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Aspects of Bilingualism in the
History of the Greek Language

MARK JANSE

1. Language Contact in Antiquity

WHEN speakers of different languages meet there is language con-
tact. If the contact is regular or prolonged, it will automatically
produce a certain degree of bilingualism if the speakers of the dif-
ferent languages are to communicate with each other. Language is
essential to communication, as God realized when the people of the
whole world started building the tower of Babel (Gen. 11: 6):'
(1) 95 om XY 7AYY NivyY? obna AN 0927 nox ADRY MR oy 13
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ogmz  niy?  any) wNy om 95
hahillam  la-‘asot  we-‘atta l6-yibbaser ~ meé-hem kol
jpéavro  moujoar  Kkal viv oUk éxdeifer €€ abTdv  mwdvTa
WX mp niwy?

aser  yazemii la-"dasot

doa Qv émbdvrar  moelv

There you have one people with one language for all, and they have
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begun to do this, so now nothing will be impossible for them of all they
plan to do.

In this monogenetic view of language the whole world was origin-
ally monolingual (Gen. 11: 1):

(2) O DY YIRT22 W

Kal My maoa 1) yij xeilos év.

W YWIVY meb oy
wa-yehi  kol-ha-’ares  sapa >ehat
Kal Hv maoa 1 y7 Xeidos &y

And the whole world had one language.

Whether or not homo sapiens once spoke one and the same language
(sometimes referred to as ‘Proto-World’ or ‘Mother Tongue’) is a
question that need not detain us here. The fact is that most so-
cieties are multilingual: ‘Nicht die Einsprachigkeit, sondern die
Mehrsprachigkeit stellt den Normalfall dar, Einsprachigkeit ist
eine kulturbedingte Grenzfall von Mehrsprachigkeit und Zwei-
sprachigkeit eine Spielart der letzteren’ (Liidi 1996a: 234). Already
in antiquity language contact was an acknowledged fact. The earli-
est reference comes from Odysseus, who tells Penelope about the
‘mixed languages’ of Crete (Od. 19. 175 f1.):?

(3) @A 8 d v yddooa peprypév: év ueév Ayawol,
év 8’ "Eredrpnres peyalitopes, év 6 Kidwres,
Awpiées Te Tpiydikes iol Te Iledaoyol.

Every language is mixed with others; there live Achaeans,
there great-hearted native Cretans, there Cydonians,
and Dorians dwelling in threefold location, and noble Pelasgians.

In the so-called ‘Old Oligarch’ it is claimed that even the Athenians
spoke a mixed language ([Xen.] Ath. 2. 8):

(4) Pwrny maoav axovovres éfedééavro TovTO eV €k Tis, ToUTO O€ ék Tis Kal

ol uev "EAnres 8lg padov kal ¢wviy kai Swaity xal oxrfuart xpavrar,
Abnvaior 8¢ kexpapévy €€ amavrwv Tav ‘Elivov kal BapBdpwy.
Hearing every kind of language, they have taken something from each;
the Greeks individually rather use their own language, way of life, and
type of dress, but the Athenians use a mixture from all the Greeks and
non-Greeks.

* On the historical importance of this passage (including the identification of the
peoples mentioned and the etymology of Tpiydikes) cf. Russo (1992) 83—4.
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But what are we to make of such yAdooar peptypévar and ¢wvai
rexpapévar? In a sense all human languages are mixed, since bor-
rowing is ‘part of their cultural history’ (Hoffer 1996—7: 546).3 The
above quotations show that the ancient Greeks were quite aware of
this. Socrates, for instance, when questioned by Hermogenes about
the etymology of words of obscure origin like 7dp, remarks (Plato
Cra. 409 E):

(5) moAAa of "EX\yves dvépara dAAws Te kai of ¥mo Tois BapBdpois olkodvTes
mapa T@v PapBdpwy eljdacw.
The Greeks, especially those living among the barbarians, have taken
many words from the barbarians.

Borrowing presupposes at least a minimum degree of bilingual-
ism, a concept well known to the Greeks, as can be gathered from
Galen’s use of the terms 8{yAwr7os ‘bilingual’ and moAdyAwr7os ‘mul-
tilingual’ (viii. 585). Plutarch uses 8{yAwr7os in the sense of épunveds
‘interpreter, dragoman’ (Them. 6). The Greek ‘unwillingness to
learn other languages’ (Thomas 1996: 240) being almost prover-
bial, bilingual interpreters were indispensable whenever Greeks
came into contact with non-Greeks.* The fact that speakers of
foreign languages were almost without exception categorized as
BapBapor by the Greeks testifies to their assurance of cultural su-
periority.’> Unfortunately, the Greeks had very little to say about
other languages, apart from calling them ¢wval BdpBapoi or yAd oot
ﬁdpﬁapot.(’

BdpBapos and its derivatives were not only used to refer to speakers
of foreign languages, but also to foreigners speaking bad Greek.
BapBapdpwros is a case in point. The term is applied to the Persians
by Herodotus (8. 20; 9. 43) and to the Carians by Homer (Il. 2.
867). Strabo, commenting on Homer, insists that SapBapdpwros and
its derivative BapBapodwréw originally meant ‘speaking bad Greek’
(14. 2. 28):

(6) al yap TodTo émt TV kakds EXAqildvTwy eldbouer Aéyew, odk éml TdY

3 Cf. Heath (1994) 393. + Cf. Hdt. 2. 125, 154; Xen. An. 1. 2. 17; 5. 4. 4.

5 Strabo (14. 2. 28) already noted that BdpBapos is an onomatope meaning ‘bab-
bling, gibbering, jabbering’. The word is related to Sanskrit barbara-, which has the
same meaning (Mayrhofer 1986— :1ii.217—18; cf. Frisk 1954—73: 219—20; Chantraine
1968-80: 164—5). A modern parallel comes from Asturia: the local dialect is consi-
dered to be a separate language by the Academia de la Llingua Asturiana, but the
Spaniards call it bable.

® dwval BdpBapou: cf. Aesch. Ag. 1051; Plato Prot. 341 ¢; yAdooar BdpBapor: cf.
Soph. 4j. 1263; Hdt. 2. 57; Strabo 14. 2. 28.
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kapioTl AadotvTwy: oUTws odv kal 76 Papfapopwrelrv kal Tovs BapBapodd-
vous SexTéov Tovs kak®s éArilovTas.

For we are accustomed to say this of those who speak bad Greek, not
those who speak Carian. So, therefore, the terms ‘speak barbarously’

and ‘speaking barbarously’ have to be interpreted as referring to those
who speak bad Greek.

Strabo also notes that SdpBapos and its derivatives bear a nega-
tive connotation, being used originally xara 76 Aoldopov or Aotddpws
‘abusively’ (ibid.). When referring to speakers of a foreign language,
Strabo uses the term érepddwvos (8. 1. 2; 12. 1. 1), which is obvi-
ously more neutral in its connotation. Other terms for ‘speaking a
foreign language’ can be found in the Septuagint. The first of these,
aXdyAwaoos, comes from the apocryphal Book of Baruch, where it
is used to refer to the Babylonians. The context is worth quoting in
full, because it breathes the idea of fdpBapos without actually using
the term (Bar. 4: 15):

(7) émiyayev yap ém’ adrovs éfvos pakpdbev, éfvos dvaidés kai dANSyAwaaor,
oi ovk Hoxtvlnoav mpeafiTny 0vde madiov HAénoav.
For he set on to them a far-off people, a shameless people speaking a

foreign language, who did not respect old people nor have mercy on
children.

The term dAAdyAwooos is also used in the Book of Ezekiel, to-
gether with a remarkable number of other qualifying adjectives
expressing the same idea (Ezek. 3: 5-6):

(8) 7XIW? N27o% MW AR 1IWY 27227 7D Ry DY R XY
D727 YWN"N? WK 1107 723) Mo PRy 021 YN K7
00 mpos Aaov Babiyedov kal Bapdylwocov v éfamoaTédy mpos Tov oikov
700 "Iopan) 0d8e mpos Aaods modods dAAopdvovs 1) dANoyAdaaovs dv odk
arovoy Tods Abyovs adTdv.

No oyon moboppy 0PI R Moy

16 el-‘am ‘iméqé sapa  wé-kibédé lason ‘atta  Saldah

o0 mpos Aaov  Pabiyellov kal Paplydwwoor 6V éamooTély
naTox e

el-bét yisra’el

mpos Tov olkov  Tob lopan

N> omyx om o wobopny 1w WK
lo el-‘ammim  rabbim  ‘imeqé sapa  wé-kibbédé lason  aser

000  wpos Aaods  moAlovs  dAoddvovs 7 dAoyAdegovs v
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yaon x> o3

lo-tisma“ dibréhem

ovk dkovay  Tovs Adyous adTdy

Not to a people of obscure speech and obscure language are you being
sent, but to the house of Israel, not to many peoples of foreign speech
or foreign language nor to those who are difficult in their language,
whose words you cannot understand.

It is interesting to take a look at how the original Hebrew expres-
sions are rendered. In fact the Hebrew text has only two such
expressions: T“D'? 722 kibédé lason and TRW pnY “iméqgé sapa.
UW'? 723 kibédé lason, literally ‘heavy of tongue’, is at first trans-
lated as Bapdylwooos, which is a calque on the Hebrew phrase. In
the second instance, it is translated as dAAéyAwooos. The same trans-
lation technique underlies dAXdpwros, which translates TOW PRy
‘iméqé sapa, literally ‘deep of lip’, i.e. Bafdyeidos.” Codex Vaticanus
(B) reads Babidylwaooos, which would be calqued on '(“D'? PRV ‘imégé
laséon, literally ‘deep of tongue’, obviously a conflation of the two
Hebrew phrases. The use of both dAAdyAwoeoos and dAAS¢pwros is re-
markably free, comparable to Aquila’s use of érepdyAwooos to trans-
late 13 393 nilag lason ‘Bapipwvos’ (Isa. 33: 19) and W2 I5°¢x
‘BapBapos’ (Ps. 113 (114): 1). Both 15_7‘?; nil‘ag and 19 l6°ex are par-
ticiples, of the verbs 15_7'2 la‘ag and T)_?'? la‘az respectively. Both mean
‘barbarisch sprechen’ (Gesenius and Buhl 1915: 388 s.v.).® In fact
15_7'2 la‘ag and T)_?'? la‘az are both onomatopes, probably imitating
the sound of stuttering (as in Jewish Aramaic 1'71'7 laglag ‘stutter’).
The similarity to BapBapil{w is obvious, so instead of érepdyrwooos
Aquila might just as well have chosen BapBapddwros in the sense of
‘speaking a foreign language’.

The concept of BapBapodwria in the sense of ‘foreigner talk’ (i.e.
‘speaking bad Greek’) is well known from Greek literature, but the
available evidence has to be treated with all due reserve. For in-
stance, the Scythian archer-police-slave from Aristophanes’ Thes-
mophoriazusae speaks a kind of literary foreigner talk, the main
function of which is to ‘characterize foreignness’ (Clyne 1994:

7 In Indo-European languages the concept of ‘language’ is most commonly ex-
pressed by words for the tongue, only rarely by words for the lips (Buck 1949: 1260).
The use of yeidos and its derivatives is restricted to the Septuagint and quotations
from the Septuagint in the New Testament. In each case yeilos translates 1DW sapd
‘lip’, as in the passages quoted in (1), (2), and (8).

8 Interestingly, 199 la‘az means ‘foreign (non-Hebrew) language’ in Mlodern Heb-
rew (Baltsan 1992: 215 s.v.).
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1274). It is used, in Strabo’s words, kata 76 AoiBopov.® There are,
however, innumerable texts exhibiting ‘foreigner Greek’ which
were never so intended: semi- or even subliterate letters on pa-
pyrus, public inscriptions, and even texts with literary pretensions.

Contemporary linguists have made every effort to understand the
functioning of language contact and multilingualism, both psycho-
and sociolinguistically (cf. Goebl et al. 1996—7 for an overview with
extensive bibliographies). Traditionally, historical linguists have
always been in the vanguard: ‘Language contact, together with so-
cial, political, and economic factors, has been a popular means of
explaining grammatical change throughout history’ (Harris and
Campbell 1995: 32). The idea of foreign influence as an explana-
tory device has at times been abused, especially in the case of so-
called ‘substrate theories’ like the ‘Pelasgian’ hypothesis of Van
Windekens (1960), but contemporary historical linguists have re-
established language contact as a fundamental and bona fide factor
in linguistic change.™

One of the major problems facing the historical linguist is the lim-
itedness of the data, which is perforce written. Writing takes more
time and more reflection than speaking. More importantly, many
ancient text types are subject to specific stylistic conventions which
hamper the application of modern theories, which are generally
based on spoken language use in a particular sociolinguistic setting
of which all the relevant details are or can be known. Ancient texts
are often deprived of such contextual and situational information.
In other words, it is often very difficult if at all possible to relate the
BapBapodwria of an ancient text to its actual sociolinguistic setting.

For this reason I have decided to contrast two historical Greek
varieties from the perspective of language contact, one ancient and
one modern. The two varieties are complete opposites in almost
every respect. The ancient one is the Septuagint, the collection of
Jewish writings mainly translated from the Hebrew (and in some
cases Aramaic) Scriptures, which also includes some original Greek
pieces. The modern variety is the Cappadocian Greek dialect which

° This is not to say, of course, that ‘foreigner talk’ in Greek literature could not
be genuine. Compare, for instance, Innocente (1998) on the Bapfapodwria of the
Phrygian in Timotheus’ Persae, who is characterized as ‘EAdS’ éumAékwr Aoidde
dwrvd ‘entwining the Greek with the Asiatic language’ (158—9).

* Thomason and Kaufman (1988) 35 ff.; Hock (1991) 380 fI.; Harris and Campbell
(1995) 120 fI.; Hock and Joseph (1996) 367 fI.; Trask (1996) 308 ff.; Crowley (1997)
255 fI.; Lass (1997) 184 ff.; Campbell (1998) 57 fI., 299 fI.; Sihler (2000) 176 ff.
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used to be spoken in central Asia Minor until the population ex-
change between Greece and Turkey following the Treaty of Lau-
sanne in 1923. In the next sections a brief description of both
varieties will be presented.

2. The Septuagint

According to the letter of Aristeas to Philocrates, Ptolemy II Phil-
adelphus commissioned a translation of the Jewish ‘Law’ (Hebrew
1790 téra) to be included in the royal library on the initiative of
Demetrius of Phaleron, who justified his request as follows (Aris-
teas 30):""

(9) Tobvéuov T Tovdalwy BifAia ovv érépois SAiyois Tioly dmodelmer Tvyyxdvel

yap €Bpaikois ypdupact xal pwvi Aeydueva, dueléoTepov 8¢ wal odk ws
vmdpyet oeofuavrar, kalws $mo Tav eldéTwy Tpocavadéperar.
The books of the Law of the Jews together with some few others are
absent from the library; they are written in Hebrew characters and
language and have been carelessly interpreted, and do not represent
the original according to those who know.

The use of Aéyw is somewhat odd in this context, as one would
have expected yeypapuéva instead of Aeydueva (Aristeas 3)."* The
same verb is used in Ptolemy’s letter to Eleazar, the high priest of
Jerusalem (Aristeas 38):

(10) mponpriueda Tov véuov Sumv pebepunvevbivar ypdupacw éAAnrucots éx Tov
mapd Sudv Aeyouévwv €Bpaikadv ypapuudrwy.
We have determined that your Law be translated in the Greek lan-
guage from the Hebrew language which is used by you.

What are we to make of this? The Law was written in Hebrew,
but this was not the kind of Hebrew the Jewish scholars would
have spoken. Biblical Hebrew was a ‘compromise literary language’
(Saenz-Badillos 1993: 112), which was never actually spoken. It is
now generally agreed that in the Second Temple period, i.e. after
the return from the Babylonian exile (538 Bc) until the destruction
of the Temple by the Romans (AD 70), a very different kind of

' A very similar version of the story is given by Josephus (47 12. 2. 1 ff.).

2 Cf. Luke 23: 38 (R™ A C* D W 0O (¥) o250 f*"3 (33) M), but compare ypdupuact
Aéyov 7dade (Thuc. 6. 54. 77), which is said of an inscription.
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Hebrew was used in Jerusalem and Judaea. When Alexander gained
control over the Near East following the battle near Issus (333 BC),
this variety of Hebrew became the language of instruction of the
Pharisees and the rabbis, from which it took its name, viz. Rabbinic
Hebrew."® This fits in rather well with the following remark by
Demetrius (Aristeas 11):

(11) épunrelas mpoadeirar yapaxTipot yap diots kara v lovdalav ypdvrar,

kaldmep Alydmrior 1) T ypappdtwy Oécet, kabo kal pwviy idiav éxovow.
vmodaufBdvovrar cupakxy xpnobar 76 8 odk éoTw, AAN’ €Tepos Tpdmos.
It needs to be translated, for in the country of the Jews they use a
peculiar alphabet, just as the Egyptians have a special form of letters,
and speak a peculiar language. They are supposed to use Syriac, but
this is not the case, it is quite different.

‘Syriac’ is not to be confused with the Edessan dialect of Aramaic of
the same name which became the literary language of the Christian
Church in the Near East."* Geographical names and their deriva-
tives were often confused in antiquity.’ Zvpiaky is here used in
the sense of ‘Aramaic’ (Saenz-Badillos 1993: 2 n. 6), which became
the language of the Galilean and Samaritan Jews and the Near
Eastern lingua franca in the Second Temple period.'® Apparently,
Demetrius knew that Aramaic was the most widely used language
among the Palestinian Jews, but was unfamiliar with biblical and
Rabbinic Hebrew, even though he realized that both were related
to one another and at the same time ‘quite different’ from Aramaic.
The story of Aristeas goes on to say that the LLaw was translated
in seventy-two days by seventy-two Jewish scholars from Jerusa-
lem (Aristeas 50, 307). The translators worked independently, but
afterwards their translations were compared (Aristeas 302):

S v , - e e .

