in the uncontracted spelling 6y66nv, as one would
expect. The manuscripts do not vary. Since the contracted form was never actually
found in Attic, Achilles’ choice is neutral. But the occasional hyper-correct use of the
contracted form found in later texts, suggests that Achilles has avoided a case of
extreme hyper-Atticism.

0 Ereog: (“pity”)

There are 7 examples of this lemma: &ieog (1), Ereov (3), Eréov (2) and éréovg (1). The
first 6 examples are uncontracted 2nd declension masculine forms, as was the norm
even in Attic. (The example &ieoc has an overt article 6, confirming that this is indeed a
2nd declension form). The last example, however, must be a heteroclitic 3rd declension

form (gen. sg.) éréovc.

According to Vilborg, Cobet “corrects” the éAéovg at 3.10.2 to éAéov in his edition, but
there is no variation in the manuscript tradition to support this emendation.>* In
addition, at 7.9.6, manuscript G replaces éAéov with éAéovg (resulting in 2 instances of

the heteroclitic form, although the second is unlikely to have been original).

Achilles’ 6 uncontracted forms could be described as strongly Attic-leaning (as it is the
form predominantly found in Attic and only occasionally in the Koine). The 1 case of
éhéovg (and possibly, though doubtfully, a second) shows that Achilles did sometimes
make use of new (Koine-exclusive and therefore non-Attic) heteroclitic forms. This
example, similar to that pot above (if that example is original), would be considered
Koine preference with avoidance of Atticism (in this case mild avoidance). These
examples, however, are in the minority and for the most part Achilles has used the

strongly Attic-leaning alternative.

0 owAedg: (“cave”
There is a single case of pwAeodg in the text as the uncontracted (gen. sg.) poieod. It
does not vary in the manuscripts. As this lemma is normally uncontracted regardless of

dialect, it does not reveal anything interesting. Since the heteroclitic variation té ewied

%4 Vilborg 1955: 57
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applies only to the nominative and accusative plural forms of the word, Achilles’ choice

here is neutral.

9.4 Summary and Interim Conclusion

The table below summarises the preceding discussion, showing all occurrences of
thematic (2nd declension) nouns and adjectives that appear in Achilles’ text along with
information on the normal Attic practice, the Koine practice and the testimony of the

lexicographers regarding each lemma.

Table 9-3 Summary of Contract Nouns and Adjectives in Achilles Tatius *°

Lemma C uC H PoU L/G | Description of use
N | dctéov, 16 1(0) Xy : XY | yes | Moderate Attic-leaning
N | kéveov, O 2 X: Xz Mild Attic-leaning
A | apyvpeog, €a, gov 1 X Xy yes | Mild Attic-leaning
A | ypvceog, €a, oV 15 X Xy yes | Mild Attic-leaning
O1ONPEDG, £0, EOV 1 X Xy yes | Mild Attic-leaning
, ) Moderate Koine-leaning
A | moppbpeog, ga, eov 3 XZ:X yes (partial: 1 token of 2)
A | xvdveog, €0, €0V 2 X: XY yes | Moderate avoidance of A
A | anhodg, 7], odv 2 X Xy Mild Attic-leaning
A | dimhodg, 7, odv 12 X Xy Mild Attic-leaning
C 2+ . .
N | vbog, 6 49 4? X: Xz Moderate Attic-leaning?
1+ . .
S 2(8? : - ?
N | mioog, 6 97(8?) 9?7(8?7) | X:XZ Moderate Attic-leaning®
i 1(0) + , . . .
N | pdoc, 6 1? 12 X:XZ Mod. Attic-leaning (partial)
A | dBpdog 3 xY:Y yes | Mild Koine-leaning
A | &ydoog 1 Y : Y(xz2) Neutral
N | §\eog, O 6 1 Y:yZ Strong Attic-leaning (partial)
L Y:Y
N | pwiedg, 6 1 (Y :Y2) Neutral
. 40 + 13 2+
Total: 16 149 149

Regarding contract nouns and adjectives, Achilles’ use generally shows an Attic-leaning
preference. For most forms, he shows mild Attic-leaning in which he uses the

contracted form that is preferred in both Attic and the Koine but avoids the Koine

%5 N: noun; A: adjective; C: contracted; uC: uncontracted; H: heteroclitic; PoU: Pattern of use; L/G:
Perceived Atticism according to lexicographers/grammarians
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specific uncontracted variation. These are also often perceived Atticisms promoted by
the lexicographers and grammarians. For dctéov, he seems to show moderate Attic-
leaning but unfortunately the only token of this is not consistent in all manuscripts.
Similarly, for voog, mhoog and poéog (which have heteroclitic alternative forms in the
Koine), he seems to be showing moderate Attic-leaning (with only one clear heteroclitic
form) but many of these tokens are ambiguous. For the adjectives of colour, he shows
moderate Koine-leaning preference or moderate avoidance of Atticism but both these
lemmas have a somewhat complicated pattern of use and he uses the moderately Atticist
alternative for the colour “purple” alongside his 3 tokens of the moderately Koine-
leaning alternative. For the lemmas which are normally uncontracted, even in Attic, he
sticks to the uncontracted form showing neither hyper-Atticism nor a regular choice of
heteroclitic alternatives (with 1 exception). His overall practice regarding contract
nouns, then, shows a general (often mild) Attic preference with little in the way of either
strongly Attic or strongly non-Attic forms.
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10. The Attic Declension

After -t1-/-66-, one of the most often cited examples of Atticism is what is referred to as
the “Attic Declension”. The designation refers to another set of 2nd declension (or
thematic) nouns and adjectives which takes suffixes in -o- rather than -o- in Attic. The
most recognisable examples of the Attic declension have forms in -em- in Attic but -oo-

in the Koine. The two best known cases of this are vedg/vadg (“temple”) and Aedg/Aaog

(“people™).

10.1 Development of the Variation

Attic declension words can usually be identified by the suffix -wg (neuter -wv) in the
nominative singular and -o in the genitive singular. The resulting case endings closely

resemble normal 2nd declension endings, but -w- appears in place of -o- or -ov-.**

Table 10-1 Regular and Attic Second Declension Suffixes

Number/Case | Regular decl. Attic decl.

sg. nom. -0G/-0v -o¢/-ov
acc. -0V -o(v)
gen. -0V -0
dat. - -

pl. nom. -ov/-a -o/-0,
acc. -0vg/-0 -mg/-0
gen. -V -V
dat. -01G -G

There are various reasons why Attic declension nouns and adjectives might have
developed -w- rather than -o- in their inflectional suffixes. Attic declension words can
be grouped into three broad categories based on their origin and/or the non-Attic version

with which they alternate.

The first and most easily recognised group includes nouns and adjectives which have
Attic declension forms in -ewg that alternate with Koine forms in -aog and lonic forms
in -nog. These words came to have the form they do in Attic by a three-step process of
phonological change involving: 1) the pan-Greek loss of certain intervocalic

%% Inflections without -o- in the regular 2nd declension are not changed. The dative singular and genitive
plural, which already have -®-, retain -o-. The neuter nominative and accusative plural, which both end in
-0, retain -a.
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consonants, 2) the Attic-lonic change of long a [a] to long 1 [€] and 3) the process of
quantitative metathesis popular in Attic.*’

The noun Aemg, for example, is thought to have derived from a PIE proto-form
*lawos.>*® With the loss of *w in the history of Greek, the word came to be Aadc, as it
remained in some dialects including Doric and the Koine. As discussed in the
phonology section under the heading “Attic reversion”, Attic and Ionic underwent a
sound change in which long o [a] became long 1 [€] (cf. Attic-lonic urnp versus Doric
patnp “mother”). The lonic form of Aadc, therefore, is Anog, as one would expect from
such a shift. In Attic, however, the process of quantitative metathesis (also mentioned
briefly in the phonology section) resulted in a switching of quantity of the two vowels in
the word. This process tends to occur when a long vowel (like n) is followed by a short
vowel (like o). The long vowel shortens and the short vowel lengthens, resulting in a
swapping of quantity (cf. gen. singular of moAg: Attic ndédewc vs lonic Toinoc). By this

process Attic derives from Anog [I€os] the final “Attic declension” form Aewc [leds].

The most common words in this group of the Attic declension are the nouns vewg (lonic
vnog, Koine vadg), Aemg (lonic Andg Koine Aaog), the proper name Mevéreme (Koine

Mevéraog) and the adjective fhewg, -wv (Koine ikaog, -aov).

The second group of words in this declension contains lemmas which have Attic
declension -w¢ forms (in the nominative singular) that alternate with non-Attic forms in
-o¢. In some cases, the presence of -o- in the Attic version is a result of contraction (e.g.
from -mog or -00g), but sometimes there is a simple variation between long o and short
o in different dialects which are not always clearly understood.®*° The most important

examples belonging to this group are as follows:

Lay@g (or Aaymg) is the Attic declension form of the word meaning “hare” and seems to

be a contraction of the Epic form Aaymdc. The lonic spelling has instead a shortened

%7 Allen 1871: 19; Sihler 1995: 74; 256

%% Allen 1871: 29

%9 Allen suggests that these alternations are “duplicates” or “collateral-forms™ in which the one form has
a basic short -o stem but the Attic form has an amplified stem with addition of a suffix like —o (e.g.
Aaydg/hoyo-rog). On this, see Allen 1871: 24; 29.
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simple -o-; Aayoc (gen. Aayod).*®® The feminine noun 7 &lwg (“threshing-floor”) also
seems to be a contraction of the alternative G\woc (Pre-Greek stem *walow-0s).*** The
defective adjective od¢ (neuter cdv) (“safe”) also belongs to this group, having some

forms attested in cooc/coov and sdoc/odov (as well as choc/odov).*®?

In addition to the w/o alternation found in Aaydc/Aaydc, there is also the word kdimg
(“reefing rope”) with a shortened variation kdlog (gen. kdAov) found in Epic and lonic.
Similarly, épeac (or ope@dc) meaning “sea-perch” appears primarily in this spelling, but
Herodian (Pros. Cath. 245.2) suggests a shortened version opeog (which is attested in
some post-Classical writers).

The last group in the Attic declension includes words that may have originated from
either phonetic changes or contraction, but what unites them is that these words each
have one variation in which they behave like (Attic) 2nd declension nouns, alongside an
alternative (non-Attic) variation which belongs to the 3rd declension. Two common
examples in this group are Tvemg (gen. Tve®d) (“the Whirlwind”) which has a later
alternate 3rd declension version Tvedv (gen. Tve®dvog) and tamc/tadc (gen. tamn/tad)

33 Also in

(“peacock”) which has an alternate 3rd declension form tamv (gen ta@vog).
this third category is the word fjpawg (“hero”), which has both an Attic 2nd declension
set of inflections (modelled on gen. fjpw) and a 3rd declension set (modelled on gen.
fipmog). This noun is, in fact, normally classified as a 3rd declension noun, because of

the latter being the more prevalent choice though both are well attested.**

The feminine 1 éog “dawn” is a unique example of this category, being one of very few
feminine Attic declension nouns. The Attic declension spelling £mg at first appears to be
not unlike the first group of Attic declension nouns in -ewg (the Doric form is amg). But
in this case, the long -o found in the Attic spelling is original and not a result of

quantitative metathesis, as is evident from Doric adg and lonic fiog. While the Attic

%0 The origins of this lemma are discussed in Allen 1871: 24. He suggests that Aaywog, which is found in
Homer, comes from *lagowos, with loss of w causing compensatory lengthening. According to his
assessment, lonic Aaydg has a separate origin.

%% Allen 1871: 23

%2 Allen 1871: 27; LSJ odg (A)

%3 Allen 1871: 27; LSJ: Tvedc; LSI: taog; Tuedg refers originally to the giant Typhos (also known as
Tvewedg or Typhoéus). The word was extended to become a metonym for a whirlwind.

%4 Allen 1871: 30
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spelling follows the paradigm of the 2nd declension, specifically the Attic 2nd
declension, the Doric and lonic versions follow the 3rd declension with genitives in

dodc and fodg respectively. %

Another feature which distinguished this noun from other Attic declension nouns is that
the accusative has assimilated to match the genitive €o (not &ov as one would expect).
Although the most well-known example of this phenomenon, there is evidence of other
Attic declension words taking accusative singular forms in -®. Allen refers to examples
of fipw for fipwv and drw for dAwv, suggesting they may be contractions of unusual 3rd
declension fjpwo and dilwa, and Threatte cites examples of accusative vem in
inscriptions from the second quarter of the 4th century BC onwards, created on analogy
with &mc, £0.%%° Tvpdc also appears to have taken an accusative singular form without

-v, as is evident from the quote in Moeris given in the next section.

In summary, then, there is a set of nouns and adjectives which, although belonging to
the 2nd declension, have their own special set of endings in -o- rather than -o-. The -o-
variations are particularly associated with the Attic dialect. This set of words contains
three broad types: those that result from phonological processes (loss of intervocalic
consonants, change of long a to long n and quantitative metathesis), those that result
from contraction or for some other reason have a lengthened -o- in Attic with alternate
-0- forms in other dialects, and those that have regular 3rd declension forms alongside
the Attic declension. | will now consider the evidence (modern and ancient) for

regarding Attic declension forms as markers of Atticism.

10.2 Evidence for the Attic Declension as a Marker of Atticism

10.2.1 Modern Scholarship

As mentioned, the use of the Attic declension is frequently listed as an important

Atticist marker by various modern authors. Horrocks includes it in his list of “important

%5 A potential way of accounting for the different spellings is that they originate from a proto-form
*awsos. Loss of first s, then w, would give us Doric adg and lonic fwg (through change of long a to long
n). Evidence for this reconstruction is found in the Lesbian spelling abwg and Latin aurora. The
shortening of n to € and introduction of a rough breathing in Attic, as well as the shift from 3rd to 2nd
declension, would have involved other processes (Allen 1871: 33; Sihler 1995: 309).

%% Allen 1871: 30; Threatte 1996: 39
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hallmarks of correct Attic usage”, Kim includes it as one of the “peculiarities of the
Attic dialect...which Atticising authors were careful to maintain”, and Anderson
includes it in his list of “subtle stylistic choices” for an aspiring student.*®’ Schmid
dedicates a section of his discussion of morphological Atticism to it, saying that, while
the Attic declension was never completely lost to higher registers of the Koine, its use

diminished during the Hellenistic period and was later reintroduced by Atticists.>*®

Blass, Debrunner and Funk say that “the so-called Attic second declension is dying out
in the Hellenistic vernacular” and that “the only remnant in the NT is in the formula
hedc oor”.% Gignac says that the Attic declension was “lost during the period of the
Koine, as nouns and adjectives of this subtype were gradually replaced by forms of

other declensional types.”370

In Colvin’s discussion of levelling (removal of specifically
Attic peculiarities) in the Koine, he cites the substitution of Attic declension forms
(such as Aedc, vedc) with “non-Attic-lonic” forms (such as Aadg, vaog) as a case in
point.3"* Bubenik makes a similar point, describing the -aog forms preferred by the
Koine as “non-Attic and non-Ionic”.*”® In Bubenik’s discussion of the development of
the Koine in the EAGLL, he says “the resulting stabilised variety — the Attic-lonic
Koine — clearly shows that the westernmost lonic dialect, Attic, had to give up several
of its salient phonological and morphological features” and as a morphological example
says “the Attic Declension of nouns and adjectives (leas ‘people’, ness ‘temple’,

émpleds “quite full of”) was given up”.*"®

For an early detailed discussion on the development and use (though not the Atticist
nature) of all the major Attic declension words, see F.D. Allen’s On the so-called Attic

Declension.>™

It is clear, then, that modern authors consider the use of Attic declension spellings in

favour of alternatives as an important marker of Atticism.

%7 Horrocks 2014:183; Kim 2014: 470; Anderson 1993: 88-89
%8 Schmid 1896: 582

%9 Blass, Debrunner, & Funk 1961: 25

370 Gignac 1981: 500

%71 Colvin 2010: 33

372 Bubenik 1993: 14

33 Bubenik 2013: 278 (EAGLL)

4 Allen 1871
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10.2.2 Use of the Marker by Attic Writers and Evidence for the Alternative

As already seen, it is often noted that the Attic declension was specifically associated
with the Classical Attic dialect and that it was declining by the Hellenistic period.
According to Threatte, prose Attic inscriptions of the Classical period exclusively used
vedg and Kémg before the late 3rd century BC, (Aecdg does not occur in inscriptions
since Attic preferred the synonymous oéfjuog, although the proper noun Aedc occurs
twice). Non-Attic vaog first appears in inscriptions in the last quarter of the 3rd century
BC, at which time vedc¢ begins to decline, being almost fully replaced by 150 BC. By

Roman times, Attic inscriptions exclusively used vaog.>”

Attic inscriptions of the Classical period also show a general preference for proper
names in -vewg and -Aewc, including occurrences of Mevélems. Endings in -vaog or
-Aaog (including Mevélaog) occur only with reference to non-Athenian persons. In the
Hellenistic period, -aog endings do begin to appear, even for Athenians, and -emg

endings begin to decline.?®

Allen provides a summary of the preferences in spellings for such words by various
Classical and literary dialect groups. He says: “[T]his form of the Attic declension is not
peculiar to the Attic dialect, but has received its name from its being most extensively
employed by Attic speakers and writers”.®’’ He says that Aristophanes almost
exclusively used Attic declension forms, which also represented “conversational every-
day language” except in “serious choral strains or passages in which he travesties the
stilted diction of the tragedy writers”. The tragedy writers, on the other hand, made
more use of the “non-Attic” -aog variants, which they thought of as carrying “a certain
dignity”. In non-Attic Classical writers of epic, elegiac and iambic poetry, Attic-
declension forms were rarer. Where they did occur, they were more likely to be those
derived by contraction than by quantitative metathesis. Aeolic and Doric made almost
no use of the Attic declension (except that occasionally Doric used contract forms of

proper nouns).>"®

375 Threatte 1996: 39-40
%7€ Threatte 1996: 44-48
77 Allen 1871: 33

378 Allen 1871: 33-34
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By the time of the Koine, Attic declension forms in -o- had largely been abandoned

379

except in formulaic expressions.””” Papanastassiou’s entry on the Attic Declension in

the EAGLL agrees with this, saying:

The Attic declension disappeared in Hellenistic Greek, and the nouns that survived

into Modern Greek have passed over to the standard second declension, e.g. lagos >

Aayog [la’yos]. %

Colvin, as has been seen, attributes the dropping of Attic declension forms in the Koine
to an attempt to level or iron out Attic peculiarities in the “common” language.381
Bubenik says much the same, and discusses reasons why -ewg forms were particularly
replaced by -ooc:
The Koine forms with the a- vocalism, laés and ndaos, are clearly non-Attic and non-
lonic. It could be that the a received special support from Homeric laos; in the latter
case, it should be observed that the famous ndoi ‘temples’ were located in the

proximate “mild”-Doric-speaking territories.**

He goes on to suggest that the selection of the non-Attic spelling may have been driven
by a desire to standardise all 2nd declension endings in -oc, especially as the Attic
declension forms were somewhat ambiguous with, for example, vedc indicating both
nominative singular and dative and accusative plural and ve®v indicating accusative

singular and genitive plural.*®

For some words, then, the Koine preferred versions spelled with -oc. In other cases,
where a regular 3rd declension variation existed, these were preferred (eg. tadv, fog).
In still other cases, the irregularity was erased by a complete replacement of the lemma
in question with a regular synonym. For example, in the New Testament, regular first
declension feminine duyn came to replace irregular émc/fjog, and the adjective mAéwg, -

a, -ov gave way to regular thematic declension peotdg and 3rd declension n?»ﬁpng.384

379 Blass, Debrunner, & Funk 1961: 25; Gignac 1981: 500

%80 papanastassiou 2013: 915 (EAGLL)

%1 Colvin 2010: 33

%2 Bubenik 1993: 14

%83 Bubenik 1993: 14. Note: his statement that vedc indicates dative plural in addition to nominative
singular and accusative plural ignores the fact that the dative plural ought to have an iota subscript ve®g.
This would not, in practice, have been written in and would not have affected pronunciation.

%84 Blass, Debrunner, & Funk 1961: 25
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According to Gignac, non-Attic vaog is the normal form found in Roman and Byzantine
papyri (with a single exception of tod [v]e® in a very Atticistic speech from 2nd/3rd
centuries AD). Aedc/Aaog does not occur, except in names, where it generally takes the
non-Attic -Aaog spellings (e.g. Nwdraog, Akovsilaog; there are no cases of Mevéhaog
in these papyri). Aoryéde occurs only in its uncontracted form Aaymog.>® As an exception,
the form GAwg retained its Attic declensional spelling in Roman and Byzantine papyri,
although it alternates with a 3rd declension variation, & wv.**® Some 2nd declension
adjectives seem to have retained their Attic declension spellings in the later papyri (e.g.

\ewg, ayfipog and dmoypemc), although examples are few.

Ancient use, therefore, seems to support the view of the non-Attic spellings as
representing the Koine norm and Attic declension spellings as being a marker of

Atticism.

The Attic declension marker as a general rule (especially for the -ew¢/-aog words) fits
into the X : Y pattern of use, where the Attic declension forms are the norm in Attic and
the non-Attic forms the norm in the Koine. Use of an Attic declension form, therefore,
could be called “simple Atticism” and of the non-Attic form “Koine preference” or
“simple avoidance of Atticism”. But it will be seen that for some of the lemmas which
Achilles Tatius has, the pattern of use was more complex and I will address each lemma

separately.

10.2.3 Ancient Testimony

Use of the term “Attic” to describe this group of nouns and adjectives goes all the way

back to the ancient grammarians themselves.

Herodian regularly uses the adjective Attikog (and sometimes Abnvaioc) when he talks
about them, and even contrasts the Attic spellings with what he calls tov kowov.
Whether by this he is thinking of the dialect (cluster) | refer to as “the Koine”
specifically, or whether he simply means “the more common form”, does not really

matter, as either way he is suggesting that there is a contemporary form in common use

%> Gignac 1981: 30-32
%86 Gignac 1981: 29
%7 Gignac 1981: 126
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which he considers clearly distinct from the form he perceived as Attic and, by
implication, Atticist.

He discusses this group of nouns in various places in the Prosodia Catholica, always
with relation to the placement of accent. The way in which he describes them gives an

indication of how they were viewed by him.
10.1 Herodian Pros. Cath. (244.32-245.4)

Ta eic og Attikd Opotovodot keivolg, G’ @v doymuaticOnoav, vadg veds, Aadg
Aewg, kbhog Kahwg, Tdhoc Talwg: &ott 8¢ dvopa wvplrov, Mevéhaog Mevérewc,
‘T6haog Todewmc, Tovddpeog Tovddpewe, a&loypeog a&oypeme, TAaog TAemg, dvamiewc,
eDYNP®G, YPVGOKEPMC. GECTUEIDTAL TO dPPAS KOl Aoy®dS. TadTA YOp 0VK EPOANEE TOV
TOVOV T®V KOW®V: TOD HEV Yap Ope®G TO KOOV Oppog £0Ti Paputdvmg, ToD € Aaydg

0&uTOVOC Aoyog.

Attic (nouns) ending in -os have the same accent as those from which they were
formed: naos/neos, laosl/leos, kalos/kalos, Talos/Talos; and there is the royal name
Menelaos/Meneleds, lolaos/loleos, Tundareos/Tundareds, axiochreos/axiochreds,
hilaos/hileds, anapleds, eugérds, chrusokerds. Orphos and lagas are noted as
exceptions. For the latter do not retain the accent of the common/koine (form); for
orphos, the common/koine (form) of orphos, is barytone, and lagos, (the

common/koine form) of lagos is oxytone.

Herodian clearly considers the forms ending in -w¢ as Attic and the others as “common”
forms. He seems to believe that the Attic spellings were derived from or formed from

(69> ®V éoynuaticOncav) the -og forms.

