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Introduction: Herodotus, Politics, and Language

Herodotus’ Histories are not just expansive, but also “omnivorous™ encompassing
diverse topics, from Herodotus’ self-proclaimed focus on the great deeds of Greeks and
barbarians, to digressive details about the natural world, the peoples who inhabit that world, and
the “often controversial”? political stance Herodotus takes by valorizing the actions of certain
Greek city-states like Athens, while denigrating others. The Histories are not an apolitical text;
not only do they contain Herodotus’ internalized cultural assumptions, but they accomplish
specific political work during the moment in history in which they were published. In Herodotus’
day, the Athenians were using the narrative of their prominent role in the victory against the
Persians to “justify their empire.”3 Herodotus’ historical project often contributes to that
justification through its depiction of cultural and political relations between different Greek city-
states, and between those city-states and the other nations of the ancient Mediterranean as
inherently unequal in their division of power. In this way, the Histories can be seen as a political
project themselves; by appealing to his Athenian audience through the pro-Athenian political
lens with which he views historical events, Herodotus presents a subjective historical account
with obvious bias and an obviously present — if not necessarily clear — authorial perspective.

Not only are Herodotus® Histories subject to political bias in terms of how Herodotus
deals with political topics like the role of Athens as a military power in the Persian War, but the
political positions Herodotus communicates can also be read in seemingly apolitical content,

including his elaborate cultural digressions. In particular, Herodotus incorporates information

I Thomas 2007, ix
2 Thomas 2007, xiv

3 Thomas 2007, xiv
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about the relationship between language and culture into his narrative in a way that demonstrates
Herodotus’ loyalty to the growing power in Athens, and shows that Herodotus saw a connection
between the maintenance of cultural power within Greek city-states and the consolidation of
city-states into more powerful inter-state unions. This connection, implicit in Herodotus’
accounts of language use in different cultural, ethnic, and political groups, lies in the way
Herodotus sees language as a resource from which tools for acquiring, maintaining, and
subverting power can be crafted. To show Herodotus’ incorporation of language into his
narrative, I will examine three significant episodes from the first two books of Herodotus’
Histories that demonstrate how Herodotus portrayed a relationship between power and linguistic

change.

Herodotus’ Pelasgians: Language and Ethnic Change

Early in the course of the first book of his Histories (1.57-1.58), Herodotus provides an
ethnographic-historical digression concerning an ethnos he refers to as “the Pelasgians.” These
Pelasgian people, Herodotus describes, did not speak Greek, but they lived in Greece in the past,
and over time they contributed to the size and power of the ‘Greek’ ethnic group as a whole.
Herodotus introduces this initial summary of the Pelasgians with a statement of his own lack of
certainty regarding what language the Pelasgians spoke (1.57.1). “I cannot say precisely,”
Herodotus admits, “which language the Pelasgians spoke” (fjviiva 8¢ yAdooav lecav ol
Ilehaoyol, ovk Eyxo dtpekém¢ eimeiv, 1.57.1). By acknowledging that he cannot know
“precisely” (dtpexémg) what language the Pelasgians used, Herodotus frames his inquiry into the

Pelasgians as an interpretation of evidence: first, he warns his audience that they will be entering
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the realms of conjecture, then he examines the evidence of contemporary Pelasgian communities.
In Herodotus® own time, he tells us, these communities included both those Pelasgians “who
lived with the Athenians” (ol cUvokot éyévovio Abnvaiowst, 1.57.2) in previous times, and then
had moved away from Athens, and “other Pelasgians” who lived in communities with non-
Pelasgians, and, as a result had “changed their name” (10 otivoua petéfaie, 1.57.2) so that they
were no longer called “Pelasgians.” Between these two contemporary Pelasgian groups,
Herodotus depicts the ethnos as having undergone a radical change. Whereas the historical
Pelasgians all spoke the same language — whatever language that might have been — and shared
the same name (“Pelasgian™), the modern Pelasgians have splintered into some who seem to
have retain their ethnic title but lost their geographic home, and others who retained their original
territory but lost their name. This narrative of fracturing enables Herodotus to draw a contrast
between the historical and contemporary Pelasgians not only in terms of geography and ethnic
name, but also in regards to their language: although Herodotus initially only implies that some
contemporary Pelasgians speak a Greek language, his primary initial assertion is that “The
Pelasgians spoke a barbarian language™ (noav oi Ilehacyoi BapPapov yAdooay iévteg, 1.57.2).
Herodotus marks out this evidence-based argument through a chiastic logical structure.
He begins with his question “which language?” (fivtwva... yAdooav, 1.57.1), and then warns that
he is departing from objective fact with that adverb “precisely” (dtpexéwe, 1.57.1).4 Once he has
listed out the contemporary communities he has examined as evidence, Herodotus reminds the
audience that his argument is conjectural by including the conditional phrase “if it is necessary to

speak, having judged from these things” (el tovtOowol Texpapopevov del Aéyewv). He then

bRy

4 LSJ, s.v. “atpexng” provides “accurately,” “precisely,” and “tell truly, exactly” (II).
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concludes by answering his initial question: “Which language” (fivtiva... yAdooav)’ did the
Pelasgians “speak” (lecav)6? They “spoke” (Roav iévtec)” a “barbarian tongue” (BdapPapov
yrdooav).8 Herodotus uses the same verb, inu, at both the beginning and end of the argument,
in order to round out his reasoning for the changing relationship between Pelasgian language,
culture, and geographic location over time. The verb inu, meaning “release, let go™ and
therefore “utter,” or “speak,”10 is used relatively rarely by Herodotus when talking about
language in his Histories: only four times in the text does inut appear as the verb governing a
‘language noun,’!! and in the other two instances outside of 1.57, the ‘language noun’ is not

yYA@ooo, meaning “tongue, language,”? but povi|, meaning “sound, language.”!3 In contrast to

5 LSJ, s.v. “6o11g” a relative pronoun, here “in indirect questions™ (I11); s.v. “yAdooa™ has “language” (11).

6 LSJ, s.v. “inut” gives the definition “of sounds, utter,” both specifically “to speak Greek,” and more
generally “to let loose every kind of speech™ (A.2).

7 LSJ, s.v. “eipi” has “be” (B.2); s.v. “inut” gives the definition “of sounds, utter,” both specifically “to
speak Greek,” and more generally “to let loose every kind of speech” (A.2).

8 LSJ, s.v. “BapPapog” gives generally “barbarous, i.e. non-Greek, foreign” (A) and specifies that is is
used “esp[ecially] of language” (A.2); s.v. “yAd@coa™ has “language” (II).

9 LSJ, s.v. “iqut” has “release, let go,” as well as “let fall” and “let themselves go” (A.1).

10 LSJ, s.v. “impu” gives the definition “of sounds, utter,” both specifically “to speak Greek,” and more
generally “to let loose every kind of speech”™ (A.2).

I For the purposes of this paper, a ‘language noun’ is any noun that refers to language (such as yhdoow),
writing (such as ypdappa), or speech (such as pwvn), as well as to groups of people described by their
language use (such as opoyrmacococ, BapPapog). The four usages of i governing ‘language nouns’ in
Herodotus occur at 1.57.1, 1.57.2,2.2.2 and 4.23.2.

12LS], s.v. “yAdooa,” for which the primary definition is “fongue, as the organ of speech” (A.2), and
“language™ also appears as a frequent definition (II).

