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Chrestomathy of Ancient Greek Dialect Inscriptions

I. Introduction

With the collapse of Mycenaean centres, the stumifying tendencies in the
social and cultural life came to a halt; in theglirstic field, this brought about
the disappearance of various retarding factors lwkiere at work during the
Mycenaean period of the development of Ancient &réd this, together with
great shifts of population through migrations, ogeithe way to strikingly new
changes in the development of the Greek languaehwvas quickly moving
to a considerable dialectal differentiation. Aslyas at the dawn of the classical
Greek civilization in the 8th/7th cent. B. C., wavk to do with a rich complex
of some twenty five Greek dialects, which were mardess distinctly different
from each other.

The degree of recognizing immediately a concreeetdialect in the speech of
a native speaker depended not only on the quanttdifferent specific linguistic
features of the dialect, mainly the phonologicaégirbut also on the distinctive
relevance of the phenomenon in question (seenkiamce, the systemic pho-
nological changes that concerned more than onlyptio@ological item) or on
the degree of its phonetic impact (rhotacism, f@meple, was clearly much more
conspicuous within the speech of a native speakardialect than a number of
other linguistic peculiarities).

In 1963, R. Coleman published his important stutlge’ Dialect Geography of
Ancient Greek”, in the Transactions of the Philabad Society 61, 1963, pp.
58-126, where he analyzed the Greek dialectalisa&from the geographical
point of view. And in 1972, | elaborated, on thesibaof his reflections on the
Ancient Greek dialect geography, my own methodalalgapproach to this
complex of problems in my monograph “Classificatminthe West Greek Di-
alects at the time about 350 B. C.”, Prague — Ardata 1972. | tried to evaluate
here the mutual phonemic relations of the Doriaugrof Greek dialects by ex-
amining their phonological isoglosses from the diative point of view, and
came, for instance, to the conclusion that EleahGmetan seem to be Greek di-
alects of a most distinctive character.

Using similar methodological approach and analyziogy the whole complex
of all the Greek dialects in this paper, | shoukké tto characterize the spectrum
of the capacity of Attic to differentiate itselfoim each of the main groups of
Greek dialects, ando ipsothe degree of abilityf recognizing immediately
concrete Greek dialects in the speech of nativeksspeakers, gserceived by
an Attic listener. | should like to do so by evding selected sets of dialectal
interrelations between Attic and the other grouipArient Greek dialects, i.e.,
for instance, Attic versus lonic, Attic versus mibdric, Attic versus strict Doric,
Attic versus Aeolic, and Attic versus Arcadian-Cgpr
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1. lonic in general in comparison with Attic

1. In contrast to Attic, the lonic dialects shoveefdilly accomplished shifif long
primarya tom, even aftek, (, o (see, for instanceikin, pAin, xwon, éoxa-
on, venving instead of the Attoikix, PAia, xwoa, éoxaoa, veaviag); this
was avery early innovation, exclusivelgnic, and of ahighly contrastivecha-
racter.

2. lonic showed anccasional preservatioaf a short proto-Greelk (this was an
archaismin Greek, documentediowever, not only in lonic, but, more or less,
also in a number of other dialects, e. g. in LagonCorinthian, etc.).

3. lonic showed documentation of the “third compeasy lengthening’of the
E€VFog > Eglvog, KOQFOG > kovpog types (attested, however, also in the South
Aegean Doric insular area; see exampleSfoc/Eetvoc on Rhodes, Cos, Thera,
Crete, as well as in West Argolic, etc. (withetatively early documentation

4. lonic shows absence of a number of Attic inniowvest, for instance of the
metathesigjuantitatis(Baolevg, -éwg instead ofrjoc) or of the so-called “Attic
Declension” of the type ofeds, Aec.

Note: The Attic-lonic group of dialects showed also asilaitation of the suffix
-TL into -ou (esp. in 3rd pers. Pl. Act.), which wasighly contrastive feature,
but it was typicahot onlyof Attic-lonic, but also of Arcadian-Cypriot (exdep
ing Pamphylian) and of Lesbian (this being influeth®@y lonic).