10.2 Herodian IIepi mabav (381.8-12)
(fragment from Choer. In Theod. Nom. 252.11ff.)

Ei 8¢ 1i¢ eimol kai i 10 Thaog cuvestodpévov Exov 10 o olov Mg mapd Mopbevip
“Daog, & vpévoue” (Poesis reliquiae Fr. 32.1) yiveton mopd toic AOnvaiolg St tod €
1 T ere /4 er N e ~ L} ’. \ 7 \ \ b}
kol ® otov fAewmg, Aéyopev &1L 10 Thaog pdAdov éxteivel 10 a (omaviov yap TO €v

GULGTOAT] EDPIOKOUEVOV) KOl TOVTOV APV £YEVETO TTOPQ TOTC ABnvaiolg Thewg:

If someone should ask how the word hilaos having a shortened a as in Parthenius
“hilaos, 0 humenaie” (Poesis reliquiae Fr. 32.1), comes among the Athenians to be
written with e and o as hileds, we say that the word hilaos rather has a lengthened a
(for it is seldom found in the short form) and on account of this it came from the

Athenians’ hileos.

162



10.3 Herodian [lepi mabdav (271.14-16)
(fragment from Choer. In Theod. Verb. 42.32ff.)

elvBooy ol Alodelc mpooTBEVOL TO ¥ POVNEVTOG EMLPEPOUEVOD OOG &ml TOD E0deV
ebodev Kol TAAY T0 NOG Mg Ayovotv ol Awpieig, ol 8¢ AloAelg TobTO Aéyovoty admg

TPOGTIOEVTES TO V.

The Aeolians are accustomed to insert a u (before a) following vowel, for example, for
headen they say euaden and again the Dorians say aas for éas, but the Aeolians

pronounce this as auds, inserting a u.

A later grammarian, Theodosius of Alexandria (4-5 AD) wrote a mammoth work on
Greek morphology in which he painstakingly lays out the rules and paradigms for every
conceivable noun declension and verb conjugation.®®® Not inclined to unification of
related paradigms like modern morphologists, he identifies 56 different classes or

declensions (kavovec), of which the Attic declension is class or canon 17.%

10.4 Theodosius Canones Isagogici de Flexione Nominum (16.1-7)

Kovav L'

‘Evikd. 'O Mevéremg o0 Mevédem: ta gic 0g OVOLOTO LETAMTO10DVTEG ATTIKOL €1G MG

Kol TO TopoAnyovTa TV e@VNEvVIov &ic € uetafdilovot, KAlvovol 8¢ mavta Kot
amoPoAny tod G, 0 Aedg TOD Aed, 0 VeEdS TOD veD: 10TE0V O€ O¢ €1 TOL Vpebein v T
KOw@® OVOLOTL TO 0 €i¢ @ TPETOVOY aTo, KOV POdon mporapo&uviijvor 1 €00ela Tio

TT®OG1G TpomapoLuveTaL.

Declension 17

Singular: ho Meneleos, tou Meneleo: When the Attic speakers remodel nouns ending
in -0s to -os they also change those (nouns) with a penultimate vowel in e, and they
decline them all [i.e. form genitives] by dropping the -s: ho leds, tou leo, ho neds tou
neo, but one must know that whenever -0 is found in a common noun they turn it into
o0, and if the nominative case has already been made proparoxytone, all the cases are

made proparoxytone.’

Theodosius goes on to give every other permutation of 6 Mevélewg (including the dual

and plural forms).

%8 Dickey 2007: 83
** Allen 1871: 18
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In a different section (for class/canon 26), he discusses the nouns with alternating
second and 3rd declension forms (although he does not explicitly describe the one set as
Attic at this point):

10.5 Theodosius Can. Nom. (21.6-13)
Kavav k¢’.

‘Evikd. 'O Egvopdv 100 Eevopdvtog, 0 Ilocewddv tod Iloceddvog, 6 tadv Tod

TOMVOC: TO €1 OV TEPIOTOUEVE S TOD vT KAveTal, Eevop®dvtog AyAoodVTOC:

oceonpueinton 10 [ocewddv: 10 yap Tadv kol Tvedv og ki gig mg An&avra, kol Tvedg

Kol Ta®dG yop Aéyetal, ovK NKoAovONoE Tf) KAGEL TOV TEPIOTOUEVOV. T ZEVOPDVTL,
6 Hooelddvi, 1 Tadvi. 1oV Zevoedvta, oV [ocelddva, Tov Tadve. & Zevopdv, @

160V, ® TadV.
Declension 26

Singular: ho Xenophon tou Xenophontos, ho Poseidon tou Poseidonos, ho taon tou
taonos: these words ending with a final circumflex accent on on inflect with nt,

Xenophaontos Aglaofontos; note as an exception Poseidon. For taon and Tufon,

especially when they end in as, for both Tufos and tads are (also) said, did not follow
the declension of those with a final circumflex accent. Toi Xenophanti, toi Poseidoni,
t6i taoni. Ton Xenophonta, ton Poseidona ton taona. O Xenophon, O Poseidon, O

taon.

George Choeroboscus, in his (9th century) commentary of Theodosius, also talks about
this group of nouns and he explicitly refers to them as those which behave “in the Attic

manner” (dttik®dg) by dropping -c in the genitive.

10.6 Choeroboscus In Theod. Nom. (248.8-11)

Tadta 8¢ o0k &yovot TV avTiv KAicw, Tvedv pev yap Tvedvog kol Tadv Tadvog,
domep kai IMocewddv TMoceddvog, Tvedg 8¢ Tved kol tadg Tad dmoPforii ToD ¢

ATTIKADG, DOTEP O OPPDG TOD OPP® Kol O Aoy®dG TOD Aay®d-

But these do not belong to the same declension, for, on the one hand, Tufon (has gen.)
Tufonos and taon (has gen.) tacnos, just like Poseidon (has gen.) Poseidaonos, [i.e. 3rd
decl.] but, on the other hand, Tufos (has gen.) Tufo and taos (has gen.) tao by dropping
the -s in the [2nd decl.] Attic manner, (are) just like ho orfos tou orfé and ho lagas tou

lago.
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Another grammarian who describes this class as “Attic” is Theognostus the
Grammarian (also 9th century AD) who, in discussing compounds, differentiates

between nouns that undergo the “Attic change” (Attikn tpont}) and those that do not.
10.7 Theognostus Canones sive De Orthgraphia (476.5-7)

ginov &l un Attt tpomn mapokolovdnoet, it 1o Aadg Mevélaog, Mevékeag: ypénc,
a&10ypewmg, Kal €Tt OpOloV.
I said “if it does not follow the Attic change”, because of (examples like) laos,

Menelaos, Meneleds; chreos, axiochreds, and any others of the same sort.

All these grammarians both identify the category of nouns in -mg (with -® genitives) as
being somehow “Attic” in nature and recognise their relationship to (by implication
non-Attic) -og forms. This provides evidence that the -wg spellings were viewed as Attic

(in contrast with a non-Attic variation) and, therefore, as Atticising.

In addition to the grammarians, there is also mention of specific examples of some of

the words in question in the lexicographers. Moeris gives the following examples:

10.8 Moeris Atticista
(v.1) vedg v evBeiav evikidg kai 0EVTOVEHG ATtikol vaog "EAAnvec.
The Attic speakers (say) reos (for) nominative singular and an acute accent; the

Greeks naos.

This first example is a straightforward reference to the phonetically shifted Attic

spelling in -em- compared to the more regular and “natural” Koine alternative -oo-.

10.9 Moeris Atticista
(0.19) od mepronopévog Attikol T0 oda.
The Attic speakers (say) sa with a circumflex accent on the last syllable for ta soa

[nom./acc. neut. pl.]

For this example, Moeris gives the nominative/accusative neuter plural forms, which
happen to be the only place in the Attic declension where -®- does not form part of the
regular suffix (cf. ikea for lewv and mAéa for miéwv). The non-Attic spellings of this
word have regular uncontracted 2nd declension endings c®og (masc./fem.) cdov (neut.)
and the neuter plural o®a. Though a surprising choice, it does provide evidence for

Moeris’ awareness of the two forms of this lemma.
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10.10 Moeris Atticista
(1.14) toed Attikol: Tve®dva "EAAnvec.
The Attic speakers (say) tufo [2nd decl. acc. s.]; the Greeks rufona [3rd decl. acc. s.]
As mentioned previously, 6 tveag (like 1| £émg) seems to have regularly taken the v-less
accusative form top® (which was identical to the genitive) for the Attic declension form
of this word. Moeris contrasts this Attic 2nd declension accusative form with the (non-

Attic) regular 3rd declension variation Tvp@®vo.

10.11 Moeris Atticista

M.9) fpw xwpig 0D 1 AtTikoi, g Ounpog (0 483): “fipw Anpoddkm”: fipwt petd tod
“EAANveg.
The Attic speakers (say) héro without i like Homer (Od. 8.483): “héro Demodokoi’;
the Greeks (say) keroi with the i.

(012) ployeho Attikoi- prioyédmtec "EAANnvec.
The Attic speakers say philogeloi [2nd decl. nom. pl.], the Greeks say philogelotes
[3rd decl. nom. pl.]

This last example is of a rare word | have not previously discussed, but again it provides
a clear example of an Attic declension spelling contrasted with a 3rd declension
counterpart. Here both examples are in the nominative plural and, if a somewhat

arbitrary choice, provide a clear comparison of the two forms.

Finally, Phrynichus identifies an example of the Attic declension noun Laydc.

10.12 Phrynichus Eclogae (156)
Aaymg 0 Attikdg, 61 8¢ ToD 0 0 “Tav Aaydg: 10 Aaymog 6& oK EGTIV.
lagos is Attic, lagos with o is lonian; and lagaos does not exist.
Here Phrynichus recognises three spellings of the word: the Attic declension Aoymg
(which he recommends), the lonic spelling Aayog, and the uncontracted variation

Aaywdg, which he cautions against.

Given the quotes cited above, there must have been a clear awareness of this noun-
group in the ancient world. Its label by ancient grammarians as “Attic” and the
examples given by the lexicographers suggest that that use of the Attic forms of these

words can be identified as markers of Atticism, and avoidance of them as non-Atticist.
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10.3 Use in Achilles’ Text

In analysing the text of Achilles Tatius, | found 10 examples of lemmas that could take
Attic declension spellings. Of them, 1 had to be omitted, as closer inspection revealed
that the tokens in question represented different lemmas that merely have homographs
with the Attic declension example.*®* There remain, then, 9 lemmas that are relevant to
the Attic declension. One of these, one is the proper noun Mevélaog, which is the name
of an important character in the novel and which | will discuss later. Of the remaining 8
lemmas, there are a total of 50 tokens, 33 of which have Attic spellings and 15 non-
Attic. 2 are ambiguous as they could be interpreted as the Attic or non-Attic forms of

these particular tokens.

Since each lemma in question has a slightly different pattern of use regarding preference
for the Attic or non-Attic form, | will discuss each independently.

vaog: (“temple”, “shrine”)

As has been seen, this lemma is one of the most often cited examples of the Attic
declension and has three spellings in Greek literature: the Attic veag, lonic vnog, and
Doric (adopted by the Koine) vaog. Achilles uses both the Attic and Doric/Koine
spellings, but shows preference for the Attic forms. Searching for instances of this
lemma using the normal text search tools was not as straightforward as for other
lemmas because some of the declined forms are ones which also occur for the unrelated
3rd declension lemma vaiig “ship” (Attic gen. vedc).*** This noun undergoes the same
shift of a [a] to n [€] followed by quantitative metathesis in the genitive singular in Attic
as vaog does throughout the declension. As a result, the following confusions may

occur:

3% There are a number of tokens of what appears to be inflected forms of the Attic declension adjective
mAéwmg (“full”), but are actually comparative forms of the adjective moAvg (“many”): nieiov, mAeiovg,
mieiwv; and inflections of the verb mAéw (“I sail”): TAéw, TAéwV.

%91 This word occurs frequently in Achilles’ novel, as travel by ship and seafaring are prominent parts of
the story.
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Table 10-2 Confusion of Tokens of vaoc and vadg

vadg “shrine” vaidg “ship”
VEDG ﬁg:g ggg]b?mg' Attic gen. sing.
vadg | Doric nom. sing. Doric gen. sing.
106 lonic nom. sing. lonic gen. sing.
va@®v | Doric gen. pl. Doric gen. pl.
wnév | lonic gen. pl. lonic gen. pl.

Of the 31 possible tokens for vewg, 12 refer to a “shrine” or “temple” and the remaining
19 to a “ship” (all are singular). Of the 12 tokens of “shrine”, 8 have Attic spellings
(vemg, vedv and vem) and 4 Doric/Koine spellings (vade, vadv, vaod). There is no

variation in the manuscripts and no tokens appear in the papyri.

Table 10-3 Occurrences of vaog in Achilles’ Text

vaog Attic Koine

Sg. nom. | vedg 1 | vaog 1
acc. vemv 3 | vaodv 2
gen. | ved 4 | vaod 1
dat. VED - | vo® --

As mentioned, most -ewc/-aog nouns fall into a simple X : Y pattern of use. Attic texts
including inscriptions, Aristophanes and the orators have forms in ved¢ most of the
time, while the biblical texts and the Greek and Roman papyri generally have forms in
vade.**? Moeris (Atticista v.1), Herodian (Pros. Cath. 244.33) and Theodosius (Can.
Nom. 16.1-7) attest to the perception of vewmg as the Attic form.

Based on this, Achilles’ shows a partial desire to Atticise this lemma. He shows simple
Atticism two-thirds of the time but retains the preferred Koine form for the remaining
one-third of tokens. This is not inconsistent with other cases where Achilles uses simple

Atticism (e.g. for -t1-/-65-).

%92 For Attic inscriptions see Threatte 1996: 39-42; For the papyri see Gignac 1981: 30-31; Other statistics
from the TLG Text Search Tool. There are a few exceptional cases of vedg in 2 Maccabees of the
Septuagint.
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thaoc: (“propitious”)

This lemma does not appear in Achilles’ text as an adjective, but the adverbial form
appears twice, both times in the Attic declension spelling iiewc. Both tokens have a
minor variant in the manuscript tradition, the first appearing as iAeog (with smooth
breathing) in Manuscript G, the second as iAeog (with rough breathing) in both G and
W. The -go- spelling is an unusual variant which appears once in Herodotus and a few
times in later, mostly lexicographic or grammatical, writers. Neither token appears in

the papyri of Achilles’ text.

The lemma occurs rarely in my key texts with a few -go- tokens in the Attic
inscriptions, 1 token of -co- in Aristophanes and 2 tokens of -co- in the orators.>*® The
entry in LSJ describes the -gw- spellings as “Attic and later,” and evidence for its
continuance in Koine-period texts is attested by 1 token of -ew- in the papyri, 2 in the
New Testament and 35 in the Septuagint. It seems, however, to have become a largely
fossilised form (undeclined fAewc) and elsewhere synonyms such as ypnotoc were used

NPT .. 394
to indicate “propitiousness”.

The pattern of use for this lemma, therefore, is complex but seems to have been
something like X : Xyz where X is the {Aewg form, Y ilaog (iAdwg for the adverb) and Z
a synonym. Use of the Attic declension form, then, as Achilles has, can be described as
mildly Attic-leaning although this could be strengthened by a degree of perceived
Atticism evidenced by Herodian’s description of the of the -ew- form as that used by the
Athenians (I1epi waOdv 381.8-12).

Hog: (“dawn”)

As discussed, this lemma has a 3rd declension non-Attic form nag (gen. 1odc)
contrasting with the Attic 2nd declension variation g (gen. £€w). Of the 20 potential
tokens of this lemma in Achilles’ work, 5 apparent instances of £wg are actually the
homographic particle meaning “until” and not relevant for this discussion. Of the
remaining 15 tokens, 10 make use of the Attic spelling (accusative and genitive &w;
dative &p) and 5 of the non-Attic 3rd declension alternative (nominative nog; genitive

H00g).

%% Threatte 1996: 291
%4 |_SJ: haoc; Gignac 1981: 126; Blass, Debrunner, & Funk 1961: 25
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Table 10-4 Occurrences of nog in Achilles’ Text

Nog 2nd Attic 3rd decl.

sg. nom. | €mc 0 NG 4
acc. o) 7 novv /Mo --
gen. £ 2 novg 1* | *'Hodg
dat. £ 1 noi --

It is interesting to note that in all cases of the nominative singular, Achilles uses the 3rd
declension alternative fiog. This might be explained as an attempt to avoid confusion
with the aforementioned particle &wc, but this would have been unnecessary because
context would always prevent confusion of the terms. The only other 3rd declension
example is the genitive 'Hod¢ which is used as a proper noun suggesting
anthropomorphism of the Dawn. Manuscript M gives this name as Tod¢ (genitive for a
personification of the moon, Id), but "Hodc is probably correct.**®> A search on the TLG
shows that the anthropomorphic Dawn is almost always spelled as lonic 'Hog or Aeolic
Adwc. The only other manuscript variation found for examples of this lemma is in

manuscript F, where an instance of g (dawn) has is replaced by fuépa (day).

Vilborg notes that in the commentary of Achilles’ text by Gottling, it is proposed that
the first case of g ought rather to read f| €wg, but this has no confirmation in the
manuscript tradition.>® Two examples of this lemma are visible in the papyrus
fragments, and both agree with the manuscript tradition. In IT%, EQ occurs for accusative
g at 6.14.2 and in IT*, is EQ for dative &g at 3.24.1.

The pattern of use for this lemma in ancient texts also seems to be something like
X : Xyz, where X is €mg, Y is iaoc and Z a synonym. Attic inscriptions have &wog as do
Aristophanes and the orators (with 1 exception).®*” The Roman and Byzantine papyri
have two cases of &wc (Gignac makes no reference to instances of fic in the papyri).>®

Galen and other contemporaries like Josephus and Plutarch use both forms but have

%% Eor discussion on the significance of the myth of o for Achilles’ novel, see Morales 2004: 67, 141,
216-217 and Laplace 1983: 318. On a similar confusion between Europa and Selene (another
manifestation of the moon), see Morales 2004: 27-48.

%% Géttling 1811

%" Threatte 1996: 39; 211

%% Gignac 1981: 32
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more instances of &wc. The biblical texts use the synonym avyr for the dawn.**® There
is little discussion of this lemma in the lexicographers and grammarians, at least with
reference to the relationship between £w¢ and nwg. In Iepi mwabdv (3.1 271.14-16),
Herodian discusses dialectal forms of f&c¢, saying that the Dorians said amg and the

Aeolians, inserting an v, said adwg but he makes no reference to £wc.

Much later, however, in the lexicon of Photius (the Patriarch of Constantinople) (9th

century AD) is a more explicit recommendation:
10.13 Photius Lexicon (E-M). (£.2535)
&mg, ovyl NAC, T0 ATTIKOV £0TL. EgvoQ@V 0& NAOG AEYEL TOMNTIKDG KOTOKOP®OG &V
Kvpov IMadeiq (X. Cyr. 1.1.5.8) “Hv 1€ o Nd TV 1€ TPOG E6TEPAV”.
heds, not &os, it is Attic. But Xenophon said eos to poetical excess in The Education of

Cyrus (X. Cyr. 1.1.5.8) “én te pros éo én te pros hesperan”.

Finally, the Suda (10th C) suggests that &wc is actually lonic.
10.14 Suda Lexicon

(n.417) Aéyetan 6 Huépa kowvdg NAOG, Tovikdg Eng, Awpikdg Ame, AloMKd K TOVTOV QDAY
Kol Tpo7f] ToU L CidV.
But the day is called in the common (koinos) manner eos, in the lonian manner hegs,

in the Dorian manner ags, (derived) from this in the Aeolian manner audn and, with

the change of u, aion.

Photius’ reference might point to the perception of £€w¢ as an Atticism, but the scarce

evidence lends little weight to this.

Achilles, then, shows a general preference for the Attic declension spelling of this
lemma (used on 10 occasions). As this form was continued to some degree in later
writers, his choice can only be described as mild Attic-leaning with little support from
the lexicographers and grammarians. In addition, for the nominative singular form of
this lemma, Achilles has 4 tokens of the 3rd declension form, pointing to Koine
preference for this inflection with strong avoidance of an Atticist form. His use,

therefore, is inconsistent but with a slight preference for Attic-leaning forms.

399 Blass, Debrunner, & Funk 1961: 25
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KéAwc: (“rope”)

There are 10 tokens of this lemma, of which 7 make use of the Attic spelling (based on
KGAmg, gen. kdlw) and 2 of the Epic/lonic alternative (based on kdAoc, gen. kaiov).
The 10th token is ambiguous, as it takes the form of the genitive plural kGAwv, which is

identical in both versions.

Table 10-5 Occurrences of kGAmg in Achilles” Text

KaGAmg Attic lonic Variation
Sg. hom. KéA®g KAAOG
acc. KOA@V 4 | kdrov 4 as kdAov in some MSS
. . 1 as kdlov in branch a;
gen. KAA® 1 | xdrov Ko MS F
pl.nom. KAA® K@AoL 2
acc. KOA®G 1 | xérovg 1 as kdlovg in some MSS
gen. KAV ? | kGhov ? | 1 token; category unclear
dual nom. KOA® 1 | xéhot 1 as kot in branch o

Unlike the other examples, this lemma does have a fair amount of variation in the
manuscript tradition. In particular, all 7 tokens which have the (-w-) Attic spelling in the
majority of manuscripts (and therefore in Vilborg’s edition) have the non-Attic (-0-)
equivalent in at least one other manuscript or group of manuscripts. The non-Attic
variation appears in all cases in manuscript M and its sub-branches. In 4 of the 7, the
non-Attic spelling is found in all of branch a of the manuscripts. Branch B, which
Vilborg considers slightly more reliable, generally prefers the Attic spelling, although in
2 cases manuscript G of this family has the non-Attic spelling. The two tokens which
are non-Attic in Vilborg’s edition have no variation in any manuscript. No tokens

appear in the papyri.

Given these observations, it is difficult to make a certain conclusion about which
spelling Achilles preferred in his original text. It is possible that he preferred the Attic
spellings which were emended to non-Attic versions by various manuscript copyists at
different times (some tokens changed in the prototype of branch «, and in manuscript G,
with further regularisation applied to all tokens of the lemma in manuscript M).
Alternatively, there may have already been some inconsistency in Achilles’ original,
which was maintained in some manuscripts but partially or fully altered in others

through error or preference rather than conscious de-Atticising intent.
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This lemma does not occur all too often in my key comparative texts. The Attic-
declension form is preferred by the Attic inscriptions and orators but Aristophanes does
not use the lemma at all.*® The alternate -o- spelling is found twice in the Septuagint
but the lemma is absent from the New Testament and papyri. Galen has 4 tokens of the
-0- spelling while Plutarch and Josephus have 2 -o- forms and 2 -o- forms each. The
pattern of usage, therefore could be described as X : xY, where X represents kéAwg
forms and Y kéhoc forms.*®* Achilles’ use of the Attic-declension spelling in most cases

in the majority of manuscripts suggests a mild Attic-leaning preference.

The Attic-leaning preference of this choice is amplified by the description of kdAiwg as
Attic in Herodian (Pros. Cath. 244.33), pointing to kdlw¢ as a perceived Atticism.
Unfortunately, since many of Achilles’ tokens vary in the manuscripts, it is hard to

make a strong claim about Achilles’ Attic-leaning preference here.

ta0g: (“peacock™)
This lemma occurs 8§ times in Achilles’ text, primarily in Book 1, but twice in Book 3.
Of the tokens, 6 appear in Attic declension spellings (nominative tamg, genitive To®

and dative ta) but 2 have the non-Attic accusative (ta®va). All cases are singular.

Table 10-6 Occurrences of tamg in Achilles’ Text

TO0OG 2nd Attic 3rd decl.