(12) of 8¢ émeTédovy €kaoTa clupwva mowolvTes mpos €avtovs Tais avriBolals:
70 8¢ éx Ths cvpdwrias ywduevov mpemdvTws dvaypadis oUTws érdyyave
mapd Tob Anyuntplov.

13 Cf. Saenz-Badillos (1993) 112—13, 161 fI.; Elwolde (1994) 1536.

'+ Cf. Beyer (1994) 46; Brock (1994a) 541.

5 A telling example is the use of éBpals SidAexTos in the sense of ‘Aramaic language’
(Acts 21: 40; 22: 2; 26: 14).

0 Cf. Saenz-Badillos (1993) 167 ff., esp. 170—1; Sokoloff (1994) 1815. The im-
portance of Aramaic as a lingua franca is borne out by the Aramaic parts of the
Bible. Aramaic is the language used by the astrologers to address the Babylonian
king Nebuchadnezzar (Dan. 2: 4 f.), and correspondence with the Persian king Ar-
taxerxes is maintained in Aramaic as well. The Hebrew term for Aramaic is N°RIR
’aramit, which is translated as ovpior{in the LXX.
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And they set to work, comparing their several results and making
them agree, and whatever they agreed upon was suitably copied out
under the direction of Demetrius.

In most ancient Greek manuscripts the translation is described
as the version kara tovs éBSounkovra ‘according to the Seventy’
(Swete 1914 10), whence it has come to be known as Septuaginta
(LXX). The historicity of the letter of Aristeas is seriously ques-
tioned, even though it may have a historical basis.'” Thackeray, for
instance, takes the view that ‘the Aristeas story may so far be cred-
ited that the Law or the greater part of it was translated en bloc, as
a single undertaking in the third century B.c.’ (1909: 13)."® Since
the Law comprises the first five redyy ‘books’ (Aristeas 310) of the
Hebrew Scriptures, Origen (¢c.AD 184—255) called this part of the
LXX ﬂeVTo'.Tevxos ‘Pentateuch’ (PG 14. 44).

The raison d’étre of the LXX may well exceed Ptolemy’s (and
Demetrius’) bibliophily. According to Josephus, Alexander the
Great assigned a place to Jewish colonists in the newly founded
Alexandria (332 BC), even admitting them to full citizenship (cf.
Aristeas 36—7)." This was the beginning of the éiaomopa 7dv ‘EA-
Mpwv or ‘Greek dispersion’ (John 7: 35). The term EAAyy 1s used
here in the sense of ‘EAyioris ‘Greek-speaking Jew’ (Acts 6: 1),
for which it is sometimes substituted.*® As a matter of fact, al-
though the ‘EAAyvioral retained their religion and their loyalty to
national institutions, they must have shifted to Greek fairly soon
after their settlement. As Swete puts it: ‘In Alexandria a knowledge
of Greek was not a mere luxury but a necessity of common life. If
it was not required by the State as a condition of citizenship, yet
self-interest compelled the inhabitants of a Greek capital to acquire
the language of the markets and the Court’ (1914: 9). Swete esti-
mates that ‘a generation or two may have sufficed to accustom the
Alexandrian Jews to the use of the Greek tongue’ (ibid.). In fact it
may have taken them even less.?" Contemporary research has shown
that one generation suffices to shift from one language to another:
‘Die Herkunftssprache ist hdufig weder die am besten beherrschte
noch die am meisten verwendete Sprache der Angehérigen von G2
[Generation 2]’ (LLiidi 1996b: 323). There was then an obvious need

7 Cf. Swete (1914) 15 ff. 8 Pace Swete (1914) 290.
1 Jos. A¥ 19. 5. 2; Ap. 2. 4; Bf 2. 18. 7.
2 Acts 9: 29 A 424 pc; 11: 20 P’* R? A D*, *' Cf. Thackeray (1909) 28.
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for a translation of the Scriptures for all the ‘EAAgvioral who could
not read the original Hebrew.**

The letter of Aristeas suggests that the translation of the Penta-
teuch was carried out very carefully, since the seventy-two versions
were all compared and harmonized. The result was not necessarily
well received in antiquity.?? Isidorus of Pelusium (d. ¢.AD 435) uses
the terms BapBapdpwvos and BapBapilw, both clearly in the sense of
‘speaking bad Greek’, to describe what pagan purists thought of
the language of the Greek Scriptures (PG 78. 1080—1). Theodoret
(c.AD 393—466) says that even Jewish names were ‘ridiculed’ as be-
ing PBapPapos (PG 83. 945). His use of the verb kwpwdéw shows
that BdpBapos was definitely intended kara 76 doiSopov. The Church
Fathers, however, tried to make a virtue of necessity. Basil of Cae-
sarea (¢.AD 330—79), for instance, concedes that the prophets con-
versed éx 775 BapBdpov dpwrijs (PG 32. 1084). That he used BdpBapos
in the sense of ‘bad Greek’ is shown by what follows: 7a wap’ éxelvawr
POeyyduela, vodv pev aAnby, Aééw 8¢ apaby ‘we preach their words,
true in spirit, but poor in style’ (ibid.). The message is clear: it
is the vods that counts, not the Aééis. Isidorus has the following
explanation to offer (PG 78. 1124-5):

(13) 8w xai T Qelav alridvrar ypadny wiy 70 TEPLTTG Kal KEKAAAWTLOUEVW
, / Ay A - sa v C
xpwpémy Ayw, aAa 17¢ Tamewd kal meld . . . 6 6 kal 1 ypadn T
g NI o A . o \
aMbewar meld Adyw Npuivevoer, va kal BidTar kai codol kal waides Kal
yvvaikes pdboev.

For this reason they blame the Holy Scripture for not making use
of elaborate and ornamental language, but instead employing a lowly
and pedestrian style . . . so for this reason the Scripture expounds the
truth in ordinary language, so that ordinary as well as wise men as
well as children as well as women might understand.

The same line of reasoning can be found in Theodoret (PG 83.
1008—9), who elsewhere speaks of BapBapddpwvor dvlpwmor Ty €A-
Arikny edydoTriov veviknkdres ‘men speaking bad Greek who have

** Cf. Thackeray (1909) 28; Swete (1914) 8—9; Tabachowitz (1956) 7; Sevenster
(1968) 84; Olofsson (1990) 33. This is also suggested by Ptolemy’s justification of
the translation in his letter to Eleazar: Bovlouévwr 8” judv kai Tovrows yapleofar kal
mdou Tois kata T olkovuévny "Tovdalois kal Tois perémeira ‘since I am anxious to show
my gratitude to these men [sc. the Alexandrian Jews] and to the Jews throughout
the world and to the generations yet to come’ (Aristeas 38).

*3 Discussions over the quality of Biblical Greek focused especially on the lan-
guage of the New Testament (Norden 1909: 512 ff.; Vergote 1938: 1321 fI.; Voelz
1984: 895 fI.)
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overcome the Greek eloquence’ (PG 83. 946). That BapBapdpwvosis
here used in the sense of ‘speaking bad Greek’ follows from his use
in the same sentence of the term colowkiouds ‘solecism’, which is es-
sentialy synonymous with BapBapionds.** However, it soon became
evident that the BapBapodwria of the Greek Scriptures was related
to the dAodwria, specifically the diydwooia, of its authors. Jerome
(c.AD 345—419), for instance, emphasizes the fact that the Apostle
Paul was Hebraeus ex Hebraeis et qui esset in uernaculo sermone do-
ctissitmus, ‘a Hebrew from among the Hebrews and who was also
very learned in the colloquial [sc. Greek] language’ (PL 26. 455).

This is not the place to discuss the ensuing controversy between
the so-called ‘Hebraists’, who thought the Greek Scriptures were
riddled with Hebraisms (or, generally, Semitisms), and the ‘purists’,
who thought they approached the ideal of Classical Attic.*’ Suffice
it to say that since Deissmann’s Bibelstudien (1895—7) the language
of the Greek Scriptures is generally considered to be representative
of the kow1), 1.e. of the Egyptian xow1 in the case of the LXX specif-
ically the Pentateuch (Swete 1914: 20), and of the Syro-Palestinian
xow] in the case of the New Testament.?® It should be noted that in
each case we are talking about written, not spoken, language, even
though the use of expressions such as 7welos Adyos and uernaculus
sermo suggest, that already in antiquity it was felt to be closer to the
colloquial than to the literary xow1 of the time.

The language of the Pentateuch is, perhaps somewhat surpris-
ingly, qualified as ‘good xow? Greek’ by Thackeray (1909: 13). He
concedes that ‘the XX, being a translation, has naturally a Semitic
colouring’ (1909: 16). A similar statement is made by Moulton:
“The LXX was in “translation Greek”, its syntax determined per-
petually by that of the original Hebrew’ (1908: 2). But what ex-
actly is translation Greek? Josephus wrote an Aramaic version of
his Fewish War before translating it into Greek,?” but no one has
ever accused him of perpetrating translation Greek.?® In fact, in

** Phld. RA. 1. 159 (cf. Plut. Mor. 731—2; Luc. Vit. Auct. 23). It is worthy of
note, however, that Apollonius Dyscolus explicitly distinguishes BapBapiouds ‘in-
correctness in the use of words’ from colowiopds ‘incorrectness in the construction
of sentences’ (Synt. 198. 8).

5 Cf. Vergote (1938) 1323—3; Voelz (1984) 897 fi.

26 The fact that the language of the Alexandrian Pentateuch has been identified
as belonging to the Egyptian and not to the Syro-Palestinian xowy disproves the
account given in the letter of Aristeas, viz. that the translation was carried out by

Palestinian Jews from Jerusalem (Swete 1914: 20).
*7 Jos. B 1. 3; Ap. 1. 50. 28 Cf. Moulton and T'urner (1963) 8.
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rendering Old Testament narratives in his Jewish Antiquities, Jose-
phus has actually ‘rewritten each passage, has not only modified the
vocabulary, but revolutionised the style’ (Swete 1914:299). Rife de-
fines translation Greek as ‘the mechanical rendering of each single
word in the order in which it occurs in the original’ (1933: 245).
In modern translation studies this technique is termed ‘word-for-
word translation’ (Delisle, Lee-Jahnke, and Cormier 1999: 200).
In the LXX it sometimes produces what Thackeray calls ‘literal or
unintelligent versions’ (1909: 13). Even though Thackeray qualifies
the Pentateuch not as ‘literal’ but rather as ‘good kouw Greek’, it is
still unmistakably a word-for-word translation.

In fact, the LXX has become the classic example of this trans-
lation technique, which may be typical of religious translations in
general.?® The fact that the Hebrew Scriptures should have been
allowed to be translated in the first place is not at all unremarkable,
particularly in the case of the Pentateuch. For one thing, any trans-
lation risks distorting the original text, as the grandson of Ben Sira
realized when he undertook the Greek translation of his grandfa-
ther’s book Qoheleth (Sir. Prol. 20 f1.):

(14) od yap looduvauel avra év éavrois éBpaiori Aeydueva kal étav meraxdi

els érépav yAdooav: ob udvov 8é TadTa, dAda kal adTos 6 véuos kal al
mpodnTeiar kal Ta Aovma T BiffAlwy ol pukpav éxer Ty Swadopav v éavtois
Aeydueva.
For that which is said in Hebrew in the original is not the same when
it is converted into another language; and not just with this book, but
also with the Law itself and the Prophets and the other books does it
make no small difference when they are read in the original.

For another, the Jewish Law was sacrosanct. According to tradition,
the Law that was given to Moses on Sinai by God consisted of the
Oral Law and the Written Law (Exod. 21. 1 ff.). The latter was
written on two stone tablets, the so-called mAdkes 700 paprvplov
‘tablets of the testimony’ (NIY7 NAY? liwhit ha‘édit Exod. 31: 18)
or mA\dres iis Sabikns ‘tablets of the covenant’ (N*327 NN lihat
habbérit, Deut. 9: 9). The tablets were said to be written by God
himself (Exod. 32: 16):3°

(15) .NAPA7%Y NI K37 Q7R 2R3M 20T W90 0P Ay N

? Cf. Neubert (1996—7) 915.

3° When Ptolemy asks Demetrius why no one had ever undertaken a translation
of the Hebrew Scriptures, Demetrius replies: wa 76 ceuviy elvar mjv vopobesiav kal
Std. Beod yeyovévar ‘because the Law is sacred and of divine origin’ (Aristeas 313).
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kal al mAdkes épyov Beod foav, kal 1) ypadn ypadn feod éoTw kexolapuuérn

é&v Tais mhally.

nibm noyn DX mon anonm 2n3m

we-hal-lithot ~ ma‘asé  ’élohim  hemma  wé-ham-miktab — miktab
kal al mAdkes épyov feod noav Kal 1 ypady ypadmn
DR NI M nhYaYy

élohim — hit hariit ‘al-hal-lihot

Oeod éoTw  kekoMapéry & Tais mAdlw

And the tablets were the work of God, and the writing was the writing
of God, engraved on the tablets.

Surely, if the Law was written in God’s own words, it should not
be translated as a matter of principle.?” This explains why Eleazar
thought Ptolemy’s request was wapa ¢vow ‘against the regular order
of nature’ (Aristeas 44). He nevertheless consented and even wished
Ptolemy good luck: yévnral oot cupdepdvrws kal pera dodalelas 1 700
aylov véuov petaypadi ‘may the translation of the Holy Law prove
advantageous to you and successful’ (Aristeas 45). And succesful it
was. After the translation was completed, Demetrius read it to the
Jewish community, who thought it was doios ‘hallowed, sanctioned
by God’ (Aristeas 310). Philo Judaeus (first century AD), a leading
and highly influential exegete and expositor of the Pentateuch, re-
lied altogether on the LXX, which he claimed had been divinely
inspired (Moys. 2. 37).3*> Major evidence of the sacred status of
the LXX comes from the New Testament: ‘alle neutestamentliche
Schriften [gehen] mit ihren Schriftzitaten von der Septuaginta . . .
und nicht vom hebriischen Urtext [aus]’ (Aland and Aland 1982:
61). An idea of the extent of these quotations can be gathered by
looking at the list of loci citati vel allegati ex Vetere Testamento in
recent editions of Nestle, Nestle, and Aland’s Nowvum Testamen-
tum Graece (appendix IV). It stands to reason to assume that the
synagogue called ABeprivwr ‘of the Freedmen’ (Acts 6: 9), which
included Alexandrian Jews, used the LXX] as did the ‘EAAgvioral
to whom the New Testament epistles were addressed.??® Finally,

3t Even today, Jewish boys are called up to the reading of the Law in Biblical
Hebrew at their bar mitzvah. Another parallel comes from Islam, where the Koran
is still read in Classical Arabic, even in countries where Arabic is not spoken.

3* Tabachowitz is of the opinion that Philo’s exposition of the Pentateuch shows
‘dass er jedem Worte der griechischen Ubersetzung religidsen Wert beimisst’ (1956:
9; cf. Swete 1914: 29). 33 Cf. Swete (1914) 29.
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it is worthy of note that copies of the LXX were found at Qum-
ran.*

According to the story of Aristeas, the translation was done kaAds
kal 60iws . . . kal kata mdv axpBas ‘excellently and sacredly . . . and
in every respect accurately’ (Aristeas 310), as opposed to previous
attempts, which were considered dueXéarepov ‘less careful’ (Aristeas
30) and émopaléorepor ‘rather dubious’ (Aristeas 314). For a trans-
lation of the Scriptures to be dotos, it would have to be as literal
as possible, in accordance with the locodvvauia principle referred to
in the prologue to Siracides quoted above (14). In other words,
it would have to be a strongly source-oriented translation. One
requirement would be that it be a mechanical or word-for-word
translation as defined above, which would be in accordance with
God’s instruction to Moses not to change anything in the wording
of the Law (Deut. 4: 2):

(16) .31 I¥730 K27 DINR 71387 "I WK 127777V 100N KY

, , N Py - s a s
o0 mpoathjoere mpos 7o piua, 6 éyw évréNopar Vuiv, kal ovk dpeleite dm

adTod.

X7 IDOh 123077y WK R I

16 tosipi ‘al-had-dabar  ’aser ’anoki meésawwéh
o0  mpocbijceTe mpds T pripa 6 éyw &réopat
ale]gh N‘?'l wnIn gblols}

eté-kem  we-16 tigre it mimmen-nii

MY kal o0k dgeleite  dm’ adToD

You shall not add to the word which I command you, and you shall
not subtract from it.

After the translation of the Pentateuch was read to the Jewish
community and judged ‘excellent and sacred . . . and in every
respect accurate’, it was decided that it should remain odrws éyovra
‘as it was’ (Aristeas 310). In similar words the Alexandrian Jews
asked Demetrius to pronounce a curse (Aristeas 311):

(17) e mis 8 , feis 7 / S tvolor 76 ,
17) €l 7is Swaokevdoel mpooTlels 7 petadépwr TL 76 glvodov TGV yeypauuévawr
7 mooduevos dpaipeow.

If anyone should make any alteration either by adding anything or
transposing in any way any of the words which had been written or
making any omission.

