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Unpacking the norms of Atticism:
Impersonal modality and the negotiation
of overt prestige in Atticist lexicographers

Ezra la Roi (Ghent University) & Emmanuel Roumanis (Macquarie
University, Sydney)

Abstract

Though the Atticist lexica have often been seen as ‘codifying’ a prestige variety, there have
been very few studies of the specific ways in which Atticist lexica linguistically establish and ac-
cord overt prestige, i.e. a higher perceived social status of language use as recognized explicitly
within a community. Therefore, we demonstrate that impersonal deontic modal expressions
(forms of 8¢t and xpn) are used by the Atticist lexicographers in three ways to record usage
norms with overt prestige: (1) report norms with overt prestige (incl. via negative association
with social groups), (2) construct norms with overt prestige, and (3) negotiate norms with
overt prestige. Our findings attest to a significant diversity within Atticist lexicography with
regard to overt prestige: Aelius Dionysius and Pausanias (based on the limited material) seem
to almost exclusively report norms, whereas Phrynichus reports, constructs and negotiates
norms, and the Antiatticist exclusively (re)negotiates norms.
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1 Unpacking the norms and prestige of linguistic Atticism

It is commonly agreed that Atticism has had a major impact on the history of Greek
(Adrados 2005: p. 505). At the same time, we know that Atticism has had a rather
complex history itself.! It seems to have started out as a tradition of stylistic Atticism
linked exclusively to styles of rhetorical declamation (cf. the codification of styles by
Dionysius of Halicarnassus), but in the second century CE became inextricably linked
to linguistic prescriptivism. The latter is illustrated particularly well by the Atticist lexi-
ca, which determined which vocabulary, morphology and syntax to use (la Roi, 2022a).
In fact, these prescriptivist lexica provide evidence for distinct differences in prestige
between Post-Classical Greek varieties of language usage, that is, “the social evaluations
that speakers attach to a language rather than to the characteristics of the language sys-
tem as such” (Sairio & Palander-Collin 2012: p. 626). In the eyes of the Atticist lexica,
one major source for determining the prestige of the language to use language is ancient
authors, specific selections of which they present as linguistic models to follow whereas
others are to be avoided (cf. Tribulato 2013; Huitink & Rood 2020; Roumanis & Ben-
tein 2023). Still, there was no accepted contemporary standard in Post-Classical Greek
against which specific subvarieties may be measured.? As a result, what was ‘accepted’
was very much still open to negotiation. In fact, it is exactly these prescriptivist lexica
which seem to be the principal candidates for negotiating different, competing patterns
of overt prestige in Post-Classical Greek, as they reflect openly on what is ‘accepted’
language.® Overt prestige is a concept from the field of historical sociolinguistics which
refers to the higher perceived social status of language use as recognized explicitly with-
in a community (Yule 2010: p. 291; Milroy 2012). By contrast, covert prestige refers to
“the status of a speech style or feature as having positive value, but which is “hidden” or
not valued similarly among the larger community” (Yule 2010: pp. 285-286). We would
like to suggest that focusing on how these lexica negotiate overt prestige might be more
fruitful than placing them only within the larger realm of prescriptivism, especially be-
cause theories and practices of prescriptivism often depend on the notion of a standard
against which other varieties are measured. Since there was no fully accepted standard
language contemporary to these lexica (Clackson 2015), we thereby would avoid the risk
of anachronistically projecting back ideas of prescriptivism as we know them from other
periods, where there were institutionalized forms of standardization (e.g. academies, an
accepted authority etc.), to post-classical times, where such institutionalized standardiza-
tion was absent.*

1 See Kim (2010, 2017) for overviews.

2 cf. Clackson (2015: pp. 54-58) who also notes a contemporary codification of Koiné varieties in educa-
tion.

3 See Sairio and Palander-Collin (2012: pp. 626-638) for an overview of historical sociolinguistic research
into tracing prestige patterns in language history.

4 Cf. Bergs (2012) for this theoretical point about the potential of anachronicity in tracing social and soci-
etal processes in historical data.
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Remarkably, though, there are very few studies that focus exclusively on the language
used by the Atticist lexica to accord these forms of overt prestige. Of course, scholars
have noted the prescriptive stance inherent in the formulation of the entries (e.g. Say X,
not Y), but it seems that relatively few have explicitly compared and contrasted the eval-
uative language of the Atticist lexicographers itself (e.g. Kim 2017, Roumanis & Bentein
2023). One aspect of their normative language that we believe deserves further attention
is the way that the Atticist lexicographers use specific linguistic strategies to express such
seemingly accepted, overt prestige patterns.” As illustrated by the following two exam-
ples, Atticist lexicographers use impersonal modal verbs to introduce those language
usages which are seemingly accepted practice, i.e. a usage norm with overt prestige.

(1) Tpnyopd, ypnyopel ov dei- xpn yap €ypnyopa Aéyewv kal £ypnyopev. (Phryn Ec. 88)
One ought not (say) gregoro, [I am awake], grégorei [s/he is awake]; for one ought to say egregora
[I am awake] and egrégoren [s/he is awake]

(2) AmokpiOfivar- Sittov auaptnua, €det yap Aéyewv dnokpivacBat, kai eidévar, 61 T0 Saxwpiodijval
onuaivel, ©omepodv kai TO Evavtiov avtod, O cuykpBival, (T0) eig &v kal TadTOV EABeTV. €idwg odv
ToDTO0 £mi pév Tod dmododval T EpwTnoty amokpivacOat Aéye, €mt 8¢ ToD Staxwptodivat dmokptdfjvat.
(Phryn. Ecl.78)

Apokrithénai [to answer]: double mistake, for he ought to have said apokrinasthai [to answer],
and known, that it signifies being separated, as in fact also its reverse, being combined, the
coming to one and the same. So know this and with returning the question say apokrinasthai

[to answer], but with being separated apokrithenai [to be separated].

