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reverse

singular

Sidetic
subject-object-verb
Sumerian
subject-verb-object
Ugaritic
verb-subject-object
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Iron Age

Late Helladic

Syro-Anatolian Cultural Complex
Yassthoyiik Stratigraphic Sequence
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3 Multi-authored Chapters

As for chapters written by more than one author, please acknowledge the fol-
lowing attributions. In Chapter 2, sections 3 and 4 (with subsections) are by
A. Matessi, sections 1 by A. Matessi and F. Giusfredi and section 5 by F. Gius-
fredi. In Chapter 3, sections 2.1, with its subsections, and 3, with its subsections,
are by A. Matessi; section 2.2.3 is by F. Giusfredi and A. Matessi; all other sec-
tions are by F. Giusfredi. In Chapter 5; section 3, with all its subsections, is by
F. Giusfredi; section 5 is by F. Giusfredi and V. Pisaniello; all other sections are by
V. Pisaniello. In Chapter 11, sections 4, 5, 5.1 and 5.2 are by V. Pisaniello, all other
sections are by S. Merlin except section 6, which is by both authors. In Chap-
ter 12, sections 1 and 2.1 with all its subsections are by F. De Decker; sections 2.2
to 2.6 is by S. Merlin and section 3 was written by both authors. In Chapter 14,
section 2, with all its subsections, is by B. Obrador-Cursach; all other sections
are by S. Merlin. In Chapter 15, section 3, with all its subsections, is by S. Mer-
lin; section 4 is by E. Martinez-Rodriguez and S. Merlin; all other sections are
by E. Martinez-Rodriguez. In Chapter 16, section 2, with all its subsections, is
by S. Merlin; sections 1 and 5 are by S. Merlin and V. Pisaniello; all other sec-
tions are by V. Pisaniello. Chapter 17 was written jointly by the four volume
editors. Finally, the Appendix has been authored by Elisabeth Rieken and Ilya
Yakubovich (section 1) and David Sasseville (section 2).

4 Chronologies: Addendum
In the introduction to Giusfredi, Matessi, and Pisaniello (2023) we provided a

very general and simple tabular chronology which, for sake of simplicity, we
also reproduce here.

Dates Phase (Ancient Near East) Phase (Aegean)

3rd millennium BCE ~ Early Bronze Age Early Helladic

2000-1600BCE ca. Middle Bronze Age Middle to Late Helladic
1600—1200BCE ca. Late Bronze Age Late Helladic / Mycenaean
1200—1000BCE ca. Syro-Anatolian Dark Age ~ Late Mycenaean / Greek Dark Age
1000-539 BCE ca. Iron Age Greek Dark Age to Archaic Greece
539—330BCE ca. Achaemenid Period Classical Greece

330 BCE onwards Hellenistic / Late Period Hellenistic / Late Period




CHAPTER 16

Late Languages of Marginal Attestation:
Pamphylian, Sidetic, and Pisidian

Stella Merlin and Valerio Pisaniello

1 Introduction

In this section, we introduce three languages attested in a circumscribed geo-
graphical area located roughly in the central part of southern Anatolia: Pam-
phylian, Sidetic, and Pisidian, which are presented in order of relevance to
the study of language contact. These languages pose a number of problems
in terms of documentation, interpretation of texts, and genealogical filiation.
However, they also provide some interesting data for the study of language con-
tact.

Pamphylian is a Greek dialect, but, unlike other Greek dialects, its docu-
mentation includes only epigraphic evidence (and plausibly some glosses in
scholarly tradition); no literary texts have come down to us. Sidetic and Pisid-
ian are Anatolian languages and probably belong to the Luwic branch. They are
also attested only by epigraphs, which mostly include personal names.

Their chronology is not entirely consistent: whereas Pamphylian and Sidetic
display coeval documentation and plausibly were in contact with each other,
Pisidian documentation is significantly later.

2 Pamphylian

Pamphylian is a little-known language attested in around 300 inscriptions writ-
tenin an epichoric Greek alphabet and in coin legends, coming mostly from the
city of Aspendos, and to alesser extent from the sites of Syllion, Perge, and Selge
in Pamphylia, the ancient name of a region that lay between Lycia and Cilicia,
on the south coast of Asia Minor, under Pisidia.

2.1 Pamphylian People and Language

That Pamphylian is included in a chapter about minor Anatolian languages
may be surprising. As a matter of fact, from a genealogical point of view, it
has been proved, since Brixhe (1976a), that Pamphylian is a marginal dialect
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of Greek, which had many chances to strongly interfere with Anatolian local
languages attested in the same period. The languages that were in contact with
Pamphylian were Lycian and Sidetic, the latter a language that is transmitted
by fewer than a dozen of inscriptions from the city of Side, which in fact was
located in the very region of Pamphylia.

The people of Pamphylia are not mentioned by the Iliad and the Odyssey
and start appearing in literary Greek sources in two sporadic occurrences in the
Archaic and early periods: the elegiac poet Tyrtaeus (7th century BCE) and the
great tragedian Aeschylus (6th—5th centuries BCE).! Later, Herodotus quoted
them a few times in different parts of his Histories,? often including their name
among others that indicate more or less neighboring populations, or eastern
ones in general, such as Carians, Lycians, and Cilicians, but also Paphlagonians
or even Egyptians.

Pamphylians are also mentioned in the Bibliotheca® by the historian
Diodorus of Sicily (first century BCE), and by Arrian of Nicomedia in his work
Periplus of the Euxine Sea* (second century CE), as well as by other ancient his-
torical, geographical, and scholarly sources.

2.11 Strabo’s Pamphylia

The region of Pamphylia and its inhabitants are frequently mentioned in
Strabo’s Geography: in the second book, devoted to a general overview of ter-
ritories and their geographical boundaries, Pamphylia appears in the descrip-
tion of the Anatolian Peninsula, which is named Asia, as the continent (Geogr.
2.5.24), and Pamphylians figure as the last population living beyond the Tau-
rus mountains (Geogr. 2.5.32; see also 11.12.2). In Geogr. 13.3.27, commenting on
Homer's geography, Strabo listed a number of names that are not found in the
Homeric poems. Among these, Pamphylians appear, along with Milyans, Pisid-

1 Tyrtaeus (fragm. 19) mentions Pamphylians as one of the Dorian tribes together with Hylleis
and Dymanes. In Aeschylus (Supp!l. 548-555) the chorus briefly introduces the land of Asia,
mentioning the regions of Phrygia, Mysia, Lydia, Cilicia, and Pamphylia.

2 Herodotus1.29.1 (people under Croesus’s control); 3.90.2 (Pamphylians together with Ionians,
Magnetans of Asia, Aeolians, Carians, Lycians, and Milyans formed the first administrative
provinces or satrapies created by Darius, to whom they owed 400 silver talents); 5.68.13 (Pam-
phylian as the original name of one of the three Dorian tribes, cf. Tyrtaeus); 7.91.7, 9 (Pam-
phylians are said to provide the Persians with 30 ships and carry Greek weapons; moreover,
they are defined as the descendants of those Trojans who were wrecked with Amphilocus
and Calchas); 8.68.32 (in the speech directed to Mardonius pronounced by Artemisia, the
commander of the Carian navy allied with the Achaemenid Empire against the Greeks, Pam-
phylians are said to be bad servants together with Aegyptians, Cyprians, and Cilicians).