3 Cf. Moulton and Turner (1963) 8.
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The use of peradépw suggests a word-for-word translation, which
was adhered to as strictly as possible, as is shown by the superpo-
sition of the Hebrew and Greek versions in the passages quoted
so far. Rife sums up ‘some of the commonest fixities of Semitic
word-order’ (1933: 247): articles are never separated from their
noun; adjectives, demonstratives, and genitives always follow their
noun; direct, personal, pronominal objects always follow their gov-
erning verb. Rife also states that ‘the usual Hebrew prose order
is VSO’ (1933: 250) and concludes that ‘All the LXX books with
Massoretic texts showed their character plainly by this test’ (1933:
251). A quick glance at the passages quoted so far shows that VSO
is regular if S and O are nominal, not if they are pronominal. It
is only in this sense that VSO is, typologically, the basic Biblical
Hebrew word order.3®

Another requirement for a literal translation would be that it be
‘calqued’. ‘Calqued translation’ is a technique whereby ‘the trans-
lator transfers the elements of the source text to the target text
in such a way as to reproduce their semantic, etymological, and
temporal aspects’ (Delisle, Lee-Jahnke, and Cormier 1999: 123).
The last passage quoted (16) offers two instances of ‘calqued trans-
lation’, viz. mpoori{Onu mpds (‘75_7 N0 yasap ‘al) and aparpéopar amd
(1 ¥73 gara“ min) used absolutely in a negative context.’* An even
more extreme case of calqued translation can be found in the first
passage quoted (1), which is quite unidiomatic according to Clas-
sical Attic standards. Thackeray notes that ‘there are well-marked
limits to the literalism of the Pentateuch translators’, but observes
‘a growing reverence for the letter of the Hebrew’ in the later books
(1909: 30).

This is not the place to discuss every aspect of the translation
technique of the LXX, for which the reader is referred to Brock,
Frisch, and Jellicoe (1973), Tov (1982), Olofsson (1990), and Dog-
niez (1995). Three illustrative case studies will be discussed in
Section 4.

35 Cf. Gesenius and Kautzsch (1909) 477; Hetzron (1987) 702; Jotion and Muraoka
(1996) 579—80. In this context it may be noted that the position of adjectives,
demonstratives and genitives vis-a-vis the noun is a typological correlate of VSO
word order (Greenberg 1963b: 85—-6; Comrie 1989: 95 fI.).

3¢ Cf. Helbing (1928) 43—4, 300—1.
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3. Cappadocian

Cappadocian is a Modern Greek dialect cluster which was spoken in
central Asia Minor until the population exchange between Greece
and Turkey following the Treaty of Lausanne in 1923. Strabo, a na-
tive of Asia Minor, defines the geographical situation of Cappadocia
as follows (12. 1. 1):

(18) oi & olv Sudylwrror ndAioTd elow of dpopilduevor mpos TOV véTOV eV

76 Kiikiw deyouévew Tadpw, mpos éw 8¢ 117 Appevia kai 1 Kolxide
kal Tois perald érepoyldrrows €bveot, mpos dprTov 8¢ 7H Edfelvew uéxpu
T éxPoddv Tob ANvos, mpos dvow 8¢ 7o Te v Iladlaydvwy ébver ral
Tadatév Tav Ty Ppuylav émownodvrwv uéxpt Avkadvawv kal KiXikwv Tov
v Tpaxeiar Kiliklav veuouévawr.
And the inhabitants who speak the same language are, generally
speaking, those who are bounded on the south by the so-called Cili-
cian Taurus, and on the east by Armenia and Colchis and by the
intervening peoples who speak different languages, and on the north
by the Euxine as far as the outlets of the Halys, and on the west both
by the tribe of the Paphlagonians and by those Galatians who settled
in Phrygia and extended as far as the Liycaonians and those Cilicians
who occupy Cilicia Tracheia.

The term érepdylwrros suggests that Cappadocia was a multi-
lingual region, which indeed it was. In the nineteenth century BC
Assyrian traders founded colonies in Cappadocia, on which indige-
nous rulers from Kiiltepe and other principalities imposed levies.3?
However, the Assyrians were not the only ones to leave linguis-
tic traces. The so-called ‘Cappadocian tablets’, Assyrian business
letters from an archive excavated at Kani$ near Kiiltepe, contain
many names which shed new light on the ethnic relations in Cap-
padocia in the middle Bronze Age (c.2000—1700 BC).3®* Among the
non-Assyrian names we find indigenous Hatti and Hurrians as well
as Luwians and Hittites.? The latter dominated Cappadocia from
their capital Hattusa (Bogazko6y) in the late Bronze Age (c.1700—
1200 BC).*® After the fall of the Hittite empire (¢.1000 Bc), Cap-
padocia was invaded by Phrygians, Cimmerians, and Persians in
turn.*

37 Cf. Goetze (1957) 67 fI.; Orlin (1970) 73 fI.

3 Cf. Goetze (1957) 68—9; Orlin (1970) 184 fI.; Tischler (1995) 395 ff.

39 Cf. Goetze (1957) 45 ff.; Tischler (1995) 362; Alp (1997) 38 ff.

4 Cf. Goetze (1957) 82 ff. + Cf. Goetze (1957) 200 fI.
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After the Persian conquest, Cappadocia was divided into two
satrapies, which became kingdoms under the Seleucids:** the north-
ern kingdom was named Kanmadokia mpos 7o Ilévrw ‘Cappadocia
Pontica’ or simply I1évros ‘Pontus’, whereas the southern kingdom
was named Kanmadoxio mpos 7¢ Tavpw ‘Cappadocia near Taurus’,
7 peydny Karmadoria ‘Magna Cappadocia’, or simply Kamrmadoxia
(Strabo 12. 1. 4), after the name of the former eighth Persian
satrapy, Katpatuka, the etymology of which is unknown.** The an-
cestral name of the Cappadocian kings was Ariarathes, an Iranian
name.** [t originated with the Persian satrap Ariarathes I, who re-
fused to submit to Alexander the Great and was killed by Perdiccas
(¢.322 BC). The first king of Cappadocia was Ariarathes 111 (c.255—
220), who married Stratonice, daughter of Antiochus I1 (Strabo 12.
1. 2). The Cappadocian kings were all philhellenes, as can be gath-
ered from their adoption of Greek surnames, e.g. Ariarathes IV
Eusebes (c.220-163), who married Antiochis, daughter of Anti-
ochus III, and fought for Antiochus against Rome in the battle
of Magnesia (190 Bc). His son Ariarathes V Eusebes Philopator
(c.163—130) was undoubtedly the most Hellenized of his family. In
the words of the great Mommsen: ‘Durch ithn drang [die helleni-
sche Bildung] ein in das bis dahin fast barbarische Kappadokien’
(1874: 11. 55—emphasis added).

It stands to reason to assume that the Hellenization of the in-
digenous population of Cappadocia was accelerated by the philhel-
lenism of their kings,* and reinforced by the Roman annexation
(AD 17), of which Strabo says (12. 4. 6):

(19) &b’ dv 167 kai Tas duarékTous kal Td dvduata dmofeflikacw ol wAeioToL.

Under their reign most of the peoples had already lost both their
languages and their names.

Although Strabo is referring to Bithynia, his remark would have
applied to all of Asia Minor, as emerges from Jerome’s observation
sermone graeco, quo omnis oriens loquitur ‘the Greek language, which
the entire East speaks’ (PL. 26. 382). Thumb has this to say on the
matter: ‘Von allen nichtgriechischen Lindern ist am grindlichsten

4 Cf. Frye (1984) 87 ff.; Weiskopf (1989—90) 780 ff.

4 Cf. Bartholomae (1904) 434. Tischler (1977: 72) argues for an Anatolian (Hit-
tite) origin of the name. For discussion of the ancient sources cf. Franck (1966) 5 fI.;
Schmitt (1976—80) 399—400.

+ Cf. Robert (1963) 519; Weiskopf (1989—9o) 782 fT.

+ Cf. Weiskopf (1989—9o) 784.
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Kleinasien hellenisiert worden . . . Die ungeheure Masse griechis-
cher Inschriften, die auf dem ganzen Gebiet sich finden . . . zeigt,
dass Kleinasien mindestens in der romischen Kaiserzeit ein ganz
griechisches Land mit griechischer Cultur gewesen ist’ (19o1: 102—
3).*® However, Thumb’s observation needs some qualification: the
Hellenization of Asia Minor proceeded at a slower rate in the rural
areas than in the cities, which were formed after the Greek model.*’
The slower rate of the Hellenization of rural Asia Minor 1s reflected
in the maintenance of a number of indigenous languages in the first
centuries AD. A number of these are referred to in the story of
the glossolalia of the Apostles, who began to ‘speak in tongues’, so
everyone could hear them in their own language (Acts 2. 8 ff.):

(20) s fueis drovouer €kaoTos 1 Ola dalékTw Hudv v 7 éyeribnuer . . .
ITdpBor kai Mpdor kai *Edapirar kal of katoucoivres mjv Meoomoraulav,
Tovdaiav Te kal Kammadoriav, Ildvrov kal myv Aociav, Ppvyilav e ral
Happvdiav, Atyvmrov kai Ta puépn mijs ABdns mis kara Kvprvmr, kal of
émdnpoivres ‘Pwpaiot, lovdaiol Te rkal mpooidvror, Kpfites kai Apafes,
drovouer AadobvTwy adTdv Tais juerépais yAdoows Ta peyaleio Tob feod.
How is that each of us hears them in his own native language? Parthi-
ans, Medes, and Elamites, and those who live in Mesopotamia, Judaea,
and Cappadocia, Pontus and Asia, Phrygia and Pamphylia, Egypt and
the parts of Libya near Cyrene, and Romans staying here, Jews and
proselytes, Cretans and Arabs—we hear them declaring the miracles
of God in our own tongues.

What is interesting about the éfvy ‘nations’ (Acts 2: 5) men-
tioned here is that most of them are known to be bilingual in the
first century AD, speaking either Greek or Aramaic as a second lan-
guage (as opposed to their ‘own native language’). Would Persian,
Mesopotamian, Judaean, and even Arabian (Nabataean?) Jews not
be able to understand Galilean Jews speaking Aramaic?** And what
of the ‘native languages’ of the Jews from Cyrene and Egypt and
those from ‘Asia’?*° Would they not have spoken Greek? According
to Clearchus of Soli (fourth—third centuries BC), a pupil of Aristotle,
the latter said of Hyperochides, an Asia Minor Jew: ‘EX\nvixcos 7y
00 11 SaAéxTw pévov, dAda kai 1 Yuxn ‘he was a Greek, not only
in his language, but in his spirit as well’ (Clearch. fr. 6).5° Would

46 Cf. Holl (1908) 240; Vryonis (1971) 42; Bubenik (1989) 277.

+7 Cf. Jones (1940) 4o fI., 289 fI.; Vryonis (1971) 44—5; Brixhe (1987a) 11.
4 Cf. Schmitt (1980) 196 fF.

+ Cf. Neumann (1980) 172; Liiddeckens (1980) 247; Rossler (1980) 273.
5° Quoted by Josephus (4p. 1. 22; cf. Euseb. PE 9. 5).
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the Greek spoken in these regions have been very different from
the Greek spoken in Palestine? Not to mention the Greek of the
Cretans and Pamphylians, who may have spoken a distinct variety
of Greek, but Greek nevertheless.>’

And what about the other é0vn from Asia Minor: the Phrygians,
Pontians, and Cappadocians? The Neo-Phrygian corpus from the
first centuries AD comprises barely 114 inscriptions, 63 of which are
bilingual (Brixhe 19995b: 292), which indicates that Phrygian was a
language that was still in use, but under heavy Greek pressure.>
There is evidence, however, that Phrygian continued to be spoken
until the fifth century. According to Socrates Scholasticus (fifth
century AD), there was a Gothic bishop by the name of Selinas who
lived in Asia Minor in the fifth century (PG 67. 648):

(21) I'érlos pev v éx marpds, Ppvé 8¢ kara unrépa, kal dua TovTo dudoTépats
- , ¢ g s Y
Tais StadékTols €Tolpws Kata T ékkAnciav €didacke.

He was Gothic from his father, but Phrygian through his mother, and
because of this he taught readily in both languages in church.

From the expression dugorépais Tais dtalékrois it might be deduced
that Selinas was bilingual. In fact, he may even have been trilingual.
Sozomen (fifth century AD), apparently relying on Socrates,*3 omits
the reference to Selinas’ Phrygian mother, but instead mentions his
ability to preach in both Gothic and Greek (PG 67. 1468):

(22) 0V pdvov katd Ty mdTpiov adTAY dwmiv, dAa kal Ty ‘EAMjvawr.

Not only in their native language, but also in that of the Greeks.

Vryonis (1971: 46—7), however, takes the view that @pd¢ in (21) is
a geographical reference indicating that Selinas’ mother was from
the district of Phrygia, where the Goths had settled in the fourth
century.’* According to Vryonis, Selinas’ ability to speak Greek
indicates that the Phrygians had been ‘Hellenized in their speech’
(1971: 47). His conclusion is based on the fact that Phrygia was
in later times called I'orfoypaikia, not I'othodpvyia, just as Galatia
was called I'aAdoypaikia because ‘at an earlier period the Celts had
been similarly Hellenized’ (ibid.). However, the name Nadoypaikia
(Strabo 12. 5. 1) was given to Galatia because I'aAari{a could be used

5t Cf. Bubenik (1989) 172, 230, 240.

52 Cf. Thumb (1901) 103; Dawkins (1916) 2; Vryonis (1971) 47-8; Neumann
(1980) 174 fI.; Bubenik (1989) 277.

53 Cf. Holl (1908) 248; Vryonis (1971) 47. 5+ Cf. Holl (1908) 249.
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to refer to Gallia as well as Galatia.>® It is quite conceivable that
TI'orBoypaikia was used to distinguish the country of the Ostrogoths
from that of the Visigoths. Whatever one chooses to make of all
this, it is in any case indisputable that as late as the fifth century Ap
Gothic was still spoken in Asia Minor, as was Galatian according
to Jerome (PL 26. 382).5¢

The story of Selinas and the Neo-Phrygian corpus show that
the Hellenization of the indigenous and exogenous peoples pro-
voked widespread bilingualism and eventually language death in
Asia Minor. Another example comes from a language which has al-
ready been mentioned, viz. Carian, an Anatolian language related to
Hittite.5” It will be recalled that Strabo uses the term BapBapddwvos
to refer to the ‘bad Greek’ of the Carians. He even considers Carian
to be a mixed language: mAeloTa éAAprika dvéuata éyel kaTapeptypuéva
‘it has very many Greek words mixed up with it’ (14. 2. 28). The
reason why the Greek of the Carians was considered bad was that
it was infested with Carian: 10 BapBapddwvov én’ éxelvwy mukvov By
‘the ‘barbarous element’ in their language [sc. Greek] was strong’
(ibid.). The verb kap{{w1is therefore to be taken in the sense of ‘speak
Greek like a Carian’ according to Strabo, just as codowk{{w means
‘speak Greek like a Solian’ (ibid.). All this indicates widespread
bilingualism among the Carians, an image which is confirmed by
Thucydides’ Kap {yAwr7os ‘bilingual Carian’ (8. 85).

The fact that with the exception of Neo-Phrygian most languages
have left very meagre, if any, remains at all testifies to the cultural
superiority of the Greek language and civilization. The Galatian
tribes and their leaders described by Strabo (12. 5. 1 ff.), for in-
stance, all carry Celtic names, but the garrison of the Trocmi called
Taotior “Tavium’ had a colossal bronze statue of Zeus (12. 5. 2).5°
And when Paul healed a lame man in Lystra, the people starting
talking Avkaovior{ ‘Liycaonian’, but they called Paul Hermes and
Barnabas Zeus, whose temple was just outside the city (Acts 14:

55 Cf. Bauer, Aland, and Alan (1988) 301. In the second epistle to Timothy, IaAXla
is found as a variant reading for I'adari{a in a number of manuscripts (4: 10 X C 81.
104. 326 pc vg*™™ sa bo®; Eus Epiph).

5% Cf. Holl (1908) 248—9; Weisgerber (1931) 151 ff.; Jones (1940) 290; Mitchell
(1993) s0-1.

57 Cf. Neumann (1980) 172.

5% The emporium of Pessinus, on the other hand, had a temple of the indigenous
mother goddess Cybele, called Agdistis by the Galatians (Strabo 12. 5. 2).
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11 ff.). Lycaonian is another indigenous language to have survived
until the sixth century Ap.>°

The only indigenous language not discussed so far is the native
language of Cappadocia mentioned in the passages quoted in (18)
and (20). Cappadocian Jews are mentioned in Peter’s first epistle,
which is addressed to the éxAexrois mapemidruos Sraomopas Iévrov,
Fa/\aﬂ/as, Kaﬂ'rraBom/as, Aoclas kat Bilbuvvias ‘elected strangers of the
dispersion of Pontus, Galatia, Cappadocia, Asia, and Bithynia’ (1
Pet. 1: 1). The fact that the letter was written in Greek again tes-
tifies to the widespread bilingualism in Asia Minor. The use of
mapemidnuos ‘(fiir kurze Zeit) an einem fremden Ort weilend, sich
als Fremdling aufhaltend’ (Bauer, Aland, and Aland 1988: 1264)
is inconsistent with the use of katowcéw in the passage quoted in
(20), where it was suggested that the Cappadocian Jews spoke their
‘native language’. Unfortunately, we have no idea what the indige-
nous language of Cappadocia might have been like. That it must
have been a foreign language from the Greek point of view can
be inferred from some remarks made by the Cappadocian Church
Fathers. Gregory of Nyssa (¢c.AD 330—95) has the following to say

(PG 45. 1045):

(23) "jueis odpavov ToiTo Myopev, cauaiu 6 ‘Efpaios, 6 ‘Pwpaios kedodu, kal
dMws 6 Zipos, 6 Mijdos, 6 Karmaddrys, 6 Mavpoiaos, 6 Zxibys, 6 Opaf,
6 Alybmrios.
We call it heaven, samayim the Hebrew, the Roman caelum, and still
otherwise the Syrian, the Mede, the Cappadocian, the Moor, the
Scythian, the Thracian, the Egyptian.