At the same time, we say ‘seemingly’ accepted, since the Atticist lexicographers use dif-
ferent modal verbs (contrast d¢i and xp1} in example 1) to introduce competing patterns
of usage (see o¥ O¢i ‘one ought not [say X]’). Also, there is a crucial difference between
example 1 and 2 in that €3e1 Méyewv expresses that the addressee did not do and know
something that s/he should have, i.e. the modal verb is used counterfactually (cf. la Roi
2024). On the other hand, both examples share that the pattern with overt prestige is
introduced by the lexicographer with the explanatory particle yap ‘for’; in fact, example
2 subsequently spells out the basis for the overt prestige, i.e. some (implicit) grammatical
norm is the basis for the overt prestige of one alternative. Thus, what these two exam-
ples, though briefly, illustrate is that the Atticist lexicographers are not just codifying
a prestige language variety (as their role is commonly interpreted in histories of Greek®)
but they are rather negotiating, challenging and accepting the overt prestige of usages.
In this article, we aim to unpack the different ways in which the different Atticist
lexicographers do that, by analysing their use of a set of impersonal modal strategies to

5  Cf. van Ostade (2011) on the use of deontic modals by the prescriptivist grammarian Robert Lowth in his
grammatical work on English.

6  Prescriptivists have taken this as far as to say that Atticism saved Greek, problematic views which have
been discussed in la Roi (2022a: pp. 204-205).
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that purpose (see 2.1 for an overview). The three main research questions that we aim
to answer in this study are:

(1) how do the Atticist lexicographers report linguistic norms with overt prestige?

(2) how do the Atticist lexicographers negotiate patterns of overt prestige?

(83) what are the most striking differences between the lexicographers in dealing with
overt prestige?

The current study is based on an analysis of the following four lexicographers associated
with linguistic Atticism: Aelius Dionysius, Phrynichus, Moeris, and the Antiatticist. Aelius
Dionysius of Halicarnassus’ lexicon, Attic Words (Attika évopata), along with Pausanias’
Collection of Attic words (ATTik@®v dvopdtwv cvvaywyn), are notable for being the first (or
at the very least, two of the first) of the Atticist lexica produced during the early second
century (Dickey 2007: p. 99). Neither lexicon has survived intact, but fragments have
come down to us as quotations in the Homeric commentaries of Eustathius, and also in
various Atticist lexica of the Byzantine period (Matthaios 2015a: p. 292). We may assume
that both of these lexica were extant, and influential amongst lexicographers in the
Byzantine period, since Photius gave brief descriptions of both in his Biblioteca (Aelius
Dionysius: cod. 152, 99b20-40; Pausanias: cod. 153, 99b41-100al2); he recommends
Attic Words as a xpnopatatog movog (‘most useful work’) for those wanting to write Attic
correctly and familiarise themselves with the works of Attic writers, and Collection of
Attic Words as an equally useful work, if not more so, than the former.” Their content
and tone differ from the lexica that Phrynichus and Moeris compiled later, resp. at the
end of the second century and in the third century, in that they tend more toward de-
scription rather than prescription (Tosi 2015: p. 632), with Pausanias’ work, according
to Photius, containing more lemmata than Aelius Dionysius’, but fewer illustrative exam-
ples. The fragments of both Aelius Dionysius’ and Pausanias’ lexica have been gathered
and published in a single work by Erbse (1950: pp. 95-151), which remains the standard
edition. We would hasten to add, though, that the edition, though generally accepted
as standard, has not been received with unanimous approval, as for example shown in
the critical review by Latte (1952). As a result, any evidence that can be taken from what
Erbse takes to be earlier Atticist lexicographical evidence, should be approached with
the highest degree of caution. This equally applies to the limited number of impersonal
modal expressions in Aelius Dionysius and Pausanius discussed below.

At the end of the second century, with the model of the Atticist lexicon already es-
tablished, Phrynichus (the lexicographer) produced two works of differing purpose and
severity: the Praeparatio Sophistica (PS), a guide to (correct) Attic style, and the Ecloga,
a dictionary-like manual of Attic forms. The former, arranged in an alphabetical order
(by first word), has come down to us as an epitome; it is based on a broader selection of
authors than the Ecloga, yet in its concise form does not always flag the specific source
models from comedy, historiography, and rhetoric. The latter, which survives mostly

7 In addition, Photius himself draws from these sources in his lexicon as well.
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intact, consists of two, non-alphabetised books (422 unique entries); the comments in
Book One are typically more pithy, offering simpler oppositions between approved and
censured forms, while in Book Two they tend more toward explication and referencing
of literary models (Roumanis & Bentein, 2023: p. 7)—this Book was very likely Phryni-
chus’ reply to the Antiatticist, which was probably itself a response to Book One of the
Ecloga (Valente 2015: pp. 51-53), or possibly both (Fischer 1974). For the PS, Borries’
work is the latest edition (von Borries 1911), while for the Ecloga, Fischer’s (1974) edition
remains standard, although Lobeck’s (1820), and less so Rutherford’s (1881), can still be
useful.

The Antiatticist, a name coined by the scholar David Ruhkenius (1723-1798), and now
conventionally used to refer to both the lexicon and its anonymous author, is a work
that survives in epitomised form only in a single manuscript, with very few indirect
witnesses (Valente 2015: p. 6). It is this excerpted form, along with the misleading title,
that makes this work slightly more difficult to use than our other lexica. The anonymous
author was not, in responding to Book One of the Ecloga, simply critiquing all other
contemporary Atticists tout court, but also arguing for the admission of a wider range
of forms to the Atticist canon based on their mere citation in Classical Attic literature
(Dickey 2007: p. 97). It is this more general acceptance of Attic forms, reflected in its
Alexandrine source material,® that contrasts with Phrynichus’ value-laden eclecticism.
Indeed, the Ecloga is unique among Atticist lexica in the severity of its selection criteria;
others, including the PS, follow Pollux’s Onomasticon in taking attestation in the ancient
literature as a basic criterion of acceptability (see Matthaios 2015a: pp. 294-296).° For
the Antiatticist, Valente’s edition (2015) is now standard; we follow his alphanumeric
lemmas when citing entries.