3 Bibliotheca Historica 2.2.3.3—4; 11.2.1.8;18.3.1.9 passim.

4 Periplus Ponti Euxini, 27.16.
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ians, Mariandynians, and Cappadocians. Strabo will return to this issue at the
end of Book 14 (see below).

Pamphylians are then present in a different passage of Book 14, which con-
tinues and closes the description of the Asia Minor started in Book 13. In a
passage concerning the Lycian city of Daedale (Geogr. 14.3.2.) it is said that
the Pamphylians, along with the Cilicians, used to practicing piracy; that the
Cilicians auctioned off prisoners, pretending they were free men, in their own
shipyards located in the Pamphylian city of Side; finally, that Pamphylians by
their dishonest conduct had extended their control even as far as Italy. In con-
trast, the Lycians, who could have followed the example of their neighbors,
always played by the rules. Then, the account of Herodotus (7.91) is reported,
according to whom the Pamphylians were the descendants of that miscella-
neous throng (Aa@v pryddwv Tvév, Strabo 14.3; translation Jones, Loeb 1929) who
accompanied Amphilocus and Calchas from Troy. Then, guided by Mopsus, all
these peoples crossed the Taurus, some remained in Pamphylia, while some
others moved to Cilicia, Syria, and even Phoenicia.

For our purposes, the detail concerning this possible mixedness of the Pam-
phylians should be emphasized in order to check how much the etymology of
the people’s name (map-guAog ‘of every race’) may have prompted the choice
of the word prydadeg ‘mixed.” In fact, etymologically, the name of the people is
quite similar to the adjective mauguAog found in Plato (Pol. 291a), Aristophanes
(Av. 1063), and the Bible (Macc. 2.8.9) with the meaning of ‘of mingled tribes
or races, LSJ, 8.V. TAU-@uAog, ov, (uAn, gdAov). However, it would appear that
this etymological connection is not accepted by Strabo, according to whom the
Pamphylians were not a mixed people and also because, in his view, a people
could be either Greek or barbarian, but not a mix of the two (see below, on
Strabo 16.5.25).°

Regarding the etymology, Stephanus of Byzantium (s.v. ITapguAia, Ethn.16.9)
reports that the Pamphylians took their name from Pamphylé, a daughter of
Rhacius and the seer Mantio (and a sister of Mopsus). By contrast, a scholium
in Dionysius Periegetes (850.5) describes Mopsus as having defeated Calchas

5 TH.LG, vol. 6as.v., reports two separate entries. The first is Pamphylia as omnes genus populo-
rum in a testimony of Simmachus Ebionite (second century CE) in reference to Gen. 14.1. The
second, much more extensive entry, describes Pamphylia as a region of Asia Minor collecting
its main sources. The structure of the lexicon, in two separate entries, suggests a homonymy
that does not in fact provide for an etymological connection between the region of Pamphylia
and the idea that it is composed of all peoples. However, as noted by Brixhe (1976:145) accord-
ing to an oracle of Suedra (Cilicia Trachea), it is not impossible that Pamphylians themselves
referred to this kind of connection.
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and having reached Cilicia, where he married Pamphylé, daughter of Cabderus,
and became king of the region. He then named it Pamphylia after his wife.6

Finally, it is worth giving attention to a long passage toward the end of the
book (Geogr. 14.5.22—29), in which Strabo claims to add some further remarks
about the peoples of Asia Minor. In particular, the ancient geographer criticizes
the false claim of Apollodorus of Athens in his work on the Catalog of Ships that
the Anatolian Peninsula was in the shape of a triangle, nullifying the consider-
able distance between Sinope (or Amissos, according to other authors, Strabo
points out) and Issos, which constitute the ends of the isthmus (§22). In § 23,
Strabo quotes Ephorus of Cyme, who counts 16 peoples (to which Apollodorus
then added the Galatians) in the Anatolian Peninsula, except the mixed ones,
including three (unspecified) Greeks and 13 barbarians: these include the Pam-
phylians.

But though Ephorus said that this peninsula was inhabited by sixteen
tribes, of which three were Hellenic and the rest barbarian, except those
that were mixed, adding that the Cilicians, Pamphylians, Lycians, Bithy-
nians, Paphlagonians, Mariandynians, Trojans, and Carians lived on the
sea, but the Pisidians, Mysians, Chalybians, Phrygians, and Milyans in the
interior, [...].7 (Strabo, Geogr. 14.5.23, 1-8)

Strabo first wonders which were the mixed peoples (ot uryddes, §25) and then
which were the Greek peoples (§26). In the two passages, it is interesting to
observe a series of comments related to cultural and linguistic aspects: Strabo
states that, in fact, mixed peoples do not exist, but rather that a people either
is Greek or ceases to be Greek, becoming a barbarian people—or the opposite
can happen, in the sense that, in case of mixing, the preponderant part makes a
people either Greek or barbarian. Regarding the Greek peoples, Strabo finds it
difficult to divide them into three tribes, because he counts either two, if Athe-
nians and Ionians (on one side) are paired with Dorians and Aeolians (on the
other side), or four, if they are kept separate (cf. 8.1.2)

6 The passage in Strabo 14.5.7 mentions part of the military expeditions of (Publius Servilius
Vatia) Isauricus, proconsul of Cilicia, who after conquering the cities of Pamphylia proceeded
beyond the Taurus, conquering the capital of the Isaurians and thus winning the agnomen of
Isauricus.

7 Dyoavtog 3¢ Tod Epdpou 14Tt v Xeppbvnaov xatowel Tad Ty éxxaidexa yévn, Tpia uév ENnvuca
& O¢ Aowma PapPapa xwpls TOV pryddwy, Emt BaAdtty pév Kitiees xal Happuot xal Adxiot xal
BiBuvol xai IagAaydves xai Maptavduvol xai Tpdeg xai Kapeg, ITioidat 8¢ xal Muaot xai XdAvBeg
xal Ppvyeg xal Midbat év Tfj pegoyaia | ...].
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Then, returning to questions of Homeric exegesis (§ 27), Strabo again reports
Apollodorus’s view that the peoples that Homer does not mention either were
not yet settled in Anatolia at the time of the Trojan War or were under the rule
of others (cf. above). Finally (§28), Strabo points out that Homer mentions
some peoples who are completely unknown in his time, such as Cauconias,
Solymi, Ceteians, and Leleges. Obviously, this kind of ancient reading implic-
itly assumes that the Homeric text represents the historical era coeval with the
Trojan War.