This statement seems to suggest that Cappadocian was both a living
language in the fourth century and distinct from Greek. Intriguing
confirmation seems to come from Basil of Caesarea. While dis-
cussing two different wordings of the Doxology, Basil notes that
some say oov Aylw I[veduart Ocod ‘with God’s Holy Spirit’ (PG 32.
204), others kal Ayiov Ivedua Oeod ‘and God’s Holy Spirit’ (PG
32. 205). He goes on to say that the use of ka{ instead of ¢dv would
be natural in languages other than Greek and refers to ‘a certain
Mesopotamian’ (PG 32. 208):

¢ oo - ;o s oo « ,
(24) ws 6¢ éyw Twos Tav MeoomoTaplas Mrovea, avdpos kal Tis yAwoons
éumelpws éxovtos, kal ddiacTpddov Ty yvdun, 008 SuvaTov érépws elmeiv

59 Cf. Holl (1908) 243; Jones (1940) 289; pace Vryonis (1971) 46 n. 231.



Bilingualism in the History of Greek 353

T éyxwpiw dwvy, kdv é0é wow, dAa Swa Ths kal culdaBis, pdllov 8¢
TQV {60dvrauovedy avTy wvdy, katd Ti Idlwpua TATPLOY, GrdyKov avTols
elvar Ty dofoloylav mpopépew.

I have heard from a certain Mesopotamian, a man at once well skilled
in the language and of unperverted opinion, that by the usage of his
country it is impossible, even if they wanted it, to express themselves
in any other way, and that they are compelled by the idiom of their
native language to offer the Doxology by the syllable ‘and’ or, I should
more accurately say, by their equivalent expressions.

The digression is concluded with the following statement (ibid.):

(25) kal Karmaddrar 8€ oltw Aéyopev éyywplws.

We Cappadocians, too, speak like that in our native language.

According to the apparatus criticus of Migne’s edition, two scho-
liasts observe that by rwos 7dv Mecomorauias Basil is referring to
Ephraem Syrus (c.AD 307—73). Ephraem was indeed born at Nisi-
bis in Mesopotamia, a city with a mixed population of Aramaeans,
Arabs, Greeks, and Persians. After Jovian’s surrender of the city to
the Persians (AD 363), he was forced to move to Edessa, the cradle
of the Syriac dialect of Aramaic, as already remarked apropos of
(11), whence his surname 29pos ‘the Syrian’. As has already been
observed, geographical names and their derivatives were often con-
fused in antiquity. Herodotus uses the name 2'%po. (Z9dpiot) to refer
to Assyrians (7. 63) as well as Syrians (2. 30, 104, 159; 3. 5). To
complicate matters even more, the same name is used to refer to
the Cappadocians. In fact, he says that the Cappadocians are called
2pior by the Greeks, but Kanmaddxar by the Persians (1. 72; 7.
72), and hence he refers to them as XZdpot Kammaddrxar ‘Cappadocian
Syrians’ (1. 72).°° Strabo, commenting on Herodotus, says Zvpiovs
Aéyovra Tovs Kanmmaddkas ‘by Syrians he means the Cappadocians’
(12. 3. 9).°" Strabo’s explanation may not be sufficient, but is never-
theless interesting (ibid.):

(26) kal yap érv kai viv Adevkdovpor kalotvrar, Zipwv kal Tav ééw Tod Taivpov
Aeyouévwr: kata 6€ Ty mpos Tovs évtos Tob Talpov clyrpiow, éxelvwy

o Cf. Hdt. 2. 104; 3. 90; 5. 49.

" This may also explain why Eusebius of Caesarea (c.AD 260—-339) reads Zupiav
1€ kal Karmadoxiav instead of *lovdaiav Te kai Kammadokiav in the passage quoted in
(20). Also worthy of note is the fact that Tertullian (c.AD 160—240) and Augustine
(AD 354—430) read Armeniam quoque et Cappadociam instead of Iudaeam quoque et
Cappadociam ad loc.
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émkexavuévwy T xpéav, TobTwy 8€ i, TowadTny T érwrvpiav yevéolar
ouvéfn.

And in fact they are still today called ‘White Syrians’, while those
outside the Taurus are called ‘Syrians’; because those outside the
Taurus, as compared with those this side of the T'aurus, have a tanned
complexion, while those this side do not, this appellation came into
being.

What are we to make of all this? The fact that Assyrians and
Syrians are confused is not surprising. The Aramaeans made their
first historical appearance in the twelfth century Bc in the Har-
ran area ‘outside the Taurus’, and from there they spread over
Mesopotamia and Syria.%* Aramaic became the lingua franca in the
late Assyrian and Persian periods, as evidenced by the numerous
inscriptions found in Asia Minor, Egypt, and India, where it was
never native. Given the connection between Cappadocian and
Syriac, as suggested by Basil in (24) and (25), could it be that the
former was related to the latter and, in other words, an Aramaic
dialect? This is not very likely in view of the fact that none of the
Cappadocian Church Fathers seem to be familiar with the Ara-
maic 293D targiimim ‘interpretations’ of the Hebrew Scriptures
or with Aramaic in general. Quotation (23), for instance, seems to
suggest that Gregory of Nyssa did not know that the Hebrew word
for ‘heaven’, QW $dmayim, was very similar to its Aramaic equi-
valent R?W §émayyd. And there are no traces of Aramaisms in the
Greek inscriptions from Cappadocia or in the modern Cappadocian
Greek dialect.®

Could it have been an Indo-European language? This is not
unlikely in view of the fact that Cappadocia used to be Hittite
territory in the late Bronze Age and in view of the proximity of many
other Anatolian languages, such as Lycian, Pisidian, and Sidetic.%
More importantly, the Hittites conquered and dominated Syria
after the establishment of the authority of Hattusa, whence the
QP hittim ‘Hittites’ are frequently mentioned among the pre-exilic
Canaanite peoples in the Law.°® In Akkadian sources, mat Hatti
‘land of the Hittites’ is used to refer to either Cappadocia (Old and

2 Kutscher (1977 [1971]) 347 ff.; Kaufman (1974) 7 ff., 22—3; Beyer (1984) 23 ff.;
(1994) 13 fI.

% Kutscher (1977 [1971]) 361 ff.; Sokoloff (1994) 1815; cf. Neumann (1980) 172.

%+ (Neumann (1980); 182; Dawkins (1916) 193 ff.

5 Cf. Neumann (1980) 172.

% Cf. Gen. 15: 20; Exod. 3: 8, 17; 13: 5; 23: 3 I, 23, 28; 25: 9, 10; 26: 34; 33: 2;
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Middle Babylonian) or Syria (Neo-Babylonian).%” It should come
as no surprise, then, that Zdpio: could be used for both Aramaean
and and Hittite (Cappadocian) Syrians. This would also explain
Strabo’s distinction between 2Ypo: and Aevkdovpor quoted above.
However, to equate Cappadocian with Hittite (or another Anatolian
language) would be nothing more than a speculative guess.

Finally, there is Jerome’s explanation of the Biblical JUn mesek,
LXX Méooy, son of Japheth (Gen. 10: 2), eponym of the so-
called ‘Japhetic’ languages (Gen. 10: 5), including Iranian, Greek,
and Latin:*® Mosoch Cappadoces, unde et urbs usque hodie apud eos
Mazaca dicitur ‘the “Mosoch” are the Cappadocians, whence there
is a city which is still today called Mazaca’ (CCSL 72. 14 Lagarde).
Now Mdlaka is an Iranian name derived from *maz- ‘great’,®
which was given to the city later called Kaiodpera. It was created
by the Cappadocian kings to be their capital and called EdcéBeia by
Ariarathes V Eusebes Philopator (Strabo 12. 2. 7). The name was
changed to Caesarea by the last Cappadocian king, Archelaus, after
whose death (AD 17) it became the capital of the procuratorial pro-
vince of Cappadocia.’® Given the philhellenism of the Cappadocian
kings, it seems unlikely that Cappadocian would have been an Ira-
nian language. In fact, Aramaic became the lingua franca in Asia
Minor following the victory of Cyrus over Croesus (546 BC), as ev-
idenced not only by official but also by private inscriptions.”" The
only thing we do in fact know about Cappadocian is that Strabo
says it was related to ‘Cataonian’ (12. 1. 2), yet another mysterious
language.

We know, however, that the Cappadocians were considered Bap-
Bapdpwvor in antiquity. Judging from the following distich attri-
buted to Lucian (second century AD), it would appear that
Cappadocian BapBapodwria was proverbial (AP 11. 436):

(27) OarTov égv Xevkovs képakas mTnvds Te xeAdvas
P, Ny /
ebpeiv 1) 0Skyov priTopa Kammaddrny.

34: 11; Num. 13: 29; Deut. 7: 1; 20: 7. In fact, the QP hittim are also called NI} ni];
béndt het ‘sons of Heth’ (Gen. 23: 3), and as such they are the (grand)children of
Canaan (Gen. 10: 15), and the (great) grandchildren of Ham (Gen. 10: 6), eponym
of the Hamitic languages (Gen. 10: 20).

7 Cf. Gesenius and Buhl (1915) 268. % Sawyer (1994) 295.

% Zgusta (1984) 356—7; cf. Bartholomae (1904) 1156.

7 Cf. Tac. Ann. 2. 42. 2 fI.; Cass. Dio 57. 17.

7t Cf. Neumann (1980) 172; Frye (1984) 88; Lemaire and Lozachmeur (1996)
o1 ff.
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It was easier to find white ravens or winged turtles than a decent
Cappadocian orator

Flavius Philostratus (second—third centuries AD) is even more ex-
plicit in his description of the Cappadocian accent of Pausanias of
Caesarea (second century AD), a student of Herodes Atticus (V.S

2. 13):

(28) dmjyyere maxely T yAdTTy Kal s Kamrmaddraws Edvmbes, Evyrpodwy pev
Ta Edpdwrva TV oToryelwy, cvoTéAwy 8¢ Ta unkvYdueEva Kol uNKUVWY Td
Bpaxéa.

He delivered his declamations with a heavy accent, as is the way with
Cappadocians, making his consonants collide, shortening the long
syllables, and lengthening the short ones.

Allusion to the distinctive accent of the Cappadocians is also made
by Gregory of Nazianzus (AD 329—89) in his speech to the conceited
clergy of Constantinople (PG 36. 24):

, ;e , o , A ,
(29) amabevaior 8¢ odk €ykaléoes 1) 6Tt Tpaxy ot Sokd kal dypoucov pléy-
yealai;

Will you reproach me for want of education because I seem to speak
in a harsh and peasant fashion?

That the Cappadocian accent was indeed notorious also emerges
from Philostratus’ description of Apollonius of Tyana (first cen-
tury AD), who apparently was able to speak Greek without any
accent (VA4 1. 7):

(30) 7 yAdTTa ATTicds elyev, 008’ dmiixOn Ty dwrny Smo Tob évous.

His tongue affected Attic, nor was his accent corrupted by his race.’

From both accounts it can be inferred that the most conspicu-
ous feature of Cappadocian Greek was its accent, owing to transfer
of phonetic and phonological features from the indigenous Cap-
padocian substrate. Phonetic and phonological interference from
the indigenous languages is in fact amply attested in Asia Minor
Greek.” Evidence of grammatical and lexical interference seems to
be lacking altogether.”

When exactly the indigenous languages of Asia Minor died we
do not know. Vryonis takes the view that ‘by the sixth century

7> Cf. Thumb (1901) 133 fI.; Bubenik (1989) 276 fI.
73 Cf. Neumann (1980) 18o-1.
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the Greek language had triumphed over the various indigenous
tongues of western and central Anatolia (to the regions of Cap-
padocia)’ (1971: 48). Some think that Phrygian may have survived
until the Arab invasions in the seventh century or even the Seljuk
invasions in the eleventh.”* However, in the easternmost parts of
Asia Minor a number of non-indigenous languages coexisted with
Greek. The most important of these were Armenian, Syriac, Kur-
dish, Georgian, and Arabic, the latter gaining a stronger foothold
during the Arab invasions from the seventh to the ningth century.”’
The only language to have left some traces in Cappadocian Greek
is Armenian.”®

The Seljuk invasions from the eleventh century onwards, on the
other hand, were to have a dramatic impact on both the use and
the form of Cappadocian Greek (henceforth: Cappadocian). Even
before the Byzantine defeat at Manzikert (1071) the Seljuks had
raided important parts of Cappadocia, including Caesarea, which
was plundered, burnt, and destroyed.”” Cappadocia was thus cut
off from the rest of the Greek-speaking world long before the fall of
Constantinople (1453), which put an end to the Byzantine Empire.
Turkish being the language of the conquerers, it assumed the role
played by Greek for centuries and centuries. Already in the fifteenth
century there is evidence of language shift, even in church, as is
shown by the following document from 1437:7

(31) notandum est, quod in multis partibus Turcie reperiuntur clerici,
episcopi et arciepiscopi, qui portant uestimenta infidelium et locuntur
linguam ipsorum et nihil aliud sciunt in Greco proferre nisi missam
cantare et euangelium et epistolas. alias autem orationes dicunt in
lingua Turcorum.

It should be noted that in many parts of Turkey clerics, bishops, and
archbishops are found who wear the clothes of the infidels and speak
their language, and are unable to express anything in Greek apart
from singing the Mass and quoting the Gospel and Epistles. Other
speeches, however, they deliver in the language of the Turks.

Put differently, Greek had already disappeared in some parts of
Asia Minor in the fifteenth century. Around 1910, when Dawkins
conducted his fieldwork, Cappadocian was threatened with com-

plete extinction: “Turkish . . ., as the language of the rulers and of
7+ (Brixhe (1987a) 11; Thumb (1901) 103. 75 Cf. Vryonis (1971) 48.
7* Cf. Dawkins (1916) 196—7. 77 Cf. Vryonis (1971) 95.

78 Quoted by Dawkins (1916) 1 n. 1.
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an increasing proportion of the population, threatens to crush it al-
together’ (1916: 1). In those parts where it did survive, it developed
‘under the strongest influence of the surrounding Turkish’ (ibid.).
Dawkins’ description of Fertek (Bapraxawa Vartdakena in the local
dialect) illustrates this state of affairs quite vividly (1916: 14 f1.).
The population of the village was estimated at about 2,700 Greek-
speaking Christians and 300 Turkish-speaking Muslims by 1900.
Hardly ten years later, the ratio was 1,100 to 2,000 and another ten
years later 430 to 2,500. A detailed and illuminating account of the
sociolinguistic situation is given by Dawkins (1916: 14—15):

(32) The men . . . amongst themselves generally talk Turkish, although
they as a rule know common Greek. They also understand the local
dialect, although they do not talk it very freely. The use of the dialect
is thus almost confined to the women and children, and as Turkish
women often come to the Greek houses to help in house-work, the
women also are apt to acquire the habit of talking Turkish amongst
themselves as well as to their husbands, which materially helps the
decline of the dialect. Fertek in fact will, I believe, become entirely
Turkophone, unless its schools save a small remnant to talk the com-
mon Greek.

Fertek is thus the perfect illustration of ‘diglossic bilingualism’
(Blanc 1994: 355), with three varieties being used by different
people on different occasions and for different purposes. In villages
with full ‘societal bilingualism’ (Blanc 1994: 354), where Turkish
could be used by all the inhabitants on any occasion, Cappado-
cian was even more endangered. Such is the case of Ulagag, where
Dawkins ‘even heard women talking Turkish to their children, a
sure sign of the approaching extinction of the Greek dialect’ (1916:
18).79 As a result Turkish interference in Cappadocian was so per-
vasive, especially in the fully bilingual villages, that Dawkins con-
cluded that ‘the Twurkish has replaced the Greek spirit; the body
has remained Greek, but the soul has become Turkish’ (1916: 198).

7 The full bilingualism of the Cappadocians is evidenced most elqoquently by
their response (in T'urkish) to the arrival of the Greek troops in Asia Minor: 7{evdéu
oloodv, yreXéuellep, i.e. cendem olsun, gelemezler ‘Let them go to hell, they cannot
come!” (Iosiphidis 1983 [1962]: 62). The peaceful coexistence between the Cap-
padocians and the Turks can be illustrated by the following poignant testimony of
one of the Cappadocian refugees after the population exchange between Greece and
Turkey following the Treaty of Lausanne (1923): xAdave ov Todpkot, ov dukol pas
o Todpror ‘“They wept, the Turks, our Turks’ (Papagrigoriadis 1983 [1956]: 75).
Another refugee had this to say: mws va modue “o Tovpkos elvar kaxds”; ‘How can we
say “Turks are bad”?’ (Zachariadi 1983 [1955]: 50).
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The impact of Turkish on Cappadocian will become clear in the
next section.

4. Three Case Studies

In the following case studies the Greek varieties of the LXX and
Cappadocian will be contrasted to illustrate the differences between
two opposites. The LXX is both a word-for-word and a calqued
translation of a sacred text written in a foreign (dead) language
into the newly acquired language of the translators. The aim of the
translators was not to re-create freely the content of the Hebrew
Scriptures, but to reproduce both content and form as faithfully as
possible so as not to go against God’s commandment quoted in (15).
The language of the LLXX cannot therefore be assessed exclusively
in linguistic terms, since it reflects a conscious translation technique
characteristic of religious translation in general. The language of
the LXX is, in other words, a hybrid in the sense that it does not and
indeed cannot reflect the spoken or even written xouw of its time
in every respect, even though it makes use of its lexical and gram-
matical resources. In order to do this, the translators deliberately
stretched their linguistic resources to produce a ‘mimetic’ text. A
distinctive feature of such a translation technique is ‘extension’, a
technical term defined by Harris and Campbell as ‘change in the
surface manifestation of a pattern that does not involve immediate
or intrinsic modification of underlying structure’ (1995: 977). Moul-
ton, referring to the same phenomenon without actually using the
term, put it this way: ‘the ordinary Greek speech or writing of men
whose native language was Semitic . . . brought into prominence
locutions, correct enough as Greek, but which would have remained
in comparatively rare use but for the accident of their answering
to Hebrew or Aramaic phrases’ (1908: 11). Thackeray speaks of
the ‘over-working‘ and ‘accumulation of a number of just tolera-
ble Greek phrases, which nearly correspond to what is normal and
idiomatic in Hebrew’ (1909: 29).

