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Abstract

The geographer Strabo, commenting on the Homeric term “barbarophonoi”,
upholds the onomatopoeic origin of the term barbaros and outlines an history
of its usage, which goes from the meaning of “speak roughly” to the one of
“mispronunciation” of Greek (Geog. 14.2.28). In order to interpret the passage,
pertinent texts from the medical and acoustic-musical are discussed. It is concluded that
Strabo is familiar with the ideas about voice and language from the Greek tradition,
which lead him to a definition of barbaros based, mainly, on a linguistic criterion.
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1 - Introduction

In the description of southern Anatolia in the fourteenth book of
his Geography, Strabo (63 BC — AD 24) reflects, in an excursus, on the
Homeric term BapPapoéemvog (“speaking a foreign tongue”) and its choice
by the poet instead of BapPapog (“barbarous”). This philological chapter
(14.2.28) pertains to the general description of lonia and Asia Minor
(Caria, Lycia, Cilicia and Pamphylia)!, drawing on information available

!'For the source of Strabo’s passage, cf. Almagor (2000: 134 n.5) with bibliography;
for a general historical-geographical commentary, cf. Biffi 2009 and Radt 2009.
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in the poetic tradition. For the description of the Carians, Strabo quotes
an Homeric verse with an evident critical aim: /. 2.867, Mé&cOAng av
Kapdv nynoato Bappapoedvov?. In his comment on the Homeric usage
of the adjective BapPapdewvoc, the Thucydidean argument (1.3.3) about
the self-perception of the Greeks as an ethnic unity (Hellenes) is polemi-
cally alluded to, as well as the philological argument of the grammarian
Apollodorus (FGrH 244 F 207). These testimonies are completed with
Homeric passages (Od. 1.344, 15.80) that supposedly explain the reading
BapPapdpwvog instead of BapPapog’. The question of self-perception as
Hellenes and opposition to the barbarian has been extensively studied,
among others, by R.-A. Santiago* with a careful examination of the
Thucydidean passages and other terms that indicate, in his opinion, the
“early usage of linguistic diversity as a criterion for differentiation between
peoples by the Greeks”. The opposition between Greek and barbarian is
complex in Strabo, since the notion of Roman and civilized are mixed®.
Along with 14.2.28, Strabo’s comment on Eratosthenes in 1.4.9 about who
is barbarian or Greek offers the criterion, undoubtedly accepted by Strabo,
of dpetn (“excellence”) or kokia (“badness”); however, Bowersock® has
also pointed out that in the process of “barbarization”, from the Greek’s
perspective, the perception of a linguistic change inevitably converged

2In Homeric vulgata Ndotng is the common reading; there is no doubt a contamination
with verse 964.

3 Aristarchus agrees with Strabo as opposed to Thucydides, cf. schol. Er. I1., ad loc.

4Cf. Lévy 1984: 13-14 and Santiago 1998: 35-36, with the examination of similar
terms such as ayproemvoc, aAL60p0oog, aAAAOYA®GG0G or Etepdpmvoc, which appear in the
Homeric poems or in other sources (Herodotus, Aeschylus). Lévy 1984: 10 maintains that,
in its evolution, the term barbaros “a dés ’origine une valeur péjorative ... et qu’il s’y
ajoute au vie siccle, dans certains milieux, une valeur descriptive, apparemment neutre,
pour désigner les non-Grecs” (Greeks may be dAloyAmccot according to Hdt., 2.154, or
&eivot, 9.11, that is, with a reversible sense and not “Hellenocentric” as in the case of
BapPBopog according to Lévy). This being so, Strabo maintains the symmetry between
“barbarians” (foreigners who mispronounce Greek) and “us” (Greeks who try to speak
other languages).

5Van der Vliet 2003: 261 maintains that Strabo’s consideration of ethnicity starts from
dichotomies with which he distinguishes between “us” and “them” (Greeks / barbarians,
Romans / non-Romans, civilized / uncivilized), but the dichotomies are developed and nuanced
according to the history of the peoples themselves. For this scholar, Strabo’s consideration
of the Carians as barbarians is stereotyped (cf. 14.5.25, which necessarily maintains that in
“mixed” peoples one character or another predominates).

$Bowersock 1995: 5-6.
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(as seen in Ath. 14, 632a = fr. 124 Wehrli). In fact, for Herodotus (c.
484 — 425 BC), in his ethnographic description, belonging to an ethnic
group is linked to language’; for Strabo, a linguistic variation is enough
to change ethnicity®. The case of the Carians is used by Strabo to point
out an incorrect or divergent way of pronouncing Greek’, a criterion that
would define one of the ways of being barbarian in cases of bilingualism'’.
The dichotomy, now linguistic, is for Strabo (14.2.28) that of kaxoctopia
(“faulty pronunciation”) and BapBapoctopia (“barbarous way of speaking”)
versus aptiotopelv (“accurately speaking”)!.

The aim of this article is to study the way in which Strabo articu-
lates ideas and concepts taken from various sources, such as the human
phonatory apparatus, the physics of sound and the mimetic capacity of
language. The combination of all of them converges in Strabo with the
question of the diversity of languages'? and the physiology associated with
it. We will be in a better position to properly assess his contribution to
the concept of barbarian as one whose language is simply different and
has difficulties with Greek pronunciation, and not as one whose language
is by nature faulty.