Sg. hom. | Tamg 3 | tawv
acc. oMV TodVaL 2
gen. oD 2 | tadvog
dat. oD 1 | tadwvt

It is interesting to note that the anomaly correlates with a specific declensional form:
both cases of the accusative singular. Perhaps of significance is the first example of
ta®dvo at 1.16.3 which specifically refers to a female peacock: “dci&ag ONnieiay Tadva”
(“indicating the female peacock™). Achilles may have somehow felt that the 3rd
declension spelling (ending in -a) was more appropriate for a female bird than the 2nd

declension spelling, but this does not account for the repeated use of this spelling for the

“® Threatte 1996: 271-272
1 The lower-case x and y indicate the scarcity of examples in the Koine, but the pattern can be
effectively treated the same as X : XY.
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accusative singular at 3.25.1, where he speaks of the peacock in a general sense. This
second example appears in a discussion of the phoenix (which has an ambiguous
biological gender in ancient literature) and as he is comparing the size of the phoenix
with that of the peacock, there is no reason to assume he had a female peacock in
mind.*®? In fact, in the very next sentence following this, he uses the 2nd declension
nominative singular form tadwc to relate the colouring of the two birds, in which case |
must assume he has a colourful male peacock in mind. In addition to this, | have not
discovered any other author who assigns the two different spellings of tadc to different

genders of the bird.

This word is again rare in my key texts. It is absent from the Attic inscriptions but
occurs 3 times in Aristophanes in the Attic declension and once with the 3rd declension
alternative. The orators have 1 token each of each spelling. For comparison, Aristotle
has 12 tokens with the Attic declension spelling and 1 of the 3rd declension. Gignac
gives no examples from the papyri and the biblical texts lack the word with the
exception of 1 token of 3rd declension tamvwv attested in some manuscripts of the

403

Septuagint.™ Galen also has 1 token of the 3rd declension spelling and Plutarch has 2

of the 3rd declension alongside 4 of the Attic declension.

It is hard, therefore, to establish a clear pattern of use other than something like Xy: xy,
in which X is tam¢ and Y is tawmv . This, not one of my normal patterns, suggests a very

slight Attic bias for the tamg form.

The -og form of this lemma does not seem to have had a strong Attic association in
grammarians and lexicographers since Herodian discusses the two alternate forms

without referring to the one as Attic.
10.15 Herodian Pros. Cath. (38.29-30)
10 8¢ Tve®V Kol Ta®V 00K kAN 610 ToD v, £mel kal £Tépav Eoye KkoTdAn&v: Tvedc
Yap kol Tadg S ToD G.
But Tufon and taon do not decline with -nt-, since they also have another ending; for

Tufos and taos are written with -s.

2 0n the androgynous nature of the phoenix and its symbolic association with Leucippe, see Morales
2004: 190-199.
03 |_SJ: tadg
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Theodosius (Can. Nom. 21.6-13) also recognises the two forms, but does not describe
either as Attic. Only much later, in Choeroboscus’ commentary of Theodosius in the
passage previously cited (Choer. In Theod. Nom. 248.8-11), are the Tvedc and tadg
spellings described as Attic, when he says that they decline by “dropping -s in the Attic
manner” (dmwofoAfj Tod ¢ dttikdg). The lexicographers and grammarians, then, also give

only a slight hint that the Attic-declension form was considered especially Atticist.

There is, then, the suggestion of a slight Attic bias in most cases of this lemma on
Achilles’ part. The lack of variation in the manuscripts points to this bias having been
present from the earliest time but as with most cases of Attic bias in Achilles’ text, he

shows inconsistency.

The remaining three Attic declension lemmas have only 1 token each:

o®¢, odv: (“safe”)
The single token of this word is in the neuter nominative singular c®ov and, as such, an
uncontracted non-Attic form. There is no variation in the manuscript tradition,

suggesting that Achilles probably had the uncontracted form in his original text.

The pattern of usage for this lemma is clearly X:Y. Attic texts, including Attic
inscriptions, Aristophanes and the orators all preferred the contracted form.*** In the
papyri and Septuagint, the uncontracted forms dominate (there are no examples in the
New Testament) and Galen, Josephus and Plutarch all prefer uncontracted forms.**® The
quote from Moeris (c.19) given previously amplifies the Atticist nature of the

contracted form.

Achilles’ choice here is a clear case of simple Koine preference or avoidance of

Atticism. Unfortunately, with only 1 token, it is hard to generalise.

ong: (“whirlwind”)
The name for a whirlwind (given with lower-case as common noun) appears at 1.12.2.

Achilles uses the non-Attic 3rd declension spelling for the dative singular, tvedvt.

% Threatte 1996: 290-291
%5 For the papyri, Gignac 1981: 82
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There is variation in a single manuscript (W), where the form tvedv appears instead.
This is more likely intended as the nominative singular of the non-Attic 3rd declension

than the accusative singular of the Attic declension.

Attic inscriptions have both variants (most instances in the vocative case and from
around the 3rd century BC), but Aristophanes has 3 cases of the Attic declension
form.*® It is absent from the orators and most other Classical Attic period authors but
Aristotle has 9 examples of the 3rd declension spelling. While absent from the papyri
and biblical texts, Galen has 1 example for the 3rd declension form while Plutarch has
88 tokens of the same (both as a proper and common noun). The entry in LSJ describes
the 3rd declension form as “used by later writers”.*”” The Septuagint makes various
references to whirlwinds, but these are always synonyms such as cvcoeiopog, divn,
Aohay and katotyig, (perhaps in order to avoid association with the Greek mythical

figure).

The pattern of usage for this lemma, then, could be described as, XY : Yz, where X is
weng, Y tvedv and Z synonyms. The use of Attic declension tveag, then, could be
considered hyper-Atticism emphasised by perceived Atticism suggested in the passages
from Moeris (1.14) and Choeroboscus (In Theod. Nom. 248.8-11) given previously.
Achilles’ use of the third declension form, then, (whether dative or nominative) is
mildly Koine-leaning. The lack of other tokens of this lemma again make further

generalisation impossible.

fpowg: (“hero”)

This last lemma is another which has both 2nd and 3rd declension variations: fipwg
(gen. fipw) versus fpwg (gen. fipwoc). Unfortunately, since this example occurs in the
nominative singular (fipwg) in Achilles’ text, which happens to be the form that is
identical for both declensions, there is no way of deciding which declensional form
Achilles generally preferred. As a result, | cannot comment any further on this example.

The table below summarises Achilles’ selection for these last three lemmas.

4% Threatte 1996: 126
7 LSJ: Tvpdc
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Table 10-7 Occurrences of Other Attic Declension Lemmas in Achilles’ Text

odg, BV Attic Uncontr. Notes

nom. (neut.) | cdv odov 1

T0POG 2nd Attic 3rd decl.

dat. (ol0) TPV 1 | wedvin MSW

fipws 2nd Attic 3rd decl.

nom. PG 1? | fpog 1? | 1token; category unclear

Two of these three examples, then, suggest a marginal preference towards the non-Attic

spellings but the number of examples of each is too few for any real conclusions.

Mevéhaoc: (“Menelaus™)

Before summarising Achilles’ use of Attic 2nd declension nouns, I must also consider
the name of one of his characters, Mevéhaog. As discussed previously, many ancient
names are unlikely to experience variation in Greek texts, but this one is an exception in
that both spellings are found throughout ancient literature. The name is often given as
an example of the Attic 2nd declension in both ancient and modern grammars, and, as
already seen, it is the example that Theodosius chose for his paradigm of the Attic
declension (Theod. Can. Nom. 16).

It may be significant, then, that Achilles uses the non-Attic spelling for this character in
his story throughout. There are 53 tokens of the name and all appear in what is generally
taken to be the Doric or Koine -ao- form. There is no variation in the manuscript
tradition and there are 4 tokens extant in the papyri: 1 from II° at 3.23.2 and 3 from IT*
at 3.17.6, 3.21.1 and 3.23.2. All are spelled with -o0- except that at 3.17.6 the papyrus is

damaged and | cannot be sure that the transcriber read it correctly.

Table 10-8 Occurrences of Mevélaog in Achilles’ Text

Mevéhaog Attic Koine

Sg. nom. Mevéremg Mevéraog 30
acc. Mevérewv Mevéraov 11
gen. Meveléw MeveAdov
dat. Mevelém Mevehdm 1
VoC. Mevéremg Mevérae
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While Mevélaog, being the Homeric spelling, is by far more dominant throughout
Greek (a search of the full TLG reveals 3 584 tokens of -oo- compared to 441 of -sw-),
the Attic declension spelling is not unknown. Threatte identifies 2 instances of
Mevédewg in the Attic inscriptions along with a case of Mevéheog (referring to the epic
hero) and 3 of Mevéhaog, one of which refers to an Athenian citizen (late 3rd century

408 An examination

BC) and is the earliest occurrence of a -Aaog name for an Athenian.
of Greek literature shows -ew- spellings being popular during the Classical period
(occurring, for example, slightly more frequently than -ao- in the tragedians).
Aristophanes has 3 tokens of -so- and 2 of -ao-.*”° The Attic orators, on the other hand,
have 7 tokens, all of -ao-. Plato has 3 of -ew- and 1 of -ao-. There is no account of the
spelling preferred by the papyri but the Septuagint has 17 cases of -ao-. Plutarch has 25
of -ao- alongside 1 of -ew- and Galen has 4 of -ao0- and 1 of -cw-. It seems clear that, by
this point, -ao- was the more common form but -ew- still occurs, especially in Schmid’s
Atticists who have 35 cases of -ew- alongside 71 of -ao-. All of them use both forms,

though some prefer the one and others the other.

Interestingly, it is the lexicographers and grammarians who retain the use of the -sw-
form well into the later centuries and some of them seem to have clearly considered the
two forms of this name as an Attic/non-Attic dichotomy. It has already been seen that
Theodosius (Can. Nom. 16) uses Mevérewg as his example of the Attic declension, what
he calls “nouns that the Attic speakers remodel” (dvopoto pETOTOODVTEG ATTIKOL).
Herodian (Pros. Cath. 244.32-245.4) used Mevélewc/Mevélaog as an example of “Attic
nouns ending in -0s” (Ta eig wg Attikd OpoTOVODGL €KEivolg), an association he affirms
elsewhere in his work (e.g. Pros. Cath. 405.25-29; Pros. Cath. 245.14-16). His father,
Apollonius Dyscolus, also associated Mevéiewe with Attic in his work on adverbs,

where he uses it to account for the Attic form of the adverb dvewc:

10.16 Apollonius Dyscolus On Adverbs (145.5)
...&voog. 4@’ o O ATTiKOV dvenc, O Mevéhaog Mevélemc

...anaos. From which comes the Attic aneds, just like Menelaos Meneleos

“%8 Threatte 1996: 46-47. For more on -Aewc Vs -Aaog names in the Attic inscriptions see (Threatte 1996:
44-50).

9 sjgnificantly, 1 token of -oo- is spoken by Lamptio the (Non-Attic) Spartan woman in Lysistrata but
the other is by Pisthetaerus, an Athenian man in Birds. All 3 tokens of -ew- are said by Euripides’
unnamed relative in Thesmophoriazusae.
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It seems, then, that Mevélewg falls into the xY: Y pattern of usage, in which X is the
-ew- spelling and Y the -ao- one. While -a0- was already used as much if not more than
-ew- in Attic texts, -ao- was the norm in the Koine period except when used by
Atticising authors or promoted by grammarians. Use of the -ew- form, then, could be

seen as hyper-Atticism strengthened by its perceived status as held by the grammarians.

Achilles choice, then, is unsurprising and could be described as mildly Koine-leaning.
What is significant is that he chose not to follow the hyper-Atticist and perceived Attic

form.

Regarding why Achilles made use of this spelling for his character’s name, it is also
noteworthy that this character identifies himself as “an Egyptian by race” on his very
first appearance: “t0 0¢ yévog Aiydmtiog” (A.T. 2.33.2). As someone who was not
ethnically Greek, though he clearly spoke the language, it makes sense that his Greek
name would have had a Koine rather than an Attic spelling. Achilles’ choice of the non-
Attic form here might be explained by the ethnicity of the character rather than any real
preference on Achilles’ part (for one or the other spelling in normal discourse). The
example does, however, provide further evidence that Achilles never intended to be a
strict Atticist, or he could have had the character’s name spelled Mevélewg regardless of

his race.

10.4 Summary and Interim Conclusion

The table below shows a summary of the results discussed in this section.

Table 10-9 Summary of Examples Relevant to the Attic Declension in Achilles” Text

Word Attic | Other | Ambig. | PoU | L/G | Description of use

VEDG 8 4 X:Y | yes | Simple Atticism (partial)

odg 1 X:Y | yes | Simple avoidance

fhewg 2 (0) X:Xyz | yes | Mild Attic-leaning

£€mg 10 5(3) X Xyz Mild Attic-leaning (partial)

KA 7(0) 5 1 X:xY | yes Strong Attic-leaning (partial)
(ms. var)

TVPDC 1 XY :Yz | yes | Mild Koine-leaning

Tadg 6 2 Xy : xy Slight Attic bias (partial)

fpwg 1 XY : X N/A

8 33 15
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Word Attic | Other | Ambig. | PoU | L/G | Description of use
Mevélaog 53 xY:Y | yes | Mild Koine-leaning
9 68

Analysis of the Attic declension in Achilles’ text points to him showing some instances

of Attic-leaning preferences (often using the so-called Attic declension forms in favour

of the alternatives) but for the most part this preference is mild or moderate, as use of

the Attic declension form continued into Koine period texts. For the noun ve®g,

Achilles shows some clear examples of simple Atticism by preferring the Attic form

more often than the non-Attic one (although even for this he is inconsistent). For odc,

he shows simple avoidance of the Attic form, but there is only 1 token of this. For

we®d¢ and Mevéhoog, he avoids what would be hyper-Atticist forms showing that,

while he does make attempts at Atticism for Attic-declension words, this is not an

obsession and he uses more neutral forms where possible.
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Athematic (-p1) Verbs

This is another frequently cited morphological Atticist variation, one relating to verbs.
The variation applies to a class of verbs that behave differently from the majority of
verbs in that they lack thematic vowels in word-formation, and also because (in some
inflections) they take a different set of suffixes. Many modern Greek grammars refer to
this class as “-ut verbs” because they tend to take the suffix -pu in the first person
singular present indicative active, in opposition to the majority which take - for this
inflection (also termed “-® verbs”). Alternatively, this group is also described as
“athematic” because they lack the thematic vowel (0 or &) which is normally attached to

the stem of “thematic” verbs before the addition of inflectional suffixes.

There are four types of athematic verb: those built on root stems (e.g. &iui, &iu, enpi),
those with reduplicated root stems (e.g. tibnui, didwut), those with nasal infix (-vv-)
stems (e.g. oeikvour) and a group of athematic verbs that are deponent and therefore
take only middle and passive forms (e.g. dvvapor, émiotapot). While there are
sometimes individual exceptions for specific words, generally all the lemmas in each set

behave in the same way.

11. The -vout Verbs

11.1 Development of the Variation

Beginning in the Classical Attic period, but becoming increasingly more common in the
Koine, there was a trend to thematicise -y verbs by replacing the athematic stems and
endings with regular thematic variations. In some cases, the -pu verb suffixes are quite
noticeably different from the - verb suffixes, but in others, the suffix itself is the same,

and the verb is merely lacking the thematic vowel.

The first category of athematic verbs I will consider is what I call the -vout verbs, after
the presence of a -vv- infix inserted between the root stem and inflectional suffix of
verbs in this group in the present and imperfect tenses. Examples of this category are:

deivopt (“T show™), Spvout (“I swear”, “confirm”), ofévvon (“I quench”) and 6ot

(< 6Avour) (“T destroy”). The -vo verbs were quite frequently thematicised in certain
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present and imperfect inflections in the Koine. The table below shows the most

significant of the differences between thematic and athematic suffixes for these verbs.

Table 11.1 Common Thematic versus Athematic Differences for -vou Verbs

Inflection Thematic Athematic
ACTIVE
Pres. Indic. 1sg. VO -vou

2 sg. -VOELG Vg

3sg. -VuEL -voot

3pl. -voovo(v) -voaoi(v)/voo(v)
Impf. Indic. 1 sg. VooV -Vov

3pl. VOOV -vooav
Pres. Impera. | 2 sg. -VuE -vu
Pres. Infin. -- -VVEWY -vovo
Pres. Part. m. nom. | -vowv e
MIDDLE
Pres. Indic. 2 sg. -voel/-von -vuoat
Impf. Indic. 2 sQ. VDOV -V0GO
Pres. Impera. | 2 sg. -VLOL -V0GO

For the remainder of inflected forms, the athematic form would have a regular bare
suffix built on a stem with the -vv- infix (e.g. deikvopev, deikvote) whereas the thematic
equivalent would have an ¢ or o thematic vowel between -vv- and the suffix (e.g.

SEIKVOOUEV, OEIKVETE).

11.2 Evidence for the Variation as a Marker of Atticism

11.2.1 Modern Scholarship

Horrocks does not give the retention of athematic verbs in place of their thematic
counterparts as one of his examples of Atticism, but many other modern authors do.
Kim includes “athematic verb endings” as a “morphological peculiarity” maintained by
Atticising authors.*® Similarly, Anderson says that one of the “subtle stylistic choices”
an aspiring Atticist would have to make was to “purge his language of deviant
tendencies such as the lapse into easy alternative -o forms of -mi verbs preferred by the

koiné.”*'* Deferrari discusses this group of verbs with relation to Atticism in Lucian**?

410 Kim 2014: 470
411 Anderson 1993: 88-89
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and Schmid suggests that it is common knowledge that -pu forms of -vout verbs are

“real Attic” (eigentlich attischen).*® He discusses the use of the athematic versus

thematic forms of such verbs in a number of his authors.**

-vou Verbs

Blass, Debrunner and Funk make the following observation regarding -voput verbs:

The gradual decline of -pu verbs, to be observed throughout the history of the Greek
language, reaches its final stage in modern Greek where the entire category
disappears. This decline is strongly felt in the Koine as compared with classical Greek.
Verbs in -voew [i.e. infinitive of -vow] are active competitors of those in -vovau [i.e.
infinitive of -vopu] ... already in Attic etc.; the older athematic formation has not yet

died out in the NT and entirely dominates in the passive (as in Attic...)*”

Similarly, Schmid suggests that the shift from athematic to thematic forms did not occur

in the middle-passive voice even in the higher Koine.*'® Conversely Gignac says:

[E]ven in the period of best Attic, Spuvop/opvom, deikvop/deixviw etc., offered
competing athematic and thematic forms throughout the active of the present system.
The thematic forms gradually came to predominate in the inscriptions, papyri, and
literary works of the Koine, and eventually resulted in the complete disappearance of

the athematic inflection in modern Greek.**’

Finally, Torallas Tovar, in her discussion of “Features of the Koine” in the EAGLL

says:

The verbal system also presented a tendency towards the disappearance of the
athematic inflection... Thus, verbs in -mi like 6mnumi ‘to swear’, or deiknumi ‘to
show” would gradually shift into omnuo and deikniio, or were replaced by thematic

synonyms like horkizé to ‘swear’.*'®

“12 Deferrari 1916: 26-29

“3 Schmid 1896: 595

4 On Polemon (Schmid 1887: 52); Dio Chrysostom (Schmid 1887: 83); Aristides (Schmid 1889: 25);
Aelian (Schmid 1893: 37) and Philostratus (Schmid 1896: 31).

15 Blass, Debrunner, & Funk 1961: 46

#1% Schmid 1896: 595

7 Gignac 1981: 378

8 Torallas Tovar 2013
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It seems, then, that while the retention of athematic -pu forms in preference over
thematic -o forms is generally considered a kind of Atticism by various modern authors,
it must be noted that the dichotomy “thematic form = Koine vs. athematic form =
Atticising” may not apply throughout, especially with respect to middle-passive forms.
This will be considered further in the next section.

11.2.2 Use of the Marker by Attic Writers and Evidence for the Alternative

While it is clear that in the development of the Koine, there was a trend for words that
typically took athematic inflections to instead take thematic variations, the two sets of
forms already co-occurred (at least for some forms) in Classical Attic.

For the most part, the Attic inscriptions show a clear preference for athematic forms.
The only significantly attested thematic forms of -vouu verbs are for duvout (ouvom),
which become frequent after 300 BC.*® According to Gignac, there are some cases of
thematic forms for some -vop words already in Classical Attic prose writers. Thematic
forms of opvom appear in Xenophon (the historian), Demosthenes and Lycurgus (but
not in the tragedians and Aristophanes). Gignac claims that thematic forms are already
found for the active present of non-finite moods (the infinitive and participle) in Attic
inscriptions (although examples of such are not given in Threatte).*° Deferrari
elaborates that “from the second century B.C. on, the infinitive began to take on the
endings of the thematic conjugation” but also stresses that “the middle forms of the
present and imperfect...never go over to the thematic conjugation in Attic

inscriptions”.*%*

By the time of the Koine, Gignhac generalises (with respect to inscriptions, papyri and
literary Koine texts) that: “the act[ive] tends to have the thematic formation, esp[ecially]
in the pres[ent], most commonly in the 1[st person] [singular] [while] the mid[dle]-

pass[ive] tends to retain the athematic formation.”*?? Deferrari confirms this:

*® Threatte 1996: 619
2% Gignac 1981: 175
2L Deferrari 1916: 26
22 Gignac 1981: 378

184



In the [Ptolemaic] papyri the thematic forms prevail decidedly in the active, while in
the middle and passive the unthematic forms are almost constant. Even in the N.T. the
older unthematic forms continue and they still remain the prevalent forms in the

passive.*?

As already mentioned, Blass, DeBrunner and Funk make the same point, stating that
while the New Testament sees much use of thematic forms, the athematic forms still
“dominate in the passive”. For active forms of -vopu, thematic variations are the norm,
but there is sometimes manuscript variation. Exceptions occur for deikvour which
always preserves athematic deikvout for the 1st sg. and deikvoowv for 3rd sg. (but has
thematic dsucvoeig for 2nd sg.). In other cases, -vopu usually takes thematic forms with
the exception of a few participles. Blass, Debrunner and Funk also note that some -vou

verbs are replaced by thematic synonyms such as yoptélw for kopévvout and picow for

privvo.

It seems then that, for the present system of -vouu verbs, the thematic is rare in Classical
Attic but common in the Koine. The movement from athematic to thematic forms goes
along the following general path: it applies first to the (non-finite) participle and
infinitive active forms (in the late Classical and early Hellenistic period), later it spreads
to the indicative active forms (in the Hellenistic Koine) and finally it effects middle-
passive forms only occasionally and gradually (until athematic forms are fully replaced

in the modern period).

When considering the Atticist question, therefore, the use of - rather than - forms
may be considered more or less intentionally Atticising depending on the specific
grammatical forms in question. On the other hand, analysis of thematic forms, while
more likely viewed as obvious Koineisms, will depend again on the precise inflection of

each word.

A final note must be made regarding this variation and Atticism. Schmid pointed out
that, for the most part, athematic forms are preserved in his Atticising authors in the

middle-passive (which is not unexpected). What is interesting is his observation that

2 Deferrari 1916: 26
424 Blass, Debrunner, & Funk 1961: 46
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Aristides seems to choose between athematic or thematic forms for their effect on
“rhythm and a desire to avoid hiatus”.*® This practice, he claims, is not unique to
Aristides, but it was normal for “the more careful writers [to] switch between pt- and -
forms according to the pressure from hiatus.”**® He suggests that this trend is found in
Hellenistic period writers such as Polybius, Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Plutarch, and
Josephus, but also in the Attic orator Demosthenes. It was not a universal practice by
Atticising authors, however, since many of Schmid’s authors (Lucian, Dio Chrysostom
and Aelian) alternate between athematic and thematic forms “for no apparent reason”
while Philostratus Il uses athematic forms almost exclusively.*”” The possibility of
hiatus affecting an author’s choice for one form or the other must be considered,
therefore, although, for the present stem verbs, it is really only in the infinitive endings

(-vau versus -gwv) that choice of one form or the other can have bearing on hiatus.