The other lexicon from which we have drawn our examples, is Moeris’ Atticist. Var-
ious scholars have posited different dates for its composition. As Dickey (2007: p. 98)
notes, based on his use of all Atticists that came before him, it is reasonable that the
third century be considered a terminus post quem; Hansen suggests the fifth century as
the latest possible date (Hansen 1998: p. 60). In terms of its content and structure, the
Atticist, as we have it now of course, seems to be more crisp, offering the user simple
lexical oppositions; the impersonal modal d¢i is only used once to overtly mark a direc-
tive stance. The lexicon is overwhelmingly marked by a more objective bent that makes
it less prescriptive than the Ecloga, yet not quite as admitting of different forms as the
Antiatticist." The edition of Hansen (1998) is the standard one, though earlier works
contain useful material.

See Valente (2015: pp. 31-42).

Also, Tosi (2013: pp. 144) has succinctly said that Pollux had a much more descriptive aim, which makes
his work more difficult to actually compare to that of Phrynichus.

10 See Roumanis and Bentein (2023: pp. 23-28).
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2 Impersonal modality to negotiate linguistic norms in Atticist
lexicographers

2.1 Impersonal modal verbs in the Atticist lexicographers

Before we embark on our analysis, we would like to discuss the distribution of different
impersonal modal strategies in the Atticist lexicographers as a whole.

Lemma Aelius Dionysius | Pausanias |Phrynichus |Antiatticist | Moeris
Ecloga |PS

Positive (Non-negated)

8¢l 1 1 10 4 1

€6eL 1 1

beilv 3

Séov 18

(1] 37 6

expiiv 5

Selv 11

Negative (Negated)

o0 8¢l 1

o0/un xen 1 15 1

oUK EXpiijVv 1

ol 6glv 25

Table 1 Impersonal modal strategies in the Atticist lexicographers

One thing that becomes readily apparent from this table is that these impersonal modal
strategies are used especially by Phrynichus, whereas these strategies are nearly absent in
Moeris and Aelius Dionysius. This may relate to the more overt evaluative stance taking
for which Phrynichus is known (Roumanis & Bentein 2023). More tentatively, though,
since we are dealing with incompletely transmitted lexica, it may also partially be mo-
tivated by the fact that Phrynichus came later in the Atticistic lexicographical tradition
and hence had more competing norms to engage with, although Moeris of course does
not seem to have made the same responsive approach. At the same time, the high degree
of differentiation in the type of impersonal modal strategy used suggests that the Atticist
lexicographers are not recording prestige in a uniform way, e.g. with the same purpose.
In fact, we argue in the next three sections that the Atticist lexicographers use these
modal strategies for three main purposes with respect to overt prestige:
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1. Report norms with overt prestige (section 2.2)
2. Construct norms with overt prestige (section 2.3)
3. Negotiate norms with overt prestige (section 2.4)

2.2 Reporting norms with overt prestige

The first way in which the Atticist lexicographers provide linguistic reflections of the
overt prestige of usages discussed in their work is that they report usage norms with overt
prestige. Such reports of overt prestige patterns may be relatively concise, as in example
3, where the usage with overt prestige is very briefly marked by appending a neuter par-
ticiple of an impersonal modal verb. There are many examples of this structure to report
on usages with overt prestige." Note also that the overt prestige reported for the use of
énite§ is enhanced through contrastive opposition to the wrong usage (adoxipwg) by An-
tiphanes, who used émnitokog. In other words, the social significance of this overt-prestige
usage is made ‘meaningful’ only by virtue of this contrast with the wrong usage.

(8) émitokog 1) yvvi)- ddokipwg einev Avtipdavng O kwpkog, déov émitel. (Phryn. Ecl. 308)
‘The woman is epitokos [about to give birth]; the comic poet Antiphanes said this in an unap-

proved manner, it being necessary (to say) epitex.’

This contrast may be explicit in the linguistic structure of the sentence as well, as shown
by the negation in example 4, but need not be.

(4) ebpnua xpr) Aéyewv St 100 1, ovx ebpepa. (Phryn. Ecl. 420)
‘It is necessary to say heviréema [discovery] with an eéta, not hevrema.’

Such contrastive enhancement of reported norms is also found with other modal strat-
egies, as illustrated by example 5. In this lemma, the wrong usage by the social group
of the physicians (Aéyovotv oi iatpol mavv apabig) serves as the point of contrast to the
usage with overt prestige: Sieivat.

(5) Aveivar éhaiw 1 6&et fj &AAw vl Aéyovowy oi latpoi mavy dpabdc: Oei yap Steivat Aéyetv. (Phryn.
Ecl. 18)
‘The physicians very ignorantly say aneinai [to dilute] oil, vinegar, or anything else; for one

must say dieinai.’

To report usages with overt prestige we found that social groups are used more often,
specifically to embed what ought to be done in direct contrast to the usage of contem-
porary social groups which lack authority (see also Matthaios 2013, 2015b for the crucial
role of social groups in the prescriptivism of Polux’ Onomasticon): dte@Bopog afpa- T@v

11  See also Phryn. Ecl. 33, 80, 137, 139, 217, 308, 309, 311, 316 for the same types of example.
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apaBov Tveg latpdv Aéyovotv oltw colowilovteg, déov Aéyewv SiegBapuévov aipar & yap
Sie@Bope S1é@Oetpev (Phryn. Ecl. 131) ‘diephthoros haima [corrupted blood]; some of the ig-
norant physicians say it like this, incorrectly, it being necessary to say diephtharménon hai-
ma; for (the word is) diéphthore, diéphtheiren’; 4@iAg AéyovTteg apapTdvovoty oi Pnropikol,
Todvavtiov yap fj Sel xp@vtat TOv pev yap mpesPitepov pnréov agnika: ot § €mi tod pundénw
TG évvopov Hhwiag xpdvtal. (Phryn. Ecl. 47) ‘Rhetoricians err in saying aphélix [elder],
for they use it in the opposite way from how they should; for an older man should be
called an aphélix, but they use (the word) for a child not yet of legal age’. Of course,
more ‘abstract’ or idealized social groups which are unlikely to refer to contemporary
usage also feature in these prestige reports, such as the oi oxtpot or oi dpxaiot (see resp.
Phryn. Ecl. 341 and 14).