7Cf. Hdt., 1.57.3, 1.58. For Herodotus there is a perfect correspondence between
the idea of being Greek and having only one language (8.144.2), although he recognized
dialects (1.142.2). BapBapdewvog also appears in two oracles in Hdt., 8.20 and 9.43 as a
synonym of BdapPapog (see Lévy 1984: 7).

8 Cf. Strab., 8.1.2. In 14.5.26 Strabo (despite certain nuances) equates the Greek
ethnic groups with their respective dialects (in an anachronistic way, see Dandrow 2017:
119). Dandrow 2017: 121 maintains that, for Strabo, “being Greek is a matter of becoming
Greek, an ethnocultural choice to embrace the Greek lifestyle or to settle among the Greeks
and assimilate”, although Strabo is well aware that the term barbaros may be debatable in
linguistic usage (kateypnoduedo

?Strabo points out later that the same is true of Greeks who speak another language).
Cf. Arist., Po. 1458a 26 ff.: by barbarism (BapPapiopog) is understood the use of unusual
words (Diog. Bab., fr. 24 SVF 3.214 = D. L., 7.59); Plato (Cra. 409d) understands it with
the sense of linguistic loan.

0Cf. D. S., 11.60.4, Hdt. 1.146, Paus. 7.2.6. Dzino 2008: 375 points out Strabo’s
different approaches to hybrid or mixed cultures (among them the Carians), regarding
which contemporary sources do not have a good opinion (Cf. Liv. 38.17.9, among others);
see Almagor 2000: 137.

"On these terms, see Almagor 2000: 134 n. 5.

12 That is, going beyond the simple observation of the strange character of non-Greek
languages, Cf. Aesch., 4g. 1050 and Pers. 406, Ar., Au. 199-200, Porph., Abst. 3.4.
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2 - The question of onomatopoeic creation

After exposing the question of the adjective BopPapopwvog in the
quoted Homeric verse, Strabo reflects on the onomatopoeic origin of some
terms, as for instance, Bappapog:

otpon 8& 10 BapPapov kot dpydg EkmeQoviicOon 0UTmE Kot dVopNTOTOY
£ML TAV SVGEKPOPMG KOl GKANPDG KO TPOYEDG AoAOUVIMV, OG TO farttapiley
Kol TPaVAIfEY Kol WeAMLEY. EDPLEGTATOL YAP EGLEV TG POVAS TOIG OpLOTONG
QOVOIC KoTovopudlsy S10L T opoysvéc 1 81 kol mAgovalovoty évradda ol
dvoparomotiat, otov 0 kehopOlev kai kKhoyym 8& kol Wwoeog ko Bor ki kpdtog,
OV T mAgTota 1{dn Kod Kupimg EKEEPETAL TAVTOV 81 THV TOYVCTOLOVVIMVY
obtwg BapPapov Aeyopévav, €pavn td @V dAlogbv@dv ctopata Tolodta,
Aéyw 8¢ T0 tdOV U EAMvov.

I suppose that the word “barbarian” was at first uttered onomatopoetically
in reference to people who enunciated words only with difficulty and
talked harshly and raucously, like our words “battarizein”, “traulizein”, and
“psellizein”; for we are by nature very much inclined to denote sounds by
words that sound like them, on account of their homogeneity. Wherefore
onomatopoetic words abound in our language, as, for example, “celaryzein”,
and also “clangé”, “psophos”, “boé”, and “crotos”, most of which are by now
used in their proper sense. Accordingly, when all who pronounced words
thickly were being called barbarians onomatopoetically, it appeared that the
pronunciations of all alien races were likewise thick, I mean of those that
were not Greek '*.

Strabo introduces in this passage, on the one hand, the traditional idea
that there is an imitative component in the lexical creation of language by
virtue of shared homogeneity, which allows mimesis (precisely the speech of
non-Greek peoples is imitated by the term Bapfapoc); on the other hand, he
refers to a doctrine (both in philosophy and in poetics) according to which
there are certain words, of onomatopoeic origin (some of them are quoted
by Strabo), that have aesthetic potential; finally, he unexpectedly mixes the
idea of a harsh speaking (which in translation renders moyvotopém, a term
halfway between metaphor and literalness) with that of a harsh language
-and, therefore, barbarian-, as Strabo himself points out a few lines later'*:

13 Translation by H. L. Jones (1929: 6, 305).
14 As seen in the expression Tpayvtdn 1 yAdtro tdv Kapidv, due to Strabo’s source,
Apollodorus (see Almargor 2000: 135).
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gketvoug olv idimg éxdhesoy PapPapovg, &v dpyaic udv kot o Aoidopov,
OC AV TOYLGTOOVE | TPUYVOTOUOVE, EITO KATEXPNCAUEDD MG EOVIKE KOWVE
ovopatt avtidunpodveg Tpog tovg “EAnvos.

Those, therefore, they called barbarians in the special sense of the term, at
first derisively, meaning that they pronounced words thickly or harshly; and
then we misused the word as a general ethnic term, thus making a logical
distinction between the Greeks and all other races.

