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Doric forms in Macedonian inscriptions

By JAMES L. O’NEIL, Sydney

There has been a long, and indecisive, controversy over
whether the Macedonians had originally spoken a form of
Greek, or of some other language. Some writers, such as N.G.L.
Hammond have argued that Macedonian was a dialect of
Greek,? while others, like A.B. Bosworth, have concluded that it
was a separate and alien language to Greek.® Kapetanopoulos
argues that the literary evidence for a distinct form of Macedo-
nian was created in the Roman period, although it may have
depended on some evidence from Alexander’s time,* and Borza
reaches the conclusion that there is insufficient evidence on
which to base a conclusion as to whether the original language
of the Macedonians was a form of Greek or not.’

From the late fourth century B.C., the Macedonians did defi-
nitely write in Greek, but the form of Greek in which they wrote
was standard Attic,® as can be seen from inscriptions, whether of
Alexander writing to Greeks outside the kingdom (as for
example in Tod GHI 183-5, 192) or kings writing to Macedo-
nians, as in Alexander’s decrees about land at Kalindoia,7 and

' I would like to thank the auditors at earlier presentations of this paper at
ASCS XXVI in Dunedin and at Sydney University 2005 for their comments.
Any flaws which remain are my responsibility.

? Hammond, & Griffith (1979) 39-54; Hammond, N.G.L.,‘Literary Evi-
dence for Macedonian Speech’ Historia 43 (1994) 131-142.

* Bosworth, A.B., ‘Eumenes, Neoptolemos and PS/ XII 1284’ GRBS 19
(1978) 227-237.

4 Kapetanopoulos, E., ‘Alexander’s Patrius Sermo in the Philotas Affair’
AncW 30 (1999) 117-128.

’ Borza (1990) 94.

¢ Brixhe & Panayotou (1988) 245-260. Hammond & Griffith (1979) 54;
Borza (1990) 94.

” Hammond, N. G. L., ‘The King and the Land in the Macedonian King-
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Doric forms in Macedonian inscriptions 193

the donations of land by Cassander and Lysimachus.® None of
this material is evidence of what form of language was
originally spoken by the Macedonians, since Attic Greek must
have been imported into Macedon, whether it replaced a
previous Greek dialect or a different language. However, Prof.
Hatzopoulos has argued that we do now have enough inscrip-
tional evidence for non-Attic Greek in Macedon to conclude that
the Macedonians spoke a different dialect of Greek before they
adopted Attic.” The most important of these inscriptions is a
curse tablet from Pella, (SEG 43 [1993] 434), which was written
in the years between 380-350 B.C. and excavated by I.M.
Akamantis in August 1986.'° It seems worthwhile, therefore to
examine the evidence for non-Attic Greek, primarily, as we shall
see, Doric in form, from the Macedonian inscriptions to see
what light it throws on the original speech of the Macedonians.
The curse tablet runs as follows:

[Betijuag kai Alovuoog®dvtog 10 T€hog Kai TOV YOOV KoTaypiem Kol
16v GAAGY OOV YU-

[vouk]@v kxai xnplv kol mapdévev, pdhoto 8¢ Betipag, kol
nopxatTifepnol Maxpovt kol

[toig] Baipoor kol 6moka £yd TodTo SrertEonpt xal dvayvoinv TaAeLy
avopéEaca

[tox0] yapon Alovocopdvra, Tpétepov 8¢ puf Ui yop AdBor Aoy 4
yovoika &AL’ 1) Epé,

[&pe 8); ovvkaToyNPEooL ALoVucsopdvTL Kol undepiov Aoy, icéTig DUM(V)
Ywo-

non ..Jouv oixtipete daiploveg ¢piAfofl, AATINATAPIME ¢idov néviav xoi
Ephpor GAAL

[rabtlo QUAGGOE Te Eiv Omw PR Yivirron todro kol Kod xoxde Oetijo
arodANTOL.

dom’ CQ 38 (1988) 382-391. Apart from Doric proper names, the forms are
standard Attic.

8 Hatzopoulos, M.B., Une Donation du Roi Lysimache (Athens, 1988)
17£,, 28.

® Hatzopoulos (1999) 227.

