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Foreword

These are good times for research on Phrygian. More scholars than ever are
focusing on this language and many novelties (including new inscriptions and in-
novative interpretations) are emerging relatively frequently. It is a pleasure to intro-
duce a book that bears witness to this effervescence, even if it means that different
answers are given to the very same problem. There are still some important ques-
tions to be resolved in the study of this ancient, fragmentary language, but the dis-
cussion among researchers from different backgrounds is bound to improve the
ways in which we approach the inscriptions and their context. The experience in
other fragmentary languages, together with the knowledge of the languages also
attested in Anatolia (including the Anatolian branch of the Indo-European lan-
guages, Greek and Aramaic) can help us to make some solid steps forward in
Phrygian, without leaving aside for a moment the indispensable contribution of
archacology.

At the same time as we celebrate the emergence of these new scholars, we
must mourn the recent loss of Claude Brixhe. Phrygian studies are indebted to
Brixhe for following the steps made by Michel Lejeune and for applying a scien-
tific approach to his work. His systematic readings and editions of Old Phrygian
inscriptions are still an indispensable source for studies today, while his “Prolé-
gomenes au corpus néo-phrygien” laid the foundations for a methodology to read
and study New Phrygian texts. We acknowledge his sensitivity and his devotion to
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the diffusion of Phrygian at a time when the scientific community was less aware
than it is today of the relevance of linguistic diversity and contact in Antiquity.

Our discipline recently suffered a second blow, the death of Alexandru
Avram. Coming from the field of Greek epigraphy, Avram published a first edition
of the altar from Nakoleia, containing four Greek epigrams and one in Phrygian, an
Old Phrygian graffito from Dorylaion and a classification of Phrygian personal
names. As he had agreed to submit a paper for this book, his absence is noted very
keenly here. We devote this publication to the memory of both scholars as a signal
of gratitude and of our commitment to continuing their work.

Despite the limitations of the Phrygian corpus, it continues to grow and we do
not know what might appear in the future after the completion of the archaeologi-
cal projects currently underway at several sites in the former Phrygian cultural
territories. Since the publication of The Phrygian Language (2020), more than ten
inscriptions have been described, including the text on the idol-shaped stele from
the territory of Nakoleia, a new inscription engraved on stone and some new graffi-
ti from Gordion and Dorylaion, another New Phrygian curse from Senirkent-
Yassi6ren and, for the first time, some coins containing an Old Phrygian legend.
Moreover, it has been suggested that some alphabetic seal legends from the Bor-
owski Collection were written in Phrygian. Finally, the publication in the near fu-
ture of some other Phrygian texts has been announced: some graffiti from Dasky-
leion, among other fragments in Lydian, and two graffiti from the acropolis of
Tieion (an interesting new site for the Phrygian epigraphy).

In fact, the first chapter of this book is devoted to one of these novelties. “The
Ata Touch: a second coin legend in Phrygian” continues the research done with the
coin legend Iman (see Kadmos 60, 2021, 99-115) and offers the name of another
possible Phrygian dynast, Afa. Both legends document two hitherto unknown local
rulers in an unclear area. In any case, the features of both series of coins show that
they came from the same city s. While coins with legends written in other lan-
guages from Anatolia during the late Iron Age (Greek, Aramaic, Lycian, Lydian,
Carian and Sydetic) are quite well known, no coin legends had been found in
Phrygian until now. Despite the fragmentary nature of the evidence, this new
Phrygian epigraphic typology invites researchers to explore late Phrygian history
further.

Milena Anfosso provides the second chapter: “Remarks on the Neo-Phrygian
Funerary Curse Apodosis pe demg ke (epelmg ke T tirtetikpevog rtov”. In her
thorough account of the most important New Phrygian formula, she reconsiders the
relation with its Hieroglyphic Luwian parallel (KARKAMIS A3, 1. 4) and rules out
the possibility that the latter text was a model for the Phrygian text. However, in
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FOREWORD

the paper she suggests a solar nature for the Phrygian god Ti- and develops a com-
parison with the solar Luwian god Tiwat-, while the Phrygian god Bas is connected
to the sphere of fertility, like Tarhunzas for the Luwians. Thus, the chapter pro-
vides an innovative approach to the study of the Phrygian divinities.

The contribution by Anna Elisabeth Himmig, “A “new” Neo-Phrygian curse
formula”, also focuses on the New Phrygian texts. She compares three inscriptions
and, after offering an improved reading of them, identifies a new Phrygian impera-
tive formula containing the hitherto unnoticed verbal stem ovelooke/o-. Conse-
quently, some traditional segmentations and ‘ghost words’ are shown to be invalid
and must be excluded from the lexical repertories.

Maria Paz de Hoz, with her paper “Greek—Phrygian contact and sociolinguis-
tic context in the Neo-Phrygian corpus” provides an overview of the relation be-
tween the two coexisting languages. Based on Brixhe’s prior work and her own
wide experience in Greek epigraphy (mainly from Lydia and Phrygia), she analyses
the spheres in which Phrygian was still alive during Roman times. She also offers a
historical framework for this bilingualism and identifies some Phrygian interfer-
ences in Greek.

The following chapter, by Obrador-Cursach, is devoted to “the gods of the
Phrygian inscriptions”. The author attempts to offer researchers a complete cata-
logue of gods attested in the Phrygian corpus. This study aims to help scholars
from other fields to understand the contents of the inscriptions and what they might
tell us about the religion of the Phrygians. The paper also offers some comments on
divine epithets attested through Greek inscriptions found in Phrygia and its sur-
rounding territories.

Zsolt Simon is the author of the last chapter, “Sipis — yet another Phrygian
name in the Neo-Hittite world? With commentaries on some recent discoveries of
Phrygians in Hieroglyphic Luwian texts”. Following his previous work on the iden-
tification of the Luwian name Kurtiyas as a borrowing from the Phrygian Gordios /
Gordias, he suggests that Luwian Sipis is another Phrygian onomastic borrowing,
in the light of the names Xafig and Zafrog attested in Greek inscriptions from
Phrygia. He also argues against the identification of Luwian Pa-+ra“/i-za/zu’-tay
with the ethnonym of the Phrygians and rejects a Phrygian origin for Luwian
Hartapus and other alleged identifications between names of both corpora. The
whole chapter is an excellent update on the onomastic interactions between Phrygi-
an and Luwian.

All in all, the book offers a range of approaches to Phrygian-related issues.
Promoting the diversity of starting points and focuses is the way to improve our
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knowledge and to reach a better vision of the Phrygian language and the people
who once spoke and wrote it.

To conclude, we thank the scholars who have contributed to this volume and
make easy our work and extend our gratitude to those who for various reasons were
not able to participate.

Bartomeu Obrador-Cursach and Ignasi-Xavier Adiego
Mao & Barcelona, October 2022
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The Ata Touch: a second coin legend in Phrygian*

Ignasi-Xavier Adiego & Bartomeu Obrador-Cursach
Institut Universitari del Proxim Orient Antic, Universitat de Barcelona

In a recent paper (Adiego and Obrador-Cursach 2021), we identified an uncata-
logued series of ten coins (very small in size) as containing a Phrygian name as
legend: iman (e.g., Fig. 1). For the first time, Phrygian was identified as a language
used in minting.! These tiny coins (tetartemoria, i.c., 4 of an obol, between 0.14 g
and 0.19 g, and 5-7 mm.) show on the obverse a helmeted head of Athena facing
right and on the reverse a bird of prey, probably a falcon or hawk, facing left, bor-
dered by a square of pellets within an incuse square where the legend also appears.
Despite the lack of any archaeological context, their features let us conclude that
these coins were issued by an unknown dynast called /man during the Achaemenid
period. A more difficult task is to establish the city where these coins might have
been minted. Some catalogues of the auction houses featuring these coins have
classified them as Lycian. Although this is wrong, certain similarities with Lycian
coins may suggest that they were minted in a southwestern Phrygian city such as
Kelainai. Moreover, together with the ten coins reading Iman, five anepigraphic
coins were also considered to share the same origin, since they reproduce the same
iconography (see, e.g., Fig. 2).

* This paper was written under the framework of the research project Los dialectos luvicos del
grupo anatolio: escritura, gramadtica, onomdastica, léxico (PGC2018-098037-B-C21) financed by the
Spanish Ministry of Economy and Competitiveness.

1. In fact, it was surprising that, unlike the other languages attested in Anatolia during the
Achaemenid Period and despite its productivity in other contexts, Phrygian did not provide any coins.

Barcino. Monographica Orientalia 20 — Series Anatolica et Indogermanica 3 (2022) (ISBN: 978-84-9168-891-4)
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Fig. 1. Savoca Numismatik, 92nd Blue Auction, Lot 850 (19-12-2020)
“Greek. Dynasts of Lycia. Uncertain mint. Uncertain Dynast circa 400-300 BC. Tetar-
temorion AR 6 mm., 0,18 g.”.

Fig. 2. Numismatik Naumann GmbH, Auction 44, Lot 507 (07.08.2016).
“Achaemenid Empire. Uncertain (4th century BC). Fraction (1/32 Siglos?). Obv: Male
head right, wearing bashlyk. Rev: Eagle standing left within pelleted linear border; all with-
in incuse square. Weight: 0.14 g. Diameter: 7 mm.”.

Since our previous study, we have identified two other coins clearly related to
the series previously gathered together. Their iconography is very similar to Iman-
coins: the obverse shows a head of Athena with crested helmet, and the reverse a
bird of prey bordered by a square of pellets within an incuse square where a legend
can be read. However, there are two notable differences between the Iman-series
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and these two new coins: here the bird of prey is facing right, not left, and the
legend, consisting of three letters, does not read iman (Fig. 3 and 4).

Fig 3: Numismatik Naumann. Auction 77, Lot 271 (05.05.2019)

“Dynasts of Lycia. Uncertain dynast (Circa 4th century BC). Hemiobol. Obv: Helmet-
ed head of Athena right. Rev: Bird (eagle?) standing right within a pelleted square border;
all within an incuse square. CNG E-318, lot 245; Numismatik Naumann 71, lot 124 (as
Uncertain). Very rare. Condition: Nearly very fine. Weight: 0.18 g. Diameter: 6 mm.”.

Fig. 4. Leu Numismatik. Web Auction 16, Lot 1011 (22.05.2021)

“Greek. LYDIA. Uncertain. Aia..., circa 450—400 BC. Tetartemorion (Silver, 7 mm,
0.31 g, 11 h). Head of Athena to right, wearing crested Attic helmet. Rev. AIA (‘aia' in
Lydian) Eagle standing right with closed wings; all within a dotted square within an incuse
square. Cf. CNG E-Auction 318 (2014), 245 var. (anepigraphic) and corr. (‘dynasts of Ly-
cia'). Naumann 77 (2019), 271 corr. (as 'dynasts of Lycia' and legend not noted). Peus 427
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(2020), 321 var. (hemitetartemorion with eagle to left and a longer legend) and corr. (leg-
end misread as 'lykisch oder araméisch'). Extremely rare and of great interest. Lightly toned
and beautifully struck, a very charming coin. Minor edge crack, otherwise, very fine condi-
tion.

This beautiful little coin offers, for the first time, a clear reading of the legend on this
issue, which was previously either overlooked or misread. In the light of the discovery of
small silver coins from western Asia Minor with Lydian legends (see the very interesting
coin of Ifes in Leu Web Auction 15 (2021), 502), there can be little doubt that 'AIA' on the
reverse of our coin is not Greek, but composed of the Lydian letters AIA. This is likely the
beginning of a personal name Aia... rather than an ethnic, but we do not know much about
Lydian names and thus cannot expand this idea with any certainty. It is worth noting, how-
ever, that foreign names are often absorbed when cultures intermix (which is why this cata-
loguer's first name is 'scandinavized' Latin, even though he was not born either in Scandi-
navia or in Italy); thus, as a wild guess, Aia... perhaps even bore the Greek name Aias
(modern Ajax)”.

The first coin is attributed to a “Lycian dynast”, as was the case of some Iman-
coins, and no reading of the legend is offered. Conversely, the second exemplar is
accompanied by an unusually long note, in which the coin is classified as coming
from Lydia. Other attributions are ruled out, and the text is read as AIA and explic-
itly taken as Lydian. The onomastic speculations that follow are rather curious but
in principle not unreasonable, and a Lydian attribution is also a possibility, as we
will see below.

Leaving aside the two specimens with a legend, there are some others of anepi-
graphic character that also show a right-facing bird of prey, in parallel to the exist-
ence of anepigraphic issues of Iman. Here are the four anepigraphic exemplars we
noticed (Fig. 5, 6, 7 and 8):

16
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Fig. 5. CNG E-Auction 318, Lot 245 (15.01.2014)
“Dynasts of Lycia. Uncertain dynast. Circa 4th century BC. AR Hemiobol (6mm, 0.25
g, 6h). Helmeted head of Athena right / Eagle standing right within a pelleted square within
an incuse square. Unpublished in the standard references. Near EF”.

Fig. 6. Numismatik Naumann. Auktion 71, Lot 124 (04.11.2018)

“Southern Asia Minor. Uncertain. Tetartemorion (Circa Sth—4th centuries BC).

Obv: Head right, (wearing helmet or bashlyk/satrapal headdress?). Rev: Bird standing
right within a pelleted square border; all within an incuse square. Cf. CNG E-400, lot 300
(bird left); cf. CNG E-385, lot 276 (same). Very rare. Condition: Very fine. Weight: 0.12 g.
Diameter: 6 mm.”.
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Fig. 7. Numismatik Naumann. Auction 79, Lot 195 (07.07.2019)
“Dynasts of Lycia. Uncertain dynast (Circa 4th century BC). Hemiobol.
Obv: Helmeted head of Athena right. Rev: Bird (eagle?) standing right within pelleted
square border; all within incuse square. CNG E-318, lot 245; Numismatik Naumann 71, lot
124 (as Uncertain). Condition: Very fine. Weight: 0.20 g. Diameter: 7 mm.”.

Fig. 8. Leu Numismatik. Web Auction 19, Lot 1584 (26.02.2022)
“Asia Minor. Uncertain. Late 5th to 4th century BC. Tetartemorion (Silver, 7 mm, 0.19
g, 12 h). Male head to right, wearing bashlyk (?). Rev. Eagle with closed wings standing
right within linear square within incuse square. Cf. CNG E-Auction 418 (2018), 367 (cagle
to right and with legend). SNG Kayhan -. Rosen -. Klein -. Very fine”.

Turning to the two exemplars with a legend, a first problem is the exact reading
of the three letters that appear in the reverse, to the right of the bird of prey. The
copious note accompanying the most recently auctioned coin gives a reading
<AIA> as certain. However, both an attentive study of this coin and a comparison

18
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with the other exemplar (for which no reading is given in the auction note) makes
this reading debatable. The first controversial detail is the stroke at the top of the
alleged <I>: in Leu’s coin, it seems to be part of the body of the bird, but actually
this protuberance does not make any sense; and a look at Naumann’s coin shows
that it is an independent line that most probably belongs to the shape of the letter.
In Leu’s coin, the erosion has deleted the separation between the figure and the
sign, but on the other coin the separation is evident. A second problem is that in
Naumann’s coin an oblique stroke seems to descend from the top, giving the letter
an appearance of 1. However, the resulting letter, a | with a further horizontal (or
slightly curved) stroke at the top is a rather strange form. Moreover, and more im-
portantly, in Leu’s coin there is no trace of this oblique stroke at all, and there is
not even room for it. Unfortunately, the only available photo of Naumann’s exem-
plar is too blurred to be able to give a definitive opinion, but we think that this
oblique stroke is in fact an intrusive mark, alien to the original shape of the letter.
Therefore, this letter probably consisted of a vertical stroke with a perpendicular
stroke at the top, that is, a T, and the reading of the complete legend would be ata.

Based only on the name afa, an attribution of the coin legend to Lydian would
be perfectly possible: the name is attested in Lydian inscriptions from Sardis in
dative-locative case atal (LW 30, 1. 2) and in possessive atalis (nominative com-
mon, LW 5, 1.1), atalid (nominative-accusative neuter, LW 26, 1. 2). The name is
also attested in Lydia in Greek sources under the form Atag: it appears several
times in the list of the Sardian citizens condemned in Ephesos for sacrilege (SEG
XXXVI 1101, cf. Zgusta KPN 105 § 119-2).

That said, the name also appears in Phrygia and in zones in contact with Phry-
gia or under Phrygian influence. It is well attested in Old Phrygian (see Obrador-
Cursach 2020, 186—-187), where it is documented repeatedly on pottery with a no-
minative form ata (if not an abbreviation), as in the coin legend (G-107, G-118, G-
224a, G-234, HP-111). Other attestations of the form in the Phrygian corpus are
atai W-10 (sg. dat.), atas G-128, atas Dd-101 (sg. nom.) and, less clearly, [-?-]atas
G-119, G-221. The most problematic attestation is the recently discovered inscrip-
tion on an idol-shaped Stele (W-14, Tamsii Polat, Polat and Lubotsky 2020), where
atas at the top is followed by iman at the central part (Fig. 9), both in nominative:
atas | iman meu ter|mos tekiye | ton dagoy.?

2. The first editors red fekise for tekiye, a reading proposed by R. Oreshko (in personal
communication 17/09/2021). Note that iman occurs after another personal name in M-03 [---
(b)’]abas iman akio[---].

19
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Fig. 9. The idol-shaped stele recently found in the territory of Nakoleia. Drawing by R.
Tamsii Polat and Y. Polat (Tamsii Polat, Polat and Lubotsky 2020, 67 Fig. 5)

In Greek sources, the name appears as Atog once in Eastern Phrygia and once
in Apollonia-Sozopolis — in a contact zone between Pisidia and Phrygia — but it is
particularly well attested as Attag.’ LGPN V-c offers seven attestations in Phrygia
proper, 10 in Eastern Phrygia, one in “Phrygia (S.E.)-Pisidia (N.)”. It also appears
in Kibyratis-Kabalis (five examples), an area located between Lycia and the south
of Phrygia (called “S. PHR.-LYK” in Zgusta KPN), and in Pisidia (22 examples),
in Galatia (five), in Lykaonia (three), in Pamphylia (two) and in Cilicia (one). This
distribution is interesting, because the apparent character of Attag as a Lallname

3. It is known that the Phrygian alphabet, used for Old Phrygian, does not note geminates
(Obrador-Cursach 2020: 31). So Old Phrygian afas may render Attoc.
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may suggest a more widespread presence across Asia Minor, like other Lallnamen.
In fact, it does not appear either in Caria or in Lycia or in Lydia, and its attestation
in Cilicia is anecdotal. The name occupies the Phrygian-Pisidian space with ramifi-
cations in Galatia, Lykaonia, Pamphylia and Kibyratis-Kabalis. Certainly, the ques-
tion merits a more detailed study because we also have other names attested in Asia
Minor, such as Attng, Attaog, or the female forms Atta, Attn, with different dis-
tributions and whose connection to Attag/ Atag should be clarified.

Are we dealing with the rather Lydian name Atog or with the Phrygian-
Pisidian name Attoc? We think that the clear affinities of these coins with those of
Iman favour an identification of this coinage as Phrygian and in the Phrygian lan-
guage. Interestingly, both names, Iman and Ata, are well attested in Old Phrygian
and can now be identified in two very close coinages. Therefore, we can imagine
that these issues characterized by a helmeted Athena and a bird of prey come from
two different dynasts, Iman and Atta, of the same Phrygian city.

Research into Phrygian coinage is in its infancy. But even bearing in mind the
little we know, these coins fill in a blank in the textual records: they attest to the
existence of two Phrygian dynasts ruling a city possibly not far from Lycia (given
the affinities with the coins minted there) during the Achaemenid period. Any other
information about these two personalities is elusive for now. Despite being
relatively common names, one can hardly identify Iman and Ata dynasts with any
other homonymous person attested in the Old Phrygian corpus. Even the striking
affinity between the iconography of the coins and the alabaster hawk from Gordion
containing the inscription G-136, where iman is clearly read, may be a simple
parallel rather than two artifacts of the same person (cf. Adiego and Obrador-
Cursach 2021: 110-112). Both Iman and Ata seem to have been prestigious names
born by Phrygian elites from different cities before the Macedonian conquest. We
must conclude, again, with the hope that new evidence will emerge in the future to
shed light on this series of coins and their historical context.
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APPENDIX: New specimens of Iman coins and a possible third ruler

After the publication of Adiego and Obrador-Cursach (2021), we have identi-
fied three more specimens with Iman's name and two other coins with the same
iconography, one anepigraphic, the other with illegible legend (Figs. 13 and 14
below).* Here, we gather them with the original auction notes (where erroneous or
inaccurate descriptions are included, as in the previously known cases).

Fig. 10. Classical Numismatic Group, Inc. Electronic Auction 493, Lot 43 (09.06.2021)

“Levantine Region, Uncertain. 5th-4th centuries BC. AR Fraction (6.5mm, 0.20 g, 3h).
Head right, wearing crested helmet / Eagle (or falcon?) standing left; pseudo-legend to left; all
in dotted square within incuse square. Triton XVIII, lot 769; otherwise, unpublished in the
standard references. Toned, some porosity. VF. Very rare. From the Klasma Asami Collec-
tion”.

Coin of Fig. 10 shows clear affinities with Adiego and Obrador-Cursach (2021),
Coin 5. Both specimens share the beginning of the Phrygian legend below the bird's
beak and the “broken” form of A, but they seem to be from different reverse dies (the
observe die could be the same).’

4. The coin auctioned by Obolos, Web Auction 19, Lot 419 (08.05.2021), “Cilicia. Uncertain.
Mid 5th century BC. Tetartemorion (Silver, 6 mm, 0.17 g, 1 h)...” is actually the same specimen as
Adiego and Obrador-Cursach (2021), coin 2, although the photography accompanying the auction
note is different.

5. The Triton auction note described the obverse head of the coin in Fig. 10 as wearing a
bashlyk, but the type was off-center on that example and affected the perception of the actual form of
a crested helmet (as seen in the rest of the specimens presented here).
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Fig. 11. Bucephalus Numismatic. Auction 5, Lot 554 (29.04.2022)
“CILICIA. Uncertain. (Mid 5th century BC). AR Tetartemorion. Obv: Head of Athena or
a beardless local hero to right, with a lozenge-shaped archaic eye, wearing an undecorat-
ed Attic helmet with crest. Rev: Uncertain legend Raven standing to left within a pelleted
rectangular border; the whole within a shallow incuse square. Obolos E-19 Lot 419.
Unpublished. Possibly the second specimen known! Condition: VF. Weight: 0.17 g.
Diameter: 6.30 mm.”.

Fig. 12. Leu Numismatik. Web auction 19, Lot 1586 (26.02.2022)
“Asia Minor. Uncertain. 5th to 4th centuries BC. Tetartemorion (Silver, 6 mm, 0.16 g,
1 h). Head to right. Rev. Bird with closed wings standing left; to left, uncertain legend. Cf.
CNG E-Auction 403 (2017), 224 (obverse of comparable style, but differing reverse). Very
rare and interesting. Very fine”.
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The most characteristic feature of the coins shown in Figs. 11 and 12 is the fact
that the bird is shown with its head facing forward, not in profile (the face is no
longer visible in fig. 12 due to wear but the shape of the head is clear). This feature
is shared also with Adiego and Obrador-Cursach (2021), Coin 6 (where the head
facing forward was not identified also due to wear). In fact, coin of Fig. 12 is most
probably from the same reverse and obverse as Coin 6.

Fig. 13. Leu Numismatik, Web Auction 16, Lot 1085 (22.05.2021)
“WESTERN ASIA MINOR, Uncertain. 5th century BC. Tetartemorion (Silver, 7 mm,
0.19 g, 6 h). Male head to right, wearing crested helmet. Rev. Eagle standing left within
pelleted square within incuse square. Leu Numismatik Web Auction 15 (2021), 657. Nau-
mann 44 (2016), 507. Savoca 79 (2020), 304. Some weakness and with minor die breaks on
the reverse, otherwise, very fine. From the collection of Dr. P. Vogl”.
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Fig. 14. DEMOS, Auction 2, Lot 245 (05.06.2021)
“Lycia. Uncertain Dynast circa 400-300 BC. AR Tetartemorion. Head of Athena right.
Rev: Eagle standing left within pelleted square within incuse square, unclear legend, Win-
semann-Falghera (Vismara II) -; 0,12 gr, 7 mm.”.

Finally, a new type of coin appeared (Fig. 15), sharing iconography with Iman
and Ata coins, but with a further variation: in this coin, both the head of Athena
and the bird of pray are facing left. The only specimen we know bears a legend, but
unfortunately it is illegible. Since the remainder of the legend seems to differ from
Iman and Ata, we wonder whether this coin attest a third Phrygian ruler:

Fig. 15. Savoca Numismatik, 95th Silver Auction, Lot 95 (14.02.2021)
“Greek. Asia Minor. Uncertain mint of Southern Asia Minor circa 500-300 BC. Tetar-
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temorion AR 6 mm, 0,19 g Head left / Bird standing left, uncertain legend to left, all in
dotted square within incuse square. very fine Cf. CNG E-403, lot 224 (head to right)”.®
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Remarks on the Neo-Phrygian Funerary Curse Apodosis e demg
ke Cepelmg ke Tu) TiTTeTikpevog erton!

Milena Anfosso
Harvard University — Center for Hellenic Studies

§ 1. Introduction

Alexander Lubotsky (1998: 420), followed by Bartomeu Obrador-Cursach
(2019: 147-9; 2020: 143; 2021: 3), noticed an interesting similarity between a pas-
sage from the Hieroglyphic Luwian inscription KARKAMIS A3, 1. 4 (Hawkins
2000: 108—-12), datable to the late 10th/early 9th century BCE:

1.This paper was inspired by a conversation with the late Alexandru Avram, Professor of
History at Le Mans University, who was one of the members of the jury on the occasion of my
dissertation (Anfosso 2019a) defense at Sorbonne University, Paris. He tragically passed away in
August 2021 while he was leading archeological excavations at Histria, in Romania. He published on
subjects as varied as Greek colonization, the institutional and religious history of Greek cities, and
epigraphy of the Black Sea and of Asia Minor (including in Phrygian). Thus, I would like to dedicate
this paper to his memory. He was such a generous scholar: I learned so much from him and he always
warmly supported my research. Many thanks to Petra Goedegebuure, Craig Melchert, and Philomen
Probert for their enthusiastic feedback on this paper on the occasion of the 32nd UCLA Indo-
European Conference (Los Angeles, November 57, 2021). Jonny Zeller and Anahita Hoose must be
thanked for proofreading the English text. All the translations from Hieroglyphic Luwian are taken
from Hawkins 2000; all the translations from Greek and Phrygian are mine, except when differently
specified. The usual disclaimers apply.

Barcino. Monographica Orientalia 20 — Series Anatolica et Indogermanica 3 (2022) (ISBN: 978-84-9168-891-4)
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wa/i-sd-*a|DEUS-na-za |CAPUT-td-za-ha |*336-na-na’|
|(DEUS)TONITRUS-td-ti-i |(LOQUDta-tara/i-ia-mi-sa i-zi-ia-ru,

“and let him be accursed by Tarhunzas in the sight of/before gods and men,”

and a phrase attested by more than forty Neo-Phrygian inscriptions from the 2nd
and the 3rd centuries CE (see Appendix I: Haas 1966 nos. 2, 3, 6, 7, 12, 14, 25, 26,
39, 44, 45, 50, 51, 53, 56, 57, 61, 62, 65, 67, 68, 70, 72, 73, 75, 77, 80, 85, 87, 92,
94,97, 101, 102, 108, 112, 114, 120, 123, 127, 131). For the sake of simplicity, the
phrase can be reconstructed as follows despite the spelling variations:

pe demg ke (epelmg ke Tie T T]TETIKUEVOG ETOV,
“let him become accursed by Ti-> among gods and men”.

Both sentences are apodoses of curses built with so-called “indeterminate”
relative clauses (Yates 2014: 5—6), where the relative pronoun in the protasis refers
to an indefinite entity, i.e.,: “Whichever X does something bad to [inscribed object]
(protasis), [divinity] shall do something bad to X (apodosis)”.

The parallel between the Hieroglyphic Luwian and the Neo-Phrygian curse
apodoses has been commented on as an astonishing example of phraseological
continuity between the Luwian and the Phrygian civilizations (Lubotsky 1998:
420). More precisely, the Neo-Phrygian formula has been defined as “a calque of a
Luwian imprecative apodosis” (Obrador-Cursach 2020: 143), since both curses:

a) Present the antithetic pairing “gods and men;”

b) Invoke, according to Alexander Lubotsky (1998: 420; 2004: 230-231) and
Bartomeu Obrador-Cursach (2019: 147-149; 2021: 3), the same divinity:
Tarhunzas and Ti-.