In Cappadocian, on the other hand, interference is not conscious,
but the result of language maintenance under strong cultural pres-
sure and long-term bilingualism.* Interference has here taken the
form of ‘heavy borrowing’, a technical term introduced by Thoma-

8o Cf. Thomason and Kaufman (1988) 93—4, 215-16.
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son and Kaufman, which includes ‘much lexical borrowing’ and
‘heavy structural borrowing, especially in phonology and syntax’
(1988: 50).%" Unlike the LXX, Cappadocian was a spoken language,
not a language written for a special purpose. The resultis neverthe-
less something of a hybrid. In the words of Kontosopoulos: émocos
U.KOleL c .. TNV KO.7T7TU.80KLK7} SL(X/.)\SKTO, BGV é:éPGL ay G/XGL va KU’.V€L MHE
TOVPKLKA 0€ EAVLKS aTopa 1) e eAAgrikd oe oTdpa Tovpkiko ‘Whoever
hears . . . the Cappadocian dialect does not know whether he has
to do with Turkish spoken by a Greek or with Greek spoken by a
Turk’ (Kontosopoulos 1994: 7).

Cappadocian is indeed a hybrid in that it is a truly mixed lan-
guage. This does not imply that the Cappadocian (oral) texts re-
corded by Dawkins exhibit ‘code-switching’, defined by Heller and
Pfaff as ‘the use of more than one linguistic variety, by a single
speaker in the course of a single conversation’ (1996: 594). In-
evitably, code-switching must have occurred in everyday conversa-
tion in Cappadocia, e.g. between men and women or women and
children in villages with diglossic bilingualism like Fertek or Ulagag
discussed above. Yet Cappadocian itself retained enough Greek to
count as a Greek dialect and it was felt as such by its speakers.
A Cappadocian who encountered Cretan Muslims noted that they
spoke the ‘same’ language as he: plodoar eXnuixd, kadd eXnruxd,
ki €uels pdovoaue eAMnrikd, aAdd Sev Tovs katadaBalvaue ‘they spoke
Greek, good Greek, and we spoke Greek as well, but we did not
understand them’ (Chinitsidis 1983 [1959]: 25).% Both Cappado-
cians and Cretans may have thought of each other as fapBapdpwvor,
speakers of ‘bad’ Greek, but Greek nevertheless.®> Code-switching
is not the appropriate term here, because the Cappadocians did not
use Turkish and Greek alternately. They borrowed heavily from
Turkish, but the Turkish borrowings were fully integrated with

81 Cf. Thomason and Kaufman (1988) 75-6.

82 Neither ethnicity nor religion had anything to do with language, as appears from
the following testimony from a Turkish-speaking refugee from Kitsaga¢c: Ouuduar
mov fpfav ov Tovprol mpdaduyes. EAmrucd wlovoave kai Sev Tovs katadaBaivaue. Aéyave
ov malwoi Tobpror “Tobpror pevyovv ki EXnves épxovtar” ‘I remember the Turkish
refugees coming. Greek they spoke and we did not understand them. The old
Turks said: “The Turks are going and the Greeks are coming”’ (Kekili 1983 [1953]:
224). The ‘T'urkish refugees’ must have been Greek-speaking Muslims (Cretans,
for instance).

8 The use of ka)d in the testimony of Chintzidis is interesting: the Cretans spoke
‘good’ Greek, but he could not understand them anyway!
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their Greek. A more appropriate term would be ‘code-mixing’,%
especially in the case of the most heavily influenced subdialects
such as that of Ulagag¢ (Dawkins 1916: 209), which in the words of
Thomason and Kaufman would be ‘over the border of nongenetic
development’ (1988: 94).%

The difference between Hebrew interference in the LXX and
Turkish interference in Cappadocian will become obvious in the
following case studies. They are intended to be illustrative of the
difference between conscious interference in religious translation
and unconscious interference in language maintenance under
strong cultural pressure and long-term bilingualism. It should once
again be noted, however, that whereas the two types may be con-
trasted as being complete opposites, they cannot be properly com-
pared.

4.1. Relatives

Hebrew relative clauses (RCs) resemble their Greek counterparts
typologically in that both languages make use of a relative marker
and a finite clause. Unlike the Greek relative pronoun, however,
the Hebrew relative marker R ’aser is indeclinable and as such
comparable to Modern Greek 7ov.* Since IR ’dser cannot ex-
press any syntactic function or relation, the latter is often expressed
by a so-called ‘resumptive’ pronoun in the RC.*” In Greek there
is, strictly speaking, no need for such a resumptive pronoun, the
syntactic function of the latter being expressed by the relative pro-
noun. Where it does occur it is generally called, for obvious reasons,
‘pleonastic’.®® Bakker, who has written a monograph-length study
on the subject, calls it pronomen abundans, defined as ‘a personal
or demonstrative pronoun which repeats the relative pronoun in
a single-limbed relative clause’ (1974: 9). Bakker (1974: 11 ff.) has
collected a few scattered examples in Ancient Greek, but according
to Thackeray ‘The pleonastic . . . pronoun appended to a relative
pronoun or arelative adverb. . . is found in all parts of the LXX and

84 Cf. Bechert and Wildgen (1991) 65; Hock and Joseph (1996) 381.

8 It may be noted that McCormick, who juxtaposes both terms in the title of his
article (1994), does not distinguish between code-switching and code-mixing.

86 Cf. Gesenius and Kautzsch (1909) 465 ff.; Waltke and O’Connor (1990) 330 fF.;
Jotion and Muraoka (1996) 118-19, 536—7.

87 Cf. Waltke and O’Connor (1990) 333—4; Jotion and Muraoka (1996) 594 ff.

8 Cf. Thackeray (1909) 46; Swete (1914) 307-8.
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undoubtedly owes its frequency to the Hebrew original’ (1909: 46).%
Examples (8) and (33) illustrate the phenomenon (Gen. 28: 13):

(33) TRAK T2 1YY DU IOR TR PR

¢ o oagsa o , y 5 s o ‘o s
N vi, €’ fis od kabeddes én’ adriis, ool ddow avTyy.

YT WK A 20w e T
ha-’ares ’aser  ’atta  $okeb ‘alé-ha le-ka
0 v ép’ s oD kalebdeis  ém’ adriis ool
nnR

etténen-na
Sddow avTiy
The land on which you are lying I will give (it) to you.

It 1s clear why (é7’) adryjs, which simply copies the syntactic
function of (é¢°) 7s, is considered pleonastic, unlike EP'ZS] ‘alé-ha,
which is, in the words of Bakker, ‘not redundant, but necessary’
(1974: 36). This example is again a clear illustration of the trans-
lation technique of the LXX, which is at once word-for-word and
calqued. The same applies to the following (Lev. 15: 26):

(34) %Y 2WN WK VHII70) ... 1YY 20WNTIWR 20WnT0D

. , )i PSRN - s e
maoav koityy, €h’ Ny dv kowunby én’ adris . . . kal mav okedos, €h’ 6 av

Sy sy,
kabion én’ adTd.

o3 2oumd TWR 230N ST KC)
kol- ham-miskab  “aser-  tiskab ‘alaw . . . wé-kol-
maoav  Koltyy P’y dv koyqunly ém’ adrths . ..  kal wav
pm WR WD '

hak-keli  “aser  teseb ‘alaw

oKredos ép’ 6 dv kabion ém’ adrd

Any bed she lies on (it) . . . and any thing she sits on (it).

In the next example (Lev. 11: 32) the indeclinable WX ’aser
is even rendered by ¢, a ‘fossilized neutral form . . . absolutely
unique . . . in Greek’ (Bakker 1974: 34):

(35) R DM DI TN TWYTIWR V72702

. f .y y s . s ,
mav okedos, 6 éav mouli) épyov év adTd, els Vdwp Padrioerar.

T2 0w by naNPn O3
kol-  keli ‘aser-  ye‘aséh meélaka  ba-hem
w4y okedos O éav momby  épyov & adT)

8 Cf. Bakker (1974) 33—4; Soisalon-Soininen (19875 [1977]) 60.
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o3 xav
bam-mayim  yiba
els Towp Bagrjoerar

Every thing, whatever use there is in it, shall be put in water.

The phenomenon is not restricted to translation Greek, but at-
tested in ‘original Greek’ (Thackeray 1909: 46) as well (2 Macc.
12: 27):

(36) émeorpdrevoer kai éml Edpav méAw dxvpdv, &v 1) kardxer mdudula év
a7y mAjln.
He also marched upon Efron, a strong city, where many nations lived
(in it).

In the Greek New Testament the pleonastic pronoun can also
be found. Turner calls it a ‘Semitism’, but notes that ‘non-Biblical
Greek, and indeed many languages reveal the same phenomenon’
(Moulton and Turner 1963: 325).°° A particularly telling example
is the following (Matt. 10: 11D)

N s s s, P T
(37) 7 méAis els My eloéddnTe €ls adTv, éfetdoare Tis év avTh) d€uds éaTw.

‘Whatever city (in which) you enter (in it), find out who is worthy in it.

Since the phenomenon is not restricted to Biblical Greek, Bakker
takes the view that the use of the pleonastic pronoun is not a
Semitism per se (1974: 33 fI.). He concludes that the presence or
absence of a pleonastic pronoun is related to the type of RC. In lin-
guistic typology it is customary to distinguish between ‘restrictive’
and ‘non-restrictive’ RCs (Comrie 1989: 138 f1.).°" The difference
is defined as follows by Comrie: ‘the restrictive relative clause uses
presupposed information to identify the referent of a noun phrase,
while the non-restrictive relative is a way of presenting new infor-
mation on the basis of the assumption that the referent can already
be identified’ (1989: 139). He adds that ‘in typological terms . . .
this distinction seems to be almost completely irrelevant’ (ibid.). It
is generally assumed that the distinction has no relevance for Greek
either: ‘Il n’existe pas en grec de signe de subordination qui perme-
tte de distinguer formellement . . . les propositions circonstantielles
[i.e. non-restrictive RCs] des propositions déterminatives [i.e. re-
strictive RCs]” (Humbert 1960: 239).

% Cf. Blass and Debrunner (1979) 246.
ot Cf. Touratier (1980) 241 fI.; Lehmann (1984) 261 fI.
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Bakker, however, who uses the terms ‘essential’ and ‘non-essen-
tial’, found that in non-Biblical Greek the pleonastic pronoun
occurs exclusively in non-restrictive RCs (1974: 13, 29). Its oc-
currence in (35) and (36) would be in accordance with his rule. The
use of a pleonastic pronoun in restrictive RCs as in (33), (34), and
(37), on the other hand, would bend the rule: ‘when a relat[ive]
clause in which occurs a pronomen abundans is essential (restric-
tive), it does not follow the rules of the Greek language and must
be considered as non-Greek, and therefore as a Semitism’ (1974:
36).92 Elsewhere he contends that ‘the phenomenon breaks through
its limits [sc. of the Greek language], or rather it stretches them ex-
tremely far’ (1974: 35—emphasis added). Bakker’s use of the word
‘stretch’ suggests that what we have here is in fact an example of
extension of a syntactic rule: the use of the pleonastic pronoun is
no longer restricted to non-restrictive RCs, but is extended to re-
strictive RCs on the analogy of the Hebrew usage. According to
Soisalon-Soininen it is ‘the natural result of the literal translation
of the Hebrew text’ (1987b [1977]: 60).

Turkish RCs do not resemble their Greek counterparts at all typo-
logically. As already remarked, the Modern Greek language does
not use a relative pronoun, but an indeclinable relative marker 7ov,
comparable to Hebrew WX ’afer. But apart from that the Modern
Greek RC has remained a finite clause as in Ancient Greek. The
Turkish RC, on the other hand, is of a completely different type
in that it does not resort to a finite verb but to a participle.”® For
this reason LLehmann prefers to speak of a ‘Relativpartizip’ or ‘rela-
tive participle’ (1984: 49, 52 ff.).°* Another typological difference
between Greek and T'urkish RCs has to do with word order. Turk-
ish is a canonical SOV language.?> A typological corollary of this
basic word order is that the modifier always precedes the modified.
This means that, for instance, nominal modifiers such as demon-
stratives, adjectives, and RCs precede the noun, as in the following
examples:*°

9% Cf. Bakker (1974) 39.

93 Cf. Lewis (1967) 163 fI., 260 fI.; Kornfilt (1997) 57 ff.
9 Pace Lewis (1967) 163 n. 1.

95 Cf. Lewis (1967) 240; Kornfilt (1987) 636; (1997) 91.
9 The following abbreviations are used: acc =accusative, AOR =aorist, CAUS =causa-
tive, pEm =demonstrative, GEN =genitive, 1pF =imperfect, NEG =negative, Nom =nomi-
native, parT =participle, pi=plural, press=present, prrT=particle, ReL =relative
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(38a) bu  kiicik  hkiz
this little  girl

This little girl.

(38b) bu kiiciik  ol-an kiz
This little  be-parT girl

This girl who is little.

In the Modern Greek equivalents of (38a—b) the nominal modi-
fiers either precede or follow the noun,®” except for the RC, which
always follows:®®

(39a) avréd To=uikpd  To=kopiTaL
this  the=little the=girl
This little girl.

(39b) avrd To=kopiToL TO=piKPS
this  the=girl the=little
This little girl.

(39¢) avtd To=KkopiToL ToV=Elvar  puKpd
this  the=girl REL=be-3s¢ little

This girl who is little.

In both Turkish and Greek grammars RCs are sometimes called
‘adjective clauses’, because a RC modifies a noun in much the same
way as an adjective does, in that it restricts the semantic domain
covered by the noun.®® The parallelism is borne out formally in
the Turkish examples (38a—b) especially. As Lewis puts it, Turkish
RCs actually ‘function as adjectives’ (1967: 158).

In (38b) the antecedent kiz is also the subject of the RC. If such
is not the case, Turkish resorts to another type of participle, called
‘personal participle’ by Lewis (1967: 163), which is formed by
adding a pronominal suffix to the participles in -dik (Kornfilt 1987:

marker, sg =singular. The double hyphen (=) marks the attachment of clitics, a simple
hyphen (-) the attachment of affixes. It should be noted that the interpretation of
Modern Greek pu as a (pro)clitic is not generally accepted (for discussion see Joseph
and Philippaki-Warburton 1987: 216). The Turkish translations are provided by my
near-native speaker informant Johan Vandewalle.

97 Cf. Holton, Mackridge, and Philippaki-Warburton (1997) 341.

98 Cf. Joseph and Philippaki-Warburton (1987) 24; Holton, Mackridge, and Phi-
lippaki-Warburton (1997) 440.

% Cf. Joseph and Philippaki-Warburton (1987) 23; Holton, Mackridge, and Phi-
lippaki-Warburton (1997) 440; Kornfilt (1997) 57; Janse (1999b) 453.
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630; 1997: 57)."°° Compare, for instance, the following Modern
Greek example with its Turkish translation (40b):

(40a) Bprike To=KOpP(TOL TOV=yUpeve
find-a0Rr-3s¢  this=girl REL=l00k for-1pr-ssg
(40b) ara-dig-1 kiz-1 bul-du
look for-parms3sg  girl-acc  find-prast3se

He found the girl he was looking for.

Literally, (40b) translates as ‘he found the girl of his looking for’.
The differences between the Greek RC and its Turkish counterpart
are obvious. Not only does Turkish use a participle instead of a finite
verb, but in terms of linear word order the two utterances are each
other’s mirror image: VO/OV (and N-RC/RC-N).

Cappadocian RCs are like Greek RCs in that they have retained
the finite verb construction with a relative marker. The usual rela-
tive marker in Cappadocian is the indeclinable ¢4, plural ta.”°* At
Farasa (Bapaads Varasos in the local dialect), it is the indeclinable
tu."** The loss of gender distinctions is due to Turkish influence, '3
since Turkish has no grammatical gender.”** The loss of case dis-
tinctions is a corollary of this, as Dawkins points out in connection
with the article: “Where, with the breakdown of the distinction be-
tween these two classes, all nouns tend to become neuter in form . . .
[t]here is no distinction of case or gender: the only forms used being
to (do) for the singular and ¢a (da) for the plural’ (1916: 87).

The Cappadocian relative maker is formally identical with the
article. It is important to realize that the use of this so-called ‘post-
positive’ article goes back to ancient times.'®s It was, in fact, very
common in the Tonic dialect,"® notably in Homer and Herodotus,
which may be the reason why it spread over Asia Minor.”*” The
article is in origin a demonstrative and it is this originally demon-
strative function which explains its use as a relative marker, e.g. in

°° It should be noted that intervocalic k regularly becomes g (Lewis 1967: 5), and
that the rules of vowel harmony apply as well (Lewis 1967: 17-18).

°t Cf. Dawkins (1916) 127; Mavrochalividiw and Kesisoglou (1960) go.

92 Cf. Dawkins (1916) 176’ Anastasiadis (1976) 168.

193 Cf. Dawkins (1916) 203; Thomason and Kaufman (1988) 219—20.

Cf. Lewis (1967) 25; Kornfilt (1997) 270, 291.