3LSJ, s.v. “pwwvi,” which is defined primarily as “sound, tone™ or, properly, “the sound of the voice” (A).
Other definitions include “speech, voice, utterance” (A.I), and “any articulate sound,” (A.1.3), and only
peripherally as “faculty of speech, discourse™ (A.II) or “language” (A.I1.2). Herodotus uses it fairly often
to refer to the speech practices of various ethné: pwvn appears in the Histories 32 times (only once in the
nominative, nine times in the genitive, six times in the dative, and sixteen times in the accusative), The
one nominative use (4.129.1) and several uses in other cases refer to animals noises, but two uses in the
genitive (2.32.6, 8.65.1), three uses in the dative (4.117.1, 5.58.1, 7.85.1), and fourteen uses in the
accusative (1.85.4, 1.159.3,2.2.2,2.2.3,2.42.4,4.23.2, 4.111.1, 4.114.1, twice in 4.155.3, 5.93.2, 7.70.1,
8.65.1, 8.65.4) refer to human language use in some way.
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the wide semantic breadth of @wvr, which can be used of non-language and non-human
sounds,!4 Herodotus uses yA®ooa to refer only to human organs of speech and speech practices.
Apart from one participial usage in the ninth book,!5 the only two times inu takes the direct
object yAdooo in Herodotus” narrative are at the beginning and the end of this short logical
argument in 1.57.2.16 By selecting these paired terms, Herodotus guides his audience to the
conclusion that his evidence (;oncerning the languages spoken by the Pelasgians during his own
time can be used to assert truths about the language spoken by the Pelasgians in the past. At this
point, Herodotus has begun charting linguistic change.

Having asserted that the Pelasgians once spoke a barbarian language, Herodotus then
articulates how he believes the Pelasgians’ use of their language must have changed over time.
First, he deals with those “other Pelasgians” who lived in communities with others but had
“changed their name” (10 oﬁvoua.ugréﬁaka, 1.57.2) — specifically, the Pelasgians who had
remained in Attica and lost the title “Pelasgian” in favor of retaining their original territory, thus
becoming part of the Athenian city-state and the Athenian ethnos. Of these former Pelasgians,
Herodotus says that they underwent a “change to Hellenes” (tfj petaforf] tfj &g "EAinvog,

1.57.3) and, seemingly in this process, “they changed the language they learned” (trv yAdoocov

14 @) is used to refer to the sounds made by donkeys and mules (4.129.1, twice in 4.129.3, 4.135.3),
pigs (twice in 2.70.2), and horses and hippopotami (2.71.1), as well as to the words spoken by two black
doves (00 mehewddag peraivag, 2.55.1); although animals, these doves speak “human speech” (povij
avipomnin, 2.55.2, and twice in 2.57.2). The verb used to refer to these doves’ speech is unusual as well:
avdaacOar, from avdalopat, which appears only in these two accounts of the doves’ speech, within the
entirety of the Histories.

15 The participial aside is the phrase “speaking the Greek language,” said of a Persian man conversing
with Thersander (EALGSa yrAdooav iévta, 9.16.2).

16 For additional reference about which other verbs govern nouns of language, see “Appendix I: Verbs of
Language in Herodotus, Organized by Passage in Text” and “Appendix II: Verbs of Language in
Herodotus, Organized Alphabetically by Main Verb” at the end of this document for tables containing
additional data about the correspondences between specific verbs and nouns related to language use in
Herodotus® Histories.
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petépade, 1.57.3). When articulating this significant linguistic change, Herodotus uses a verb
seen nowhere else in the Histories: petépobe, from petopovbivo, “to learn differently; unlearn
one language and learn another.”!” What petapavOdve accomplishes is a vivid repetition of
sound from the initial description of the Pelasgians who “changed” (petéfoke,18 1.57.2) their
name, to those who now experience a “change” (petafoif],!? 1.57.3) of ethnic title, just as they
“changed” (netépabe, 1.57.3) their language. This repetition of “change” (pueto—) highlights that,
according to Herodotus® account, the ‘Afhenian Pelasgians’ have undergone a rapid and radical
cultural shift: although they have retained their original homeland, nearly every other feature
(indeed, every feature that Herodotus records) of their culture has shifted. They no longer hold
the same name for themselves, nor do they speak the same language.

Herodotus then draws a contrast with the Pelasgian groups who have experienced far less
cultural change. Of the Pelasgians living in other regions besides Attica, Herodotus says that
“they are not now of the same language as their [non-Pelasgian] neighbors” (ovdauoict év viv
oQENG TEPLOKEOVTWYV £loi OpoyAmooot, 1.57.3). These disparate contemporary Pelasgian groups,
however, are “of the same language with each other” (ocpict 8¢ opdyhmooor,20 1.57.3). It is this
evidence that forms the root of Herodotus’ argument that the original language of the Pelasgians
was a barbarian one, but the barbarian nature of the historical Pelasgian language is no longer

Herodotus’ main thesis: that conclusion has been reached at the end of the inpt yYA®ooa chiastic

17 LSJ, s.v. “petapavOdve’” has “learn differently,” and of language, “unlearn one language and learn
another instead,” citing this passage (A).

18 .S], s.v. “uetafdiio” has “turn about, change, alter” (II).
19 LS], s.v. “petaforn” has “change, changing” (A).

20 1,SJ, s.v. “opdyrwocog” provides the definition “speaking the same tongue,” (A) and cites both this
passage and Hdt. 8.144
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structﬁre in 1.57.2. Now, Herodotus is more concerned with explicating the distinction between
the Pelasgian communities who experienced radical internal change and those who did not. He
concludes his illustration of the contemporary Pelasgian communities who have a different
language from their neighbors by articulating even more explicitly that these communities are
subject to less linguistic change. The one change they have undergone — their geographic change
— is again marked out with a “change” (ueto—) word, when Herodotus describes the
circumstances of their differentiation from the other Pelasgians as “passing over into these lands™
(netaPaivovteg € tadta Tt ywpia,2! 1.57.3). The parts of this passage that discuss language, in
contrast, show a marked stasis: because these communities have retained their language, that
language itself has retained its original, unchanged form. Herodotus says that these Pelasgians
“carried the imprint of their language” with them to their new homes (tov nveikavto yAdoong
yopaxtipa, 1.57.3), and, furthermore, that they held this imprint “under guard™ (todtov £xovot
gv ouhak(,2? 1.57.3) as though protecting it from some enemy. The word Herodotus uses to
describe this specific usage of the language, yapaxtp, has been translated simply as ‘variant,’23
but it originally referred to the “mark[s] engraved, impress[ed], stamp[ed] on coins and seals.”24

This usage, in 1.57.3, is cited as metaphorical, used to indicate a “distinctive mark or token

21 LS, s.v. “petaPoive™ gives “pass over from one place to another” (A).

21LS], s.v. “goiokn™ gives “a watching, guarding, keeping, preserving,” and in Herodotus in particular
the formula &yew év puiaki Tva, meaning “to keep guarded or occupied” (II). This phrase appears eleven
times in Herodotus, including here; the other ten usages (1.24.7, 1.160.4,2.99.3,3.152.1, 5.77.3, 7.203.1,
7.207.1, 7.208.2, 8.23.1, and 8.40.2) all refer to physical actions of guarding or keeping watch over some
imprisoned person, material object, or military position. This use, in 1.57.3, is the only truly metaphorical
use in the Histories.

23 gee, for instance, the 2007 translation by Rosalind Thomas (the introduction to which is cited as
Thomas 2007)

24 LS, s.v. “yapaxtip” (II). The first definitions given actually indicate the tools used to make an
engraved mark or even the person accomplishing the engraving: “engraver,” or “one who mints
coins” (A) as well as “graving tool” (A.2), “die, stamp” (A.3), and “branding-iron” (A.4).
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impressed (as it were) on a person or thing, by which it is known from others,” or, in other
words, the “characteristic,” or “character” of “a particular dialect.”25 This metaphorical usage of
a predominantly material term shows that, for Herodotus, language usage was comparable to the
use of more typical or more material tools.

In 1.58.1, Herodotus returns to the case of the ‘Athenian Pelasgians’ by stating that the
Pelasgians and many other barbarian tribes “became like to” the Hellenes (Ilehaoy®dv pdiiota
TPOCKEXMPNKOTMV aLT® kol GArmV EBvémv PopPdpov cuyvdv). In this context, the specific
phrase “became like to” (mpookeympnrdtmv avt®)26 “implies hellenization or a transformation
of all things linguistic.”27 This hellenization is accomplished through the action of linguistic shift
itself; the Pelasgians become part of the Hellenic ethnos by assimilating to the dominant
language. By asserting that the ‘Athenian Pelasgians,” changed their language use, Herodotus
reverses one of his usual patterns. When analyzing the manner in which Herodotus talks about
cultural similarities, Munson says that “As a rule, similarities between different ethnic groups are
taken [by Herodotus] as a sign of mutual contact, common origin, or borrowing.”28 In this case,
the assimilation of the Pelasgians into the Athenian ethnos can be seen as a process of growing
social similarity through mutual contact. Regarding the directionality of this borrowing,

however, Munson also observes that “Herodotus points out the debt of the Greeks toward various

25 LSJ, s.v. “yapoxtip” (11.3).

26 LS, s.v. “mpooympém” gives “approach, i.e. agree with, be like” (I1.3).
27 Asheri et.al. 2007, 119

28 Munson 2001, 92
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barbarian nations much more frequently than the other way around?® Yet in this case, it is the
barbarian historical Pelasgians who ‘borrow’ the Greek language from the Hellenes.