Moreover, as in other examples, we find the use of the particle yap with the imperson-
al modal, which explicitly signals that the impersonal modal marks background informa-
tion to the lexicographer’s negative evaluation of the wrong usage: X is used wrongly by
Y, for one ought to say Z.'? Similarly, we find examples confirming that the overt prestige
norms which Atticist lexicographers are reporting may be based on specific pieces of
accepted linguistic knowledge; this is shown in example 6 where the reportative phrase
glpntau 8¢ katd ovykomny “it is said to [be] syncope” demonstrates the interplay of accept-
ed linguistic knowledge with overt prestige norms.

(6) dupwveg (Aristoph.): mavta T dnepéyovta kai dveotnrota. eipnrat 8¢ katd cvykomyv. £0TL Yap
avaPwv, €9’ @ avaiivar xpn, O¢ dvanwtig kal dunwtig. (Phryn. PS 18.3-5)

‘dmbones [protuberances]: all things that are stood up and prominent. But it is said (to be) syn-
cope. For (the noun) is andbon, wherefore one should (say) anabénai [to go up], just as andpotis

and dmpotis [tides].’

Finally, we should zoom out and consider the question of whether this type of strategy
of dealing with overt prestige is particular to a specific Atticist lexicographer or not. Cru-
cially, all instances (except one, Ael. Dion. ¢ 13) in which we find the use of impersonal
modal strategies in the Atticist lexicographers Aelius Dionysius, Pausanias and Moeris,
they are using these impersonal modal strategies to report usage norms with overt pres-
tige, as illustrated in examples 7 to 9. All other examples of reporting norms of overt
prestige are found in Phrynichus’ works. We would like to, very tentatively though (also
based on the status of the textual evidence from Erbse’s edition), suggest that this distri-
butional difference might perhaps be interpreted as a reflection of a movement of report-
ing norms with overt prestige in the earlier period of Atticist lexicography versus a later
reactive period of Atticist lexicography, since the more overtly subjective constructing
(type 2, section 2.3) and intersubjective negotiation (type 3, section 2.4) of norms with
overt prestige is a phenomenon belonging predominantly to later periods of Atticist
lexicography (as very tentatively suggested by table 1 above).

12 See Phryn. Ecl. 7, 14, 19, 25, 47, 78 (= example 2 above), 86, 88 (= example 1 above), 95, 128, and Phryn.
PS 93.13-94.8 for the same strategy.
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(7) kpotvog vytéotepog (cf. Ael. D. v 2)- Todto Sel €mi Tod {Pov SéxecBar. TO yap elvar mavtobev
Spotov kai pndepiav Exerv Staxomny, AN eivat Miav dpaiov. St tovto an’ adtod Aéyovotv- ‘Dylotepog
kpot@vog’. (Paus. k 47)

‘kroténos hugiésteros [healthier than a tick]: one should understand this as referring to an an-
imal. For it is the same from every side and has no interruptions, but is very even. For this
reason, they say from this: ‘hugiésteros krotonos’.’

(8) (otypa)- ta otypa Sei Aéyewv, AAN’ ovxi T& oiypata, kal yap GkAiTa TOV oTolKElwY TA dvopaTa:
S10 kal 10 mapd 1@ EevoedvTt év Toig EXAnvikoig eipnuévov (IV 4, 10) ovy ve’ €v ‘1d oiypata t@v
domidwv’ dvayvwotéov, AAAA StovAAaPws pev ‘T otypa’ kai arn’ GAANG dpxfg “Td T@v domidwv’ katd
Sidotaotv (Ael. Dion. ¢ 15, 1. 1-4)

‘(sigma) [(the letter) sigma]: one should say ta sigma [the sigmas], but not ta sigmata, for the
names of the letters are indeclinable; hence also in Xenophon’s Hellenica one should not read
with one word (viz. article) “ta sigmata ton aspidon [the Sigmas of the shields]”, but with two
syllables, “ta sigma”, and with two words (viz. articles) from another (clause) beginning “ta tén
aspidon”.’

(9) Omoyviov Sel TdtTety €ml Tod péAAovToG, ovk émi Tod mapeAnvBoTog- onuaiver 8¢ ékdtepov
npoogatov. (Moer. v 8)

‘One must use hupoguion [imminent] with reference to the future, not the past. But it means

prdsphaton [recent] in each case.’

2.3 Constructing norms with overt prestige

A second way in which we find engagement with the overt prestige of usages is the
construction of norms with overt prestige, that is, the subjective positioning of norms
as having overt prestige within the community. This usage may be illustrated briefly by
means of example 10 from Phrynichus’ Ecloga. Rather than directly commenting on the
mistake, Phrynichus adduces another mistake, viz. using an -v in 6pBpwvog, which he uses
as the basis from which to infer (see the inferential particle odv) that oyivog must be
dytog. In contrast to the examples discussed under reporting norms, we witness subjec-
tive positioning on the part of Phrynichus here, as he actively constructs the norm with
overt prestige by combining overt prestige rules (xpr}) with subjective inference (o0v). In
fact, it may come as no surprise that all examples which belong to this group occur in
Phrynichus and exclusively in the Ecloga, since it has been concluded elsewhere that the
evaluative language used in Phrynichus’ Ecloga leans towards subjectivity and prescrip-
tion (Roumanis & Bentein 2023: p. 28).

(10) oyrvoe: dpoiwg @ OpBpvog ToOTO ApdpTnua: Xpr 0dv &vev Tod v, 6ytog. (Phryn. Ecl 35)
‘opsinds [late]: orthrinds is likewise a mistake; therefore one should (use the form) without the

nu, opsios.’

Similar examples are where Phrynichus negatively frames what ought to be done, as in
example 11 below, thereby revealing that he explicitly takes up a different position from

67

CLANKY / ARTICLES



CLANKY / ARTICLES

Ezra la Roi & Emmanuel Roumanis
Unpacking the norms of Atticism: Impersonal modality and the negotiation ...

what is considered to have overt prestige. This type of strategy occurs in many other places
in Phrynichus’ Ecloga as well (see Phryn. Ecl. 1, 23, 26, 149, 195, 227, 229, 250, 360, 373).