15 Cf. Jannaris (1897) 166; Monteil (1963) 21 ff.; 677ff. The term dmoraxTikov
dpBpov ‘postpositive article’ is Alexandrian (Ap. Dysc. Synt. 9. 3, 68. 4—5, 116. 9 ff.,
189. 11, etc.). 26 Cf. Jannaris (1897) 353; Monteil (1963) 8o ff.

197 Cf. Anastasiadis (1976) 169—70.

104



Bilingualism in the History of Greek 367

Homer.'*® It should be noted, however, that the postpositive article
is sporadically attested in Classical and post-Classical Greek, ™ es-
pecially in unofficial inscriptions and papyri.**

Cappadocian and Greek RCs differ, however, in their position
vis-a-vis the noun. Whereas Greek RCs always follow the noun,
Cappadocian RCs normally precede. The Cappadocian equivalent

of (40a) illustrates the point (Dawkins 1916: 526):

(40b) ara-dig-1 kiz-1 bul-du
look-for-part3sg  girl-acc  find-prastzsg

(40c¢) ivre tu=irepse to=koritsi
find-A0R-35¢  REL=l00k for-aor-3s¢ the=girl

He found the girl he was looking for.

Prepositive RCs are a clear sign of Turkish interference.”"" There
is, however, a crucial difference between the Cappadocian utterance
(40c¢) and its T'urkish equivalent (40b). The initial position of fvre in
(40c¢) differs markedly from the final position of buldu in (40b). This
means that Cappadocian word order is calqued on the Turkish only
as far as the order of the RC and its antecedent is concerned, i.e. on
the level of the noun phrase.”'* Perhaps even more interesting is the
fact that, contrary to the claim made by Thomason and Kaufman
(1988: 222), Cappadocian RCs are characterized by verb-second
(V2) positioning, which is a pan-Greek phenomenon in subordinate
clauses generally.""3

Before concluding this section, I would like to return briefly to
the hypothesis that RCs are in fact adjective clauses. It has been
pointed out that in Modern Greek RCs differ from adjectives in
that in terms of linear word order the former are obligatorily post-
positive, as in (39c¢), but the latter normally prepositive, as in (39a).
In Cappadocian the isomorphism between RCs and adjectives is al-
most complete.”'* Compare, for instance, the following pairs. The
first one comprises an adjective (Dawkins 1916: 392):

8 Cf. Chantraine (1958) 277; Monteil (1963) 21 ff.
Cf. Schwyzer (1950) 610; Anastasiadis (1976) 170.

e Cf. Bakker (1974) 95—6.

"t Cf. Dawkins (1916) 2o1—11; Andriotis (1948) 48—9; Kesisoglou (1951) 51-2;
Mavrochalividis and Kesisoglou (1960) 9o; Anastasiadis (1976) 176.

"2 Cf. Janse (1999b) 457.

'3 Cf. Thumb (1910) 192; Joseph and Philippaki-Warburton (1987) 20; Holton,
Mackridge, and Philippaki-Warburton (1997) 439.

"'+ Cf. Janse (1999b) 458.
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(412a) eto  to=mikvo  to=koritsi
this the=little the=girl
(41b) bu  kiicik  hkiz
this little  girl
This little girl.

The second one comprises a RC (Dawkins 1916: 306):

(42a) eto  to=érxete to=pedi
this REL=come-PRES-3s¢ the=child

This child which is coming.

From the Turkish point of view, Cappadocian RCs behave ex-
actly like adjectives, including their position vis-a-vis other preno-
minal modifiers such as demonstratives.'”> The isomorphism be-
tween (41a) and (42a) is so striking as to raise the question why
Cappadocian should have retained the erstwhile ‘postpositive’ ar-
ticle as a relative marker. The first thing to note is that the accent on
the relative marker t¢ is purely ‘orthographic’, possibly to distin-
guish it from the ‘true’ article to. The second thing to note is that
the relative marker is no longer ‘postpositive’ vis-a-vis the noun,
but rather ‘prepositive’, just like the ‘true’ article. There is reason
to believe that both were actually identical, not just in form but
in function as well."*® Already in Ancient Greek the ‘true’ article
76 was used as a nominalizer."'” A telling example can be found in
the New Testament, when Jesus tells a rich young man what the
commandments are (Matt. 19: 18—109):

(43) 70 0? dovedoeis, od pouyevoes, od kKA&fes, ov PevdopapTuprioets, Tina Tov
marépa kal Ty unTépa, kal dyamioes Tov TANGlov Gov Ws GeavToy.
('The) you shall not murder, you shall not commit adultery, you shall

not steal, you shall not give false testimony, honour your father and
your mother, and love your neighbour as yourself.

Even in Modern Greek ‘the neuter forms of the definite article may
be used to substantivize any part of speech (and even whole phrases
and clauses) in a variety of ways’ (Holton, Mackridge, and Philip-
paki-Warburton 1997: 280)."*® From this perspective it is revealing
that Comrie should call the suffix -dik in personal participles like

15 Cf. Kornfilt (1997) 109. 116 Cf. Janse (1999b) 460.

17 Cf. Kithner and Gerth (1898) i. 596—7.
18 Cf. Joseph and Philippaki-Warburton (1987) 50, 218.
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ara-dik (40b) a ‘nominalizing suffix’ (1989: 142). Could it be that
the former ‘postpositive’ article developed into a nominalizer in
Cappadocian to render the Turkish RC as faithfully as possible?™"
As a matter of fact, Cappadocian lacks an active participle which
could be used to render the Turkish relative participle in -en."®

The conclusion to be drawn from all this is that in terms of
syntactic structure, the Cappadocian RCs are still Greek, whereas
in terms of linear word order they have become Turkish, the proviso
being that the overall word order within the sentence has remained
Greek as well.”*" T conclude with two final examples to show just
how ‘heavy’ (in the sense of Thomason and Kaufman 1988: 50,
75—6) Turkish interference in Cappadocian could get."** The first
one comes from Telmisos (Nredueod Delmesé in the local dialect).
When Dawkins visited the village in 1910, he found the local dialect
‘relatively free from the influence of Turkish’ (1916: 13). So much
so, in fact, that he considered it ‘the best representative of what
Cappadocian Greek must have been before it was . . . Turkised’
(ibid.). Turkish interference is nevertheless as ‘heavy’ as can be, as
in the following example (Dawkins 1916: 314):

(44a) esi  to=ivres to=kori¢ eta  dé=ne?
you REL=find-a0R-2s¢ the=girl that not=be=;s¢

(44b) sen-in bul-dug-un  kiz o degil=mi?
you-GeN find-parT2s¢ girl that not be=prT

The girl you have found, is that not her?

The Turkish RC (44b) literally translates as ‘the girl of your find-
ing’. The Cappadocian RC (44a) is completely calqued on the
Turkish, resulting in something which looks like an extracted pro-
noun, esz, the case of which can only be explained from the Greek
point of view. As the Cappadocian RC is a finite clause, its sub-
ject has to be in the nominative, not the genitive, which is the case
of its Turkish counterpart. If (44a) were a translation of (44b), it
would have to be called at once word-for-word and calqued, as in
the translation Greek of (33) to (35).

I conclude with an almost identical example from a text from
Farasa (Dawkins 1916: 500), where the local dialect was ‘still the
habitual language of every-day life’ around 1910, even though all

19 Cf. Janse (1999b) 460. 122 Cf. Dawkins (1916) 147, 192.
21 Cf. Janse (1999b) 457. 22 Cf. Janse (1999b) 460.
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the men and most of the women knew ‘more or less Turkish’ ac-
cording to Dawkins (1916: 34):

(45a) g6 tu=pitaksa to=palikari pu pije?
1 REL=send-a0R-1sg¢ the=youngster where go0-AOR-3sg
(45b) ben-im gonder-dig-im  delikanl nereye git-ti?
I-Gex  send-PaRT-isg youngster where gO-PAST-3sg

The young man I sent, where did he go?

4.2. Causatives

Kihne opens his monograph on the Greek causative with the state-
ment: ‘Das griechische geho6rt nicht in die reihe der sprachen,
welche fir den causativen begriff eine feststehende form entwickelt
haben’ (1882: 1). Indeed, of the Indo-European iterative-causative
in *¥-éye/o- with o-grade of the root (Szemerényi 1996: 295 ff.) only
a few scattered remains have been preserved in Greek. Compare,
for instance, $péBopar ‘flee’ with ¢oBéw ‘cause to flee, put to flight’,
¢bofBéopar ‘be put to flight’.”*3
The Hebrew verb system, on the other hand, comprises two
separate categories with causative meaning, traditionally called ¥
piel ‘piel’ and '7’5]@3 hip‘il ‘hifil’, derived by ablaut and, in the case
of the hifil, by prefixation from the base, traditionally called '7|7 qal
‘qal’.”** The hifil is usually considered the causative proper, whereas
the piel has a variety of meanings, one of which is traditionally called
‘factitive’. The difference between hifil and piel is generally related
to dynamic vs. stative verbs, but in actual practice the distinction is
often blurred."® Muraoka notes, for instance, that piel and hifil of
N haya ‘live’ are ‘often interchangeable’ in the sense of ‘let live’
or ‘bring (back) to life’ (Jotion and Muraoka 1996: 156)."2¢
Typologically, causatives can be distinguished into three types,
viz. morphological, analytic, and lexical.’?” The Hebrew piel and
hifil are morphological causatives, as can be gathered from the pro-
portionality between, for example, DI miit ‘die’ and the corre-
sponding hifil N1 hémit ‘cause to die =kill’. English has to resort
to analytic constructions to express causative meaning, as in the
gloss ‘cause to die’. Lexical causatives are of the type ‘kill =cause to
123 Cf. Schwyzer (1939) 717; Chantraine (1968-80) 1183; Janse (1999a) 137-8.
#+ Cf. Gesenius and Kautzsch (1909) 147 f., 151 ff.; Jotion and Muraoka (1996)

151 ff., 160 ff. 125 Cf. Janse (1999a) 134.
26 Cf. Gesenius and Buhl (1915) 226. 127 Cf. Comrie (1989) 167.
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die’, the classic example in contemporary linguistics.'* Since every
language has lexical causatives, this distinction does not seem very
relevant in typological terms."*°

As has already been remarked, Ancient Greek did not have a se-
parate category for morphological causatives. Apart from the lexical
type, however, it could also resort to analytic causatives, as in the
following example (Mark 7: 37):"3°

(45) Kai Tovs kwdovs moiel drovew kal Tols aAdAovs Aaleiv.

He even makes the deaf hear and the mute speak.

To some extent, however, causative meanings could be expressed
by morphological means in Greek as well. A case in point is the dif-
ference between the intransitive or ‘anti-causative’ (Comrie 1989:
168) middle voice and the transitive or causative active voice of
verbs like {orapat ‘stand’ vs. {oryue ‘make stand’.”3" The same pro-
portionality recurs in the aorist, e.g. intransitive (anti-causative)
éomn ‘stood’ vs. transitive (causative) éoryoa ‘made stand’.’3?

There are, however, a number of derived verbs which seem to take
on causative meaning occasionally.”33> Among the ones singled out
by Kiihne because they are used causatively ‘mit einer besonderen
vorliebe’ (1882: 14) are verbs in -dw and -{{w. The former have
always been extremely productive, not least in the Hellenistic age."3*
Most of them are denominatives with factitive meaning equivalent
to the Hebrew piel.'3 Equally productive are verbs in -{{w."3® Both
types must have been in competition, as can be gathered from the
coexistence of such pairs as 6px{{w vs. opkdéw ‘make swear’, doprilw
vs. popTdw ‘make carry’, etc.'?’

Finally, it should be mentioned that it was always possible in
Greek to make an intransitive (anti-causative) verb transitive (cau-
sative) by simply adding a direct object to it."3® A well-known ex-
ample is the following, which has a ‘postpositive’ article as well
(Hdt. 1. 206):

28 Cf. Newmeyer (1986) g1 ff. 29 Cf. Janse (1990a) 93.
13° Cf. Janse (1999a) 141. 13t Cf. Schwyzer (1950) 233—4.
132 Cf. Kiihne (1882) 19 ff.; Schwyzer (1939) 754 ff.; (1950) 71.

133 Cf. Kithne (1882) 6 fT.

13+ Cf. Moulton and Howard (1929) 393 fI.; Mayser (1936) 141—2, and compare

Debrunner (1917) 99 ff. 135 Cf. Janse (1999a) 140.
136 Cf. Moulton and Howard (1929) 406 ff.; Mayser (1936) 145 ff.; and compare
Debrunner (1917) 116, 127 fI. 137 Cf. Janse (1999a) 140—1.

138 Cf. Kiihne (1882) 3 ff.; Schwyzer (1950) 71 ff.
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(47) mabdoar omeddwv Ta omevdets.

Stop hurrying on what you are hurrying on.

Now what happens when a Hebrew piel or hifil is translated into
Greek? The translation technique of the LXX demands a transla-
tion which is both word-for-word and calqued, whence a preference
for morphological causatives.”3* In some cases the translators used
‘alternative techniques’ (Tov 1999 [1982]: 195), as in the following
example, where 1°Up3 hagqtin, hifil of JUR gatan ‘be small’, is trans-
lated as moitéw pikpdy, an analytical causative (instead of pikpdvw, 1
Chron. 17: 17), whereas '7"}}3 hagdil, hifil of '7'[1 gadal ‘be great’,
1s rendered by pueyaldvw, a morphological causative (Amos 8: 35):
(48) 2pW 23T nOYR PURI?

ToD mooaL ukpov wéTpov kal Tob weyadivar ordOuia.

rUpI? R man 7w
lé-hagtin épa i-le-hagdil seqel
700 motjoal pkpov  uérpov  kal Tob peyalivar  ordfuia

T'o skimp the measure and boost the prices.

The alternative techniques employed to translate 2°0°] kétib, hifil
of 20’ yatab ‘be good’, are quite remarkable: dyafdéw (1 Kgs. 25: 31)
vs. ayabfive (1 Kgs. 2: 32); dyalivw (Judg. 17: 13B) vs. dyalomoiéw
(Judg. 17: I3A); o’t'ya@o#ote/w Vs. €0 moiéw (both Num. 10: 32).

The morphological proportionality between qal and hifil is faith-
fully rendered in the case of lorapatand {oryui only. In the following
pair {oTaua translates TAY; ‘amad ‘stand’ (Num. 2: .21), loryu its
hifil Y7 he‘émid ‘make stand’ (Num. 27: 19):

(49a) T2 WYX *07 IR NTHYM

s STy fe
kal otrces adTov évavtt "Eledlap 7o lepéws.

n7Rym ke o qaon
we-ha‘amadta  oto li-pné  ’l‘azar hak-kohen
Kal oToeLs adtov  &vavte  Eledlap Toi lepéws

And you will make him stand before Eleazar the priest.
(40b) THY TI2T YN *197)

ral é&vavre "EXedlap Tob lepéws ormihoerar.

W W qen Y

we-li-pné  ’el‘azar  hak-kohen  ya‘amod

kal &vavre  CEledlap  Tob lepéws  oTviceTal

139 Cf. Janse (1999a) 142.
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And before Eleazar the priest he will stand.

Of the morphological causatives, those in -{{w are by far the most
popular in the LXX.'*® A particularly telling example is the frequency
of Sprilw vs. Sprdw, both used to translate ¥° AW hishia*, hifil of YW
$aba“ ‘swear’. Whereas 6prilw is used 22 times in the LXX, éprdw
occurs only once as a variant of the former (2 Kgs. 11: 4):

(50) .DDR YW

Kal GpKLoey adTovs.

Wpkwoev B

yawn ank
way-yisha®  ’otam
Kal Gpkioey  avTols

And he made them swear.

The question is whether 6pxi{{w and opxéw were felt to be morpho-
logical rather than lexical causatives. In the following example (1
Kgs. 1: 29), another form of YW §a@ba“ ‘swear’ is used to express the
‘anti-causative’ meaning, viz. Y2W1 nisba“, the so-called '75_79; nip‘al
‘nifal’, the meaning of which is akin to the Greek middle voice.™’
Whereas there is an obvious proportionality between ¥°2W7 hisbia*
‘make swear’, VAWl nisba“ ‘swear for oneself’, and Y2V saba“ ‘swear’,
there is no morphological relation between 6pr{{w/opxéwin (50) and
éuvuue, which is used to translate the Hebrew nifal in (51):

(s1) -T2 YU
kal dpocev 6 Bacileds.

yawn L
way-yissaba®  ham-melek

" « ,
Kal dpooey 6 Bacileds

And the king swore.

The same applies, mutatis mutandis, to Balvw ‘go’ and Bifalw
‘make go’. Although both are historically related, there is no pro-
ductive word-formation pattern by which to derive the former from
the latter in the Hellenistic age. It would seem better, then, to con-
sider fiBdlw as a lexical or rather lexicalized causative.’** Baivw and

o Cf. Tov (19995 [1982]: 198—9; Janse (1999a) 142—3; and compare Helbing

(1907) 117 fI.
1 Cf. Gesenius and Kautzsch (1909) 144; Jolion and Muraoka (1996) 151.

2 Cf. Janse (19994a) 144.
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its compounds are nevertheless used systematically to translate the
qal as in (52a) (Gen. 13: 1), BiBdlw and its compounds to translate
the hifil as in (52b) (Exod. 17: 3):
(52a) .D77¥MM DI 7Y

avéBn 8¢ APpau é¢ Alyimrov.

297 RO T

way-ya‘al abram  mim-misvayim

avéBn 8¢ ABpap €€ Alybmrov

And Abraham went out of Egypt.
(52b) 072921 MY MY MY

a 7{ Tov7T0 dvefifacas fuds é¢ Alybmrov;

mpy oW wpbyp oY%
lam-ma  zéh he‘élita-nii mim-misrayim
va 7{ To0T0  dveBiBacas juds €& Alydmrov

Why did you make us go out of Egypt?