It is the reversal of Herodotus’ usual pattern of barbarian-to-Greek borrowing that alerts
us to the political work underlying Herodotus’ ethnographic and linguistic narrative. When
analyzing this episode, Van Wees observes the political implications of how Herodotus depicts

the mutual contact:

The cumulative effect of the many passages which attribute non-Greek origins to
Greek communities... leaves little doubt that one of Herodotus’ aims in
investigating origins was to prove a point which he made in his opening
discussion of the Greeks as a nation: that they were once ‘weak’ and grew in
numbers and power only because their ranks were swelled by ‘Pelasgians and
numerous other barbarian peoples’ (1.58).30
Herodotus does clearly assert that the Hellenes of Attica were initially “weak” (do0Ogvég,3!
1.58.1) and only grew powerful as a result of their assimilation with the Pelasgians and other
barbarians. However, Herodotus shows that it is the power of language that enables that Hellenic
growth and empowerment. Herodotus says that “it is clear” to him (katogaivetor etvar,32 1.58.1)
that the Hellenes have “used the same language” since their beginnings (yAdoon pév éneite

gyéveto aiel xote Tfj avtf] Swypdrtor, 1.58.1). The verb Herodotus uses to refer to the “use” of

language by the Hellenes is not the same word, inp, meaning “release, let go”33 and therefore

29 Munson 2001, 92

30 Van Wees 2002, 327-328

SLLSJ, s.v. “aoBevng,” defined as “without strength, weak™ (A).
322 1LSJ, s.v. “kotogoive” gives “to be clear, plain™ (11.2).

B LS, s.v. “iqu’” has “release, let go,” as well as “let fall” and “let themselves go” (A.1).
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“utter,” or “speak,”34 that Herodotus uses elsewhere in the passage; instead, Herodotus describes
the Hellenes’ language use as a “practice,” using the word dwypdrat, from dwypdopat, meaning
“use constantly or habitually” — a usage found chiefly in Herodotus.33 By changing the verb from
a word of single-time action (uttering, inu) to a word of repeated action (using, dwuypdopar),
Herodotus portrays the Hellenic ethnos as more permanent and stable in the character of its
language, and, by extension, its culture.

In contrast, Herodotus asserts, in the conclusion of his argument, that the contemporary
Pelasgians, “being a barbarian people” (£0v PapPapov, 1.58.1) never experienced the same type
of growth that the Hellenes of Attica did. For the Hellenes, maintaining their original language
was a beneficial political move, because they were able to draw other groups into their linguistic
community, ultimately developing a dominant language. For the Pelasgians, maintaining their
original language actually held back their cultural growth, according to Herodotus. From these
different cases, we can see that it is not language change (or lack thereof) that Herodotus sees as
the primary political benefit of a community’s language practice, but rather allegiance to the
“dominant language, whether their own language originally or not. Undergirding Herodotus’
contrast between Athenian success through language preservation and Pelasgian failure is a
nascent idea of Athenian — or, at the very least, Hellenic — supremacy over the Pelasgians and

other barbarians.36

34 LSJ, s.v. “iqu” gives the definition “of sounds, utter,” both specifically “to speak Greek,” and more
generally “to let loose every kind of speech” (A.2).

35 LS), s.v. “dunypdopar” (I).

36 Scholarship concerning the portrayal of barbarians in Herodotus® Histories is vast: see, in particular,
Hall 1996, Hall 2002, Hartog 1988, Kim 2013, Munson 2001, Skinner 2012, Van Wees 2002.
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The Pelasgians’ Violence: Women and Language

Herodotus returns to the question of the Pelasgians as a cultural group in the sixth book
of the Histories. Because of this great distance between the two Pelasgian episodes, the exact
circumstances of the cultural change that certain groups of Pelasgians undergo has often become
muddled. Sourvinou-Inwood3” observes that previous scholarship has seen a marked dissonance
between how Herodotus depicts the Pelasgians as the ancestors/predecessors of the Hellenes
(1.57-8) and the later narrative Herodotus relates about the capture and murder of Athenian
women by the Pelasgians of Lemnos (6.137-139). Scholars have struggled to reconcile the
differences between these two groups that hold the same name: ‘Pelasgian.’ In part, this may be
because, despite the large separation in the narrative between the two episodes and the large
chronological gap between the time periods Herodotus describes, the themes present in the two
accounts are very similar, a fact which have led to the scholarly confusion Sourvinou-Inwood
identifies. In Herodotus’ second reference to the Pelasgians (6.137-139) the ideas of language
and culture are again inextricably connected: when a number of Athenian women are abducted
and raped by Pelasgian men, they resist their circumstances by teaching their children the Attic
Greek language, as well as other Athenian customs (yYAdoohv 1€ TV ATTIKNV Kl TPOTOVE TOVG
Abnvaiov £didackov Tovg maidac, 6.138.2), thus disrupting their acculturation into their fathers’
Lemnian ethnos. As a result of this subversive use of language education, the Athenian women
and their children are killed by their captors. Although Herodotus relates this violent sequence

mainly as an etiology for the idiomatic phrase “a Lemnian deed” as a proxy for any cruel act,

37 Sourvinou-Inwood 2003, 105
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Herodotus” account shows a set of assumptions about the power of language use — and language
pedagogy — as a political tool.

As Sourvinou-Inwood argues, Herodotus has actually articulated the distinctions between
the two ‘Pelasgian’ entities. “The Athenians had been Pelasgians in the past,” Sourvinou-Inwood
summarizes, “but then they became Greeks; not all Pelasgians had become Greeks, and of those
people who continued to be Pelasgians, a segment [from Lemnos] came to live in Athens [and
seized Athenian women to take back to Lemnos.”38 Sourvinou-Inwood believes that this simple
explanation evaded previous scholars because of a lack of attention paid to Herodotean “textual
strategies,” namely, his dialogic narrative style, and because of the inappropriate assumption that
Herodotus and his contemporaries perceived ethnic identity as “a set, definable essence.”39
Underlying this confusion is the complex question of how Herodotus viewed cultural and
linguistic change.

Not only was Greek identity of this time “destabilized” by the notion that barbarians
could become Greeks, and vice versa,0 but the institution of ethnicity was challenged by the
tension between the innate, unchanging ideal of physis and the perceivable change in nomoi. The
emphasis Herodotus places on the nomos, which Blok understands as “a custom of such impact
as to function as a natural law within a community,” means that “people’s behavior is articulated
in an ethnography in which gender-relations, and women’s activities in particular, are among the

cardinal criteria of description and evaluation.”™! The actions of the captive Athenian women are

38 Sourvinou-Inwood 2003, 140
39 Sourvinou-Inwood 2003, 140
40 Sourvinou-Inwood 2003, 144

41 Blok 2002, 227
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so disruptive to the community of Pelasgians on Lemnos precisely because, by teaching an
alternative language and other alternative nomoi, these women highlight the tension between

nomoi as ‘functional’ natural law, and the actual physical law of physis.

Psammetichus’ Experiment: Nature, Nurture, and Violence

The tension between nomos and physis in the Histories relates to the ways in which
Herodotus talks about language. One episode that Herodotus recounts at the very beginning of
the second book of the Histories (2.2.1-2.2.5) illuminates these contrasting assumptions
underlying the Herodotean depiction of 1angué1ge. During this episode, Herodotus repeats an
Egyptian account about a linguistic experiment conducted by one of the previous Egyptian
pharaohs, a certain Psammetichus. According to the Egyptians themselves, Herodotus says,
Psammetichus wanted to discover which cultural group was the first culture, so he designed a
controlled experiment to test what language a child is most naturally inclined to speak. The
process of Psammetichus’ experiment involved placing two infants under the care of a shepherd,
who would be forbidden to speak to the children, and waiting to see if the children would
produce some language of their own without being taught any linguistic practice. The first word
spoken by these children was the word “bekos™ (Bexog), which, Herodotus tells us, is the
Phrygian word for bread.