Hence, this passage confirms Santiago’s statement'® that the notion
of barbarian contains the idea of segregation based on the language (in
fact, modern scholars consider BapBopog as an onomatopoeic creation)'.
The first idea, then, is that of imitation. According to Strabo, the Greeks
have the capacity, by nature (edbpuéatarot ... éouev), “to denote sounds by
words that sound like them”: the pure onomatopoeic creation that is treated
in extenso by Plato both from the philosophical (Cra. 423b ft.) and poetic
(R. 396b 5-7) point of view.

Strabo supplies two types of onomatopoeia: the first, in his opinion,
belong to the type of BapPapog; in the sources, in fact, their connection
with imitation'” or with a barbarian'® character is maintained. This first
group is different from the second, where Strabo limits himself to following
the tradition of epic terms (Por, kpdtog, Khayyr, kehopolm)®, rightly or
wrongly considered onomatopoeic, and analyzed in the field of poetics®.
The difference is that the first group of onomatopoeia (including BépBapog)
entails a defect in pronunciation (in the case of the second, Strabo points
out that they have already become common nouns). Thus, for example,
Galen affirms that tpavAilewv (“to mispronounce a letter”) and yeAlilecOot
(“to speak inarticulately”) are an affectation of the speech, not of the voice,
although Strabo mixes the pure difficulty of pronunciation with a charac-
teristic of the phonatory apparatus expressed with okAnpd¢ and tpayémc,

15 Santiago 2008.

16 See Beekes 2010: 201, s. u.; Lévy 1984: 8.

17Cf. Hsch, s. u. BortapiCew (katd pipnow tiig poviig nemotijobar). Herodotus (4.155)
explains the proper name Battus by naming a child icyvopmvog kai Tpavrdc.

8Cf. EM, 5. u. Bottapilew.

1 Cf. Hom., 1I. 2.408, 15.453, 1.49, 11.813.

2 For example, D. H, Comp. 16.2-3 and D. Chr., 12.68; cf. Phld., Po. 1.106 J., Epic.,
fr. 335 Us., Ptol., Harm. 1.3, Procl., in Cra. 16.6 Buss., Amm., In int. 25.19-25, Dem., Eloc.
94 ff., Ps. Plut. V. Hom. 11, 16, p. 345 Bern.
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as we will see’!. The case of BapPapog is associated with this “difficult,
harsh and raucous” way of talking, but it is not easy to determine what the
opposite is (which for the Greeks, according to Strabo, is innate): “to denote
sounds by words that sound like them, on account of their homogeneity”. It
could be thought that homogeneity refers to the fact of producing faithful
onomatopoeias, but in our opinion, Strabo slides, in passing, the thesis of
natural correspondence (evpvéctatol) between objects (or facts) and the
Greek language?®.

If the idea of the conventional origin of language has its best expo-
nent in Aristotle (/nz. 16a), that of its natural origin is based precisely on
correspondence and imitation, as defended by Cratylus in the homonymous
Platonic dialogue and accepted by the Stoics (see SVF 2.146). Epicurus
developed the naturalist thesis, although for him the cause of the original
creation of words lies in md0On, “affections” (whose diversity explains the
diversity of languages, as well as the diversity of peoples)?. In Aristotle’s
conventionalist version md0n and opowdpata (Int. 16a 7) are connected
by stating that affections are the same for everyone, as well as the facts of
which affections are similarities (Opowdpata). That the affections are like
the facts is not well established in the Aristotelian treatise, a question for
which several solutions have been proposed?®.

2 Gal., 17a.51 and 16.590 (= CMG 5.9.2, 13, 15-17), v yADTTOV 3& OV GOVNTIKOV,
GG SroekTicdy Spyavov Topey odoay, Kod S10 mosyovong avTiig Te kol WyerAile cupPoivel
Kotd tag dStodéktoug; therefore, Galen does not agree with the assessment of these two terms
of Strabo, since the adjectives refer, in his report, necessarily to the organs of phonation.
Cf. Arist., HA 536b 8.

22The expression gdpvéotatot ... éopev has two interpretations: that of the fidelity of
the Greek language to the named object, and that of the capacity of the Greeks as to their
physical constitution for such action.

2 Cf. Epic., Ep. Hdt. 75-76; see Reinhardt 2008: 128 with commentary.

24 Ammonius (In int. 17.20 ff., 22.19) maintained that the affections in the soul are the
concepts (vonpata), an interpretation that has been particularly successful (Ackrill 1963: 114
follows without quoting him). Long 1971: 121 guessed that Aristotle was referring to mental
images derived from sense impressions, in a similar way to the Epicurean mpoljyeig; more
recently, Lo Piparo (2003: 170-178) has relied on the sense it has in Greek mathematics
Spotog (“proportionality”, as davdloyov), so that “I’'uomo puod pensare il mondo e parlarne
perché le operazioni logico-cognitive della sua anima e I fatti di cui ¢ intessuto il mondo
hanno conformazioni simili”. The inconsistencies of the notion of similarity in Aristotle
(developed, moreover, in De anima) are exposed by Charles 1994: 41-49, but its formal
analysis, in our view, owes much to Ammonius.
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Strabo, then, supports the idea that the Greeks are, by nature, the
most capable of naming things or events with similar sounds, especially
when creating onomatopoeia (why couldn’t the barbarian peoples -to whom
Strabo accords to have authentic languages- coin good metaphors?)®.
In view of what he says later, Strabo seems to suggest that the shape of
the mouth should be related to the characteristics of linguistic utterance,
although this is denied by admitting that dealing with non-Greek peoples
qualifies the concept of barbarian. However, this punctuation or nuance is
incompatible with the idea of the perfect correspondence of Greek words
with respect to the events of reality. In fact, the second group of examples
of onomatopoeias is nothing more than the confirmation that part of the
Greek lexicon (which now has its own meaning, kvpimg), had an imitative
origin, in full homogeneity (opoyevéc). Behind that full symmetry, we find
the doctrine, expounded much earlier by Plato in Cratylus and Sophist,
that phonemes have mimetic virtues with respect to the real world*.
We also find the discussion that Peripatetics and Epicureans held regarding
the shape of the air and the mouth. Almost two hundred years before Strabo,
the philosopher Epicurus denied that the air adopts a certain form through
the work of the emitted voice (Ep. Hdt., 10.53.1-7)*":