2.1.2 Ancient Sources on the Pamphylian Language

Beside commenting on the Pamphylian people, the ancient sources also dis-
cuss the Pamphylian language. The Etymologicum Magnum (EM 391.16—21)
reports an interesting phonetic-phonological observation: Argives, Lacones
(Spartans), Pamphylians, Eretres (in Euboea), and Oropians (between Attica
and Boeotia) do not pronounce the intervocalic /s/, but instead replace it
with an aspiration so that, for example, povowd [muzi'ka] becomes pwixd
[mohi'ka].® This latter form may indeed correspond to a gloss, but we cannot
be certain. Surely it is an example of the phenomenon described. This ancient
observation cannot be corroborated by any known features of Pamphylian, but
it may be worth noting that other cases of consonantal weakening are instead
attested, such as the weakening and deletion of the voiced velar /g/, e.g., MidAng
< Meyddng; MudAitoug < MeydAttoug (see, e.g., Panayotou 2015:429).

Eustathius of Thessalonika, commenting on Homer, provided another char-
acteristic feature of the Pamphylian language: it would be the insertion of a
beta in the pronunciation of some words, and the shift in accent, e.g., ¢dog
- @dfog, déhiog - Pafeiog, dpodw — dpoufd (Bezzenberger apud Ramsay and
Sayce 1880, also quoted by Brixhe 1976a:142). However, we must guess that for
Eustathius, who lived in the 12th century CE, the use of beta was a graphic
device to mark something else and likely an approximant [w], being evidence
of the phenomenon known as betacism. This is confirmed by the etymology:
BaBehiog, perhaps to be corrected in &BéAiog and thus compared with the Hesy-
chian gloss dfeiiaxév (a 104), which is derived from the PIE stem *seh,u-el-

8 Cassio (2016:19) confirms this feature for Laconic, Argolic, Elean, and Cypriot, affirming that
“il mutamento si € realizzato indipendentemente nei vari dialetti e ad epoche diverse (a
Sparta ¢ antico, a Creta e Cipro recente), e dato che era in genere percepito come un tratto
‘provinciale’ le iscrizioni oscillano molto tra forme con X e forme con (H) = [h]” [the muta-
tion occurred independently in the different dialects in different ages (earlier in Sparta, later
in Crete and Cyprus], and since it was generally perceived as a ‘provincial’ feature forms with
¥ and forms with H alternate largely in the inscriptions].
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‘sun.’ As Brixhe (1976:47) points out, with many examples, that the outcome of
Proto-Greek */w/ was always maintained in Pamphylian (“Sans préjuger de son
articulation [...] nous devons constater que 'héritier du */w/ protogrec con-
stitue un phonéme vivant en pamphylien jusqu'a la disparition du dialecte”). As
for the accent, this may be related with the hypothesis that Pamphylian devel-
oped an intensive accent (see Brixhe 1976a:146).

It is sometimes claimed that the ancients considered Pamphylian a barbar-
ian language from this passage from Arrian (Anab. 1.26.4) according to which
the language spoken in Side is a fapPapixd @wvij, ‘a foreign language. However,
the comment concerns Sidetic rather than Pamphylian. It is also true that Side
islocated in Pamphylia and that Hesychius reports possible glosses in reference
not only to Pamphylia in general but also to individual cities, such as words
used by ITepyaio, that is, the inhabitants of Perge (e.g., aifetdg, a 1676; dxpupa,
o 7290; BovpxuTaplaaos, B 963; kdpxopa, x 3636). Nevertheless, in the case of
Arrian’s commentary, as Rizza (2018) explains, it seems correct to assume that
the gww1 of Side is precisely Sidetic, the Anatolian language known to us (see
Section 3 below).

In general, apart from the few observations above and some sporadic glosses
by Hesychius (see below), we have no explicit information from the ancient
scholars on the classification of the language spoken by the Pamphylians, even
though different positions were taken regarding their geographical and his-
torical origins, which may certainly have contributed to the lack of definite
knowledge.

2.1.3 Pamphylian as a Marginal Greek Dialect

Turning now to modern scholarship, although researchers often treat Pam-
phylian as not fully classified (i.e., not traceable to a Greek dialect subgroup;
e.g., Colvin 2010:203), all emphasize that it is a Greek variety, that, due to his-
torical and sociolinguistic events, came to assume a marginal position among
the Greek dialects.

Previously it was considered as part of the Achaean group, together with
Arcadian and Cypriot. Filos (2014 s.v. Pamphylian) stated that “it may be more
accurate though, to describe Pamphylian as the language of the Greek colonies
of Pamphylia, particularly Aspendos, Perge, Syllion and Side. In fact, Pam-
phylian was a rather idiosyncratic, non-standard linguistic variety of Greek
spoken for the largest part of the first millennium BCE in the central southern
coastal area of Pamphylia in Asia Minor [...]”

Since 1976a, Brixhe emphasized the specificity of Pamphylian as a marginal
Greek variety that, on the one hand, was influenced by the surrounding Ana-
tolian languages but, on the other hand, was capable of innovating indepen-



366 MERLIN AND PISANIELLO

dently from the other Greek dialects, in some cases introducing phenomena
that would later be typical of the koiné, such as the reduction of /16/ > /i/, the
neutralization of the opposition /nd/ : /nt/, or the spirantization of intervo-
calic plosives. In general, in line with Brixhe (1976a:150), we will not attempt a
clear-cut dialectal classification of Pamphylian, because this does not appear
necessary in order to provide a description of its main linguistic feature and of
the available corpus.

2.2 Sources and Studies

2.2.1 Inscriptions and Coin Legends

The corpus of inscriptions has been edited over the years by Brixhe, begin-
ning with his doctoral thesis, published in 1976a, often referred to as pGp
(Dialecte grec de Pamphylie). This first work was followed by six supplements
that appeared in journals, either authored by Brixhe alone or produced in col-
laboration with other scholars, bringing the current total of inscriptions to 289,
all dating between the 5th century BCE and the second century ck.?

The epichoric writing system is a Greek alphabet with some peculiarities:
the lack of graphemes indicating long vowels, the sign {(Y) marking [u] instead
of [y] (a feature also present in the Ionic and Attic systems), two special
graphemes, namely (4') for /ts/, later /ss/ or /s/; and <{M) (Pamphylian
digamma, also found in Carian) for the semivowel /w/, which is also marked
by the usual Greek digamma f, from the 3rd—2nd centuries BCE (B) and {®}.10

2.2.2 Pamphylian Glosses

Besides coins and epigraphs, some putative Pamphylian materials mentioned
in the ancient scholarly tradition come from lexicographic sources. Schmidt
(1868) collected nine Pamphylian words within the Hesychian text, consider-
ing only the cases in which IMapgOAtot or ITappiiia were explicitly mentioned.
Sayce, in the final section of Ramsay and Sayce (1880), quotes the more exten-
sive collection of glosses made by Bezzenberger (1880), which also includes
Hesychian references to single cities (as Side, Perge, Aspendos) together with
some of the EM’s occurrences and a testimony from Eustathius. This list of

9 The supplements are the following: Brixhe (1976b, 1988a, 1991, 1996 ); Brixhe and Tekoglu
(2000); and Brixhe et al. (2007). See also Brixhe (2012). The full corpus of inscriptions,
based on DGP (Brixhe 1976a) and supplements but nonetheless very useful for a com-
prehensive overview, is collected in Appendix 5 of Bianconi (2019). We thank Michele
Bianconi for sharing his unpublished writings. Since then, Tekoglu and Kose (2022) has
also appeared.