The fact that Psammetichus searches for the answer to the question of the oldest or
original people through language, rather than any other cultural trait, reveals that

“[Psammetichus] has already made up his mind with respect to the underlying issue,” that the
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answer to the question of origin of the human species lies with “the origin of human speech.”?
For Herodotus® Psammetichus, language is the ultimate dividing line between cultures, because
language is a direct line running back to the origin of humanity itself. As Munson further
explicates:

Psammetichus would not proceed as he does if he did not assume at the outset that
innate to all men is not merely the potential for speech and communication, but
also a specific primordial language... with ready-made original words signifying
what most men have in common, such as bread.43

This seems to be a different model for language and language change than the types of language
shift articulated in Herodotus’ narratives about the Pelasgians. If the Hellenes “used the same
language” since their beginnings (yAdooyn pév éneite €yéveto oiel xote tf| wdrfi duypdray,
1.58.1), then they cannot also have spoken the “specific primordial language™ that Psammetichus
assumes all peoples once spoke, unless that “specific primordial language” is Greek, but
Herodotus gives us no indication that Greek is even a possibility, only Egyptian and Phrygian.
Following the Egyptian account of the language experiment, Herodotus records a second
version of the story, from Greek sources, in which it is not a shepherd who is told to raise the
children without language, but rather their own mothers, whose tongues have been removed to
prevent them from breaking the no-language rule. Although Asheri et. al. present Psammetichus’
language experiment, as a type of “linguistic argument” which was “typical of 5Sth-cent. Greek
anthropology,™* Munson, in contrast, observes this secondary, Greek account of the

Psammetichus episode distances the Greeks from any credit in this type of linguistic theorizing.

42 Munson 2005, 20
43 Munson 2005, 20-21
44 Asheri et. al. 2007, 243
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Munson says that, “to the experiment of Psammetichus as a positive, though imperfect, barbarian
instance of Aistorie in the narrative, the metanarrative juxtaposes a negative Greek one,” namely,
the sequence in which Psammetichus cuts off the tongues of his servant women.*> Here,
Herodotus depicts the Greeks not as early linguistic anthropologists, but rather as gossip-
mongers, who say “many frivolous things” (pdtowo mohid, 2.2.5), twisting the story of an
originally Egyptian type of experiment into a stereotype about the violent barbarian. In fact, as
Munson observes, the “power and inclination to undertake a controlled experiment” is, for better
or worse, the prerogative only of individuals like Egyptian kings, not Greek researchers like
Herodotus.*® Munson points to Lloyd,*” who outlines the “relative infrequency of controlled
experiments in Greek science.” 8 As a result of the rarity of this sort of experiment within the
overarching narrative of the Histories, Herodotus’ draws his audience’s attention to the
peculiarity of the story itself.

Dewald observes that Herodotus often uses a correlative or a superlative, such as “first,”
paired with the formulaic phrase tén hémeis idmen, meaning “which we know.,” (tdv fueig
iduev)* in order to indicate “that something is extraordinary, the first or best or most extreme in

some way.”’50 When Herodotus uses this formula, Dewald argues, the cumulative effect is that

45 Munson 2005, 141

46 Munson 2005, 19

47 Lloyd 1966, 73-79
48 Munson 2005, 19 n.1

49 This exact formula is used 31 times in Herodotus® Histories (1.6.2, 1.14.2, 1.23.1, 1.94.1, 1.142.1,
1.178.2,1.193.2,2.68.2,2.157.1,3.60.4,3.94.2,3.98.2,3.122.2,4.42.2,4.46.2, 4.48.1, 4.58.1, 4.152.3,
4.184.1,4.187.3,5.119.2,6.21.1, 6.112.3, 7.20.2, 7.27.2, 7.170.3, 8.105.1, 8.125.1, 9.37.2, 9.64.1, 9.78.2).
A variant of this formula, 6cov Nuegic WBuev, appears five times (4.17.2, 4.19.1, 4.21.1, 4.197.2, 7.111.1).

30 Dewald 2002, 281
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“the authorial judgement in play is one that is secular and social, not obtained as part of an
unshakeable tradition or by divine fiat.”s! At the beginning of the Psammetichus episode,
however, Herodotus frames his account not as a factoid made more likely by its generic
popularity, but rather as a historical truth, known from specific sources. We see the expected
repetition of superlatives, in the repeated use of the word “first” (mpdtog) — the Egyptians
initially think themselves to be the first of all humans (npdTovg yevésho naviav avipbhrwv,
2.2.1), but Psammetichus wants to know who the true first people were (oitveg yevoioto mpdrot,
2.2.1) — but the formulaic phrase tév fueig ©dpev does not appear. This absence shows that the
narrative Herodotus presents is not merely a common story “which we [Greeks] know,” but
rather a foreign account that is, in this case, backed up by an “unshakeable tradition”s2 — the
written records maintained by the Egyptians.

The more assertive tone with which Herodotus presents this narrative is possible because
Herodotus saw the Egyptians as particularly reliable sources for historical accounts, as a result of
their particular historical usage of language. Herodotus, like other ancient authors, divides
history into periods, and “the criterion on which different periods of historical time are
distinguished is knowledge.”s3 In Herodotus’s case, this knowledge stretches further back in the
case of Egypt because of the great antiquity of Egyptian record-keeping, resulting in Herodotus’s
assessments in 2.2 and 2.154, that the Egyptians were, if not the first of all human beings, then at
least among the earliest cultural groups, and that it is possible to know more of Egyptian history

with certainty than it is possible to know of the history of other nations.

> Dewald 2002, 282
52 Dewald 2002, 282
33 Cobet 2002, 406
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This approach to the Egyptian records falls into the second type of the two types of
research Herodotus conducted; according to Momigliano “Herodotus combined two types of
historical research,” identifying these “two types” as (1) enquiry about the Persian war, a
historical — if only recently historical — event, and (2) travel “in the East” and elsewhere in the
Mediterranean in order “to collect information about present conditions and past events.”>*
Despite the very different products of these two types of research (specific military-focused
narratives and separate context-providing digressions ranging from mythic to ethnographic), the
methods Herodotus employed for each type of research must have been similar for the most part,
Momigliano reminds us. As one of the earliest Greek history writers, Herodotus relied heavily on
“sightseeing and the oral tradition™ss in the absence of earlier written records. Herodotus’ task
was therefore to take unwritten accounts and compile them into a written narrative. The fact that
he implemented the oral tradition in both historical and ethnographic ways in his writing is a
characteristic of Herodotus’ own narrative style rather than a natural expression of different types
of research methodology.

The Egyptian Psammetichus episode, however, differs from Herodotus’ standard
methodology in that it does rely on written records, and it is therefore set apart from both the oral
historical and ethnographic types of stories present elsewhere in Herodotus’ narrative, including
the Greek Psammetichus episode that directly follows, “frivolous thing” (uétono modhd, 2.2.5)
that it is. Yet this narrative from written records explores a topic which is difficult to pin down:

language. As Munson observes,

54 Momigliano 1958, 2
33 Momigliano 1958, 3
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In history, Herodotus can only productively inquire into events not too distant in

time. In ethnography he focuses on current realities, such as the existence of many

languages. Languages are, like other nomoi, mysterious in their origin but

observable and synchronically comparable by one who studies differences and

affinities among men in all areas of culture.’¢
In this way, Munson suggests that the Herodotean tension may be methodological: Herodotus
struggles to reconcile the historical narratives he collects from others with the ethnographic data
he himself perceives. Herodotus, however, may be sharing with his audience “the ironical
awareness that Psammetichus’ experiment has a different meaning from that which the king
attributes to it.”57 One reading of Herodotus® analysis would come to the conclusion not that
Phrygian was truly the one original language, but that language, like any other nomos, was
subject to change as a result of shifts in human society. Although Herodotus places value on
Psammetichus’ experiment, the real innovation implicitly identified by Herodotus is
Psammetichus’ questioning the traditional truth that the Egyptians are the oldest or first culture.
This type of questioning supports the collection of evidence — a practice which Herodotus
valorizes from améng his strategies for historical research, particularly when investigating the
anthropological patterns of nomoi as they are practiced by different er/iné.