'® Voutiras (1992/93) 43.
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194 James L. O"Neil

[---], AA[---.\¥MN...EZIIAHN é&udg, éue 8¢ eddaipova koi poxopiov 8
YevéoTo
(~~-]ty.[---]...E.E.QA..METE[---]

Apparatus criticus:

6 [dirlav read by Voutiras; exempli gratia in SEG XLIII (1992) 434.
Sam(e)ivee Yap ine (= Tomelve) Yop eipon) conjectured Dubois

I translate the inscription as follows:

I forbid by writing the ceremony and the marriage of Diony-
sophon and Thetima, and of all other women, and widows and
virgins, but especially Thetima, and I assign them to Makron
and the daimones. And whenever I shall unroll and read this
again, after digging it up, then Dionysophon may marry, but not
before. May he not take any wife but me, and may I and no
other woman grow old with Dionysophon. 1 am your suppliant;
pity me, dear daimones, for I am weak and bereft of all friends.
But protect me so this does not happen and evil Thetima will
perish evilly. [undecipherable] mine, but may I be fortunate and
blessed. {undecipherable].

I will comment on points which throw light on the dialect of
the curse tablet as well as on those needed to understand its
meaning.
line 1: ©etilnog loss of the omicron from 6eo- is common in
Doric, especially in Megarian. Final long alpha instead of eta
shows this is not Attic-Ionic."'
kotoypbow is a Dorian form. Attic uses other verbs for this
purpose.'?

Tav dAAGV moodv. -av is the regular first declension plural
form in Doric and Aeolic, which contract long alpha and omega
differently from Attic-Ionic."

' Buck (1955) 41; Dubois (1995) 191.

2 Dubois (1995) 192. see IG XI 1.977.8f (Corcyra) for another example.
¥ Buck (1955) 37.
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Doric forms in Macedonian inscriptions 195

line 2: mopxottifepon (= Attic nropaxotatiBepor) apocope of
prepositions is common in Doric, and even more so in Aeolic
dialects.'*

Makron is the deceased, with whom this defixio was buried."”
line 3: daipoot is the standard Greek form. The neighbouring
Greek dialects, Thessalian and Northwest Greek would have
dapévecor and dopdvorg respectively.l6

omédxa is Doric, corresponding to Attic 6rotav. Doric regularly
has xé in place of Attic &v.!”

Optatives in place of subjunctives are also found in Doric.'®
dedéEonpt corresponds to Attic diedi&onpt “unroll”. It may be
an error, or the substitution of epsilon for iota may show a more
open pronunciation of the vowel. This is found twice in SEG 38
(1988) 649," a late fourth century B.C. epitaph from Pella,
which reads €éoa1é for €01, and Tpexpdtns for Teikpdns.
ndAewv for Attic méAwv. Confusion of long iota and the
diphthong -ei is also found as early as the fourth century in
Attic.”® Voutiras reads méA{L}iv, which he explains as the
writer starting to write an E, recognising it as an error, but
failing to erase it.>!

&vopbEaca corresponds similarly to &vopdEaoca, just as in the
case of diedegoupr above. There are some parallels in the Mace-
donian glosses for the substitution of omicron for upsilon.?
Confusions of upsilon and omicron are found extremely rarely

" Buck (1955) 81. cf Voutiras (1992/3) 46.

'* Voutiras (1992/3) 45 n.5.

' Buck (1955) 89, Brixhe quoted in SEG XLIX (1999) 757.

' Buck (1955) 24f.

'® Dubois (1995)193; Dickie (1999) 62; cf Buck (1955) 138f on the inter-
change of subjunctive and optative in the dialects.

' Dubois (1995)194.

% Threatte (1980)137, 190-199.

2! youtiras (1996) 630.

2 Hoffmann (1906) 242. cf. 44. Dubois (1995)194. Brixhe says there are
parallels in koine inscriptions from Macedonia.
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196 James L. O’Neil

in Attic inscriptions.> Without more examples we cannot be
sure these cases are typical of Macedonian, or rare errors like
the Attic examples. The writer of the curse is not weakening it
by this exception, but confirming it will not be reversed. Similar
examples of reinforcing a curse by an impossible alternative can
be found, but there is no precise parallel for using the impossi-
bility of the curser changing their mind.**

line 4: y&pon aorist infinitve with -ms- to -m-. Aeolic would
have -mm-, so this cannot be Thessalian.?

line 6: ...Jov feminine name of three letters plus -an is probably
not an Attic form. The Macedonian name Phila, read by
Voutiras, would fit, but so would other short names.?® If the
conjecture of Phila is correct, it is unfortunate that we do not
have the name in full, so we could see whether the aspirate was
written as voiced.?’