2. Federico Giusfredi must be thanked for pointing out that the Luwian postposition is in fact
*336-na-na instead of *366-na-na quoted elsewhere because of the typo in the main text of KAR-
KAMIS A3, 1. 4 as found in Hawkins (2000: 110). However, the postposition is correctly noted as
*336-na-na in the commentary (Hawkins 2000: 112): “*336-na-na: still an unexplained form, first
sign logographic or phonetic?”

3. The nominative of the theonym is still unattested, which is why I prefer Ti- as a transcription.
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It is true that contacts between the Phrygians and the Luwians are historically
documented in the Tabalic region. Towards the end of the 8th century BCE, the
Phrygian king Midas ruled a powerful kingdom which extended southwards to the
Cilician plain, and westwards as far as the Aegean sea. His territorial and military
aspirations brought him into conflict with the Assyrians under king Sargon II (722—
705 BCE), and inevitably the Luwian region of Tabal became contested territory
between the two kings* (see D’alfonso 2012). The Phrygian presence of a King
Midas in Tuwana/Tyana is attested by some fragments of a basalt stele bearing the
Paleo-Phrygian inscriptions T-01, T-02, T-03 (more specifically, T-02b, 1. 3: [- - -
loitumen : mida[- - -]; see Obrador-Cursach 2020: 505-507, with references). In
light of a Phrygian graffito discovered on a Luwian orthostat, at least one Phrygian
must have been to Karkami$ as well during the last quarter of the 8th century BCE
(Borker-Kldahn 1994: 198).

However, the Hieroglyphic Luwian curse can be dated between to the 10th
and the 9th century BCE, whereas the Neo-Phrygian curses are all attested between
the 2nd and the 3rd centuries CE. Considering the remarkable temporal distance
separating the Hieroglyphic Luwian and the Phrygian inscriptions in question,
Alexandru Avram (per personal communication) could not avoid questioning the
assumption of a direct Luwian-Phrygian filiation. Bartomeu Obrador-Cursach
(2021: 49), although supporting this hypothesis, also rightly observed: “We do not
know how this formula survived until the Roman Imperial period”.

On the basis of these remarks, I will analyze this parallel in detail in order to
better evaluate the extent of continuity between the Hieroglyphic Luwian and the
Neo-Phrygian curse apodoses in question (see Fig. 1).

4. Midas’ campaigns against the Assyrian kingdom are recorded in the chronicles of Sargon II,
where the Phrygian king is called 'Mita Sar mat Muskt, “Mita, king of the land of the Muski”. In these
texts, he is accused of being behind conspiracies of two tributary states of the Assyrians (in 718 BCE
with Kiakki of Sinuhtu, and in 717 BCE with Pisiri of Karkami), and he is said to have conquered
the cities of Harrua and Usanis, and influenced Tabal. These hostilities continued until almost 709
BCE, when he sent gifts to Sargon II as a tribute on his own initiative. On the equivalence
Midas/Mita, see Wittke 2004.
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Luw. | 10th/early | wa/i- DEUS-na-za *336-na- (DEUS) (LOQUI)¢t | i-zi-ia-ru
9th sa-| |CAPUT-td-za-ha naj TONITRUS- | a-tara/i-ia-
century ta-ti-i | mi-sa
BCE
Phr. 2nd-3rd (tog) o0gmg ke Lepehmog ke | pe Tie Tft]teTikp | €tov
centuries €VOG
CE
Eng. him gods and men among by accursed be made
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sight of, -
before
(*336-na-
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Fig. 1. Comparative table.
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REMARKS ON THE NEO-PHRYGIAN FUNERARY CURSE APODOSIS

More specifically, I will focus on:
a) Me dewg e Lepehwg ke / *336-na-na|DEUS-na-za |CAPUT-ta-za-ha |(§2);
b) T/ (DEUS)TONITRUS-ta-#i-i |(§3);

¢) The Anatolian Greek counterparts of the Neo-Phrygian funerary curse
apodoses (§4).

I will eventually draw the necessary conclusions in the final section of the
paper (§5).

§ 2. Me dew¢ ke Cepelwg e / ¥336-na-na|DEUS-na-za |CAPUT-td-za-ha

In both the Luwian and the Neo-Phrygian curses, it is possible to isolate the
binomial expression “[among/before/in the sight of] gods and men”. According to
Yaakov Malkiel’s definition (1959: 113), a binomial can be described as “the se-
quence of two words pertaining to the same form-class, placed on an identical level
of syntactic hierarchy, and ordinarily connected by some kind of lexical link”. As I
have already had the occasion to explain (Anfosso 2019b: 6-9; in press), whenever
language is meant to produce specific effects on the world, i.e., it has a
performative function (as in the case of curses, spells, incantations, etc.), several
rhetorical devices are put in place in order to increase its power. Examples include
formulaic language®, repetitions, accumulations of elements, code-switching, etc.
Building binomial expressions is one of the most common rhetorical devices in
curses (or in performative utterances in general), as it slows down the pace of the
sentence, conferring a more solemn rhythm. Thus, the presence of binomials in
both the Luwian and the Neo-Phrygian curses is unsurprising.

As for the Neo-Phrygian binomial, dewg, ‘gods’, and (epelmg, ‘men’, are in
the same case, i.e., Dat.Pl., they depend on the same preposition pe < PIE *me
(LIPP: 494, s.v., cf. Greek petd), and they are connected by the copulative enclitic
conjunction ke < PIE *#*e, ‘and’. As for the Luwian one, the morphology is exactly
the same: DEUS-na-za (massan-(i)-anza), ‘gods’, and CAPUT-td-za (CAPUT-
t(i)anza), ‘men’, are both in the same case, i.e., Dat.Pl., they depend on the same

5. By formula, 1 mean a set of words which appears to be prefabricated: that is, stored and re-
trieved whole from a specific repertoire at the time of use (Wood 2015: 1-17). Formulaic language is
a device commonly used to increase the power of performative utterances.
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postposition *336-na-na (*336-nan), and they are connected by the connective
particle -ha (cf. the Hittite conjunction -a).

At first sight, the correspondence between the Luwian and the Neo-Phrygian
binomials could seem very impressive. However, the pairing “deities and humans”
evoked in both the Neo-Phrygian binomial pe dewg ke Cepedmg ke and in the
Luwian binomial *336-na-na |DEUS-na-za |CAPUT-td-za-ha | to convey the
“universality” of the curse derives directly from the common Indo-European
heritage (West 2007: 124-125). According to Indo-Europeans, there was a primary
opposition between the superior beings of Heaven, the deities, PIE *di-éu- (IEW,
s.v.; NIL: 70-1), and the humble creatures of Earth, the humans, PIE * dh)ég”—m-
e/on- (IEW, s.v.; NIL: 87)°.

Binomials featuring “gods and men” to express the concept of “universality”
can be found, e.g., in Vedic, Greek, Italic, and Celtic:

a) In Rig-Veda 4.54.3, it is possible to read: devésu (< *deiuoisu) ca Savitar
mdnusesu ca | tvam no datra suvatad anagasah, “O Savitar, thou shalt impel
(i.e., in the future) sinless us among both gods and men here”. Another passage
in 7.46.2 describes Rudra concerned about the fate of both “human and celes-
tial races,” ksamyasya janmanas |[...] divydsya.

b) In Greek, commonly in Homer and Hesiod, Zeus is addressed as “father of
men and gods,” matnp Avopdv t€ Jedv € (see, e.g., lliad 1.544; 4.235, etc.).
Interestingly enough, the binomial expression involving “gods and men” in re-
lationship to a divinity was perceived as eminently Phrygian by the Greeks al-
ready in 414 BCE, as Aristophanes made this ironic reference to the Phrygian
mother goddess Matar in Birds 876:

IE. Kol otpovlw peydin Mntpi

Oedv Kai avOpomov— (876)
I1I. Aéomowva KvBéln, otpotbe, pijtep Kieokpitov.
Priest And [let’s pray] to the ostrich the Great Mother

of gods and men —

6. The preservation of the Indo-European roots in Phrygian is remarkable: Neo-Phrygian Dat.
Pl. Sewg, ‘gods’ < PIE *d"h;so-; Neo-Phrygian Dat. P1. {gpehag, ‘men’ *(d@")g"em-elo- (with palatali-
zation before a front vowel in Phrygian), cf. Greek y0apordg ‘low, located at ground level” (but also,
even if with another inflectional theme, Latin humilis, ‘low, humble”).
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Pisthetairos  To our lady Cybele, ostrich, mother of Cleocritos.

c) As for Latin, Quintus Ennius (239-169 BCE) uses the formula divomque
hominumque several times in the Annales (Skutsch 1985), and not only to
translate the Homeric phrase watip avopdv te Bedv te with reference to Jupi-
ter: see, e.g., Annales 6.203, Tum cum corde suo diuom pater atque hominum
rex | effatur; 8.284, multorum ueterum leges diuvomque hominumque; frag-
ments, 591 hominoque diuomque pater, rex; 592 patrem diuomque
hominumgque.

d) A Latin-Gaulish bilingual inscription (RIG 2/1, 26-37, E-2) carved on a
boundary stone dating back to the 2nd century BCE found at Vercelli desig-
nates the land of a certain Acisius as follows in the Gaulish version: TEUOX-
TONION, déwo-ydonio- (lines 11-12). Michel Lejeune (1977: 602—606) ana-
lyzed this dvandva compound adjective applied to atom or atos, ‘field’ as “di-
vine and terrestrial, mortal,” therefore “field of gods and men,” translated in
the corresponding Latin inscription by the expression communem deis et homi-
nibus [scil. campum].

In light of this brief overview, given the widespread usage of binomial
expressions involving “gods and men” in the Indo-European world (and beyond:
see, e.g., the Babylonian Moon-god Sin, who is called “begetter of gods and men,”
and the Ugaritic god E/, who is “father of the sons of El [i.e., of all the gods], and
father of mankind”), the argument of their presence in both the Luwian and the
Phrygian curses loses some of its weight in terms of a direct derivation from
Luwian to Phrygian, but it appears more like a common heritage.

Moreover, despite the orthographic variations, the Neo-Phrygian phrasing pe
demc ke (epelmg ke is attested several times in the Neo-Phrygian corpus (see, e.g.,
Haas 1966 nos. 3, 4, 5, 7, 25, 39, 40, 63, 73, 93, 96, 112, 118, 121, 128), thus
proving to be a constitutive element of the formulaic language that characterizes
this kind of texts. On the other hand, the Luwian phrasing *336-na-na|DEUS-na-za
|CAPUT-td-za-ha is a hapax in the entire Hieroglyphic Luwian corpus, although
other formulations including “gods and men” to express the concept of
“universality” are present: see, e.g., the inscription MARAS 1, §1 h (Hawkins
2000: 263): DEUS-na-ti (LITUUS)d-za-mi-sa CAPUT-ta-ti "(LITUUS)' u-ni-mi-
sa |[FINES-ha-ti|| AUDIRE-mi-sa REX-ti-sa, “the king (scil. Halparuntiyas III, king
of Gurgum, end of the 9th century BCE) loved by gods, known by men, famed
abroad”. Thus, because of its unique occurrence, Luwian *336-na-na|DEUS-na-za
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|CAPUT-td-za-ha, contrarily to Neo-Phrygian pe dewg ke (epehwg ke, does not
seem to be part of a formulaic repertoire, and it is unlikely that it could have been
transmitted as such.

§ 3. Tie / (DEUS)TONITRUS-td-ti-i |

Concerning the invocation to Luwian Tarhunzas and Neo-Phrygian Ti-, a
more thorough analysis of the context is required in order to evaluate their
supposed equivalence.

The Hieroglyphic Luwian inscription KARKAMIS A3 makes a continuous
text with the inscription KARKAMIS A2. They are inscribed on a pair of basalt
orthostat slabs in the form of door-jambs for the right and left sides of the entrance
of a temple dedicated to the Storm-god Tarhunzas (Hawkins 2000: 108), dating
back to the late 10th/early 9th century BCE (Payne 2012: 66). In KARKAMIS A2,
Katuwas, ruler of Karkamis, states his personal relationship with Tarhunzas and
narrates how he built the temple as a thank offering for the Storm-god’s favors. As
a consequence, KARKAMIS A3 contains a curse forbidding the removal of the
artisans donated by Katuwas to the temple of Tarhunzas. I deem it useful to report
the most interesting passages of KARKAMIS A3 (see Hawkins 2000: 108—112;
Payne 2012: 74-75):

(A3)
1. §16 |za-ti-pa-wa/i |kar-ka-mi-si-za(URBS) “Those who were masters
(DEUS)TONITRUS-ti-i 'ka-tu-wa/i-sa IREGIO-ni-ia- | craftsmen Katuwas the Country-
si IDOMINUS-ia-sa REL- i-zi| (“*273")wa/i+ra/i- | Lord gave to this KarkamiSean

pa-si IDOMINUS-ia-zi-i pi-ia-ta Tarhunzas.

2.817[...] [...]

§18 [POST+RA/I-wa/i-sa-ti-pa-wa/i-ma-" |REL- i-sa | In future whoever goes after
[POST-ni |a-ta CRUS-i|| them

3.§191...] [...]

§20 wa/i-ta-ta-*alza-a-ti-i (DEUS)TONITRUS-¢i-i and takes them away from this
ARHA |CAPERE-i Karkamisean Tarhunzas,
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§21 |pa-pa-wa/i- *alza-a-sa (DEUS )TONITRUS-sa | him may this Karkami$ean

|((LOQUD)ta-tara/i-ia-tu Tarhunzas curse!
§22 wa/i-sa-*alku-ma-na sa-ti- *a|pa-la-sa-ti-i When he shall be ‘off the path’,
4. §23 a-wa/i (DEUS)TONITRUS-sq|| let him not behold the faces of

(DEUS)ku+AVIS-pa-sa |(“FRONS”)ha-ta INEG3-sa | Tarhunzas and Kubaba,
ILITUUS + na-ti-i

§24 wa/i-sa-*a|DEUS-na-za |CAPUT-td-za-ha |¥336- | and let him be accursed by

na-na| Tarhunzas
|(DEUS)TONITRUS-td-ti-i (LOQUI)¢a-tara/i-ia-mi- | in the sight of/before gods and
sa i-zi-ia-ru men!”

The protective curse states that the craftsmen donated by Katuwas to
Tarhunzas’ temple must never work for another master, whatever the social status
of the aspiring master might be (“a libation priest, a baker, a king, or another
country-lord,” see §17 and §19). In case of appropriation of the craftsmen, the
culprit will not be able to behold the face of either Kubaba or Tarhunzas in the
netherworld (§23). If the mention of the goddess is unsurprising, since she is the
most important divinity of Karkamis’, the mention of Tarhunzas is even more
obvious, considering the special connection between Katuwas and the Storm-god
pointed out in the inscription, and the fact that the curse is carved on one of the
orthostats of his temple at Karkamis®.

In this respect, the invocation to Tarhunzas in the protective curse is
contingent, since it is 4is temple: if the building was dedicated to another divinity,
Tarhunzas would not be invoked. Conversely, the presence of Ti- in a great number
of Neo-Phrygian funerary curse apodoses’ suggests that Ti- had a precise role in

7. Kubaba had been the city goddess of Karkami§ from at least the Old Babylonian period. She
had been adopted into the Hittite pantheon when king Suppiluliuma I (1375-1322 BCE) conquered
Karkami$§ and made it a vice-regal kingdom. Then, she achieved high prominence in northern Syria
and southwestern Anatolia, reflecting the persistence of Hurrian elements in these regions.

8. As specified in §16, we are dealing with a local manifestation of Tarhunzas, “Tarhunzas of
Karkamis,” exactly like Tarhunzas of Arzawa or of Kuwaliya mentioned elsewhere (Hutter 2003:
221).

9. See Appendix I: Haas (1966) nos. 2, 3, 6, 7, 12, 14, 25, 26, 39, 44, 45, 50, 51, 53, 56, 57, 61,
62, 65, 67, 68, 70,72, 73,75, 77, 80, 85, 87, 92, 94,97, 101, 102, 108, 112, 114, 120, 123, 127, 131.
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the funerary cursing process. He was asked for the punishment of the offender, that
is, revenge, and he could not be substituted with another deity.

Funerary inscriptions are present in the Hieroglyphic Luwian corpus (Hawkins
2000; for a list of the inscriptions with figures, see Bonatz 2000: 66—72) and they
are concentrated in a very precise area, i.e., in the surroundings of the Syrian
border, more specifically in Tabal, Tuwana, Karkami$, etc., where the Semitic
influence was very strong. On this respect, I recall that the tradition of protecting
the tomb of the deceased by means of funerary curses is inherently connected to
inhumation practices and that the earliest funerary curses are attested in a Hamito-
Semitic environment, i.e., by ancient Egyptian tombs of the fourth dynasty, around
2600 BCE (Assmann 1992: 5665, with references).

The deities invoked in the few preserved Hieroglyphic Luwian funerary curses
vary. On the funerary stele of Uwawas (TILSEVET, Hawkins 2000: 178-180, 8th
century BCE), we only read that unspecified “gods” shall litigate against
whosoever tramples on said stele (§6—7). The same curse can be found (§4-5) in
the funerary inscription of Zitis (KARKAMIS A18 h, Hawkins 2000: 180—181, 8th
century BCE). The stele of Kupapiyas, wife of Taitas (SHEIZAR, Hawkins 2000:
416419, doubtful dating, possibly from the 9th to the 7th century BCE) invokes a
certain “Queen of the Land” (probably Kubaba). Finally, in the funerary inscription
of Paunis (KULULU 2, Hawkins 2000: 487-490, mid-8th century BCE), Santa (a
warrior god; see Hutter 2003: 228) and the Marwainzi-deities, “the dark ones” (§6-
7), are summoned to attack the violator’s memorial and set their seal on his house.
Thus, in the Luwian tradition, there was not a deity specifically connected to
funerary curses, as was the case in the Phrygian tradition.

However, there was a Luwian divinity specifically connected to the act of
cursing, although not necessarily in a funerary context: Tiwat-, the Sun-god. In the
Luwian imaginary, Tiwat- can easily curse the evildoers since on his daily journey
across the sky he sees everything men do (Hutter 2003: 226). The involvement of
Tiwat- in the act of cursing was so firmly rooted in the perception of the speakers
that a denominative verb was derived from his theonym: tiwatani-(ti)-,’to swear by
the Sun-god, to utter a curse’ (Watkins 1993: 470; Melchert 1993: 230; Rieken
2017: 242-243; Sasseville 2020: 278), with a formation parallel to that of the
Oscan verb deiua-, ‘swear’, participle deiuatu<n>s, ‘having sworn’ (Fortson 2010:
189). The verb is attested several times within rituals, which allows us to recon-

36



REMARKS ON THE NEO-PHRYGIAN FUNERARY CURSE APODOSIS

struct its paradigm pretty well'® (Melchert 1993: 230). A substantive tiwatani(ya)-
derived from the verb tiwatani-, and referring to the action of ‘swearing by the
Sun-god, uttering a curse’, meaning therefore simply ‘curse’, exists as well,
although it is attested only in Hittite contexts'! (Sasseville 2020: 278).

It should be noted that Ti- is not the only Phrygian divinity mentioned in the
Neo-Phrygian funerary inscriptions. Indeed, a divinity called Bas, whose
etymology has been reconstructed by Bartomeu Obrador-Cursach (2017: 311) as
“the shining one” (< PIE *b"eh,‘shine’, LIV%: 68-69, s.v.) comes in the second
place in the Neo-Phrygian corpus'? (see Haas 1966 nos. 33, 36, 48, 86, 99, 111,
128). Interestingly enough, the first attestation of Bas seems to be in the Paleo-
Phrygian inscription T-02b carved on the basalt stele from Tuwana/Tyana that I
mentioned in 1.5: [- - -]n } batan i e-[- - -] (1. 5). Unfortunately, the inscription is
very damaged and, as far as our knowledge of Phrygian goes, we cannot translate
it. Ti- and Bas are mentioned together in several inscriptions (see Appendix II:
Haas 1966 no. 33 = Obrador-Cursach 2020: 597 no. 62.2; Haas 1966 no. 36 =
Obrador-Cursach 2020: 599-600 no. 62.5; Haas 1966 no. 64 = Obrador-Cursach
2020: 589-590 no. 56.3). Let us focus on the following ones:

a) Haas 1966 no. 86 (Obrador-Cursach 2020: 535 no. 8.1, with references).
This inscription, carved on a bomos of white marble, broken on top and worn at the
edges, was found at Giiney, in a pile of building material (MAMA I: 212, no. 405):

10G Vi 6gpovy K[vov]- “Whoever does harm to this tomb
HOVL KAKOLV a0 a]- or to this stele, let Bas not bring
KET ouvt pavkng, Pafc] bread to him, and let him become
101 Pexog pe Pepelt] accursed by Ti-".

0T TU) K€ TITTETIKYU[E]-

VOG E1TOV.

b) Haas 1966 no. 99 (= Obrador-Cursach 2020: 533 no. 7.1, with references).
This inscription was “copied in or before 1934 by Siileyman Gokge at Erten Yayla,

10. Pres.3Sg. ti-wa-da-ni-it-ti (VBoT 111,6), Pres.3Pl. ti-wa-da-ni-in-ti (KBo XII 89 iii 9),
Pret.1Sg. < ti-wa-ta-ni-ah-ha (XVIII 3 Vo 24), Pret.3Sg. ti-wa-ta-ni-ya-at-ta (39 1 23; KBo XXII 254
Vo 9%), Ptc. ti-wa-ta-ni-ya-am-ma-ti (58 ii 3).

11. Gen. Sg. ti-wa-ta-ni-ia-as (KBo 41.210 obv. 12"), Dat. Sg. [ti-wa-t|a-ni-ia (KBo 54.99+ iii 35).

12. Actually, the Mother Goddess Matar is the second most invoked divinity in the entire
Phrygian corpus, but she is attested only by Paleo-Phrygian inscriptions (see, e.g., Brixhe and Lejeune
1984: B-01, B-08, M-01c, M-01d I, M-01d II, M-0le, W-01a, W-01b, W-04, W-05b, W-06; usually
her name is followed by an epithet).
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in front of the Kale. [...] The stone has since disappeared” (MAMA VII: XXVIII,
no. (c)):
10G VI GEUOV KVOVLLOVEL KOl “Whoever does harm to this
KE 0OOUKET, TITETIKUEVOG tomb, let him become accursed
0.C TLOV ELTOV, UE KE OL by Ti-, and let Bas not give
TotoooelTt fag Pekoc. bread to him”.

In light of these inscriptions, it looks like Ti- and Bas have two specific and
different functions:

a)

b)

First, Ti-, must “universally curse” the violators of the tombs;

Then, Bas must “not bring bread” to them, i.e., he must make their fields
infertile, following the interpretation by Himmig 2019: 294, subsequently
accepted by Obrador-Cursach 2020, contra Obrador-Cursach 2019. As
already posited by Otto Haas (1966: 236-237), pe is here a
Prohibitivpartikel comparable with Sanskrit ma, Avestan ma, Greek pn,
Armenian mi, and Tocharian A and B ma, all derived from PIE *meh; "3,
and it is always found in apodoses where the verb is in the subjunctive
mode (pe Bepe[t] < PIE *b'er- (LIVZ: 76-77, s.v.); LE...TOTOGGEWL <
*dehs- (LIV?: 105-106, s.v.)). Bekoc'* is the well-known Phrygian word for
‘bread’ (as found in Hipponax, fr. 125 West = 124 Degani, and Herodotus,
2.2).

Thus, Bas seems to be a Weather- or Storm-god connected to the success or
failure of the harvest. Among the Luwians, Tarhunzas was the god in charge of the

various

manifestations of the weather, especially thunder, lightning, rain, clouds,

and storms. It was Tarhunzas who decided whether there would be fertile fields and
good harvests, or drought and famine (Hutter 2003: 224). His close connection
with grapes and grain lives on to the first millennium, as can be seen in many
reliefs from the region of Tabal, above all in the monumental Ivriz relief datable to

13.

The reason why the common Phrygian shift PIE *é/ *eh; > a did not operate here remains

unclear; see Obrador-Cursach 2020: 63, with references.

14.

Probably derived from PIE *b’eg- (LIV?: 6667, s.v.), ‘to break’, comparable with Armeni-

an bekanem (Martirosyan 2010: 174-5), or alternatively from PIE *b’eh;. (IEW 113), with the same
enlargement -g- found, e.g., in Greek @y, 'bake' (Lubotsky 2004: 233).
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the late 8th century BCE (see Fig. 2a and Fig. 2b). The relief pictures the king
Warpalawas of Tuwana/Tyana on a stone platform in a gesture of worship towards
the Storm-god Tarhunzas. Ripe stalks of wheat emanating from his feet and grape
clusters in his hands indicate that he brings about fertility (Weeden 2018: 343—
345).

Fig. 2a. Picture of the Ivriz Relief, Fig. 2b. Drawing of the Ivriz Relief
Aydmkent, Konya Province, Turkey. (Hawkins 2000, plate 295).

The same concept is expressed, e.g., in the Hieroglyphic Luwian inscription
SULTANHAL (Hawkins 2000: 463-472), also from the region of Tabal. The
inscription contains the dedication of a stele to Tarhunzas by Sarwatiwaras, vassal
of Wasusarmas of Tabal (740-730 BCE). Following Tarhunzas’ acceptance of the
offerings, (plausibly) rain will descend from the sky, and corn and vines will grow
up from the soil.!* The phrasing ma-na(-)wa/i-su-na-ta (Neut.P1.) in SULTANHAL

15. For other examples of the topos of abundance coming down from the sky and up from the
earth, see ALEPPO 2 (Hawkins 2000: 235-238), §§ 15-16; AKSARAY (Hawkins 2000: 475-478),
§§2-3.
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§14 clearly denotes something positive, but what does it mean exactly?
Craig Melchert (per personal communication) had already supposed that manawa
sunada (divided thus) referred to beneficial rains, in the sense of “invigorating
outpourings”. Elisabeth Rieken (2019; forthcoming) arrived independently at a
similar conclusion, as part of her larger finding that Luwian mannu- (and much else
in “Luwic”) is related to the PIE root of ‘man, male’ (cf. Sanskrit/Avestan mdnu-,
Slavic moz, Proto-Germanic *manuaz, etc., see IEW s.v. manu-s oder monu-s). The
only point of debate on the semantic side is whether one should suppose “fecundat-
ing outpourings” (with the standard image of a male heaven that fecundates a fe-
male earth) or just “invigorating,” as Craig Melchert supposed before Elisabeth
Rieken’s convincing broader connections. In any case, what matters here is the idea
of Luwian Tarhunzas as a fructifying deity.

§14  |wa/i-ta |(“CAELUM”)ti-pa-sa-ri+i | “and from the sky ma-na(-)wa/i-su-na-ta
|ma-na(-)wa/i-su-na-ta will come down in great quantities,
[INFRA-ta |“PES”-wa/ i+ra/i

§15 |(“TERRA)ta-sa-REL+ra/i-ri+i-pa- and from the earth corn will come up, and

wa/i-ta-' pd’+rali-wali-li-sd the vine”.
[SUPER+ra/ i-' |“PES,”(-)ta-i |lwa/i-ia-ni-
sa-hal|

It is important to remember that the coexistence of the categories of an
omniscient Sun-god who can spot and curse evildoers from the sky and of a Storm-
god who brings rainy seasons and, consequently, soil fertility, was already attested
in the Mesopotamian religion. For the Sumerians, Utu — in Akkadian, Samas — was
the Sun-god who, holding the power of light, incarnated the natural foe of darkness
and its deeds. This prerogative translated into an aspiration for justice and equity.
Utu was the judge of gods and men, presiding in the morning in courts where de-
mons and other evildoers were sued by their human victims, and at night he settled
dispute among the dead of the netherworld (Jacobsen 1976: 134). As explained by
Charles Steitler (2017: 31), Hittite scribes continue to use the Sumerogram ‘UTU
to represent any one of the various types of solar deities.'® On the other hand, Utu’s

16. A more precise identification of YUTU must be based on a number of factors such as the
language of the text in which it occurs (i.e., Hittite, Hattic, Luwian, Palaic, Hurrian, Akkadian, or
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brother, Iskur — in Akkadian, Hadad — was a god of rain and thundershowers. He
was called “King of abundance,” “King of verdure,” and “King of making grass
and herbs grow long”. Iskur’s early non-human forms were those of the bull and
the lion since their roars were heard in the thunder. Humanized, he appeared as a
warrior driving his thundering chariot across the skies, throwing hailstones and
raindrops out of it (Jacobsen 1976: 135).