The Psammetichus episode therefore complicates the Greek binary of nomos and physis.
Corcella discusses the essential difference between nomos and physis for Herodotus: that “if
difference among nomoi is the norm, the identity of the nomoi of two distinct peoples constitutes

an exception, and therefore a potential problem... [which is] the opposite of what is seen in the

realm of physis, where what behaves differently from the usual experience of a Greek constitutes

56 Munson 2005, 23
57 Munson 2005, 21
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a problem.”s® The unique quality of a nomos is that it differs — or rather, can differ — between
peoples, and this allows for the similarities and differences of groups to be charted by their
nomoi, and thus for the historical development of groups to be charted. As Corcella asserts,
“nomoi can thus be used for the reconstruction of the past.”$ Both the Pelasgian episodes and
Psammetichus’ language experiment show how Herodotus sees the use of language as a nomos
with which he can reconstruct the past — and more specifically, he can reconstruct past

relationships and power balances between different cultures.

The Ionians’ Dialects: Language, Dialect, and Disorder

Herodotus’ incorporation of language as a nomos in his narrative, like his portrayal of
other nomoi, shows that, for Herodotus, language can be one of the customs by which cultural
units are constituted and framed. For instance, in his description of the diversity of Ionian
dialects, Herodotus’ specific word choices suggest that he believes the Ionians’ lack of a single
shared language is not just a symptom of their greater political disunity, but part of a larger
cultural failure to maintain power. In the first book of the Histories, Herodotus says that the
[onians “do not [all] practice the same language” (yYA@dooav 8& 00 TV avThv 0VTOL VEVOLIKAGTL,
1.142.3). The verb Herodotus uses to describe the language-based practices of the lonians
highlights that, here, Herodotus is talking about language as a nomos: this verb is vevopikuot, “to
use customarily, practise; to have a language in common use,”® from the verb vopilw, which

shares a root with nomos (vopog).

58 Corcella 2013, 75
59 Corcella 2013, 77, italics in original.

60 ST s.v. “vopilm” (A).
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Rather than all speaking the same language, the Ionians, according to Herodotus, use a
number of dialects. When introducing this idea of dialects as separate languages with some
shared elements,®! Herodotus claims that Ionians use not one language “but four customs of
variation,” (GAAd tpdmoVE Técoepog mapaywyémv,62 1.142.3). This word usage suggests that
Herodotus held a low opinion of the Ionians. The term mapayeyn (1.142.3), meaning *“variation,”
is, in this context, a “pejorative term”63 with a range of definitions including “leading astray,
misleading” in addition to its use here as a variant term for ‘dialect.’®* The only other instance in
which Herodotus uses the term mapoymyn occurs not in a language context, but rather a social
context that reinforces its negative connotations: Herodotus, in his account of the Spartan man
Agetus and the Spartan king Ariston, says that Agetus was forced to give up his wife to Ariston
“by means of a misleading from the trick”™ that Ariston had played on him (tfig dndng tfj
nopoyeyii, 6.62.2). By framing the language use of the Ionians in these negative terms,
Herodotus is asserting that Ionians would be better situated to consolidate power and maintain
cultural unity if they used the same language and had not been ‘led astray’ from it through the
use of regional dialects.

Herodotus then describes these four ‘speech communities’ in Ionia: (1) the Carians, (2)
the Lydians, (3) the Chians and Erythraians, and (4) the Samians. After he has introduced the

first two groups by listing the cities in each region, he pauses his catalogue to comment again on

61 And perhaps also a shared history, if we are to understand Herodotus as incorporating the idea of a
dialect into a model of linguistic change in this case.

62 LS], s.v. “tpdmog” gives “a way of life, habit, custom™ (III).
63 Asheri et. al. 2007, 179

64 18], s.v. “napaymyn” where “leading astray, misleading” is given (II), as well as the more specific
“yariation of dialect,” for which only this passage is cited (I11.3).
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the differences of their language usage: Herodotus articulates that the Lydians are not of the same
language group as the Carians. The residents of the Lydian cities, who do share a similar practice
of language use, however, are not “of the same language,” according to Herodotus, in quite the
same way as the groups of contemporary Pelasgians whom Herodotus had previously described;
those Pelasgian groups are “of the same language” (opdyhwooot, 1.57.3) where the root used for
“language” is yA@ooa (“tongue, language™).65 The groups of lonians in Lydia, in contrast, “speak
the same speech” (oot 8¢ opopmvéovat, 1.142.4); the term Herodotus uses, opopavéovat,
comes from the other primary word for “language,” pwovi (“sound, language™).66 Not only do
they speak “nothing from the language” of the first lonian group that Herodotus described (tfiot
npoTEpov Aeyxbeionot opoloyiovot katd yAdooav ovdév, 1.142.4), but the speech that they do
hold in common is not a language, but merely a sound, an utterance (pwvn), disconnected from
the tongue itself (yA®dooa). The way Herodotus portrays linguistic diversity — or rather,
divergence — in lonia has distinct political implications. Asheri et.al. suggest that Herodotus
crafted this account of lonian linguistic diversity in 1.142 in order “to emphasize the Ionians’
lack of unity in all areas: language, ethnicity, politics, etc.”¢” According to Strassler, this
emphasis of Herodotus’ is not accidental, but rather an intentional feature of the narrative.
Strassler notes that Herodotus, “a Dorian from Halicarnassus, seems to have had a poor opinion

of lonians,” arguing that Herodotus saw the lonians as cowardly and “too soft,” and responsible

65 L.SJ, s.v. “yAdooa,” for which the primary definition is “fongue, as the organ of speech” (A.2), and
“language™ also appears as a frequent definition (II).

66 LSJ, s.v. “pwvn,” which is defined primarily as “sound, tone” or, properly, “the sound of the voice” (A).
Other definitions include “speech, voice, utterance” (A.1), and “any articulate sound,” (A.1.3), and only
peripherally as “faculty of speech, discourse™ (A.II) or “language” (A.I1.2).

67 Asheri et. al. 2007, 173
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for the “hopeless” revolt that ultimately harmed the Hellenes.®® Like Herodotus’ use of
“misleading variation” (nopaywyn), the minimization of the Ionians’ cultural language practices
to ewvi (“sound”) is part of a political project, showing the Ionians as weak because of their
internal divisions.

After describing the cultural boundaries of the other two groups of Ionians, Herodotus
rounds off his account of the many ways of speaking in Ionia by reiterating that he sees four
types of speech. He does so, however, using language terms distinct from those he employed to
introduce this diversity of languages at the beginning of the digression. Where previously
Herodotus had spoken of “four customs of variation,” (1pdmovg téooepug mapaywytov, 1.142.3),
locating the ITonian dialects in “custom” (tp6moc)6? and “variation” (mapaywyn),’® he now asserts
that “there are four imprints of the language” (yapaktiipeg yhdoong téooepeg yivovial, 1.142.4).
With this conclusion, Herodotus returns to the term “imprint” (yapaxtijp) which he used also to
discuss the Pelasgian language retained by some groups of contemporary Pelasgians. Although
the use of yupaxtiip in the Pelasgian episode seems initially to refer mainly or even solely to
language change — a yapaxtiip as the specific use of a language bounded chronologically based
on changes to the language that accumulate over time, just as a “mark engraved, impress[ed],

stamp[ed] on coins and seals™! — this second use of yapuktflp at 1.142.4, so soon after the

68 Strassler 2009, 77 n.1.43.3d
69 1LSJ, s.v. “tpémog” gives “a way of life, habit, custom™ (III).

70 LSJ, s.v. “napayayy” where “leading astray, misleading” is given (II), as well as the more specific
“variation of dialect,” for which only this passage is cited (I1.3).