line 7: épuiv is a West Greek form of the pronoun.
AATINAT APIME: Dubois suggests pi should be read for the
first gamma, and that the initial delta is a voiced tau. Aspirates
are more commonly voiced in Macedonian than unaspirated
unvoiced plosives but the latter are occasionally found voiced.?”
The two iotas may represent the dipthongs -ei, and the epsilon
the diphthong -ai, the reverse of the case of néAewv above. The
passage would then read Toameivn yap €{pat on Dubois’ inter-
pretation tarelvn “weak” makes good sense in the context.

line 8: yevéston is a Northwest Greek form corresponding to
Attic yevéoBon .3

28

3 Threatte (1980) 217f.

* Dickie (1999) 59fF. cf. Brixhe quoted in SEG XLIX (1999) 757.

% Brixhe quoted in SEG XLIX (1999) 757. cf. Buck (1955) 65.

% Dubois (1995)195. Voutiras (1996) 651 now accepts that the reading
Phila is doubtful.

27 See Plutarch Quaestiones Graecae 292E on the voicing of aspirates in
Macedonian, cf. Hoffmann (1906) 232.

2 Buck (1955) 98; Voutiras (1992/3) 46; Dubois (1995)195f.

 Hoffman (1906) 246, Hatzopoulos (1999) 235 ff; Hatzopoulos, M.B.,
‘Artemis Digaia Blaganitis en Macédon’ BCH 111 (1987) 397-412.

*® Buck (1955) 72, Voutiras (1992/3) 46, Dubois (1995) 196.
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Doric forms in Macedonian inscriptions 197

WYMN is not a possible combination of consonants in Greek.
Voutiras reads YMN, but this still cannot be read to give
meaningful Greek in this context.

line 9: Ty is also not a possible combination of consonants in
Greek. It may be that the curse tablet had words which could not
be read as Greek as some kind of magic. Unfortunately these
occur where the tablet is damaged, and there are no sign of such
“magic words” where we can read it clearly.

The curse tablet can definitely be seen to be in some form of
West Greek, with forms corresponding to Doric and Aeolic
dialects, but quite clearly differing from Attic-Ionic. It does
seem in its use of the form daipoot to be distinct from either of
the known West Greek dialects spoken in the areas to the south
of Macedon, Thessalian and Northwest Greek. So it seems
unlikely that its use at Pella is due to the migration of an
individual from the areas immediately to the south of Macedon,
or to the adoption of one of the dialects spoken in those areas by
a Macedonian native. On the other hand, the form &vopdé&aca,
with its omicron in place of the regular upsilon, does have
parallels with attested Macedonian glosses and there is reason to
think Macedonian may have had more open pronunciation of
short upsilon and iota. The simplest explanation for the dialect
forms in the curse tablet is that it has been written in the original
Macedonian dialect, and that that dialect is a West Greek one,
related to, but distinct from its more southern neighbours, Thes-
salian and Northwest Greek. The curse may well have been
composed by a travelling magician (see Plato Republic 2.364b5
for such people), rather than the wronged lady,*' but it seems to
be the case that it was composed in the local dialect, even
though the curse is in a traditional form used throughout the
Greek world.

There are a few other early inscriptions from Macedonia
which are in Doric (and definitely not in Atttic), but all three of
them are brief and they provide little additional information on

*! Voutiras (1992/3) 47, Dickie (1999) 63.
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198 James L. O’Neil

the Macedonian dialect. The earliest is written on a silver phiale
found in a burial from Upper Macedon in the early part of the
fifth century.32 It reads:

"ABavaiog iapd: tds Mheyapot.
Sacred to the Athena (who is) at Megara.

The name Athanaia is the old poetic form of the goddess’s name
and could be Attic or Doric (or anything but Ionic). The word
iopd is definitely Doric and tas may be any dialect other than
Attic-Ionic. The form Mheyapot, with mh- from original sm- is
not diagnostic of the dialect in use. While such forms are found
quite often in the Dorian city of Megara, they are also found
elsewhere, including in early Attic.*®

However, it remains possible that this inscription is not an
example of Macedonian at all, but that the phiale had been
imported from somewhere else, most probably from Megara on
the Isthmus.>* Hammond points out that another inscription
reported from Upper Macedonia indicates that there was a town
called Megara in that area as well,”> and the absence of any
mention of the early form for epsilon used in Megarian inscrip-
tions, which would normally be expected at the beginning of the
fifth century,’® suggest that this was, in fact, written in Macedon
and not in the Doric from the Isthmian Megara. If this deduction
is correct, we have another inscription from Macedonia in
classical times which is clearly in Doric.