oK oTOV 00V Sl vopiley TOV dépa VId THG TPOLEREVIC QmVIG T Kol TV
opoyevdv oynuotiCectat modny yap Evosiay £Eet ToDTO TACK®Y VT EKEIVNG.
Hence, it is not to be thought that air itself acquires a figure, due to voice
projection or similar factors, since it is highly improbable to be affected in
that by it.

While Epicurus explains that the pronunciation of a word is produced by
the movement of particles that form a fluid and denies factors of similarity,
among Peripatetics it is held that the form (oyfjuo, oynuotionds) of the
mouth is linked to the sound and its sharpness, for example in Ps. Arist.,

% According to Strabo, 14.2.28. Note that in Epicurus’ theory people develop their
languages symmetrically (that is, there is no trace of a Hellenic privilege regarding language)
according to ethnicity and place, so that this first idea of Strabo is not compatible with
Epicurus’ thesis.

*Cf. Plat., Phlb. 17a ff., Cra. 423e ff., Phld., Po. 1.94 (p. 301 J.), D. H., Comp. 14,
Aristid. Quint., 2.13.

2" Epicurus relies on the budget of the corporeality of the vy, cf. Ps. Plut., Plac.
Phil. 902 F 3.
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Pr. 11.23 and 11.51 (this is also criticized within the same school, cf. Ps.
Arist., Aud. 800a 3 and 21 ff.)*. Now, the basis of these discussions is
found in Aristotle’s Categories (10a 10 and 16),

TETOPTOV O€ YEVOG TOLOTNTOG CYTId T€ Kol Tepl EKOGTOV VITAPYOVCO LopPN
(...) Kol KoTO TV HopeNV 0& £KOGTOV OOV Tt AEYETAL. TO 08 HOVOV Kol TO
TUKVOV Kol TO Tpayd Kol 10 Aglov d0&ete pev v Toldv onpaivety.

A fourth kind of quality is shape and the external form of each thing (...).
And in virtue of its form each thing is said to be qualified somehow. “Open-
-textured” and “close-textured” and “rough” and “smooth” might be thought
to signify a qualification®.

It is important to note that these qualities (rough, smooth, etc.) belong to
the type that Strabo evokes in barbaric accents. However, Aristotle established
that the quality of things is said paronymously (moapdvoumg) from them (see
Cat., 10a 27), that is to say, that paronymy is the means by which we can
talk about things. Indeed, later (11a 15 ff.) Aristotle states that such qualities
are not exclusive to quality, but that similarity and dissimilarity are (6pota 6
kol avopoua). This quality of similarity underlies Strabo’s expression 1 t0
Opoyevég, since it is a category that allows him to affirm that the barbarians
would speak mayvotopovg i tpoyvotopovg (“thickly or hashly”), while the
homogeneity of the Greek language (with respect to the world) would allow
for an accumulation of common lexicon with onomatopoeic origin (in other
words, lexicon of mimetic, natural origin)®. In sum, Strabo’s position is
not completely defined: as we have seen, he maintains the superiority of the
Greek language for mimesis, but at the same time he equates all languages
and defines the barbarian as one who simply speaks with his own accent;
then, he adopts a naturalistic perspective on the origin of language (if the
Greeks make the best onomatopoeias and these become common lexicon, then,
since onomatopoeias are mimesis of the type opoyevéc or “homogencous”,
the symmetrical language of the world is Greek). Simultaneously, Strabo
admits that there is no defect in the organs of phonatory of the barbarians,
but “peculiarities of their numerous languages”.

2 Cf. Thphr., fr. 716 Fort. (= Porph., In Ptol. 64.88 D.); Barker 1989: 116 n. 31,
Raffa 2016: 750 ff.

¥ Translation by Ackrill 1963: 27.