10  For more on the alphabet, see Filos (2014, with references).
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about 30 words, completed by the glosses detected by Metri (1954), is presented
in Brixhe (1976a:141-143). The glosses, in addition to reporting lexemes peculiar
to the Pamphylian dialect that are not usual in other dialects, especially in the
Attic-Tonic “standard,” adds phonetic information, such as &3pt for dvdpt (Hesy-
chius a 1200) or the already mentioned &BeAtondév (Hesychius a 104).

2.2.3 Research and Studies

As for Pamphylian as a Greek dialect, Ramsay and Sayce (1880) and Meillet
(1908) were among the first scholars to attempt a description of this language.
Overall grammatical sketches are also found in general volumes devoted to
Greek.!! The common denominator of these descriptions is the definition of
Pamphylian as a peculiar, sometimes aberrant, isolated, idiosyncratic dialect
of Greek, perhaps (in accordance with part of the ancient tradition) imported
in Asia Minor by some Doric tribes, or in successive waves by different dialect-
speaking communities, in order to justify the combination of different features.

Brixhe’s many years of research (1976a with all following supplements) have
provided unsurpassed reference works for the detailed description of the cor-
pus as a whole, the overall perspective on the available materials and open
problems, and the depth of analysis.1? His writings have proven to be extremely
important not only for knowledge of the Pamphylian corpus in its textual com-
ponent, but also for possible links with surrounding languages. Therefore, in
this chapter we shall be leaving aside the isoglosses shared by Pamphylian and
other Greek dialects (all can be found in the aforementioned references) to
focus on aspects of possible linguistic contact with Anatolian languages. In the
case of Pamphylian, we will need to take into consideration, on the one hand, a
possible Lycian interference, and on the other hand the possible adstrate influ-
ence primarily exerted by Sidetic.

In fact, some works are devoted to single aspects of possible interferences
(e.g., Dardano 2006 on the Pamphylian vocalism, describing possible connec-
tion with Lycian, and Dardano 2007 on the peculiarity of this dialect of using
the vowel /a/ as a connecting element in compounds found in onomastics,
which is explained as a case of interference of the Luwic substrate). Such
investigations, although focused on particular aspects, offer materials that con-
tribute to the overall analysis of language interference in the Aegean—Anatolian
area.

11 Some of the reference work include Buck 1955; Colvin 2007; Filos 2014; Panayotou 2014;
and Cassio 2016, all provided with further bibliography.
12 See Neumann (1980). Cf. Doria (1979), who emphasized some points of detail in terms of

phonology.
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More recently, Skelton (2017) addressed an overview structured according to
different levels of linguistic descriptions. In particular, typological approaches
and models of language contact are applied to the studies of ancient languages,
together with tentative comparisons with today’s linguistic contexts (for Pam-
phylian the tentative comparison with Singlish, the variety of English spoken
in Singapore).

2.3 Anatolian Influences in Pamphylian
2.3.1 Phonological Data
As first pointed out by Brixhe (1976a:146), some linguistic features of the Pam-
phylian Greek dialect can be traced back to an Anatolian influence. These
features essentially belong to the phonological level and are summarized in
the following traits: hints of intensive accent, frequency of aphaeresis and
metathesis, persistence of glide after /u/ and /i/ (both long and short) in hia-
tus, neutralization of final /6/ : /ii/, weakening of final nasal (with possible
emerging of nasalized vowels), conditioned weakening of voiced initial and
intervocalic /g/, and the rhotacism of /d/.

Building on these observations and selecting some of the traits identified
by Brixhe, Skelton (2017) firmly asserts the influence of Anatolian—in fact,
Lycian—on Pamphylian, going so far as to claim that:

structural influence from Anatolian on the phonology of Pamphylian
was so extensive that the consonant inventory of Pamphylian appears
less Greek than Anatolian, with the loss of distinctions in voicing and
aspiration, the development of voiceless and voiced fricatives, and the
retention of /w/ and the introduction of /j/ as a phonemic glide. There
is also influence on the vowel system, with the introduction of syllabic
consonants and nasalized vowels, and possibly the reduction of the num-
ber of instances of /o/ and heterosyllabic sequences of vowels.” (Skelton
2017:114)

Independently, Bianconi (2019:335-363), after listing the traits identified by
Brixhe (1976a), reorganizes the topics, selecting five case studies, namely: a)
lowering of the open-mid front unrounded vowel, b) aphaeresis, c) rhotacism,
d) weakening of voiced velar, and e) linking vowels in compounds. The litera-
ture on the topic is examined for each of these traits, describing linguistic facts
and potential theoretical explanations.

As for the first point, the research of Dardano (2006, 2007) is considered,
according to which a correspondence is found, on one hand, between Lycian
{e) and Greek {a) (e.g, Lycian Purihimetehe : Greek ITupatiog (bilingual
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TL 6:1-2); Lycian Pubieleje : Greek ITuaAnt (bilingual TL 17:4-5)) and, on
the other hand, between Lycian {a) and various Greek vowels, namely Greek
{ay, {e), (), in the Lycian transcriptions of Greek names (e.g., Lycian Xeli-
Jjadnaxssah (TL 16:2) : Greek KadhdvaE; Lycian Alaxssa[7i]tra (TL 29:9) : Greek
ANéEavdpog; Lycian Milasdritra (TL 44a:45) : Greek Meloovdpog). Bianconi
(2019:339), although considering Dardano’s arguments in favor of a Lycian
influence entirely plausible, advances the hypothesis of a possible influence
by a late form of Luwian.

The aphaeresis, basically of the initial () shown by Pamphylian proper
names in comparison with their correspondents in the rest of Greek dialect,
has been identified as a characteristic trait of Pamphylian on the basis of a
majority criterion, given the fluctuation (even in the same inscription, e.g., ®op-
Siatg Appodiaiv, no. 20)!3 of forms with and without this phenomenon, the latter
being in any case a minority. The conclusions reached by Bianconi (2019:342),
in the wake of Brixhe and Dardano, are those of a trait that is indeed the
result of linguistic contact. The inconsistency of the evidence, whereby the
phenomenon is limited to some nouns (and not in all their occurrences), may
suggest a situation of bilingualism that results in the presence of proper names
in both standard Greek and interfered epichoric forms.

The issue of the rhotacism of /d/ in intervocalic contexts is more complex: as
in the previous case, Pamphylian inscriptions show both rhotacism (e.g., ®1pa-
paw < *Pypddav, no. 99, 113; Emitiuipan < “Emttinidav, no. 125), and the retention
of intervocalic /d/ (e.g., Aswvidag, no. 25; Oavadwpug, no. 26). Again, this may be
a contact phenomenon because it is also found in other Anatolian languages—
although, in fact, it is not attested in Lycian, the language generally regarded
in terms of substrate.* The category of flap has been invoked (Rieken and
Yakubovich 2010) assuming that such a rhotacism should instead be under-
stood as a change into an alveolar flap [r]. Sasseville (2021), reconsidering the
phenomenon in the Anatolian languages, finds it also in Lydian and proposes
that it may be an areal trait typical of the first millennium BCE. The idea that the
same phenomenon may have affected Pamphylian as well, advanced by Bian-
coni (2019:352), appears convincing both from a linguistic perspective and in
the terms of a geo-historical identification of the area of convergence.