Two more inscriptions, both from Vergina (ancient Aegae)
complete the evidence for a form of Doric dialect in Macedon.
Both are statue bases and both honour Eurydike, daughter of

2 Rizakis, Th., Touratsoglou, G., Emypagec Avoo Maxedovio. Athens
(1985) #2; Hammond & Griffith (1979) 2.96

* Buck 66.

3 Brixhe & Panayotou (1988) 247. For a fragment of pottery, found in
Macedonia, with an inscription in the Megarian alphabet, see SEG XLIII
(1999) 363 D.

3% Hammond & Griffith (1979) 96.

% Jefferey, L., The Local Scripts of Archaic Greece (Oxford, 1961) 132f.
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Sirrhas, who was the mother of Philip of Macedon. The first
one reads:

Edpudika Zippo EdkAeion (SEG 28 [1983] 556)
and the second, shorter one:
Edpudixa Eiplple (SEG 42 [1992] 470)

Both show non-Attic forms with the long alpha in the name
Eurydike (which would have an eta in Attic-Ionic) and in the
form of the genitive of a first declension masculine noun, with
long alpha contacted from -&o. This form of the first declension
masculine genitive is also shown for Macedon on the coins,
where we find TAYZANIA, AMYNTA and ITEPAIKKA. The
name of the divinity to whom the first statue is dedicated,
Eukleia, also shows a non-lonic long alpha. None of this
evidence tells us whether we have a Doric or an Aeolic dialect,
but the two statue bases are further evidence for a non-Attic
dialect in use in Macedon in the early part of the fourth century.
Eurydike was more probably from Upper Macedonia than
from Illyria38 (though her father’s name Sirrhas does not seem
Greek™) but in either case she was unlikely to have been using a
dialect of Greek which came from outside Macedon. Plutarch
calls her a thrice barbarian, Illyrian, but in the antigramma he
cites, Eurydike identifies herself as a Hierapolitis,*® which
indicates that she thought of herself in Greek terminology. If she
were an Upper Macedonian, she would be writing in her native
dialect, or one in use at the court, while if she were an Illyrian,

*" Head, B.V., Historia Numorum® (1911) 221f. Brixhe & Panayotou
(1988) 251,

3% Kapetanopoulos, E., Sirras’ Ancient World 25 (1994) 9-14 argues she
was more likely to be Lynkestian in origin.

** Hoffmann (1906) 163.

“ There is no Hierapolis in Macedonia or Illyria in Pauly-Wissowa or the
indices of any of the three volumes of N.G.L. Hammond’s History of
Macedonia.
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Greek would not be her native language and we would expect
that she had picked up Greek while living in Macedon.

These four inscriptions do show that a non-Attic form of
Greek was used for inscriptions in Macedon before the standard
form of Attic came to be used in the middle of the fourth
century. The one moderately long inscription, the curse tablet,
shows a dialect which is definitely West Greek, but seems to
have some features distinct from the dialects found to the south
of Macedon, Thessalian and Northwest Greek, as well as
features in common with them. It also shares some features with
the Macedonian glosses preserved in late authors and with a few
inscriptions in standard Greek from Macedon. Unfortunately,
the amount of surviving material is not sufficient to establish
beyond all reasonable doubt, that this dialect was the common
spoken language of Macedon at the time, or to demonstrate the
precise relationship of this dialect to other, better known ones. It
does seem probable that it was closer to Doric dialects than
others, and this is hardly surprising. Greek names found in
Macedon in the classical period tend to be Doric in their
formation and these four inscriptions suggest this was because a
Doric dialect was spoken in Macedon, rather than because
Greek names had been borrowed from a Doric milieu.

Nevertheless, written Doric disappeared from Macedonian
inscriptions and from the mid-fourth century, we find standard
Attic and koine forms of Greek,*' with virtually no signs of
Doric influence at all. This seems surprising if the Doric dialect
attested in the four meagre inscriptions had been the normal
Macedonian speech, as we would expect it to have survived, at
least partially, as a spoken dialect alongside the written Attic
and koine, and to have influenced the written Macedonian, if
only in the way of mistaken use of substandard forms from the
spoken language. Yet Macedonian inscriptions from the late fourth
century onwards have very little material which can be ascribed
to the influence of a spoken Doric or Macedonian dialect.