3 See Ptol., Iudic. 4.3-6, where the correspondence between language and reality
occurs by virtue of a Tpog 10 oikelov Epappoyn.
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Remarkably, there is a passage in the sources about the human voice
that conjugates the same ideas presented by Strabo: the fact of the mimetic
character of the language through the configuration of the mouth. The
Alexandrian astronomer and philosopher Claudius Ptolemy (AD 100 — c.
170) connects these two elements as follows (Harm. 1.3, 7.10-15 D.):

TEPTOLET O J10 PEV TOD GYUATOC €Ml UEV TV TO TOOVTOV EMIOEYOUEVOV,
0loV TdV YAOGG®Y Kol T®Y GTOUATOV, GYNUUTIGLOVG HOTEP TIVAG VOLOVE TOTC
YOPOLG, Tap’ 0DG OVOLLOTOTOLODVTOL TATOYOL KO S0DTOL Kol pavol Kol KAoyyol
Kol poptlo 6o ToodTo, WHOVUEVOY NUOV EKAGTOVG TV GYNUATIGUAY T)
AOYIKDTATOV KO1 TEYVIKOTATOV TYELOVIKOV ExElV TOV GvOpmmOV.

Through shape, in the case of things that admit such a variation, such as tongues
and mouths, it makes configurations -modes, as it were- for the sounds, in cor-
respondence with which names are coined such as clatters, thuds, voices, clangs,
and a thousand like them; and we ourselves imitate each of the configurations
through man’s possession of the most rational and skillful ruling principle®'.

For Ptolemy, the hegemonikon (an intellectual organ, of Stoic origin) is
in charge of carrying out this whole process, but he accepts the Peripatetic
theory of the shape of the mouth together with the idea that sound is struck
air’? (although his assumptions about the origin of language are clarified
by this author in /udic., 4.3-6, in a theory that combines naturalism and
convention). Strabo cites Homeric terms as onomatopoeias integrated in the
common lexicon (in the tradition that, as has been said, starts with Plato
and goes as far as Latin grammar), while Ptolemy cites as onomatopoeias
other terms® without making it clear whether he considers them true
onomatopoeias or already common lexicon. However, Strabo does not
allude to any form or figure of the mouth or air but adopts a terminology
that alludes to the physical conditions of the phonatory apparatus (and that
paronymously defines the barbarian speech). The coincidences in the passage
make it clear that Strabo and Ptolemy are relying on earlier material and a
far-reaching discussion that, as we shall see, is not only linked to reflection
on language, but is also shared by medicine and music.

3 Translation by Barker 1989: 280.

32Cf. Ptol., Harm. 1.1 (p. 3.2 D.); sources in Bobo de la Pefia 2009: 549-550; com-
mentary in Barker 1989: 282 and Raffa 2016: 244 n.17. The comparison with the aulos
was a locus communis from Archytas (47B 1 DK).

33In the list of both authors, khayyai is shared.
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3 - The question of sound or voice emission conditions

The second of the questions raised by the passage of 14.2.28 is that
referred to the conditioning in voice emission (@wvr]), which in Strabo
acquires, as mentioned before, the opposition between kokoctopio or
BoapPapoctouio versus aptiotopeiv. This question of sound is dealt with
by medical sources (in particular, in their study of the phonating organs)
and by musical sources (these have, among their objectives, to establish
the conditions of the production of sound and its qualities). As we have
seen in the passages already quoted, Strabo uses a terminology that fixes
the debate around the question of BapPapdpwvor. Firstly, the barbarians
are those who speak in a dry and rude way:

oipon 8¢ 10 PapPapov kot ApYis EKTEQPOVIGOL 0UTOC KOT  GVOLUTOTO0Y
€Ml TV dVGEKPOPMS Kol GKANPDS Kol TPayEMG AAAOVVTMV.

I suppose that the word “barbarian” was at first uttered onomatopoetically
in reference to people who enunciated words only with difficulty and talked
harshly and raucously.

Secondly, the barbarians were called in that way at first because of
the rudeness of their accent:

gkeivovg oV idiog éxdhesoy PapPapove, &v dpyaic név kord o Aoidopov,
MG GV TOYVGTOUOVGS T} TPOYLGTOLOVG.

Those, therefore, they called barbarians in the special sense of the term, at
first derisively, meaning that they pronounced words thickly or harshly.

In this way, oxAnpdg (“hardly”, “harshly”) and tpayéwc (“raucously”)
evoke the same thing as mayvotopovg (“thickly”) and tpayvcetdpovg
(“harshly”, “raucously”). This terminology is consistent with the description
that philosophical and medical sources make of the human phonatory
apparatus. Already in Aristotle (HA4 581a 17 ff.) the voice of the adolescent
is spoken about as tpayvtepov kai avoporéctepov (“harsh and irregular”)™,
something that the physician and philosopher Galen (AD 129 — c. 201)
treats at the same time in De usu partium (4.172) in a similar way. Here
we should remember that Galen compared (as Ptolemy did, as we will see
later on) the physiology of the larynx with the mechanism of an aulos (a

3 Cf. Zirin 1980. The change of voice is also dealt with by Galen (4.172).
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pipe), understood as a “double” of the former: Baumgarten and Raffa have
studied this comparison (sometimes not explicitly) in the sources, pointing
out the seventh book of the aforementioned Galen’s treatise (3.553 ff.)*.
But, with respect to Strabo’s passage, it is interesting to quote another
passage from Galen taken from the Ars medica (1.351):

Kol yop M Aglon v Aswdtntt Thg aptnpiog Enetal, Kobamep 1| Tpayeia
TPy TL AEIOTNG UEV 0DV GpTNPIOiC GUUUETPIQ KPUGEMG EMETOL, TPAYDTNG
5¢ EnpomrL.