13 This inscription is doubly interesting because the first form is affected by both apheresis
and metathesis, which may suggest the presence of liquid syllabic (or sonorant) conso-
nants, as in Lycian (but also projectable in Proto-Indo-European). On the problem of
syllabic liquid in Greek and on Pamphylian data, see now the discussion by Van Beek
(2021:137-139).

14  In Merlin and Pisaniello (2020), the correspondence between Lyc. Pinale and Gr. ITivapa
is discussed, showing possible answers to this unexpected equivalence.
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Regarding the weakening of the intervocalic voiced velar, Brixhe (1976a:88)
states that this is a common phenomenon that does not require an explana-
tion by language contact. Bianconi (2019:358), on the other hand, observes
that the two aspects are not mutually exclusive: language contact (as in the
case of the definite article; see below) may trigger or counter internal linguis-
tic change, accelerating or conversely blocking its development. The idea that
the weakening of Pamphylian velars was induced by the influence of Anato-
lian languages has been discussed since the 1960s, with a pioneering study by
Szemerényi (1968) and a series of objections by Wallace (1983), which Bian-
coni (2019) duly discusses. Although Bianconi’s work much better character-
ized the contexts conditioning the weakening in the different languages that
exhibit it, the one issue left unresolved appears to be the chronology of the
change. As already discussed in Volume 1 (Chapter 15, Section 3), the loss of
these stops in Luwian is conditioned by phonemic voice, which, in turn, was
certainly annihilated by the time Pamphylian Greeks would have entered into
contact with Luwic speakers (Federico Giusfredi, personal communication).
Therefore, there is no reason to assume that a change occurring more than
one thousand years before would have affected the phonotactics of languages
at a synchronic level. If anything, we may expect initial /g/ to be devoiced,
but not dropped. Thus, this hypothesis appears to be weaker than the oth-
ers.

The last phenomenon that is usually attributed to contact with the Anato-
lian languages is the presence of a linking vowel {«) instead of (o) in com-
pound proper names, as the final vowel of the first component. A list of exam-
ples is offered by Bianconi (2019:359-363), whose analysis generally—if with
due caution—tends to confirm the conclusions by Dardano (2007), who suc-
cessfully compared forms like ITehadwpov for AmoMédwpog (no. 59, with several
related forms), or ENMagiiov for ‘EMI¢ptog (no. 134), to names attested in the
cuneiform Hittite corpus such as Mizra-muwa or Mitanna-muwa, which also
exhibit an /a/ vowel that replaces the theme of the first part of the name. All in
all, in this case, Dardano’s hypothesis, cautiously but successfully supported by
the follow-up analysis by Bianconi, appears linguistically and areally convinc-
ing.

2.3.2 Morphology and Syntax

Turning to the morphological and syntactic levels, first of all, it is easy to
observe that very little can be said about the morpho-syntax of Pamphylian
because the texts available to us are very short (a couple of lines) and, because
they are funerary inscriptions, often limited to a list of names. Only two texts
are of a significant length, but these are damaged and difficult to interpret.
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It can be said that nominal and verbal inflection are mostly in line with that
of other Greek dialects; however, according to Skelton (2017:115-116), there are
two notable exceptions. The first is the ending -1t instead of -o1, which is not
only common to West Greek but should also be connected with Lycian.!® The
second is the third-person imperative active -8v, seemingly corresponding to
the Lycian -tu and -(")tu.

As far as syntax is concerned, Skelton (2017:115-117) highlights three traits
that, from her perspective, fall within the phenomena of interference: 1) the
lack of the article (except for b foAéuevug, nos. 3 and 13, considered as a loan of
legal formula); 2) the use of the dative instead of the genitive after prepositions
with an ablative value; and 3) the construction xat vt with the imperative with
the meaning of negative imperative. These examples would find confirmation
in situations of language contact nowadays, in terms of substrate lending gram-
mar to the superstrate, which means that the Pamphylians should, in this case,
be Anatolian-speakers who have imperfectly learned Greek. Because we dare
not speculate as to the composition of a population based on indirect sociolin-
guistic hints, we will limit ourselves to examining the three hypotheses from a
linguistic point of view.

If the aberrant use of dative and the phrase xot vi with the imperative appear
at least possible, the case of the alleged lack of the definite article warrants
some caution. First, the absence of the definite article may simply depend on
the geographical marginality of Pamphylian: because we do not know for sure
how old the dialect was, it is impossible to exclude the possibility that it sep-
arated from Greek before the full grammaticalization of demonstratives into
articles (consider, as a comparandum, the very different typology of articu-
lation in peripheral languages like Romanian and Sardinian, which postpone
clitic definite articles, as opposed to all other languages derived from Latin,
which prepose them). The idea that the quasi-absence of articles was, indeed,
an archaism, is defended also by Brixhe (2000). If, however, these typologi-
cal considerations appear too speculative, it is the very epigraphic corpus that
presents a major problem. Indeed, in the funerary inscriptions of virtually all
regions of Greece, there is a strong tendency to omit the definite article (cf.
Chapter 15, Section 3, for discussion and references).

2.3.1 Onomastic Data

Finally, as regards the lexical level, it is important to emphasize that most of
the material is given by onomastics, whose analysis follows rules different from

15 However, this feature could also be described as an archaism in Greek.
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those employed for common vocabulary. As shown above, onomastic material
can be studied with reference to the phonological and morphological aspects.
The phono-morphological level can be analyzed by comparing it with other
forms, both in terms of model and replication, assuming the possibility of inter-
ference (if the pattern is Anatolian, what is the replicated form in Pamphylian?)
and in terms of variation from other dialects (how does the same form occur
in the other Greek dialects?).

A more classical approach, however, consists in the mere classification of
onomastic material according to the language of origin. Dedicated studies that
examined the corpus of personal names from Pamphylia in this perspective are
Brixhe (1976a:146-147), Dardano (2012), and Skelton (2017:10).16 Although the
forms considered are not all those that have been attested, the general tendency
indicates a majority of Greek names, a large minority of Anatolian ones, and
only a few that go back to different origins (including Semitic). Now, although
there is certainly some value to this approach, one should always remember
that the language of origin of the name a person bears is often unrelated to the
cultural and linguistic profile of that person. The only thing that we can safely
assess, based on this picture, is the general profile of the Pamphylian onomas-
tic culture, which is mixed and has two unsurprising main components: Greek
and Anatolian.

2.3.2 Theoretical Discussion

In the previous section, dedicated to data analysis, some theoretical and meth-
odological observations found in the studies or proposed in this brief overview
have been already made. Such comments will be collected once again here, in
an attempt to provide a more general picture.

First of all, the importance of Pamphylian for the study of linguistic contact
in ancient societies could hardly be overstated. It is a Greek dialect, but it has
remained isolated from the motherland and, at the same time, it was in contact
with Anatolian languages that we know.