*! See Brixhe & Panayotou (1988) 245, and (1994) 205.
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The absence of the Doric form for “sacred”, iapés, is not
surprising. This form had tended to vanish from Doric forms of
koine in the course of the Hellenistic period.** As inscriptions
from Macedonia are largely Roman imperial in date, it is likely
that the distinctive Doric form had been replaced by the standard
Attic one in the spoken as well as the written Greek of Macedon.
However, this does not seem to have been the case with the
genitive singular of first declension masculine nouns. The form
with long alpha (as well as an analogous form with eta from
nouns in -ns) is found in papyri from the first century AD® It
has even penetrated into literary Greek by the time of Plutarch,
at least for the genitives of Dorian names. In his Lives of Agis
and Kleomenes, Plutarch uses the Doric form four times
(EDdopida, A3.2,3, Avdidda K6, EbpukAeida K8), as against
the standard Attic form only once (Aewvidov A17). This form
of the first declension masculine genitive has become standard
in modern Greek. It seems likely that this form would have
survived in spoken Macedonian.

However, I have found only a few examples of it in the
Macedonian inscriptions. In SEG XXX (1980) 568 the name of
the honorand is given in line 2 as "AAeE&vdpov Aemvida, while
in line 41 the standard form, 'AA&Eavdpog Aewvidov, is used.
Clearly the writer knew the correct form to write, but used the
Doric form in the first case, probably because it is what he
would normally have said. Yet this is very rare in the published
Macedonian inscriptions in koine, which are now quite
numerous.

An ephebic inscription from Stuberra has two examples of a
Doric genitive, both for the name Abowa, although elsewhere in
this set of inscriptions the attic form in -ov is found.* The
genitive KaAAio is reported in SEG 24.548, in a late third
century B.C. gravestone from Pella. However, other readings,

2 Buck 177.
* Horrocks (1997) 217f.
* papazoglou (1988) no. 5, lines 26 and 40.
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KoAAioo® and KaAAiov* have also been reported. Inspection
of the illustration in the original publication’’ shows that a
serious crack covers all but the first two letters of the name.
Traces can be seen of its last two letters, but these are consistent
with alpha and upsilon, and so, not with any of the proposed
readings. A form KoAliov could be explained as a mistake,
possibly with a Doric genitive being inadequately corrected to
an Attic form, but whatever we are to make of this case, it seems
unwise to use it as evidence for the Macedonian dialect.

A final example of the non-standard genitive for a first
declension masculine noun from the later Macedonian inscrip-
tions is IG X 2.1.789, an inscription with both Hebrew and
Greek from the fourth century A.D., which contains the words

petd Movon Aéywv “speaking with Moses™

Clearly this is not Doric influence, but written by a Jew whose
koine has been influenced by that written elsewhere. It seems
that the Doric masculine first declension genitive singular in
long alpha was known to the Macedonians, but not considered a
form which was proper to use in written Greek. In that case, we
have another example of Greek diglossia, where two different
form of the language are in use simultaneously by the same
population for different purposes.

In fact Doric forms are largely absent from written Macedo-
nian of the post-fourth century. The one area in which Doric
forms can still be found is in the use of proper names. The
correct forms of standard Greek were less likely to impose
themselves in onomasties, in the case of a person’s own name,
or in the name of a divinity. The goddess Pasikrata has her name
with a Doric long alpha on both occasions she appears (SEG
XXXII [1982] 636 & IG X 2.2. 18A-C). The preservation of a

* Brixhe & Panayotou (1988) 252.

“ An alternative reading in the first publication: Petsas, P.M., ‘A few
examples of Epigraphy from Pella’ Balkan Studies 4 (1963) 164.