Indeed, the soft voice is a consequence of the softness in the larynx, in the
same way as the rough one is due to its roughness. Softness is, consequently,
a mix provided in the larynx, while roughness is due to dryness.

For Galen it is clear that physical configuration of the larynx* is a
consequence of the quality of the voice, considered paronymously (to a rough
physiology, a rough timbre)*’. This paronym is, in fact, a metaphorical way
of identifying the sounds, associated to a certain physiology*.

The metaphorical terminology to designate the vocal timbre is also shared
by the writings of acoustics and music. It is already found in Plato (7i. 67c¢),
and we read it especially in the Peripatetic sources: for example, in Problem
11.11 (900a 10 ff.) roughness and irregularity in the larynx are linked:

N HEV Yap TpaybTNG St TV dvopoiiov, 1 6& Papdtng ot v Epepaltv.
For roughness is caused by unevenness, while low pitch is caused by
obstruction®.

The idea of a sound quality based on a physiological quality of the
phonating organ is the same in medicine as it is in acoustics and music:

33The parts of the larynx are compared to aulds in De usu partium (3.553 and 561);
for the sources, see Baumgarten 1962: 121, 164, 171 ff. and Raffa 2008: 178 ff. (for the
same topic in the Latin sources, cf. Schulz 2016: 147-148).

36 About aptmpio as larynx, see Calero 2016: 40 ff. and Pino Campos 2007: 180.

37Tn medical texts, tpayeio aptnpio designates the trachea, cf. Cic., N. D. 2.136 and
Gal., 3.491. For confusion in the texts between trachea and larynx, cf. Schulz 2016: 152
and Calero 2016: 102.

3 Metaphorization also occurs in the terms 6&0g and Bapvg, “acute” and “grave” in
the musical tradition. Galen also notices, in medical practice, the metaphorical use (see
16.509 = CMG 5.9.2, p. 13, 9).

% Translation by Barker 1989: 87.

Humanitas 78 (2021) 33-50



44 Pedro Redondo Reyes

hence the recurrent comparison with the aulos, as well as the acoustic
investigations with strings and with the vocal range. In Greek musical
writings the concept of sound as struck air is assumed (a common place
of stoic origin, although present in all the philosophical schools that dealt
with music)*. In the Peripatetic treatise De audibilibus the sound becomes
rough (tpayvvesBor, 803b 2) when the air disperses on its way to the ear,
and (as in the case of Strabo) the qualities in the sound moyO¢ and Tpayvg
are shared:

mayelon 8¢ yiyvovtat Kol Tdv Tpaylldvimv Kol Tdv Bpayytdviov, Kol Hetd
TOVG EpéTOVg, S TV TpayvTNTa THS dpTnpiog (804a 17-19)4.

Voices are also thick in people whose voices are breaking, or whose throats
are sore, of after vomiting, because of the roughness of the windpipe*.

The key lies, then, in the physiological characteristics of the larynx,
which in its interaction with the air will produce one type of voice or
another. A good example of the development that acquired the study of the
quality of the sound in the music treatises is, again, Ptolemy’s Harmonics
(3.3). Indeed, if Aristotle compared the change of the human voice (£mti 10
TporyhTEPOV Kol Avoporéotepov) to the strings of a badly tuned instrument
and rough strings (pavopévn taig kol Tpayeiong yopdaic, HA 581a 23),
Ptolemy, like Galen, compares the larynx to a natural aulos (3. 3, 9.6)%,
and in exposing the conditions of sound production, as well as its height,
he establishes that one of the factors is the primary configuration of that
which produces percussion in the air (Harm., 3.3, 7.6-8):

N 8¢ mapd o 81 AV ol TAnyal moapoAdayn Aappaveton piv évraddo mopd
TOG TPAOTOG TOD GMOUUTOC GVGTAGELS, TOVTESTL Ot ¢ HOvOV 0TIV EKAGTOV
1| TUKVOV Kol AemTOV | ToD, Kol Aglov 1 TparyD, Kol £TL TOPA TA OYNLLOTAL.

40 Cf. Arist., De an. 2.8, Aud. 800a; D. L., 7.55 (also in the Pythagorean-Platonic
tradition, cf. 67b-c, Eucl., Sect. Can. 148 J.). See, for an assessment of the dating of this
idea and the consequences for the attribution of De audibilibus, Gottschalk 1968: 445.

4 0n the text transmitted by Porphyry (in Ptol. 75-76), see Raffa 2016: 722, n. 448
and 771, n. 433. According to Raffa, the exposition of the types of voice in this treatise
would refer to the singer and perhaps also to the orator.

2 Translation by Barker 1989: 108.

B oOAd yap Tvi Kai O TEpl Thg aptnpiog Eowcev. Raffa 2008: 181 conjectures with
convincing arguments that Galen is following the Ptolemaic text (Harm. 3.3) where the
parts of the aulds are studied; cf. Calero 2018: 194.
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The variation related to the things with which the impacts are made is
found here in correspondence with the primary constitution of their body,
the constitution, that is, which makes a thing diffuse or dense, thin or thick,
smooth or rough, and again in correspondence with their shapes*.