THLSJ, s.v. “yopaxtip” (I1).
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derogatory mopoywyn in 1.142.3, shows that the term is in fact political.”? For Herodotus, a
yapoxtiip of language is a speaking practice that lacks some vital aspect of power. Like our word

‘dialect’ today, a yopaktfip is a yA@ooa without an army, without the social clout necessary to

become a dominant tongue.

Conclusions

Ultimately, what we see of language change and divergence in Herodotus’ Histories
suggests that Herodotus saw these historical patterns regarding language as determined by
human action. Just as Herodotus’ choice of narratives “participate[s] in a discursive conflict over
the proper relations of power and modes of exchange,”?3 the narratives themselves present even
non-material cultural nomoi like language as objects with varying value within the economic
sphere of Mediterranean exchange and trade culture. Furthermore, these Herodotean narratives
assign subjective value to how different ehiné make use of their own — and others’ — nomoi, and,
as a result, they attribute “relations of power” to human choices about nomoi, language use, and
exchange. As Munson describes, Herodotus™ approach to such historical patterns is both
humanistic and political:

The signals of similarity between different ethnea [sic] both conform to the more
general principle of the patterned unity of the world and suggest specific ways in

72 Herodotus in fact uses yapaxtip three times in the Histories: when talking about language at 1.57.3
and 1.142.4, and once, in a non-language context, at 1.116.1. In this third passage, Herodotus says that the
Median king Astyages recognized his grandson Cyrus because “the imprint of his face seemed to be like
[Astyages’] own [face]” (6 t& yapoxtip T0D TPocOTOL TPocPEpecbu £d0KeE £¢ EmvTov, 1.116.1).
Although this passage does not make reference to language, the themes of inheritance through blood
descent mirror the themes of inheritance through cultural descent seen in Herodotus” more language-
based episodes previously explored. Kurke explores this episode in detail, especially in term of its impact
on the binary of nomos and physis (Kurke 1999, 322-324).

73 Kurke 1999, 29
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which historical processes can reproduce themselves cross-culturally. I am
speaking here not of firm historical laws or inevitable cycles but of recognizable
models of likely human behavior and of likely consequences.™
Herodotus shows us that, although language change is not wholly under the control of a society
at any given time, according to his worldview, the choice of which “imprint” of language one

elects to use does allow individuals — and cultural and political groups — to make use of language

as a tool for power.

74 Munson 2001, 106-7
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Appendix I: Verbs of Language in Herodotus, Organized by Passage in Text

Passage

1.57.1
1572
1.57.3
1 1.57.3

1.57.3

1.57.3

1.58.1

1.58.1

1733

1.85.4

1.110.1

Main Verb and
Translation

iecav (“[the

Pelasgians] were
speaking’)

- iévreg (“[the

Pelasgians],
speaking™)

petépabde (“[the Attic

ethnos] changed”)

Creston and of Placia]

are”

fveikavro (“[the
peoples of Creston
and of Placia]
carried”)

&yovat (“[the peoples

of Creston and of
Placia] hold™)

dwaypatan (“[Greece]
habitually practices”)

86v (“[the Pelasgian
ethnos) being”)

éxpoBeiv (“in order to

learn thoroughly™)

Eppné&e (“he broke
into™)

fiv (“there was”)

Main Verb Form
Description

third person plural
imperfect active
indicative
masculine plural

nominative present
active participle

third person
singular aorist
active indicative

third person plural
present active

- indicative

third person plural
aorist middle
indicative

third person plural
present active
indicative

third person
singular present
middle-passive
subjunctive

neuter singular
nominative present
active participle

aorist active
infinitive

third person
singular aorist
active indicative

third person plural
imperfect active
indicative

Main Verb Context of Main Verb
(Direct Object, etc.)

nw fivtiva YAdooav (“what
language™)

i BapPapov yAdooav (“‘a non-
Greek language™)

petapovidve v yAdooav (“the language™)

sipd oudyrmooot (“speaking the
same tongue”)

PEPW yAooong yapaxtijpa (“the
character of language”)

0] todtov [yAbaong yapoktipa]
&v @uAakfi (“this [character of
language] in keeping”) '

Swyphopot ij avtf] yYAdoon (“the same
language™)

giul deﬁdpov (“non-Greek™)

gkpavidve v yAMboodv (“the language™)

piiyvop paviv (“speech”)

eipi otivopa. 8¢ T yovouki... i

kot T ‘EAAvav yAdooay,
xard 68 v Mndwrv (“to the
woman a name [Cyno] from
the Greek language and a name

' [Spako] from the Median

language”



Main Verb and
_ Translation

Passage

1.142.3  vevopixaot (“[the
Ionians] have in

common use”)

Swdeyopevon (“[these
cities], using a
dialect™)

1.142.4

1.142.4  Opolroyéovo (“[these

cities] agree”)

1.142.4
cities] speak the same

language™)

Swkéyovian (“[the
Chians and the
Erythraeans] use a
dialect”)

L1424

1.142.4  yivovton (“[these]

are”)

1.159.3  Aéyeton (“it spoke”)

TPOCKEYOPTKATL
(“[the Caunians] have
been similar™)

1.172.1

222 iévan (“to speak™)

23 pnéovot (“[the
children] will speak

out™)

223 épdveov (“[the
children] were
uttering’)
2.15.2  amioovat (“[the
children] will let
loose™)

opogpwvéoveot (“[these

Main Verb Form
Description

third person plural
perfect active
indicative

feminine plural
present middle-
passive participle

third person plural
present active
indicative

third person plural
present active
indicative

third person plural
present middle-
passive indicative

third person plural
present middle-
passive indicative

third person
singular present
middle-passive
indicative

third person plural
perfect active

 indicative

present active
infinitive

third person plural
future active
indicative

third person plural
imperfect active
indicative

third person plural

future active
indicative

Main Verb

vopilm

Srahéyw

oporoyém

OpoPOVED

dwréyo

viyvopat

AEY®

TPOCKWOPEND

Mt

priyvop
POVE®D

apinm
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Contextof Main Verb

{Direct Object, etc.)

yAdooay od TV adTiv... GARG

TpOTOVG TEGOEPNG

mopayoyéov (“not the same
- language, but four customs of

variation”

Katd TodTd. .. o@iot (“from the
same things for themselves™)

tijoL ipdtepov Aexbeionot kath
yA@ooav 00dév (“with the
things having been spoken
before according to no

language™)

oot (“as them™)

katd tdTd (“from this”)

YOPAKTHipeg YAMOOoTG TECOEPES
(“four characters of language™)

pavnv (“a speech”)

yAdooav... Tpdg o Kaptkov
£0vog (“to the Carian ethnos
with respect to language™)

- pndepiav poviy (“no sound”)

fiviiva vy (“what sound”)

[word spoken]

Tiva YAdooav (“what
language™)



Passage

2.36.4

2.36.4

2424

12.56.3

2.105.1

2.154.2

2.154.2

21585

13.19.1

13.98.3

4.23.2

14.78.1

4871

: Main Verb and
 Translation

ypagovat (“[the
Greeks] write”)

ypéwvear (“[the
Egyptians] use”)

vouilovreg (“[the
Ammonians], having
in common use™)

cuvérafe (“she

understood™)

éott (“[the language]

iS”

ékd1ddokeobon (“to be
taught thoroughly™)

éxpafoviov (“of
those having learned

thoroughly™)

koAéovot (“[the
Egyptians] call”)

émotapévoug (“them,
those understanding™)

éomt (“[the ethnic
groups] are™)

iévteg (“they,

speaking™)

£6i6aée (“[the mother
herself] taught™)

| gvrapav (“[Darius],
having engraved”)

Main Verb Form

Description

third person plural
present active

indicative

third person plural
present middle-
passive subjunctive

masculine plural
nominative present
active participle

third person

singular aorist
active indicative

third person

singular present
active indicative

present middle-
passive infinitive

masculine plural
genitive aorist
active participle

third person plural
present active

indicative

masculine plural
accusative present
middle-passive

participle

third person

singular (with
plural neuter)
present active

indicative

masculine plural
nominative present
active participle

third person

singular aorist
active indicative

masculine singular
nominative aorist
active participle

Main Verb

YPAQ®

b

vouilm

cuAlopBhve

eipi

£xd18Gokm®

gkpaviave

KOAE®

énioTapon

eipd

i

didaoxm

EVIEUVO
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Context of Main Verb
{Direct Object, etc.)

ypaupata (“letters”)

dwoaoiow: ypappaot (“letters
of two kinds”)

ooviv petabd dugpotépov (“a |
language between the two™)

ti)v ‘EAAGda yAdooay (“the
Greek language™)

N YA®ooo ERQeEPNG. ..
arnioror (“the language...
sirnilar to the others™)

v ‘EAAGda yAdoooav (“the
Greek language”)

v yAdooav (“the language™) .