The function of Bas in the Phrygian pantheon, as inferable from the Neo-
Phrygian funerary curses, is that of a so-called Weather- or Storm-god, and it can
be considered equivalent to Tarhunzas’in the Luwian pantheon, above all in the
Tabalic region. On the other hand, the function of Ti-, as deducible from the Neo-
Phrygian funerary curses, is more akin to that of a Sun-god with an omniscient
knowledge, which allowed him to instantly detect and curse all tomb violators.
From this perspective, his role is somehow equivalent to Tiwat-’s one in the
Luwian pantheon. The number of funerary curses in the name of Ti- attests the
importance of said god in the Phrygian pantheon to the extent that we could
consider him a “father god” — although that is never explicitly stated in the
inscriptions. As Calvert Watkins (1995: 8) pointed out, the most ancient inherited
Indo-European juncture attested for a “father god” referred indeed to the Luwian
Sun-god Tiwat-: fatis PTiwaz (see, e.g., KBo 9.143 iii 10; KUB 35.107 iii 10),
‘father Tiwat-’ (to be compared with Greek Zed matep, Latin lu-ppiter, Vedic
dyaus pita, and Hittite Attas Sius, written with Sumerograms as ‘UTU-us).

The parallel between Tiwat- and Ti- can be successfully defended also on
etymological grounds, since they both derive from the PIE root *di-éu-, meaning
'sky” (NIL: 70-71, s.v.). As for Anatolian, Kazuhiko Yoshida (2000: 182),
supported by Craig Melchert (2019), persuasively argued that Hittite Siwatt- ‘day’,
Luwian Tiwat- ‘Sun-god’, and Palaic Tiyaz, ‘Sun-god’, all continue an original
amphikinetic paradigm *diéu-ot-, *dj-ut-", leveled already in Proto-Anatolian to
*diéu-ot-, *diey-ot-". From this, Luwian generalized the strong stem, leading to
[tiwad-] with a “lenited” or voiced stem-final stop (also rhotacized in Iron Age
Luwian to [tiwar-]). Hittite, on the other hand, generalized the weak stem, where
raising of the unaccented short *e led to *djiwot-, and affrication, deaffrication, and
devoicing produced via *dzjiwot- and *zjiwot attested Si-i-wa-at-t° with
“unlenited” or voiceless stem-final stop. Concerning Phrygian, Alexander
Lubotsky (2004: 229-230) first identified the i-stem theonym T7i- in the Neo-
Phrygian inscriptions (see Obrador-Cursach 2020: 358-359, with references). The

Sumerian) and the relationship of YUTU with other deities mentioned in the text, or the religious
milieu associated with it.
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nom. is not attested. The acc. form tiav goes back to PIE *diém (comparable to
Greek Zijv, Aia, AiFa), the gen. form ti0¢ to PIE *diuos, with the common drop of
*1 before the vowel *o (comparable to Greek Awdc, AtFog), the dat. forms t1, Tie,
Tin to PIE *diuéi, with drop of *u as leveling from the other cases. As for the initial
sound change PIE *d (voiced stop) > Phrygian [{] (voiceless stop), the devoicing of
PIE voiced stops is a common development in Phrygian (see Obrador-Cursach
2020: 70-74).

Concerning the temptation to identify Neo-Phrygian Ti- with Greek Zeus tout
court, we must be very careful. This parallel can be successfully assessed only on
etymological grounds, i.e., both theonyms derive from PIE *di-éu-. There are two
important elements to keep in mind when comparing these divinities on a
functional/structural level:

a) Martin West (1997: 114-116) underlined that, in Greek mythology, Zeus has
taken over the functions of a Storm-god, although his original Indo-European
identity was as “the god of the bright sky, not the god of weather and storms”.
The Homeric epithets and attributes relating to this role of Zeus indicate some
assimilation to Near-Eastern Storm-gods: see, e.g., vyiBpeuétng (lliad 1.354,
12.68; Odyssey 5.4; Hesiod, Works and Day 8), ‘high-thundering’, like the
Sumerian Storm-god I8kur;'” dotepomntig (Iliad 1.580, Hesiod, Theogony
390), ‘lightener’ and vepeAinyepéng (lliad 1.511), ‘cloud-gatherer’, like the
Akkadian Storm-god Hadad, celebrated as bél birqgi, ‘lord of lightning’ and as
Sakin upé, ‘establisher of clouds’ (Seux 1976: 305-307, 311).

b) Christian Marek (2016: 509), from his side, recalled that in Anatolia under the
Roman rule, “in many places an Artemis or a Zeus was not brought in by
Greeks but was instead an indigenous divinity. Non-Greek names were still in
use, surnames (epikleses), or the qualities that are attributed to them or can be
inferred from images reveal their Non-Greek character and indicate the level
to which they should be assigned”. So, literally, in most cases, these divinities
are Greek only in name.

17. “Lion of heaven, noble bull [...]/At your roar the great mountain Enlil lowers his head / At
your bellow Ninlil trembles” (ANET 578).
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§ 4. The Anatolian Greek counterparts of the Neo-Phrygian funerary curse apodoses

At this point, it might be worthwhile to compare the apodoses of the Neo-
Phrygian funerary imprecations in question with their Greek counterparts, since
funerary curses were written mostly in Greek in Anatolia under the Roman rule. In
order to collect at least some clues concerning the mysterious identity of the divini-
ty mentioned in the Neo-Phrygian inscriptions, let us turn to Johan Strubbe’s
corpus APAI ETIITYMBIOI (1997).

As noticed for the first time by Otto Haas (1966: 92), an imprecative apodosis
featuring a binomial that includes “gods and men” to express the “universality” of
the curse can be found only in two contemporary Anatolian Greek inscriptions
from the 2nd or the 3rd century CE:

a) Strubbe 1997 no. 32 (= Robert 1962: 331), an inscription found in a house at
Seferihisar, near ancient Teos (lonia):

[...] xoi yevioeton mapd “[...] and let him become in the
0e0ic Kai avOpdToIg EmicaTd- sight of gods and men accursed
poTog Kol OAEOpLOG. and in danger of death”.

b) Strubbe 1997 no. 126 (= Robert 1962: 330-331, plate XXIV no. 3), an
inscription from Yesilyuva, in the ancient region of Diokaisarea:

[...], Bemv kol avOpd- “[...]Jmay he become the object
IOV KEYOLDMUEVOV TV- of the rage of god and men”.
XOT0.

We can affirm without any doubt that these two inscriptions, albeit in Greek,
are the result of the same culture that fueled the production of the inscriptions in
the Phrygian epichoric language under the Roman rule. Thus, they can be
considered indirect translations of Phrygian models. Geography confirms this
hypothesis. The Paleo-Phrygian inscription HP-101 (Brixhe 2004: 103-106 =
Obrador-Cursach 2020: 519) on a clay spindle whorl found in a hdyik from
Camonii (ancient Karasonya, northern Lydia) attests, if not a regular Phrygian
presence, at least a Phrygian influence in the area already during the Paleo-
Phrygian period, as Seferihisar and Camonii are very close (less than 50 km far
away from each other). On the other hand, the inscription from Yesilyuva is in the
Neo-Phrygian area not too far from Uluborlu, where the Neo-Phrygian inscription
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Haas 1966 no. 25 = Obrador-Cursach 2020: 566 no. 35.1 has been found. However,
contrarily to the Neo-Phrygian funerary inscriptions, the mention of a specific
divinity in charge of the cursing of the culprit among gods and men in case of
violation of the tomb is absent.

Actually, a god and/or several gods are explicitly invoked to inflict the pun-
ishment on the wrongdoer in only one-third of the Anatolian Greek funerary im-
precations. Most of the time they are just anonymous 0eoi, but they can also be
called by their name. About thirty different gods are mentioned in the texts, and
some of them appear only once or twice.'® The most popular gods in the Anatolian
Greek inscriptions are the katoyBoviol Oeoi, the “gods of the underworld,” and
sometimes they are mentioned together with the oOpdvior Beoi, the “heavenly
gods”. In second place come the lunar gods, more specifically Men and Selene, and
the related goddess Hecate with her Erinyes. They were commonly invoked in
black magic, more specifically in the frame of so-called defixiones or katadesmoi
(Gager 1992: 12—13). Quite astonishingly, it is the Sun-god Helios who ranks third
in Strubbe’s corpus.

According to Wolfgang Fauth (1995: xvii—xxi, with references), Helios was
not a popular deity in Greek mythology. He was always treated with reverence in
early Greece but received little cultic attention. Then, Apollo began to gradually
take over the role of Sun-god around the 5th century BCE. The transition was
complete by the Hellenistic period, which resulted in Apollo and Helios becoming
almost synonymous. The cult of Helios was somehow relegated to Dorian
locations, more specifically Corinth and the island of Rhodes, where Helios —
subject in fact of the original “colossus of Rhodes”— was the chief god and had an
important festival, the Halieia. Thus, the resurgence and popularity of Helios in
Anatolia under the Roman rule in connection with funerary curses cannot be
overlooked. Indeed, as shown by Louis Robert (1965: 271-273), the invocation
"Hehe Préne!® (“Helios, look out!™), is one of the most powerful formulae used to
invoke the wrath of the gods on the violator of a tomb.

18. This might be due to the fact that the gods summoned were foreigners, such as, e.g., as in
the case of the unique mention of Bvoi Ilepodv, “the gods of the Persians,” at Acipayam in Pisidia
(Strubbe 1997 no. 127). Another possibility was that the imprecation was set up in an intellectual
milieu which diverged from popular belief. The curse engraved in 170 CE by the anonymous Second
Sophistic rhetor from Neokaisareia (who studied in Athens under Herodes Atticus) constitutes a good
example since he mentions, uniquely in the corpus, Zeus Olympios (Strubbe 1997 no. 155).

19. See also the Christian derivative +fAéne+ in, e.g., MAMA 1 403.
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Helios was indeed an all-seeing god: already in Homer, Odyssey 12.323, he is
described as 6¢ mavt’épopd Kai wavt’Enakovel, “the one who sees and hear all,” a
verse echoed in the Second Sophistic rhetor’s funerary inscription as ‘H\iov te ToD
névta €épopdvtog, “and Helios who sees all” (Strubbe 1997 no. 155, 170 CE), but
he can also be simply called navte[nd]ntng "Hiwo[g] (see, e.g., SEG XXXVII no.
1036, on a boundary stone from Esengiftligi datable to between the 2nd and the 3rd
century CE). Like the Sumerian Utu and the Babylonian Samas, he could see
everything that happened on earth, even hidden crimes, as were the violations of
the tombs. Therefore, he could be summoned as an executor of revenge, capable of
restoring justice. The wish that the offender of the tomb shall not be concealed
from the god Helios and suffer the same fate as the deceased can be found in an
imprecation from Parion in Mysia (Strubbe 1997 no. 6): un Adfv tov "HAlov dAda
méOv G kai oavty, “may he not stay hidden from Helios, but may he suffer what she
[has suffered]”. The same urge for vengeance fuels the epitaph of a supposedly
murdered child near Germa in Galatia (RECAM II, no. 110): 6g 100t YAOKL QEV-
/vog deeideto, "Hie Tertdv, tv avtiv dvtihaporto yapwv, “May the one who took
away the sweet light from him receive, Helios Teitan, the same favor in return”.

Several gravestones in Strubbe’s Anatolian Greek funerary corpus present a
very interesting iconographic trait: the motif of human raised hands?® with open
palms (see Fig. 3), as explained by the expression ygipag dei[pw] in, e.g., an
inscription from central Mysia invoking the messengers of Helios, Hosios and
Dikaios®! (Strubbe 1997 no. 19, datable to between the 1st century BCE and 1st
century CE). The motif of raised hands is frequent on the tombs of children and
young persons or, more in general, anybody who could not have died because of
natural death, but was supposed to have been killed in a criminal way or by means

20. The motif of raised hands might remind of the (downward-pointing) hands and (upright)
heads on the hieroglyphic Luwian inscription KARKAMIS Ala (Hawkins 2000: 87-91). In both the
Luwian and the Anatolian Greek inscriptions, these body parts have something to do with the curses,
but their function is totally different. The inscription KARKAMIS Ala interrupts the “Long Wall of
Sculpture”, which represents a procession of triumphant warriors: some of them lead naked prisoners
or hold severed hands. Thus, the isolated hands and heads can be interpreted as severed body parts in
connection with the “trophies” brought by Suhis to Tarhunzas after the victorious military responses
that followed Hatamanas’ desecration. It is possible to infer that, in the context of the Luwian inscrip-
tion, the severed hands and heads represent both warnings and evidences of punishment. Conversely,
in the Anatolian Greek inscriptions the raised hands are not severed, they are just a symbol of the
pious invocation to Helios.

21. On some new-found inscriptions featuring Hosios and Dikaios, see Giiney 2018 with biblio-
graphic references.
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of black magic (Graf 2007: 142-144; 2014: 390-394). The raising of the hands
symbolizes the invocation to Helios for divine vengeance and/or protection for the
grave (Cumont 1923; Robert 1965, 271-273; Graf 2007: 145-146): see, e.g.,
Strubbe 1997?? no. 168 (= MAMA 1, 399), from Nakoleia, in Phrygia, and datable
to around 200 CE on stylistic grounds:

[...] &av 11 TovT® TO Mpwelw YElpa KaknV [Tpocoicet],
“Hhe Tertdv, v avtny [x]épv dvianodog

“[...] If somebody lay a malevolent hand on this monument,
Helios Teitan, do the same favor in return”.

See also the final part of this contemporary prose epitaph (Ricl 1994: 170-171
no. 26 = SEG XLIV no. 1059) from Eskisehir (Fig. 4):

[...][...] Tov “"Hehov [KE] “[...]Helios and
Tavtog all the gods,
Bg00¢ v’ éy[ o |- so that they will
covow Nu[ag] avenge us”.

Fig. 4. Detail of the raised hands on the top of the stele (Ricl 1994, plate no. 26).

22. In the same catalogue, see also Strubbe 1997 nos. 209, 284, 359. Other similar inscriptions
are listed in Graf 2007.
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Helios’ epithet Teitan was due to the fact that he was the son of the Titans
Theia and Hyperion (Strubbe 1997: 145). In an inscription from the territory of
Olba in Cilicia, the usurper of the tomb is adjured by the gods of the underworld
and Helios, who bears the epithet Patrios, ‘ancestral’, this time: Oopkil® TOVG
yBoviovg kai tov matprov “Helov, “I adjure [him] by the gods of the underworld
and the ancestral god Helios”. The invocation "Hle Kvopte, “Lord Helios,” can be
found all over Asia Minor: see, e.g., an epitaph from Pessinous against the
supposed murderer of the young Menodoros: "Hi Kvpt, un o’dpéot (Waelkens
1986 no. 753), “Lord Helios, may he not please you,” or the inscription on a female
bust from Mopsouhesta in Cilicia (Strubbe 1997 no. 392). Since Helios was the
avenger par excellence in funerary curses, he could be designated even by a simple
6 0e0c®, as underlined by Johan Strubbe (1983: 269; 1997: 101; SEG XXXVII no.
1072): see, e.g., T 11 & av toAunoct, peteldi] adtov 6 Oedg (Strubbe 1997 no. 140),
“if somebody dares, may the God [Helios] go after him”.

As I have already mentioned supra, in Anatolia under the Roman rule the
theonym “Zeus” was commonly adopted to refer to an indigenous god that had
little or nothing in common with Greek Zeus, apart from the fact that they were
both considered powerful masculine divinities. In light of this principle, it will be
unsurprising to find that even Zeus himself could bear the epithet “Helios,” éhe
ZeD, as in the epigram that Diogenes Laertios (3rd century CE) dedicated to Thales
(Anth. Pal. 7.85.1 = Diog. Laert. 1.39), and that he was associated with solar
symbolism.>* As a sample, let us turn our attention to the votive stele dated
171/172 CE from Maionia in Lydia, now at Koloe, in the Izmir province (Fig. 5).
The Moon-god Men, Mnvi Tidpov Mnvi Tvpavve, is associated with the radiate
bust of a local Lydian Sun-god, here called Zeus Masphalatenos, Au
Mooeoratv®d (CIG Il no. 3439 = TAM V no. 536).

23. The usage of 0 0g6g in funerary inscriptions was not limited to monotheist Jews and Christians.

24. Topvucdv od mov Gydvo Oedpevov, Néhe Zed / Tov cogov évipo Galfiv fipracag éx
otadiov. / Aivéw dttL v &yyog dmfyayeg 1| yap 6 mpéoPug / OVkED dpudv omd yiig dotépag HSVVaTO
(Pontani 1979: 48-49). “Once, Zeus Helios, you carried off from the stadion the sage Thales while he
was watching the games. I praise you for taking him away to be close to you, for in truth the old man
could no longer see the stars from earth”.
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Fig. 5. Drawing of the stele featuring the Moon-god Men and Sun-god Zeus Masphalatenos
(Cook 1914 fig. 142).

Casting a glance at Johan Strubbe’s corpus APAI EIIITYMBIOI (Strubbe
1997), it is evident that Zeus was rarely invoked in the Anatolian Greek funerary
curses.”® However, he had a primary role in another context. Since life in central
Anatolia was essentially agricultural, Zeus was primarily summoned in prayers and
dedications to ensure the safety of crops and livestock (Drew-Bear and Naour
1990: 1914). 1t is possible to list some of the epithets of Zeus in this capacity: he is
Aumeieitng/Aumelkog (‘of the vine’), Avaddtng (‘causing the plants to sprout’),
Apotprog (‘ploughing’), I'ewpydc (‘fertilizing’), ‘Exorootitng (‘who makes crops
bear a hundredfold’, see Ricl 2017: 139), Emkdapmiog (‘fruit-bearing’), Edbkopmnog

25. The only inscriptions in the whole corpus that mention Zeus are the following ones: Strubbe
1997 nos. 155 (Zeus Olympios, together with Helios, Pluto, Kore, Artemis Hecate, the Erinyes, Her-
mes Chtonios, Ara), 218 (together with Helios and Ge), 300 and 302 (Zeus Eurydamenos).
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(‘fruitful’), OaAngOarrog (‘of the young shoots’), Kapropdopog/Kopmoddtmg
“fruit-giving’, see Drew-Bear and Naour 1990: 1949-1951), 'Onwpedg (‘bringing
fruit to ripeness’), TeAéoepopog (‘bringing fruit to perfection’), Tpepdviog
(‘nourisher’), @010 (‘generative’), etc. He was represented with long wavy hair
and a beard, often in conjunction with oxen (sometimes yoked), grapes, and craters.
It is worthwhile to cite this dedication to Zeus from Cukurhisar, near Eskisehir,
ancient Dorylaion?¢, datable ca. 170 CE, and first published by Alfred Korte (1900:
421):

[... Ppéxe yai]av, kapnd [6]wg Bpi[6n]
[kail &v]i otayveoscot TeOnNAn. Tadt]d
[o€] Mntpeddmpog eyd AMtopat, Kpo-
[v]ida Zeb, apoi teoic Pouoiow Emnp-
pata Oouata pélwv.

... that it may rain upon the earth, so that the earth may be heavy with fruit
and blossom forth in ears of corn. These things I, Metreodoros, beseech you,
Zeus, son of Kronos, making sacrifices pleasing (to you) around your altars”.
(Translation by Gibson 1978: 234).

From this prayer, the role of Zeus as a Storm-god connected to seasonal rain,
soil fertility, and abundant crops is self-evident. I might add that this dedication
strongly reminds me of the Hieroglyphic Luwian inscription SULTANHAL
(Hawkins 2000: 463—472) that I cited supra: indeed, after the acceptance of the
sacrifices, Zeus, exactly like Tarhunzas, will let the beneficial rain come down
from the sky, so that there will be abundant crops. Thomas Drew-Bear and
Christian Naour (1990: 1992-2013) collected several dedications connected to the
specifically Phrygian?’ cult of Zevg Bpovidv, meaning “Zeus Thunderer”. Thus,
Bartomeu Obrador-Cursach (2017: 316) is correct in observing that the image of

26. On the other epithets of Zeus in Phrygia Epiktetos in the Roman Era, see Ricl 2017: 136—
140.

27. “Il est notable que les documents viennent pratiquement tous soit de la Phrygie, soit des
zones voisines ou I’influence phrygienne a été profonde”. Another specifically Phrygian cult was the
one dedicated to Zevg Bévviog (Drew-Bear and Naour 1990: 1952—-1992), where the epithet is derived
from the Phrygian word Bévvog meaning ‘association’, especially in the sense of a local cult associa-
tion.
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Zeus evoked by this epithet is very reminiscent of the Luwian Storm-god
Tarhunzas’ one.

§ 5. Conclusions

In light of what has been outlined in the previous sections, we are now able to
draw our conclusions.

The binomial expression involving the antithetic pairing “gods and men” in
Hieroglyphic Luwian *336-na-na|DEUS-na-za |CAPUT-td-za-ha and in Neo-
Phrygian pe dewg ke (epelmg ke aims to express the concept of “universality,” and
it is widespread throughout the Indo-European world (see, e.g., examples in Vedic,
Greek, Latin, Celtic, etc.). The Luwian phrasing *336-na-na|DEUS-na-za
|CAPUT-td-za-ha looks like an isolated case within the Hieroglyphic Luwian
corpus, whereas the vast number of attestations of the Neo-Phrygian phrasing pe
dewg ke (epehwg ke proves its belonging to the formulaic language that
characterizes funerary curses in Phrygia. The possibility that a phrase which was
not included in the formulaic repertoire of a civilization was transmitted through
generations and transcended civilizations is very low. Thus, the argument in favor
of a direct filiation from Luwian to Phrygian loses most of its weight, and we
would more appropriately consider the parallel to be the result of common heritage.

As for the theoretical equivalence between Tarhunzas and Ti-, these two
divinities do not seem directly comparable. First of all, the curse in KARKAMIS
A3, I. 4 is not a funerary curse, but a protective curse prohibiting the removal of
the artisans donated to the Storm-god’s temple by Katuwas. In this respect, the
invocation to Tarhunzas is contingent, since it is /is temple. On the other hand, the
presence of Ti- in more than forty Neo-Phrygian funerary curses testifies to his
crucial role in the cursing process. A very small number of funerary inscriptions
are attested in the Hieroglyphic Luwian corpus, but they do not mention a specific
divinity in charge of the protection of the tomb. However, there was a Luwian
divinity specifically connected to the act of cursing: Tiwat-, the Sun-god, as proved
by the denominative verb derived from his theonym tiwatani-(ti)-, ‘to swear by the
Sun-god, to utter a curse’. In this respect, Ti-’s function has more in common with
Tiwat-’s one rather than with Tarhunzas’ one.

Other divinities are summoned in the Neo-Phrygian inscriptions: Bas is the
second most invoked god after Ti-. Since Ti- and Bas are mentioned together in
several inscriptions, it is possible to state that these two divinities have two
different functions: Ti- must “universally curse” the violators of the tomb and Bas
must not “bring bread” to them, i.e., he must make their fields infertile. Thus, Bas
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is connected to the sphere of fertility, exactly like Tarhunzas who, according to the
Luwians, was held responsible for the outcome of the harvest on the basis of his
control over the weather.

Funerary curses were written mostly in Greek throughout Anatolia under the
Roman rule, so we compared the Neo-Phrygian funerary imprecations with their
Greek counterparts in the catalogue APAI EIIITYMBIOI (Strubbe 1997). Quite
astonishingly, the Sun-god Helios is one of the most invoked divinities in the
corpus. Since he received little cultic attention in Classical Greece, his resurgence
in Roman Anatolia must count for something. Indeed, the Sun-god Helios became
the avenger god par excellence in funerary curses to the extent that he could be
simply called 6 0g6¢ and that the iconographic motif of raised hands symbolized
his call for vengeance.

Although the etymological analysis confirms the kinship between Phrygian
Ti-, Luwian Tiwat-, and Greek Zeus, all deriving from a common PIE root *di-éu-,
meaning ‘sky’ (NIL 70-71, s.v.), a caveat must be made. In Roman Anatolia, the
theonym “Zeus” was commonly adopted to refer to an indigenous god who was
considered a powerful masculine divinity like Zeus. In light of this principle, Zeus
himself could bear the epithet “Helios,” or the attributes of an omniscient Sun-god.
However, most of the epithets characterize him as a Weather- or Storm-god
responsible for the success or failure of the harvest, like Zgvg Bpovidv.

Thus, it is possible to imply the continuity over the centuries of the following
divine categories in rural Anatolia:

a) a Storm-god in charge of the weather and, consequently, of soil fertility, like
Tarhunzas, Zeus Bronton vel. sim., and Bas;

b) an omniscient Sun-god able to spot and universally curse the perpetrators of a
crime, like Tiwat-, Helios, and Ti-.

In this connection, I cannot share Bartomeu Obrador-Cursach’s (2017: 316)
proposal of considering “Bog and Ti- two epikleseis of the Phrygian Superior Male
god”. Other divinities are mentioned, e.g., in the inscription Haas 1966 no. 48 =
Obrador-Cursach 2020 no. 1.1, i.e., Mupagota, Mag Teppoyeftog and IMovvtog |
Bag, which proves that Phrygians worshipped several divinities in the Roman Era
without the need of positing the existence of a unique masculine divinity equivalent
to Paleo-Phrygian Matar.

In conclusion, we can argue that the parallel between KARKAMIS A3, 1. 4
and the Neo-Phrygian funerary curse apodoses is only formal and somehow dictat-
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ed by chance: it does not necessarily imply the survival of a Hieroglyphic Luwian

curse in Roman Phrygia.

§ 6. Appendix 1

...Tle TIT[T]eTkpEvog €1Tov. .. (2)

“...let him become accursed by Ti-".

...ToG Vi e [8]e[mg ke (epelmcg ke Tie
TITTETIKWEVOG €1TOV (3)

“...let him become accursed by Ti-
among gods and men”.

...ToG Vi ue Cepelog Ke 900G Ke T
TITTETIKEVOG €[ 1]ToV (6)

“...let him become accursed by Ti-
among men and gods”.

...OL E1POL 0. TIE TITTETIKLEVOL VOV (7)

“...let the elpor become accursed by Ti-".

...Le1paL Ke 01 TETEC KE TITTETIKUEVO. OT TIE
adevvov (12)

‘...let his hands and feet become
accursed by Ti-".

... TITETIKHEVOG aG Tiav gTov (14)

“...let him become accursed by Ti-".

...To¢ Vi O o¢ CJyelmg Tt pexa t(ie]
TITTETIKWLEVOG €1TOL (25)

“...let him become accursed by the great
Ti- in the sight of gods and men”.

... TLE TUTTETIKUEVOG €1TOV (26)

...let him become accursed by Ti-".

..ot T k€ adetrov (39)

...let him become accursed by Ti-".

[...0t t]uadertov (44)

...let him become accursed by Ti-".

... TITTETIKLEVOG 0T TLE adETOL (45)

...let him become accursed by Ti-".

..ot Tt adeyTov] (50)

...let him become accursed by Ti-".

...atg[tikpevo]g at t[1] (51)

...let him become accursed by Ti-".

...tirtetikpev[og] ag tav grtov (53)

...let him become accursed by Ti-".

..[t]ertteTikpevog at tie g1tov (56)

...let him become accursed by Ti-".

... TTITTETIKUEVOG AT TL adetTov (57)

...let him become accursed by Ti-".
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... TITETIKUEVOG Ot TiE adertov (61)

“...let him become accursed by Ti-".

...0T TU] K€ 0EMG KE TITTETIKUEVOG €1TOV (62)

“...let him become accursed by Ti- and
the gods™.

..ot T Or[t]eticpevo[g adlettov (65)

...let him become accursed by Ti-".

...OTITETIKUEVOG AT TL 0deLTov (67)

...let him become accursed by Ti-".

[...at Ti]e TiteTk[pevog ertov] (68)

...let him become accursed by Ti-".

..[trtetic]pe[vog at ti]e afdettov] (70)

...let him become accursed by Ti-".

... TITTETIKLEVOG 0T TL AOELTOL. .. (72)

...let him become accursed by Ti-".

...0em¢ Cepelmg Tie TiTTETIKUEVOG €1TOL (73)

...let him become accursed by Ti- in the
sight of gods and men”.

...Cepehmg Tie TirTeTIKpEVOG e1tov (75)

“...let him become accursed by Ti- in the
sight of men”.

... TITETIKUEVOG aT TL adettov (77)

...let him become accursed by Ti-".

...tut[et]ikpevo[g] at Tt adettov (80)

...let him become accursed by Ti-".

[...teTcpev]og at TL adettov (85)

...let him become accursed by Ti-".

...0 TL0deTov... (87)

...let him become accursed by Ti-".

[...pe Ceplermot ke demg [ke Tie] ke
Titetikp[evog rtov]. .. (92)

...let him become accursed by Ti-
among men and gods...”

...0T TIE TITETIKUEVOG €1TOV (94)

“...let him become accursed by Ti-".