(11) ovyyvwpovijoat ov xpy Aéyewv, A& ovyyvaval. (Phryn. Ecl. 360)

‘One should not say suggnomonésai [to agree], but suggninai.’

In one famous instance, Phrynichus’ subjective stance becomes very overtly rhetorical, as
he effectively states that nobody but Menander would have the audacity to use such an
undesirable expression. Suffice it to say, however, that this example is rather unique within
the different strategies with which Phrynichus reflects on the overt prestige of usages,
since, as for example shown in section 2.2, he also reports norms of overt prestige in
a more objectivizing fashion. This particular comment is part of a (loose) block of entries
in the Ecloga that comment on Menander,"” who, by way of response, is also the subject
of seven entries in the Antiatticist."* The comment occurs in Book Two of the Ecloga, and
is itself a reply to the Antiatticist’s straightforward acceptance of katagaydg as a legitimate
Attic form, based merely on the fact that Menander has used it: katagayds Mévavdpog

715

IwAovpévorg (fr. 320) ‘kataphagds [glutton]; Menander (uses it) in the Poloumeénor’.

(12) katagaydg mobev, Mévavdpe, GuOGUPAG TOV TOGODTOV TAV OVOUATWV CUPPETOV aioXVVELG THV
TATPLOV QwVIY; TiG yap 81 T@V TpoO 00D TA KaTaayds KéxpnTaly O HEV yap ApLoToQAavng ovtw
enoiv- “¢0TL yap katwayds tig GANog §j Khedvopog;” expiv odv Kpativw meldopevov gayag eineiv.
fowg & &v eimoig 1t RrolovBnoag Muptidw Aéyovtt “@g 6 uév kAémtng, 6 & dpnak, 6 & avannpog
nopvoBookdg kataayds”s AAN odk éxpiiv tag dnaf eipnuévag Aé€eig apmalerv. (Phryn. Ecl. 402)

‘kataphagds [glutton]; from where, Menander, did you sweep together such a refuse of words
and bring shame to your ancestral language? For who among your predecessors has used (the
word) kataphagds? Aristophanes says the following: “There’s another katophagds [glutton] be-
sides Cleonymus?” (Ar. Av. 289). You therefore should have trusted Cratinus in saying phagds
[glutton]. But perhaps one could say that you followed Myrtilus, who said “One is a thief, an-
other a robber, another a disabled kataphagds who keeps a brothel”; but you should not have

reached for words that have only been used once before.’

Phrynichus can also be relatively transparent about the way in which he constructs the
norm', as illustrated by example 13 below, where he tells us that he first made a full

13 They are the following: Phryn. Ecl. 390-4, 396, 397, 402, 408, 410; five other entries in the Ecloga com-
ment on Menander (Phryn. Ecl. 157, 170, 304, 341, 367).

14 They are the following: Antiatt. a 99, p 1, 8 35, € 92, € 117, k 104 (= Phryn. Ecl. 402), v 3. See also Tribulato
(2013: pp. 205-211), but note that she follows Bekker’s entry-numbering system, since Valente’s edition of
the Antiatticist had not yet been published.

15 See Valente (2015: p. 52 nn. 310, 53 313).

16  Another example where he is quite transparent is Phryn. Ecl. 249 yevviipata: moAlayod dxodw tiv éEv
Thepévny émi TOV kapndv, ¢yd 8¢ ok oida dpxaiav kai SOkiOV odoav. Xpi) 0OV AVTL TOD yevviHaTa KapTovG
Aéyew Enpovg kal Dypobs. ‘gennémata [fruits]: I hear the word used in many places for ‘fruits’, but I do not
know that (this use) is ancient and approved. Therefore, instead of gennémata, one should say karpoi kserot
[dried fruits] and karpoi hugro? [fresh fruits].’
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inquiry before concluding from that investigation that the best available alternative (to
a non-attested word in Attic) is an alternative attested in the comic poets.

(13) Bp@pog: mavv €lrTnoa, e xpi) Aéyewv €mi Tig Svowdiag: péxpt ovv ebpioketar, dxapy Oopnv Aéye
womep of kwuwdomotol. (Phryn. Ecl. 126)

‘bromos [a stink]: I looked everywhere, as to whether one should say (it to mean) a dusodia [bad
smell]; therefore, until it is found, you say @kharis osmé [unpleasant smell], just as the comic
poets do.’

Other times, his subjective inference is carefully wrapped within a host of intersubjective
strategies which mark what the addressee (i.e. the reader) would reasonably know. In
example 14 below, we can observe that Phrynichus first relies heavily on what the reader
would know (see oioBa ‘you know’ and the impersonal predicate vopiletau ‘is considered’)
before strongly concluding (see odv kai) that this usage should be erased. In other words,
the use of these intersubjective strategies is a way for Phrynichus to embed his own sub-
jective inference.”

(14) éoxatwg €xer €mt tod poxONp@g €xel kai oPalep®g TATTOLOLY Ol CVPPAKES. 1) 8¢ TOD EoYATWS
Xpfots, oloBa, émi Tod dkpov mapd TOTG dpxaiols vopiletal, “¢oxatwg movnpdg”, “eoxdtws IAOG09og”.
Staypantéov obv kal tovto. (Phryn. Ecl. 369)

‘eskhdtos ¢khei [it is at the extremity]: the rabble mistakenly uses it for mokhterds ekhei [it is in
a bad way]. But you know that this use of eskhdtos, is considered by the ancients (to be) for dkros
[extremity], “eskhdtos ponerds [extremely wicked]”, “eskhdtos phildsophos [extremely philosophi-

cal]”. Therefore this should also be erased.’

A similar example is the next one, where we first find a list of background information
on the wrong and the right usage of modanog (introduced twice by ydp), from which
Phrynichus concludes how exactly it should be used (viz. only with reference to what
kind of manner of a person), for which he even provides an example. The comment
itself seems to have its origins in an ongoing sound change which led to misspellings,
since we find such misspellings in the papyri as well as in literary texts' and the devoic-
ing of dentals is a known sound change in Post-Classical Greek."