BapBapovg mhvrag ...ToOG U1}
opiol Opoyldooovg (“all those
not speaking the same 5
language ‘barbarians’™)

v Aibonida yAdooav (“the
Ethiopian language™)

odk dpdewva (“not speaking
the same language™)

poviy idinv (“their own
language™)

yA®doodv te EALGSa kol
vpapuarta (“the Greek
language and letters”)

YPGuUaTa £G HEV TV Acovpia
£ 8¢ v ‘EMnvika (“letters in
Assyrian and in Greek™) 1



- Passage

4.109.1

4.113.2

41132

4.113.2

4.113.2

4,114.1
4.114.1
4.114.2
4.117.1
4.117.1
4.117.1

4.155.3

- Main Verb and
 Translation

ypéavtol (“[the
Budini] use™)

goviioor (“Tthe

- Amazon woman was
- not able] to speak™)

ovvigoav (“[the
Amazon woman and
the Scythian man]
were [not]
understanding™)

' gppale (“[the Amazon

woman] was
showing”™)

onuaivovoa (“[the
Amazon woman],
indicating with
signs”)

nofeiv (“[the men
were not able] to
learn™)

ovvélafov (“[the
women] grasped the
meaning of”’)

cuvvijkav (“[the men
and the women]
understood”)

voutfovor (“[the

Sauromatai] have in
common use”)

colowkifovreg (“[the

Sauromatai], speaking

incorrectly™)

£EéuaBov (“[the
Amazons] did [not]
learn thoroughly™)

ypeopévn (“she,
using”)

Main Verb Form
Description

third person plural
present middle-
passive subjunctive

aorist active
infinitive

third person plural
imperfect active
indicative

third person
singular imperfect
active indicative

feminine singular
nominative present
active participle

aorist active

- infinitive

* third person plural

aorist active

" indicative

third person plural
aorist active
indicative

third person plural
present active
indicative
masculine plural

nominative present
active participle

third person plural
aorist active
indicative
ferninine singular
nominative present

middle-passive
participle

Main Verb

YPam

ppaLm

onpaivo

pavidve

cviropPive

ovvinui

vopifm

cohokilw

éxpavidve

xphw
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Context of Main Verb
(Direct Object, etc.)

YAbooq 16 pev Zxobikf] 1a 88
EMvikfi (“the Scythian
language and the Greek™)

(intransitive)

- @AMAov (“one another”

[indirect statement of what was
- shown]

[indirect statement of what was
indicated]

TV 88 eaviv TV pév Tdv
yovokdv (“the language of the
women”)

v [paviv] 1év avdpdv (“the
men’s speech”)

aAnAwv (“one another™)

Qovi... Zrodudj (“the Scythian
language™)

avtf] [ewvij] and tod apyaiov
(“the language itself from the
beginning”)

XONOTAG. .. 0TV [V V]
(“their language well”)

‘EALGSL yAd oot (“the Greek
language™)



| Passage

4.183.4
4.183.4

5.58.1
5.58.1
| 5.58.1
- 5.58.2

15.58.2

5582

5.58.2

5.93.2

5.93.2

6.29.2

6.119.4

- Main Verb and

Translation

vevopikaot (“[the
troglodyte
Ethiopians] have had
in common use”)

.'csrpiyam (“[the

troglodyte
Ethiopians] utter
shrill cries™)

éonyayov (“[the
Phoenicians]
introduced”)

xpEwvton (“[the
Phoenicians] use™)

petéPairov (“[the
Phoenicians] were
changing™)

noparofdvieg (“[the.
Greeks], having
received”)

uetoppobpicoavteg
(“[the Greeks] having
changed the form of”)

gypéwvro (“[the “
Greeks] used”)

ypedpevor (“the
Greeks], using”)

fikovoav (“[the rest of
the allies] heard”)

prgas (“having
broken into”)

peteic (“he, uttering”)

purdoovieg (¢[the
Eretrians], keeping™)

Main Verb Form
Description

third person plural
perfect active
indicative

third person plural
perfect active
indicative

third person plural
aorist active
indicative

third person plural

present middle-
passive subjunctive

third person plural
imperfect active
indicative
masculine plural

nominative aorist
active participle

masculine plural
nominative aorist
active participle

third person plural
imperfect middle-
passive indicative

masculine plural
nominative present
middle-passive
participle

third person plural
aorist active
indicative
masculine singular
nominative aorist
active participle

masculine singular
nominative aorist
active participle -

masculine plural
nominative present
active participle

Main Verb

vopifo

pifw

glodyw

pasliio]

petofdiio

napeiopfave

- peTappLipilm

(Paw

Apaw

AKovw

piyvou

pedinm

QUALOCM

ypapuata (“letters™)

Stutz 29

Context of Main Verb
(Direct Object, etc.)

YAGooav O& ovdeULf] BAAN

napopoinv (“‘a language
closely resembling no other™)

katd mep ai voktepideg (“like
bats [do]”)

toiot [ypappoct] (“letters™)

il ewvf] kai Tov puopdv Tdv
ypapparov (“the sound and
shape of the letters”)

o yphppota (“the letters™)

oQEwv OAlya [ypaupota]
(“some letters of them”)

[t& ypappota] (“the letters™)

[td ypdppata] (“the letters™)

gimavrog élevbépmg (“the
things having been freely
spoken™)

eaviv (“speech™)

[epoida yAdooay (“the

- Persian language™)

Ty apyoainy yAdooav (“the

language from the beginning”)



5 Passage

6.138.2

7.9B.2

7701

7.85.1
8.65.1

8.135.2

81353

8.135.3

8.144.2

9.11.2

Main Verg“ ;ﬁd
Translation

gdidaokov (“[the
women] were
teaching”™)

govtag (“[the Greeks],

being™)

dwdhdooovieg (“[the

two types of
Ethiopians],
differing”)

eiot (“[the ethnic
group] is”)

dcovew (“to hear”)

xpav (“that [the
prophet] uses”)

axovovrag (“[the
Thebans], hearing”)

yptv (“that [the
oracle] uses™)

gov (“[Greecel,
being”)

éxdieov (“[the
Spartans] were
calling™)

iévta (“speaking”)

Main Verb Form
Description

third person plural
imperfect active
indicative

masculine plural
accusative present
active participle

masculine plural
nominative present
active participle

third person

- singular present

active indicative

present active
infinitive

present active
infinitive

masculine plural
accusative present
active participle

present active

infinitive

neuter singular
nominative present
active participle

third person plural
imperfect active
indicative
masculine singular
accusative present

Main Verb

Swdokw

gipi

S1XAéi000

EATTH

AKoL®

1pam

axovw

1pho

gipi

KOALQ

it

active participle
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(Direct Object, etc.)
YABGOhY 1€ TV ATTICV Kol
TpdTOVG ToVg Abnvainy Tolg
naidag (“their children the

Attic language and the customs
of the Athenians™)

opoyAboooug (“speaking the
same tongue”)

toiol étéporot... poviy (“from

~each other in language”)

[Mepowov.. pavij (“Persian by
language™)

pwviic (“a sound”)

BapPapp yAdooy (“a non-

Greek language”)

Bappapov yAdoong (“a non-
Greek language™)

Kopip yAdoon (“the Carian

language”)
dpdyAmooov (“speaking the

same language”)

Eetvoug tovg BapPapong
(“strangers barbarians™)

‘EAMGda yMdooav (“the Greek

language”)
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Appendix II: Verbs of Language in Herodotus, Organized Alphabetically by Main Verb

]