... e Cepelmg ke demG Ke TiE TITETIKU[EVOG
eirov] (97)

“...let him become accursed by Ti-
among men and gods”.

[...itetikpe]vog at T adettov (101)

“...let him become accursed by Ti-".

[...a] Tie TireTikpevog ertfov] (102)

“...let him become accursed by Ti-".
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...7o[c] [vt pe] Qpermg] o TL OTITETIKUEVOG
[ert]ov (103)

“...let him become accursed by Ti-
among men”.

...mirteTikpe[vog ot Tt adetrov (108)

“...let him become accursed by Ti-".

...Je demg Tie TITTETIKUEVOG £1TOV (112)

“...let him become accursed by Ti-
among gods”.

... TN TITTETIKLEVOG €1tov (114)

...let him become accursed by Ti-".

...1¢ Tte T TTETIK|pLevog €ttv... (120)

...let him become accursed by Ti-...

...Tie TIrTeTikpevog ettfov] (123)

...let him become accursed by Ti-".

...Tteg Tirete[ |t Kpevog] ertov (126)

...let him become accursed by Ti-".

...Tie TrreTikpevog grtov] (127)

...let him become accursed by Ti-".

...T0¢ Vi le olepelomg Ke Tie Ke
TitTeTIKpEVOG ertov (131)

...let him become accursed before men
and Ti-”.

§ 7. Appendix Il

10G VL GELOVY KVOLHLOVEL KOKOV
0OOOKET YEYELLEVOV €-

Y€S0V TIOG OVTOV OKKE 01 PEKOG
OKKOAOG TIOPEYPOLV EITOV
AVTOG KE 0VO, KOPOKO YEYOL- Vac.
prtpevog ag Batav tevtoug. (33)

10-G KE GELOVY KVOLLLOLV-
1 KOKOVV 0O0KET, EPA YEY-
pewev[a]v gyedolv]

TL0G OVLTAV VTOS K’ OV-

o kopaxa [yley[aptt]ue[v]o-
¢ o patav tevtovc. (36)

“Whoever does harm to this tomb, let
him suffer the written curse of Ti-, and
let the bread be inedible to him, and ...
cursed by Bas”.

“Whoever does harm to this tomb, let
him suffer the written curse of Ti-, and
... cursed by Bas”.
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0l KOG [GELLOVY TOL KVOLHLOV]- “Whoever does any harm to this tomb,
€1 KO[KOVV 00dAKET 1, let him become accursed by Ti-, and let
yeyplewevay gyedov tog ovtay <pue>  Bas not bring bread to him”.

KE TOTO]-

ooelTt fag Pekoc. (64)

10G Vi Gepovy K[vov]- “Whoever does harm to this tomb or to
Havt Kakovv 0dd[o]- this stele, let Bas not bring bread to
KET OVl pavkng, pajg] him, and let him become accursed by
101 Bexog pe Pepe|t] Ti-".

0T TN KE TITTETIKY[E]-
VoG €110v. (86)

10G VL GELOV KVOULLLOVEL KO- “Whoever does harm to this tomb, let
KE 0LOOUKET, TITETIKIEVOS him become accursed by Ti-, and let
0C TLOV ELTOV, UE KE O Bas not give bread to him”.

Totocceltt Pog Pexog. (99)
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Greek-Phrygian contact and sociolinguistic context in the Neo-
Phrygian corpus”

Maria Paz de Hoz
Universidad Complutense de Madrid

§ 1. Introduction

Not only does the Phrygian language have a particularly close kinship with
Greek, but its testimonies in Hellenistic and Roman times must be contextualised
with regard to its contact with this language and alphabet. My intention here is to
approach Phrygian from the point of view of the Greek language, and in the con-
text of the Greek-Phrygian bilingualism attested in inscriptions in Asia Minor dur-
ing Roman times. This approach, which is largely sociolinguistic in nature, has
already been dealt with in particular by Brixhe, whose work is an essential starting
point for any analysis of this subject. Some observations will be made along these
lines, which I believe support the idea that Phrygian was still a spoken language in
Roman times. Some of them are of a historical nature, and others deal with literacy
and linguistic matters. Let us begin with the historical question.

§ 2. Neo-Phrygian in its historical context

The inscriptions written in Phrygian from the Roman period cover a limited
section of the ancient area of Phrygian influence and of Palaeo-Phrygian inscrip-

* 1 am grateful to the editors of this volume for the invitation to participate, and to Bartomeu
Obrador-Cursach for the many talks shared on Greeks and Phrygians, as well as for his comments on
a previous draft of this paper. The comments of several of the participants have also been of great
help in the final version.
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tions (map). When speaking of Roman—period Phrygia, one must bear in mind the
great difference between, on the one hand, Epiktetos Phrygia, Parorea and the up-
per and eastern part of Strabo's Phrygia Magna in the central plateau, and, on the
other, western and south-western Phrygia, also included by Strabo in Phrygia
Magna.! Neo-Phrygian inscriptions are found only in the first of these areas, where
to a large extent a different historical development explains a different linguistic
process.

In this area, the end of the Phrygian hegemony in the 6th century BC marks
the beginning of a post-literate, post-urban, highly fragmented, cellular agro-
pastoral society, in Peter Thonemann's words.> Whether or not one agrees with this
author's explanation of the phenomenon, the fact is that the picture does not change
in Achaemenid or Hellenistic times, and only superficially in a large part of this
area in Roman times. The ancient and famous Gordion of the 8th—6th century BC,
attested both in Greek literary and archaeological sources, maintained, and even
increased, contact with the outside world, and specifically with the Greek world
during the 5th, 4th, and part of the 3rd century BC, when Greek inscriptions and
onomastics, and objects of Greek origin are attested in the city. Greek sources,
however, tell us only of the Gordion of the first Phrygian kings, and the archaeolo-
gy of the city reflects a gradual loss of the administrative, social, and cultural role
of the ancient Phrygian city in Achaemenid and Hellenistic politics.> But the
Achaemenid domination of Asia Minor did not only affect Gordion; it brought
about a complete political and social simplification in most of Phrygia.* Only two
Phrygian areas were politically and culturally significant in Persian times, and both
were very strategically located: one of them, Kelainai, was on the road linking
Ekbatana to Sardis; the other, Daskyleion, was on the Bosphorus coast. The Ke-
lainai area seems to have had very close contact with Lydia by this time, and it is

1. On Strabo’s Phrygia cf. de Hoz (2020).

2. Thonemann (2013); for a geographical description of the area of concern, op. cit., 4-8. On
the history of the Phrygians since their settlement in Asia Minor up to the Lydian domination in the
6th century BC vid. Marek (2010: 144-151; 149 for the mutual Greek-Phrygian influences); von
Dongen (2014).

3. For ancient sources on Gordion and the early Phrygian kings cf. Wittke (2004: 218-226); on
the history of Gordion through archaeological finds, Dusinberre (2019), who characterises the city as
“‘off the grid”’. On the relegation of ancient Phrygian state life to the private sphere and the de-
statification of Phrygia in general between the 6th and 4th centuries as a rational adaptation to the
circumstances of Persian rule, Thonemann (2013, esp. 14). On Phrygian epigraphy at Gordion
Obrador-Cursach (2020, 10-13; catalogue of inscriptions on pp. 444—500).

4. Thonemann (2013).
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not clear that Phrygian was spoken there in Achaemenid times; Lydian is indeed
the only language documented from this period.> The importance of Daskyleion
and its close contacts with the Greeks as early as the 8th century BC, as well as its
rise as a Persian satrapy in the 5th and 4th centuries BC, are reflected in archaeo-
logical and epigraphic finds, and in numerous Greek literary sources. After the
Macedonian conquest, however, Daskyleion fell into decline and disappeared as an
entity, to the extent that in Strabo's time (12.8.10) its Phrygian past is not even
remembered.® Apart from Gordion, the other places where Phrygian inscriptions
are still found in Achaemenid times, are precisely those in the area of influence of
Daskyleion, in the western border area between Bithynia and Phrygia, including
Dorylaion.’

Contrary to what one might think, the arrival of Alexander the Great did not
leave a significant Greek cultural imprint on most of this territory.® It does so in the
westernmost area, in Daskyleion, which in a few decades lost all Phrygian identity
and rapidly became Hellenised. In central Phrygia an intense activity involving the
foundation of colonial settlements began, starting with Dokimeion at the end of the
4th century. However, most of them were phrouria where the Greek presence,
which was scarce, must have had little or no influence on the native population.
From Dokimeion comes the only surviving evidence of the linguistic relationship
between Phrygians and Greeks in the early decades of Greek rule in Asia Minor.
An inscription in the Phrygian language and Greek alphabet, dated shortly after the
foundation of the Greek settlement, attests to close contact between native speakers
of these two languages and the adoption of the Greek alphabet for writing Phrygi-
an, an ability that could only be attributed to a bilingual author, competent in both
languages. The use of one's own alphabet to write a foreign language is well attest-

5. Von Kienlin, Summerer and Ivantchik (2014) on Kelainai in Achaemenid times and Lydian
influence; Ivantchik and Adiego (2016) on a Lydian inscription from the city.

6. On the history of Daskyleion cf. Bakir-Akbasoglu (1997). For the Phrygian inscriptions,
Obrador-Cursach (2020), B-06, B-07, B-101-108, datable between the 6th and 4th c. BC.

7. Obrador-Cursach (2020), B-01-07; for Dorylaion, pp. 509-517: 38 very short graffiti, some
single-letter on instrumenta, dated between 500 and 330 BC, and perhaps a stone inscription.

8. On urbanisation in central Anatolia before Augustus see Mitchell (1993, I: 81-86), who
points out the difference between the foundation of cities on the western edge of the central plateau
and the presence of forts (phrouria) to the east in Strabo's description. This author reflects how in
some places the interest of Hellenistic kings may have led to a certain cultural Hellenisation (Pontus
and Cappadocia), but also that central and eastern Phrygia were not among those places. Cf.
Thonemann (2013) in the same direction.
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ed in the ancient world, for example among Greeks speaking Latin or vice versa.’
The author could have been a member of a Hellenised Phrygian family. However, I
think it more likely that the initiative came from one of the Greeks settled in Phryg-
ia, who were probably assimilated into the Phrygian culture through marriage, and
who had adopted the Phrygian language and used it in honour of the dead man's
Phrygian family, resorting to his alphabet for lack of a Phrygian one. This interpre-
tation is further supported by the epitaph as a properly Greek epigraphic genre,
since no funerary inscription is preserved in Palaeo-Phrygian except a testimony of
Daskyleion, which significantly was a multicultural city.! The epitaph from
Dokimeion is dedicated by a certain Nikostratos to a certain Kleumachos. Nikostra-
tos, judging by another Greek inscription which presumably mentions the same
personage, was probably married to a Phrygian woman, since his daughter has a
Phrygian name. The Greek inscription, a generation later, reveals the competence
in Greek of the daughter of this mixed marriage, who was herself married to a
Greek (Theophilos), and the use of it was possibly influenced by the Greek epi-
graphic habit, which does not necessarily imply the loss of Phrygian.'!

The invasion of the Galatians in Asia Minor and their subsequent settlement in
so-called Galatia, the territory corresponding to the ancient nucleus of Gordion,
was possibly the decisive event that cut off Gordion, and the entire Phrygian north-
east, from the Greeks in the course of the 3rd century BC, and which caused the
final decline of the city. In the area of Phrygia Epiktetos there is no evidence of
Hellenistic social development with the exception of Aizanoi, where the first pri-
vate Greek inscription is in any case not earlier than the 2"/1% century BC. It is
explained in relation to the Macedonian klerouchoi which was established to ad-
minister the territories donated to the temple of Zeus by Attalus I of Pergamon and
Prousias I of Bithynia.'? However, it was not until the middle of the 1st century BC
that the first civic document in Greek appeared in this city, which was also the first
in northern Phrygia, as well as being one of the first public documents in Greek in

9. Cf. Adams (2003: 40—67) for the various variants and interpretations of transliterated texts,
exemplified in the case of Greco-Latin bilingualism, but extensible to others.

10. For the epitaph of Daskyleion, see Obrador-Cursach (2020), B-07 (the supposed B-06 offers
no relevant information at the moment). On the absence of this epigraphic typology in Paleo-
Phrygian, see Obrador-Cursach, (2021: 47).

11. Brixhe (2004), W-11; Obrador-Cursach (2020: 524), MPhr 0-1 for the Phrygian inscription.
Cf. Thonemann (2013: 18-19) for the different possibilities of interpretation.

12. Thonemann (2013: 23, 24) for traces in Roman times of the already Hellenistic foundation
of other katoikiai north of Kotiaion, in Eukarpia and in Akmoneia.
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the whole of Phrygia Epiktetos.!? It was from this time onwards that public inscrip-
tions in Greek and coinage began to appear in Synnada, Dokimeion, Themisonion,
and Apollonia. Roman interest in the material and human resources of central and
eastern Phrygia promoted the existence of imperial and senatorial states, the con-
struction of roads, a certain economic prosperity, and the spread of Greek as a lan-
guage of communication and epigraphy, but not a widespread urbanisation of the
territory, which remained essentially rural and decentralised.'*

This historical picture is not at all favourable to the idea of a thorough Hellen-
isation, let alone to the adoption of Greek literacy. Even in the areas where Mace-
donian settlements were established in Hellenistic times, the Greek presence must
not have been strong enough to impose their language and customs, or even the
epigraphic habit, on the Phrygian population. The Dokimeion inscription, even if it
was not an isolated case, does not seem to be representative of a phenomenon that
came to fruition, but rather of a frustrated attempt at Phrygian literacy in the area. It
is significant that the next generation wrote in the Greek language and alphabet, but
it is also significant that this inscription is again an isolated text and that there are
no Greek inscriptions in the city until the st century BC."> The logical conse-
quence of the historical picture of Greco-Phrygian contacts argues for the contin-
ued existence of Phrygian as a spoken language, even more so than that of other
indigenous languages in Asia Minor, of whose survival we know. In Strabo's time
it seems that the indigenous peoples of northwest Asia Minor had already discarded
their native languages and onomastics (12.4.6), but Carian is still spoken in some
areas (14.2.3, 28), as was Lydian in Cibyratis, as well as Solymian, Pisidian, and
Greek (13.1.65). Literary testimonies throughout the Roman period seem to testify
to the survival of Galatian, Lycaonian, and Isaurian, in addition to Phrygian.'® Un-
like Lydian, Carian, and Lycian inscriptions, whose disappearance can be directly

13. Thonemann (2013: 23); Mitchell (1993: 81-86) on the foundation of cities in central
Anatolia before Augustus.

14. Brixhe (2002: 254-256); Thonemann (2013: 36-38). For the process of urbanisation in
Roman times in Asia Minor in general, with the differences according to areas, Mitchell (1993: 80—
98).

15. The epigraphic habit, public and private, is a central feature of Greek civic culture (Mitchell
1993, I: 85-86).

16. On the linguistic situation in Asia Minor in Roman times see Mitchell (1993: 1 172-175); on
Galatian, Id. 50-51, Freeman (2001: 9—12). On Phrygian see the account by Socrates, a fifth-century
AD Church historian, of Bishop Selinas from Kotiaion, a Goth on his father's side and a Phrygian on
his mother’s, who prayed in the church in both languages; and cf. the discussion in Roller (2018:
124-125).
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linked to a profound Hellenisation of the language and epigraphic habit, the disap-
pearance of the ancient Phrygian script cannot be linked to Hellenisation, which
makes the history of the Phrygian language and its written revival in Roman times
very different from the linguistic history of the above-mentioned peoples.

§ 3. Greek-Phrygian bilingualism in Roman times

In the recent edition of the Phrygian corpus, published by Bartomeu Obrador-
Cursach in 2020, the Neo-Phrygian subcorpus contains 118 inscriptions with
Phrygian texts written in the Greek alphabet.!” Most of these are bilingual Greek-
Phrygian funerary inscriptions in which the Greek text contains the details of the
deceased, and the Phrygian text an imprecation, although there are also other types
of code-switching and Phrygian monolingual inscriptions.!® The distribution area
of these inscriptions corresponds to an area and a period in which there is an abun-
dance of monolingual epigraphy in Greek.! This epigraphy in Greek, mainly fu-
nerary and cultic, reflects an adoption of the Greek language throughout the area, at
least as a language of prestige, and probably as a professional language, and in
some cases surely as lingua franca. The usefulness of Greek as a vehicular lan-
guage at a time of great mobility in Asia Minor and when, due in part to the new
administrative frontiers, contact between peoples of different languages was in
many cases almost obligatory, is easily understandable. The establishment of Ro-
man administration and the increased economic and commercial activity promoted
by the Romans in the area gave access to many jobs for which Greek was the lan-
guage of communication. The inscriptions throughout the interior of Asia Minor
that began to be Hellenised under the Romans show a special interest demonstrat-
ing their Greek culture as an element of prestige and belonging to the Roman em-

17. The edition and numbering of the inscriptions follows Obrador-Cursach (2020), where
reference to previous editions can be found; the readings and interpretations of the Phrygian, and all
translations from Phrygian, are also by this author. Cf. Id. https:/medium.com/@elnatoli/phrygian-
inscriptions-identified-after-the-phrygian-language-2020-9f7bfda0d18e for a new Neo-Phrygian and
several Palaco-Phrygian inscriptions discovered after the publication of the book.

18. ‘Bilingual’ refers here to the use of two languages in the same inscription, regardless of
whether one is a translation of the other, or whether code-switching is involved.

19. On the interaction between Greek and Phrygian in Roman times see Brixhe (2002), where
the chronology and geographical area of Neo-Phrygian is described (247-251). I focus here only on
the information the Neo-Phrygian inscriptions provide concerning the relationship between the two
texts, Greek and Phrygian.
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pire.*’ Any sociolinguistic study of Phrygian at this time has to be made against
this background, and also should take into account a number of problems that make
it difficult, and sometimes even impossible, to draw definitive conclusions. A large
part of the Neo-Phrygian inscriptions have been lost, and we can only work with
copies that were made several decades or even a century ago; precise dating is al-
most impossible when there are no explicit references in the texts, even more so
when it has to be based on a palaeography and epigraphic support known only from
drawings. Current knowledge of Phrygian does not allow us at present to identify
with certainty spelling errors or phonetic, morphological, syntactic, or lexical inter-
ferences of Greek in this language, so that most of the conclusions that can be
drawn are based on the information provided by the Greek texts, whether in mono-
lingual or bilingual inscriptions. Further on, the inherent problems in any private
epigraphic text must be added: is what we read the text written by the commission-
er, the text written by the engraver at the dictation of the commissioner, the text
written by a literate person based on the wishes of the commissioner (who is differ-
ent from the engraver), or the text of the dedicator who is the engraver himself?
Are the use of language and other possible identifying elements that appear in the
funerary texts those of the dedicator or those of the deceased? For the sake of sim-
plification and in the idea that in general the engraver copies a text given by the
dedicator, the written texts are analysed here as if they were the dedicator's texts.
Even if in some cases this was not the case, the conclusions on the issue at hand
would not be seriously altered. In principle, it seems that in general the Greek and
Phrygian texts of each inscription are written by the same hand,?! which eliminates
a possible additional problem in the correct interpretation of real bilingualism.

As other authors have already pointed out, the fact that most of the Phrygian
texts are imprecatory formulas could be due to the survival of Phrygian only for a
very limited and specific linguistic domain. These formulae have frequent variants,
especially in the apodosis, sometimes by expansion, which does not contradict the
possibility that they are the survival of an oral tradition that is no longer produc-
tive. Some variants, however, do suggest a personal or local variatio, which would
point to a productive survival of the imprecatory language. Moreover, there are
many non-formulaic and non-imprecatory texts or parts of texts that cannot be ex-
plained as ritual remains or set phrases. The fact that Greek generally appears at the

20. de Hoz (2008).
21. Brixhe (2002: 252).
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front of the stelae and Phrygian at the bottom will not necessarily be considered
proof that Greek is the dominant language over Phrygian, as it is the content that
determines the place of appearance in funerary texts, and imprecations are always
inscribed behind the details of the deceased, as we see in monolingual funerary
inscriptions in Greek. The following testimonies are analysed below as proof that
the Phrygian language was still a living language in Roman times: 1. Non-
imprecatory Phrygian texts or parts of Phrygian texts. 2. Intertextuality between
different linguistic codes. 3. Particularities of Greek texts that can be ascribed to
Phrygian interference. In addition, lexical issues will be analysed which, although
they cannot be adduced as proof that Phrygian was still alive, are of interest for the
question of the degree of interaction between Phrygian (L1) and Greek (L2).

§ 4. Some texts or parts of texts in Phrygian which are not imprecatory

Among the Phrygian texts which are not imprecatory or are not reduced to an
imprecatory formula we have the following cases:

Bilingual texts

— One bilingual text in the sense established by Adams.?® Only the funerary
inscription from Dorylaion (1.1), with imprecation to the gods Mithrapata, Mas
Tembrogios and Bas of Pontus, corresponds to this type, although with variants in
both languages and without physical separation between them on the epigraphic
field.

— A bilingual text without imprecation (1.2, also from Dorylaion) in which the
details of the deceased are given in Greek and those of the dedicators in Phrygian.
It should be noted, nevertheless, that the Phrygian part is very generic: daxapev
To/TePNG VKLY /apyov, ‘her parents made (it) as a vow’.

— A bilingual text (6.1) found in Baglica (the area of Ortakoy, almost on the
southern border of Galatia) with personal information of the deceased in Greek and
an imprecation in Phrygian (1. 4-8). The name of one of the deceased described as
aoros (awpo Ovevaoviag) is inserted in the Phrygian imprecation. It has the Greek
term in genitive, but there is typical graphic confusion in Neo-Phrygian between /o/

22. For the analysis of other aspects with other approaches to the Neo-Phrygian corpus as
testimony of contact between Greeks and Phrygians cf. the aforementioned works of Brixhe (2002)
and Anfosso (2017, 2019).

23. Adams (2003: 30-31): a text in which the same content, or with minor variations, is
expressed in two different languages that are also physically separated in the written field.
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long and long closed, and the genitive of the Phrygian anthroponym following the
Phrygian desinence instead of the Ionian Greek of the two Greek texts (-in).2* This
personal insertion in the imprecation is possibly related to the role played in Phryg-
ia by the dead aoroi as helpers of the imprecatory gods (cf. infra). Further, the im-
precatory god, the heavenly king Dionysos, has no parallel in the Phrygian texts,
and we do not know whether he corresponds to a personal or more widespread
Greek interpretatio of a Phrygian god, or to the Greek god. The epithets ‘heavenly’
and ‘king’ are, however, typical of indigenous gods in Asia Minor, especially Men.
The departure from stagnant formulae and the intrasentential code-switching within
the imprecation proves the actual bilingualism of the author.

— Inscription 56.2, from the Axylon area, consists of a first part in Greek with
the dedication ‘in remembrance’ of a mother and daughter to her husband and son
and to her father and brother respectively, and a second part in Phrygian which,
although not an imprecation, was surely understood as such by the reader. It is a
clause limiting the use of the tomb to the persons named: povav ppotin 1ov gyecit
veypwevov, ‘only for the dead whose names are engraved’. This limitation is not
known in other Phrygian texts, but is very frequent in Greek epitaphs from the
more Hellenised areas of Asia Minor, including western Phrygia.?® It is very likely
that this is a translation of a well-known Greek formula, which would imply real
and active bilingualism on the part of the author of the text.

— The inscription 2.2 from Nakoleia, dated by Avram to the 3rd century AD
and distributed on the four sides of the funerary altar, has an initial part in Greek
with the personal details of the dedicator and the deceased, a central part in Phrygi-
an, where a typical imprecation is preceded by a blessing with no parallel in Phryg-
ian inscriptions, and three Greek texts of a rather particular character.?

Entirely Phrygian texts

Most of the monolingual Phrygian inscriptions consisting only of an impreca-
tory formula could easily have contained a Greek text in front, but the loss of the
stelae or altars prevents us from confirming this. There are, however, monolingual
Phrygian inscriptions which, in addition to the imprecation, contain the specific

24. The name of the husband of one of the deceased is added in Greek after the Phrygian
imprecation, possibly later. This inscription is one of the two that Brixhe (2002: 252-253, with
commentary) adduces as irrefutable proof that Phrygian was understood.

25. Cf. e.g.: &v 1} xn[8]evdfcovia[i] pdvor oi mpoyeypaupévor: (Hierapolis, AAT 101, 1966/67,
p- 321, n. 50); £tépw 0& undevi €[EEa]Ton mapa To yeypapup[éva]- (Dionysopolis, MAMA 1V 301).

26. Cf. on this inscription Avram (2015); Obrador-Cursach (2016); de Hoz (2017: 141-143).
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personal details of the deceased and the dedicators. These inscriptions, although
very rare, are of particular interest.

— A long inscription from Gezler Kdyii in the area of Afyon with final impre-
cation (16.1), dated to the late 1st or early 2nd century AD and considered one of
the oldest neo-Phrygian texts. The funerary data include the Phrygian name Xeune
and the Greek name ‘Eppolaog; this one attested to Greek inscriptions mainly from
Asia Minor and especially from Phrygia, Pisidia, Pamphylia, Cilicia, and Lycia.?’

— Inscription 11.2 from Bayat, (*Etsyena). Its beginning is lost, and the rest is
difficult to read, but has specific funerary data and a final imprecation (11. 8—10).

— A long funerary inscription from Kadinhani, in the Phrygian-Lykaonian area
(43.1), with a final imprecation (1l. 15-22).

— An incomplete Phrygian text from Nakoleia (2. 1) with the name of the de-
ceased and the dedicating husband: Zevvn tav €1i&a vyo/dav Tpotug o[g]oTo/gvay
LavKOY ap/gotoy 1ot avap dopuvka/[vog ---], ‘For Xeune, her husband Dorykanos
(has placed) ... at the top (of the monument) ... the erected stele ...". It is not known
whether it also contained an imprecation.

§ 5. Intertextuality between different linguistic codes

As mentioned above, in several inscriptions in the Neo-Phrygian corpus there
is code-switching from Greek to Phrygian.?® Although intersentential switching is
generally considered to be the result of high competence in both languages,” 1
think there are many circumstances in which this may not be necessary. What
seems to me to be decisive in the code-switching of some Greco-Phrygian bilin-
guals is not the change per se within a sentence or between sentences of the same
information, but the intertextuality that occurs in some cases between the two
codes. This intertextuality is reflected in some Neo-Greco-Phrygian inscriptions in
the implicit or explicit reference in one code to what is said in the other, or in the

27. In the Phrygian text 16.1 it is written with omega instead of omicron (eppw[A]agg). Cf. on
this typical confusion of Greek in Phrygia perhaps due to interference from Phrygian, see Brixhe
(1987: 55-56).

28. On code-switching in general see Thomson (2001: 131-136); applied to Latin, Greek and
other ancient languages, Adams (2003: 18-29). For a theoretical framework and bibliographical
references on codeswitching in general, and its application to the Neo-Phrygian corpus cf. Anfosso
(2017).

29. Myers-Scotton (1993: 71); cf. Anfosso (2019: 11) applied to Neo-Phrygian inscriptions.
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way in which what is expressed in one code affects what is expressed or omitted in
the other.
Within this phenomenon, in turn, there are several types:

-Imprecation in Phrygian and Greek.

In inscription 18.2 from Augustopolis, the Phrygian imprecation following the
Greek text is in turn followed by a Greek imprecation. Both coincide almost com-
pletely in the protasis, but not in the apodosis.

1G K€ GELOVY K<V>OVUIVOG <KOKOVV>

ad0KeV, 1e S| ¢ L]eUEAMC TITETIKUEVOG NTOV.
4 0¢ dv 8¢ Kakdg [w]unoe, Tékva G-

pa Evtu[yotto].

‘And whoever does <harm> to this tomb, let him be accursed in the sight of
god[s (and) m]en’. Greek: ‘Whoever does harm (to it), let him have children
untimely dead’.

Of course, we might think that the author, not knowing how similar the formu-
lae are, has put in a Phrygian phrase which he knows by heart without fully under-
standing it, followed by a Greek one which is a variant of another, more frequent
one which is also Greek. The fact that he has not attempted a literal translation may
be an indication that he does not really know Phrygian; but it may also be an indi-
cation that he very consciously resorts to the most common formula in each of the
languages.** Competence in Greek is demonstrated, in addition to the not formulary
Greek text and the omission of the reference to the tomb, which is made in the
Phrygian imprecation, by the ability to adapt a fossilised Phrygian formula to
Greek usage: tékva dopa évtu[yoito]. This is not an exact translation of any attest-
ed Phrygian formula, but very close to the Greek formula, probably of Phrygian
origin, TEKVOV AMPOV TEPTEGOLTO GLHPOPATs, which is especially frequent in cen-
tral Phrygia (Appia, Orkistos Amorion).>! Although the term &wpog is attested in
funerary inscriptions in various parts of the Greek world, it should be noted that the
evidence is scarce in insular and central Greece, but very abundant in Asia Minor

30. The omission of kaxovv in line 2 is possibly attributable to the lapicide.
31. Cf. Strubbe (1997), no. 181 with comment, 182, 190, 204, 207, 222.
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and, above all, in Syria and in Egypt, Nubia, and Cyrenaica.’? This suggests a
Phrygian nature, perhaps of East Semitic origin, for this imprecation. Of all Asia
Minor, it is precisely Phrygia, and secondly Galatia (ancient Phrygian territory),
which has the greatest number of testimonies.