11.2.3 Ancient Testimony

Moeris has a number of examples of -vout verbs where he recommends athematic forms
as true Attic in place of the corresponding thematic forms which he saw as common in
“Hellenistic” Greek. His examples generally give only one inflected form of each word.
I give all his examples for the present and imperfect tenses according to grammatical

inflection.

1st person sg. indicative active present:

11.1 Moeris Attic.
(C.1) Cedvyvou Attikoi- Cevyvdm “EAAnvec.
The Attic speakers (say) zeugnumi; the Greeks zeugnuo.

3rd person pl. indicative active present:

11.2 Moeris Attic.

(0.15) oMaoy duvdacty Attikoi- OAADOVGY duvdovoy “EXAnvec.

The Attic speakers (say) olluasin omnuasin; the Greeks olluousin omnuousin.

25 5chmid 1889: 25
426 5chmid 1896: 579
427 5chmid 1896: 579
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3rd person sg. indicative active imperfect:

11.3 Moeris Attic.
(e.23) ékpepdvyvvey Attikoi- ékpnuva “EAAnvec.

The Attic speakers (say) ekremannuen; the Greeks ekrémna [imperfect of kpnuviaw]
3rd person pl. indicative active imperfect:

11.4 Moeris Attic.
(0.10) dpvvooav- dGuvvov “EAnves.

omnusan; The Greeks say émnuon.
3rd person sg. imperative active present:

11.5 Moeris Attic.
(0.66) avoryvut® Attikoi- dvoryétm "EAAnves.
The Attic speakers (say) anoignuto; the Greeks anoigeto [thematic form on stem
avoiyw]
present active infinitive:

11.6 : Moeris Attic.
(0.17) duvovar Attikoi- opvoew “EAAnvec.

The Attic speakers (say) omnunai; the Greeks omnuein.
present participle active: masculine nominative sg.:

11.7 Moeris Attic.
(0.20) amoAlvg Attikoi- dmoAlvwv "EAAnvec.
The Attic speakers (say) apollus; the Greeks apolluon

Phrynichus also gives examples of athematic -vopt forms which he describes as “Attic”

or “good Attic”:
3rd person pl. indicative active present:
11.8 Phrynichus Praeparatio Sophistica (epitome) (10.22)

amoADacty: domep Oelkviact kol OuvOoow. ATTIKOC Ovii oD Ouvdovot Kol

JEKVOOLGT KOl ATOAADOLGLY.

apolluasin: just like deiknuasi and omnuasin. (These are) the Attic forms as opposed

to omnuousi and deiknuousi and apolluousin.
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2nd person sg. imperative active present:
11.9 Phrynichus Praeparatio Sophistica (epitome) (70.20)

gmdeixvy (Aristoph. Av. 667): 10 TPOGTAKTIKOV ATTIKAC, <AvTi> ToD £MSEikVLE. TO
0épa avTod deikvout, domep kol GA VUL GAAD Kai T Opola. TO O €mdeikvve Amd TOD
OEIKVV®.

epideiknu (Ar. Av. 667): the imperative in the Attic manner, <instead of> epideiknue.
The root form of it is deiknumi, just like ollumi, olu and the like. But epideiknue is

from deiknuo.

Both Moeris and Phrynichus, then, show the association of athematic forms with Attic

and thematic forms with the Koine.

Herodian and -p Verbs

Herodian thought the question of -1 verbs so important, that he wrote an entire treatise
on them, usually entitled I7epi t@v ei¢ - (On -mi Verbs). Unfortunately it does not
survive in its original form and we only have fragments, mostly in the form of quotes
from George Choeroboscus (9th century AD), which were collected into a single edition
published by Lentz.*?® Some passages are considered to be quotes or paraphrases direct
from Herodian’s text but others are commentary by Choeroboscus. Herodian was not
directly intending to discuss the verbs from an Atticist perspective and so his treatment
involves mainly descriptions of the different inflected forms along with attempts at
explaining unusual or irregular examples. For the most part, then, he simply cites
regular athematic spellings without comment on alternate forms and so his text reveals
little in the way of Atticist attitudes, although it gives interesting insight into how the

ancient grammarians dealt with these morphological forms.

Note on Present Indicative 3rd Singular:

Moeris’ entries regarding the 3rd. pl. forms of -vopu verbs introduce a problematic issue
relating to how these forms seem to have been understood by the lexicographers and

grammarians. He has the following two entries:

“28 | entz 1870. Information from Dickey 2014: 340

Lentz uses passages from Gaisford’s 1842 edition of Choeroboscus, using his page numbering. The
equivalent text on the TLG is “Georgius Choeroboscus, Prolegomena et Scholia in Theodosii Alexandrini
Canones Isagogicos de Flexione Verborum” [#4093.002] by Hilgard 1894.
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11.10 Moeris Atticista

(0.29) dekviol TpomepoTOUEVOG ATTiKOol detkvbovoty "EAAnveg: detkvboot 8¢ ol debtepot

Attikol.
The Attic speakers (say) deiknusi with circumflex on the penultimate syllable; the
Greeks deiknuousin; but the secondary Attic speakers (say) deiknuasi.

(€.8) Cevyvdowv Arttikol mAnBuvtikdc kol mepionouévas: Cgvyvoovowy "EAAnvec. 10 68
Levyvoaoy tiig devtépag AThidog.
The Attic speakers (say) zeugnusin for the plural and pronounced with a circumflex;

the Greeks zeugnuousin; but the secondary Attic (form is) zeugnuasin.

In both these examples, Moeris identifies what he apparently considers two different
Attic forms, the second used by oi debtepor Attikoi Or tiic devtépog Athidog (the
“secondary”, “later” or “younger” Attic writers). Scholars debate what Moeris intends
by these separate categories. Swain describes the distinction (which occurs a total of
four times in Moeris) as “an unusual and unconvincing scmpulousness.”429 Strobel, on
the other hand, points out that this is a distinction also found in Phrynichus, in which
“certain Attic authors [are valued] over others.”*® In the case of these two examples,
the difference between the form used by the Atticoi as opposed to that used by the

Sevtepot Attivoi is the presence of long -d- versus short -Ha-.***

Evidence suggests that the -vbact form was by far the more common of the two among
Attic writers. There are only 31 cases of (gvyvdoi(v) and 26 of deikvdoi(v) in the whole
TLG corpus (and in some instances these are athematic present active participles in the
masculine/neuter dative plural, although others are 3rd pl. indicative active present verb
forms). Almost all examples occur in grammarians from the 2nd century AD and later
(mostly in Herodian and Choeroboscus). The attribution of -vbot to some “primary”
group of Attic writers, then, seems to be based on an artificial distinction held by
Moeris and perhaps some other grammarians. A discussion by Herodian and
Choeroboscus’ commentary on it in I7epi v ¢i¢ -ur associates the -vooi(v) forms with
the idea that the 3rd person pl. should mirror the masculine/neuter dative plural. These

discussions are complex and largely problematic, but it is significant that Choeroboscus

#29 Swain 1996: 51

0 Strobel 2011: 189

1 This can be explained by variant renderings of Proto-Greek *-nunti into either vbaot or *vover > viot,
both of which are formed by regular processes (c.f. Doric -vovri). (Sihler 1995: 457)
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refers to the -voacy(v) spelling as “the Attic variation” (oi Attikol Tpoc®d®) (I1epi v
eic -1 833.34).4%2

Moeris seems to be the only one to suggest that the long -v- with circumflex is the best
Attic form and, in fact, this form is advised against by Timaeus the Sophist (circa 4th
century AD) who is later quoted and added to by Thomas Magister (13-14th century
AD).

11.11 Timaeus Lexicon Platonicum (e cod. Coislin. 345) (£.988b)

Zevyvoaot kéAlov §| {evyvior 10 8¢ (evyvbovot kovdv. doadtmg kai Ktvvdacw f

ktwvvdot. [TAdtov év Fopyig: “... droktvvdooi ...”

zeugnuasi is better than zeugnisi; but zeugnuousi is common (koine). In the same way

ktinnuasin (is better) than ktinuisi. Plato in Gorgias (says); “....apoktinnuasi...”

11.12 Thomas Magister Selection of Attic Nouns and Verbs (£.168.16-169.5)

Zevyvboot KaAAov §j Cevyvdal 10 8¢ (evyvhoust KooV, @GODTOE Kol KTIVVOAGIY §

(13

ktwvvbol. [TAdtov év Topyig: “.. dmoktvvoaci ...”; kal deikvoaoy 7| SeKvDoLY.

‘Hpddotog év 1] devtépy: “... dewkvoaot ...”.

zeugnuasi is better than zeugniisi; but zeugnuousi is common (koine). In the same way
ktinnuasin (is better) than ktinnisi. Plato in Gorgias (says): “....apoktinnuasi...” And
deiknuasin (is better) than deiknisin. Herodotus in his second (book says):

«...deiknuasi...”.

These passages give interesting insight into the way ancient scholarship tried to wrestle
with understanding these morphological peculiarities. They show that they associated
the -vvaoi(v) forms with Attic although there seems to have been confusion relating to
the other variants -voy(v) and -vovoi(v). It will be seen, however, that Achilles Tatius
only has 2 tokens of the 3rd pl. of -vopu verbs, both in the thematic -vvovot spelling, and

so | will leave discussion of these peculiarities here.

32 See Herodian I7epi tév eic - (833.21-834.10) for the full discussion. Similar comments about the
relationship between the dative pl. and 3rd pl. are found in Theodosius Can. Verb. (83.24-84.5).
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11.8.3 Use in Achilles’ Text

After careful analysis, I found 8 -vout lemmas that have forms in the present and
imperfect in Achilles’ text.*®* There is a total of 51 tokens. Of these, 43 tokens are

athematic and 8 are thematic.

It seems at first glance, then, that Achilles prefers what could be considered the more
“Attic” forms (although he does not use them exclusively). But analysis of the different
lemmas, and the particular inflections should be considered, before explicitly describing
this as Atticist.

11.3.1 -vow Verbs Given as Only Athematic

There are 3 -vo verbs which Achilles uses only in the athematic form: mryvou,
(-)pyvour and (-)kpepdvvout. wyvopt has only 1 token, €mfyvuto, in the indirect
indicative middle-passive. (-)piyvout has 6 tokens, all in the present tense: 1 middle-
passive participle, 3 in the indicative active 3rd sg. and 2 in the in the indicative middle-

passive 3rd sg. kpepévvop has 14 tokens, all in the middle-passive.***

myvout (“to solidify”) and priyvopu (“to break™):

Directly thematicised forms of miyvout and pryyvout, with forms like anyvoo and
pnyvow, were rare throughout the Ancient Greek period and are mostly found in
grammarians (170 and 78 tokens respectively in the TLG). The alternative thematic
forms moom and prioow (or occasionally mtte and pritw) seem to have been more

common (182 and 338 tokens respectively).**®

According to Blass, Debrunner and Funk, priocow is the preferred form in the New
Testament although pryyvou occurs twice in the passive. (mqyvou occurs only in the
aorist).”® A search on the TLG suggests much the same for the Septuagint.
Unfortunately, Gignac does not directly address these lemmas, so an analysis of which

forms were preferred in the papyri is unknown. Galen uses all three forms: -vou (71

3 | have included all compounds along with their root verb as a single lemma, so Seiicvopu includes
examples of émdeixvop and ofévvopr includes examples of katacBEvvo and drosBévvou etc.

*¥ The only manuscript variation relates to verbal prefixes and has no bearing on thematicity.

% Based on a search for present and imperfect forms in the indicative, imperative and infinitive (for all
voices) across the whole TLG corpus.

% Blass, Debrunner, & Funk 1961: 56; 54
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and 51 times respectively), -vom (2 and 4 times) and -cow (2 and 11 times). Schmidt
gives pnyvoo as a form only “occasionally” found alongside prjyvopu in his Atticist

writers; he says nothing of mnyvow or the other thematic forms.**’

Based on this, these lemmas seem to fall into an Xz :yZ pattern of use (for active
forms) where X is the athematic form, Y the full thematic -yvow form and Z the
alternative thematic -com form. Achilles does not use any of the thematic alternative
forms for either of these lemmas. While some of his tokens are in the middle-passive,
which is more likely to retain the athematic form, there are at least three tokens in the
indicative active which have also retained their athematic form. One can conclude, then,
that Achilles Tatius prefers what are considered the more properly Attic forms and can

describe his use of these as mild Atticism.

Kkpepdvvo (“to hang”):

All 14 tokens of kpepdvvopt in Achilles’ text are in the passive. The forms are all
athematic in the sense that they lack a thematic vowel, but they are not built on the full
Kkpepavvo- stem but on shortened kpepd-. According to LSJ, the verb has 6 variant
stems: athematic kpepdvvop, thematic kpgpovvom, kpepdo, kpepvdom and kpepdlw and
an exclusively passive athematic stem, kpépopar.*®® This last, which is the form that
Achilles uses, is by far the most commonly used stem according to the TLG.** It

behaves like the deponent athematic verbs dbvapon and énictapo.

Given that passive forms tended to be conservative (following an X : X pattern of use),
it is not surprising that Achilles retained the athematic forms in his text. The athematic
passive form, which was common in Classical Attic writers, also occurs throughout the
New Testament and Septuagint (with one exception built on the kpepdlm stem in the
Septuagint) and Galen uses it most of the time with only 2 exceptions (1 built on
kpepdvvopt and 1 on kpgpdw). Unfortunately Gignac gives no account of its use in the

papyri, but on the whole Achilles’ decision seems to be neutral.

7 Schmid 1896: 605

38 LSJ: kpepdvvopt

39 A rough count reveals the following number of tokens for present and imperfect forms (excluding
participles) across the TLG: kpgpdvvopt 28, kpepavvom 13, kpepdo 88, kpepvaom 38, kpepdalm 12,
Kkpépopal 695. Other forms are late, demotic or ambiguous.
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I can conclude here that, while Achilles is again retaining an athematic form commonly
used in Classical Attic, he cannot be said to be Atticising as all his forms are passive

and built on a stem retained in Koine period texts.

The table below shows a summary of the examples referred to above.

Table 11-2 Tokens of -vout Verbs Found with only Athematic Forms in Achilles’ Text

Inflection aqyvou | piyvom | kpepavvopr | PoU | Description of use
ACTIVE

Pres. Indic. 3 Xy Y | Mild Atticism
MID-PASS

Pres. Indic. 2 2 X : X [ Neutral

Impf. Indic. 1 1 X : X [ Neutral

Pres. Ptcpl. 1 10 X : X | Neutral

11.3.2 -vout Verbs with Some Thematic Tokens

There are 4 lemmas for which Achilles normally uses athematic forms but for which he
occasionally has a thematic alternative: (-)dsikvout, (-)opvout, (-)ofévvour and

(-)orrope.**° Additionally, he has a single thematic token for kepévvopt.

oetkvopt: (“I show™)
This lemma has 18 tokens: 14 athematic and 4 thematic. The athematic tokens include 5

middle-passive forms, 6 indicative active forms, 2 active participles and 1 active

infinitive. All 4 thematic forms are in the indicative active.

The middle-passive forms are the least interesting as these were frequently still
athematic in Koine texts and Achilles’ use simply mirrors this. (They follow an X : X

pattern of use).

Of the indicative active forms there is 1 with the pres. 1st sg. -vout, 4 with the pres. 3rd

sg. -voot(v) and 1 with the impf. 3rd sg. -vv.**! By comparison, the New Testament also

40 Bxop is regularly considered a -vopu verb despite its apparent lack of -v- as it is thought to have

developed by assimilation of Av to A\ from *olomi. (Sihler 1995: 212).
1 The token of Seiicvop (at 5.7.3) is not consistent in the manuscripts, with athematic dsixcvopu in family
o and thematic dewcvow in family B. Vilborg says in his commentary that he used the version from family
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retains the athematic forms -vout and -vovoi(v) (although this sometimes varies in the
New Testament manuscripts). According to Gignac, thematic forms of the present
appeared in the Roman and Byzantine papyri alongside the athematic equivalents as
early as the 2nd century AD.**? The pattern of use for these could be described as
X : Xy. There are no examples of imperfect deikvopt in the New Testament, but the
imperfect examples of other -vopt verbs are usually thematic.**® In the Septuagint, the
pres. 1st sg. is thematic with 1 exception, as is impf. 3rd sg. (Gignac does not discuss

imperfect forms). The pattern of use seems to be something like X : xY.

Of the thematic forms in Achilles’ text there is 1 token in the pres. 2nd sg. -vveig, 1 in
the pres. 3rd. pl. -voovot, and 2 in impf. 3rd sg. -vve (contrasting with the single
athematic token of this form). Interestingly, the case of the pres. 2nd sg. falls in line
with New Testament practice, which prefers the athematic forms of the 1st and 3rd
persons singular, but the thematic form for the 2nd person sg.*** Blass, Debrunner and
Funk do not give any examples of the 3rd pl., but there is one token in the Septuagint
which is thematic. Gignac provides only thematic forms for the 2nd sg. and 3rd pl. in
the papyri, suggesting a relatively simple X : Y pattern of use for the 2nd sg. and 3rd pl.
5 As seen, examples of impf. 3rd. sg. are absent from my key texts.

Achilles’ choice for indicative active forms seems to fall largely in line with expected
Koine-period practice. In the case of the pres. indicative 2nd. sg. and 3rd pl., he shows
simple avoidance of Atticism. For the 1st and 3rd sg. pres. indicatives, his use could be
described as mildly Attic-leaning (although these forms were preserved in the New

Testament). The inconsistency of the token of the 1st sg. in the manuscripts makes this

o because it is “the older form” (Vilborg 1962: 96). This is a somewhat unusual choice by Vilborg, who
generally sides with family B where a decision must be made. He compares this to his decision regarding
optative forms which appear in a rather than B, where he says “In these cases I have, though hesitantly,
followed a (as it seems improbable that a medieval scribe would introduce older optative forms)”
(Vilborg 1955: xlix). He does point out that as the 1st sg. pres. form of the verb is not found anywhere
else it is impossible to know which form is better.

Conversely, the athematic impf. 2nd sg. £d<ikvu (at 5.19.6) appears thus in family B but has thematic
€deikvog(v) in family a. This time he does side with family B, which has the “older” form. He does not
discuss his choice in his commentary.

*2 Gignac 1981: 377

443 Blass, Debrunner, & Funk 1961: 46

4 Blass, Debrunner, & Funk 1961: 46

*® Gignac 1981: 377
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assumption provisional. Achilles’ use of the impf. 3rd pl. is inconsistent. Since he has 2
invariant cases of the thematic form and 1 case which wavers between the two, there is
a slight preference for the thematic form pointing to mild avoidance of Atticism,
although again this is provisional. For the middle-passive forms his decision is neutral.

Of the active participles, Achilles’ use is more interesting as the thematic form was
preferred in the New Testament (although there is 1 instance of athematic
amodewcvivta).**® The Septuagint also has mainly thematic forms. Gignac again
observes both alternatives being present in the papyri.**’ Here, then, the pattern of use

could be X : xY and Achilles’ use may be described as strongly Attic-leaning.

Achilles’ choice of the athematic form of the present active infinitive could be
considered simple Atticism as here the New Testament uses the thematic form.**® (The
pattern of use is X: Y). Gignac gives only the passive infinitive form, so comparison

cannot be made with the papyrus texts.**

Table 11-3 Tokens of deikvopu in Achilles’ text

Inflection Them. | Athem. | PoU | Description of use
ACTIVE
Pres. 1stsg. 1(0) | X: Xy | Mild Attic-leaning?
2nd sg. 1 X :Y | Simple avoidance
3rd sg. 4 X : Xy | Mild Attic-leaning
3rd pl. 1 X :Y | Simple avoidance
Impf. 3rd sg. 2 1(0) | X:xY | Mild avoidance (partial)
Pres. Infin. 1 X :Y | Simple Atticism
Ptcpl. 2 X : xY | Strong Attic-leaning
MID-PASS 5 X : X | Neutral

Suvopur: (“I swear”, “I confirm™)
This verb has 6 tokens: 5 athematic and 1 thematic. The athematic tokens include 1
middle-passive participle and 4 indicative active forms. The 1 thematic form is in the

indicative active.

%46 Blass, Debrunner, & Funk 1961: 46
“7 Gignac 1981: 377
#8 Blass, Debrunner, & Funk 1961: 46
9 Gignac 1981: 377
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The athematic example in the middle-passive participle is again neutral as the middle
forms normally remained athematic in the middle-passive. (All examples of middle

participles in Gignac are athematic.) (The pattern of use is X : X).

In the indicative active, there are 4 instances of the pres. 1st sg. -vout. The New
Testament does not have examples of this verb in the pres. 1st sg. but Blass Debrunner
and Funk state that “from this verb there are no certain forms in -m”.450 (A TLG search
confirms this with the exception of a single athematic form of the infinitive). All

indicative active tokens in the Septuagint are thematic. Gignac points out that

Thematic forms [of dpvo], already used as by-forms by Classical Attic prose writers,

are found [in the papyri] most frequently in the first person singular and plural (which

occur more frequently than the other persons).**

He does also give examples of the pres. 1st sg. in the athematic form, but says, “These
are not so common in the indicative.”*** As thematic forms already occurred in Attic,
the pattern of use for these forms is Xy: Y. Achilles’ use could be described as mild

Atticism.

The single thematic token for this verb in Achilles’ text is in the impf. 1st pl. of the
indicative active duvoopev.*>® Neither Blass, Debrunner and Funk nor Gignac have
examples of this, but if the imperfect follows the present practice, then this is not

unexpected and Achilles’ choice could be described as strong Koine-leaning.

Table 11-4 Tokens of dpvopt in Achilles’ Text

Inflection Them. | Athem. | PoU | Description of Use
ACTIVE

Pres. 1stsg. 4 Xy :'Y | Mild Atticism

Impf. 1st pl. 1 Xy :Y | Strong Koine-leaning
MID-PASS 1 X : X | Neutral

0 BJass, Debrunner, & Funk 1961: 46

*! Gignac 1981: 376

*2 Gignac 1981: 376

#%3 Manuscript variation: duvoopev in family p; subjunctive dpvompev in W; unaugmented dpvoopey in
M. All these variations are still thematic. There is no variation for the other tokens.
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ofBévvour: (“I quench”)
This has only 2 tokens in Achilles’ text: 1 athematic and 1 thematic.*** The athematic

token is unsurprisingly in the middle-passive (indicative pres. 3rd sg. -votot) and its use

neutral.

The thematic form is an indicative active form (pres. 3rd sg. -vvovot). Examples of
ofévvopu in the indicative active are lacking from Blass, Debrunner and Funk (although
there is a single token of an athematic imperative 2nd pl. in the New Testament) and
also from Gignac.**® Galen, interestingly, uses athematic forms for the 1st, 2nd and 3rd
sg. but the thematic form for the 3rd pl. | would provisionally describe the pattern of use
for the lemma as X : x?y? indicating that both forms were found in the Koine but I am
not certain which was more common. This would point to Achilles’ use showing a
“Koine-preference with avoidance of Atticism” but I cannot say whether this avoidance

is mild, moderate or strong.

Table 11-5 Tokens of oBévvoput in Achilles” Text

Indicative Them. | Athem. PoU Description of use
ACTIVE
uncertain degree of
S X?V?
Pres. 3rd sg. 1 X X2y avoidance of Atticism
MID-PASS 1 X: X Neutral

(dm)orhou: (“T destroy”, “T kill”, “I ruin”)
This lemma has 3 tokens in Achilles text: 2 athematic and 1 thematic.**® The first
athematic token is a middle-passive (indicative impf. 3rd pl. -vvto). This is unsurprising

and Achilles’ choice neutral.