Main Verb Select Verb Definitions ' Locations | Context of Verb
(from ledell and Scott) | in Text (Direct Object, etc.)
fxodom "hear of hear tel] ot” (LSI A b), 5 93 2 a{nav‘cog élauﬁépmg
“listen to, give ear to” (LSJII) - o B e
8.65.] q)(mn}g
8.1353 BapBapou YADOOTG
apinu | “send forth, discharge,” and 2.15.2 Tive yYAdooav
| therefore,“let loose one's
| tongue, make utterance,” or
“give vent to” (LSJ A)
yiyvopai “come into being,” (LSJ D) or, 1 142 4 xapmcrﬁpeg YADOONG TECTEPES
with a predicate, “come into a
certam state becomc” (LSJ 1)
YPapw € to express by written 2.36.4 ypappoTa
| characters, to write” (LSJ II)
dwAldoow “to differ from one in a 7.70.1 10101 £TEPOIGL.. . QOVTV
| thing” (LSJIV)
Swhdyw typically “pick out” (LSJ A), 1.142.4 Kot TavTd. .. opiot
but in Hdt. 1.142, “use a — : : - -
dialect or language” (LSTB4) 11424 | xatthvtd
Swypdopat “to use constantly or 1:57.8 gl mm‘; YADoOT
hablmally” (LSJ I)
S1ddoxw | “t0 teach” (LSJD) 4.78.1 ylmocmv 1€ EM(ISa Kol ypapuaw
6.138.2 yADoGav T€ TV ATTIKTV Kal TpOmovg
To0¢ Abnvainv Todg Taidag
sipl “most freq[uently],” 1.57.3 OpdyAwoool
- meaning “to be” (LSJ B) =
1.58.1 BapPapov
1.110.1 obvoua 8¢ Tfj yovauki... Tf] kotd T
‘EAAfivav YADooOV, Katd 08 TV
Mnﬁucnv
2.105.1 n 'y?umcrcsa ap(papng al?u’]kmm
3983 ovK opocpmvu |
7.9B.2 * ouoylwccoug
7.85.1 I'Ispcucov (pmvn
7 opoylmccov
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Main Verb Select Verb Definitions Locations | Context of Verb
(from Liddell and Scott) in Text (Direct Object, etc.)
glodyo | “bring in, import” (LSJA.3), or | 5.58.1 YpaupoTa
“introduce new customs” (LSJ
A S)
£kd10aoK® “teach thoroughly” (LSJ A) 2.154.2 v ‘EAAGSa yAGooav
gxpaviavo “learn thoroughly” (LSJ I) 1.713.3 v YADooaV
2.154.2 mv yku)ccrav
4.117.1 XpnoTtds. . am:rw [cpa)qu]
EVIEPVO “cut in, engrave upon” (LSJ A) | 4.87.1 ypéupota &g pév v Acodpia G 08
mv Emnvuca
émicTopot “understand a matter, know, be | 3.19.1 v Aibonida ykmccsow
versed in or acquainted
with” (LSJ II) :
Exm predominantly, “to have or to 11573 tobtov [YAddoong yapaxtijpa] év
- hold” (LST A), as well as “to Quhakii
 hold in guard, keep safe, )
- protect” (LSTA.IL10) |
i i generally “release, let go,” but | 1.57.1 fiviva yAdooav
| also “of sounds, utter,” both “to - :
| speak Greek,” and “to let 1.57.2 ﬁaPﬂGPW YMJGGUW
" loose every kind of o R
speech” (LSI A.2) 222 ”’_‘5‘?“”" o A
: 14.23.2 cp(ovf]v idinv
| 9162 | EMSBayhiooay "
KoALw “call by name, name” (LSJII) | 2.158.5 BapPapovg mhvrag ... todg ur ceiot
OpoyAdoooug
9.11.2 Egtvoug Tovg PapPapoug
rEyw “say, speak” (LSJ III) 1,1593 POV
pedinu “let go, let fall, throw,” or “of | 6.29.2 [epoida yABooOUV
words, utter” (LSJ A.1.2)
poveavo “learn, esp[cmaliy] by study, 4.114.1 v 88 oviv TV pév Tdv yovakdv
but also “by practice," or “by
expenence” (LSJ A)
petofdiim ' “turn about, change, alter” (LSJ | 5.58.1 E i ewvij kal tov PLouoV Tdv
1) ypaupmmv
psmpowﬂuvm | “to learn differently,” or “to 1.57.3 TV ykmocav
unlearn one language and
learn another instead” (LSJ A)
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Main Verb Select Verb Definitions Locations | Context of Verb
(from Liddell and Scott) in Text (Direct Object, etc.)
perappuiuifo “change the form or fashion 5.58.2 opénv oAlya [ypappara]
of a thing” (LSJ A)
vopifo *“use custornarily, practise” or 1.142.3 yAdooov 0O TV aiThv... dAid
“to have a language in common TPOTOVG TECOEPUG TUPAYWYEDV
use” (LSJ A); see also “make ey ki : e pag p ~T -‘7 e
common use of, use” and 2424 QwVTV petald dpotépuov
“esp[ecially] use as current Siaiaiia e =
coin” (LST A.3) 4.117.1 POVTj. .. Zxvduciy
4.183.4 yA@ooov 68 00def] GAAY Tapouoiny
opoloyém “correspond, agree with” (LSJ | 1.142.4 tfjor tpdtepov AgyDeionot koo
1) YADoooV 00dEV
OHOQOVE®D “speak the same language with” 1.142.4 oQLoL
(LSJA)
nopalapBavo “receive from,” used elsewhere | 5.58.2 4 YpaupoTa
in Hdt.“of inherited rites or
customs” (LSJ A)
TPOCHDPED generally “go to, 11721 yAdooav... npog 10 Kapikdv EBvog
approach,” (LSJ A) but also, as
here, “approach, i.e. agree with,
be like” (LST A.IL.3)
pyvo typically “break asunder, rend, | 1.85.4 POV
shatter,” (LSJ A), as well as “let o -
loose the voice, of children and | 2.2.3 | fivova poviy
persons who have been dumb or N — % -
silent, break into speech, speak | 2932 NI
out” (LSJA.4)
onpaive - “show by a sign, indicate, point § 4.113.2 [indirect statement of what was
out” (LSTA) ! indicated]
ocohoikile “speak or write incorrectly, 4.117.1 avtii [pavij] drxd Tod dpyaiov
commiit a solecism,” as here,
“speak bad Scythian™ (LSJ A)
cvAappéve most often, “collect, gather 2563 v EAXAdda yAdooav
together” (LSJ A), but also, “in : : —
speaking, comprehend, 4.114.1 mv [poviv] Tdv avdpdv
comprise” (LSTA.4)
cuvinut literally “bring or set 4.113.2 A AnAwv
togethet, "{LATT) "pelieve, |——f =
hear,” (LSJ II) and, here, 14.114.1 M AoV
| “understand one another's
language™ (LSJ I1.3) :
pilm “utter a shrill cry” (LSJ A) 4.183.4 KOTh EP ol VOKTEPISES
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Main Verb Select Verb Deﬁnifi“;):ls : Locations Conte;t of Verb
(from Liddell and Scott) | in Text (Direct Object, ete.)
XP0w “use” (LSJ C.1I) 2364 dwosiowt ypappaot
4.109.1 yAdoon 10 pev Zxvbwd ta 88
EXAnvic
4.155.3 ‘EALGO yAdooT
—5.58.1 'rmdim [ypdp;am]
5582 | [tdyphypora]
5.58.2 [t yphupota)
8.135.2 BopPBapw yYAdoon
81353 | Kopipyhbooy
QEpw “bear or carry a load” (LSJA.I) | 1.57.3 OV YAMDooNg Yepaxtiipa
opalw ‘ “show forth, tell, declare” (LSJ . 4.113.2 [indirect statement of what was
'A2) ' shown]
QuAdoow “keep watch and ward, keep i 6.119.4 TV apyuinv yAdooov
guard” (LSJ A) l
POVED “produce a sound” (LSJ A), or ' 223 [word spoken]

“speak, give utterance” (LSJI), ———
specifically “utter the 14.113.2

(intransitive)

- word Béxog” at Hdt. 2.2 (LSJ )
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