The use of this formula, instead of resorting to a translation of the Phrygian
apodosis pe dww[g {Jepermg TiteTIKpEVOG NTOL, probably also shows a lively bilin-
gual and intercultural awareness. This Phrygian formula and the variant found for
example in 66.1 (cf. infra) — to[¢ vi pe] {ifpehoc] a Tt atitikpevog [et]ov, ‘let him
be accursed by Zeus [among] m[en]’ — is one of the most frequent Phrygian impre-
cations.*® In Greek, on the other hand, there are only two, inexact parallels among
the hundreds of imprecations attested in Asia Minor. Possibly the idea of being
imprecated in the sight of gods and men, or by a god in the sight of men, is com-
pletely alien to the Greek mentality and, aware of this (and because the Greeks
have not adapted this Phrygian formula to their language) the Phrygians substitute
this part with another formula which has been assimilated by the Greeks.

A similar case of a Greek inscription with a final imprecation in Phrygian fol-
lowed by an imprecation in Greek is found at Klaneos (Turgut) in eastern Phrygia
(66.1):

[tog] oepov T1 kvovpavt k[ak]-

[ov a]Pepett Lel[ par] mapTav, To[G]
[Vt pe] Qpermc] o Tt aTITIKIEVOG
[etT]ov.

10 [rig Gv] ToVT® KOKTV YETPA
[npoc]oicet, dppava tékva A[i]-
[mott]o, xfipov Piov, oikov &-
[pnu]ov.

Phrygian: ‘[Whoever] brings h[arm] to this tomb with his hand partan, let him
[be] accursed by Zeus [among] m[en]’. Greek: ‘[Whoever br]ings a bad hand
to his tomb, may he 1[eav]e behind orphaned children, an empty life, his house
d[ese]rted’.

32. Cf. the percentages per area in the PHI 7 database:

https://inscriptions.packhum.org/search?patt=%CE%B1%CF%89%CF%?81.

33. Cf. testimonies in Obrador-Cursach (2020: 246), s. v. (epedog; Id. (2019) and Anfosso
(2022) on the interpretation of this formula as clearly indigenous, with some differences between
them as to its origin.
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The Greek protasis could be a free translation of Phrygian. Although no doubt
originally Phrygian, it is however already widespread, with variants, as part of the
Greek imprecations throughout the Neo-Phrygian area (Kotiaion-Appia-Soa; Amo-
rion, Synnada, Prymnessos, the Galatian border, Laodikeia Katakekaumene, and
Ikonion).** In the same area this protasis is usually followed by the apodosis, or
variations of it, that appears in this inscription.*

In both inscriptions it seems that the author, after writing the text with the
usual linguistic code-switching, namely with the details of the dead (and dedicator)
in Greek and the imprecation in Phrygian, wanted to ensure the understanding of
the curse by the whole population, or the protection not only of the gods of the
Phrygians but also of the Greeks, by writing it in Greek. Aware, however, of the
strangeness for a Greek of the Phrygian apodosis, he uses a different one when
writing the Greek imprecation.

Confirmation of this desire, conscious or unconscious, to avoid the use of
Greek for formulae of ideology alien to this culture can perhaps be found in in-
scription 19.1 from Prymnessos (Siiliin), dated 138—161 AD, in which the protasis
of the imprecation is in Greek and the apodosis, the same as in the two previous
inscriptions, in Phrygian. The author of the text ensures the effect of the curse with
a protasis in Greek that includes two formulae, one originally Phrygian, the other
Greek, (0g v to0T® T® pvnuel® Kok®G TPOCTOCEL 1| TOIG TPOYEYPAUUEVOLS
vrevavtiov L Tpdn, ‘whoever damages this tomb or carries out anything contrary
to what is established’), and an apodosis in Phrygian peculiar to the Phrygian cul-
ture, alien to the Greek, and possibly for that reason written in Phrygian (pe demg
ke (epelmg Ke TiteTikuevog €rtov, ‘let him be accursed in the sight of gods and
men’). This is a case of intrasentential code-switching, which is generally attribut-
ed to active bilingualism and good competence in both languages.* If the author's

34. Cf. e.g.: il 8 ke TOpPw e Papiov xipa Onot (‘whoever puts his evil hand upon the
tomb’ (MAMA 1V 20), d¢ 8¢ tavt [t1] ot[n]An yeipa kokn[v] Tpocoi<c>el (‘whoever puts his evil
hand upon this stele”) (MAMA VII 28), tig &v Tadtn T ioTAn xaxonbia yeipa npocoicel (MAMA VII
210).

35. Among the variants are for instance, dOppave. Téxvo Aimm Piov Eoyatov oikov E[pInuov | Tv
&’ Ghoyov ynpav 0dvpopévny (‘lets him leave behind orphan children, worst life, empty house, and a
morning widow’) (MAMA IV 20); dppavdr té[rvo] Aimorto kfjpov Bio[v] otkov Epnuov. (MAMA VII 28).

36. Brixhe (2002: 252-253) adduces this inscription as irrefutable proof that Phrygian was
understood by relying on code-switching within the imprecation itself. I believe, however, that we
cannot completely rule out that code-switching in formulaic expressions functions as tag-switching,
without real knowledge on the part of the user of one of the two languages. The adaptation of each
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understanding of Phrygian did not go beyond understanding these formulae, the
code-switching would be closer to the type of tag-switching with respect to the
degree of linguistic competence.

A similar refusal to express certain formulae in Greek is possibly given in the
case of the formula yeypeipevav gyedov 110G ovtav, ‘let him suffer the written im-
precation of Zeus’, which is very frequent in Neo-Phrygian imprecations from Ga-
latia (53.1, 60.1, 60.2, 60.2, 62.1-3, etc.). It has no correspondence with any Greek
inscriptions of the area, the closest Greek parallel being a Jewish imprecation from
Akmonia (MAMA VI 335a); Eotar odt®d oi dpoi 1 yeypopuévalr €v Td
Agvtepovopio ‘let the curses written in Deuteronomy fall on him’. The custom of
leaving written imprecations on graves is known in the more rural and eastern parts
of Lydia, where several epitaphs mention the practice of leaving apotropaic scep-
tres and written imprecations on graves for protection.>’ Perhaps the curses men-
tioned in the Phrygian imprecations are curses actually written on perishable mate-
rial and deposited in tombs. The custom, alien to the Greek world, may have been
introduced into Phrygia and Lydia through the Luwians or Semitic peoples in direct
or indirect contact.

-Reference in one code to the text of the other:

In some inscriptions there is an intersentential switching with a degree of rela-
tionship between the two codes more typical of an intransentential code. This is the
case of Dorylaion inscription 1.1, already mentioned as a bilingual text (in Adams'
sense) because to a large extent it repeats the same content in both languages. As
we shall see, it is an example of how blurred the boundaries between what qualifies
as bilingual text, intersentential code-switching, and intrasentential code-switching
sometimes are.

-]

1 g[..]yevroopevog
V101610¢ VOdPOTOg
g1tov. Mutpagarto
ke Mag Teppoye-

5 106 ke [Tovvtag

code to the corresponding culture, on the other hand, seems to me to be sure evidence of true
bilingualism.
37. Cf. de Hoz (1999: 120) y n°® 3.27, 39.19 (cf. 63.16, 63.18); Strubbe (1991: 35-36).
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Bog ke evotapva
SOVLE KE Ol OVE-
Boav 0.dd0KET 0pOL-
av, Tapedéunv 10
10 pvnpeiov toig mpo-
yeypoupévolg Oe-
01¢ Ke T KOun-
a0’ O TP
AcKANTOG.

This inscription was written by a bilingual author competent in both languages
with the ability to express specific data in them. The author also introduces a refer-
ence in one of them to what was said in the other, which implies that the text is
intended for bilingual readers. The preserved text begins with an imprecatory for-
mula in Phrygian with elements that are not attested in any other inscription, and
which are not translations from Greek, either. The gods are Phrygian; it is under
their protection, along with that of the village, that the tomb is placed. The Greek
text is partly a translation, though not a literal one, of the Phrygian, but it refers
back to the Phrygian for the gods, and gives the name of the father (whether this is
a cultural title or the father of the deceased) in Greek. The name of the deceased
possibly came before the Phrygian imprecation, in Phrygian or Greek. The Greek
part may have been intended for monolingual Greek speakers, to whom the names
of the gods would not be particularly important, but the mention of gods in general
was important, as well as the reference to the village and the dedicant.’® Intertextu-
ality between the two codes of a communication is clearly a sign of the author's
bilingual competence, and also of the author's assumption of the reader's bilingual
competence.

§ 6. Particularities of the Greek texts and possible Phrygian interferences
The Greek texts of the Neo-Phrygian inscriptions have some particularities
that should be pointed out in terms of their possible importance in interpreting the

interaction with Phrygian. They are very homogeneous texts, in which the formula
WvAUNG xaptv appears almost always (&vexov in 7. 3, iveko in 22.1), {®v (kai

38. Cf. above on inscriptions 2.1, 6.1 and 56.2, where there is also an intertextuality between
linguistic codes only to be expected in bilingual people.
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epovdv) (20.2, 21.1, 33.3, 56.3) with some frequency, and yaipe in 1.2 and 27.1.
This homogeneity may be the result of learning at school, or because of a con-
scious desire to avoid localisms, or both. In addition to the homogeneity, the adap-
tation level of the written Greek to standard Greek is remarkable as, generally un-
like Greek monolingual texts from the interior of Asia Minor, there are very few
non-standard forms. This fact also points to Greek learnt at school, although we
should not forget that we only have copies of many of the inscriptions made dec-
ades ago, and we cannot check the accuracy of the readings or whether, in some
cases, the editors were influenced by their knowledge of standard Greek when
reading and copying the texts.

It is particularly surprising how few cases there are of itacism, a phenomenon
that cannot be ascribed to Phrygian interference as it corresponds to the normal
phonetic evolution at that time throughout the Greek world. This can be seen very
strongly in private inscriptions throughout Asia Minor, especially inland: ypipa
(56. 3), ideia (59.1), ¥[diw] (62.5), Nnkitag (37.1, in a Byzantine inscription added
later), monoe (18.2). The form yoveiow (66. 1, with parallels in Macedonia, Mysian
Cycicus and Olympene, Phrygia, and, above all, Pisidia), rather than yovedowv, can
perhaps also be ascribed to the phenomenon of itacism, although the area which
provides evidence for this coincides with a communication route running from
Macedon-Thrace to Pisidia via the Mysio-Bithynia border, and the north and east
of Phrygia, an area which displays several other linguistic and cultural common
features.*® The almost systematic spelling of kai instead of k£ is particularly strik-
ing.

The other deviations from standard Greek, which are also very rare, could be
attributed to Phrygian interference in some cases, but in others they are phenomena
that occur elsewhere as well:*’ the omission of /u/ in £otoig (60.2, 65.4), fatd
(33.1); the addition of /u/ in dvdpw (62. 2; with parallels in Greek inscriptions only
in Phrygia and Galatia), Advuntocg (25.1); confusion /e/ — /i/ in dveBpeiyavto (10.1,
where i = /i/), ivexa (22. 1); loss of consonant in the consonant clusters of youpog
(4.1) and Atepeiown (27.1); loss of aspiration in occlusives, a widespread phenom-
enon in monolingual Greek inscriptions from the Phrygian hinterland, of which
there is only one example here: Aitog (59.3).*! The only seemingly morphosyntactic

39. Cf. on this area de Hoz (2022: 380, 381).

40. Cf. Brixhe (1987: 109-116) on the peculiarities of Greek in Phrygia; Id. (2002: 259-265) on
interferences of Phrygian in Greek inscriptions that justify considering them as part of the Neo-
Phrygian corpus.

41. Brixhe (1987: 110).
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deviation may in fact also be phonetic: Zovcov vid (62.1, where ov = /0:/).*> An
unusual Greek word order is given in the formulae &veka dpetiig and &ve[ka
uvfunc], both in 27.1.

§ 7. Lexical issues

Lexical borrowings are in general one of the key elements in studying the type
of interaction that takes place between two languages.** A borrowing from another
language is not in itself indication of language survival, but only of the existence of
contact at some previous time, which may be chronologically very distant. The
nature of such borrowings and the direction of borrowing between two languages,
together with other data such as the historical dimension already discussed, can
help to determine the possibilities of the prolonged currency or early disuse of
Phrygian. However, rather than conclusions, for which the relationship between
Phrygian and Greek and the state of knowledge of Phrygian present many obsta-
cles, what are raised here are problems and possibilities. In any case, there are ad-
vantages arising from the analysis of the understanding of the cultural exchange
between the two peoples. Here follows some examples of doubt between borrow-
ing and cognate, some examples of a particular meaning of a Greek term probably
due to Phrygian cultural interference, and some examples of secure borrowing.
Since most of the inscriptions are funerary, it is to this domain that the information
mainly belongs.

§ 7.1. Greek to Phrygian borrowings, or cognates?

The above-mentioned inscription 1.2 from Dorylaion, whose Phrygian text is
not imprecatory, contains the expression gukwv apyov, of doubtful interpretation,
which also appears in another epitaph (37.2) and which refers to a prayer or vow,
evkw. This term raises doubt as to whether it is a translation from the Greek or a
cognate Phrygian word. The Phrygian text summarises, without names, what is said
in Greek, and adds reference to a prayer, but we do not know whether this prayer is
to the divinity, to the deceased, or to both. Precisely in the area of Dorylaion,
Nakoleia, and Aizanoi there are numerous Greek inscriptions in which a prayer
(evyn) is dedicated to Zeus Bronton and the deceased, for example MAMA V 229
from Nakoleia: Kapucdg Bdrov od[v] / Texvolg mepi av/tdv k& v idlov / A

42. Brixhe (1987: 55-56).
43. Cf. Thomson (2001: 66—74) on the different variants of lexical borrowing that occur in
contact between two languages.
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Bpovt@vtt eoyny / k& Anmn ovvPio. ‘Karikos, son of Bolos, with his sons, make
for them and their goods a prayer to Zeus Bronton and his wife Appe’. It is quite
possible that in the Phrygian inscription Klodia's parents dedicate the tomb with a
prayer to the dead (and implicitly to Zeus Bronton?). A parallel case is the
Brogimaros inscription at Nakoleia (2.2/130), in which the dedicator ‘Brogimaros
(son) of Epikrates (dedicates) to Zeus of Brogimaros and to Kyria (his wife) a
prayer’. Prayers to the divinity for the land are very frequent. However, proposals
that apyov is a term related to Greek dion (produce, gain), or to apyr (beginning,
origin) have been considered unlikely in a funerary text. It is more likely that
apyov, which seems to be a thematic noun in genitive singular, without ruling out a
dative singular, exerts a function of the Latin gen. + gratia/causa (on account of,
for the sake of).** A syntactic construction parallel to the Greek gen. + yéptv (ac.):
gvyiic xopwv (by way of prayer, to make a prayer), would fit well in the context,
although the expression is not attested with the term g0yfic in Greek. As this is a
particularity linked to Phrygian funerary belief, another possibility is that apyov
was related to dpypota (DGE: first fruits dpypota 6doe Oeoic Od.14 446, cf. CEG
246 Athens V BC) or with the adjective dpyog which is applied to the uncultivated
land that does not produce (DGE dpydc 2), which in this case is substantivised. The
formula would be equivalent to the Greek: Omép + gen. gvynv (prayer for/on behalf
of...), and would refer to a prayer made to the deceased for the field or for produc-
tion. In the inscription from Brogimaros, the wish is expressed for good fruit on the
land of the funerary monument; in another epitaph from Dorylaion, Zeus Bronton
is asked vmep xa[prndv] (MAMA V 125). For a Greek to make a prayer to a de-
ceased person would be unthinkable, but this was not the case for a Phrygian. Pre-
cisely because this particular custom is Phrygian and not Greek, I consider it more
likely that the term gvkv is related to Greek €0yrv, than the Phrygian borrowing a
Greek word to designate a specifically Phrygian funerary peculiarity. Greek in-
scriptions with prayers to the dead are surely made by Phrygians, like the two in-
scriptions from Dorylaion and Nakoleia mentioned above.* Phrygians translate
this word by the Greek cognate e0ynv to refer both to a prayer to the gods and to
the deceased as in their language they use the same term as well.

44. See Obrador-Cursach (2020: 180), with the state of the art on the interpretation of the term.

45. The name Sophokles of the dedicatee in the Dorylaion inscription falls within a semantic
field of cultural names that is particularly rich in the interior of Asia Minor, and which is used above
all by the indigenous people. The Roman names of the wife and daughter probably reveal a case,
which must have been frequent judging by the onomastics, of marriage between an upper-class
indigenous man and a Roman woman or, more commonly, the other way round.
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The terms copog, kvovuav, and Oolauedn, all from the funerary semantic
field, are considered borrowings from Greek into Phrygian, although Brixhe does
not rule out the possibility that xvovpav is a Phrygian term.*® It should be noted
that all three are terms which appear only or mainly in Greek inscriptions in Asia
Minor, or only in Asia Minor with a funerary meaning. The aspirated stop of
Bodapedn (18.1) identifies the term as borrowed, but, with the exception of its use
in the Greek part of 25.1 (OaAapeida), the terms Oodapic, Ooraun, and OGAapoc are
only used in Greek as ‘tomb’ metaphorically in metrical inscriptions.*’ The term
kevotdeuov, to which, according to Brixhe, kvovpav could be related in case it is
Greek, appears in Greek inscriptions from Pompeiopolis and especially Pamphylia
as having the sense of tomb (not cenotaph); the term copog in Greek inscriptions
appears above all, and with an enormous difference with respect to other places, in
Asia Minor, and much more in Phrygia than elsewhere, generally having the sense
of ‘sarcophagus’. This term does not usually have the sense of ‘tomb’ or ‘sarcoph-
agus’ in other parts of the Greek world, but of ‘urn’ or ‘vessel’. In all these cases, if
the terms are Greek borrowings, they have either been adopted to refer to a more
specific or different Phrygian reality than the one they designate in the Greek lan-
guage, or the Greeks have already produced this semantic variation of the term to
refer to new cultural elements specific to the host land.*® There is no certainty that
many of the numerous Phrygian terms that have been interpreted as designating a
tomb, a funerary complex, or some part of it actually had that meaning, but from
the context in which they appear in the imprecations, it is quite possible in most
cases, and it seems clear that the Phrygians attached importance to designating the
various funerary elements in the inscriptions. Possibly this was a way of giving
more importance in the text to the reality of the doorstones where Neo-Phrygian
epitaphs are generally found. It seems that those terms that are likely to be bor-
rowed from Greek have undergone some kind of modification or specialisation in
their meaning in the process of borrowing.

46. Brixhe (2002: 258). Cf. Obrador-Cursach (2020: 274-275), who considers it Phrygian.

47. e.g. TAM V1 468b, I Kyzikos 538, I Prusa ad Olympum 59. These terms are not listed once
by Kubinska (1968) among the Greek terms for funerary monuments in Asia Minor. On the term as a
loan in Phrygian cf. Obrador-Cursach (2020: 248-249).

48. Cf. Drew-Bear (1978), no. 4 and p. 11 for the specific use of nepiforog at Synnada as a
funerary enclosure.
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§ 7.2. Borrowing from Phrygian into Greek

Some terms that appear in Greek texts from both Neo-Phygian and monolin-
gual Greek inscriptions are surely Phrygian. This is the case for bennos and the
various forms of its lexical family, and for doumos (although this may be a loan
from the Phrygian period introduced into Lydian, and borrowed from Lydian by
the Greeks, as most of the Greek testimonies have been found in Lydia).* In these
cases it is sometimes difficult to determine whether it is borrowing or intrasenten-
tial code-switching as, with possible exceptions of L2, speakers integrated into L1
life and culture. What normally occurs is the use of an L1 word by an L1 speaker
when speaking/writing L2 to express a reality that lacks an appropriate term in
L2.°° However, the fact that a semantic family has been created with the root of
bennos using Greek suffixes and endings (Bevvapync, Bévviog, Bevvedm), and that
doumos appears declined with Greek endings and frequently accompanied by the
adjective hieros, indicates that both terms have been lexicalised as Greek, and can
therefore be considered loanwords.

§ 8. Conclusions

The Neo-Phrygian inscriptions are probably intended for a largely bilingual
audience. Greek is likely to be a professional language for many Phrygians, and it
is also a language of prestige and communication. Among the people involved in
the inscriptions are a priest founder of a new cult of Zeus (a subsidiary of Zeus
Bronton?), perhaps another priest of some initiatory cult identified as a pater, an
architect and painter, a hyppeus, many people of unknown profession with Greek
or Hellenised names, and also many (women especially) with Phrygian names;
there are also people with Roman nomenclature, a Roman benefactress, and an
imperial slave.”! The previously mentioned professions are likely to need Greek as
a language of communication, but both these professionals and the dedicators or
dedicatees of the other inscriptions are using the language that has become wide-

49. On the term doumos see Polito (2004) with previous bibliography (Petzl 2019, nos. 140, 146
must be added). For bennos see especially Drew-Bear and Naour (1990: 1952—-1991); Eckhardt (2016:
18-19); a state of the question with the most relevant bibliography in Obrador-Cursach (2020: 137—
139).

50. Cf. Thomson (2001: 131-136); Adams (2003: 18-29) on the relationship between code-
switching, borrowing, and interference.

51. On social and professional status see Brixhe (2002: 253-254); Roller (2018: 132-133);
Anfosso (2019: 4).
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spread as a written language throughout Asia Minor, for whose use they have not
only the appropriate alphabet, but also very good models of both epigraphic habit
and forms. By the 1°-3rd centuries AD, there was probably no resident left in Asia
Minor, at least in minimally institutionalised communities, who did not understand
Greek, whether or not they assiduously spoke it. The widespread tendency to give
Greek or Hellenised Phrygian names (through translation or other means) to men,
while keeping Phrygian names for women, suggests the possibility of a bilingual-
ism consisting of an ingroup language (familiar, spoken at home or among friends
and inhabitants of very small rural localities) and an outgroup language (for com-
munication with the outside world, whether professional or not).> In the area of the
Neo-Phrygian inscriptions it is most likely that any possible middle- and upper-
class reader of the epitaphs could understand both the Greek and the Phrygian
parts. Those who did not know Greek would probably belong to very low social
classes. Not only were they not literate, but also, they could not afford a minimally
complex tomb with an inscribed stele. As Roller has already pointed out, the fact
that most of the funerary monuments on which these inscriptions appear are door-
stones of a certain complexity suggests that the dedicators and addressees were not
people of low social status.>® Consistent with this conclusion is clearly the level of
Greek in the Neo-Phrygian corpus, which seems to be learnt at school, at least in its
written form.>* It is probable that the homogeneity of the Greek inscriptions, as
opposed to the great local variety that we usually find, is due precisely to this
schooled learning, and perhaps to a desire to avoid the more local in favour of the
more generalised in order to show a deeper Hellenisation.

The irregularities and difficulties in Phrygian may be due to our still limited
knowledge of the language, and, in any case, need not be understood as the result
of a low proficiency of the dedicators in the language, but of literacy in that lan-
guage. Phrygian was not learnt in school, let alone written. In order to write Phryg-
ian in the Greek alphabet, one had to know some Greek and be at least minimally
literate in this language, but even so, the lack of models, grammar, and knowledge
of a ‘standard’ Phrygian usage would make it impossible to write this language
homogeneously with an alphabet that was not created for it, and which, moreover,
at that time used different spellings to represent the same phonemes. I believe that

52. On this difference cf. Adams (2003: 751f¥).

53. Roller (2018: 136). Cf. Brixhe (2002: 253-254). On doorstones as a mark of status and
urbanisation see Kelp (2013).

54. It seems unlikely that Greek lapicides, or those who were highly competent in Greek, were
also the authors of the texts, and that they had learnt standard Greek at school.
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the question of literacy is fundamental to understanding the relationship between
written Phrygian and Greek and, departing from written texts, between spoken
Phrygian and Greek. Poorly literate Phrygians, such as those who wrote numerous
inscriptions in Greek that were far from standard Greek both morphosyntactically
and phonetically, may have been unable to write in Phrygian even though their
mother tongue was Phrygian.

Particular to the inscriptions of the Neo-Phrygian corpus is the apparent di-
glossia they show in general, between the use of Greek for personal information
and Phrygian for petitions to the gods.”® Phrygian was the language of the local
gods; it was the ancestral language linked to these religious practices that were still
living. It is very likely that these imprecatory formulae continued to be uttered in
funeral rituals, and that the newly adopted use of writing was considered a suitable
means of maintaining the efficacy of the imprecations eternally. One of the most
frequent formulas (yeypeevav gyedov tiog ovtav, ‘let him suffer the written im-
precation of Zeus’) probably refers to imprecations that were written on tablets,
lead sheets, or other media, as we have already noted. The Phrygian alphabetic
code possibly activated Phrygian religious belief in the scribe and the reader.® We
cannot speak of a sacred language, nor of diglossia in the strict sense, as both
Greek and Phrygian were used for all spheres of life by one or other of the speakers
and according to circumstances and places, but in these inscriptions we can speak
of bilingualism conditioned by domain.”’ In general, Greek is used for bald state-
ments, and expresses the illocutionary force of the speech act; the Phrygian is used
for performative utterance (speech includes action: the act of protecting the grave)
and has a perlocutionary force, a determined intention.>® Moreover, these formulae
in Phrygian clearly have a regulative and interactive function in society. This is not
an inconsiderable element in understanding the importance of their content, and the
need for them to be understood.

It is true that the imprecatory formulas written in Phrygian are not in them-
selves proof that Phrygian was still used or even understood, and that they could
function practically as tag-switching to a language that was no longer understanda-

55. Cf. Anfosso (2019: 6-9) on this particular type of bilingualism in relation to the pragmatics
and ritual character of imprecations, with parallels in Hittite-Hattic, Hittite-Luwian and Hurrian-
Ugaritic.

56. Cf. Hudson (1980: 96-97).

57. Fishman (1965), (1972).

58. See already Malinowski (1923) on the importance of the performative function of language
as a mode of action.
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ble, but whose imprecatory meaning in that context was recognised. There are
many examples in the written and spoken language of expressions that were not
understood, such as magic words and expressions, or the use of Latin for mass, still
prevalent in the 20th century in many places without being understood by the ma-
jority of the faithful. This fact has led to the conclusion that the Neo-Phrygian cor-
pus is no proof at all that Phrygian was still spoken.® Contrary to this theory, I
believe that the analysis of the Phrygian and Greek texts of the Neo-Phrygian cor-
pus supports the idea that Phrygian was still alive. The monolingual inscriptions,
the non-imprecatory Phrygian texts in the bilingual ones and the intertextuality that
occurs in several inscriptions between the Greek and Phrygian codes together with
the adaptation of each one to the corresponding culture are, I believe, decisive
proof.

The discussion on the validity or not of Phrygian as a spoken language at this
time often goes hand in hand with the discussion on the role of the Neo-Phrygian
inscriptions as a mark of identity.®® Roller, who adopts this position, considers that
their use may have been motivated in part by the Sophist movement, which es-
poused a classical literature in which the Phrygians are often mentioned, or by their
negative reputation in the Greco-Roman world.®' I do not know if the authors, all
or any of them, of the Neo-Phrygian inscriptions wanted to claim their Phrygian
identity by writing their language. What can be deduced from the Greek inscrip-
tions of the whole Neo-Phrygian area is that what they want to claim is their Hel-
lenism: Greek language, Greek culture, Greek names, and, in order to show it, the
Greek epigraphic habit.5? That this Hellenisation is only superficial is reflected in
these same texts and in the strength with which very ancient religious customs,
some of whose origins can be traced back to the Hittites and Luwians, are still
maintained in the 4th century AD.% Greek’s use as a language (and expression of

59. Cf. for this discussion Brixhe (2002: 252-253); Anfosso (2019: 2).

60. On the survival of the spoken language in Roman times, see Brixhe (2002); in the same di-
rection, Anfosso (2019). Both authors also mention the question of whether or not the Phrygian in-
scriptions of this period were ethnically vindicatory.

61. Roller (2018), esp. pp. 236-239; cf. for the same theory of the use of Phrygian as a mark of
ethnic identity Levick (2013: 47-48); Anfosso (2021).