17 A similar effect is created by the use of ‘we’ in the following lemma, since it puts Phrynichus, the reader
and the ancients in an idealized speech community: dmnptiouévov, dmptika kai Td 4o TOVTWV dmavta
oONoIKa. AmoTeTéAeoTaL 88 Kal ATOTETENETHEVOV Xpi AEYeLy, dpetvov yap: ékTog el pr) moBev TovTo €ig PaPuwpivov
A\Bev, 60ev 008elg 0idev- dpxadol pgv yap obtwg od Aéyovat, ékeivog 8¢ ANV el pi eln elc. fueic odv wg oi
apxaiot, aAAd pi) @ Papwpivos. (Phryn. Ecl. 422) ‘apertisménon, apértika [complete(ly)]: all (forms) derived
from these are also wrong. One should say apotetélestai and apotetelesménon, for (they are) better; unless
they come from somewhere in Favorinus, no one knows where (they are) from. For the ancients do not
say it like this, but he does; except if he was not one. We, therefore, (will speak) as the ancients (do), but
not as Favorinus.’

18 E.g. P.Lund. line 10 on the verso and NT Ev.Mat. 8.27.
19  See Horrocks (2010: p. 112).
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(15) motandg Sta tod T un einng, adokpov yap: i 8¢ 100 § Aéywv émi yévoug Onoets. “modamnog ott;”
“Onpaiog i} ABnvaiog”. Eott yap olov “¢k tivog damédov;”. To motamog Se, €l Tig lnol “notanodg tov
Tpomov Opivixog;” “emiewkns”. xpi 00V obTwg épwTav: “moidg ool Tig Sokel eivay;” (Phryn. Ecl. 36)

‘Do not say potapds [from where] with the tau, for it is not approved; but you will use it with the
delta for génos [place]. “podapds ésti [where is he from?] From Thebes or Athens?”. For it is like
(asking) “ek tinos dapedou [from which soil?]”. Rather, potapds (is), if one says “potapos ton trépon
Phrinikhos [what kind (of person) is Phrynichus?] A good person”. Therefore one should ask

” 3

like this: “poids sot tis dokei einai [what kind (of person) does he seem to be?]

2.4 Negotiating norms with overt prestige

Lastly, there is a group of lemmata which openly negotiate the overt prestige between
different sources of authority after which one overt prestige norm is selected. In other
words, there are competing overt norms in such lemmata from which the lexicographer
selects one. This type occurs 13 times in Phrynichus, once in Aelius Dionysius (example
17 below) and 38 times in the Antiatticist. The comment by Phrynichus in example 16
demonstrates his linguistic awareness of competing forms of overt prestige, since he ex-
plicitly notes that his prescribed form is better than another form of overt prestige (viz.
based on an unidentified witness). Like the comment by Phrynichus, the one by Aelius
identifies the same principle of negotiating between different ‘authorities’ and choosing
one, viz. to use the iota as a linking vowel in compounds despite later authorities using
an alpha as linking vowel.

(16) €oxatov xpn Aéyewv, ol éoxatwtatov, el kai udptopa mapéxol TiG. (Phryn. Eel. 105)
‘One should say éskhatos [extreme], not eskhatotatos [most extreme], even if one could provide

a witness.’

The one example in Aelius Dionysius is very similar, since he puts two authorities next
to each other, viz. one ought not (...), even though it seemed that those later say it like
that (o0 xpr, €l kai €80&e toig Votepov obTw Aéyew).

(17) (eixooimnyv xai eikoaikAvov kal) eikoototadiov- (ATTiK@G) Std TOD - gikoadmnyv 8¢ eimelv kai
eikoodkAvov kai eikooaotddiov ov xpr, el kai £50&e Toic VoTtepov oltw Aéyetv, of kai mevtakAvov
Kal TotadTd Ttva Aéyovowv. (Aelius Dionysius & 13)

‘(eikosipekhu [twenty-cubit] and eikosiklinon [twenty-seat-table]) eikosistddion [twenty-stade]: (in Attic)
with the Jota; but one should not say eikosdpekhu, eikosdklinon and eikosistddion, even if it seemed

good to later (writers), who say pentdklinon [five-seat-table] and suchlike, to say it like this.’

Since such examples are not found elsewhere in what is available to us from other early
Atticistic lexicographers (but we currently of course do not have everything), we would
be tempted to conclude from this that the explicit negotiation of norms with overt
prestige arose later in Atticistic lexicography in particular. At the same time, however,
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their engagement with norms of overt prestige is also tightly connected with the overall
rhetorical goals of their works, which influences how they engage with norms of overt
prestige. For example, the Antitatticist develops a very clear strategy of deconstructing
Phrynichus’ strict understanding of Attic Greek via the maintenance of a wider canon
which motivates his exclusive use of negotiation of norms with overt prestige.

In fact, the examples of this type fall into two distinct groups, since Phrynichus rel-
atively openly negotiates the overt prestige of a usage by means of contrasting forms
of authority, whereas the Antiatticist typically renegotiates the overt prestige of usage.
To illustrate, in example 18 and 19, we can directly observe Phrynichus’ conscious ne-
gotiation between authorities and his own prescriptions: in 18, despite the use of this
syntactically innovative form in Lysias, who is a model of high authority to the Atticists,
Phrynichus states that this use should be avoided: since the construction is foreign, i.e.
not Attic (§¢vn 1) oVvtadi), it should be avoided; in 19, even attestations with the ancients
should not always be taken as the definitive test for overt prestige, since Phrynichus says
to avoid that usage, despite the fact that others deemed it the norm with overt prestige
(see Aeyopevov mapd Toig dpxaiog, wnonoav kal todto Seiv Aéyewv.). Another motivating
factor may be diachrony, as there are comments by Moeris that say to avoid the prepo-
sitional replacements of case forms (la Roi 2022: pp. 223-224) and the example below
could be related to the replacement of dative functions by prepositions.