* Petsas, Plate I1I, 3.
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god’s name in its original form is hardly surprising, as religious
respect may well have demanded that no change be made in the
divinity’s name. However, this goddess is also found at
Demetrias, where her name has the Attic form, Pasikrate.*®

In the case of personal names, standard Greek forms are more
frequent. In the name index in IG X 2.1, thirty-five names have
an eta, where Doric would have a long alpha. They are
YAduntog, AOnvoyévng, Avdpovikm, Apeth, Awduopm,
Awoxopidng,  Eipnvh, ‘EAévy, 'Emybévn, ‘Emixintog,
‘Epatovikn, ‘Epufis, Ebxktnudv, Evpvdikm, Evtuyxidng,
Ebgpocivn, Zonowog, Zoown, KaAddfn, Kopmpun,
Kieovikly, AOdng, Meywotiy, Meltivy,  Mevédnpog,
Nikédnpog, INMoapaockedn, IToAitig (= MoAitng), IMoAvveikn,
Pnropikn, Ztpotoveikn, Zovtoyn, Tolopev, Yapivn, ‘YAn.

In contrast, only twenty seven names have the Doric long
alpha 'AxOAag, 'AAx1ddpag, ‘Apdvrog, "AneAAES, "ApTepdc,
"AcxAnnag, Aapdg, ‘EAlavika, ‘Eppdg, Edvoota, Zimog,
Zwodg, Aewvidag, Avxoa, Makéto, Mevéraog, Mevoitog,
Miota, Newkohaog, IMapopové, Mepertdg, Iivvag, Mpyryac,
Mpoxia, Ipwtag, IMupovrag, Zeponds. While two others,
"ABnvayopag, Anpdg, split the difference and have one alpha
and one eta each. The presence of Doric onomastics in inscrip-
tions of later (often Roman imperial) date does not prove that a
Doric dialect was still being spoken at that time,* since the
names could have been preserved for purely historical reasons.

In fact, Attic forms of such names are relatively common
even in the historical records of Alexander’s associates, though
there Doric forms of the names are more common. In Berve’s
lists, thirty names have the doric long alpha, as against fourteen
with the Attic eta.’® Some of these Attic forms of names may be
due to later writers substituting a more familiar form for the one
they read in their sources, but it seems likely that the standard

* Turk, C., ‘Pasikrate’ RE 18 (1949) 2061.
* Brixhe & Panayotou (1988) 255.

% Berve, H., Das Alexanderreich auf prosopographischer Grundlage
(Munich, 1926) vol 2.
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form of Greek names had already started encroaching on the
Doric ones at least as early as the time of Alexander.

While Doric forms of names are less common than standard
Attic ones in the later Macedonian inscriptions, they are at least
preserved in fair numbers. This is a marked contrast with names
where Macedonian -has voiced plosive in place of the standard
Greek unvoiced aspirate. All such names listed in the Index to
IG X 2.1, have the standard, and not the Macedonian form:
©Oeodotn, Beoteipa, Ovpédn, Moydrog, TeAéspopog, Tpugéva,
dida, dilvva, drhovpévn, Poifn, Pdvrakidng, Xpnot,
‘Qoeelipa. The only example of a Macedonian name with a
voiced stop instead of an aspirate known to me in inscriptions
from Macedon is BiAiotog, found twice in the ephebic lists
from Stuberra.’' Papazoglou, publishing the Stuberra inscrip-
tions, comments on the small number of Macedonian names
which have the anomalous voicing, in contrast to the frequency
of names such as Philip, which always have the standard Greek
aspirate, and concludes that the voicing was not a normal
Macedonian phenomenon, but applied only to some minority
group.”> Such a minority group could have been speakers of
Illyrian (since the Macedonian voicing has been taken as
evidence that the Macedonians spoke Illyrian) or even of
Phrygian,” since both these languages, which were spoken on
the borders of Macedon, and could easily has been spoken
within its territory,>® deaspirated original PIE *bh etc to b etc.

Yet the Macedonian forms are attested in the literary
material, though quite rarely, and are present in the Greek

3! Papazoglou (1988) no. lines 72 and 77.

52 papazoglou (1988) 251.

53 Bonfante, G., ‘Il Macedone’ RAL 42 (1987) 83 for Illyrian; Brixhe ‘Le
phrygien’ in Bader (1994) 171.

 See Borza (1990) 94 for the fact that the population of Macedon was
not homogeneous.

%5 Only six examples, of two names (Balakros, 199-203, and Berenike,
211) as against 51 with unvoiced plosives in Berve.
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names found on tombstones from Vergina,*® so they were once
used more widely than the koine inscriptions suggest. Moreover
Plutarch Quaestiones Graecae 292E indicates that Macedonians
still voiced their aspirates in his own time:

oV Yop &vti 100 ¢ T® P xpdvTaL Aedgol, kobdnep Maxe-
36veg Bidinmov xoi Baloaxpov kai Bepovikny Aeyovieg, GAL
avti 1od T
“but the Delphians don’t use beta in place of phi, as the Macedo-
nians do, saying ‘Bilip’, ‘Balakros’ and ‘Beronike’, but in place of
pl.”