Conclusion:The lonic early loss of the long primasywas certainly one of the
most contrastive featuresf the lonic-Attic interrelations, the contrast&fivog

x E¢vog being probablynot so conspicuouat first sight, while the preservation
of uwas merely amccasionalarchaic phenomenon, once omnipresent in Greek,
but no longer too vivid in classical times.

5. West lonic (= Euboean) in comparison with Attic:

a) Euboean showed fally accomplished shifbf the primary longx (see 1.1
above).

b) Euboean showed a striking rhotacism in the neiddlithe word, documented,
however, only in the Euboean city of Eretria aslhaslin Oropos, a community
lying on the opposite Boeotian coast. See, foraimst, the following material:
Eub. mawotv < mawotv (Dat. Pl.) fromnaic; Eub. €xovow (3. Pl Act.) = Att.
éxovowv from €xw; Eub.oltnowv = Att. oitnow (Acc. Sing.); EubAgteut-
olav = Att. Aptepoiav (Acc. Sing.); Eubdnuooiwv (Gen. PL.) = Attdnuo-
olwv; Eub. 6mwo av = Att. 6ntwe &v (with a documentation after the end of
5th cent. B. C. at the latest). Rhotacism waalsighly contrastive phenomenon,
known — to be true — also from late Elean and ILateonian, but in contrast to
Eretria and Oropos it occurred there at ¢nel of the wordonly (see more sub
V. 6).
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Note: Euboean shared several phonological feaalseswith Attic: documenta-
tion of -tt-, -00- againstoo-, -po- in East and Central lonic; absence of the third
comp. leng. — against E. and C. lonic again.

Conclusion: The Euboean rhotacism inside the woadtricted, however, only
to Eretria and Oropos) was a phenomeoonsiderably conclusivier the iden-
tification of the said subdialect in question.

ll. Mild Doric dialects (i.e. the Saronic andthe North-West ones, as well
as the dialects of Doris media /West Argolic, SoutAegean insular Doric/)
in comparison with Attic

1./2. The two most important differences between thld Doric dialects and
Attic consisted

a) in the rathercontrastiveAttic-lonic assibilation of-tt to -ot in the the 3rd
pers. Pl. Act. (with a very early documentatiomyi a

b) in therelatively limitedoccurrence of long primary in Attic (since early cen-
turies).

3. On the other hand, a typical feature of the mititic dialects is theimnova-
tive four-gradelong-wowelsystemwith an open and a close logago-pair of
vowels €Omnie x imper.pidet; £dwke X imper.FovAov), which, however, was
characteristic also of the Attic-lonic group of @kedialects (with an early do-
cumentation on both sides).

4. At the same time, both the mild Doric and thé&sDoric dialects show the
typical West Greek (= Doricjuec in 1st pers. Pl. Act., as well as the Nom. PI.
of definite article intot, Tat (which is in the West Greek area absent only on
Crete), but these forms wepan-Doric for the most part, aneb ipso rather in-
conclusivefor the identification of a concrete dialect inegtion.

Conclusions: The import of the two above-mentiodiéf@trences (Nos. 1, 2) was
considerably reduced by the significant systemiengmenon of No. 3: The Sa-
ronic group of Doric dialects, consequently, repréed a group of non-lonic
dialects that may be considered the least distant Attic.

Note A: The so-called North-West dialects (Phoclaitrian, Aetolian, etc.) seem
to have been a bit more distinct from Attic thaa 8aronic ones (Megarian, Co-
rinthian, East Argolic); see a number of specifiéANfeatures (though their
occurrence was mostly not fully restricted to Neilest dialects only), for in-
stance the tendency of shiftigo- to -ao- (see the N-W formgdoév in Pho-
cian andpdaoerv in Locrian /instead of the Attigpéoerv/, but it occurred also in
Elean /cfraoyov/ and some other Doric dialects); or cf. the nearhnipresent
Aeolic Dat. Pl. in-ecot, or its North-West correspondent formg, or else the
short diphthongsot, -at within the forms of Dat.-Loc. Sg., documented rhost
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in the Greek North-West and in Boeotia. These pactiés are worth mention-
ing individually, but they arbardly distinctivein general.

Note B: A somewhat different spectrum of linguigtiarticularities was typical
also of the dialects dboris media spoken in West Argolid and the South Ae-
gean insular Doric area of Rhodes, Cos, CnidusCatgmna.