(18) “1ov maida toOv dxorovBodvrta pet’ adtod”: Avoiag év 1@ Kat’ Avtokpdtovg obtw Tfj cuvtael
xpitaL, expiv 8¢ obtwg eimeiv- “TOv dkolovBodvta adTtd”. Ti &v 0OV @ain Tig, Apapteiv TOV Avoiav, T
voBebety katvod oxfpatog xpiotv; AAN’ émet &évn 1} ovvTadig, mavtn mapartntéa, pnréov 8¢ dkolovBeiv
avt®. (Phryn. Ecl. 330)

“ton paida ton akolouthoiinta met’ autot [the child following with him]”: Lysias uses this con-
struction in his Against Autocrates (for Seduction) (fr. 20), but he should have said the following:
“ton akolouthotinta autéi [the one following him]”. What, therefore, should one say? that Lysias
erred? or that his use of this novel construction is spurious? But since the syntax is foreign, it
must be rejected altogether, and one should say akolouthein autdi.’

(19) televtanotatov Aéyewv audptnua T@v mept maudeioav Sokovvtwy TevTdletv: €mel yap dpxatdtaTov
ebpov Aeyopevov mapd Toig dpxaiog, @nonoav kai todto Oelv Aéyev. AAN& oD Tehevtaiov Aéye.
(Phryn. Ecl. 46)

‘It is a mistake, of those who think that they are learned, to say teleutaidtatos [very last]; for
since it is 2 most ancient form, said by the ancients, they thought that they should also say (it).

But say teleutaios.’

An example such as 19 stands in direct contrast to an example such as 20, where two
forms of usage are attested with the ancients, viz. y\woookopog and y\wttokopeiov, but it
is generally used (see reportative Aéyetal) wrongly and therefore Phrynichus notes that
only the latter ought to be used (note the use of the intersubjective particle apélet ‘of
course’ to signify that the addressee ought to know this).’

20  For the intersubjectification of the imperative duélel ‘do not worry’ to an intersubjective particle meaning
‘of course’, see la Roi (2022b).
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(20) yYAwoookopov: TovV pév Tomov kal THv Béoty 1’ dpxaiwv Exet, StepBappévwg 8¢ Aéyetar HIO TV
TOA@V- éxpilv yap YAwttokopelov Aéyety, domep duéler kai oi apxaiot. (Phryn. Ecl. 70)
‘glossokomos [case for the reeds of musical instruments]: it has its form and position (viz. length)
from the ancients, but it is spoken corruptly by many; for they should have said glottokomeion
[case for the reeds of musical instruments], just as, of course, the ancients did.’

Lastly, sometimes Phrynichus explicitly provides the reason why he thinks there is a need
to negotiate between different forms with overt prestige; this can be illustrated by con-
sidering example 21, where Favorinus, in contrast to what one may expect (see pévrot),
made a mistake with this construction, which has led to people thinking that it was
necessary to use it wrongly that way (cf. 8t 00 xpr| ai vadg Aéyewv, A& ai vijeg, @nOn Seiv
Aéyey kal TNV adTlaTkiv Opoiwg, Tag vijag).

(21) ai vijeg épeic, o) al vadg: colowkov yap. fipapte pévrot Pafwpivog, ITorépwy kai XOANagG ai vadg
€IMOVTEG. TAG Vijag VK €pelg, AAAA TAG VDG, AoAavog 8¢ O co@LoTig dkovoag apd Tvog, 8Tt oV
Xph ai vadg Aéyetv, A& ai vijeg, @1iOn Oeiv Aéyewv kal TV aiTlaTikiy O{oiwg, Tag vijag. ovk €xel 8¢
olTwg, GAN” €mi pgv tiig evBeiag StovANaPwg, €mi 8¢ T aittatikig povoovAAdPwg. (Phryn. Ecl. 140)
‘You will say hai nées [the ships (nom.)], not hai nais [the ships (nom.)], for it is a mistake. Fa-
vorinus, however, along with Polemon and Sulla, erred when he said hai nais. You will not say
tas néas, but tas nads [the ships (acc.)]. And Lollianus the sophist, after he heard from someone,
that one should not say hai nais, but hai nées, thought that he should say the accusative like-
wise, tas néas. But it is not like this; rather, (it is) disyllabic in the nominative, and monosyllabic

in the accusative.’

In the Antiatticist, we find the majority of the examples serving to (re)negotiate between
forms with overt prestige. At first glance, this should not come as a surprise given what
we know about the origins of the Antiatticist as a responsive work which had as one of its
main aims to broaden the horizon of forms which were perceived to be accepted in con-
temporary Atticism. Valente (2015: pp. 43-51) has in fact already noted that the Antiatti-
cist has many different linguistic ways to state that something is found contrary to what
has been suggested before (e.g. negation, ‘instead’ etc.). Also, while it is not certain that
Phrynichus had access to the Antiatticist while composing Book One (Valente 2015: pp.
52-54), the relationship between the former and Book Two is clear enough. There are
many instances, including Antiatt. p 2 and Phryn. Ecl. 383 (see below), where comments
in the Ecloga seem to be responding to similar ones made in the Antiatticist. With regard

21 In a similar entry in the PS (58.8-11), the order of the words commented on is reversed (y\wttokopeiov
is the headword), and, although the tone is slightly less prescriptive (conceding the development of
a later, different sense of the word), Phrynichus nevertheless states that only the apaeic use the word
YAwoookopog incorrectly (YAwttokopeiov: €mi povov tod TOV adANTIKOV YAWTT®V dyyeiov. Dotepov 8¢ kai
el étépav xpriow kateokevaleto, PiPAiov fj ipatiov §j dpyvpouv fj dTovodv &Alov. kalodot §” avtd of dpabeic
YAwoaookopov. ‘glottokomeion: only (used) to refer to a case for keeping mouthpieces. And, later, it was also
elaborated for another use: for books, cloaks, money, or whatever else. But the ignorant call this a glossdko-
mos.”); cf. also the more descriptive comment in Pollux (10.153), who cites Classical writers, including the
Old Comic poet Lysippus, to illustrate the meaning of yAwttokopeiov as a case for mouthpieces.
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to the strategies under discussion here, there is indeed a remarkable uniformity in the
way that the Antiatticist negotiates or, rather, renegotiates forms of prestige. Comparing
relatively typical examples such as 23 and 24, the Antiatticist explicitly puts forward the
competing form of overt prestige: od @aot d¢iv Aéyetv “they say that one ought not say”.
Yet, the alternative which the Antiatticist places before this competing prestige form is
what it posits as having prestige too, tpoxaletv in the case of 23 and pouny in the case of
example 24.