When dealing with specific contact-induced features, three potential sce-
narios appear to emerge:

1)  Agiven feature is an inherited one, common to both Anatolian and Greek
dialects, which has been preserved in Pamphylian as an archaism, based
on the isolation and the separation of Pamphylian in the early stages of

16 Dardano (2012) is by far the most extensive and detailed work, which collects the largest
corpus of onomastic materials as well as a sound theoretical discussion.
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inner-Greek development or language change, which involves, by con-
trast, other Greek dialects. This may be a way to read the near absence
of the definite article, assuming the possibility that language contact pre-
vents the process of grammaticalization (demonstrative > article) in such
a dialect.

2)  Afeature has a diachronic areal diffusion. This could explain Pamphylian
rhotacism and other substrate phenomena.

3) Agiven feature has a contact-based synchronic explanation: Pamphylian
converges in some features with surrounding Anatolian languages in the
same span of time, as in the case of adstrate phenomena (e.g., the verbal
endings discussed above).

For each feature, one explanation may be more plausible than another, with the

understanding that the nature of the evidence does not allow us to attempt a

truly comprehensive analysis of the language system. However, it is important

to emphasize that inheritance, inner development, and contact are not mutu-
ally exclusive, although a solution combining these phenomena may compli-
cate the picture.

2.4 A Final Remark

In sum, although Pamphylia is an extremely important example of a multi-
lingual area from the ancient world, viable avenues toward firm conclusions
remain limited. Linguistically, we have a modest knowledge of the Anatolian
languages with which it was in contact, and historically speaking, the percep-
tion of the non-Greek element as barbarian in the classical sources imposes
serious caution when working with the information coming from ancient his-
torians and geographers.

Modern interpretations also tend to diverge. Some authors have argued that
Pamphylian is more Anatolian than Greek (Skelton 2017), and others maintain
that the language’s internal archaisms should be emphasized without resort-
ing to language contact (Lopez Eire and Lillo Alcaraz 1982). Some see it as an
anticipatory variety of the koiné (Filos 2014), whereas others, perhaps more
wisely, balance these positions by considering linguistic features on a case-by-
case basis (Bianconi 2019).

3 Sidetic
From the city of Side in Pamphylia comes a small corpus of epigraphs written in

a peculiar local alphabetic script that attests a language most probably belong-
ing to the Anatolian branch of the Indo-European family (seemingly close to
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Lycian),'” which has been given the name of Sidetic based on the findspot of
the inscriptions.

The writing system used for Sidetic inscriptions is unique, different from any
other alphabet found in first-millennium Anatolia (whether Greek, epichoric,
or Semitic), and it remains a matter of debate between those who argue for a
Greek origin and those who posit a Semitic one.!® Its uniqueness was also prob-
ably acknowledged in ancient times, as emerges from the following well-known
passage of Arrian (Anab. 1.26.4), in which, as shown by Rizza (2018), the gww
of Side is best explained as referring to the visible language, to the language in
its written form:1%

Alexander then reached Side. Sidetans are Cumaeans from Cumae in Aeo-
lis; and they tell this account about themselves, that, as the first envoys
from Cyme landed in that country and disembarked for the foundation,
they soon forgot the Greek language and immediately spoke a barbarian
language, not however that of the neighboring barbarians, but a language
peculiar to themselves, which had never existed before: since then the
Sidetans barbarized in a different way from the other neighbours.2?

The Sidetic script was deciphered by Bossert in 1950 (with later adjustments),?!
but the language is still poorly known due to the limited extent of the corpus.
Indeed, direct Sidetic sources include ten inscriptions (mostly very short coin
legends) as well as some documents whose Sidetic status is not assured;?? to

17  See Pérez-Orozco (2007:125).

18  See, e.g., Brixhe 1969 (Semitic origin, perhaps with Greek intermediation), Neumann
1978 (from a cursive Greek script); Carruba 1992; Pérez-Orozco 2005, 2007 (basically an
Aramaic-derived alphabet with some Greek influences).

19  See also Brixhe 2018:170-171.

20 AAéEavdpog 8¢ &ml Bidvg flet. elot 8¢ of Tidfirou Kupodor éx Kopng thg AloAidog: xal obrot Aéyovaty
Umep opdv TOVde TOV Adyov, 8T1, W xaThpdy TE € TV YTV Exelvyy ol TpdrTot &x Kdung ataAév-
Teg xal el obxiou® eEEPnoa, adtixa Ty uév ‘ENMESa yAdooav eEehdBovto, e0BUg 3¢ BapPapov
puwvi egay, 008E TAV mpoaypwy PapPdpwy, dANd ilay @@y olimw Ttpdahev odoay THY wviv:
ol ExToTe 00 xatd Tovg dAovg TTpoaywpoug idfat eBopBdptlov.

21 See, e.g.,, Neumann 1968, 1978; Brixhe 1969; Sevorogkin 1975; Pérez-Orozco 2003; Schiirr
2016b; Pérez-Orozco 2020; Zinko and Zinko 2020; and Simon 2021c. An overview of the
different transliteration conventions with further references can be found in Rizza 2016.

22 The corpus is collected in Nollé 2001; the coins are included in Atlan 1968. See also Rizza
2005; Pérez-Orozco 2007; Zinko and Zinko 2016, 2020; and Rizza 2021. Alfredo Rizza (per-
sonal communication) informed us that “from 2020 the Side archaeological mission of
the Eskisehir Anadolu University, directed by Prof. Dr. Feristah Alanyali, has uncovered
some new Sidetic evidence, of particular note a monolingual stele of about twenty lines,
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these one could add personal and place names only indirectly attested in Greek
and Roman sources. Sidetic inscriptions are dated to the 4th and 3rd centuries
BCE; afterwards, only inscriptions in Greek are found.

As far as the issue of language contact is concerned, one should first men-
tion that, among the small Sidetic corpus, a subcorpus of Greek-Sidetic bilin-
gual inscriptions can be found, comprising only three documents, the so-called
Artemon and Apollonios inscriptions, and the bilingual of Seleucia-Lyrbe.23
Unfortunately, such inscriptions are quite short and consist mostly of personal
names, which also are the only clear elements found in these texts.24

The Artemon inscription is engraved on a small altar. The Greek version,?5
preceding the Sidetic one, lacks the first line, so that one can read only the
personal name Aptéuwy, a patronymic for which different readings have been
suggested, but currently read as Abnvépiog,26 and, finally, yapiompia ‘thank-
offerings.’ The Sidetic version is less clear, except for the two personal names
corresponding to those occurring in the Greek version (artmon danpijs). All the
rest is quite obscure, and various hypotheses have been suggested concerning
the possibility of identifying in the Sidetic text either the name of a deity (or
deities) to whom the inscription was dedicated, or something matching Greek
xoptotpla, or perhaps some verbal form.2?