IV. Strict Doric dialects in general (esp. LaconianCretan, Cyrenaean, in
principle also Elean) in comparison with Attic

1. The most important difference that distinguisttelstrict Doric dialects from
Attic was the preservation of tlvenservativeéhree-grade longzowel systerwith
only one pair of long-/6-vowels in all of them (i.e. with only one loggo-pair,
denoted by the lettergw, never byei/ov).

2. Highly contrastive however, when compared with Attic, was especitily
very open long Elea&-vowel — as a continuation of the original =, which
was frequently written in the Early Elean insciopis by the letterx: see El.
Fodtoa = Att. (F)ortoa, El paAeiol = Att. ' HAeloy, El. matdo = Att. matro,

El. éa = Att. ein (opt.), El. pa = Att. un} (negative particle); the phenomenon
shows an early documentation, though not a fullglestive one, whereas after
ca. 350 B. C. it remains to be quite rare (wittiia tong-vowelo-section, Elean
was a normal strictly Doric dialect).

3. Anothercontrastivefeature was the Elean rhotacism, documented afer 3
B. C. at the end of the word (see BlLop = Att. Awdg, El. memoAttevkwo =
Att. temtoArtevkag, El tolp dAAog moo&évolg katl evepyétalp = Att. toig
&AAoig mpoévolc kat evepyétaig, or El. aAAowo kat mAelovep /Acc. PLY

= Att. &AAoug kal TAglovag).

4. Of anoccasional(though from the phonemic point of view ratheportan)
character seems to have been Ehlsan, Laconian and Central Cretaand of
spirantizing voiced consonanfkac. Baotiag /from pdotv/, Cret. aéAov-
NAtov Hesych, Ellikaua = Att. dikax) on the one hand (with some analogous
traces also in the Corinthian colonies, in Argalicd Rhodian), and, on the other
hand, the rather contrary Laconian, Central Créaaad also Boeotian, and per-
haps Megarian and Rhodiaténdency to geminatthe iotacizedd+j into the
voicedd(d) (cf. Lac.Aevg = Att. Zevg, as well as CreZevi, Anva or Ttnva

= Att. Ad, Ala), after the 4th cent. B. C., for the most part.

5. Whereas the mild Doric dialects, including tlieaaof Doris mediaglid not
surpassthe stage of grimitive phase of intra-Doric differentiatiorthe main
strictly Doric dialects (i.e. Laconian, Elean, GahtCretan, Cyrenaeagpt dif-
ferentiatedfrom each other very earlyhe most distinct among them being per-
haps Central Cretan with a very high index of défdiation, according to my
“Classification” 1972, p. 172 (coeff. 0.546), folled by Elean (0.520), West
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Argolic (0.349) and Laconian (0.317), the differatibn index of the latter, how-
ever, growing during the Hellenistic period stilbre — subsequently to the rapid
start of the Late Laconian phonological shifts,amplished during the Laconian
processes of spirantization, weakening of artitahatind elimination of, ge-
mination, rhotacism (“junglakonisch”, i.e. “Late ¢@nian”), as mentioned here
sub IV. 5 or 6.

6. After an early period of prevailing phonologicainservatism, it was specially
the Laconian dialect that witnessed, above allesthe 4th cent. B. C., a long
phase of continued progress in the phonologicatldgment weakeningof the
intrasyllabics as early as the 6th cent. B. C.: LElmhowdav = Att. ITooedwv
/later full lossof it: Lac. vikaag < vikdhag < vikdoag = Att. vikijoag, or Lac.
riomatal < omjoatoal = Att. moujontad; spirantizationof the aspiraté since

the 4th cent. B. C. /Lagxrvéonke = Att. avéOnke, Lac.owg < Ouag = Att.
Beac/, as well as thehotacismat the end of the word, adopted perhaps on the
model of Elean as late as the 2nd cent. A. D. /haacdao < vikaoag = Att.
vikrjoac/).