Plutarch’s impression that Macedonians were making this
change in his own time could be misleading, as he might have
picked up the information in his reading. But as the name Philip
does not seem to be rendered with an initial beta in the surviving
literary work, any more than in the inscriptions) at the most
Plutarch may be reporting the observations of an earlier writer
on spoken Macedonian.

Scholars have tended to conclude that Macedonian names
and words which had a voiced stop in place of a standard Greek
aspirate, show that in Macedonian the original aspirates had
fallen in with the original voiced stops.’” But the fact that
Macedonians seem to have represented these sounds by both
voiced and aspirated stops from the earliest recorded times,*®
should be taken to show that the Macedonians heard them as
something distinct from both the voiced stops and the standard
Greek aspirates. It seems likely that Macedonians still kept the
voiced aspirates as separate phonemes from the voiced plosives,
preserving the original PIE voiced pronunciation, but these were
heard by other Greeks as voiced plosives. This distinctive
pronunciation could have continued into Roman imperial times,
but the development of the voiced stops to voiced fricatives,

% Saatsoglou-Paliadeli, C., ‘In the Shadow of History: the Emergence of
Archaeology’ BSA 94 (1999) 368; Brixhe & Panayotou (1988) 255.

%7 Hoffman (1906) 232, Brixhe & Panayotou (1994) 216.

*® Hoffman (1906) 233.
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which seems to have taken place by the fourth century AD.Yis
likely to have eliminated any such distinction in spoken
Macedonian.

I have found a single instance of an unvoiced plosive being
voiced in the Macedonian inscriptions. In SEG XVIII (1962)
269 - an inscription of Roman imperial date, we find

Tig Tivog odoea yoviy 6 Papii DBO kibva kice.

Now the writer of this inscription does seem to be prone to
errors, and perhaps the beta instead of pi in bno should simply
be taken as another mistake, (and similar mistakes are attested in
Attic inscriptions, though they seem determined by context6°)
but it seems possible that the writer spoke pi more like beta than
was normal,”’ and erroneously wrote down beta instead of the
standard written pi. This would be a parallel to *3areivé which
we seem to have in the curse tablet, with the less frequent
voicing of an unaspirated plosive. Once again, we should not
assume that the voiced and unvoiced plosives had fallen together
in spoken Macedonian, but rather that the Macedonians spoke
pi, tau and kappa with a more lax pronunciation which could
more easily be confused with the voiced equivalents.®

This evidence is limited, but it does seem possible that a
spoken Macedonian dialect with features common to Dorian
dialects and unusual voicing of plosives did survive in Macedon
alongside the standard written form of Greek, or at least some
features of this dialect survived. Such diglossia is by no means
unusual in the history of the Greek language and is well attested
for the Hellenistic period.®> What does seem unusual about the
Macedonian situation is the very small influence the spoken
form had on the written one. In fact, its major influence seems to

%® Horrocks (1997) 112.

% Threatte (1980) 434ff.

¢! As taken by Dubois, (1995) 196.

82 Cf. Threatte (1980) 436 for possible examples in Attic.
% Horrocks (1997) 37ff.
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have been to block developments in the written language which
were occuring elsewhere because they corresponded to the
spoken language and were consequently seen as inappropriate to
use in writing. It is not the case that Macedonian koine did not
develop its own particular forms of language. For example,
Macedonian inscriptions commonly use a formula for the
decisions of an assembly, xotd 10 d6Eav Tfi PovAfi kai Td
dfpuw, which I have not seen elsewhere. The Macedonians do
not seem to have been anymore conservative in their usages than
other writers of koine, so the avoidance of the new first
declension masculine singular in long alpha, and of words with
Macedonian voicing seems likely to be avoidance of the spoken
language. This does suggest that there was a considerable gap
between the spoken and written languages in Macedon.