In the Apollonios inscription, the Sidetic text, consisting of only a single
incomplete line, precedes the Greek text, which is a full dedication of four
lines that also includes the signature of the engraver. The Greek texts says:
“Apollonios, (son) of Apollodoros, (son) of Apollonios, set up this image of
himself to all the gods. Mnaseas, (son) of Artemon, Sidetan, made (it).”?8 The
Sidetic text is less informative: we surely recognize the personal name of the
dedicator and the onomastic formula (polonij pordors polonijas), followed by
masara, plausibly to be connected with Luw. massana/i- and Lyc. mahana- ‘god’

a long stele with a list of personal names, and a pair of ‘election’ cards. The Anadolu Uni-
versity team with colleagues from the University of Graz are studying the materials, and
the publication of the documents has been entrusted to Michaela and Christian Zinko
(Graz), with the collaboration of Alfredo Rizza (Verona). Notwithstanding the substantial
untranslatability of the monolingual document, thanks to the recognition of some Greek
lexical borrowings we were able to assume that the document carries a decree for the cel-
ebration of benefactors of the city.”

23 See, e.g., Adiego 2014:244-248.

24  On Sidetic personal names, see also Zinko 2016.

25  Published in Nollé 1993 no. 19.

26  See Rizza 2019 for the history of this reading. Cf. also Rizza 2021:582—584.

27  See Rizza 2019 for an updated edition including all previous suggestions.

28  AmoMwviog AmoModipou Tod AmoMwviov dvebnxev [ei]xdva VY éoutod Beols maot.
[M]vagéag Aptéumwvos Xidntys émoi]nae.
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and thus matching Gr. 8eoi. The last word in the Sidetic text—unfortunately
fragmentary—reads tue[..., which has been explained as representing either
the Sidetic cognate of Luw. tawa- and Lyc. tuwe- ‘put, place, matching Gr. dvé-
Bxev, or the Sidetic cognate of Lyc. huwedri- ‘all’ (< *suwedri, cf. Luw. Suwatar
‘fullness’), thus matching Gr. ndat.29

The last bilingual inscription, the bilingual of Seleucia-Lyrbe, poses more dif-
ficulties in reading, but has recently received a new interpretation.° The Greek
text includes only the name of the dedicator (Ebéumorog) with his patronymic
(Xid0g) and an ethnic designation (Tupepteds, allegedly from *Tymerissos,
which would be, according to the editors, a variant of the city of Tyberissos, in
Lycia), followed by the verb avédyxev. The Sidetic version, if it has been read
correctly, includes only the first three elements found in the Greek version,
eumpol sdits timenezas, without the verb. Given the form of the ethnic in the lat-
ter text, one could suggest an identification with the Lycian city of Tymnessos
rather than Tyberissos, but the Greek form appears not to fit with such a read-
ing. Unfortunately, because the inscription is currently missing, it is impossible
to check it.3!

As a general remark, in these bilingual inscriptions, the Sidetic versions
(although sometimes unclear) appear to be secondary to the Greek versions:
in two of the inscriptions, the Greek text precedes the Sidetic text, and when
the Greek follows the Sidetic (as in the Apollonios inscription), it is longer and
more informative than the Sidetic version. However, a comprehensive evalu-
ation of the relationships between the Greek and Sidetic versions is currently
hampered by our poor knowledge of the Sidetic language.

In addition to bilingual inscriptions, some relevant data for language contact
are provided by onomastics and a very limited number of loanwords. As stated
by Pérez-Orozco (2007:126), Sidetic inscriptions include “una mezcla de nom-
bres griegos y anatolios, casi a partes iguales,” which show some quite regular
phenomena of adaptation; for example, Sidetic adaptations of original Greek
names starting with a vowel consistently undergo aphaeresis, cf. Afyvofiog >
Sanpijs (gen.adj.); AmoMwviog > polonij; AmoMédwpog > pordors (gen.adj.). It is
possible that some phenomena of adaptation could be explained through Pam-
phylian intermediation, because Greek names occurring in Sidetic inscriptions
somewhat match the form they display in Pamphylian, whereas those occur-
ring in the Greek versions of bilingual inscriptions match the koiné forms.32

29  See Nikolaev 2017, with previous references.
30  Magnelli and Petrantoni 2020.

31 See Rizza 2021:577.

32 See Pérez-Orozco 2007:126.
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In particular, the aforementioned aphaeresis is a feature shared by the Pam-
phylian and Sidetic renderings of Greek personal names. However, the Sidetic
forms do not perfectly match the Pamphylian ones, which may thereby guar-
antee their Sidetic status and rule out the possibility that they were instead
Pamphylian forms in Sidetic texts. Compare, e.g., Sid. polonij vs. Pamph. ITeAo-
viwg (= AmoMaviog) and Sid. pordor vs. Pamph. IeAddwpug (= AmoddSwpos).
Furthermore, aphaeresis is a rather common phenomenon (for example, it also
occurred in Luwian and Lycian adaptations of foreign names), so we cannot
be certain that its occurrence in Sidetic adaptations of Greek personal names
should be regarded as a Pamphylian interference phenomenon. One should
note that it does not occur in the Greek loanword anademat- (see below),
although the phonetic context is different, and, more generally, Sidetic data are
too scarce to substantiate any definitive conclusions.

As far as loanwords are concerned, only two Greek common words are cur-
rently attested in Sidetic documentation, always adapted to Sidetic phonol-
ogy and morphology: istratag from Gr. otpatayés ‘army leader, commander’
(and perhaps istratagej-, possibly from *otpatayeia, variant of otpatyyle, unless
iStratagejas should be rather explained as istratag ejas)3® and anademat- ‘offer-
ings’ from Gr. dvadMpata (unless one should instead segment anaSematas as
anadema tas).3*

Beyond proper names, two possible Sidetic words are found in Greek
sources: {etydpn occurs in the lexicon by Hesychius, glossed as 6 tétti& mopd
Yidvtaug, “the cicada, according to the Sidetans,”3® while Aaépxivov is given by
Galenus (14.72) as the name of the xapnnaiov (Valeriana Dioscoridis) at Side in
Pamphylia.3¢ Of course, the actual Sidetic status of these words is by no means
assured.

4 Pisidian

Until quite recently, the Pisidian language was known only from a small corpus
of fewer than 50 very short funerary inscriptions in a Greek-derived alphabet
from the area of Tymbriada (2nd—3rd centuries CE), near the source of the river
Eurymedon.

33 See Pérez-Orozco 2007:138.

34  See the discussion in eDiAna, s.v. Sidetic anademata (https://www.ediana.gwi.uni-muenc
hen.de/dictionary.php?lemma=185).

35  See Brixhe 1976a:84-85 and eDiAna s.v. Sidetic {erydpy ‘cicada’ (https://www.ediana.gwi
.uni-muenchen.de/dictionary.php?lemma=1252).