62. The very rapid, and possibly older, spread of Greek onomastics is probably due to this
desire for a Hellenic veneer, and is not necessarily due to a large Greek presence in the area, as
foreign names can become fashionable and spread beyond their language borders because of their
exoticism, originality, or prestige, as is the case nowadays.

63. For the continuity in Roman Phrygia of very ancient cultural elements, especially religious
ones, see Chiai (2020); de Hoz (in press).
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culture) of prestige can be deduced from the intense, rapid, and extensive way in
which the indigenous people adopt the private Greek epigraphic habit, personal
Greek onomastic usage with numerous dynastic names, and also Greek heroes and
culture-related concepts (Nestor, Mouse, Philologos etc.), as well as from the fre-
quent iconographic representation on tablets and s#yloi.** I would say that if Phryg-
ians of the Neo-Phrygian area wanted to exhibit any identity at all, it is one of be-
longing to the Hellenic world.

Typologically speaking, the language shift is not very rapid when the domi-
nant language is the immigrant one, and even less so if the latter does not exert a
special pressure, which the Greeks probably did not, just as they did not with the
indigenous religion and customs. If we add the historical evolution of the Neo-
Phrygian area, the lack of urbanisation even in Roman times in a large part of the
territory, and the much higher density of Phrygians than Greeks in these more rural
and isolated areas, it is most logical and probable that Phrygian remained a func-
tional language in all respects, even if it did not develop its own literacy and epi-
graphic habit.
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A “new” Neo-Phrygian curse formula

Anna Elisabeth Himmig
University of Zurich

§ 1. Two unresolved Neo-Phrygian “syntactic problems”

No. 42

Upon visiting the village of Feleli! (nowadays Kocadz), situated between
Afyon and Bolvadin, in July 1887, D. G. Hogarth found an ancient doorstone car-
rying the remains of a Greek epitaph and a Neo-Phrygian curse formula (published
as no. 2 in Hogarth 1890: 159).

Hogarth visited the stone again in 1890 and was able to add a few more letters
to his reading. This improved copy was published in Ramsay (1905: 102) and as-
signed the no. 42 in the “traditional” numbering of the Neo-Phrygian inscriptions.?

Hogarth remains the only Western traveller who saw the actual monument.
All subsequent editions are based on his copies. According to him (1890: 158f.),
the monument was “a door-tomb of which three panels remain. [...] The stone is
half buried in packed earth, upside down, and thus the first lines and much of the
right-hand portion cannot be seen. The Phrygian part of the lettering is smaller and
more crowded”.

The Phrygian text is not affected by the invisibility of the first lines, which be-
longed to the Greek epitaph; but as Hogarth writes, the right side of each line (with

1. Thus, the orthography in Kdylerimiz (1981). Hogarth (1890) uses the spelling Fellelii.

2. When referring to Old Phrygian inscriptions (including the stelae from Vezirhan and Doki-
meion), I shall use the sigla defined in Brixhe/Lejeune (1984), Brixhe (2002), Brixhe (2004), and
Brixhe/Tiifekei Sivas (2009). For the Neo-Phrygian inscriptions I shall use the traditional numbering
as described in Brixhe (1999: 285f. with n. 3), which has since been continued unofficially in the
order of publications.

Barcino. Monographica Orientalia 20 — Series Anatolica et Indogermanica 3 (2022) (ISBN: 978-84-9168-891-4)
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the exception of the last one) is incomplete, and there also seem to be damages on
the stone, leading to several gaps in the Phrygian text. While its beginning is pre-
served (1og vi ogpov ... “whoever to this ...”), the protasis is overall fragmentary.
The beginning of the apodosis is lost. Since the third Phrygian line starts with a
sequence MEAQZ, which invites to restore [ ... (g]|ueimg, a word frequent in curse
apodoses, we may assume that the apodosis starts within the fragmentary second
line of the Phrygian text.

The passage of no. 42 that will be of interest here belongs to the apodosis and
is represented as follows in Hogarth (1890: 159):

[... IMEAQZKE . E . XMEKONNOYKEIENIO. ... ? | AITTAPTHZ
[ ... Ce]luerog ke [S]g[0]g pe kovvou Ke ig Vi ... | o TopTNG

Since the restoration (e]lpeiwc ke is based on good grounds, and since
Cenehog is usually accompanied by dewg in Neo-Phrygian texts, it is only natural
that Hogarth, along with subsequent editors, tried to restore also dewg in the fol-
lowing, heavily damaged sequence.

However, the absence of ke after the supposed [d]e[w]g or [d]e[o]c provides
difficulty: Unlike Gk. k¢, which is a frequent ko spelling for kai in contempo-
rary Greek inscriptions from Asia Minor, Phrygian ke < *k¥e is an enclitic conjunc-
tion and does not occur between the elements it links, unless if all of them, includ-
ing the last one, are followed by it (Brixhe 1978: 1f.). This is apparently not the
case in no. 42: If we read [ ... (e]|uelmg ke [d]e[m]c, we expect [d]e[w]¢ to be fol-
lowed by another ke. Instead, the copy has a sequence MEKONNOYKE, which
was divided pe xovvovu ke since Ramsay (1905: 102). Thereby pe was thought to be
the Phrygian preposition also known from the frequent formula pe dewc ke Cepelmg
ke, and kKovvov to be a noun in the case required by pe, thus probably the same case
as Cepelwg. To those adopting this view it looked like kovvov and (epelmg were
both thematic nouns in the same case, but kovvov would be a singular and (epelwg
a plural. However, this paper will unmask kovvov as a ghost word, which means
that the associated view that the endings -ov and -o¢ could belong to the same par-
adigm as singular and plural, loses its grounds. Brixhe, who had already treated this
passage of no. 42 in Brixhe (1978: 2), where he proposed an emendation of e into
<k>¢ (thus obtaining a chain (g]luehwg ke [8]e[w]c <k>¢ kovvov ke),® discussed it

3. “Le premier ke parait en appeler un second, aprés [d]e[w]c, et semble donc nous inviter & co-
rriger pe en ke~ (Brixhe 1978: 2).
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again in Brixhe (1997: 55), now proposing several possible views on the sequence's
syntactic structure, but ultimately remaining indecisive. Apart from said conjecture,
he did not question the reading and restorations. His reading <i>¢ was adopted by
Waelkens (1986: 204). In fact, the issues concerning no. 42 appear unresolvable, as
long as Hogarth's reading is taken for granted; Brixhe's suggestions do not really
help to improve the situation.

No. 87
The Neo-Phrygian inscription no. 87, cut into a “block of bluish limestone”
(MAMA 1), was discovered by W. M. Calder and his expedition in 1925, when
they reached the village of Beykdyii (c. 10—15 km to the north-west of Emirdag). It
was first published in MAMA 1 as no. 406 (p. 212) with a photograph of a squeeze.
Apparently, there was no Greek epitaph on the same stone, whereas the Phrygian
inscription seems complete. The text is given as follows in this editio princeps:

10G VL GELOVY KVOVLOVEL | KOKOLV OOOKET OVL TIOJULOG OTL AOELTOV OVEANS KE |
TOV KE 1GVOL OLOTOTOPTIG

It seems clear that the protasis is followed by more than one apodosis, o Tt
adettov being frequently attested (on the segmentation a 11, which should be pre-
ferred here, see Lubotsky 1989). The reading of the remaining part may be regard-
ed as fairly ascertained, although the photograph is slightly out of focus on the
right side. So far, only the second letter of the sequence AXTOI on the fourth line
has been subject to discussion; Haas (1966: 126) proposed to read O in order to
obtain a form of the pronominal stem avto- (here with a spelling <ao> instead of
<av>), of which several forms are attested elsewhere in Old and Neo-Phrygian.
The photograph itself is not decisive on this; of course, the possibility of an error
either by the stonecutter or by the editor cannot be excluded.

The sequence OYEAAZX, which is rather faint on the photograph (but was
most probably more clear on the original squeeze and the monument), reappears
also in no. 120,* which supports the reading of no. 87 in MAMA 1. No. 120 is a
well-documented inscription of which we have several photographs, and which
survives to this day; the sequence OYEAAZX is clearly readable (see Brixhe and
Drew-Bear 1997: 87-89; no. 120 will also be treated in the present paper).

4. In my provisional continuation of the traditional numbering, which will be replaced in a fu-
ture corpus of Neo-Phrygian inscriptions, no. 120 refers to the inscription published as no. III in
Brixhe and Drew-Bear (1997).
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Thus, basically, the second apodosis of no. 87 is well readable. It is so far
unique within the known corpus. Nonetheless, the segmentation provided by Buck-
ler and Calder in MAMA 1 has never really been questioned, although scholars
have followed different approaches to interprete the passage’s syntactic structure.
Haas (1966: 126), for instance, assigned ovelog to the first apodosis with the fol-
lowing «e linking it to ati; this seems to imply that he saw in ovglag a noun in the
same case as atl. Accordingly, in his view, the second apodosis starts with tov ke,
where ke connects the apodoses. Orel (1997: 108) adds a guess on the etymology
of the alleged form ovelag. Neroznak (1978: 117) proposes a rather peculiar and
speculative interpretation of the passage, where it remains unclear how his Russian
“translation” matches the “Phrygian” text he gives (apparently, he departs from a
different word separation, but does not explain it anywhere). Diakonoff and Neroz-
nak (1985: 79f.) restrain themselves from a commentary, but nevertheless include a
speculative etymology of ovelog (p. 141f.). C. Brixhe has expressed his views on
no. 87 several times (Brixhe 1978: 1, 7; 1990: 97; 1997: 59, 67f.; Brixhe and
Drew-Bear 1997: 89f.), mostly without commenting on different approaches. He
thinks that the second apodosis starts already with oveiog, “vraisemblablement
génitif d'un ovela”, the following ke joining together the apodoses. According to
him, the second ke then links the form tov to ovelag, which leads him to the con-
clusion that Tov is a genitive as well (however, in 1978: 7, he still hesitates between
genitive and dative). Furthermore, he (1978: 7; 1990: 97; 1997: 66) takes tov for
the direct continuation of Old Phrygian tovo, on which see below (“appendix”).
Accordingly, his tentative translation of the second apodosis is “et que pour
(overag) et pour lui (tov) les ... soient (iovov) ...” (Brixhe 1978: 7).

§ 2. Towards a solution

At first sight there seems to be little prospect of solving these “syntactic prob-
lems”, especially in the case of the heavily damaged no. 42. Nonetheless, they may
be eliminated completely through an improved reading of no. 42.

Firstly, note that in no. 120, the sequence OYEAAZX is immediately followed
by KONNOY. If we read ovelaoketov in 87 and oveiackovvov in 120 as one
word, we obtain two forms that look like the singular and plural of a thematic third
person imperative. The third person imperative endings Tov and -(v)vov are known
from the Neo-Phrygian copula, which is frequently attested as ettov in the singular,
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and occurs as plural tvvov in no. 71 (and maybe as gwvvov in no. 12).° The forms
tovov in no. 87 and 1ovio[ in no. 42 may belong here as well, which would imply
that -vv- in no. 71 is from ov-, and that -vvov is spelt -vov after consonant. The
endings -tov and -vvov may be derived from *fod and *-ntod respectively without
difficulty. In Himmig (forthcoming) I will argue that the development *-nt- > -vv-
in Neo-Phrygian verbal endings can also be found in the third plural “subjunctive
[Ta” form dedacowvvi, where -vvi < *-nti; cf. also Old Phrygian -#i in ®isini P-101.

The only obstacle to the above proposal is Hogarth's reading of the crucial se-
quence in no. 42, namely E[.]JEMEKONNOY. In comparison with no. 120
(OYEAAXKONNOY), this seems to confirm a word boundary before K as well as
the existence of two independent forms kovvov and ovehoc, which have hitherto
been thought to be nouns. As it happens, a Neo-Phrygian preposition pe is known
from the frequent phrase pe deog ke {epelmg ke (and variants),® which is why some
editors wanted to see a syntagm pie Kovvov in no. 42.

However, Hogarth’s reading of no. 42 may be questioned. The only represen-
tation that we have of this inscription, is the majuscule copy in his article. It might
not represent everything correctly, and in some cases it might suggest that the read-
ing was certain although it really was not. Hogarth’s epigraphic comments on his
copy are not very detailed, to say the least.

Moreover, the sequence KONNOY in 42 is preceded by a passage of which
the reading obviously provided major difficulties. For this passage we should reck-
on with the type of editor’s mistake described in Brixhe (1999: 293): When inscrip-
tions with lunate X and E are worn or defaced, editors often confuse these letters
with each other and with O. The same applies to letters of triangular shape, i. e. A,
A, A, and even M, which may be confused with two consecutive triangular letters.
This apparently happened in Hogarth's edition of no. 43 (no. 1 in his article), where
he reads pokert instead of adaket or daket: The mistake is on the same page as his
edition of no. 42 (p. 159).

According to Hogarth’s copy, no. 42 indeed had lunate E and X. Hence, in
terms of letter shapes, the sequence read by Hogarth as E[.]JEMEKONNOY basi-
cally begins with a series round — damaged — round — triangular — triangular —
round. Hogarth's M thereby counts as two consecutive triangular shapes. As it hap-

5. In contrast, the oft-quoted form fetrtvov is a ghost word: See below (“appendix”).

6. This seems to be the Phrygian counterpart of ovpavioig kai koroyfovioig (0eoig), cf. Heubeck
(1987: 76f.), a formula that occurs in Greek curses of Asia Minor, cf. Strubbe (1997: 297). Alterna-
tively, but less convincingly, it has been claimed to mean “Gotter und Menschen”, cf. Haas (1966:
92ff.).
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pens, the sequence OYEAAZX perfectly fits into this scheme, if we read O for Ho-
garth's first E, then E for X, then AA for M and X for E. In the place of the dam-
aged letter, we may restore Y.

It is thus possible to read the concerned sequence of no. 42 as
o[v]elagkovvov. Consequently, we may see the same form also in no. 120 (instead
of two words ovehag Kovvov), and we may read oveiacketov in no. 87. Moreover,
we may conclude that the “syntactic problems” described above do not exist.

The form maptng is attested four times overall, and three of these attestations
are furnished by the three inscriptions treated here.” This brings further support to
our view that nos. 42, 87, and 120 have something in common.

§ 3. New reading of nos. 42, 87, and 120
We may thus improve the reading of the three Phrygian texts as follows.

No. 87

10G V1 GELLOVY KVOUUQLVEL
KOKOLV 000KET OILVL TLOL-
LOG O TL 0OEITOV QLEANCKE-
TOV KE IGVOV 0.6 TOl TAPTNG

Commentary: We have to rely completely on the photograph of the squeeze
given in MAMA 1406 (p. 212), which, by itself, cannot provide a reading as cer-
tain as the editio princeps suggests. The reading given in MAMA 1 406 remains in
fact trustworthy, only that it is impossible to confirm it relying on the photograph
alone. At any rate, the letter shapes (round, triangular, etc.) are clear in each case.

Line 3: On the word separation a 11, see Lubotsky (1989).

Line 4: The photograph does not help to confirm Haas' reading aotot instead of
the actot read by the editors who saw the monument and made the squeeze.®

7. The fourth occurrence of maptng is found in an inscription of which a photograph without
transcription has been published by S. Mitchell (1993: 186, fig. 33), and to which I and other re-
searchers assigned the no. 118 in a provisional continuation of the “traditional” numbering; Obrador-
Cursach (2020: 554) lists it as 22.2. The curse apodosis in this inscription reads TeTi0[KpEVOS €1TOV
g | ke Cepermg ke map|tng, and has thus little in common with the inscriptions discussed here.

8. For the sake of completeness, note that a sequence ]a’st0i® occurs in an Old Phrygian frag-
ment (G-113). A word boundary after this sequence seems likely because it is followed by p (see
Hiammig 2013: 137). However, the fragment is not understood, and the sequence ]a’stoi® does not
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No. 120

This inscription was first edited in Brixhe and Drew-Bear (1997: 86-91) as
no. L.

[- - - w]apTug ovePpa 10G Vi GEUOV TO

[kvovpa]ve KoKov 0800KET a1V’ OTEAWALG TIE TL

[tetuc]uevog ertv ovedaockovvou K HNK

[- - -1Y[ca. 4IN[1-2]BE[.]AT ke maptng BEKOL.T’

Commentary:

Line 2: The editors read 1g as a separate word, interpreting it as a correlative
pronoun. However, there is no known Phrygian text that justifies this view. The
sequence IX rather belongs to the foregoing form; see also below on no. 42, line 2.

Line 4: After a gap of several letters, due to coverage by mortar, follows a se-
quence of letters whose lower part is broken off. On the sequence's left side, the
characters are particularly worn and barely recognizeable. The editors give the
sequence as [- - -]YOIXI'ENTIBEIIAI, stating that this reading is rather uncertain.

The reading given here is based upon the photographs taken by the editors. I
prefer to represent only the letters with more or less ascertained reading (judging
from the photographs). After Y, I see a triangular letter rather than O.

No. 42

10¢ Vi ogpov kv[v’Juavlet kak]o[v addaxer - - -]
[.JAIZATPA[...]TH - - - C&-]

uerog ke [.]° o[v]edagkovvov ke 1ovio[v’ - - -]
(vac.)’ Al (vac.)’ moptng

Commentary:

Line 2: Despite being fragmentary, this line has received a number of fanciful
interpretations in the past (e.g. Orel 1997: 95, 464). None of these interpretations
are trustworthy in any sense, especially because — as we have just seen — not even
Hogarth's reading may be taken for granted. In particular, we have no certain attes-

necessarily correspond to our ac’tot. G-113 may perhaps contain the last part of the name/theonym
surgastos in the dative; cf. surgastoy (Dd-102), on which see Obrador-Cursach (2020: 350).
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tations of an alleged shorter variant ot of the particle atvi meaning “or” *Therefore
the letters read by Hogarth are represented as majuscules here. Note, however, that
the sequence JAIX is reminiscent of our reading ateapoic in No. 120. We have no
means to determine whether this is a coincidence or not.

Line 4: In both of his copies Hogarth marks an indent before the sequence
AIITATPHZX but does not comment on whether it is a damage on the stone or an
uninscribed space (cf. also Ramsay 1905: 102). The latter seems to be more proba-
ble, because if it were a gap, he would have given an estimate number of lost let-
ters. The gap at the end of the second last line after IENIO[ seems to contain more
than one letter, judging from the representations in Hogarth (1890) and Ramsay
(1905). Calder does not comment on the length of this gap, but represents it as very
short in Calder (1911: 184); it is thereby unsure whether he had access to Hogarth's
original copies. What is certain, is that he never saw the original monument. It
might have been this unexact representation in Calder (1911) that led Friedrich
(1932: 134) to assume a gap of only one letter; an approach followed in all subse-
quent quotations of the inscription (e. g. Brixhe 1997: 58: “une lacune courte”).
However, in view of Hogarth's copy and description of the monument, we should
reckon with a gap of more than one letter between 1ovio[ and ]|Al maptng.

§ 4. A Neo-Phrygian apodosis involving ovehacke/o- and Taptng

Through these improved readings it has become clear that we are dealing with
a hitherto undiscovered Neo-Phrygian curse formula:
No. 87: 0LELAGKE|TOV KE 1GVOL 0167 TOL TAPTNG
No. 42: o[v]elagkovvov ke tovio[v’ - - -] | (vac.)’ Al (vac.)’ maping
No. 120: ovehaockovvov kK HNK][- - -]Y[ca. 4]N[1-2]BE[.]AI ke maptng
BEKOL.J’

Through the forms ovelacketov and ovelackovvov, a somewhat certain attes-
tation of a Phrygian thematic verbal stem is attested for the first time. This stem
with its -ok- is reminiscent of a *ske-present, which perfectly fits with its thematic
inflection. As for the involved root or derivational base, no “etymology” is imme-
diately evident, given our general lack of understanding of the formula. Particularly

9. Neo-Phrygian o1, perhaps also Old Phrygian ay (but this seems even less certain), occur in
contexts that are either obscure or heavily damaged, i.c., in most cases the reading and segmentation
of the words is unclear. In no. 64, which is very fragmentary but provides the perhaps most trustwor-
thy occurrence of at, the particle seems to mean “if” rather than “or”.
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striking is the fact that all three inscriptions also contain the rare form maptng,
which is otherwise only attested in no. 118.!° This helps to support the view that
nos. 42, 87 and 120 belong together.

By comparing the three inscriptions, we may observe that the ovelacketov
formula never follows the protasis immediately; there seems to be always at least
one apodosis of another type preceding it. Being the first word of the clause,
ovehaoKeTOV/ovEANIGKOVVOV 18 therefore always followed by a ke that links the new
apodosis to the preceding one.

What follows after ovehaoketov/-ovvov ke is less clear, since in two out of
three inscriptions, the crucial part is damaged. Further common elements seem to
be maptng, and a form that appears as iovov in no. 87 and 1ovio[ in Hogarth’s copy
of no. 42, and might have been part of the damaged passage in no. 120. The second
1 in wovio[ could be a mistake by Hogarth, or (if it really was a letter on the stone)
by the stonemason. The form iovov has traditionally been identified with wvov (no.
71), which is thought to be the 3rd plural imperative of the copula. If this is correct,
the group -ov- would have been simplified to -vv- in no. 71. The same might per-
haps apply to a possible ewvvov in no. 12, which is, however, far from being ascer-
tained.!" It seems somewhat suspect that in the Neo-Phrygian texts known so far,
-ov- appears in the formula discussed here and -vv- elsewhere: An identification of
wovov with tvvov would therefore be premature. Nonetheless, it appears probable
that 1ovov is a third plural imperative, given the fact that the number switches to
plural in two of three texts already in the form ovelaokovvov. We should take into
account the possibility of 1ovov and wvov belonging to different verbal roots.

No. 87 so far provides both the shortest and best preserved version of the new
formula. Judging from this inscription alone, the curse seems to consist of more
than one clause, ovehackerov ke being immediately followed by the form iovov
discussed above, thus possibly a third plural imperative of the copula. However,
when a curse consists of several clauses, they are usually linked together with «e,
which is missing after iGvov in no. 87. In other words, 16vov has either been misin-

10. In a provisional continuation of the traditional numbering, which shall be replaced in a fu-
ture corpus of Neo-Phrygian inscriptions, other scholars and I assigned the no. 118 to an inscription
from Isiklar that is only known from a photograph published in Mitchell (1993); see also Obrador-
Cursach (2020: 554), who lists it as no. 22.2.

11. See Calder (1913: 102) and below (“appendix”).
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terpreted and is not a verb,'? or we are facing an asyndeton here, which would be
unusual.
Hence, there are two possibilities:

1. The new formula consists of two clauses, which are placed together
asyndetically in no. 87 (whereas ke might have been lost in the damaged
parts of 42 and 120). In this case, ovelacketov/-ovvov would be a clause
of its own, meaning “and he/they shall ovehaoke/o-". In no. 87, the re-
maining part then consists of the words tovov actol (or agotol) mTapng,
which, if the traditional interpretation of 1ovov is correct, would be a copu-
la sentence in the 3rd plural imperative, meaning “the actot shall be
napts”, or (if aotou is the correct reading) “they shall be moptng them-
selves”.

2. Perhaps 1ovov is not a verb, and therefore not the same form as wvvov
(no. 71) and possible gwvvov (no. 12). In this case, the new formula attested
in no. 87 would consist of one clause, of which ovelacketov would be the
predicate. The role, lexical category and meaning of iovov would then be
unclear, as well as the formula’s syntactic structure.

It is an interesting feature of this new Neo-Phrygian curse formula that in two
instances out of three, the number switches to plural. Since plural forms are other-
wise extremely rare in Neo-Phrygian apodoses (apart from ovehackovvov, only the
form tvvov in no. 71 may be regarded as certain), we may assume that the formula's
affinity to plural has to do with its specific content. Perhaps it is particularly evi-
dent or important that the action or state of ovelooke/o- etc. affects not only the
desecrator, but their entire family. However, as long as we do not understand the
content, further reasoning about this topic appears to be pointless.

We will have to wait for the discovery of some better preserved specimens of
this formula to obtain a more precise analysis of its structure and meaning.

§ 5. Appendix: A list of ‘ghost words’ mentioned or unmasked in this paper

terrtvov and faverrtvov or faderttvov, allegedly attested in nos. 12 and 30,
have been recognized as ghost words long ago: On the “attestation” in 12, see Cal-

12. Note that no. 71, which furnishes the only independent and certain attestation of the 3rd pl.
copula imperative, has wvov; no. 12 might have had ewvvov (see Calder 1913: 102), but this is uncer-
tain. In other words, the form with -ov- is found in the texts treated here, whereas -vv- occurs in other
inscriptions. We might perhaps be dealing with two different forms/verbs.
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der (1913: 102); on 30, Calder (1911: 178). While the end of 30 is hopelessly cor-
rupt, Calder (1913: 102) has proposed a reading (ad)stvvov for 12, which might
well be correct in view of tvvov (no. 71), but so far lacks direct confirmation from
other inscriptions. Despite these facts, the justified doubts about f(av/ad)etrTvov
have received little attention by the scholarly community; instead, those writing on
Phrygian would quote them for decades as alternative plural forms of the copula
besides 1ovov/ivvov. Thus, although it doubtlessly is W. M. Calder who deserves
the credits of unmasking this ghost word, it seems necessary to repeat his statement
here. Consequently, there is no Phrygian “3rd pl. imperative” in f-ttvov; instead,
as shown in this article, an ending -vvov is attested in the thematic form
ovelaokovvov, while wvvov and perhaps also 16vov may be considered athematic
examples. The -vvov in ovehaokovvov and wvov may be derived from *-nfod; the
implied sound change *-nt- > -nn- is perfectly in line with the 3™ plural subjunctive
form dedacotvvt, where -vvi goes back to *-nti.'?
The assumption of some scholars that *-n#- > -tn- in Phrygian thus loses its

grounds, since it was based upon the existence of f-tTvou.

tKovvov, attested in 42 and 120, hitherto taken for a noun in the genitive or da-
tive, really is the final part of the third plural imperative ovelackovvov. Note fur-
ther that, since we “lost” the “syntagm” fpe kovvov in 42, there is currently no
ascertained attestation of the Phrygian preposition pe with a thematic singular. I
will show in my forthcoming work that in some instances (18, 86, 99, 111), pe is
the prohibitive negation, thus not a preposition. The reading and word separation
pe ovopaviog in no. 116 (Brixhe and Neumann 1985: 168, 173) is not entirely cer-
tain, and if it is correct, we still do not know the case and number of the form
OVOLLOVIOLG.

tovehag, attested in 87, 120, and (as shown here) to be read also in 42, hitherto
taken for an a-stem noun in the genitive, really is the beginning of the verbal stem
ovelaoke/o-. The only ascertained Neo-Phrygian form ending in -ag (put aside the
preposition ag, on which see Obrador-Cursach 2020: 183) is therefore (o)teapog,
attested in nos. 14, 87 (as twapag), 112 and 115. The same word ending in -a is
attested in nos. 18 and 131 (no. 6.2 in Obrador-Cursach 2020: 532). If our proposed
reading of no. 120 is correct, a variant ateopoig also exists; cf. the possible forms
ovopaviag and ovopoviaig in no. 116. The relations between these possible variants
remain unclear. We do not know what stem class ateapa(t)(c) belongs to.

13. On these forms, see Himmig (forthcoming) and Obrador-Cursach (2020: 100).
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+1ov, taken to be a word of its own in 87, and hitherto considered a form of the
pronominal stem *fo-, really is the third singular imperative ending.

The elimination of this small form from our Phrygian vocabulary casts doubt
on some more established views. Old Phrygian tovo (G-02) seems to be isolated
correctly (cf. P-04b, where a sequence kakuioi appears that is usually identified
with the sequence kakoioi next to tovo in G-02), but its interpretation as a gen. sg.
of the pronominal stem *fo-, which was partially based upon a comparison with the
ghost word f1ov, should be given up now.
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The gods of the Phrygian inscriptions
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§ 1. Introduction

In Greek and Roman antiquity, Phrygians were constantly mentioned. While
epic and tragic poets spread their name (very often without proper use),! slavery
routes led to the presence of Phrygian men and women in the heart of Greek and
Roman territories.> Moreover, Phrygians and their culture were also reported
through the Orientalism avant la lettre of the so-called classical civilizations. To-
gether with the Phrygian imagery established by Greco-Roman sources, some gods

* ] promised to address this topic some time ago (Obrador-Cursach 2020: 118 fn. 68). A very
early draft of this paper was presented at the third MediterraneoS international conference organized
by the Instituto de Lenguas y Culturas del Mediterraneo y Oriente Proximo — CSIC (Madrid, 2016)
with the title ‘El pantedn de las inscripciones frigias.” However, I decided against publishing it in the
conference proceeding because I was unable to reduce the length of the paper to fit into the space
provided. In any case, our general knowledge of Phrygians and the Phrygian language is significantly
better than it was years ago and I have changed my view on some points. I thank Diego Corral Varela
and Ignasi-Xavier Adiego for their patience while reading the manuscript.