This would correspond to what we expect from Philotas’
remarks, reported in Curtius 6.9.35 that ordinary Greeks could
understand spoken Macedonian only with difficulty.®
However, the dialect of the curse tablet does not seem to be so
greatly different from other forms of Greek. It does not seem to
differ so strongly, for example, as does Cretan, with its
assimilation of adjacent consonants, its metathesis of R plus
vowel and its strikingly different vocabulary, to take the most
notable differences.% Pamphylian, with its mixture of features
matching Arcado-Cypriot, Aeolic and Doric dialects (especially
Cretan)®’ would also have been hard for a speaker of standard
Attic to follow.

The curse tablet does not seem so hard for a speaker of
standard Greek to follow. However, we should allow that the
written form may hide, at least in part, some of the differences.
The evidence does not show whether the curse tablet had voiced

“Eg IGX 2.1.198 & 200 etc.

% plerique adsunt, quos facilius quae dicam percepturos arbitror, si eadem
lingua fuero usus qua tu egisti non ab aliud, ... quam ut oratio tua intellegi
posset a pluribus.

% Buck (1955) 169ff.

" Buck (1955) 147.
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or unvoiced plosives. If it is a Macedonian dialect, we would
expect them to be voiced, though the spelling might not show
that, since Macedonians seem to have used both voiced stops
and aspirates to write their voiced aspirates. Certainly we seem
to have a voiced delta corresponding to a standard tau in the
curse tablet. The curse tablet also suggests that iota and upsilon
(or at least the short vowels) were more open than in standard
Greek, and might be heard as epsilon and omicron respectively.
When spoken, the curse tablet may have sounded less like
standard Greek than it looks in written form.

Moreover, since Macedonian preserves the proto-Indo-
European voiced aspirates, as against all other Greek dialects
changing them to unvoiced aspirates,®® Macedonian must have
started to differentiate itself earlier than any of the better known
dialects. So that even though it had some developments in
common with neighbouring Greek dialects, such as the infinitive
in -oton shared with Northwest Greek, more changes of
vocabulary are likely to have occurred in Macedonian even than
was the case in Cretan, and this is supported by the number of
unusual words preserved as “Macedonian” in the glosses. It may
well be the case that spoken Macedonian was sufficiently
different from the standard Greek based on Attic to seem
incomprehensible to those who knew only the latter, while the
Macedonians who needed contact with Greeks in the world
outside Macedon developed a form of diglossia, where they
used Macedonian or standard Greek in the appropriate
circumstances, and standard Greek became the normal form to
be used in writing, even within Macedon, from the second half
of the fourth century B.C. Speakers of Doric dialects, or even an
Acolic one like Thessalian, may have found Macedonian less
difficult to follow, since it shared many features with them as
against Attic-Ionic.

% And that change had occurred before several other developments
common to the Greek dialects: Palmer, L.R., The Greek Language (London,
1980) 2301F.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.




Doric forms in Macedonian inscriptions 209

The question of whether this Doric-related from of Macedo-
nian should be classified as a dialect of Greek, or a different,
though closely related language is a hard one to answer. Not
only do we have far too little material to determine whether
speakers of standard Greek could understand it (though I would
think they could have read the curse tablet without much
difficulty), we cannot know, without actual speakers and readers
to consult, what problems they would have had and how far
these would have affected their understanding. Even when there
is adequate evidence, it may prove hard to determine whether
two forms of speech should be classified as different dialects or
separate languages. If ability to understand another form of
language is the test, there is a stronger case to regard standard
Italian and standard Spanish as one language than to regard the
Venetian and Sicilian dialects of Italian as forms of the same
language.”’ We should allow for the possibility that spoken
Macedonian was as far from standard Attic as Sicilian is from
Venetian, and that it may have been difficult to determine
whether there were two separate languages or just two dialects,
even if we had better evidence.

The inscriptional evidence from Macedon, limited though it
is, shows that a Doric form of Greek was written in Macedon
before standard Greek was adopted around the mid-fourth
century B.C. This form of Greek has parallels with its closest
neighbours, Northwest Greek and Thessalian, but also has
differences from both. There is also some reason to think that it
shares some features with the Macedonian recorded in the
glosses and perhaps with some exceptional uses in inscriptions
from Macedon in standard Greek. After the middle of the fourth
century, this Doric Macedonian was replaced by standard Attic
and koine for the purposes of writing. These later inscriptions
show virtually no sign of influence by the earlier form. Other
evidence does indicate that some form of Macedonian continued

% Pei, M., The Story of Latin and the Romance Languages (New York,
1976) 154.
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in spoken use alongside standard Greek but the Macedonians
kept the two quite separate.
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