36 See eDiAna s.v. Sidetic Aaépxtvov ‘Valeriana dioscoridis’ (https://www.ediana.gwi.uni-mue
nchen.de/dictionary.php?lemma=1027).
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A first edition, comprising only 16 inscriptions, was provided by Ramsay
(1895), who also first labeled the language Pisidian after Strabo (13.4.17). Such
a designation was later challenged by Shafer (1950), who pointed out that the
inscriptions cluster on the northeastern border of Pisidia, whereas the infor-
mation given by Strabo on the Pisidian language does not seem to fit that area.
Thus, according to Shafer’s reconstruction, the language of the Pisidian inscrip-
tions may instead be Cilician. The same corpus compiled by Ramsay was also
given by Zgusta (1957) and Metri (1958), with some corrections to Ramsay’s
word division and interpretation. New discoveries have since increased the cor-
pus: one new inscription was added by Borchhardt et al. (1975) and six more
by Brixhe and Gibson (1982). Brixhe’s 1988b edition included 21 texts (two of
the inscriptions published in Brixhe and Gibson 1982 were not included), to
which 15 new inscriptions must be added published by Brixhe et al. (1987), four
more published by Brixhe and Ozsait (2001), and two others coming from the
middle Eurymedon valley published by Fuhrmann and Neumann (2005). The
corpus compiled by Adiego (2012) comprised 44 inscriptions. Subsequently,
two more inscriptions from the middle Eurymedon have been published by
Brixhe and Ozsait (2013). Currently, the most recent edition by Brixhe (2016)
comprises 49 northern inscriptions (N 1-49) and four southern inscriptions
(s1—4). Finally, two unintelligible inscriptions from Pisidia have been published
in Bean (1956:151; no. 48, from Osmankalfalar) and Bean (1959:76; no. 19, from
Biigdiiz = SEG 19:755), but these are not included in the Pisidian corpus.

The linguistic material provided by these inscriptions is quite scant in that
they mostly consist of onomastic formulae including only personal names;37
nevertheless, this has allowed scholars to suggest that the Pisidian language
belonged to the Luwic subgroup of the Anatolian branch.38 Furthermore, some
Pisidian personal names and toponyms were also indirectly known from Greek

37  See already Ramsay (1895:356): “Les inscriptions paraissent mentionner essentiellement
les noms et la parenté du mort.” Very different analyses of the texts, since proven to be
wrong (see already Zgusta 1957), were provided by Brandenstein (1933-1934) and Shafer
(1950), also later defended by Hemer (1980).

38  See, e.g, Melchert 1994:44—45 (based only on the presence of a genitival adjective). See
also an earlier claim by Shafer (1950:258), based on the nominatives ending in -a: “in the
present state of our knowledge Pisidian is at least as likely to be related to Lycian as to
Greek or Latin.” Pisidian would be closer to Lycian according to Zgusta (1963:480-481),
but closer to Sidetic according to Neumann (1978:874 fn. 6), whereas Starke (1999) regards
it as a late form of Iron Age Luwian (see also Lebrun 2012:353 and, far more cautiously,
Melchert 2003b:177), which has recently been rejected by Simon (2017d), who suggests
that Pisidian was either part of the Carian-Lycian-Milyan dialectal continuum or a late
development of Milyan.



LATE LANGUAGES OF MARGINAL ATTESTATION 379

sources, but their status as genuine Pisidian names is questionable. The new
inscriptions that have been found in the area of Asar Kale, on the middle course
of the Eurymedon, include a complete, 13-line inscription (Kesme 2), which is
currently the longest Pisidian inscription.3® However, because these new texts
are mostly unintelligible, no significant progress has been made in the under-
standing of the language, and our knowledge still relies on personal names.

An interesting point is the late date of Pisidian inscriptions, which are
generally dated to the 2nd—3rd centuries CE. According to the analysis of
Bru (2017:242—244), this could be a “caractérisation linguistique de l'anthro-
ponymie a posteriori,” as a form of differentiation of cultural identity by means
of language, following the model of the Greek language (from which they take
the alphabet and the funerary epigraphic tradition), which had successfully
imposed itself as the official language of the Roman East.

Given the nature of its corpus, Pisidian currently does not provide any data
that would be particularly relevant to the investigation of language contact in
ancient Anatolia. As for the writing system, one may note that the southern
inscriptions employ both the common digamma (F) and the Pamphylian one
(M), whereas no digamma is found in the larger corpus of northern inscriptions.
From a linguistic point of view, no bilingual inscription is currently found, but
some northern inscriptions (N 31, N 34 and perhaps also N 30, although the lat-
ter’s place in the Pisidian corpus has recently been challenged*?) featuring both
Pisidian and Greek names show an interesting phenomenon of code-switching:
Pisidian names (or names perceived as such) are inflected according to Pisid-
ian grammar, whereas Greek names follow the Greek inflection, even within
the same phrase, e.g., Myt Titov, Tatt Titov, Néueatg Myvig, “Meni (Pis.) son
of Titos (Gr.), Tati (Pis.) son of Titos (Gr.), Nemesis (Gr.), son of Meni (Pis.)”
(N g1).4

As for place names, an Anatolian etymology appears most likely for some
40 toponyms attested in the area of ancient Pisidia (besides other place names
of different origins, mostly Greek); however, given our very limited knowledge
of the Pisidian language—currently reliant solely on personal names—it is
impossible to determine whether the Anatolian language (or, perhaps better,
one of the Anatolian languages) to which these toponyms belong can be iden-
tified with the language we label Pisidian.*?

39  See Brixhe and Ozsait 2013; Brixhe 2016 (text S 2); Adiego 2017.

40  See Obrador-Cursach and Adiego (2017), who advocate a purely Greek interpretation.

41 See Brixhe (2016:89-91, 127) and Bru (2017:240—242).

42 Forageneral overview on Pisidian toponomastics and some examples, see Locatelli (2021).
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5 Concluding Remarks

In this chapter, we have dealt with three minor languages of Anatolia: Pam-
phylian, Sidetic, and Pisidian. The latter two are Anatolian languages, whereas
Pamphylian is essentially a Greek dialect for which, however, a number of inter-
ference phenomena have been found that have led some scholars to consider
it more Anatolian than Greek. The minor-language status of this trio, attested
in southern Anatolia, is dictated by the smallness of their respective corpora,
being more or less reduced—particularly for Pamphylian, which is marginal
even in geographical terms.

We have discussed possible contact phenomena, proposing an interpreta-
tive grid that intends to analyze them from epigraphic and philological points
of view, seeking solutions that consider both diachronic and synchronic as-
pects, as well as inheritance, inner development, and contact.

Finally, referring to minor languages, it is worth remembering that some
other populations are mentioned in ancient sources, such as Cauconias,
Solymi, Ceteians, and Leleges in Strabo 14.5.28. For those languages we have nei-
ther testimony, nor inscriptions, nor literary text. These are ethnonyms, which
historians and archaeologists may study order to trace their corresponding
material cultures. In addition to the ethnonyms (and often related to them),
there are the glottonyms—the names of languages—a particular class of which
is formed by those glottonyms not corresponding to any linguistic product.
In other words, we know that a language existed in a certain area, or that
some people spoke a given language, but we have no direct attestation of this
language—at least, not yet.

This scenario could be further enriched by drawing attention to such evi-
dence—both cultural and linguistic—that, despite a lack of actual correspon-
dence in any documented historical reality, may nonetheless offer interesting
insights upon which to broaden ongoing research.
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