(23) tpoxalewv- ob gaot Seiv Aéyerv, aANa Tpéxewy. (Antiatt. T 4)
‘trokhdzein [to run]: they say that one should not say (it), but rather trékhein.’
(24) pounv- ob @act Sei<v> Aéyetv, AAAA oTevwmov. (Antiatt. p 2)

‘rhiimé [narrow passage]: they say that one should not say (it), but rather stenopds.’

In fact, for example 24 we possess parallel evidence from the Ecloga where Phrynichus
reports (i.e. strategy type 1) that the use of pbun(v) was perceived as not having overt
prestige, confirming that this lemma in the Antiatticist explicitly sought to widen the
remit of forms with overt prestige within Atticistic discourse (see poun- kai To0T0 Ol pgv
ABnvaiot émi Tiig Oppiig €tifecav, ol 6¢ vOv duabelg it Tod otevwnod. Sokel 8¢ pot kal ToDTO
Moxkedovikov ivat. dANd oTevwmov Kakelv xpn, popny 8¢ v opunv. (Phryn. Ecl. 383) ‘rhuime
[narrow passage]: the Athenians used this to refer to an hormé [rush], but the ignorant
today (use it) to mean a stenopds [narrow passage]. But this seems to me to be a Macedo-
nian usage. One should, then, call (a narrow passage) a stenopds, and a rush a rhime.’).?

Furthermore, the lemmas in the Antiatticist that use impersonal modal verbs provide
evidence in two other areas as well; on the one hand, the variation in the Antiatticist in
how the overt prestige form is presented suggests that the Antiatticist explicitly doubts
the objective character of prescriptions from other Atticists: aflodot Seiv Aéyev (Antiatt.
y 4), ©¢ olovtat deiv Aéyetv (Antiatt. y 18), ovk ofovtou Setv Aéyewv (Antiatt. k 40) in contrast
to the standard use of @aot deiv Aéyerv (with and without negation); on the other hand,
the Antiatticist’s explicit corrections of norms with overt prestige by referring to accept-
ed Atticistic models lays bare the ideological nature of the prescriptions found in other
Atticistic lexicography: see example 25 below where the Antiatticist explicitly notes that
Antiphanes does use the rejected construction. Similar examples can be found in which
reference is made to other highly valued Atticistic models, such as Euripides and Her-
odotus (Antiatt. y 4), Demosthenes (Antiatt. € 27) or Plato (Antiatt. 0 4, Antiatt. K 40,
Antiatt. ¢ 8).

22 As Tribulato (2022: p. 923) has shown, the New Comic poet Philippides probably lies behind the Macedo-
nian reference in both the Ecloga and the Antiatticist—Pollux, in his Onomasticon (9.38), tells us that Philip-
pides, a friend of Lysimachus, used poun with the meaning of ‘narrow passage’ in two separate plays (PCG
ffr. 22 and 14). She also notes, astutely, that, on account of his responding to Book One of the Ecloga,
the Antiatticist was likely also referring to a Classical writer (quite possibly Philippides)—a reference now
lost—and so is merely reporting that ‘strict Atticists’ used otevwnog but not poun, rather than prescribing
the usage.
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(25) 1100 MANBVVTIKDG @aot pr Seiv Aéyerv, AAN’ Evikdg- GAN" AvTipavng eine mAnBuvtikdg (Antiatt.
n4)

‘éthe [customs]: they say that one should not say (it) in the plural, but in the singular; Antiph-
anes, however, did say (it) in the plural.’

In sum, both in Phrynichus’ works and, especially, in the Antiatticist we find the strategic
use of impersonal modal strategies to (re)negotiate norms of overt prestige, demonstrat-
ing that the Atticistic lexicography was by no means a uniform repository of knowledge
in which uses did and did not have overt prestige.

Conclusions

We hope to have demonstrated that the impersonal modal strategies used in the Atticis-
tic lexicographers provide unique insights into the different ways in which these Atticist
lexicographers mediate the forms of overt prestige that certain usages had. Based on an
investigation of the corpus, we have concluded that the Atticist lexicographers use im-
personal modal strategies in three distinct ways. First of all, they report usages with overt
prestige within their community, typically by relying on accepted forms of background
knowledge (e.g. introduced with ydp or reportative structures) and/or contrasting the
accepted usage with the wrong usage by specific social groups that lack authority. Sec-
ondly, only Phrynichus uses impersonal deontic modals to subjectively construct overt
prestige norms, based either on a deduction (cf. the use of inferential odv) from estab-
lished ‘rules’ or from what is marked intersubjectively as a practice with overt prestige
(e.g. ‘you know’, ‘of course’). Third and finally, some Atticistic lexicographers use im-
personal deontic modals to (re)negotiate the overt prestige accorded to different usages
in the face of competition between strategies for overt prestige and the basis for its
authority (e.g. Atticistic models, lexicographers).

Furthermore, the contrastive examination of the Atticistic lexicographers has yielded
important insights into the differences between the Atticistic lexicographers; in particular,
whereas, keeping in mind the many necessary caveats in terms of textual transmission,
early Atticistic lexicographers such as Aelius Dionysius and Pausanias seem to almost ex-
clusively report norms of language usage with overt prestige, later Atticistic lexicographers
such as Phrynichus also subjectively construct and negotiate overt prestige norms, with
the Antiatticist exclusively using impersonal modal strategies to renegotiate overt prestige
norms.” At the same time, based on the available evidence, the results suggested that
the works by Phrynichus seem to be somewhat of an outlier within Atticist lexicography,
because he seems to be the only one subjectively constructing overt norms but uses imper-
sonal deontic modality to report and negotiate norms of prestige as well. It is hoped that
future research will further refine our understanding of the differences and similarities

23 Another relevant factor is the different ways in which accepted literary models feature in the various
Atticist lexica, an issue that we could not discuss here.
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between the Atticist lexica in order to challenge our own received views of prescriptivism
and Atticism.
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