In the same way xarafaivw translates 77 yarad ‘go down’, kara-
BiBdlw its hifil 777 hérid ‘make go down’ (Ezek. 31: 15—16), and
Swafaivw Y ‘abar ‘cross over’, drafifdlw its hifil VAV he ébir ‘make
cross over’ (2 Kgs. 19: 40—1).

In some cases the same verb is used to translate both qal and
hifil. In the following pair dmoo7pédw 1s used both intransitively to
translate 20 §1b ‘return’ (Gen. 18: 33) and transitively to translate
its hifil 2°W7 hesib ‘make return’ (Gen. 28: 15):

(53a) P 2W DTN

‘O ;o sy s .
ral ABpadu dméotpepev els Tov Témov adTod.

077N W 7
we-"abraham  sab li-mgom-6
kal APpadu  améoTpefer  els Tov Témov adTod

And Abraham returned to his place.
(53b) NRTT TRT2R TRV

Kal amooTpéw o€ els THY Yy TadTYY.

TAVM TIRTOR I
wa-hasiboti-ka el-ha-"adama  haz-z6t
Kal drocTpépw ce  €ls THY Yy TabTNY

And I will let you return to this land.
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Conversely, Baoiledw is used both intransitively to translate '['773
malak ‘be king’ and transitively to translate its hifil "["773-'! himlik
‘make king’, as in the following example (1 Kgs. 15: 35):™
(54) -2RIVI2Y PIRWNR 7m0

éBacidevoer Tov Zaovd émi *loparl.

TR PWYTNR ORIy
himlik et-$a’iil ‘al-yisra’el
éBacidevoer  Tov ZaovA  émi ’lopanA

He had made Saul king over Israel.

Finally, analytic causatives were used as well,"** although this
translation technique was against God’s instruction to Moses
quoted in (16), hence against the word-for-word principle. The
following example illustrates both the analytic causative and the
use of a pleonastic pronoun in the RC (Judg. 16: 264):

(55) DY 7103 727 WX D IYT DK *NH)

\ 7 A~ ’ 3\ \ / 315 @ i3 ol 3 /
kal moinoov Yymladiical pe émi Tods oTdNovs €’ v 6 olkos émeoTipkTAL

ér’ adTov.

B DTy TN wR o
we-hémise-ni ‘et-ha-‘ammiudim  ’aser hab-bayit
kal moinoov Yynlagiioal we  éml Tovs oTvdovs  ép’ v 6 oikos
7i5) oYy

nakéon ‘alé-hem

émeoTipwkTal  €m’ alTdY
And make me feel the pillars by which the temple is supported.

Turkish resembles Hebrew in that its verb system allows for the
productive formation of morphological causatives. The most pro-
ductive suffix to derive causative stems from the base is -dir.'
Modern Greek, on the other hand, does not have morphological
causatives.”*® It can express causativity either by adding a direct
object to an intransitive (anti-causative) verb or by using an an-
alytic causative with kdvw ‘do’."” In Cappadocian both strategies
are attested, as in the following pair from Silata (Dawkins 1916:

3 Cf. Tov (1999b [1982]) 199—200.

' Cf. Tov (1999b [1982]) 200—1; Janse (1999a) 145—06.
5 Cf. Lewis (1967) 144; Kornfilt (1997) 331 ff.

146 Cf. Joseph and Philippaki-Warburton (1987) 170.
7 Cf. Joseph and Philippaki-Warburton (1987) 171.
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452), where the Ancient Greek verb moiéw is used, which has been
preserved in the aorist only:*+

(56a) pjos=se piken na=jelasis?
who=you make-a0R-3s¢ PrRT=laugh-A0R-2s¢

‘Who made you laugh?

(56b) éna=maimiin=me  jélasen
ArT=monkey=me laugh-AoRr-3sg

A monkey made me laugh.

Much more common, however, is the borrowing of Turkish
causative stems. Borrowing of verb stems is highly unusual, as
Dawkins correctly observes: ‘verbs are borrowed much less easily
than other parts of speech, and only appear in any number when
the vocabularies of two languages have reached a high degree of
fusion’ (1916: 197)."*° He adds that in certain subdialects these
Turkish loans ‘have entirely superseded the corresponding Greek
verbs’ (1916: 198).

Turkish verbs are fully integrated in the Cappadocian verb sys-
tem and acquire the normal set of inflectional and derivational
possibilities. However, it is not easy to decide how these verbs are
actually transferred from Turkish into Cappadocian. According to
Dawkins, they are formed ‘by adding (1) -dd, -ddas, -da, etc., or
(2) -dizo to the Turkish verb stem’ (1916: 129).">° For instance,
the Turkish verb ara-mak ‘seek’ appears in Cappadocian as either
aradoé or aradizo.”" The origin of the -d- in the various suffixes is
best explained on the basis of the Turkish definite or di-past.”>* The
past tense of ara-mak is ara-di (with vowel harmony). Ara-dz is the
unmarked third person singular, which was reanalysed as a stem,
in accordance with Watkins’ Law,"3® and borrowed as a perfective
or aorist stem in Cappadocian, the unmarked and hence the basic
stem of the Greek verb generally.”>* The resulting form was 1sg
aradisa > ardtsa, subjunctive aradiso, which could be interpreted as

48 Cf. Dawkins (1916) 636 s.v. moiéw.

9 Cf. Anastasiadis (1975) 166; Thomason and Kaufman (1988) 216.

5% Cf. Anastasiadis (1980a) 325. 15t Cf. Dawkins (1916) 664 s.v. aramagq.

52 Cf. Miklosich (1890) 8, pace Dawkins (1916) 42 n. 1. For the Turkish formation
see Lewis (1967) 127; Kornfilt (1997) 337-8.

133 Cf. Watkins (1962) go f., 93-6; (1969) 18; Joseph (1980) 182; Collinge (1985)
239—40; Koch (1994) 31 ff. 15+ Cf. Mackridge (1985) 106.
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being derived from either arado < araddo or aradizo.”> The process
can be represented as follows:

(57) ara-di - aradisa > ardtsa, subj. aradiso
- aradao > arado/aradizo

The interpretation of ardtsa/aradiso as being derived from a present
aradizo should not come as a surprise, as the -7zo suffix has always
been extremely productive, as noted above, and it remained so
throughout the Middle Ages until the present day.’s® Verbs in -6 <
-do constitute, of course, a very important category in the Modern
Greek verb system generally,’’” so the alternative interpretation
of aratsa/aradiso as being derived from a present arado < aradado is
quite natural as well.

Interestingly, Turkish causative stems in -dir are borrowed in
Cappadocian as well. The following example from Ulagac is de-
rived from the past tense of dl-mek ‘die’ (Dawkins 1916: 666 s.v.
olmek):'s®

(58a) ol-dii - 6ldiso - oldizo ‘die’
(58b) dl-diir-dii - dldiirdiso - oldiirdizo ‘cause to die =kill’

The formation of causatives is as productive in Cappadocian as
it is in T'urkish, as can be inferred from even the briefest inspection
of the available glossaries.”*® The following is a selection taken from
Anastasiadis (1980a: 325):

(59) bulan-di - pulandizo ‘become turbid, muddy’
bulan-dir-di - pulandurdizo ‘make turbid, muddy’

(60) dolan-di - tolandizo ‘go round’
dolan-dir-di - tolandurdizo ‘make go round’

(61) usan-di - osandizo ‘be/get tired, fed up’
usan-dir-di - osandurdizo ‘annoy, bother’

55 Cf. Dawkins (1916) 135-6.

156 Cf. Browning (1983) 65, 84, 96, for Medieval Greek, and Mackridge (1985)
323, for Modern Greek.

57 Cf. Mackridge (1985) 163 fI.; Joseph and Philippaki-Warburton (1987) 192 ff.;
Holton, Mackridge, and Philippaki-Warburton (1997) 127 ff.

'8 The forms are given in the following order: Turkish past tense — Cappadocian
aorist subjunctive — Cappadocian present indicative. The Cappadocian verbs quoted
are all in -/20, but variants in -6 <-do are generally attested as well (Dawkins 1916:
129; Anastasiadis 1980a: 325).

139 Cf. Dawkins (1916) 664 ff.; Kesisoglou (1951) 109 ff.; Mavrochalividis and
Kesisoglou (1960) 130 ff.; Fosteris and Kesisoglou (1960) 17 ff.; Anastasiadis (1980b)
99—100.
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Now the question may be asked whether the Turkish causatives
were indeed transferred as such into Cappadocian, as suggested by
the arrows in the examples just quoted. Alternatively, they could
be genuinely Cappadocian formations. In that case, the causative
suffix -dir- would have been abstracted from the causative stems
and become a productive suffix in Cappadocian as well. It is very
difficult to decide how the transfer must have taken place for want
of native speakers, but the possibility is a real one. All depends
on the degree of bilingualism of the Cappadocians in the different
villages and on their fluency in T'urkish. That the possibility cannot
be ruled out beforehand is proven by the fact that some Turkish
suffixes are used to derive genuinely Greek words. Dawkins has
recorded the following example at Fertek (1916: 130):

(62) astendar-lan-s-e
111-PASS-AOR-35¢

He became ill.

The suffix -lan- (usually -len-) is used to derive reflexive and passive
verbs or, in the words of Dawkins, ‘to make an intransitive verb . . .
from an adjective’ (1916: 130),"% in this case astendr =acfevis ‘ill’.
Another example is the following from Malakopi, which is derived
from xuli=yxol% ‘anger, wrath’ (ibid.):

(63) xul-lan-s-in
ANgTry-PASS-AOR-35g

He became angry.

Finally, I mention another Greek word from Ulaga¢ derived by
means of a Turkish suffix, in this particular case another causative
suffix -£:'%*

(64) psofa-t-s-an=to
kill-caus-aor-3pi=him

They killed him.

The Cappadocian verb is psofé (<psofdo), which, according to
Dawkins, is used in Modern Greek ‘only of animals; in Capp[a-
docian] and Ph[arasiotic] also of men, especially of Turks’ (1916:
663 s.v. Yodd)."* The use of the -z-suffix instead of -dir is regular

6o Cf. Lewis (1967) 228. 101 Cf. Dawkins (1916) 130; Lewis (1967) 145.
02 Jog is indeed used in the testimony of Serafimidou, a Cappadocian refugee
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from a Turkish point of view, as the former is used ‘with polysyl-
labic stems ending in a vowel’ (Lewis 1967: 145).

It is difficult, if at all possible, to decide whether these forma-
tions have ever been productive in Cappadocian. Examples (62) to
(64) are the only ones Dawkins recorded, and he explicitly uses
the word ‘occasionally’ (1916: 130). If, on the other hand, such
formations were not productive, they nevertheless violate the so-
called Free Morpheme Constraint. This constraint basically states
that code-switching cannot take place within words and that, in
other words, affixes of one language cannot be attached to lexical
stems of another.’®® As has already been remarked, the concept of
code-switching does not apply to Cappadocian as it emerges from
the texts recorded by Dawkins. What we have here can best be
described as code-mixing."*

4.3. Clitics

Hebrew has relatively few clitics as compared to Greek. There are a
few proclitics, which are usually, though not always, connected or-
thographically with the following word by means of a diacritic sign
called fpM magqgep ‘linking, linker’."*> Examples include the nega-
tive marker "R 6- ‘not’, the relative marker ~WR ’dser, the object
marker “NY ’et-, prepositions like "7 ’el- ‘towards’ and =9 “al- ‘on’,
and other monosyllables like 23 kol- ‘all’."*® Hebrew does not have
enclitics. Instead of enclitic pronouns (EPs), as in Greek, Heb-
rew uses pronominal suffixes if no special emphasis is needed.'®’
It should come as no surprise that in the LXX EPs are normally
postpositive wvis-a-vis the noun or verb by which they are gov-
erned, as Wifstrand observes: ‘die Septuaginta [haben] in manchen
Bichern nur unmittelbare Nachstellung des Pronomens . . ., weil

from Zindzidere: Mas épepav mpdopvyes Tovprovs. Hoav adivator kat Petpracuévor . . .
dev élnoav exelvor md. ‘Odov méfavav. Yédnoav ‘They brought us Turkish refugees.
They were weak and injured . . . They were barely alive. They all died. They pegged
out’ (1983 [1954]: 68)

103 Cf. Wilkins (1996) 113.

164 Cf. Bechert and Wildgen (1991) 65; Hock and Joseph (1996) 381.

105 Cf. Gesenius and Kautzsch (1909) 66; Joiion and Muraoka (1996) 58.
A well-known example including three consecutive proclitics is the following:
i‘?'ﬁl_lj?f‘??‘n?} ’Et-kol-"aser-16 ‘everything which [was] his’ (Gen. 25: 5). The LXX
has mdvra Ta Smdpyovra adTod.

17 Cf. Gesenius and Kautzsch (1909) 162 ff., 265 ff., 532 ff.; Jotion and Muraoka
(1996) 170 fI., 285 fI., 660—1, 686—7.

166
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die Ubersetzung sich so am besten an das Original anschliessen
kann, wo die betreffende Pronominalbegriffe nicht durch beson-
dere Worter ausgedriickt werden, sondern durch Suffixe, die an die
Substantiv- oder Verbform angehingt werden’ (1949—50: 44)."%
Since these pronominal suffixes are repeated on consecutive verbs
or nouns in Hebrew, the EPs in the LXX are characterized by what
Swete calls ‘wearisome iteration’ (1914: 307). The phenomenon is
evidenced by the following example (Gen. 48: 4), which also con-
tains two causatives, viz. i3*191 mapriha, hifil participle of 132 parah
‘be fertile’, and 3277 hirbiha, hifil of 127 rabah ‘be plentiful’:

(65) .0"BY 277 TANN P27 7700
adéavd oe kal mANBurd oe kal mouvjow o€ els ouvaywyds éGviv.

ToR AmaIm TR o1p?

mapre-ka  wé-hirbiti-ka fi-nétatti-ka li-qhal

adéavd oe  kal mAnfuvd ce  Kkal movjow ce  €ls ouvaywyds

oy

‘ammim

vy

I will make you fertile and make you plentiful and make you a com-
munity of peoples.

The books with almost exclusively postpositive EPs referred to
by Wifstrand (1949—50: 44—5) are identical to the ‘later books’ iden-
tified by Thackeray as exhibiting a ‘growing reverence for the letter
of the Hebrew’ (1909: 30). In the Pentateuch, however, the ratio
between post- and prepositive EPs is different, especially in the
book of Genesis, where it is estimated at 850 to 65 by Wifstrand
(1949—50: 50). In the New Testament postpositive EPs are in the
majority as well,’® but the same ratio obtains in non-Biblical Greek,
especially in ‘vernacular’ as opposed to ‘literary Greek’ (Wifstrand
1949: 178 f1.)."7° Moulton explains the ‘wearisome iteration’ of EPs
as being characteristic of the ‘vernacular’ and ‘colloquial style’ as
well (1908: 85)."7"

If postposition had become the unmarked order for EPs in the
xowrj generally, it will be difficult to describe the phenomenon in the
LXX as translation Greek. It is rather a matter of ‘over-working’

18 Cf. Rife (1933) 247; Wifstrand (1949) 182.

109 Cf. Janse (1993b) 87 ff.; (1995) 102 ff., 171 ff. 7% Cf. Rife (1933) 247.

7t Cf. Moulton and Howard (1929) 431; Moulton and Turner (1963) 38; Blass
and Debrunner (1979) 229.
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and ‘accumulation’, in the words of Thackeray (1909: 29). Put dif-
ferently, postposition of EPs was ‘broughtinto prominence’ (Moul-
ton 1908: 11) because it corresponded with suffixation in Hebrew.
The question is, however, why the LXX should have prepositive
EPs at all. It is well known that in Ancient Greek EPs were more
often prepositive than not. In fact, there was a tendency for EPs
(and other enclitics) to come second in the sentence or clause, a
phenomenon known as Wackernagel’s LLaw (Wackernagel 1892:
335 fI.).77> The exact interpretation of Wackernagel’s LLaw need not
detain us here. Suffice it to say that preposition of EPs is generally
triggered by the presence of a word at the start of the sentence or
clause that is ‘heavily accented’ (Wifstrand 1949: 178).'73 A case in
point is the following example (Isa. 43: 4), where the EP is attracted
to the ‘heavily accented’ subject pronoun:

(66) .PRITIN IR
éyw oe fyammoa.
IR PRIR
ani  ’dhabti-ka
éyw) o€ Yydmmoa
I have loved you.

Interestingly, the same passage is quoted with the reverse order in
the Apocalypse (Rev. 3: 9). The same variation also occurs in the
following pair, where the EPs are attracted to the ‘heavily accented’
negative markers o9 p1 and otre pij in (67a) (Deut. 31: 6), but not
to the proclitic negative marker od (and hence probably neither to
oTe p1)'"* in (677b) (Deut. 31: 8):

(672) 1Y KD 7277 K7

o0 p1) o€ vy obTe wi oe éykatalimy.

AT R N2 g
lo yarpé-ka — wé-16 ya‘azébek-ka
ob pu1) o€ avi obTe wj o€ éykaralimy

He will never (ever) leave you nor (ever) forsake you.
(67b) 721Y? X1 79T K

172 Cf. Collinge (1985) 217 fI.

73 Cf. Janse (1990b) 2648; (1993a) 21; (1993b) 94 f.; (1995) 113 ff.

7+ It may be noted that N’?\ wé-16 should have been translated as kai odk, as in
(16), instead of odre (u7) in (67b), ) wé- being a prefix and X9 l6a proclitic.
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0V dvy) o€ ovTe un éykaTalimy oe.

N2 e N2 g
6 yarpe-ka wé-16 ya‘azébek-ka
o0 avy o€ obTe w)  éykaralimy ce

He will never leave you nor (ever) forsake you.