The second is an active indicative (pres. 2nd pl. -vte). There are no examples of this
inflection of the word in either Blass, Debrunner and Funk or Gignac, but the TLG
reveals one instance of it in the Septuagint, also in the athematic form. The thematic
token is also in the indicative active (pres. 2nd sg. -veic). Blass, Debrunner and Funk

again have no examples of this inflection, but they do give an example of the indicative

% There is no manuscript variation
*%° Blass, Debrunner, & Funk 1961: 46
% There is no manuscript variation
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active pres. 3rd sg. amoriver.™® This thematic formation also occurs 3 times in the
Septuagint, (which has a mixture of thematic and athematic forms for the other present
active inflections). Achilles’ choice to use the thematic form for the indicative active
pres. 2nd sg. corresponds with his use of dewkvieig as well as the observation that in the
New Testament (for deixvopr) the thematic form is preferred in the pres. 2nd sg. even

though the athematic form is preferred in other inflections.

The pattern of use for present indicative active forms of this lemma is also unclear
although there seems to have been mixed use in the Koine, again pointing to something
like X : x?y?. Achilles’ use, then, points to avoidance of Atticism for the 2nd sg. and
Attic-leaning preference for the 2nd pl. (with the degree of avoidance or Attic-leaning

uncertain in both cases).

Table 11-6 Tokens of aréAlvp in Achilles’ Text

Indicative Them. | Athem. PoU Description of use
ACTIVE
Uncertain degree of
T X?V7?
Pres. 2nd sg. 1 X X2y avoidance of Atticism
2nd pl. 1 X : X2y? IUncgertam degree Attic-
eaning
MID-PASS 1 X : X | Neutral

kepavvout: (“I mix”)

Finally, kepévvopt has only 1 thematic token.**® This form is in the indicative active
impf. 3rd sg. -vve. This verb is also not discussed by Blass Debrunner and Funk or
Gignac, and does not occur in the present indicative in the Septuagint. Achilles’ choice
here corresponds, as has already been seen, with Achilles’ usual preference for the
thematic forms for the imperfect active. (There is one exceptional instance of 2nd sg.
€deikvv, but this varies with the thematic form in the manuscripts; the other examples
were 2 of 2nd sg. €deikvve and 1 of 1st pl. duvdopev). Again Achilles’ choice for the
thematic form probably points to some kind of avoidance of Atticism though it is

impossible to be clear about the degree.

7 Blass, Debrunner, & Funk 1961: 46
8 There is no manuscript variation
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Table 11-7 Tokens of kepdvvout in Achilles’ Text

Inflection Them. | Athem. PoU Description of use
ACTIVE

Impf. 2nd sg. 1 X1 x?y?

Uncertain degree of
avoidance of Atticism

11.4 Summary and Interim Conclusion

In the table below, | summarise all the forms discussed above. | show the number of
tokens for each inflection of each lemma in Achilles’ text, and describe the way
Achilles’ use of the thematic or athematic forms of these verbs can be described with
relation to Atticism.

Table 11-8 Summary of Thematic versus Athematic Tokens for -vou Verbs **°

Thematic Athematic Use of Them Use of Athem

ACTIVE olo|lo|la|k|d|o|o|lal|k

. Simple or ? Mild/ ? A-leaning (5)
Pres. Indic. {2 1)1 414 1 avoidance (4) Mild Atticism (4)

. Mild/? avoidance (3)
Impf. Indic. 121 1 Strong K-leaning (1)
Pres. Infin. 1 Simple Atticism (1)
Pres. Ptcpl. 2 Strong A-leaning (1)
MIDDLE 51111 Neutral

In conclusion, Achilles’ use of forms for these lemmas falls broadly in line with the
practice of other Koine texts (especially the New Testament, Septuagint and Roman and
Byzantine papyri). For middle-passive forms he uniformly retains the athematic form

showing neutral use, but in the active his use is varied.

For present indicative active forms, he is inconsistent in his use, sometimes using the
athematic, sometimes the thematic form. It is interesting, however, that he seems to be
consistent in which form he uses for each person/number combination. 1st sg., 3rd sg.
and 2nd pl. forms are consistently athematic whereas 2nd sg. and 3rd pl. are thematic.
This trend is the same as that found in the New Testament when comparable examples
exist. Achilles’ use of athematic forms for a number of cases of the present indicative

points to mild Atticism or mild Attic-leaning, especially because he is choosing to avoid

9. 5: (-)8eiicvout; o: (-)opvopr; o: (-)oBévvopr; a: (Gm)dihopt; k: (-)kepdvvopt; /2 “or”; 2: “uncertain degree
of”; figure in brackets: number of tokens that represent that pattern of use.

199



the more Koine-leaning thematic forms. Most interesting is his use of athematic forms
of the lemma Suvout which already saw thematic forms common in the Classical Attic
period. On the other hand, there are 4 tokens where he avoids the athematic form,

showing his inconsistency in applying Attic-leaning or Atticist forms.

With respect to the imperfect active indicative forms, Achilles uses thematic spellings 4
out of 5 times (and the 5th token is disputed). This is also in line with New Testament
practice and could be seen as an avoidance of Atticism or strong Koine-leaning

preference.

Finally, Achilles retains athematic forms for 2 participles and 1 infinitive of the present
active (all of the verb deikvoput). Since the shift from athematic to thematic forms
occurred fastest with these forms, Achilles’ use is clear and could be considered either
simple Atticism or strong Attic-leaning.

The conclusion, then, is that Achilles once again shows partial attempts at Atticism on
some fronts, but these are few and inconsistent. For the most part, he seems to prefer to

follow the Koine norm.

As a final note, | mentioned previously that some authors seemed to allow the demand
for avoidance of hiatus to govern their choice to use thematic or athematic forms. For
Achilles, I can find no such trend. For the lemmas discussed, the infinitive is the only
form where the thematic variant ends in a consonant and the athematic variant in a
vowel. The only infinitive discussed was émdsikvivar which precedes the word t@®v
(A.T. 1.16.2). If the following word had begun with a vowel, the choice of form would
have been interesting but, as the following word begins with a consonant, there is no
need to avoid hiatus.
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12. Reduplicated -pt Verbs

12.1 Development of the Variation

On the surface, reduplicated athematic verbs are similar to -vout verbs, but there are
differences in their behaviour. The first difference is that the root stem is reduplicated in
the present and imperfect tenses, and the -vv- infix is absent. The second is that the verb
stems tend to end in vowels and so the thematic alternations, with the addition of the
thematic vowels o or €, undergo contractions. Finally, some thematic forms had already
become the standard form in Classical Attic and so in these cases there is no separate

athematic variation.*¢°

When ancient grammarians (e.g. Herodian, Theodosius, Choeroboscus) wrote about -t
verbs, they often identified four categories or conjugations (cvlvyin) of such verbs,
based on the final vowel of the stem. Category 1 had stems in -n or -¢ (e.g. tiOnw
tifepev), Category 2 in -n or -a (e.g. iotnut iotapev), Category 3 in -o or -o (e.g. 6idmut

didopev) and Category 4 applied to the -vou stems which ended in -v or -0 (e.g.

Cevyvopt (evyvopey). ot

In addition to the regular general thematic versus athematic variations, for verbs with
wl/o-stems like didwu, a thematic form also exists in the present active subjunctive, in
the 2nd and 3rd sg. Whereas the athematic subjunctive forms of these verbs have long o
vowel-forms (e.g. 618&d¢, d10®), the thematic forms built, as though from contracted
d160m, have the shorter o1 vowel-forms (e.g. 6160i¢ 61601) on analogy with dnioig dnioi

from contracted dn1ow.*%?

#%0 For the verb iy, this applies in the active to the 2nd imperative sg. (5i8ov not *3idw), impf. 1st,
2nd and 3rd sg. (€6idovv, £di60vg, £5id0v not *£5idwv, *£3idwg, *&£5idw), the feminine participle
nominative singular (8idovca not *8idwoa) and, by analogy, the masculine participle nominative singular
(8idovg not *didwc). Similarly, for tiBnu this affects the active of the 2nd imperative singular (tifgt not
*110¢), impf. indicative 2nd and 3rd singular (étife1c, £tiBetl not *£tibec, *£1i0¢). Impf. indic. 1st person
singular is é1inv in Attic, not *é1i0ev (which would be the expected athematic form) nor €tifovv (the
thematic form). In addition, the masculine and feminine nominative singular participles take the forms
tibe1c and tifeioa, not *tibeg and *tibeca. inu behaves much like tibnwt. This early transfer does not
apply to fotnuu.

81 Cf. Herodian I7epi tév eic -uu. (825 ff.), Theodosius Can. Verb. (83 ff.) and Choer. In Theod..Verb.
(320.31 ff.)

*2 There is also a variation found in the optative, but as Achilles Tatius has no optative forms of this
verb, | omit discussion of this.
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The table below shows the most important differences between thematic and athematic
forms found for the reduplicated -pu verbs. The first example in each set applies to verbs
with n/e-stems, the second to those with n/a-stems, and the third to those with w/o-

stems. (suff. = “regular inflectional suffix”)

Table 12-1 Common Thematic versus Athematic Differences for Reduplicated - Verbs

Inflection Thematic Athematic
ACTIVE
Pres. Indic. 1 sg. -® -nuU/-nu/-ow
2 sg. -g1¢/-qag/-o1g -ng/-ne/-og
3sQ. -gi/-q [-o1 -nov-nov-moct (+v)
3pl. -0vGl /-0o1/-ouat (+v) -gaoV/-aov/-0001 (+v)
Impf. Indic. 3pl. -0LV/-OV/-0VV -£00V/-0G0V/-000LY
Pres. Infin. -€1v/-av/-ovv -gvo/-ovar/-ovot
Pres. Ptcpl. m. nom. | -ov -€1¢/-01¢/-00¢
MIDDLE
Pres. Indic. 2 sg. -gl/-a/-ot -£00/-060/-0001
Impf. Indic. 2 sQ. -0V/-®/-0V -£60/-01G0/-0G0
Pres. Impera. | 2 sg. -0V/-®/-0V -£00/-060/-0G0
Other -e1+suff. / -g+ suff./ -e+suff. / -a+ suff. /
-o1+ Suff. / -ov+suff. -0+ Suff.
ACTIVE
Pres. Subj. 2 sg. dido1g 51dmg
(0w only) | 3 sg. didot did@

12.2 Evidence for the Variation as a Marker of Atticism

12.2.1 Modern Scholarship

When modern scholars refer to the thematicisation of - verbs as a type of Atticism,
they generally refer to both -vopu and reduplicated -uu verbs at the same time. | have
separated them for analysis because of the differences in behavior found in the two
groups when looking at specific inflections of individual verbs. In addition to the
general comments about -pu verbs quoted in the -vouu verb section, Blass, Debrunner
and Funk highlight the difference in behaviour regarding imperfect active forms of the

reduplicated verbs:
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In Attic the beginning of the transition to the -© conjugation had already been made in

the imperfect £3idov £ti0st, imperative 8idov tibet, [and] subjunctive tifw.**

A similar explanation of these “irregular” forms is given in Smyth, describing Attic
practice: “tifnu, didmpu, inu, etc., show some thematic forms in the indicative; as pres.

{€ic, imv. [imperative] tifet, 8idov, impf. fet &tiberc £5idoug ferg.”**

In Teodorsson’s discussion in the EAGLL of the development of Attic into the Koine,
he says: “Athematic verbs in -(n)numi are frequently transferred to the thematic
conjugation. Other mi-verbs are seldom affected before Roman times.”*®® This suggests
that thematicisation of -vopu verbs occured more quickly than of other -uu verbs but that,
by the time Achilles was writing, the reduplicated -pu verbs had begun to follow suit.

As with -vour verbs, there is not a straightforward mapping between retention of
athematic forms and Atticism or use of thematic forms and avoidance of Atticism.

Again, each form must be analysed independently.

12.2.2 Use of the Marker by Attic Writers and Evidence for the Alternative

For reduplicated - verbs, the Attic inscriptions show little evidence of thematic forms.
Exceptions are for the imperative and imperfect forms which were already thematicised
at an early date.*®® In addition, a thematic variant of fotqu (iotdve) begins to appear

rarely from the 2nd century BC, mostly in non-finite forms.*®’

For the most part, didcout and tibn retain their athematic forms in the New Testament
in the present indicative. But in the imperfect, imperative and participle of the active,
thematic forms are mostly found (but for the imperfect and imperative singular, these
are not different from Attic use). For the verb inu, there is more retention of athematic
forms in the New Testament, although they alternate with thematic variants.*®® For

iotnu, thematic forms are more widespread in the New Testament, with the athematic

%63 Blass, Debrunner, & Funk 1961: 47
%% Smyth 1920: 156

*% Teodorsson 2013: 191

% Threatte 1996: 592-619

7 Threatte 1996: 609

468 Blass, Debrunner, & Funk 1961: 47
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variations confined to the compound cvvictnu in the active. Again, however, athematic
forms are preserved throughout the passive. The new thematic variation, ictave is
widespread but used primarily in the infinitive and participle. It competes with the older
thematic iotaw, which is the preferred form in the Septuagint.*® The Roman and
Byzantine-era papyri show greater transition to the thematic variations for these forms
than the New Testament and Septuagint, even in the indicative active inflections.

This evidence shows that these forms were quite unstable in the Koine period, with
thematic variations being used alongside athematic forms. Use of athematic forms of
these verbs, therefore, cannot be described as Atticist as such, but do point to an Attic-
leaning tendency. Use of the thematic forms points to an avoidance of Atticism on the
author’s part, except for the inflections where the thematic forms were already used by

Attic writers and usage is neutral.

12.2.3 Ancient Testimony

There are far fewer recommendations for reduplicated athematic verbs in the

present/imperfect in Moeris and Phrynichus. They are:
present active infinitive:

12.1 Moeris Attic.
(1.17) iotévar Attikoi- iotdvew "EAAnvec.

The Attic speakers (say) histanai; the Greeks histanein
present active infinitive:

12.2 Phrynichus Praeparatio Sophistica (epitome) (89.4)
pediotavar Kol iotdvatl: ovyl pedloTavey Kol I6TAVELY.

methistanai and histanai; not methistanein and histanein.
3rd person plural active indicative present
12.3 Phrynichus Eclogae (215)

Adotov- év 1@ Tepi evyiic aPwpivog (fr. 8 Bar.) olitw Aéyet, déov d186acv: 10 yap

d1dovoy dAlo t1 onpaiverl {to deiv}.

Didousin: in Favorinus’ On Prayer (fr. 8. Bar) he says the following, deon didoasin;

for didousin means something else {“to bind” [from didémi]}.

469 Blass, Debrunner, & Funk 1961: 46-47
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Herodian and -u1 Verbs

In Herodian’s Ilepi t@v ei¢ -, his treatment of the reduplicated -pu verbs is much the
same as that discussed for -vopu verbs above. Most of his examples are straightforward
athematic forms with no comment on the status of thematicised variants. One exception,
however, applies to the imperfect active indicative forms which were already

thematicised early on. Herodian apparently addressed this unusual situation.

12.4 Herodian Igpi wav eic - (835.5-9)
(fragment from Choer. In Theod. Verb. 339.21ff.)

iotéov 8¢ 611, dg 0 Hpwdiavog Aéyet, 10 £56idwv 1| TOPAdoc1S 01 TG ov dipHdHYyoL
0idev olov £8idovv, g amd Tod 186 S180ic Bomep YPLEH ¥PLGOIG ExPHGOVV: - TO &

41ibnv kai v, onuaivel 82 10 Enepmov, d1d tfig 1 S1pOdYYoL olov tibetv Koi Tetv, 8

00 10 £tidet kai Tet, Mg mapd @ momth (A 25) “OAAY KakdC dpiet”

But one should know that, as Herodian says, the (grammatical) tradition observes
edidon [very late impf. act. 1st sg.] written with the ou diphthong as edidoun [thematic
impf. act. 1st sg.], as though (derived) from [thematic] didé didois, just like chruso [<

chrusoa] chrusois echrusoun; and etithen and hien meaning “I sent” is written with the

ei diphthong as [thematic] etithein and hiein from which (come) etithei and hiei, as
according to the Poet (1l 1.25) “alla kakas aphiei”

As has been seen, the thematic forms of some of the singular imperfect active
indicatives were adopted even by Attic writers at an early date: specifically, the 1st. sg.
€01dovv, derived from thematic 6i60w/6id®, is the only form used (the same applies to
the 2nd and 3rd sg. €6idovg €6idov, though these are not cited in the text). For iotnu
and i the thematic forms étibewv and iew did not appear until Koine times but in the
2nd and 3rd sg. they are already adopted by Attic authors. This must be the reason
Herodian refers to 2nd sg. £tifet and ier with a quote from Homer to attest to their early
use. He does not seem to have a clear understanding of what was going on here, but he
shows, at least, a recognition that these different forms exist and that there is something

unusual about them.

12.3 Use in Achilles’ Text

Achilles has 5 reduplicated -uuv verbs with tokens in the present/imperfect tense:

(-)odoput, (-)Tinuy, (-)inu, (-)iomue and (-)mipminu. Of the 102 tokens, 86 are
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athematic, 11 are thematic (although 10 of these are forms which were already normal
in Attic) and the remaining 5 are ambiguous (could be considered athematic or thematic,
although general use suggests that an athematic interpretation is more likely). To
determine whether his choice of forms can be considered Atticist or not, the practice in

other Koine texts for specific inflected forms must be analysed.

ddout: (“I give™)
This lemma has 36 tokens (including compounds). 32 are athematic and 4 thematic.*"

There is 1 token in the middle-passive: indicative pres. 1st sg. (éx)didopot. Middle-
passive forms are rare in both the New Testament and the papyri, but thematic forms do
occur in both (impf. 3rd sg. (-)edideto in the New Testament and pres. 3rd sg. 6idetou in
late 6th/early 7th century papyri).*”* This suggests that Achilles’ use of the thematic
form is more interesting here than with -vout verbs. The pattern of use for middle-
passives could be described as something like X : Xy. This suggests a mild Attic-
leaning preference on Achilles’ part, but the scarcity of middle-passive examples in

both Achilles and the other texts makes it hard to generalise.

Achilles has 24 tokens in the present indicative active: 5 of 1st sg. (-)6idmu, 1 of 2nd
sg. (-)didwc, 17 of 3rd sg. (-)didwoi(v) and 1 of 3rd pl. (-)d166act. In the biblical texts,
the athematic form of the pres. indicative active is normally preserved.*? In the papyri,
however, thematic forms are found “frequently” and occur as early as the 1st century
AD, although athematic forms are still “common”. Gignac also notes that “thematic
forms of didwpu...are found in Homer and Poetic-lonic [but not Attic] in the second and
third person singular and third person plural of the present.”*”® Given this evidence, the
pattern of use could be described as X : Xy. Achilles’ use of athematic forms for these
inflections is not inconsistent with Koine texts, but the well-established use of thematic

forms in non-Attic texts could suggest that his choice is mildly Attic-leaning.

% There are some manuscript variations, but they all mark a difference in tense, mood or prefix and are
not relevant to thematicity.

" Gignac 1981: 383

472 (-)3idwp occurs 55 times, (-)8idwg 6 times, (-)5idwoty 88 times and (-)186actv 7 times; there is a
single exception of 1st sg. 3i6w in the New Testament along with 1 exception of 2nd sg. d1d0ic and 2 of
3rd sg. (-)dot in the Septuagint.

% Gignac 1981: 382-383
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In the imperfect indicative active, Achilles has 5 tokens: 2 of the thematic 1st sg.
(-)edidovv, 2 of the thematic 3rd sg. (-)edidov and 1 the athematic of 3rd pl. (-)edidooav.
As has been seen, thematic forms of this verb in the imperfect active 1st and 2nd person
singular were already adopted in Classical Attic, showing a Y : Y pattern of use. These,
therefore, are not inconsistent with Attic or Koine use and do not reveal anything of
interest.

For the 3rd pl., however, the New Testament and Septuagint have the thematic form
more often than the athematic, which Gignac says is “paralleled in Koine authors.”*"
This points to an X : xY pattern of use. Achilles’ choice of the athematic form in the

imperfect active 3rd pl., then, could be considered strongly Attic-leaning.

Achilles has 2 tokens of the present active infinitive 3136vai. There are 14 examples of
the athematic present active infinitive in the Septuagint and 10 in the New Testament.
There are no examples of the thematic infinitive. Gignac too gives a single example of
the athematic form and none of the thematic.*”> The pattern of use, therefore, seems to

be X : X and Achilles’ choice is neutral.

Achilles has 3 tokens of present active participles, all athematic. While there seem to
have been some thematic examples of the participle in the New Testament, athematic
examples still occur.*’® The thematic form is “frequently” found in the papyri as early as
the 2nd century AD. Gignac gives no examples of athematic participles.*’”” The papyri
evidence and use of the thematic participles in the New Testament suggest an X : XY

pattern of use. Achilles’ use then could be considered strongly Attic-leaning.

Finally, Achilles has one example of a present active subjunctive form: 3rd sg. 510®.
Transfer to the equivalent thematic form of the subjunctive (6i6ot) had already occurred

in the Koine but it was slower for presents than for aorists. The Septuagint has only 2

474 Blass, Debrunner, & Funk 1961: 47; Gignac 1981: 383

*® Gignac 1981: 383

476 Blass, Debrunner, & Funk 1961: 47

" Gignac 1981: 382-383. It should be noted, however, that for the masculine nominative singular (which
is the inflection of two of Achilles’ examples), Gignac only gives thematic tokens from the 8th century
AD. He does not, however, give any examples of this participle in the athematic form (for any time
period), so one cannot conclude that the thematic form was late. There are plenty of earlier thematic
forms for other inflections of the participle.
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cases of didot, the New Testament only 1 of 616¢. The thematic form is described as
“rare” in the papyri, but occurs as early as the 1st century AD.*”® The pattern of use
seems to be X : Xy and so Achilles’ use of the athematic spelling points to a mild Attic-

leaning preference.

Table 12-2 Tokens of didmut in Achilles’ Text

Inflection Them. | Athem. | PoU | Description of use
ACTIVE
pres. indic. 24 X : Xy | Mild Attic-leaning
impf. ind. 2/3 sg. 4 Y :Y | Neutral
indic. 3 pl. 1 X XY | Strong Attic-leaning
pres. infin. 2 X : X | Neutral
ptepl. 3 X : xY | Strong Attic-leaning
subj. 1 X : Xy | Mild Attic-leaning
MID-PASS
pres. indic. 1 X : Xy | Mild Attic-leaning

tifnu: (“I put”, “I place™)
This lemma has 23 tokens in Achilles’ text. 18 are athematic and 5 thematic (but are all

imperfect thematic forms already adopted in Classical times).

There are 6 tokens in the middle-passive, all athematic: 3 of the present indicative active
3rd sg. (-)tibetar, 1 of the imperfect indicative active 3rd sg. (-)etibeto and 2 present
participles -euevog, -epevot. Blass, Debrunner and Funk give no examples of this verb in
the middle-passive, but all middle-passive indicative present and imperfect forms in the
New Testament and Septuagint appear to be athematic. Gignac, on the other hand, does
provide a number of examples of thematic middle passive-forms in the papyri. This
includes the present indicative active 1st sg. and pl. as well as the 3rd. sg. (from the 2nd
to 4th century AD). He also gives an example of a middle-passive participle. At the
same time, however, there are also examples of athematic middle presents (both
indicatives and participles) and 1 example of an athematic imperfect indicative 3rd pl.*"
It seems, then, that use was mixed for middle-perfect forms of this verb, and the pattern

of use could be described as X : Xy. Achilles could be said to be showing mild Attic-

8 Gignac 1981: 384
*% Gignac 1981: 380-381. For the athematic form (-)ediSocav the Septuagint has 6 tokens and the New
Testament 2; for thematic (-)edidovv the Septuagint has 12 tokens and the New Testament 4.
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leaning by avoiding use of the thematic forms, which occurred more in Koine texts,
than middle-passive forms of the -vopu verbs.