Conclusion: The above-mentioned strictly Doric elcas, especially Laconian,
Central Cretan and Cyrenaean appear to have d@dgeemely distinceincient
Greek dialects, sharing sometimes the same dibjg@otaomena with each other,
but, unfortunately, not possessing (esp. in the cdid.aconian, Central Cretan
and Cyrenaean, in spite of their high differentiatindex)any highly contras-
tive featurethat could be considerddlly conclusive for a clear identificatioof
the dialect in question. It is only in the casdetdan that we can give a dialectal
feature of such a kind, viz. the above-mentionegai&kextremely opere in
Poatoa, éa, pa. — Whereas the Laconian dialect continued on gleg@nnese
its rapid development to “junglakonisch”, i. e. tead_aconian” (and during the
Byzantine period to modern Tsakonian), the Lacowiathe South Italian colo-
nies Taras and Herakleia has been preserved mmihetat its stage from the
4th cent. B. C.

V. Aeolic in comparison with Attic

Even if there are specific pan-Aeolic peculiarit{ésr instance-go- instead of
-oa-, labials instead of labiovelars before /Thess.méume, Boeot. métta-

oeg, Lesb.mtéovpal/, Dat. PI. of 3rd decl. ireoot, Part. Perf. Act. inovt-, pa-
tronymica in-1og), we can divide the Aeolic group of Greek dialeicit® two
sub-groups:

A) Lesbian in comparison with Attic:
The dialect of Lesbos presents two highly specifictrastivefeatures:

1. The so-calledbarytonesisi.e. the shift of the place of verbal accent taiga
the first syllable of the word (the chronology bistphenomenon is uncertain); in
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any case, this brought about a very strange efiecthe pronunciation, quite
unusual in Greek and documented in Lesbian onlind3a speaker of Czech, a
modern language which employs the initial verba&leat without any exception,
I think | can have some experience in discernitiipidinces in the place of ver-
bal accent, easily recognizable nowadays in vannadern Slavonic languages
(Czech: initial accentuation; Polish: accentuatmnthe penultimate syllable;
Russian: free accent on various syllables in thedjvo

2. This unique specificity of Lesbian was accompdrby another linguistic pe-
culiarity, namely the so-callgokilosis i.e.the absencef initial h-in an extent
highly exceeding that of the same phenomenon ieroBreek dialects. As a
speaker of Czech, again, | can mention my expegi@hgeople speaking mod-
ern languages that have practicallymfeit§ in their phonetic inventorysuch
as Modern Greek or Italian.

Notes: Aless reliabledentificationfeaturewas the early employment of a “com-
pensatory” diphthong instead of the consonantatetuvo-/-vg in Lesbian(see

e. g. Lesbmatoa < *ravtoa or Lesb.dpirog < *Pprovg in Acc. Pl. /in con-
trast topiAowot in Dat. Pl./), becausenica also occurs in Thera and Cyrene (in-
side the word only) and the analogous Acc.tBlc dAAoic (or eventoip &A-
Aotg) < tovg aAAovg also in Elean (but with the compensatory diphthong
the final syllable).

A similar, somewhaless reliable identification featuref Lesbian was the early
epichoric gemination gfipt, vv, AA, go (Lesb.éupevar, éuut against Attetvad,
elpt ffrom *¢opeval, *eoud), since the said Lesbian gemination was alsaeshar
by Thessalian (see Thesgiui = Att. eipi, Thess.aupe = Att. fjuac, Thess.
KkQevvEéuev = Att. kolverv).

Conclusion: Thenost reliable contrastive differentiatideaturesof Lesbian were
the barytonesis and a wide-spread psilosis.

B) Thessalian and Boeotian in comparison with Attic

These two dialects give a legitimate impressioatemming from the same very
conservative source, preserving the origitiain-the 3rd pers. Pl. Act. Neverthe-
less, their further development was consideralifemint:

1. Thessalian remained always a dialecam@haic characterno compensatory
lengthening at allfuui, mavoa, Eévrog); a strict three-grade system of long
vowels; a strict tendency, however, to close thiehepic long é-/6-pair (see
Thess.det = Att. o1), Thess.éfelkovta = Att. éErjkovta, ThessovéDeuce =
Att. avéOnxke as early as the 5th cent. B. C., but cf. alsanftbe 4th cent. B.
C., Thessxovpa = Att. xwoa, Thess£dovie = Att. £dwke).