The following example (Deut. 30: 5) is even more interesting,
because it illustrates all that has been discussed so far: post- and
prepositive EPs, pleonastic pronouns, and causatives. Since the
LXX translators used analytic causatives to render the Hebrew
hifil in two cases (207 hétib, hifil of 23V t6b ‘be good’, and 3°277
hirbiha, hifil of 127 rabah ‘be plentiful’), they were able to sepa-
rate the causative and lexical meanings and to emphasize the latter,
which resulted in the attraction of the EPs:'”*

(68) T27m) TAWM) ANYT) PRI WNTIWN PRTN PR A I
RN

kal elodfe o€ kipios 6 Beds cov els Ty Yy fv ékAnpovduncar of matépes

oov Kal kAnpovourjcels adTNY Kal €b o€ Tou)oeL Kal TAOVaOTOY G€ TouTEL

vmép Tods marépas cov.

T3 mmoTiR P
we-hébi’a-ka  YHWH  ’élohé-ka  ’el-ha-’ares
kal elodfer o€ KUplos 6 Oeds cov  els T Yy
WNIYR TR sl 7
*aser-yarési ’aboté-ka wi-rista-h

v ékdnpovduncar ol marépes cov  kal kAnpovouroels abTiy

JRwin 1230 TR

wé-hétibé-ka wé-hirbé-ka me-"aboté-ka

Kal €5 o€ movjoer  Kkal mAeovacTdy o€ moujcel  Umép Tovs matépas cov
And the Lord your God will bring you into the land which your

fathers occupied, and you will occupy it, and he will do you good and
make you more numerous.

Finally, it should be mentioned that relative pronouns regularly
attract EPs into second position as well."”® Given the originally
demonstrative function of relative pronouns, it is easy to see why
they should be reckoned among the ‘heavily accented’ words. Com-
pare, for instance, the following example (Isa. 8: 18):

‘75 Note also the alternative techniques to render 3°2777 hirbiha ‘make plentiful’:

mAnfvw in (65) vs. mAeovasTov moréw in (68).

76 Cf. Wifstrand (1949—50) 69; Janse (1995) 197 ff.
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s vy vy ;g ” <o s
800 éyw kal Ta wadio & por édwkev ¢ feds.

maodR DT Wy W
hinné  ’anoki  wé-ha-yéladim  daser  natan-17 YHWH
8oV &y kal Ta modia d pou wrev 6 feds

Here am I and the children the Lord has given me.

The conclusion to be drawn from all this is that whereas the
word-for-word principle was adhered to as strictly as possible, the
LXX translators nevertheless deviated from the rule to produce
idiomatic Greek on occasion. As Wifstrand puts it: ‘Offenbar war in
solchen Fillen der griechische Sprachgebrauch so fest, dass einige
von den Ubersetzern der jiidischen Bibelbiicher dadurch bisweilen
zu einer kleinen Abweichung von der im allgemeinen befolgten
Wortstellung gezwungen wurden’ (1949—50: 69—70). This makes it
very improbable that the LXX translators were native speakers of
Hebrew or Aramaic, as the letter of Aristeas suggests (see (10) and
(11) above). In fact, if they were able to deal with such subtleties as
Wackernagel’s Law, we must assume that they were native speakers
of the Egyptian xowrj, specifically in the case of the Pentateuch.'””

Turkish, like Hebrew, has relatively few clitics as compared to
Greek, and no clitic pronouns or pronominal suffixes.'” If there
is no need to emphasize the pronoun, it is generally omitted al-
together.'” If a pronoun is used, it is always prepositive vis-a-vis
the verb by which it is governed, Turkish being a canonical SOV
language.'®

Cappadocian, on the other hand, has retained the Ancient Greek
EPs, which are generally postpositive vis-a-vis the verb."® Com-
pare, for instance, the following example from Telmisos (70a)
(Dawkins 1916: 324 ff.) with its Modern Greek equivalent (70b),
which also confirms Moulton’s observation that the ‘wearisome it-
eration’ of EPs is a feature of ‘vernacular’ and ‘colloquial’ language
generally (1908: 85):

77 Cf. Swete (1914) 20.

78 Cf. Lewis (1967) 23—4; Kornfilt (1997) 286, 435.

179 Cf. Lewis (1967) 68; Kornfilt (1997) 281 ff.

e Cf. Lewis (1967) 240; Kornfilt (1987) 636; (1997) 91.

Bt Cf. Thumb (1910) 82 n. 1; Dawkins (1916) 120; Andriotis (1948) 48; Ke-
sisoglou (1951) 50—1; Mavrochalividis and Kesisoglou (1960) 89; Mirambel (1963)
98; Anastasiadis (19776) 140; Janse (1994a) 435f.; (1998a) 260; (1998¢) 525.
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(70a) ksévalen=cin ke=piren=¢in

take out-aor-zsgzher  and=take-aor-3sg=her
(70b) v éByale KaL TRV Tpe

her=take out-aor-;s¢ and=her=take-aAor-3s¢
(70a) ke=lisen=¢in ke=éplinen=¢in

and=bathe-aor-3sg=her and=wash-aor-3sg=her
(70b) kar ™ Aodoe Kat TV émAvve

and=her=bathe-aoRr-3s¢ and=her=wash-aAoRr-3sg
(70a) ke=piken=¢in pal néka=t

and=make-a0r-3sg=her again  wife=his
(70b)  kav TV éxape maN ™) yvvaika Tov

and=her=make-aor-3s¢  again  arr=wife=his

He took her out and took her and bathed her and washed her and
made her again his wife.

The Cappadocian situation has thus remained essentially the
same as in the Hellenistic age, where postpositive EPs were in the
majority as well, at least in colloquial texts. In fact, postpositive EPs
are attested only in the Eastern dialects of Modern Greek, which
seems to suggest that it was a distinctive feature of the Eastern
(Asia Minor, Syro-Palestinian, and Egyptian) xow."®* Interest-
ingly, however, Cappadocian has generalized Wackernagel’s Law
in a number of syntactic contexts where prepositive EPs are obliga-
tory.’® One such context involves initial interrogatives as in (56a),
but (56b) shows that any ‘heavily accented’ word or phrase could
occasionally attract EPs in second position. The following example
from Ulagag¢ (Dawkins 1916: 356) combines an obligatorily prepos-
itive EP in the presence of an interrogative pronoun (71a) with an
optionally prepositive EP in the presence of a ‘heavily accented’
subject pronoun (71b):

(71a) ta=famdanja tis=ta dlakse
the=candlesticks who=them change-A0Rr-3s¢
‘Who changed the candlesticks?

(71b) oyd=ta  dlaksa
I=them change-A0R-1sg

I changed them.

The regular postposition of the EPs vis-a-vis the verb has led to

82 Cf. Janse (1993b) 119; (1998a) 264; and compare Thumb (1914) 199; Dawkins
(1916) 214; Contossopoulos (1983—4) 152.
83 Cf. Janse (1994a) 436 fF.; (1998a) 261 ff.
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their partial grammaticalization in Cappadocian. Several pieces of
evidence can be adduced to show that the Cappadocian EPs were
on their way to becoming pronominal suffixes. The first of these
has to do with the breaching of the ‘rule of limitation’ (Janse 1995—
6: 155—6): in the case of ksévalen=¢in and éplinen=¢in in (70a), the
enclitic accent is omitted from the verb, suggesting that ¢in was
no longer felt to be a clitic. Interestingly, both types appear to be
interchangeable, as in the following pair from the same text from
Farasa (Dawkins 1916: 558):

(72a) ésirén=ta

(72b) ésiren-ta
shoot-A0R-3sg=it

He shot it.

Elsewhere I have ventured to call this phenomenon ‘agglutination’
(1998c: 530) to distinguish it from true affixation or ‘fusion’ (1998c:
535)."% Sometimes the lack of an enclitic accent in cases like (72b)
caused the erstwhile EP to be reinterpreted as a true suffix in that
the rule of limitation was unconsciously applied. The following
example, which was taken from the same text as (72a—b), illustrates
the phenomenon (Dawkins 1916: 558):

(72¢) esire=me
shoot-A0R-3sg=me

He shot me.

Fusion of erstwhile EPs is not a case of extension but rather of
‘reanalysis’, a technical term defined by Harris and Campbell as a
‘mechanism which changes the underlying structure of a syntactic
pattern and which does not involve any immediate or intrinsic mod-
ification of its surface manifestation’ (1995: 50). In the case of (72¢),
the order of the erstwhile EP wvis-a-vis the noun has remained the
same, but the former is now treated as a pronominal suffix rather
than an EP. Reanalysis is also responsible for the (regular) deletion
of unaccented initial e- in piren=¢in and piken=¢in in (70a)."® The
process can be represented as follows:

(73a) épiren=¢in - epiren-éin — piren-éin

84 Cf. Haspelmath (1994) 1.
85 Cf. Janse (1998¢) 537, and compare Dawkins (1916) 138.
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(73b) épiken=cin — epiken-éin — piken-cin

The final piece of evidence of the grammaticalization of the erst-
while EPs comes from the use of ta, formally a third person plural
EP, as the unmarked object agreement marker for the third person
singular and plural.'® The ta in (72a=b), for instance, has a singular
referent. The use of doubled EPs as object agreement markers is
obligatory in Cappadocian, as in the following examples from Silli
(74a) (Dawkins 1916:286) and Telmisos (75a) (Dawkins 1916:314):

(74a) eyo séna filattu=se
I you guard-pPRES-1sg=you
I will guard you.

(752) eyé séna dilévo=se
I you feed-prEs-isg=you

I will feed you.

The word order of both utterances is SOV, which is the basic word
order in Turkish."®” Compare, for instance, the Turkish translations
of (74a) and (75a):

(74b) ben senmi kor-uyorum
I you guard-PRES-rsg
I will guard you.
(75b) ben senmi ye-dir-iyorum
I you eat-CAUS-PRES-isg

I will feed you.

It would seem, then, that the word order of the Cappadocian ex-
amples (74a) and (75a) is calqued on the Turkish. What sets Cap-
padocian apart, however, is the use of doubled EPs as object agree-
ment markers. The same phenomenon occurs in the closely related
Pontic dialect (Drettas 1997: 251):

(76a) ey avit to=korits ayapi-ato
1 that the=girl love-rres.isg=her

(76b) ben o kizi  siv-tyorum
I that girl love-pREs.isg

I love that girl.

86 Cf. Janse (1998¢) 539, and compare Dawkins (1916) 172.
87 Cf. Lewis (1967) 240; Kornfilt (1987) 636; (1997) 91.
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It will be recalled that Cappadocia (‘Magna Cappadocia’) and
Pontus (‘Cappadocia Pontica’) used to be one before the Persian
conquest. In fact the similarities between Cappadocian and Pon-
tic are such that Dawkins concluded that ‘they must be regarded
as having at one time formed a continuous linguistic area’ (1916:
205). In Pontic, however, the erstwhile EPs have developed into
full-fledged pronominal suffixes functioning as object agreement
markers.’®® Whereas the Cappadocian EPs are prepositive vis-a-
2is the verb in a number of syntactic contexts, Pontic must have
generalized postposition at one point before reanalysing the EPs as
pronominal suffixes.

Remarkably, the Turkish Black Sea dialects have in their turn
been heavily influenced by Pontic."® Whereas Turkish normally
omits the pronoun if it can be inferred from the context or situ-
ation, ' the Black Sea dialects not only use non-emphatic pro-
nouns on the analogy of the Greek EPs, but they are usually post-
positive vis-a-vis the verb on the analogy of the Pontic pattern
as well, as in the following example from Caykara (Brendemoen
1993: 55):""

(777) yap-ti-ler=omi  burda eski-ler yap-ti=oni
make-prasTpizit  here old-p1 make-past=it
ki ue kisi yap-tizoni
two three person make-rasr=it
They have made it [sc. the mosque] here, the ancients have made it,
two—three people have made it.

It is generally assumed that Turkish did not spread among the
Pontians until the seventeenth century, although Turkish tribes
started penetrating Pontus from the middle of the thirteenth.™?
One possible explanation for Pontic interference in Black Sea Turk-
ish is that, being numerically inferior, it was the Turks who became
bilingual, not the Pontians.”® However one may wish to explain
the interference in these Turkish dialects, it will be clear that one

188

Cf. Drettas (1997) 393.
Cf. Brendemoen (1998) 27 ff.; (1999) 365 ff.
Cf. Lewis (1967) 68; Brendemoen (1993) 51; Kornfilt (1997) 281 fI.
Among other interference features in the Turkish Black Sea dialects the back-
ing of /ii/ >/u/ and the fronting of /i/ >/i/ are worthy of note (Brendemoen 1999:
369), e.g. ti¢ >u¢ and yapti > yapti in (77).

192 Cf. Brendemoen (1999) 365—6.

193 Cf. Brendemoen (1999) 366.

189
190

191



388 Mark Fanse

cannot simply assume that ‘it is the social context, not the struc-
ture of the language involved, that determines the direction and the
degree of interference’ and that “Turkish influenced Greek in Asia
Minor because it was the Greeks who were under cultural pressure
and (therefore) the Greeks who became bilingual’ (T"homason and
Kaufman 1988: 19).

Most if not all of the Greek-speaking Cappadocians were indeed
bilingual,'* so there may have been no need for the Cappadocian
T'urks to learn Greek. But the social and cultural relations were not
always as straightforward as Thomason and Kaufman assume, as
the following testimony of a Cappadocian refugee from Mutalaski
shows (Devletoglou 1983 [1955]: 99):

(78) Me Tovs Tovprovs Tns marpidas pas meprovoaue kald. Hoav ¢prwyol kau

Tous maipvape oTis SovAeds pas. Touvs mAnpdvape ya 8,7t pas éxavav.
‘Huaorav kipiot ki fjoav Soddot. Kar o ‘EX\yves rar ov Appevaior foav
mAovowot. Ov Todprot érpwyav amd pas. Kvplovs pas éleyav.
With the Turks of our country we got on very well. They were poor
and we took them into our employment. We paid them for what they
did for us. We were masters and they were servants. And the Greeks
and the Armenians were rich. The Turks ate from us. Masters they
called us.

5. Conclusion

Although the concept of BapBapopwria ‘speaking bad Greek’ has
been applied to the translation Greek of the LXX and could have
been applied to the Greek of the Cappadocians, the two varieties
are complete opposites. Hebrew interference in the LXX is due to
a translation technique, typical of religious translations, which is at
once calqued and word-for-word to produce a mimetic text. As a
result, interference is almost limited to lexical and syntactic exten-
sion. Although syntactic extension has been the focus of the three
case studies, lexical extension has been exemplified as well, e.g. the
use of yeidos instead of yAdooa in the sense of ‘language’ as a calqued
translation of MOW sapa ‘lip’ in (1) and (2). Syntactic extension in
the LXX stems from the word-for-word principle, which was con-
nected with God’s commandment quoted in (16). Interference in
the linear word order or in the omission or insertion of words which
194 Cf. Dawkins (1916) 10 ff.
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would be unidiomatic in Greek is not determined by unconscious
mental processes associated with bilingualism, but dictated by a
conscious translation technique. If the language of the LXX can
indeed be qualified as ‘good kowr Greek’ (Thackeray 1909: 13) be-
cause of its drawing from the lexical and grammatical resources of
the Egyptian kouwnj, especially in the case of the Pentateuch (Swete
1914: 20), this is not tantamount to saying that it can be considered
representative of the spoken or even written language of its time in
every respect.

Deviations from the Hebrew word order, however, could in prin-
ciple be interpreted as unconscious interference from the target
language. A typical example is the preposition of EPs where the
Hebrew lVorlage has suffixes. But even in such cases extreme caution
is warranted, since many alleged Semitisms have turned out to be
‘good kowr Greek’ after all, as research since Deissman (1895; 1897)
has shown. It may be useful to stress the importance of a historical
perspective at this point. The grammaticalization of postposed EPs
in Cappadocian and Pontic, for instance, proves that postposition
must have been the unmarked order once, which in turn sheds new
light on the LXX usage.

Judging by the words of Kontosopoulos, the BapBapopwria of the
Cappadocian Greeks could almost be interpreted as ‘speaking a
foreign language’: édmowos axoler . . . Tyv kammadokikt) SidAekTo, Sev
Eéper av éyel va kdvel pe Tovprikd o€ eAUikd oTdua 1) pe eAAprikd oe
oréua Tovpkiko ‘whoever hears . . . the Cappadocian dialect does
not know whether he has to do with Turkish spoken by a Greek or
with Greek spoken by a Turk’ (Kontosopoulos 1994: 7). Language
maintenance under strong cultural pressure and long-term bilin-
gualism has resulted in unconscious ‘heavy’ interference on every
level, producing a yAdooa pepryuévn in the literal sense of a ‘mixed
language’. The technical term to be applied to the Cappadocian
case is code-mixing, since the Greek and T'urkish ‘codes’ are really
mixed to produce a unique contact language ‘over the border of
nongenetic development’ (T'homason-Kaufman 1988: 94).

The contrast between the translation Greek of the LXX and the
mixed language of the Cappadocians could not be better expressed
than by juxtaposing two earlier quotations. The first of these applies
to the Jew who shifted his language: ‘EX\nvicos #v od 71 StadékTo
uévov, aAda kal 71 Ppuxn ‘he was a Greek, not only in his language, but
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in his spiritas well’ (Clearch. fr. 6)," the second to the Cappadocian
who maintained his language: 7o cdpa éuewe eAquikd, pa n Yoy
Tovpkikt) ‘the body has remained Greek, but the soul has become
Turkish’ (Anastasiadis 1975: 159)."%°

195 Quoted by Jos. Ap. 1. 22 (cf. Euseb. PE 9. 5).
196 After Dawkins (1916) 198.