Of active forms, Achilles has 9 tokens of the present indicative, all athematic: 1 of 1st
sg. (-)tiOnw, 6 of 3rd sg. (-)tinou(v) and 2 of 3rd pl. (-)tibeact. The New Testament
and Septuagint almost always use athematic forms here (there is 1 example of thematic
3rd sg. tifet, but even this is not consistent in all manuscripts).*® Gignac gives an
example of thematic 2nd sg. (-)tifeig, but it is probably as late as the 13th century and
therefore uninformative. He also gives one example of athematic 1st sg. (-)tifmu.*®*
The pattern of use here seems to be X : X and Achilles’ use is neutral.

There are 7 tokens of the imperfect active indicative in Achilles’ text: 1 of athematic 1st
sg. (-)etifnv, 5 of thematic 3rd sg. (-)etifet and 1 of athematic 1st pl. (-)etifepev.*®? As
with didwp, Classical Attic adopted the thematic forms of tifnwu in the active singular,
but only in 2nd and 3rd person. The 5 examples of the 3rd sg. are ambiguous (following
a'Y :Y pattern of use), therefore, and uninformative. For the 1st sg. and plural, there are
no examples in the New Testament or papyri with which to compare Achilles’ choice of
the athematic form. Gignac gives no imperfect active forms at all. The New Testament
does have 3 examples of the thematic form of the impf. act. 3rd pl. (-)etiBovv against 1
example of the athematic equivalent é¢rtiBecav. (There are no examples in the
Septuagint). Since it seems that both the thematic and athematic forms appeared in
Koine texts, | will describe the imperfect as having an X : x?y? pattern of use. Achilles,

then, is showing an Attic-leaning preference of uncertain degree.

Finally, there is 1 example of an active present participle in Achilles’ text: athematic

masculine nom. sg. (-)tifeic. Gignac identifies a few examples of thematic active

#%0 Blass, Debrunner, & Funk 1961: 47

8! Gignac 1981: 380-381

*82 For some of these, specifically tokens of pootifmu, there is variation in the manuscripts. At 6.10.2
and 7.11.5, Vilborg has thematic mpocetife, the version in manuscript family p. Family a has npocetion,
an even later Koine version, for both these tokens. More importantly, at 2.5.2, where Vilborg has
athematic pocetifnv, MS family B has thematic pocetiBovv. In his commentary, Vilborg says that he
adopted the athematic version because of “Achilles’ unmistakeable ambition to write correct Attic”
(Vilborg 1962: 43). This is an uncharacteristic generalisation on Vilborg’s part, but his selection is also
motivated by it being the form found in the majority of manuscripts (branch a and F). The tradition is
varied enough, however, that I cannot be certain of Achilles’ original form. There is no other significant
MSS variation for tokens of tionut.
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present participles in the papyri (from the 2nd and 3rd centuries AD) and gives only a
middle-passive participle in the athematic.*®® Blass, Debrunner and Funk do not discuss
active participles of tinui, but all 15 examples I could find in the New Testament and
Septuagint were in the athematic form: (-)tifeic or (-)tbéviec. Given Gignac’s

evidence, I suggest an X : Xy pattern of use and Achilles’ use shows mild Attic-leaning.

Table 12-3 Tokens of 1iOnut in Achilles’ Text

Inflection Them. | Athem. PoU Description of use
ACTIVE
pres. indic. 9 X : X | Neutral
impf.indic. 3 sg. 5 Y :Y | Neutral

indic. 1sg. /3 pl. 2 (1) | X:x?y? | Uncertain Attic-leaning
pres. ptcpl. 1 X : Xy | Mild Attic-leaning
MID-PASS
pres. indic. 3 X : Xy | Mild Attic-leaning
impf. indic. 1 X : Xy | Mild Attic-leaning
pres. ptcpl. 2 X : Xy | Mild Attic-leaning

imuu: (“Irush”, “I throw™)
This lemma has 22 tokens in Achilles’ text. 15 tokens are athematic, 2 are thematic and

5 are ambiguous.***

There are 9 tokens in the middle-passive. 4 of them are present indicatives: 2 cases of
1st sg. fepar and 2 of 3rd sg. feton. There are also 2 cases of the imperfect indicative 3rd
sg. (-)ietro. The present 1st sg. fepon is clearly athematic, the other 3 tokens are
ambiguous. This is because there are two thematic versions of the verb: 1 built on i€
and another on im. While forms of the first will undergo vowel contraction, resulting in
the present 3rd sg. form igita, the second has a bare i- stem to which the thematic
vowel plus suffix is added. In the 1st sg., this takes the form fopon, which distinguishes
it from the athematic form, but in the 3rd sg., it becomes ietat which is the same as the

athematic form. The imperfect 3rd sg. suffers from the same problem.

8 Gignac 1981: 381
*®4 The only significant manuscript variation is for the 2 tokens of the infinitive (cvv)ietv, on which, see
the discussion that follows.
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A TLG text search shows 1 token of athematic (-)iepow and 1 of thematic (-)iopon in the
Septuagint. Although (-)ietor is ambiguous, other tokens of present middle-passive
indicatives show a slight preference for athematic forms. Gignac gives 1 example of a
thematic indicative middle-perfect 3rd. pl. (ao)iovton, but fails to give any list of
examples of athematic forms for comparison.”®® For unambiguous forms, then, the

pattern of use is X : x?y? and Achilles’ choice is Attic-leaning of uncertain degree.

There is 1 middle-passive present participle (-)iépevov in Achilles’ text. Blass,
Debrunner and Funk say little about middle-passive forms of the verb but they do cite
one example of the athematic participle (ko6)iépevoc.*® A TLG search reveals 3
middle-passive participles in the New Testament and Septuagint, all athematic. Gignac
does not cite any middle-passive participles. It seems, then, that the middle-passive

participles follow an X : X pattern of use and Achilles’ use is neutral.

There are 13 active forms in Achilles’ text. 10 are in the indicative active present: 1 of
1st sg. (-)inu, 8 of 3rd sg. (-)inou(v) and 1 of 3rd pl. (-)waou(v). Blass, Debrunner and
Funk give examples of 1st sg. and 3rd sg. in the athematic form but for 3rd pl. (as well
as 2nd sg. and 1st pl.) they have thematic forms.*®” The TLG shows similar evidence:
the athematic form predominates in the New Testament and Septuagint for the 1st sg.
and 3rd sg. although the Septuagint has some thematic examples of both. In the 3rd pl.,
| found 1 token of the athematic form in the New Testament contrasted with 2 of the
thematic and an additional 1 thematic token in the New Testament. Gignac has 2
examples of the thematic 1st sg. from the 3rd and 6th century AD (again with no list of
athematic forms for comparison). He has 3 thematic indicative examples for the 2nd sg.
from the 8th century and 1 of the 3rd sg. from the 1st century AD. It is notable that
Gignac says of thematic forms of inut in general that they are “found only rarely [in the
papyri]”.*® Like with the -vopu verbs, then, it seems that the thematic form had become
normal in some but not all indicative active present inflections. For the 1st and 3rd sg.,
the pattern of use seems to be X : Xy and Achilles’ use is mildly Attic-leaning. For the

3rd pl., it may be more like X : xY and Achilles’ use is strongly Attic-leaning.

8 Gignac 1981: 381-382

48 Blass, Debrunner, & Funk 1961: 47
“87 Blass, Debrunner, & Funk 1961: 47
8 Gignac 1981: 381
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There is 1 token in the imperfect active indicative: 1 sg. (cvv)iewv. This is a thematic
form and the spelling which appears in Vilborg’s edition. However, it is not the form of
the word in all or even most of the manuscripts. The thematic form appears in groups M
and D of branch o of the text. The athematic alternative cuvinv appears in group W of
branch o and most of branch B, with the exception of G. G and manuscript F (the
anomalous fragment that does not belong to a or ) have a deviant form, cvvngw.
Vilborg takes the latter to be a corruption of cuviewv, hence his preference for this form
(he does not discuss this decision in his commentary). The inconsistency in the
manuscripts (especially in both branches) make it impossible to know for sure what
Achilles’ original form was and therefore no further conclusions can be made regarding

this token, especially as it is the only active imperfect form which he has.

There are 2 tokens of the athematic present active infinitive (cuv)iévar in Achilles’ text.
Neither Blass, Debrunner and Funk nor Gignac say much on infinitives, but there are 4
examples of the thematic form in the Septuagint alongside 21 forms of the athematic in
the New Testament and Septuagint.*®® The pattern of use can be described as X : Xy,

and Achilles’ use of the athematic form as mildly Attic-leaning.

Finally, there is 1 token of a subjunctive form in the present middle-passive 3rd sg.
(mpoo)intor. This form does not vary in the manuscripts. While the subjunctive,
especially in this inflection, is rare throughout the Greek corpus, the more Classical
spelling, based on the athematic inut would normally have a circumflex accent on the 7.
A spelling with an acute accent on the 1 suggests a later form based on thematic iw. The
rarity of the form, however, makes it hard to determine the pattern of use or to make any

conclusions regarding Achilles’ use.

Table 12-4 Tokens of inw in Achilles’ Text

Inflection Them. | Athem. | Ambig. PoU Description of use

ACTIVE

pres. indic. 1/3 sg. 9 X : Xy | Mild Attic-leaning
indic. 3 pl. 1 X :XY | Strong Attic-leaning

impf. indic. 1 sg. 1(0) ? N/A

pres. infin. 2 X: Xy | Mild Attic-leaning

*89 1t is worth noting that the exact verb which Achilles has is cuviéva, to which all 4 tokens of the

thematic form and 11 of the athematic form in the biblical texts also belong.
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Inflection Them. | Athem. | Ambig. PoU Description of use
MID-PASS
pres. indic. 2 3 X :x?y? | Uncertain Attic-leaning
impf. indic. 2 ? N/A
pres. ptcpl. 1 X X | Neutral

subj. 1 ? Unknown

fomuu: (“I stand”)

This lemma has 20 present/imperfect tokens in Achilles’ text, all athematic.**® The
majority of them (15), are in the middle-passive. Two main thematic variations of this
verb were sometimes used in the Koine: the first was built on the stem ictdw, usually
contracted to ioct® and the second on the stem ictdve. Examples of both will be referred

to for comparison.

There are 10 instances of the middle-passive present indicative in Achilles’ text: 2 of 1st
sg. (-)iotopat, 6 of 3rd sg. (-)ictoron, 1 of 1st pl. (-)iwotéuedo and 1 of 3rd pl.
(-)iotavtar. There are not many middle-passive indicative forms in the New Testament
and Septuagint but | found 16 cases of athematic 3rd sg. Gignac has 2 examples of
thematic forms in the papyri: based on the stem iotévm, he gives middle-passive
indicative 1st pl. (cuv)iotovoueda (from the 2nd century AD), alongside a token built
on the simplified stem otav- in the 1st sg. (4mo)otévopon (from the 4th C).*** The
pattern of use seems to be X : Xy, where X is the athematic form and Y refers to cases

of either of the two thematic forms. Achilles’ use is mildly Attic-leaning.

Achilles has 2 instances of middle-passive imperfect indicatives in his text: 1 of 3rd sg.
(-)iotaro and 1 of 3rd pl. (-)ictavro. In the New Testament and Septuagint, there are 10
examples of the athematic 3rd sg., 11 of the athematic 3rd pl. and no examples of
thematic forms. Gignac gives no examples of thematic forms of the middle-passive
imperfect indicative. The pattern of use here is X : X and Achilles’ choice is neutral.

There are 2 instances of middle-passive present participles in Achilles’ text:
(-)wotapevog and (-)iotdpevny. The Septuagint and New Testament have 17 examples of
athematic middle-passive present participles and 12 examples of thematic forms on the

stem (-)iotévo. It should be noted, however, that all 12 cases of the thematic form are

0 There is a fair amount of manuscript variation but none is significant. Most involves variations of the
verbal prefixes which do not affect thematicity.
“! Gignac 1981: 379-380
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for the same compound verb éraviotnu/dvem. Gignac gives a number of examples from
the papyri of middle-passive present participles built on the thematic stem (-)iotdve
dating from the 2nd and 3rd centuries AD.*** The pattern of use here is X : Xy and
Achilles’ choice is mildly Attic-leaning

Achilles has 1 token of a middle-passive present infinitive: (-)ictacOot. The Septuagint
and New Testament have 10 examples of the athematic form and no examples of
thematic forms. Gignac has no examples of thematic forms either, so the pattern of use

is X : X and Achilles’ use of the athematic form is neutral.

Of the 5 active forms of (-)iotnut in Achilles’ text, 4 are in the present active indicative:
3 in 3rd sg. (-)iomouv) and 1 in 3rd pl. (-)wotdou(v). The New Testament and
Septuagint have 13 examples of the athematic 3rd sg. and no examples of thematic
forms. There is perhaps 1 example of thematic 3rd pl (di)iot@®ow in the Septuagint, if
this is not a subjunctive, but there are no other tokens of the 3rd. pl either thematic or
athematic. For other active indicative inflections, examples are scarce in the New
Testament and Septuagint: there are 9 examples of athematic 1st sg. (-)iotnu and 2
examples of thematic (-)iotévouev. Gignac describes the occurrence of “thematic forms
of {omut” as being “found occasionally”. Most of his thematic examples are for non-
finite forms and the only 2 active indicative thematic forms are 1st pl. (kof)iotdpev
(from the 4th century AD) and (a¢)iotodpev (from the early 5th C).*** It seems, then,
that the pattern of use is again X : Xy. Achilles’ retention of the athematic forms can be

described as mildly Attic-leaning.

Finally, Achilles has a single example of the athematic present active infinitive
(-)wotavor. In the New Testament and Septuagint there are 2 examples of the athematic
form, 2 of thematic (-)iotdav and 2 of thematic (-)iotavewv. The papyri likewise has 1
example of (-)iotav from the 5th century AD and a number of examples of (-)iotévew
from the 2nd and 3rd C.*** This suggests an X : XY pattern of use for the present active
infinitive and Achilles’ choice may be described as strongly Attic-leaning. It should be

noted that although this is the form in Vilborg’s text, which he believes to be a correct

*2 Gignac 1981: 379
*%8 Gignac 1981: 378-379
9% Gignac 1981: 379
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emendation introduced by Hercher, the manuscripts actually have the athematic perfect

infinitive sotavor.** Either way, the form seems to have been athematic. For more on

this, see the section on perfect forms of iotnu below.

Table 12-5 Tokens of iotnu in Achilles’ Text

Inflection Them. | Athem. | PoU | Description of use
ACTIVE
pres. indic. 4 X : Xy | Mild Attic-leaning
pres. infin. 1(0) | X:xY | Strong Attic-leaning
MID-PASS
pres. indic. 10 X : Xy | Mild Attic-leaning
impf. indic. 2 X : X | Neutral
pres. infin. 1 X : X | Neutral

ptepl. 2 X : Xy | Mild Attic-leaning

mipminue (“1£ill”)

In addition to the more common reduplicated - verbs, there is a single instance of

(-)mipminur in Achilles’ text in the athematic present indicative active 3rd sg.

(¢p)mininot.**® This verb behaves much like iotqut. In the Septuagint, there is a 1

instance of athematic mipnAnow and 1 of thematic (éu)mnAd. There is also a thematic

form of the 2nd sg. (éu)mumhgg. The absence of the second p as it is in Achilles’ text is

not surprising as it is a normal variation for this compound, both forms occurring in

both Attic and post-Classical texts.**” It has no bearing on the Atticist question. Given

the scarcity of examples, it is hard to determine the exact pattern of use, but it can be

classified as X :x?y? and Achilles’ choice described as Attic-leaning of uncertain

degree.

Table 12-6 Tokens of mipmnw in Achilles’ Text

Inflection Them. | Athem. PoU Description of use
ACTIVE
pres. indic. 1 X x?y? | Uncertain Attic-leaning

5 (AT. 4.3.3); Vilborg 1955: 72; Vilborg 1962: 81
*% There is variation only in manuscript G which instead has the aorist form éumAioau.

7 LSJ: mipminm
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12.4 Summary and Interim Conclusion

The table below shows a summary of the present and imperfect forms of reduplicated
- verbs found in Achilles’ text. The left half gives the number of thematic, athematic
or ambiguous tokens for each inflected form. The right half indicates the description of
use by showing the number of tokens that might be described as a particular type of
Attic-leaning for each inflected form.

Table 12-7 Summary of Thematic versus Athematic Tokens for Reduplicated -yt Verbs*®

Inflection | Them. | Athem. | Amb. || Neut. | Mild A | Str. A | Uncl. A | N/A
ACTIVE
pres.indic. 48 9 37 1 1
impf.indic. | 10(9) 9 1(0)
3(2) 1 2(1)

pres.infin. 5(4) 2 2 1(0)

ptepl. 4 1 3

subj. 1 1
MID-PASS
pres.indic. 16 3 14 2 3
impf.indic. 3 2 2 1 2
pres. infin. 1 1

ptepl. 5 1 4

subj. 1 1
TOTAL 11(1) | 86(84) 5 24 60 6(5) 5(4) 7(6)

In conclusion, Achilles’ use with regards to reduplicated -y forms is clearly Attic-
leaning. While a fair number tokens are neutral (especially imperfect indicative sg.
forms, that were already thematicised in Attic, and some middle-passive forms, which
retained their athematic forms in the Koine), the remainder all exhibit Attic-leaning
tendencies (of either a mild, strong or unclear degree). Most tokens show a mild degree
of Attic-leaning, especially in the present indicative forms (of both the active and
middle-passive voice). There are a few strongly Attic-leaning forms in the active voice
and a few forms that could be described as Attic-leaning, where | was unable to

determine the degree of this from a shortage of Koine examples.

%% Amb.: Ambiguous tokens; Neut.: number of tokens with neutral use; Mild A: tokens with mild Attic-
leaning; Str. A: tokens with strong Attic-leaning; Uncl. A: tokens with Attic-leaning of uncertain degree.
N/A: Tokens for which the significance of Achilles’ use is uncertain (mostly because of ambiguity).
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Achilles’ use, then, is mildly Attic-leaning which falls in line with the general picture of
him having an interest in Attic forms but not leaning too strongly in an Attic(ist) nor in

an overtly Koine-specific direction.
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13. Athematic Aorists

13.1 Development of the Variation

Not all verbs with athematic presents necessarily take athematic aorist forms. And not
all athematic aorist forms are significant for Atticism. In Classical Attic, there were
three types of aorist that a verb with an athematic present might take. The first group of
verbs takes regular sigmatic (or “first”) aorist 6- endings, for example wipminw has the
forms &minoa, &ning, Eéminoe(v), and infinitive mAfjcot. Most -vopu verbs belong to this

category.

The second group takes what are known as “second” aorist endings. For these verbs,
secondary aorist suffixes are added straight onto the verb stem. Unlike thematic second
aorists, however, verbs in this category omit the thematic vowel and endings are added
to the bare stem as for athematic presents. An example of this type is iotnu which takes

the forms: Zotnv, &otnc, £otn, and infinitive otivo.**®

The third group, which applies to very few verbs (mainly the reduplicated - verbs
didwut, tifn and i), takes athematic second aorist forms in most instances, but has
k-forms in the active indicative singular. The k-forms behave much like sigmatic first
aorists but -o- is replaced by -x-. An example of a word in this group is §idmu which
has has the singular forms £dwxkoa, &dwkac, £dwke(v) alongside plural (athematic second

aorist) £dopev, £dote, docav and infinitive dodva.

The introduction of thematic aorist endings as a replacement for athematic ones does
not occur in the Koine as it did in the present. But there is a novel change by which the
k-endings are extended from the singular to the plural so that forms like £ wkoapev,
Edokote, E8okav begin to occur. These have become the normal forms in the Koine.>®
These forms, not normal to Attic, can therefore be seen as Koine-leaning and use of the
non-x plurals as a form of mild Atticism. It is this extension of k-forms, as applied to

the third group of athematic verbs, that | will focus on.

99 o actually has two aorist forms. The first is transitive and is of the first category, taking sigmatic
aorist forms: Zotoa, £otng, Eotoe(v), and infinitive otijoat. The second is of the second aorist sort
given above and takes intransitive meaning (Smyth 1920: 268).

%% Gignac 1981: 386; Blass, Debrunner, & Funk 1961: 47-48
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The other significant aorist variation found in the Koine relates to the subjunctives of
reduplicated w/o verbs like didmu. As with the present subjunctives, the aorist
subjunctives of 6idwut in the active 2nd and 3rd sg. start to shift from dd¢, 6@ to doig,
oot in the Koine. This happened faster for the aorist than it did for the present. Retention

of the @-forms, therefore, could be seen as Attic-leaning.
The table below summarises the different forms for the plurals of athematic aorists
found in Attic and the Koine as well the variations found in the subjunctive. For the

plurals, the endings apply to tifnut, inp and didwu respectively.

Table 13-1 Common Attic versus Koine Differences in the Aorists of -yt Verbs

Inflection Koine (thematic k-aorist) | Attic (athematic 2nd aorist)
ACTIVE
Aor. Indic. 1pl. | -nkauev/-nkapev/-okapey | -gpev/-elpuevi-opev
2 pl. | -nxate/-nkote/-oKote -€T€/-E1TE/-0TE
3pl. | mxav/-nxov/-oxay -£00V/-E100V/-0G 0V
ACTIVE Thematic Athematic
Aor. Subj.  2sg. | doig GG
(0idcwpr only) 3sg. | doi Yo}

In addition to the -u1 verbs which have athematic aorists already discussed, there are
some verbs with regular thematic - forms in the present that take athematic second
aorist forms in the plural. Among them are aAickopon (aor. €dAwv), Baive (aor. £pnv),
yiyvdoke (aor. &yvav) and dvm (aor. £5uvv).>™ These words take athematic forms in
both the singular and plural, like €&omv from iotmui Like iotmui, these do not
experience extension of k-forms from the singular to the plural in the Koine and so are
not relevant to Atticism. Achilles uses regular expected forms for all these words, so |

will not discuss them any further.

13.2 Evidence for the Variation as a Marker of Atticism

13.2.1 Modern Scholarship

Modern scholars do not tend to include athematic aorist forms in their lists of Atticist

tokens because there is not a widespread movement of athematic to thematic forms as

%01 Smyth 1920: 162
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occurred in the present system. In descriptions of Atticism in certain authors, however,
there is recognition of the spread of k-forms from singular to plural in the Koine.

In Teodorsson’s description in the EAGLL of the development of the Koine from Attic,
he points to this change, saying “Aor[ist] pl[ural] forms with -k-, such as édokan,
éthekan prevail over édosan éthesan etc.”® He backs this up by citing evidence from

Threatte.>*

Deferrari, in his analysis of Atticism in Lucian, does not address athematic aorists
directly, but in a chapter entitled Irregular Verbs (which includes examples of
reduplicated -pu verbs), he mentions aorist forms of inut and tiénu (he does not discuss
i at all).>®* For fut, he mentions the “second aorist (euev etc.)” in opposition to
k-forms which were “carried on into the plural”, but he does not describe either form as
Attic or non-Attic. With reference to middle forms in k-, he is more explicit stating that
the “middle form -nkato [is] rare in Attic.”® Regarding aorist forms of tiému, he
states that in Lucian “The first aorist -ka with one exception ... is always used in the
singular and &0gpev etc. in the plural.”® It almost seems that he assumes knowledge of

the relevance of these forms to Atticism without explicitly stating what the relevance is.