1. See Strabo’s eloquent view on this issue: oi Tomtoi & PAALGTO Ol TPAYIKOL GUYYEOVTEG TO
£€0vn, xaBdamep tovg Tpdag kol Tovg Mvoovg kol Tovg Avdovg Dplyac Tpocayopedovsty, obTm Kol
tovg Avkiovg Kdpoag ‘The poets, however, and especially the tragic poets, confuse the tribes, as, for
example, the Trojans and the Mysians and the Lydians, whom they call Phrygians; and likewise the
Lycians, whom they call Carians’ (Strabo 14.3.3, translated by H. L. Jones).

2. Note, for example, the case of Athens: ‘Athenian slaveholders were virtually next door to
their suppliers, resulting in relatively short supply chains and low transport costs. Slaves came from
all manner of places, but the chief sources were Phrygia and Thrace’ (Lewis 2018: 170).

Barcino. Monographica Orientalia 20 — Series Anatolica et Indogermanica 3 (2022) (ISBN: 978-84-9168-891-4)
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considered to be Phrygian in origin, mainly the well-known Cybele, also spread all
over the classical world and were incorporated into classical mythology.

The reception of the Mother Goddess in Rome is a frequently discussed topic?
and the survival of Phrygian gods in Hellenistic and Roman Phrygia is a productive
field exploited by Hellenists devoted to Anatolia. Some authors have also ad-
dressed the Phrygian background of the Mother Goddess, a prominent example
being a monograph by Lynn E. Roller (1999). Nevertheless, to learn more about
Phrygian gods other than Matar, the academic literature is honestly poor. Gian
Franco Chiai has recently published a monograph on the gods attested in Phrygia
from the Bronze age to Christianization (Chiai 2020). While his thorough approach
to Greek sources makes the book a milestone in the Hellenistic and Roman period
field, Phrygian testimonies are largely ignored, except those reporting Matar. Be-
yond some isolated accounts of other Phrygian gods,* the literature available could
lead one to erroneously consider Phrygian religion as an example of henotheism.

This paper seeks to fill the gap in critical analyses of gods in Phrygian inscrip-
tions and to go further than the accounts available on this topic. My intention here
is to provide a comprehensive overview of what direct sources, i.e., Phrygian in-
scriptions, tell us about the Phrygian pantheon. By Phrygian inscriptions, I refer
exclusively to inscriptions written in the Phrygian language, not Greek inscriptions
from Phrygia. These two concepts are all too often confused, especially from the
Greek perspective. Of course, [ have taken advantage of Greek sources (including
epigraphy and literary sources) to complete or, at least, complement the fragmen-
tary information left by the Phrygians. In any case, I have tried to explicitly distin-
guish between Phrygian data and Greek reception and to put the inscriptions into
context wherever possible. My main source was the catalog of Old Phrygian in-
scriptions [ compiled for my monograph on the Phrygian language (Obrador-
Cursach 2020), with some later finds, but I also considered New Phrygian inscrip-
tions. In addition, the limited knowledge of Phrygian and the written corpus availa-
ble in this language mean that most of my observations are linguistic in nature and
seek to provide anyone interested in this topic with more in-depth information.

3. On the reception of Cybele in Greece, see Vikela (2020). In the case of Rome, see the
splendid monography by Van Haeperen (2019), which also analyzes the priest of the Mother Goddess
in Rome.

4. In the following pages, I will provide nearly exhaustive references to Phrygian gods
(excluding Matar). Note that Oreshko (2021: 134—137) offers a quick overview.
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§ 2. Matar

Matar is the most commonly documented divinity in the Old Phrygian corpus.
Up to 11 inscriptions contain this theonym. Its meaning ‘mother’ is clear to us,
since this word lies at the core of kinship terms in Indo-European languages
(*méhyter > Latin mater, Sanskrit mdatr, Tocharian A macar, Gothic modar, etc.)
and has been adapted in Greek inscriptions from Phrygia as Myimp.® Its inflection
is also almost complete (the genitive is lacking): nominative matar (W-04, W-06,
B-01), accusative materan (M-01dI, W-01a) and dative materey (M-Ole, W-01b
twice).> The name is often followed by an epithet, some of which are discussed
below. However, in some cases, the name Matar stands alone. All Old Phrygian
instances were engraved on rock-cut monuments of several types: fagades (three
times in W-01, W-05b and on the niche of the so-called Midas facade, M-Olc I, M-
01d I, and M-01d II and M-01le), simple niches (W-04, W-06, B-01 in fact beside
the niche) or non-worked rocks (B-08). These inscriptions identify the monuments
as being devoted to the Mother Goddess, although most were accompanied by a
relief (perhaps called vrekun in W-01) or statuette (called bevdos in B-01). Unfor-
tunately, the representations related to Old Phrygian inscriptions did not survive. In
any case, there are several representations of the goddess in detailed anthropo-
morphic form (usually as a mural-crowned woman sitting on a throne or standing
with a falcon in her left hand or a tympanum and a cultic kind of vase in her right
hand, often accompanied by a lion) or as the semi-iconic version called ‘idol’ (this
can be single, double or triple; see Figure 1). Note that these inscriptions corre-
spond to the Lydian and Achaemenid rule over Phrygia.

5. Interpretatio, syncretism and other phenomena found in multiethnic territories fall outside the
scope of this paper.

6. One should add the following restored or fragmentary testimonies to these forms: [mata]r B-
08, matera[n’] M-01d 11, mater[---] M-01c and mate[...] W-05b.
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Figure 1. One of the two idols found at the monumental entrance to the palatial complex at
Kerkenes Dag. Taken from Summers (2018: 105, Fig. 7, image by Ali Cinki)

The inscriptions devoted to Matar offer more information about the promoters
of the inscriptions than about the goddess herself. This is the case with the main
facade of Yazilikaya (the so-called Midas city, Eskisehir Province), which has been
famous since the early stages of Phrygian studies because the main inscription
mentions a king called Midas: ates arkievais akenanogavos midai lavagtaei vanak-
taei edaes ‘Ates the son of Archias, the akenanogavos, made (it) for Midas the
leader (and) the king’ (M-0la). Although the inscription can be understood, it is
quite puzzling that the text is dedicated to Midas (whichever of the attested kings
called Midas it refers to), while the monument is clearly devoted to Matar. He is
mentioned as a human ruler, but the monument dates from later (‘[s]Jecond quarter
of 6th century BC, but earlier than 550 BC,” Berndt-Ers6z 2006: 233) than the last
Midas’ reign (Midas IV, the grandfather of Adrastus, ruled c. 600, according to
Herodotus 1.35, cf. Berndt-Erséz 2008: 1-2). It is possible that the promoter (Ates)
wanted to connect his work with an eminent ruler. A second inscription refers only
to another work on the fagade: baba memevais proitavos kQiyanaveyos si keneman
edaes ‘Baba the son of Meme(s), the proitavos, the kQiyanaveyos, made this
niche.” Inside this niche, an image of Matar was worshipped, as in other istances,
and fewer monumental inscriptions refer to the presence of the goddess: M-0Olc
mater.. (1) atatas m’onokaua (1), M-01d midas s-materan tvemes eneparkes’
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‘Midas engraved this mother goddess tvemes’ and M-Ole .. a o.. materey . ag’a ...
The whole shrine of Yazilikaya is full of monuments devoted to the Mother God-
dess, but she is not mentioned again here until the Hellenistic period under the
name (in Greek) of Mntip Aydiotig (see below §1.4.1).

Not far from Yazilikaya, there is another rock-cut fagade with an inscription
that mentions the goddess three times: materan areyastin | bonok akenanogavos |
vrekun tedatoy yos tutut ...a.m.noy akenanogavos | aey ‘Bonok, the akenanogavos,
made this Mother Goddess as his idol’. Who...” (W-01a), yos esai=t materey
evetekseti’y ovevin onoman da¥Yet lalkedo key venavtun avtay materey “Whoever
puts his own name in this mother evetekseti’y, let him be taken by the Mother God-
dess herself” (W-01b).

Here the relief of the goddess (vrekun), called by her local name Matar
*Areyastis, is said to be an artwork promoted by a man called Bonok the ake-
nanogavos. The second part (W-01b) shows the same goddess (avtay materey) as
the protector of her monument against usurpations. In the first text, the goddess
bears the epithet Areyastin (accusative), while in the second part of the W-01 in-
scription, she seems to be called evetekseti’y (but see below §1.4.). Another attesta-
tion of matar is engraved in another rock-cut facade at Mal Tas. However, its in-
scription has been extensively eroded: [ nst[ eldaes por mate]...] (W-05).
The same can be said about W-06, another eroded inscription on a fagade: [-?-]
matar [-?-].

The three remaining attestations of Matar are followed by the epithet kubeleya
(on which see below §1.1.). W-04 is an inscription on a step monument with a
niche located in Ayazini (see Berndt-Ers6z 2006: 245-246). Unfortunately, only
the theonym remains intelligible: matar kubileya [---]toy|en. The other two inscrip-
tions were in the mountains near Germanos-Sogukcam (Bolu Province). The first
inscription on this site, B-01, is one of the longest Phrygian texts and was also at-
tached to a niche dating from 550-330 BC and carved on a conical-shaped rock (see
Figure 2):®

si bevdos adi..[..]
kayarmoyo imroy edaes etoves niyo[y’]
matar kubeleya ibey a duman ektetoy

7. A niche in the rock to the left of the fagade contains another cryptic inscription, M-01f.
Although there is no mention of the goddess, it is possible to distinguish an offering (totin).
8. Some years ago, the monument was vandalized, and the inscription has been completely lost.
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4 yos tivo [{]a spereta ayni kin tel’ emi
[..Jtoyol Jis [.Jerktevoys ekey da|blati
opito [k]ey oy evememesmeneya anato [."]
kavarmoyun matar otekonov [."]

8  kesiti oyvos aey apaktneni
pakray evkobeyan epaktoy

Figure 2. The Tiirbe Onii or Yazili Kaya on a mountain near Germanos-Soguk¢am. This is
a conical-shaped rock with the inscription B-01, devoted to Matar Kubeleya, under a trian-
gular niche. The inscription has been destroyed. Photography: Anadolu Yazilari
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Unfortunately, it remains too cryptic to offer any information about the con-
text as a whole; one can understand only that there was a statue (bevdos), probably
of Matar Kubeleya, perhaps donated (efoves) by the religious community (duman).
It is worth mentioning that evememesmeneya (1.6, see below §1.3.) has also been
considered an epithet for Matar, although it would be the only time it had not been
introduced by the generic Matar.

The last document of the Matar dossier is B-08. It was recently incorporated
into the corpus (Brixhe and Vottéro 2016) after being found around a hundred me-
ters from B-01. The inscription was engraved on the rock with large letters. How-
ever, it moved, possibly following an earthquake, and remains in a vulnerable posi-
tion (it was badly eroded, according to the first editors). Despite the fact that little
is legible, the relationship with B-01 is clear. Although the texts are different, most
words in B-08 are also visible in B-01:

I
[~]
[---] kavarmoyo [---]
[---] epav’es niyoy [---]
[--- mata]r kubeley[a ---]

I
si tadilal---]
[---] bevdos key [---]
[---] key dabati [---]
(]
[2-]

During the Iron Age, the theonym Matar was relatively well documented to
the west of the Phrygian cultural area. In fact, it is the most commonly written the-
onym in the Old Phrygian subcorpus. That said, representations of goddesses in the
central and eastern territories of Phrygia are considered to be representations of
Matar after the iconography, but we are uncertain what the main goddess of Gordi-
on was called, although Matar is the best, if not only, candidate.

The scenario is completely different in the New Phrygian subcorpus. The
word patop may occur twice, but the legible parts of the two inscriptions are prob-
lematic. The first is the larger New Phrygian inscription, from Bayat (11.2 = 18).
As with most texts from this period, it contains a closing imprecation against dese-
crators (1. 6-10), but also an unparalleled introduction to the monument. Although
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it had been badly eroded when it was found, Ramsay, the first editor, made a
squeeze. A revision of the first part of the text (1.1-6), which contains a possible
reference to Matar (1.4), may enhance the reading and comprehension process. The
whole inscription with the current reading is as follows:

[---]ot kvovpa €Tt deqdapovio-
V LHOYOS1G 0KEVIKOV 0KOWYOGL
pdakag 6ad0v AevKimt dakap

4 Aevkig poyog Ke patap evyego-
pVoiL K0T OTLOLLO KVOULLEV TOWV €-
[.]Tog Ton KoATapavel 10¢ Vi ovkKpao-
OV AUTOLEIQV EYO0EG LOVPOU

8 o1l KOG GELOVY KVOVLLOVEL K-
aKOLV 0OSUKET VL povka, Be(k)o-
G 101 [l€ TOTOGGELTL GOPVOV

Lines 610 contain two imprecative apodoses, but the meaning of the first, 10g
O0VKPOjoV AUTOUELOV €YO0EG Lovpoa, remains unclear; the only part we understand
with certainty is the relative pronoun t0¢ ‘who’ (in nominative singular) and the
noun Aatopewv ‘grave’ (in accusative singular, a Greek borrowing from
Aatopeiov; the funerary meaning is attested in Perinthos, Robert 1974, 238-239).
The word ovkpajov seems to be an adjective qualifying Aatopelov and €ydoeg, a
verb in the third person singular. The second apodosis (1. 8-9) is clearer and can be
roughly translated as ‘or who does harm to this tomb or stele, let Sarnan not give
him bread.’ In the first part, there is a man called Agbkig (1. 3 in dative, 1. 4 in nom-
inative), but we are unsure if patop here is a plain kinship term ‘mother’ or refers
to the divinity. At least evye€apvor may have a relationship (perhaps as a theophor-
ic name) with the god capvav in 1. 10. The interpretation of this part of the text
remains open.

The second occurrence of patap in the New Phrygian subcorpus is no clearer.
Inscription 19.2 (129) was found in the Ahmet Karahisari campus of the Kocatepe
University at Afyon-Karahisar, Siiliin (ancient Prymnessos). Of the original text,
only the beginning of the closing curse remains:

110



THE GODS OF THE PHRYGIAN INSCRIPTIONS

10¢ Vi oa pat’[g]-
pe Kokov affe-
PETOL CUVL GEP’-
4 o0, TOG VL UE
Ceperols ....]
[--]

‘Whoever does harm to this mother or to Serva, [let] him ... in the sight of
me[n...]°

The objects to be protected by the curse are problematic. The word cep’oa
may be a personal name, Serva, and seems to be the same word attested in Old
Phrygian as servas (G-130), if the New Phrygian word is not a Latin borrowing
from serua ‘female slave.” The most problematic part is pot’[€]pe. It is a clear da-
tive singular, but the lexical identification is problematic. The reading pot’[e]pe
was suggested by Ligorio and Lubotsky (2018: 1825, without any remarks on the
context) and is coherent with the Old Phrygian materey (M-0le, W-01b). However,
we are unsure if there is a representation of Matar to be preserved or the word re-
fers to the mother or a person called Serva(s).

Even with the problems relating to New Phrygian inscriptions, it is clear that
the cult of Matar, as shown by the Phrygian inscription, was prominent in the
western territories in official monuments during the second half of the 6th century
BC (the end of the Middle Phrygian period in archaeological terms). However, its
absence in New Phrygian curses, surprising in comparison to Greek data from the
Imperial period when Mrtnp is found elsewhere, may be explained by the bias of
having only one type of text.

§ 2.1. Matar Kubeleya

As mentioned above, the epithet Kubeleya occurs three times in the Phrygian
corpus and only to the west of the Phrygian cultural territory. In fact, only two
locations bear this Phrygian theonym: Ayazini (W-04) and the mountains near
Germanos-Sogukcam (B-01 and B-08). In contrast to the distribution of this the-
onym in the Greek world, it seems clear that, from a Phrygian perspective, it was a
local cult. Despite its Phrygian origin, the earliest attestation of the name occurs on
a vase written in Greek found in Locri Epizephyrii (Calabria, Italy): [- - -]c
Qupdroc. The inscription, dating from the first half of the 6th century BC, contains
the name in genitive with the dialectical peculiarity of the shift eA > aA (cf. Aodpot
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for Aehgoi, see Obrador-Cursach 2020: 281, with references). In any case, the most
common adaptation of Kubeleya in Greek is KvBéAn, with the contraction -eya > -
M, as in Attic ABnvaio > AOMqvn ‘Athena,” although there are some relics of the
name without a contraction: Matpi KvpeAeion in a votive inscription from Bulgaria
(4th century BC; Nessebar Museum, inv. no. 1354) and Mntpi KvBehein, in lonian,
in an inscription from Chios (no. 137, undated).

With respect to the formation, kubeleya is a clear adjective with -eyo- added to
kub(-)el-. According to Brixhe (1979), this epithet may stem from the Phrygian
noun for ‘mountain’ (consequently, Mntnp Opeia ‘Mountain Mother’ would be the
exact Greek rendering of Phrygian, Matar Kubeleya), but it might refer to the
mountain(s) where the goddess was worshipped, as reported in some Greek and
Latin sources: x]ai [ayoiua] | [@ledv Mntpog €pdvn &€y Kopéloig ‘[and the statue]
of the Mother of the Gods appeared in Cybele’ (Marmor Parium §11), yauavia 6&
Awdouny yevvijoor pev moudiov OfAv, tpépev & anvtd ur PovAduevov gig Opog
gkbeival 10 mpooayopevduevov Kopeiov [...] kol mpocayopeboor Kvpéiny amo
tod tomov ‘and [Meion] marrying Dindymé he begat an infant daughter, but being
unwilling to rear her he exposed her on the mountain which was called Cybelus
[...] and called her Cybelé after the name of the place’ (Diodorus of Sicily 12.5.3,
translation by C. H. Oldfather); ot 8¢ kai Opog Vmepkeipevov Ti|g TOAE®G TO
Aivdopov, a4’ o 1 Avdounvi, kaddamep dnd tdv Kopéhov 1 Kupéin ‘there is also
a mountain situated above the city, Dindymum, after which the country Dindymené
was named, just as Cybelé was named after Cybela’ (Strabo 12.5.3); KvoBeia- dpn
Opoyiag. kai dvrpa. koi OdAopot ‘k.: Phrygian mountains. Also, caves’ and cham-
bers’ (Hesychius k 4363); Inter, ait, uiridem Cybelen altasques Celaenas | amnis it
insana, nomine Gallus, aqua. qui bibit inde, furit ‘[Erato] said: ‘Between green
Cybele and high Celaenae, there flows a river with insane water, called Gallus. Its
taste causes madness’ (Ovid Fasti 4.363-365, translation by A. J. Boyle); ad
Cuballum, Gallograeciae castellum, castra habentibus Romanis ‘while the Romans
were encamped near Cuballum, a fortress of Galatia’ (Livy 38.18.5). Therefore, it
seems quite likely that kubeleya means ‘she from the (mount(s)) kybelon’ and,
accordingly, a mountain or mountains called kubelon or kubela actually existed. In
light of the locations where the Old Phrygian kubeleya is attested, such mountain(s)
could be identified with the shrine on the mountains of Germanos-Sogukcam, at-
tested by inscriptions B-01 and B-08. Of course, from a Greco-Roman perspective,

9. At this point, it would be interesting to point out the existence of Mfimp amd EmnAiéov
‘Mother of the cave’, with a sanctuary in a cave identified by Frei NE of Dorylaion (Frei 1983: 58—
59).
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it could be considered a very humble sanctuary,!® even more so when compared
with the later, more sumptuous Hellenistic complex at Pessinus. However, we are
dealing with different chronological periods, with different cultural dynamics and
distant territories. We are uncertain when the worship of Matar in Pessinus started,
but there is no evidence prior to the 4th century. In a well-known passage (12.5.3),
Strabo considered that Midas built the first temple dedicated to the goddess in
Pessinus, where ancient Phrygian dynasties worshipped, but current scholars have
concluded that this piece of information ‘is very likely a product of a reshaped past,
fabricated in the Hellenistic period in order to legitimize the rule of new powers’
(Verlinde 2015: 71). On the whole, Germanos-Sogukg¢am is the best candidate for
the earliest shrine to Matar Kubeleya, although it must be treated as a mere hy-
pothesis until explicit evidence or new data becomes available.

In any case, the connection between Sogukcam and Matar may also be related
to hot springs, which are very common in the whole of Bolu province. In fact, the
heteronym of the Turkish villa, Germanos, can easily be explained as the Greek
adaptation of the Phrygian *germd, derived from Proto-Indo-European (PIE)
*g"er-mo-, as in the Greek Ogppog ‘warm’, Armenian jerm ‘warm’ and Albanian
zjarm, zjarr ‘heat’ (Obrador Cursach 2020: 73-74 fn. 11, with references). The
word occurs only in toponyms from Mysia and Galatia, but the presence of a
voiced stop makes the etymology highly likely: I'éppa (Galatia), ['épun (Mysia),
Germe (Mysia), ['épp|a| (Galatia, see KON 138-139 §204). Note also the exi-
stence of Mftnp Ocpunvy, attested at Nakoleia (MAMA V 188 no. 4).!! The topo-
nym that forms the basis of the goddess’ epithet is clearly Greek in formation,
based on 0épun ‘heat; (in plural) hot springs’, the cognate of the assumed Phrygian
*germa. The goddess’ epithet derives from a place name called ‘hot springs,” but
the meaning of the toponym is too evident to connect the goddess with this natural
phenomenon, although a second god was also worshipped by the citizens of this
village (the Oepunvoi MAMA X 443): the ®eocg [Tatpiog [...] Oepunvdv yaing ‘the
native god of the land of the Thermonoi’ (IMT Olympene 2693) and ®gog
“Yyiotog ‘Emkoog ‘The Highest God who listens to (the prayers)’ (MAMA X
443). It may be a coincidence, but the presence of a shrine in the area Germanos

10. We know little about the site: ‘[i]t has been suggested that the settlement at Germanos was a
military fortress controlling the passage to the north,” ‘traces of walls and Phrygian sherds were
observed on a kale close to the niche’ (Berndt-Ers6z 2006: 7 and 8, with references). Note that we are
now aware of a second important inscription (B-08).

11. A common vow dating from the Imperial period: Mapkiavn | Ma&ipo nep Aveeiofvog
Mnpi | @epunvii | 0yfiv “‘Markiane Maxima (made) a vow to the Thermian Mother for Amphion.’
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and the Mrjtnp Ogpunvn points to a relationship between the Mother Goddess and
hot springs.'?

Until now, I have avoided one of the key questions addressed by scholars: the
relationship between Kubeleya and Kubaba. Kubaba is a well-known Syrian god-
dess who originated in Karkemish (where she was the city’s goddess during the
Old Assyrian period) and spread across the Anatolian world and survived in Lydian
until the Achaemenid period. Indeed, the similarity of their names (both starting
with kub-), their feminine gender, the presence of Kubaba in Sardis (called kufaw
in LW 4a and kuwaw[ in LW 7 and KvB1ipn by Herodotus 5.102.1, who reported
the burning of her temple) and the early attestation of Kubaba on another vase with
a Greek inscription found in Locri Epizephyrii (év Q<v>Bafoag SEG 49.1357) have
led some scholars to speculate about a shared origin for both goddesses. Here, we
must separate the etymological identification of the two goddesses from the identi-
fication between the divinities bearing it. In any case, despite the gaps, it seems
quite clear that Kubaba and Kubeleya do not share a similar divine origin, although
the beginning of the names is similar, a detail that could have led the Greeks and
Romans to use the names interchangeably.'* Moreover, we do not know the ety-
mology of the two names or, worse still, the language in which Kubaba and Kubel-
were created.

With respect to kubeleya, one can only assume that its root is not a Phrygian
inherited word; a form *kub"-, which could be suggested by internal reconstruction,
has not been suggested for PIE, but *4ub- would be expected to become *kup- in
Phrygian. Oreshko (2021: 144—148) recently connected Phrygian kubeleya with the
PIE word *g"eb"-]- (he quotes *g"eb"-al-) ‘head,” as found in Greek kepalrj ‘head,’
Tocharian (A and B) spal ‘head’ and some Germanic words for ‘skull’ (Old High
German gebal and gibilla) and ‘front’ (Old High German gibi/ and Gothic gibla).
However, this scenario for kubeleya would require Grassmann’s law to apply to
Phrygian, which is refuted by the Old Phrygian word bevdos ‘statue,”'* and would
force the shift *e > u, which is completely unheard of in Phrygian. On the whole,
the most likely scenario for kubeleya is a Phrygian formation (the presence of the

12. See Kpavopeyoinvn (§1.4.2.) for another connection between water and the goddess.

13. This is the case of Catullus in his long poem 63, where Cybébé (v. 9, 20, 35, 84 and 91) and
Cybelés (v. 12, 68 and 76) occur in relation to the same goddess.

14. According to Lubotsky (2008), B-01 bevdos (borrowed by Greek as feddog) originates from
PIE *b"eud"-os- ‘perception,” derived from the root *b’eud"- (LIV? 82-83) found, for example, in the
Greek amevOng ‘ignorant’ or Avestan baodah- ‘perception.” The preservation of the two stops in
bevdos as voiced suggests that the so-called Grassmann’s law did not apply to Phrygian.
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suffix -eyo-) based on a pre-Phrygian (whatever this label means) oronym (Kubel-).
It is worth remarking that kubeleya never occurs as an independent theonym in
Phrygian and that Kubaba is never called ‘mother.” Unfortunately, the attractive
PIE extended root *keu-b- / *ku-b-, used for any curved object (including caverns
and mountains), occurs in many languages and points to one possible source for the
Phrygian oronym. Moreover, one must keep in mind that the sequence *kub- is also
extremely common outside Indo-European languages to exclude any possible
source. In any case, I am uncertain whether there is any evidence connecting *kub-
in kubeleya to Kubaba.

§ 2.2. Areyastin

Despite being a hapax, areyastin (W-01la, accusative singular) is a very inter-
esting epithet. It is found on the facade on which inscriptions W-01 were engraved
(Figure 3), not far from Yazilikaya. As mentioned above, it also occurs in a de-
scription of the circumstances of the monument. The structure of this epithet has a
good parallel in ’AydioTtig, an epithet attested by many Greek texts, especially in the
above-mentioned sanctuary (see below §1.4.1.), and reveals the following morpho-
logical boundaries: *areya-st-is.!> This leaves the basis Areya-, which has been
compared'® to Luwian *ariyatt(i)- ‘elevation, mountain,” a derivative of ari(ya)-
‘raise; check, restrain.” It would be a very interesting substrate word, whether ar-
eya- referred to the specific hill where the fagade was cut out or was a generic word
for ‘hill.” However, the presence of -st- rules out a direct borrowing from
*ariyatt(i)-, although Areya- could be a pre-Phrygian oronym (similar to the in-
ferred basis of kubeleya), perhaps derived from the same Luwian root (Obrador-
Cursach 2020: 181), or else a lexical borrowing in the case of a generic meaning.

15. Here, I reconstruct the nominative. The Phrygian masculine form of adjectives and names in
-st-is seems to be -st-os, as in surgastoy (Dd-102; compare also with the Lydian personal name
Srkastus LW11, also as an adjective Srkastulis LW 103, and the epithet of Zgvg Zvpyaotng or
Yvpyaoteog, cf. Avram 2016: 72-74); see also the PN Neveotog (KPN 357 §1025, from West
Phrygia).

16. An initial proposal can be found in Berndt-Ers6z (2006: 84), reviewed by Yakubovich (2007:
143).
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Figure 3. The Areyastis monument, a fagade containing the Old Phrygian inscriptions
W-01. Note the conical shape of the rock, like that of B-01

On the same facade, W-01b curses any desecrator of the monument. This is
relevant here, because its imprecation is considered to contain a second epithet of
Matar in dative agreement: materey eveteksete’y. This interpretation of Lubotsky
suggests the presence of the prefix ev(e)- ‘well’ (cognate of Greek €0- and Sanskrit
va-; Lubotsky 1988: 20). Although this is a common interpretation and the mean-
ing ‘well-parturient’ due to its association with the PIE root *fek- ‘to sire, beget’
(LIV? 618; Gr. titko ‘beget, give birth to, produce’) has even been proposed, the
issue remains problematic because of doubts about the reading of the penultimate
letter ({e) or (i)?, see Obrador-Cursach 2020: 223 with references).