Ptolemy makes this point in a general way, so that the conditions
are the same for the voice as for any instrument. However, here the shape
(in this case, of the mouth) is accepted as a factor in sound configuration,
something that De audibilibus rejects®>. Moreover, from the rest of
Ptolemy’s chapter we can infer that the human being is capable, thanks
to the hégemonikon, of imitating the configurations (oynuaticpot) already
present in nature and that precisely give rise to the creation of those
onomatopoeic terms that later become integrated into the common lexicon*
(in a more complex way than the type Ppekexekes or kokkvE), not only
by imitating the sounds but by naming them, as Raffa underlines?’. In this
way, such configurations would act in a primitive stage of the language
(Ptolemy refers to it with the expression 10 oikelov in ludic. 4.3-6) and
would develop, in the later conventionalist stages*, a whole nominal
system. According to Raffa, “Tolemeo ritiene che 1’anima sia in grado di
cogliere alcuni aspetti formali del suono e tradurli in nomi”* . If this is so
and such are the oynuoticpoi (“configurations”), these configurations and
those of the mouth would be, to the greatest extent possible, symmetrical
(which would make possible the good onomatopoeia), and would provoke
the aporia of the existence of several languages (is not hegemonikon

“ Translation by Barker 1989: 280. Here the subtext is again Arist., Cat. 9a 28-31
(the mowdtteg mabntikai) and 10a 11-29, although the concept of oyfjua has to do with
that of De audibilibus (see Raffa 1999: 122) and not with that of “phonic figure” of D.
H., Comp. 14.

4 Cf. Ps. Arist., Aud. 800a 3 (10 8¢ povig andoog cvppoivel yiyveohar kol Tovg
Yoeoug | TV copdtmv 1 T0d GEPOG TPOG TO CMUAT TPOC- TTTOVTOG, OV TA TOV GEPQ
oymuotiCecbat, kabdanep ofovrai tveg); also rejected by D. H., Comp. 14.8.

4Ptol., Harm. 1.3., 7.10-13. Ptolemy does not refer here to the schemata or figures of
the dance, nor to the melodic structures that receive such a name (see Raffa 2009: 117-118).

47See Raffa 1999: 123.

“Ptol., ludic. 4.3-4, p.7.17 ff. Lammert; cf. Verlinsky 2005: 71 ff. (a study of the rela-
tions between Ptolemaic theory and the Epicurean doctrine regarding the origin of language).

4 Raffa 2016: 244 n.22. Bobo de la Pefia’s statement (2009: 571) seems insufficient
-that oynpoartiopds in the mouth “has, as a result, that of the formants and overtones of the
sound emitted, that is, the variation in its timbre”.
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universal in its mimesis, because of rational, or is it exclusive to the
Greeks?)*. Likewise, the aporia of the jump from the natural level to the
onomatopoeic’'. If -as Ptolemy maintains- the sounds are rough or dense
depending on the configuration of the larynx, then the notion (rejected)
of barbarian in Strabo would lead to the idea that all barbarians have a
larynx with physical characteristics not present in those of the Greeks
(which force a metaphorical description of their language analogous to
their physiology); moreover, probably (by not having a tongue with the
criterion of hiomogeneity), they are not able to imitate with the configuration
of the mouth the configurations of reality.

4 - Conclusion. Towards a universal physiology of the human phonatory
apparatus

Despite the elusive character of texts like Ptolemy’s -an author who
certainly recognized the diversity of languages but did not clarify how
hégemonikon imitates the real continuum-, it is not defensible that the
description of the physiology of the larynx in medical or musical texts
describes only that of the Greeks and not that of all human beings®? (for
example, the Spartan Clearchus is described by Xenophon, the historian and
disciple of Socrates, as tf] avi] tpoyvg, “rough-voiced”)*. Undoubtedly,
although the Greeks were aware that their language was one among others,

5" The rational disposition of the hegemonikon is already made explicit in SVF 2.839
and in Ptol. /udic., who places it, like Galen, in the brain. Ptolemy focuses, in Harm., on
the oynpotiopot, but in fudic. he refers to the mé6n (following Epicurus, who refers to
the 16w pavtdopata) as the initial engine of the naturalistic process of linguistic creation.

SI'This is clearly seen in Porphyry’s commentary on the passage (In Ptol. 47.18 ff.).
The question, then, is how the hégemonikon notices “configurations” in the sound continuum
of reality (Raffa 2016: 244 points to the do&aotikn VroOANWI mentioned by Porphyry (In
Ptol. 13.27); one should also cite D. H., Comp. 8, where oynpaticndg refers to the modal
articulation of the proposition.

521t is true that when Dionysius of Halicarnassus describes the position of the mouth
when producing the sounds of the Greek (Comp. 14) he does it from an almost auletic
perspective (see Raffa 2008: 182), but this does not invalidate the affirmation about the
universality of the description mentioned in the sources.