According to Schmid, the k-forms in the aorist plural appear in Attic prose from the 4th
century BC onwards (alongside the athematic forms). He says that the same alternation
is found in Koine literature but in the “low Koine”, only k-forms appear (as evidenced
by Koine inscriptions of the period). He says that among his Atticists, Philostratus
followed the (low) Koine (using only k-forms) while Aristides and Aelian “continue the
old alternation” (using both types of forms in the plural).®” For Schmid, then, the -
forms are not necessarily un-Attic, but he sees exclusive use of them as a characteristic
of the (low) Koine.

%02 Teodorsson 2013: 191

°% Threatte 1996: 600-602; 615-619
504 Deferrari 1916

%% Deferrari 1916: 67

%% Deferrari 1916: 75

%07 Schmid 1896: 596
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Neither Deferrari nor Schmid seem to address the question of the aorist subjunctive
forms of didmpu in the 2nd and 3rd sg. Gignac, however, describes the @-forms as the
“Classical inflection” and Blass, Debrunner and Funk say that in the New Testament
“t3oko has entirely gone over to the pattern of verbs in odv: Soic 50t.”°% This implies
that they saw the @®-forms as more properly Attic and that the oi-forms were a later

innovation which the verb had “gone over” to.

Modern testimony, then, suggests that athematic aorist forms are relevant to Atticism
but again not in a clear “athematic forms are Attic versus k-forms are Koine”
dichotomy. Exclusive use of k-forms in the plural could be thought of as a more Koine-
leaning tendency and exclusive use of athematic forms more Classical, and therefore a
kind of mild Atticism.

13.2.2 Use of the Marker by Attic Writers and Evidence for the Alternative

Generally, for the aorist plural indicatives of 4idwu, tifnu and inw, Classical Attic
texts use athematic second aorist forms and Koine texts take x-forms but, as was

observed by Schmid, the usage is not this straightforward.

A small number of k-forms are already sometimes found in Attic authors, in particular,
Demosthenes among the orators (as well as Xenophon the historian). This is especially
true for the 3rd sg. -kav forms. In most cases, however, the athematic forms dominate.
In the Koine texts | looked at (the Septuagint, New Testament and papyri), the k-forms
have become the normal and preferred form with only rare examples of the athematic
variant. The pattern of use for such forms seems to be Xy : Y, where X refers the to the
athematic plural forms and Y the x-forms. k-forms, therefore, can be considered

strongly Koine-leaning and athematic forms mildly Atticist.

With regards to aorist subjunctive forms of didwu, Attic texts exclusively use the
athematic forms d@¢ and 3@ for 2nd and 3rd sg. In the New Testament and Septuagint,
forms built on analogy with -ow contract verbs (doic and 6ot) are sometimes used, but
the regular athematic forms are still more common. In the papyri, however, the new oi-

forms are more common (and appear from as early as the 1st century AD) although &-

%% Gignac 1981: 388; Blass, Debrunner, & Funk 1961: 48
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forms are sometimes retained. Given the retention of the athematic forms in the New
Testament and Septuagint, but the prominence of thematic forms in the papyri, the
pattern of use can be described as X : XY, where X refers to @-forms and Y to oi-forms.
Use of the @-forms can be considered moderately-Attic leaning and of the oi-forms as

moderate avoidance of Atticism.

13.2.3 Ancient Testimony

There is very little in the lexicographers and grammarians concerning the variant aorist

forms in the Koine. Moeris has one example of the extension of k-forms to the plural:

13.1 Moeris Atticista

(0.19) amédopev amédote amédocav ATTikol: dneddKouev anedmnkate anédwkav “EAAnvec.

The Attic speakers (say) apedomen, apedote, apedosan; the Greeks apedokamen,

apedokate, apedokan. [1st, 2nd, 3rd pl. aorist indicative active]

Much later, there is a similar example in Thomas Magister (13-14 AD). This does not
reveal contemporary understanding of the variant so much as a later perceived
understanding that the athematic forms had been more properly Attic and the k-forms

non-Attic.

13.2 Thomas Magister Selection of Attic Nouns and Verbs
(00 10.8) Amédopev ATTIKOL, OVK GTEOMDKOAUEV.

The Attic speakers (said) apedomen, not apedokamen.

Apart from Moeris’ reference, then, there does not seem to have been widespread
teaching by the lexicographers that the k-forms were Attic(ist). Moeris’ quote, however,

confirms that there was some consciousness of the distinction.

If Herodian addressed the alternation between athematic and «-aorists of the plurals of
didmu, tidnw and inu, in his Iepi v eic -, it does not survive. There is, however,
one interesting passage (taken from Cramer’s 1835 collection Anecdota Graeca, and
understood to be a quotation from Herodian) where it is noted that while (athematic)
second aorist forms usually have the same vowel in the singular and plural, this is not
the case for these three words where, there are different (shortened) vowels in the

plural:
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13.3 Herodian Ilepi wv eig -pr (838.1-17)
(fragment from Anecd.Ox. 3.269)
onueiooat, 6t €mil TV €ig UL €Ml deVTEPOV AOPIGTOL PLAGTTETOL 1] AyOouGa avTOD,
fyovv 10D devtépov dopicTov, &v Toic TANOVLVTIKOIC TapuAyoLsa 1 o)t olov ioTnut-
0 B’ dopirotog Eotnv Eotnuev Eotnte. yvdUL: 0 B doplotog Eyvev Eyvouey EYVOTeE.
v tod E0nv E0spey £0ste, Edwv Edopev Edote, v Epev Ete. kad S1d Ti TAV ToVTOV;
81611, enoiv 6 TeyviKdG, To Evikd olov E0nv Edwv Nv ody, edpicketol &v yproet: ToHTOL

YGpv T0 TANOLVTIKA ATV EDPLOKOLEVE, £V YPNOEL EVOAAAGTETAL KEILEVD DG ETVYEV.

Note that the ending for the second aorist of words in -mi itself is kept, that is to say,
for the second aorist in the plural, the penultimate syllable is the same. e.g. (For)
fomnuu the second aorist is esten estémen estete. (For) gnomi: the second aorist is
egnon egnomen egnaote. Except ethen ethemen ethete, edon edomen edote, hen hemen
hete. And why the exception for these? Because, the expert (Herodian) says, the
singular forms like ethén edon hén are not found in use, on account of this, their

plurals, which are found in use, are substituted and happen to be correct (or attested).

This suggests a recognition that the (first aorist type) k-forms rather than the athematic
forms were the norm for the singular (and these are the forms given elsewhere in Ilepi
T®V €ig -p) whereas the athematic forms were the norm in the plural. Unfortunately, as
mentioned, there is no reference to plural k-forms, which is helpful only in suggesting
by their omission that they were considered less correct (and by extended implication
less Classical).

I could not find any recommendations in the lexicographers or grammarians regarding

the subjunctive forms of 3idcp.>*

13.3 Use in Achilles’ Text

For (-)didmut, Achilles has 4 aorist indicative tokens. 3 are of the singular forms
(8dmxa; £dwkev), where the k-variant is already normal in Attic (a Y : Y pattern of use).
But 1 is of the active 3rd pl., &dwxav. Similarly, for (-)inut he has 19 aorist indicative
tokens. 18 are of expected singular k-forms, but 1 is the active 3rd pl. (ao)ijkav. Given

an Xy :Y pattern of use for plural forms, Achilles’ choice for these tokens points to

%99 Moeris (Atticista 8.5) makes reference to optative variations, as does Phrynichus (Eclogae 324), but |
have not included these in my discussion because there are no optative forms of didwput in Achilles’ text.
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strong Koine-leaning for the plural. For tiOnw, however, Achilles has (alongside 8
expected singular k-forms), 1 token of the athematic second aorist 3rd pl. (év)ébecav.
This suggests that Achilles was not thoroughly consistent and, on this occasion, may be
said to be mildly Atticising. A consideration of the manuscripts, however, shows that
while €wrav and aefikav are consistent throughout the manuscript tradition, évébecav
is not. It is found in the athematic form throughout family B, but the thematic alternative
gvébnkav occurs in Manuscript M and an intermediate form évébnoav in Manuscript W
(both of family o). This points to corruption in the tradition and, while the athematic

form seems to be original on the basis of majority, it cannot be accepted with certainty.

In addition to these active forms, Achilles has 2 tokens of the aorist indicative middle
3rd sg. of tifnw to which he has extended the x-endings: 1 of mapebnkato and 1 of
nepiedfkaro.”® It has been seen that Lucian occasionally used these forms which

>S5 _aorist middle forms are not found in the Attic

Deferrari described as “rare in Attic.
dramatists or orators or the New Testament, Septuagint and papyri. A search of the TLG
corpus reveals that middle k-forms were used by epic, lonic and other non-Attic authors
of the Classical period. They sometimes occur in texts from the 1st century AD
onwards, but often in quotations from these earlier authors or in scholia of Homer,
Hesiod and Herodotus, who use them. The pattern of use for these middle forms, then,
seems to be X : X, where X is the athematic form found in Attic and the Koine. The «-
form, Y, is an Epic/lonic form. Achilles’ use, then, says nothing with regards to Attic or

Koine preference but points instead to an lonic-leaning choice. The only relevance for

this from an Atticist perspective is that the form he uses is non-Attic.

Finally, Achilles has 2 tokens of the aorist subjunctive of didwut in the 2nd sg. In both

cases he retains the @-forms: 5¢¢ (1 token) and mapaddg (1 token).”?

As seen, this form
was retained in the New Testament and Septuagint though often replaced in the papyri
and followed an X : XY pattern of use. Achilles’ selection here can be described as

moderately Attic-leaning.

10 rapedrkato (at 2.3.1) is attested by the form JHKATO in IT'. The manuscripts have map£dnke tov but
Vilborg accepts the testimony of the papyri for its sense (Vilborg 1962: 42).

S Deferrari 1916: 67

*12 |nvariant in the manuscript tradition.
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13.4 Summary and Interim Conclusion

Table 13-2 Common Attic versus Koine Differences in the Aorists of - Verbs >

Inflection Thematic Athematic PoU |Description of use
! T ) ! T
Act. Indic. 3 pl. 1 1(0) | Xy:Y | Strong Koine-leaning
Mid. Indic. 3 sg. 2 X:X :(()i:g—r‘lle(;ning
Act. Subj. 2 sg. 2 | X:XY | Mod Attic-leaning

In sum, Achilles’ practice regarding aorist forms of these athematic verbs shows a

general preference for non-Attic forms. For plural indicatives, he prefers k-forms. There

is one token of an athematic plural, but this is inconsistent in the manuscripts (pointing

to one partially attested instance of mild Atticism). For middle indicatives, he even uses

the non-Attic, lonic-leaning, k-forms. For the subjunctives, however, he retains the

moderately Attic-leaning athematic spellings in favour of the newer thematic variations.

M5 ()didmpt v ()inuy T (-)tidnw
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14. Perfect Forms

14.1 Development of the variation

Most pu-verbs took regular x-endings in the perfect and pluperfect (endings in the so-
called “first perfect”). But a few isolated verbs took an athematic (“second”) perfect in
the active in Classical texts. Primary endings would be directly applied to the perfect
stem of the verb without the addition of -x-. Even in Attic, these rare athematic forms
were already normally replaced with regular k-forms in the perfect and pluperfect
indicative singular. But athematic forms were regularly retained in such words in the
indicative plurals. Athematic forms were also often applied in the infinitive and
participle of such words, occasionally in the subjunctive and seldom in the optative.

.. . . . 514
Athematic imperative forms were found in “poetic” texts.

The most common verb which had an athematic perfect was iotnu (“I stand”), which
took regular éotnka £otnkoag Eotnkev in the singular perfect but athematic £otapey,
gotate, eotdol(v) in the plural in Attic. In the Koine, the athematic forms tended to be
replaced with the x-form equivalents &otikouev, £otikate, €otnkaciy(v). Similar
patterns are found for the infinitive and participle. In some cases, the use of k-forms
could be considered avoidance of Atticism, and retention of the athematic forms could
be considered Atticist. It will be seen however, that the Koine did not replace all forms
to the same degree and so each type of inflection will need to be considered in its own

right.

The table below lists the different athematic and k-forms of the perfect and pluperfect of

{otnut.

Table 14-1 Common K- vs Athematic Variants for Perfect Active Forms of iotnut

Inflection K-endings Athematic
Perf. Indic. 1st pl. E0TNKOUEV gotopev
2st pl. E0TNKOTE g€otote
3st pl. sotnkaoci(v) | éotdo(v)
Pluperf. Indic. | 1stpl. £loTAKEUEY gotapev
2st pl. €lOTNKETE £otate
3st pl. glotkecav £otacav
Perf. Infin. -- £o0TNKEVOL gotdvor

>4 Mastronarde 1993: 321; Achilles has no examples of the imperative, so | will not discuss this further.
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Inflection K-endings Athematic

Perf. Partic. m. nom. sg. | €éotkmg £0TOC
f.nom.sg. [ éomruia ogdnlelv]
n.nom. sg. | €otnkdg £0t6g

As was the case with athematic aorists, some words with regular thematic -o presents
took athematic second perfect forms. The most notable example is 6vioxo (“T die”, “1
am dead”) which takes regular first perfect T€0vnka t€0vnkoag 1€0vnkev in the singular
but athematic second perfect téBvapev, tébvate, tebvaocty in the plural. Pluperfect 3 pl.
£tébvacav is also attested along with athematic participles, optatives, imperatives and

the infinitive.>*®

Another example is the perfect (with present meaning) of 6¢idw (“I fear”), which has a
set of athematic second perfect endings (1st sg. dédia, 1st pl. 6&€dwuev) which occur
alongside regular k-perfect forms (1st sg. dédowka, 1st pl. dedoikapev). In this case, even
the indicative singular occasionally took athematic forms in Classical texts. Athematic
forms were also common in the infinitive, participle and pluperfect indicative plural and

were found occasionally in the pluperfect singular. >*°

Achilles has a few relevant tokens for both these lemmas which | will include along

with my discussion of ioTnput.

14.2 Evidence for the Variation as a Marker of Atticism

14.2.1 Modern Scholarship

Again there is little mention by modern scholars of the use of k- rather than athematic
perfect forms as relevant to Atticism. But Deferrari and Schmid do discuss athematic

perfect and pluperfect forms of relevant words in their Atticist analyses.

In Deferrari’s analysis of the verb iotnu (in his chapter on Irregular Verbs), he says
“Attic authors prefer the second perfect (§otapev, &otate, éotdot) in the plural.”®’ He
mentions this in contrast to Lucian’s use of éotikapuev for the 1st pl. He also discusses

the athematic perfect forms of 6vijok® (in his chapter on Tenses), where he says “Attic

*1> Smyth 1920: 166; LSJ Bvijoke
516 Smyth 1920: 166; LSJ d&idm
S Deferrari 1916: 69
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writers usually use té0vna for the singular and té6vapev for the plural, and both stems
for the infinitive and participle.”®® For ¢ido, he gives a thorough discussion of the
different uses of what he calls the “weak™ perfect plural (6¢6wuev) and the “weak”
singular built from it (5¢610). He points out that this form “occurs frequently in Homer
and old Attic poetry, the lyrical parts of Aeschylus and Sophocles”, but that it survives
only as a participle in Attic prose and only in the plural in Thucydides and Xenophon.

He also claims that the lemma (5¢i8®) does not occur at all in the “lower Koine”.>*°

Schmid says that “The short [athematic] and long [x-] forms of the perfect of Oviiox®
and iotnu are found side-by-side, as in the Attic, in both the writers of the Koine and
the Atticists.”®?° The examples which Schmid cites in the authors he studies are mostly
of participles and infinitives which (as will be seen) would account for his description
of both forms occurring side-by-side in Attic writers, Koine texts and his Atticists. For
him, then, he feels the need to account for their use in his analysis of the grammar of his
Atticist authors even though he does not consider one form as Atticising and the other
as non-Attic.’® Regarding 8¢id®, Schmid has a short discussion, which is mostly
echoed by the passage referred to in Deferrari above. He additionally describes the use

of 8¢8wa in the singular as “vulgar” (vulgare).”?

Descriptive Koine grammars also tend to include analyses of the perfect forms of

iotnu, but not of deidw (perhaps because it was falling out of use).*?®

It seems, then, that although modern authors do not identify the variations of the
perfects of iotnw, Bviiokm and deidw as one of the crucial identifiers of Atticism, they

do recognise that these variations occurred and were significant.

14.2.2 Use of the Marker by Attic Writers and Evidence for the Alternative

As noted, the most important - verb to take athematic perfect forms was iotn (and

its compounds). In Attic, it regularly took athematic forms throughout the perfect and

518 Deferrari 1916: 57

%19 Deferrari 1916: 56

520 Schmid 1896: 596

*2! He gives examples of forms in Aelian (Schmid 1893: 40) and in Philostratus (Schmid 1896: 36)
522 Schmid 1896: 601-602

%23 Blass, Debrunner, & Funk 1961: 48; Gignac 1981: 394-399
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pluperfect paradigms except in the singular indicative. In the Koine, the athematic forms

were fully or partially replaced by regular k-perfect equivalents.

Analysis of Attic authors on the TLG shows that some use of the k-forms of ioctnut was
already present in Attic. There are already 2 tokens of the perfect indicative 2nd pl. in
the orators and they have 7 tokens of the 3rd pl. The playwrights have 4 k-forms in the
3rd pl. These, however, occur alongside athematic forms, of which there are always

many more tokens in the same authors.

There is also already evidence of k-forms in the pluperfect indicative plural and in the
perfect infinitive (though again these are in the minority). For perfect participles, usage
is already very mixed with more cases of athematic ¢otag in the playwrights but more

cases of regular éotnkag in the orators.

In the New Testament and other Koine texts, the athematic perfect plural indicatives
were completely replaced with regular x-form equivalents. In the infinitive and
participle both forms occur. The Septuagint makes exclusive use of the k-forms in the
pluperfect plural (there are no examples in the New Testament). In the papyri, athematic
indicative plurals have also been replaced by k-form equivalents but athematic forms
are retained in the infinitive and participle (although k-form participles sometimes

occur).>?

Based on this usage, one could describe the pattern of use for the indicative plural forms
of iotnuu (perfect and pluperfect) as Xy: Y. Use of the k-forms would count as strong
Koine-leaning and use of the athematic forms as mild Atticism. For the infinitive and
participles, use was already mixed in Attic and continued to be so in the Koine. The
pattern of use could be called Xy : Xy for the infinitive and so usage would be neutral.
Unusually, for the participles, the trend actually seems to show an xY : Xy pattern of
use (based on the prevalence of the x-forms in the orators and the athematic form in
Koine texts). This would actually point to the k-forms being moderately Attic-leaning
and the athematic forms as moderately Koine-leaning.

>24 Gignac 1981: 394-396
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In the passages referred to above by Deferrari and Schmid, it is revealed that for
Ovnokw, Attic preferred the k-forms in the singular but the athematic second perfect
forms in the plural of the indicative. The New Testament and Septuagint mostly use -
forms with the exception of 1 case of an indicative plural in the athematic form. Gignac
gives no examples of indicatives. The pattern of use could be described as X : XY. For
the infinitives, usage was mixed in Attic but athematic forms dominated in the orators.
Aristophanes has 2 tokens of each form. The New Testament and Septuagint have 2
athematic and 2 k-forms while Gignac refers to one case of the athematic infinitive in a
6th century AD papyrus.®® The pattern of use for the infinitives could be described as
Xy : XY. For participles, both forms are found in Attic texts but athematic forms
dominated. k-forms were the norm in the New Testament and papyri pointing to and

Xy : 'Y pattern of use.

Regarding deidm, Schmid and Deferrari said that the athematic second perfect forms (of
all sorts, including the singular indicative) were used in Homer, Old Attic poetry and
the lyrical parts of Aeschylus and Sophocles. Thucydides and Xenophon the historian
used only plural athematic forms and other prose Attic texts used only the participle in
the athematic second perfect.’® A TLG search shows that the k-forms were used
exclusively in the orators and Aristophanes for the perfect indicative singular and
predominantly for the pluperfect singular. For the perfect indicative plural, both forms
occur but there are more athematic tokens. For the pluperfect plural, this seems to be the
same, but there are only 2 athematic tokens in the orators and none in Aristophanes. The
Attic orators exclusively used the athematic form for the infinitive (20 tokens) while
Aristophanes has only 3 x-infinitives. For the participles, athematic forms dominated in

Attic authors but a few x-forms occur.

detdw is not found in the New Testament in any form. There are 8 tokens in the
Septuagint, all as k-forms. These include 1 perfect indicative singular, 2 perfect
indicative plurals, 2 pluperfect indicative singulars and 3 perfect participles. Gignac
makes no reference to its presence in the papyri. Based on this, the patterns of use could
be described as Y :Y for the perfect indicative singular XY :Y for the perfect

indicative plural, XY : Y for pluperfect singulars and Xy : Y the perfect participles. Use

525 Gignac 1981: 399
%26 5chmid 1896: 601-602; Deferrari 1916: 56
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of the athematic forms, then, could be considered as mild, moderate or hyper-Atticism
and of the x-forms as mild to strong Koine-leaning. For the perfect indicative singulars,

however, usage is neutral as the k-forms were already adopted in Attic texts.

14.3.3 Ancient Testimony

Reference to the perfect of iotnu, Bviioke and deidm seems to be mostly lacking in the
lexicographers and grammarians. The following examples, however, occur in the
lexicon of Hesychius (5th-6th C AD):

14.1 Hesychius Lexicon (4-0)
(e.6361) Eotauev- éomrapey (A 466)
hestamen [in Od. 11.466]: hestekamen [the form better known to Hesychius’ readers]
(£.6369) éotdow- éotiracty (E 196)
hestasin [in 1l. 5.196]: hestekasin [the form better known to Hesychius’ readers]
(0.8614) agpéotate: agpeomikate (A 340)
aphestate [in 1l. 4.340]: aphestékate [the form better known to Hesychius’ readers]

(0.434) odeidia- [@oPod dethaivov] dédoika. pofoduat (N 49)

deidia [Il. 13.49]: | am afraid; | am a coward. dedoika. | fear.

(e.414) &dedicr- £dedoikel. T €ekékavTto

edeidia: ededoikei. Or exekekauto [ had lit up, inflamed, kindled]

In Herodian’s ITepi wév eig -u1, there is no direct reference to the different perfect forms.
Where perfect forms are referred to in other contexts, they are only given as k-forms:
gotnka/Eotaka and dédowa. In the case of Eotnka, this is uninformative as it already
took the k-form in Attic, but in the case of 6¢dowa there is a preference for the k-form
where both were in use. This does not tell us which form was considered Atticist,

however.

Elsewhere in his corpus, Herodian makes reference to the pair éotikapev, Eéotapev, but
he gives them as an example of syncope (cvykonnv) to prove a point that loss of letters
does not result in loss of a rough breathing (Pros. Cath. 545.3-9; Ilepi Thiokijc
rpoowoiog 714.3-12).
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It seems, then, that there was not a conscious link between the athematic perfect plurals
and Attic correctness among grammarians of the time. This might be because mixed use
went back to the 4th century BC. Discussions of Atticism for these forms, then, must be

addressed with much caution.

14.4 Use in Achilles’ Text

Achilles has 33 tokens of iotnut in the perfect and pluperfect. 12 are in the perfect
indicative singular and 9 in the pluperfect indicative singular. All have regular k-forms
as would be expected since both Attic and Koine texts used these forms and Achilles’

use is neutral.