2. See further also tharchaic “Homeric” Gen. Sing. of o-stems Holo, -ot:
Thess.moAépoto = Att. moAépov, Thessmeo to(t) [ap]yvogot = Att. meol
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oL aQyvplov (this ending, however, was documented only inghstern part
of Thessaly, the so-called Pelasgiotis /Larissar&hKrannon/).

Conclusion: It is especially the closing pronurioiatof longé/c in Thessalian
that may have been felt as characteristic enoughefbgnizing, above all, the
dialect of Thessaliotis in the western part of Babs(from Pharsalos and Kierion,
for the most part). — The “Homeric” Gen. Sing-in(o), documented in Pelas-
giotis, was certainly perceived as archaic and pmagaic context also as typi-
cally Thessalian.

3. Whereas Thessalian remained rather conservatitiee early phases of its
development, Boeotian was, on the other hand, ladlithat experienced in a
relatively early period of its history a rapid tsdormation of its vocalic subsys-
tem (and in particular a gradual elimination ofthk diphthongs), which fore-
shadowed the later phonological development ofcAtt its path towards the
Hellenistic Koine (cf. Boeo®eProc = Att. ©npaioc, Boeot.éxL = éxel, Boeot.
Fukia = olkia, Boeot.boetn = oloetat, Boeot.tug O1og = toig Oeoig); among
the consonants, the frequent Boeotiant is often reminiscenbf Attic, occur-
ring, in fact, on a much larger scale.

Conclusion: The above-mentioned pronunciation veatamly regarded aspe-
cifically Boeotian during the advanced pre-Hellenistic gkrio

VI. Arcadian-Cypriot dialects in comparison with Attic

1. Arcadian and Cypriot wenservativalialects, preserving the suffikv)tot

in 3rd Sg./Pl. Med. and lacking the compensatongtieening beforevo-/-vg,
but exhibiting, at the same time, the innovativlisuot- in 3rd Pl. Act. In both
of them, besides, we can find traces of old ladarge Arcadian used a special
signu [= & for one of it (see Araaig = Att. tig, Arc. eine = Att. eite, Arc. dueot

= Att. 6tw), or also the Greek lettetgtC (see Arc.oCis = Att. 6/o/tig, Arc.
CéoeOpa /Strabon/ = AttBaoaBoa, Arc. CéAAewv- BaAAewv Hesych, Arc. (?)
tCetoakatiat = tetoa-), While Cypriot employed a syllabic letter dengtisi

in such a case (see Cypr. siege/ cf. Hesych’s Cypriot glossi foAe: Tl OéAec.
Kvmouou).

2. Both Arcadian and Cypriot had the tendency ¢set into 1 as well as into
v (seetv instead ofév, -pwvog instead ofpevog), but this occurred occasion-
ally in Cretan and in some other Greek dialects, to

3. A typically Cypriot feature — and, at the satinget acontrastiveone — was the
strange Cypriot Gen. Sing. of o-stems, ending inec=-wv/-ov; cf., for exam-
ple, Cypr. a-ne-u mi-si-to-névev pobwv/-ov = Att. avev pwoBov. This
unique Gen. Singularis with the final in the speech of a native speaker (which
was, however, a little confusing, when comparedh wisimilar Gen. Pluralishay
have characterizethe Cypriot origin of the speakquite distinctly
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Conclusion: Within the area of the Arcadian-Cypddlects, it is only the Cyp-
riot Gen. Sing. inwv/-ov that may have been considemggte distinctivefor
the dialect in question.

VII. Final Conclusion

My analysis, which was made with full respect floe differences in the chro-
nological development of various Greek dialects alsd for the integration ten-
dencies embodied in various types of the pre-Hedtenforms of Aetolian,
Achaean, or Sicilian Koine, has shown that a nunlb@ancient non-Attic Greek
dialects possessed linguistic features that mag baen in ancient Athens con-
sidered contrastive enough for identifying the cete ancient Greek dialect in
guestion.

I was able to characterize in this way, for insggré/est lonic and especially
Euboean lonic, and, above all, Laconian, Eleanbiags Boeotian and Cypriot
as quite easily recognizable dialects, when peeckby a native speaker of Attic
—on a chronological level of ca. 350 B. C., fag thost part (with the proviso of
scaling down the chronology in Laconian to the beigig of the Christian Era).

Note: The above accentuation in the non-Attic dislés not fully guaranteed.