$3X., An. 2.6.9. Hippocrates also endorses this (Morb. 2.1.8). The approach of a text
like Ps. Arist., Pr. 11.32 (902b 36 ff.) is a good example of the universal perspective of the
reflection on the voice in Greece (cf. Porph., in Ptol. 75.25-30, Ps. Arist., Aud. 804a 10).
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they did not show great interest in them; on the contrary, they focused on
the Greek evpavia (“euphony”) both on a physical and poetic level*.
Now, in view of the texts commented upon, we can assess that, in
its assessment that the barbarians “spoke roughly or rudely” or “in a dry
and rough manner”, there is in Strabo’s passage an echo of a widespread
terminology which, in a metaphorical way, would allude to a certain
configuration of the larynx. It is clear, moreover, that Strabo was aware of
this terminology. It is important to return to Strabo’s text quoted above,

TAVTOV 1 TOV TOYLGTOUOVVI®V 0VTAOG fapPapov Aeyouévav, Epdvn T TV
aAogbvdv otopota towdta, Aéym 8¢ ta TV un EAAMvov.

In his translation in Loeb, H. L. Jones renders otépata as “pronun-
ciations”. The translation is problematic, given that Strabo’s treatment of
the terminology involved is both metaphorical and literal; the question is
whether there is a barbarian physiology (and, therefore, a form of the mouth)
as opposed to the Greek one in the phonatory apparatus. The decision to
understand a literal or metaphorical usage for otopa is determined, in our
opinion, by how moyvotopém is understood. Indeed, in the text we find the
verb moyvotopém and moybotopog (together with tpayvotopog, “of rough
pronunciation”), which recall the term used by Galen dacvotopog (“with
hoarse voice”, without a metaphorical meaning) when speaking of a type
of voice®. According to Liddell and Scott’s Lexicon, mayvotopém has a
metaphorical meaning (“to speak with an accent”). It is true that there is a
metaphor in the use of these words, but moyvotopém, in its conformation,
reveals that the “roughness of speech” was physical (otopa, “mouth”), in
view of ebotopia as “good taste in the mouth” in Strabo himself (15. 1.20)
and moyvotopog (referred to the oyster) in Aristotle (fr. 304 R.). On the
other hand, its opposite gvctopia (“euphony’) is metaphorical (as used by
Plato in Cratylus to designate a phonetic variation even voluntary)*®. So,
if we take into account what has been said about the presence of the terms
used by Strabo (cxAnpdg, Tpayémc, mayv-) in medical and acoustic-musical
texts, it is not easy to completely discard the literal meaning of ToyvoTopé®
and, therefore, of otépa.

% The Stoics thought that sound was corporeal (cf. Dox. Gr., p. 638, 17-20, schol.
D. T., 482.5-32 Hilgard).

5 @Gal., 16.509 = CMG 5.9.2, p. 13, 1 and 9 (on the metaphorical use of terminology).

0 Cf. Plat., Cra. 404d, 412e, 414c, 426d.
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Consequently, this would evidence a certain naturalistic perspective
in language, both in its physiology and in its internal structure (with all the
doctrine on the appropriate combination of phonemes or appoyn, “fitting
together™’, which is consistent with the idea of an imitative capacity of
the Greek language S 10 6poyevég, “on account of their homogeneity™).
But Strabo corrects the naturalism included in the idea that Greek is the
only euphonic language:

Kot yap o1 T ToAAT] cvvnBeia kol EmmAoKT T@V PapPfapmv ovKETL Epaiveto
Koo TopvoTopiay Koi aguiov Tva Tdv govimpiov opydvov todto cupfaivoy,
GALG KOTOL TOG TV OOUAEKTOVY 110TNTOC.

The fact is, however, that through our long acquaintance and intercourse
with the barbarians this effect was at last seen to be the result, not of a thick
pronunciation or any natural defect in the vocal organs, but of the peculiarities
of their several languages.

If the metaphorical use of “speaking harshly”” would define the barbarian
peoples, Strabo derives the meaning of this terminology from an implicit
barbarian physiology to the observation of the difference between Greek
and the other languages, and the phenomenon of incorrect pronunciation.
Strabo’s passage, therefore, implies the notion of a universal conformation of
the human phonatory apparatus and the notion of correct Greek -understood
by éMAnvicudg, whose criteria lies in appoyn, cvvindeio (“habituation”,
mentioned by Strabo) and téyvn (“skill”), and opposed to BapPapoctouia
(“barbarous way of speaking”)*-, and the consequent cancellation of the
paronymy (or metaphor) that establishes that, if the language is rude, rude
is the throat.

S7Cf. Pausimachus quoted by Phld., Po. 94, p. 301 J., who calls it éAAnvicudg.

$In Harm. 1.27 (35, 10-17 Da R.), Aristoxenus points out that syllable formation (as
well as the combination of musical notes) occurs by nature. Heraclides Ponticus (quoted by
Porph., In Ptol. 32.23 ft.) alludes to antimelodic or melodic sounds (ékpehels, Eupeleis):
the former “irritate our perception or move abnormally” (éxpeleils pev 6mdoaL TpayHVOLGL
aicOnow Nudv fj avopdiog kvodaot, ibid. 32.26): see Raffa 2016: 730 n. 135 (the passage
derives the discussion towards the sensory perception of intervals). The consideration of
the word (6vopa) as Aglov or tpay is read in Demetr., Eloc. 176.

59 Cf. Pausimachus quoted by Phld., Po. 94, p. 301 J.; Diog. Bab., SVF 3.214 (see
Schenkeveld 1990: 96-97); schol. D. T., pp. 446.6-447.28 Hilgard, with the definition.
Crates held that éAAnvioudg lies in the observation of linguistic use (Broggiato 2001:
XXXVii).
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