Of the remaining 12 tokens of interest, 9 are athematic and 3 are k-forms. There are 3
tokens of the athematic perfect indicative 3rd pl. (-)eotdow alongside 1 token of a
pluperfect indicative 3rd pl. in the k-form, siotixecav.’?’ There are 8 participles: 6 in
the athematic form and 2 in the «-form.>®® With regards to the plural indicative forms,
Achilles shows mild Atticism for the perfect and strong Koine-leaning for the
pluperfect. For the participles, he shows mixed use, as was the norm in Attic and the
Koine. The preference for athematic forms, actually seems to point to moderate Koine-
leaning (since the x-forms were preferred in the orators and the athematic in Koine
texts) but as his usage is mixed, this is only partial. In addition to these examples, |
noted that there is also one token (found at 4.3.3) where the manuscripts have the
athematic perfect active infinitive éotévo, but Vilborg suggests this should be emended
to present ictavat. In either case the form is athematic. But since the perfect infinitive
followed an Xy : Xy pattern of use, if Achilles had used the perfect, his choice would be

neutral.

%27 For, -gotdouw, 2 tokens vary in the manuscripts, but always as athematic variants (pres. indic. 3rd

pl. -wotdow, pres. subjunctive active 3rd pl. -iotdow or perfect subjunctive active pl. -eotdow).
giotnkeocav also varies (the forms gictikeicov ioThKeEIcOV appearing in some manuscripts of branch o),
but it always has a x- form..

°28 None of these vary in the manuscripts
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Table 14-2 Perfect and Pluperfect Forms of iotnu in Achilles’ Text

Inflection K-forms | Athem. PoU Description of use
Perf. indic. Sg. 12 Y :Y | Neutral
pl. 3 Xy Y | Mild Atticism
Plperf. indic. sg. 9 Y :Y | Neutral
pl. 1 Xy :Y | Strong Koine-leaning
Perf. partic. 2 6 xY : Xy | Mod Koine-leaning (partial)
Perf. infin. 1(0) | Xy: Xy | Neutral (partially attested)

Achilles has 26 tokens of 6viikow in the perfect. In addition to 20 k-forms in the perfect
indicative singular (which are neutral), there are 2 other x-forms and 4 athematic tokens.
The k-forms include 1 participle (tebvmkodteg) and 1 infinitive (teBvnkévar). All 4
athematic forms are in the infinitive (tebvévon).’*® The lack of indicative plural
examples means no generalisation can be made with regards to Achilles’ use of
indicative forms. The x-form participle points to strong Koine-leaning. Regarding the
infinitives, there is mixed use, as was also the norm in Attic and Koine. There was,
however, a preference for the athematic variation in Attic (Xy : XY) and so use of the
athematic form indicates a slight Attic bias. But even then, Achilles’ use is not

consistent.

Table 14-3 Perfect and Pluperfect Forms of 6vijkom in Achilles” Text

Inflection K-forms | Athem. PoU Description of use
Perf. indic. sg. 20 Y:Y | Neutral

Perf. ptcpl. 1 Xy :Y | Strong Koine-leaning
Perf. infin. 1 4 Xy : XY | Slight Attic bias (partial)

There are 5 tokens of the perfect of d¢idw in Achilles’ text: 3 k-forms and 2 athematic
tokens.”® The «-forms include 2 instances of the perfect indicative 1st sg. 5¢8ouka and 1
of the pluperfect indicative 1st sg. £dedoikewv. By contrast, the remaining 2 tokens are in
the athematic pluperfect 3rd sg. £dediet. It has been seen that, for dgidw, athematic forms
were sometimes retained for singular indicatives in Classical texts, but the Attic authors
I examined retained them only in the pluperfect and only in the minority of cases.

Achilles’ use of k-forms, then, is neutral for the perfect tokens. But for the pluperfect

%29 None of these tokens vary in the manuscripts, but it may be of interest that all 4 cases of teBvévor are
in Book 7, whereas the deviant teBvnkévan is from Book 5.
> There is no variation in the manuscripts.
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singular forms (which follow an xY :Y pattern of use), Achilles shows 2 cases of
hyper-Atticism alongside 1 of mild Koine-leaning preference. It is hard to generalise
based on these few tokens, but it is significant that he unusually shows 2 tokens of

hyper-Atticist intent here, though applied inconsistently.

Table 14-4 Perfect and Pluperfect Forms of d¢idw in Achilles’ Text

Inflection K-forms | Athem. PoU | Achilles’ Use
Perf. indic. sg. 2 Y :Y | Neutral

- , 2 tokens of hyper-Atticism
Plperf. indic. sg. 1 2 XYY | of mild Koine-leaning

14.4 Summary and Interim Conclusion

The table below summarises Achilles’ use of perfect and pluperfect forms of iotnut,

Bvokw and d&idw.

Table 14-5 Summary of Information Relating to K- vs Athematic Perfect Forms

ACTIVE K- | Ath. Atticism | Attic-leaning | Koine-leaning | Neutral
Perf. Indic. 24 24
3 mild 3
Pluperf. Indic. | 10 2 hyper 2 mild 1 9
strong 1
Perf. Infin. 1 4 slight bias 4 strong 1 1
Perf. Ptcpl. 3 6 mod. 2 mod. 6; str. 1

In conclusion, an analysis of Achilles’ use of athematic perfect and pluperfect forms
shows very mixed usage. While many of his tokens are neutral (since singular indicative
forms that had already taken x-forms in Attic), he shows 5 cases of Atticism (3 mild, 2
hyper-Atticist) and 6 cases of Attic-leaning. At the same time he has 10 tokens of
Koine-leaning preference, 3 of which are strongly Koine-leaning. It is unusual for
Achilles to show either hyper-Atticism or strong Koine-leaning which makes his
choices for these forms interesting. It should be noted, however, that there was a lot of
instability in these forms and the presence of mixed use even in the Attic period could
make it hard to know for sure which forms should be preferred. In addition, the Atticist
lexicographers gave little in the way of strict rules regarding these forms which would

have helped an aspiring Atticist.
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15. Root - Verbs

15.1 Development of the Variation

The next group of -t verbs add athematic endings directly onto a bare stem (without
reduplication or addition of -vv-). Many of these verbs are among the most commonly

used in Greek and, as a result, had a number of archaic or irregular forms in Attic.

The most important verbs in this category are eipi (“I am”), et (“I g0”), enui (“I say”)
and oida (“I know”). The frequent use and irregularity of these verbs mean that they did
not encounter regular shifts from athematic to thematic forms in the same way as other
- verbs. Some changes did occur for these verbs in the Hellenistic period, but they

were different in nature and did not apply consistently in the Koine until a late stage.

eipi: (“Iam”)

This lemma underwent a shift to the (deponent) middle-passive inflection which was
completed in Modern Greek.>** Non-Attic forms found in Koine texts include: present
indicative 2nd sg. eicon for &, 3rd sg. 8coi for éoti, present imperative 3rd sg. fjto for
Zotw, imperfect indicative Ist sg. fjunv for fv, 2nd sg. g for R0 and 1st pl. Huedo. for
fuev. Occasionally in the imperfect subjunctive one also finds 1st pl. dueda for fuev
and 3rd pl. dow for Roav.>*? These variations tend to occur alongside the Attic ones in
the Koine although they are more widespread in the imperfect. Use of such forms,
therefore, can be described as innovative and non-Attic, but use of the Attic variations is

not necessarily Atticising.

elut: (“1 go”)

This lemma does not experience many significant changes in the Hellenistic period. In
the New Testament it is rare (both in simple and compound form) and usually replaced
by &pyxouar. Optional variations, however, are found in Koine texts for the imperfect
plurals: 1st pl. fewev for fuev, 2nd pl. fierte for fre and 3rd pl. fewwav for foav or

” 533
fiecav.

>31 Gignac 1981: 400. Modern Greek: elpat, eloay, ivar, €ieda, lobe, lva.
532 Gignac 1981: 400-405; Blass, Debrunner, & Funk 1961: 49
>3 Gignac 1981: 408; Blass, Debrunner, & Funk 1961: 50

235



onut: (“I'say”)

This word does not have many variations either, although it undergoes analogical
levelling for some of its more unusual forms. Most notably, the Koine prefers the form
g€ong over &pnoba for the imperfect indicative 2nd sg., although both variations are

already found in Attic.>*

oida: (“I know”)

This final lemma is a perfect (root) athematic form with present meaning; the pluperfect
0N (or §dewv) carries imperfect meaning. oida also undergoes analogical levelling in the
Hellenistic period. Notable differences with Attic forms are perfect (=present) indicative
2nd sg. oidag for oicOa, Ist pl. oidauev for iopev, 2nd pl. oidate for iote and 3rd pl.
oidaci(v) for icaoi(v). In the pluperfect (=imperfect) indicative two different variations
for most forms already occurred in Attic, and the Koine tended to prefer the more
regular of the options: 1st sg. fidev over 101, 2nd sg. 1161 over fidnoba. In the plural is
found 1st pl. §dswev in preference to Attic fopev or #deuev, 2nd pl. fdeite in
preference to Attic fiote or §jdete and 3rd pl. §deicav in preference to Attic oov or
ﬁ8800w.535

The table below summarises the variations discussed above but | have only included

those which will prove to be relevant for Achilles’ text:

Table 15-1 Significant Variations for Root -1 Verbs

Lemma Inflection | Koine form | Attic form
sipi imperfect
1st sg. Hunv nv
2nd sg. il noda
1st pl. Auedo Nuev
imperative
1st sg. o EoTm
sl imperfect
1st pl. fewev Y
erfect
oido ?zpresent)
2nd sg. 0180 oica
2nd pl. oidate {ote
3rd pl. oidaoy(v) icaou(v)

534 Gignac 1981: 412; Blass, Debrunner, & Funk 1961: 50
>% Gignac 1981: 409; Blass, Debrunner, & Funk 1961: 50
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Lemma Inflection | Koine form | Attic form
¥ pluperfect
oida (=impf.)
1st sg. fnoswv oM
1st pl. Hoeipey Nouev/fidepey
3rd pl. fosicay noav/fdecav

15.2 Evidence for the Variation as a Marker of Atticism

15.2.1 Modern Scholarship

Sometimes modern scholars include root -pu verbs in their lists of athematic or -ut verbs
(e.g. Blass, Debrunner and Funk, Threatte, Smyth), but at other times they list them
separately as “irregular” verbs (Gignac, Deferrari). As has been seen, these verbs did
not normally see shift from athematic to thematic forms in the Koine period and so are
not directly relevant to the question of Atticism by retention of the athematic form. It
has been seen, however, that there were certain variations of some inflections that
originated in or were popularised by the Koine and used in preference over older
established Attic forms. And so these verbs are still significant for Atticism, albeit in a

different way.

Deferrari, in his analysis of Atticism in Lucian, sees these forms as relevant, as he
addresses these variations in his chapter on Irregular Verbs. This chapter deals with
root -y and reduplicated - verbs (as distinct from the -vop verbs, which he had
covered in a separate chapter entitled Collateral Present Tenses).”** Schmid also
considers variations of these forms in his different Atticist authors when they come up,
though not under a single heading. He describes the later variations which were not

common to Attic as “vulgar” forms (vulgare).>*’

Though not included in the standard lists of Atticisms presented by modern scholars,

then, it seems that these verbs should still be considered as part of an Atticist analysis.

5% Deferrari 1916
%37 Schmid 1896: 599
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15.2.2 Use of the Marker by Attic Writers and Evidence for the Alternative

A TLG text search confirms that different forms were preferred by Attic texts and the

Koine for the significant variations listed in Table 15-1.

Attic texts (the playwrights and orators) showed little to no use of the “Koine” forms
and the few exceptions tended to occur in fragmentary texts for which the source texts
are unreliable. This suggests a general X pattern of use in Attic. The only notable
exceptions are for the perfect and pluperfect indicative 1st pl. forms of oido. The
“Koine” perfect (=present) form oidapev occurs 5 times in the orators (4 in
Demosthenes and 1 in Antiphon) and the pluperfect (=imperfect) fidewuev is found twice
(1 in Antiphon and 1 in Aeschines). The Attic variant of the perfect dominates,
however, with 25 cases of icuev in the orators (including 10 in Demosthenes) and 16 in
the dramatists. The Attic form of the pluperfect fouev is found twice in the orators and
twice in the dramatists. There is 1 token of the alternative Attic form fidepev in
Sophocles. This suggests an Xy pattern of use for the 1st pl. forms of 0ida, where X
refers to the “Attic” forms and Y the “Koine” forms. The other major exception is for
pluperfect indicative 1st sg. 716w which already appeared commonly in Attic texts and
Gignac even describes it as the “best Attic prose” form.>*® For the 1st sg. pluperfect,

then, the pattern of use is xY.

In Koine texts (the New Testament, Septuagint and the papyri), the Koine forms of
these words dominate, although there is more variation. For the variations of imperfect
forms of &iui “I am”, the deponent fjunv dominates almost entirely, suggesting an X : Y
pattern of use. 7¢ is far more common than ficOa in the New Testament and papyri,
although the Septuagint has more cases of fic0a. This points to an X : XY pattern of
use. For the 1st pl., however, the Attic form fuev is actually more common in all three
groups of texts than Koine fjueba. Similarly, for the imperative 3rd sg., the late Koine
form #jtw is found occasionally in all three types of texts but the Attic ot is far more

common. These last two inflections, then, follow an X : Xy pattern of use.

For the imperfect plural forms of &iut, there are no examples in the New Testament or

Septuagint where the word is rare (and replaced by £pyopor). Gignac cites 2 cases of

>% Gignac 1981: 411
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Koine (am)newev and does not suggest the presence of any examples of the Attic
variant. A search of the full TLG corpus reveals that there are no cases of -fjeiuev before
the 1st century BC (except for a single example in a spurious text attributed to Plato).
This confirms that -newev is a later (non-Attic) variant. The pattern of use for this

inflection could be described as X : Xyz, where Z represents forms of £pyopat.

For the perfect (=present) forms of oida, the Koine forms oidac and oidapev are normal
and quite common in the Koine texts. There are rare cases of Attic oicOa and iouev in
the papyri and 2 tokens of oicOa in the Septuagint. The pattern of use for oidac/oicOa
seems to be X : XY, but for oidapev/icpev Xy : XY. For the 3rd pl., Koine oidacwv is the
norm in the New Testament and Septuagint. It is not, however, found in the papyri.
Attic icaowv is found in the papyri along with 1 token in the New Testament. This
suggests an X : XY pattern of use. For the pluperfect (=imperfect) forms of oida, the
New Testament and Septuagint exclusively use the Koine forms, pointing to an XY : Y
pattern of use for the 1st sg., Xy : Y for the 1st pl. and X : Y for the 3rd pl.

The usage observed suggests the designations “Koine” and “Attic” for the variant forms
in Table 15-1 are fairly accurate. However, it must be noted that there were exceptions
for certain forms of oida. The pluperfect 1st sg. idewv already appeared frequently in
Attic texts and should not be considered a “non-Attic” form. Additionally oidopev and
foeuev were also present in Attic, though rare. On the other hand, “Attic” fjuev and
gotw (from eipi “I am”) and icacw (from oida) were still frequently found in Koine

texts.

In most cases, then, the forms I term “Attic” could be considered Atticist to some
degree (simple, mild, moderate or hyper-) and the forms I term “Koine” could be
considered some degree of Koine-leaning (when not simple avoidance of Atticism). For
the main exceptions (iopev fiouev and §dn), the Attic forms are Attic-leaning rather than
Atticist.

15.2.3 Ancient Testimony

The lexicographers, again chiefly Moeris, provide recommendations for some of the

cases where root -pu verbs had begun to show different forms in the Koine.
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gipd: (“T am™)
Moeris gives the following recommendations for forms which had begun to take

deponent (middle-passive) forms in the imperfect:
15.1 Moeris Atticista
(M-2) Mv Attwcoi- funy "EAknveg.
The Attic speakers (say) en; the Greeks emén. [impf. 1st sg.]
(n.4) foba Attikoi- fig "EAAvec.
The Attic speakers (say) estha; the Greeks és. [impf. 2nd sg.]

In Herodian’s Ilepi t@v ¢i¢ -, reference is made to the Koine use of the deponent
(middle passive) form of the imperfect 1st sg. of eiui “I am”: fjunv. This particular
section of the text comes not from the excerpts in Choeroboscus but from another of

Herodian’s own texts, I1epi Thiakijc npoowdiog (56.19).

15.2 Herodian IIepi t@v eig - (840.7-9)
(fragment from Herodian Pros. Il. 56.19).

HUNV TO oNUOVTIKOV TOD DIAPYEW Gravimg evpiokeTal Katd TV xpfow tdv EAMvav,

00 16 Vrodetypato idopev &v 16 mepl TV €i¢ . O PHEVTOL TOWTHC OVK &XPYGUTO.

eémen meaning “to exist” is occasionally found in use by the Greeks, of which we give

examples in On -mi verbs. The poet [Homer], however, did not use it.

The form #fjunv, therefore, is described as being in use at an early date but not in Homer
(although the form does appear in the passage to which Herodian is referring in his
commentary, Homer Il. 6.336). Choeroboscus suggests that the fjunv form had been
prohibited (dmnyopevtor) followed by a quote from Aristophanes showing the preferred
use of fjv. In contrast, he cites a case of fjunv from Euripides, but the implication is that
it was not the norm. (/7epi t@v eic - 840.7-16)

Elsewhere in [lepi t@v eig -1, Herodian discusses different forms and irregularities

relating to eipi “I am” but these references do not relate to the variations that are

significant for Atticism.
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elut: (“1go”)

The variations found in the imperfect plural of eip “I go” are discussed in Herodian’s
work on correct spelling (I7epi mafdv) where he discusses the compound giceyu. He
backs up his recommendation based on the use in the Attic playwrights Calias and

Agathon:
15.3 Herodian Ilepi wabdv (503.34-36)
glofjuev: avti tod eioneiev: ovv @ 1 KoAdiag I[Medqrong. kol gicfioav vl tod
glongoay ovv @ 1, Aydbmv Agpomn. kol gicfla avti Tod gionewy.
eiseimen: rather than eiséeimen: (it is) with an iota in Calias’ Pedeétai. And eiséisan

rather than eiséesan with an iota, (as in) Agathon’s Aerope. And eiséia rather than

eiseein.

onui: (“I say”)
Of the two forms of the imperfect 2nd sg. found in Attic, Phrynichus recommends the
one not normally continued in the Koine as the better.

15.4 Phrynichus Eclogae (206)

"Eeng: 0Tt pév mopa toig dpyaiolg, GAA’ OAiyov. 10 6€ mhelov Epnaoda.

ephes: it exists among the ancients, but rarely. ephéstha (is) better. [impf. 2nd sg.]

oida: (“I know”)

Moeris gives his preferences for older Attic over regularised Koine forms for this verb
in both the present and imperfect. Note that in the imperfect, the “Hellenistic” forms
were already found as a variant in Attic, but he recommends the forms that were no
longer in regular use in the Koine as the more properly Attic (or hyper-Attic).

15.5 Moeris Atticista
(0.24) oicOa yopic Tod 6 Attikoi- oidag "EAANVEC.
The Attic speakers (say) oistha without a (final) s; the Greeks oidas. [pres. 2nd sg.]

(1.22) {ooow Atrtikoi- 0idacty KOwov.

The Attic speakers (say) isasin; oidasin (is) common (Koine). [pres. 3rd pl.]

M-3) 116N Attikoi- fidewv "EAAnveg.
The Attic speakers (say) eide; the Greeks éidein. [impf. 1st sg.]

Mm.1) fideoBa Attikoi- fideig "EAAvec.
The Attic speakers (say) eideistha; the Greeks éideis. [impf. 2nd sg.]
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Phrynichus additionally recommends the Attic form of the present 2nd pl. over the

regularised form:

15.6 Phrynichus Praeparatio Sophistica (epitome)
(92.7) oidate: Guewov 10 iote.

oidate: iste (is) better. [pres. 2nd pl.]

Herodian gives his preferences for the imperfect forms by citing examples from the
Attic Tragedians:

15.7 Herodian On Orthography (519.6-10)

nouev dvti 1o fdepey Evpuridng Exapn (1111) “...Rouev”, fote dvti tod fdeite

2

Togokific Koyoic “...fote...” koi noav avti tod fidecav Edpuidng Prowm (855)

“...noav”. oLV 10 1.

eismen rather than éideimen (as in) Euripides’ Hecuba (1111) “...éismen”, éiste rather
than eideite (as in) Sophocles’ Colchides “...éiste...” and eisan rather than éidesan (as

in) Euripides’ Rhesus (855) .. .éisan”. With iota (subscripts).

The lexicographers and grammarians did not have a unified teaching relating to the
different forms of root - verbs, but they recognised individual variations as significant
and often explicitly described one form as more properly Attic (or generally “better”)

than the other.

15.3 Use in Achilles’ Text

For the most part, Achilles uses the forms of these verbs that were common to both

Attic and the Koine. For tokens where variation did exist, | found the following:

eiut: (“I am™)

Achilles has 3 tokens of the Koine imperfect 1st sg. #junv (rather than Attic fv).>*
Conversely, he has 1 token of the Attic imperfect 2nd sg. o0 (rather than Koine’s
preferred form fic, although note that fic0a is found more frequently in the Septuagint).
He also has 8 tokens of Attic imperfect 1st pl. quev (which was often preserved in the

Koine although occasionally replaced with fjuefa). The present imperative form &oto

539 There are 231 tokens of fjv in Achilles’ text but, having checked them all, they all seem to be tokens of
the 3rd sg. (which had no variant form in the Koine) rather than of 1st sg.
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appears 4 times rather than the rare Koine alternative fitm. The use of the Koine 1st sg.
Hunv in place of v could be considered simple avoidance of Atticism. The use of ic0a
could be considered moderately Attic-leaning and fuev and Zctw as mildly Attic-

leaning.>*°

elu: (“1go”)

Achilles has 1 token of imperfect 1st pl. fuev against 5 tokens of the later thematic form
-Rewev. All of the latter are in compounds of siut. It should be noted, however, that
nfuev is not the form found in the manuscripts of Achilles’ text but is a conjecture based
on sense. In addition, the manuscript tradition does not agree for 2 tokens of -fieiuev.
One of these must be excluded for being highly problematic. There are, however, 3
tokens of the latter which are unanimously attested in all manuscripts. The evidence,

such as it is, could be seen as strong (but not consistent) avoidance of Atticism.>*

onui: (“I say”)
There are no relevant tokens of ¢nui in Achilles’ text which might have taken a

different form in the Koine or Attic.

oida: (“I know”)

Achilles has 14 tokens of this lemma in the perfect (=present) and 7 in the pluperfect
(=imperfect) which have the potential for variation. In the perfect (=present), he has 7
tokens of non-Attic 2nd sg. oidog alongside 3 of Attic oicOa. This indicates mild
avoidance of Atticism although it is inconsistent as 3 times he shows a strong Attic-
leaning preference. In the 2nd pl. he has 1 token of Attic (cuv)ioté (sic) (pointing to

strong Attic-leaning) and in the 3rd pl. he has 1 token of non-Attic oidaci(v) alongside 2

>0 Manuscript variations for eipi: in all but 2 relevant cases for this verb, the manuscripts do not vary. For
1 token of fjuev, MS W has the Ionic spelling variant of the pres. 1st pl. eluev and MS M the pres. 1st pl.
of el “I go” fuev. The remainder of manuscripts have fjpev and none have Koine #uefa. For 1 token of
got MS W has instead indicative éoti, still in the Attic form.

>4 Manuscript variations for efju: For fuev, all manuscripts have instead impf. indic. 1st pl. of gipi “I
am”, quev. fRuev is suggested by Herscher and adopted by Vilborg because of sense. It is part of a rather
problematic passage (see Vilborg 1962: 104-105). For 3 tokens of fjewuev, the manuscripts are invariant
but at 2.31.3, the form is uncertain as there are 4 different variations in the manuscripts built on different
versions of Tpogyu and npdoeyu (with either “I am” or “I go” meanings). Vilborg concludes that the form
must be mpdeyut “I go into”, but Tpofeyey appears in the margin of only 1 manuscript (Vilborg 1962:
59). This token must be taken to be too corrupt to be sure of Achilles’ original form. At 5.17.10, the form
is émaviieyey in manuscript family B and pres. 