§ 2.3. Other alleged epithets for the Mother Goddess

Leaving aside evetekseti’y, some other words were once considered to be epi-
thets for Matar. M-0lc, which appears inside the niche of the great facade where
monumental inscription M-Ola was engraved, contains the word monokaua.
Haspels (1971, 290 no. 4) read the first letter as (b) instead of (m) and Orel (1997,
15) compared the resulting form *bonokaua with the personal name bonok in W-
Ola. The presence of *bonokaua was attractive, even more so after Frei’s publica-
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tion (1986) of a little stele containing a vow to Avydicon Bovokidret.!” However,
as pointed out by Berndt-Ers6z (2006: 85), there is no reason to read an unfinished
letter at the beginning. Moreover, monokaua in M-01c does not follow Matar, but
rather the personal name atatas, which makes a patronymic or any other word like-
ly; and monokaua definitely does not agree with mater.., an unclear oblique case of
Matar in inscription M-01lc (the final letters cannot be read, but a nominative matar
can be ruled out). In any case, forms ending in “a are rare in Phrygian; only the
form [."]y[."Jagaua can be adduced.'® This last word was also considered another
epithet for Matar by Brixhe (in Brixhe and Sivas 2002: 108—109), but unfortunate-
ly the context is not complete enough to draw any conclusions.

Another alleged epithet is dumeyay in G-01 (Orel 1997a: 157 and 425). This
inscription found in a building in the citadel of Gordion is fragmentary; dumeyay is
the only complete word in all the fragments and no reference to Matar can be iden-
tified. The slab on which it was engraved does not provide any information about
its nature or use. The word dumeyay seems to be a feminine adjective in the dative
singular derived from duman (a kind of religious community). According to the
data available, there is no reason to assume that the word refers to matar.

In B-01, where Matar Kubeleya is explicitly mentioned (line 3), Lubotsky
(1988, 15 fn. 6) suggested that evememesmeneya (line 6) may be another epithet
for the goddess. He also provided a possible analysis as a reduplicated perfect par-
ticiple of the verb men- (< PIE *men- ‘to think’ LIV? 435-436, as Greek poaivouan
‘be mad, angry’ or Sanskrit mdnyate ‘to think believe, imagine’) with the prefix
*hisu- > ev(e)- ‘well” and the translation ‘well-remembering.” Orel (1997, 144, 430
and 444) preferred the segmentation evememes meneya, where the first word
should be considered a verb meaning ‘to speak favorably, declare’ and the second
word, also considered an epithet for Matar, would be related to the Greek €0-
pévela ‘goodwill, favor.” Since the inscriptions remain cryptic and the reference to
Matar is quite far from this evememesmeneya, we should be cautious with these
analyses.

17. Dated to 150-210 AD, the whole inscription reads as follows: Aadng Mdpkov | MaAnvog
Avlydwoon Bovolkidter goynv ‘Dades (the son) of Markos (made), from Malos, a vow to Agdistis
Bonokiatis.’

18. The toponym I'Sappovag (MAMA VII, 589, from Cerkes Atlandy), also spelled I'davpoog
(MAMA 1, 339, from Cesmelisebil) admits a Phrygian analysis (Obrador-Cursach 2020: 246), but it
can be considered Pisidian or Lycaonian as well (see Robert 1980: 382).
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Finally, Lubotsky (1988: 12) also suggested that gkinanogavan, the accusative
feminine singular form of akenanogavos ‘the holder of the akenan,” is another
epithet for Matar. This is possible, since M-04 was engraved on a step monument
at the top of a sanctuary to Matar in Yazilikaya. However, the only aspect of the
whole text we understand is that ‘Tiyes the ruler of Modra’ (tives modrovanak) was
perhaps the promoter. The final word of the inscription remains unclear, but ake-
nanogavos occurs as the title of a promoter of monuments (Obrador-Cursach 2020:
170).

§ 2.4. A few remarks on some epithets for Mytyp attested in Greek

2.4.1. Aydiotic

In a not insignificant corpus of Greek votive inscriptions dating from the Hel-
lenistic and Roman Imperial period, Mnmnp Aydiotig (which has many spelling
variants) is attested in relation to the sanctuary in Yazilikaya (conventionally
named Midas city, Eskisehir Province). Most simply contain the name of the dedi-
cator in nominative (followed by the patronymic in genitive), the female theonym
in dative and the noun eOynv ‘vow’ in accusative. See the following example:
Amnoldaviog [Mamiov Mntpl Avydion evynv ‘Apollonios (the son) of Papias (made)
a vow to Mother Agdistis’ (Badenas, Elvira and Gago 1987; see Figure 4). Nine-
teen of the 40 known inscriptions were clearly found in Yazilikaya proper. At the
top of the mountain, a sanctuary from the Hellenistic period was excavated, the
*Aydioteov, its Greek name known due to a coin from the Roman period minted
at Dokimeion and bearing the legend ANT'AIZZHON (Figure 5)." The three in-
scriptions found in Anatolia attest two different sanctuaries to the goddess in
Egypt: one in Alexandria®® and one in El Giza.”!

19. With respect to the formation, see Mntp@®ov stemming from Mnnp, or Movceiov stemming
from Movaoat.

20. SB 1: 306, dating from 282-242 BC, Alexandria Museum: vrép Baciiéwng [Troiepaiov | Tod
Itolepaiov Emtijpog |Adiott Arookdpoig | TTtodepaio Totiipt | Zipnwviong ‘During the reign of
Ptolemy (the son) of Polemy Soter, Simonides (made it) for Agdistis, for the Dioskori and for
Ptolemy Soter.’

21. Bernand, Mus. du Louvre 8,2 SB 1.00677,2 and Bernand, Mus. du Louvre 8,3 SB
1.00677,3. Despite some minor spelling differences, both inscriptions contain the same text (I
reproduce the first here): vnép Pacihéwc ITtorepoiov | tod Irorepaiov kai Pacidicong | Apovong
Moboyoc 0 1epeds | TOV vaov kol 10 tépevog | Aydiotel €mmkog | 1dpdoato ‘During the reign of
Ptolemy (the son) of Ptolemy and the queen Arsinoe, Moskhos the priest founded the temple and the
precinct for Agdistis, who listens.’
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Figure 4. Votive statuette of Metér Angdistis acquired by the Museo Arqueologico
Nacional (Madrid, inv. No. 1983/55), second half of the 2nd century AD. Image courtesy
of the Museo Arqueoldgico Nacional
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‘F igure 5. Coin from Dokimeion, 2nd century AD. AE16 (2.62g). Obverse: helmet bust of
Athena (conventionally). Reverse: Mount Agdus with the name of the temple to Matar
ANT'AIZXHON

The distribution of the inscriptions and the coin from Dokimeion make it clear
that the central sanctuary of Agdistis was the mountain Agdus,?> where some mon-
uments to the Mother Goddess, simply called Matar (without any epithet) in Old
Phrygian inscriptions (see above §1), were consecrated in the 6th century BC. The
inclusion of the epithet in Greek inscriptions from the Hellenistic and Roman peri-
od may be a consequence of the inclusion of this cult in the Hellenistic world and
the need to singularize this mother with regard to the others.

Together with the normative form "Aydiotig, the inscriptions related to this
goddess contain many spelling variants of the two clusters, «<yd> and <om. With
respect to the former, the variants «vd», <yyd> and <vyd> seem to present a nasal val-
ue of «y>, similar to the Greek allophone [n] before a velar consonant. The case of
<om, however, is more complex. Fortunately, we know that the origin is a Phrygian
feminine form in -s¢-, also attested in materan areyastin, the Mother Goddess at-
tested in W-0Ola (not far from Yazilikaya; see above §1.2.). Both epithets suggest
that they derived from the name of the mountain or hill where they were wor-
shipped. However, Greek inscriptions from Yazilikaya spell the Old Phrygian suf-
fix -st- as <o, <00, <&. These alternative spellings can be found in other inscrip-
tions from Anatolia but the most etymological form <ot has never been found in

22. The name of the mountain is reported in Latin by Arnobius (Adversus Nationes 5.5.1).
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the sanctuary. This very likely shows that a late, local sort of assibilation occurred: -
sti- > [[i] or [61].

The goddess Aydiwotig is often called Mrtnp ‘Mother’ and Mnmp Oedv
‘Mother of the gods,” but the epithet often stands alone. In some instances, she is
called 0ed ‘goddess,” also in combination: Mntpi 0ed Av|dioon (MAMA VI 398).
In Egypt she is constantly referred to as énnkdog ‘(she) who listens (the prayers),” a
very common epithet during the Hellenistic and Roman periods. Finally, she is
once called dkté ‘prayer-receiving’ in Midas city (MAMA VI 396). As has been
said, ’Aydiotic is recorded in literary sources as a Mother Goddess; Strabo (10.3.12
and 12.5.3) and Hesychius (a 404, perhaps also in a 971) explained her mountain
origin (untépa korodvteg Bed®v kol Aydiotv kal Ppuyiav Oeov peydiny ‘they call
the Mother of the gods Agdistis and the Great Phrygian Divinity’).?

2.4.2. Kpavopeyoinvni

The epithets Kpoavoueyainvi (CIG 4121) and ano Kpavooueydin (MAMA V
8 and 9) or and kpavog peyddn (MAMA V Lists I(i): 182,79 and Drew-Bear 1978,
52,30) occur in Roman inscriptions found in Dorylaion, Midaion and Nakoleia.
Chai (2009: 137) interpreted the epithet, equivalent to the formation of dno + geni-
tive, as the result of worship of a source (Greek kpnvn, Doric kpdva) associated
with the goddess. This is a very interesting point, since Kpavoopeydin could be
considered both a generic name ‘the great source’ (with a particular use of the suf-
fix -nvog, -nvn, -nvov) or a toponym with a transparent meaning ‘Great Source.” In
fact, the forms dmo Kpoavooueydin and amo kpavog peyddn are equivalent, and the
orthography is in line with the editor’s interpretation.

The Old Phrygian inscription B-05 attests the relationship between a goddess,
artimitos, and a source, since this name agrees with the epithet kraniyas ‘from the
source’ in B-05 (Obrador-Cursach 2020: 279; see below §5). Indeed, this latter
epithet can be treated as a precedent of Kpavopeyoinvr. The Old Phrygian Matar
is also somewhat related to hot springs, as mentioned above).

2.4.3. Beddvtdyv

The inscription SEG 44, 1062 (from Kd&yii, former Galatia) contains a vow to
Mn1pi Beddvutdv (made by the brothers Philles and Apas). Although this epithet is
a hapax, it is highly reminiscent of a famous gloss by Clemens Alexandrinus
(Stromateis 5.8.46-47 = Orphic Fragments 219): Bédv pev yap tovg Opdyoc 10

23. For a particular myth of Agdistis, with many later Greek elements, see Pausanias 7.17.10.
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Vomp enoi kaAeiy ‘it is said that Phrygians call bédu to water.” If éov is related to
PIE *uddy ‘water.” It can hardly be considered a Phrygian inherited word.>* In any
case, the epithet Beddvt®dv seems to confirm that the glossed word existed in
Phrygia, while the gloss (excluding the secondary meaning ‘air’ also reported by
the Greek source)® explains the epithet Beddvtdv as meaning ‘of the waters.” The
resulting scenario is consistent with Kpavopeyoinvn (see above §1.4.2.).

2.4.4. @gpunvn / Ogpuéov

As mentioned above (§1.1.), the Mother Goddess was associated with hot
springs. This inference from the toponymy is confirmed by plain Greek formations.
Together with Mntip @gpunvi},*® one inscription attests Mntiip Oepuéwv ‘Mother
of the hot springs.’?” This latter text was found at Yesilova, where hot springs still
exist.

2.4.5. Tupovyapnvn

Found in Laodicea Combusta, the inscription MAMA 1 2b contains a simple
vow to MAp Tupovyoapnvi.2® The epithet is relevant because, even if it contains a
toponym (as considered in KON §374), it is connected to the Old Phrygian lexicon;
although its meaning remains unclear, it can be analyzed as a compound Tupov-
yop-(mvn). The first element, Tupov, can easily be connected to the Old Phrygian
imroy, read in inscription B-01 (1.2), which is devoted to a statue of Matar Kube-
leya. With respect to its meaning, I suggest that imro- could be a borrowing from
the Luwic word im(ma)ra(i)- ‘open country,” and may mean something like ‘field’
in the Phrygian text (Obrador-Cursach 2020: 254). The meaning of the second
element, -yop-, remains unparalleled, although a pure internal reconstruction (to be
confirmed by other sources) makes it compatible with a derivative of the PIE

24. Even if (B) represents /v/ in these late texts, the expected outcome of PIE *uddy in Phrygian
would be *vodor, *odor, *ovodovp, *odovp (vel sim.), as we can infer from *py > novp (Obrador-
Cursach 2020: 69).

25. "Epmody 8¢ 0 kopkog DkvAliog BEdv tov dépa Plodmpov Gvta d10 TOVTOV YIVAOCKEL ‘On
the other hand, the comic poet, Philydeus, understands by bédu the air, as being life-giver.’

26. MAMA V Lists Note: 188.,4 (from Nakoleia): Mapxiavr | Ma&ipa djnep Aveeiolvog Mntpt |
Oepunvi] | evynv ‘Marciana Maxima, on behalf of Ampheion, to Meter Thermene, (in fulfillment of) a
vow.” The presence of at least one city name after the hot springs is confirmed by MAMA X 443
(from Synaos), where its inhabitant (@epunvoi) made a vow to @gdc “Yyiotog £mokdog.

27. RECAM V, 88 no. 119: Ogppénv eo[ynv] / Atollavio[g] / [Ipmtéov Mnt[pi] ‘Apollonios,
son of Proteas, to Meter of the hot springs, (in fulfillment of) a vow.’

28. [Mntlpt Tupovlyapmvij edlxfv ‘to Meter Imrugarene, (in fulfillment of) a vow.’

122



THE GODS OF THE PHRYGIAN INSCRIPTIONS

*gerH- ‘desire, enjoy’ (LIV? 176-177), as in the New Phrygian yeyapitpevog (62.2
= 33, a participle parallel to the Greek keyapiopévog).

2.4.6. KikAiéa

Two inscriptions from western Phrygia® contain a vow (both by women) to
Mntpi Kuckéa (both in dative and with the same spelling). The epithet Kuchéa is
clearly a Phrygian adjective in *-eio- (in fact, the feminine *-eieh.-, cf. Obrador-
Cursach 2020: 84-85). Its nominal basis can be explained by the gloss by Hesychi-
us K 2655: kikAnv: v dpktov 10 dotpov. Opoyeg ‘<kiklény: the constellation Ur-
sa.” We can easily assume that kikAnv meant ‘wagon’ in Phrygian for two reasons:
‘wagon’ (or something related to it) is a popular name for the seven principal stars
of this constellation among the ancient and modern languages of Asia (e.g., Akka-
dian erigqu ‘wagon, cart’ CAD 4, 296-297) and Europe (e.g., Basque gurdi ‘cart,’
OEH IX 670), and «ikAnv seems to be a Phrygian derivative of the PIE root
*kvékvlos ‘wheel.”>? If this identification is correct, the Phrygian epithet attested in
the above-mentioned Greek inscriptions seems to match the Mother-Goddess’ rep-
resentation on a cart drawn by lions (see Figure 6).

29. MAMA X 226 from Pusan, Ist to the early 2nd century AD (Maung | @thinmov | yo{n}vn |
Mnpi KykAéq e0x<n>v) and Ramsay (1905: 427 no. 13), from Altintas — 212-217 AD? (Ramsay
1905) (Omgp tiig T0D Kv|piov Avtwveivo[v] | [t]Oyms k€ veikng k& | [E]oviov dwapoviig K T KOUNG
[T?]|étov Nava cvv|Biog Mevekdéog | Mntpi Kuchéa evym[v]).

30. The ending -nv in kikAnv may be the result of the Greek adaptation of an original *-an
ending (Obrador-Cursach 2020: 420).
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Figure 6. Bronze statuette of Cybele on a cart drawn by lions, second half of the 2nd centu-
ry AD, originally part of a fountain. The Metropolitan Museum of Art 97.22.24. The Met
(public domain)

2.4.7. Opeia / Opmvn

‘Opeio or Opéa is a well-known epithet for the Mother Goddess, and has pro-
vided important information for research into the meaning of kubeleya. In fact, we
know that many mother goddesses in Central Anatolia are named after the moun-
tain where they had a sanctuary (see above for the illustrative quote of Diodorus of
Sicily 12.5.3, see §1.1.). However, the generic ‘mountain’ is less common than one
would imagine and never occurs in Phrygia; ‘Opeia is present in inscriptions from
Pamphylia (SEG 6.718 and SEG 6.720), Pisidia (SEG 41.1245) and Caria (as
Mntp Bedv Opeia, Apollonia Salbake 7), while its variant Opéa is also attested
in Pisidia (Burdur Archaeological Museum, Inv. no. 8555, cf. Aversano 2019:
196).

What we find in Phrygia is Opmvi}, in MAMA X 983! and MAMA X 307.%
This variant of ‘Opeia again shows that the suffix -nvoc, -nv, -nvov in divine eth-

31. From Kotyaion: [Mn]|tpt Opwmvij ‘to Meter Oriene.’
32. ITapeihog k[ai] | Tpomepiov [Mn][tpt Opmvii [e0ynv] ‘Pamphilos and Truperion, to Meter
Oriene, (in fulfillment of) a vow.’
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nics can be used as mere relational adjectives, and not all of them refer to a particu-
lar toponym, as assumed based on the classical use of this suffix.

2.4.8. TierovPevdnvn

Among the new inscriptions from Phrygia published by Thomas Drew-Bear in
1978, number 8, found in the sanctuary at Yazidere (SEG 28.1188), is the previ-
ously unknown epithet for Meter: Tieiovevdnvy. This appellative can be analyzed
as a compound of a personal name in the genitive singular, Tielov,** and Pevs-,
which is clearly connected to the word bevdos, the statue of Matar Kubeleya in B-
01. At least two cities in Phrygian were named after this word (KON 121 §149):
Modadv Bevdoc™* and *Bevdovg Oikoc, attested only under the ethnic
Bevdovooikewod (genitive singular; Haspels 1971, 1, 300, no. 14).

§ 3. Twwv, Tw0¢, TI(E/M)

The superior male god of the Phrygian pantheon is 7i-. He is commonly called
‘the Phrygian Zeus’ because of his nature and name. Indeed, the name 7i- is a clear
cognate of the Greek Zevg:* the accusative Tiav*® originates from the PIE *diem
(parallel to Greek Epic Zfjv, cf. lliad 8.206), the genitive tiog to PIE *dinos (paral-
lel to Greek A16g, Atpoc)’” and the dative 11,%® 11€* and tin* (three spelling vari-
ants, cf. Lubotsky 1997, 126 fn. 23) to PIE *diuéi (parallel to Greek Au, Ati). De-
spite the lack of nominative case in the inscriptions, some scholars have quoted this
god based on a reconstructed nominative *Tius. In fact, it is a creation by Wood-

33. Cf. AhéEavdpog Tietov in MAMA 1V 132. For information on this latter person, relevant for
the local history of some inscriptions and coins, see Ramsay (1883: 59-62).

34. Cf. Ptolemy, Geography 5.5.5 and Livy 38.15.14 Beudos quod vetus appellant ‘Beudos
called the old.’

Plural genitive ethnic [TaAaioBevdnvdyv in coins dating from Hadrian times).

35. Here I observe Lubotsky’s analysis (2004: 229-230).

36. In the New Phrygian inscriptions 2.2 (130), L. 8; 7.1 (99), 7.3 (14), 16.1 (116) 1. 13; 46.1 (53) L.
9.

37. mog 53.1 (76), 54.1 (108), 60.1 (59), 60.2 (60), 62.1 (32), 62.2 (33), 62.3 (34), 62.5 (36), 62.6
(105).

38. 11 9.1 (87), 38.1 (44), 39.1 (11), 42.1 (101), 44.3 (67), 47.1 (51), 49.3 (85), 50.1 (54), 51.1
(80), 53.1 (76), 53.2 (77), 54.1 (108), 56.1 (57), 58.1 (72), 59.4 (106), 66.1 (103).

39. e 3.1 (97), 4.1 (2), 10.1 (112), 14.1 (73), 15.1 (120), 17.2 (3), 17.3 (7), 25.1 (115), 25.2
(126), 27.1 (92), 30.2 (68), 33.3 (127), 35.1 (25), 36.1 (26), 36.3 (94), 40.1 (12), 40.4 (102), 41.1 (45),
44.1 (61), 44.2 (70), 52.1 (75), 55.1 (56), 61.1 (100), 63.1 (123).

40. 8.1 (86), 18.3 (6), 20.3 (62), 29.1 (114), 30.1 (39), 45.1 (65).
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house (2006: 164) in parallel with the Greek nominative Zegvg (followed by
Oreshko 2022: 136). When presenting his proposal, he adduced the Old Phrygian
tiveia (G-183), taken as a possessive adjective derived from the theonym. Never-
theless, I prefer not to assume this nominative and quote the god by the stem. This
is simple prudence and there is nothing wrong with admitting that we do not know
the nominative of Ti-. In fact, we are unaware of most of the phonetic rules of the
Phrygian language that could affect the nominative and, although the etymology
for tiveia could be correct, it might also derive from the old oblique stem.*! Leav-
ing aside these phonetic and morphological issues (unexplained until Lubotsky
2004), the identification of Phrygian 7i- with Greek Zgbg has long been accepted,
ever since the initial proposal by Richard Meister (1912, 166—167), and explains a
story conveyed by Stephanus of Byzantium (Ethnica s.v. Tiog): AnuocBévng 6’év
Bibvviokoic enot ktietnv T morewc yevéaOar [Tatapov Erdvta [Tagprayoviav, Koi
€k 100 Tdav tov Al Tiov mpocayopeboatr ‘Demosthenes in his Bithyniaca says
that the city’s founder was Pataros, who conquered Paphlagonia, and that he called
it Tios after Zeus’ worship.’

Ti- is by far the most attested Phrygian theonym, because of the formulaic na-
ture of New Phrygian inscriptions. In fact, the only possible attestation in the Old
Phrygian subcorpus is tiei in the opaque inscription NW-101, engraved on a Terra-
cotta disc found in Dorylaion (as a superficial finding):

Face Al deneti
ATl to'Ti a tiei
Face B as-

Although some elements of the text according to the reading by Brixhe (2002:
4-10) can be compared with similar or identical words in other inscriptions, no-
body has obtained a meaningful interpretation of the whole text. If the reading and
identification are right, the theonym appears in dative, governed by the preposition,
and could also be a complement of the verb deVeti ‘(s)he does’ or isnou ‘?° (im-
perative third person plural). The lack of documents relating to this 7i- in Old

41. Other attempts to identify the nominative of Ti- have been ruled out. For instance, Lubotsky
(1988: 12 fn. 3) suggested that Tiyes could be a nominative, although he also rejected this (2004: 229
fn. 2).

126



THE GODS OF THE PHRYGIAN INSCRIPTIONS

Phrygian is in keeping with the lack of identified monuments or iconographic rep-
resentations of this Phrygian god during the Iron Age.*?

The god Ti- occurs repeatedly in New Phrygian inscriptions, because he is the
agent of the curse against desecrators in the most widespread formula. He com-
monly appears in dative, with or without the preposition o(t), as in the following
standardized text: 10¢ Vi GELOVY KVOLUOVE KOKOLV 0OSOKET, e de®s Ke ePEA®S KE
0T TIE TITTETIKUEVOC €10V ‘Whoever does harm to this tomb, let him be accursed by
Zeus among gods and men.” As can be seen, Ti- is the only divinity not included in
the generic dewg ‘gods’ (dative plural). However, the most important point is the
continuity of the New Phrygian formula with regard to a Luwian hieroglyphic
curse: wa/i-sa- | DEUS-na-za | CAPUT-td-za-ha | 360-na-na | (DE-
US)TONITRUS-td-ti-i | (LOQUDtatara/i-ia-mi-sa i-zi-ia-ru ‘and let him be made
accursed by Tarhunt among gods and men’ (Karkami§ A 3, line 4, first comparison
by Lubotsky 1997, 420). The Phrygian version of the formula replaced the Storm
God (DEUS)TONITRUS-ta-ti-i ‘Tarhunt” with Ti(e/n). This is not trivial, but ra-
ther informs us about the weather-based nature of the Phrygian male deity, con-
sistent with the etymology of his name and the later Greek interpretatio with Zeus.

In some instances of the Phrygian formula,* the preposition ag governing the
accusative twav occurs instead of (o(t) +) dative: 10¢ Vi gEHOV KVOLHOVEL KQUKE
OOOKET, TITETIKUEVOS 0G TV gltov ‘whoever does harms to this tomb, let him be-
come accursed by Zeus.” The last occurrence of this theonym in accusative remains
unparalleled in any known formula: 1g ke gv| Toigwviot | kvovpav twov te[.]|[. Juopdt
wetot owig (16.1 = 116).

The genitive Tiog occurs in another formula attested in several inscriptions:*
yeypewevay €yedov T10¢ ovtov ‘let him experience the written curse’ of Zeus.’
There is a variant of this inscription, where ovtav occurs as masculine (ovtov) and
opovevog ‘keeper’ (see below §8.) replaces T10¢: yeypelpuevov K’ £yedov 0povEVOG
ovtov ‘and let him experience the written curse of the Keeper’ (59.4 = 106). It is
possible that opovevog is an epithet for 7i-. The main problem with this curse is the

42. A possible related representation can be found in a miniature relief from Gordion (Tumulus
C) containing a Mother Goddess in a niche accompanied by a bull (Roller 1999: 75-76 Fig. 13),
which is a common icon of the Storm God in the Near East. Note, however, that the common symbol
of Zeus Bronton in the Roman Imperial period was an eagle, which also appears in some steles
containing New Phrygian curses (e.g., 33.3 = 127, Drew-Bear, Lubotsky and Uyiimez 2008: 111112
no. 2).

43. Cf. 2.2 (130), 7.3 (14), 16.1 (116) and 46.1 (53) 1. 9.

44. 53.1 (76), 54.1 (108), 60.1 (59), 60.2 (60), 62.1 (32), 62.2 (33), 62.3 (34), 62.5 (36), 62.6
(105).
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noun ovtov, on which Ti- depends. Its meaning is approximate; it could also be a
punishment or a spell, and it may derive from *ueth,- ‘to say’ (LIV? 694-695, see
Obrador-Cursach 2020: 325). In any case, this formula reproduces the role of Ti- as
keeper of the integrity of funerary monuments.

Finally, it must be noted that the god 7i- lacks any epithet other than pexog
‘big, great,” which occurs twice: tittety[K]puevog 1tov ek ad avtov pekjov Tiov
‘let him become accursed by’ the same great Zeus’ (2.2 = 130)* and tog | vi d[10¢
CJyerog T pexa | T1e] TitTeTikpevog itov ‘let him be accursed by the great Z[eus]
(in the sight of) g[ods and m]en’ (35.1 = 25). The same qualificative occurs in the
Greek inscriptions from Phrygia,*® mostly combined with other epithets like
Alonvdg ‘of the grove’ or Bpovtdv ‘thunderer.’®’

Phrygian texts alone cannot be used to reconstruct the nature of the god. Only
the name and the interpretationes detected are useful here. We know that, during
the Roman period, Zeus in the Greek inscriptions from Phrygia*® was related to
weather phenomena and fertility of the crops.* However, this last point occurs
only in New Phrygian curses in relation to the god Bas, which is probably another
epiclesis of the Phrygian superior male god (see below §3.). In fact, one of the most
widespread advocations of Zeus in Phrygia is Bpovt®v ‘thunderer’ (Drew-Bear
and Naour 1990, 1992-2013 and Chiai 2020: 272-274), and other epithets also
depict him as the lord of the sky. In light of the Phrygian background, one can de-
duce the epithet Aayovotng here. The basis of this name may be shared with the
Old Phrygian anthroponym Daguva (G-293) and the polyonym Adyovta (Mysia).>
This distribution points to a Phrygian lexeme, and this makes an etymological
analysis of Aayovotng as a derivative of the PIE root *d"eng”- ‘to cover; to be

45. Note that, in the Greek part of the same inscription, Zeus has the same qualificative:
Bpoywapog éye peydhov Awog dpntip ‘I, Brogimaros, the priest of the great Zeus.”’

46. Au peyldAio edynv ‘vow to Zeus the Great® MAMA V Lists III: 185,mid[5] (from
Sarayoren-Alpanos).

47. [A]donvd matpie peydr® Au Po|uov €0nkav ‘They made an altar for the Great Zeus
Alsenos Paternal’ SEG 40 1192 (from Akmonia). Au Bpo[vi®]|[vtt pe]lydio djrep Bodv gpyny ‘vow
to Zeus Broton the Great for the oxen” MAMA V Lists III: 185,mid[7] (from Sarayéren-Alpanos).

48. Zeus is perhaps the most represented god in Greek inscriptions from Phrygia. For the case
of Phrygia Epiktetos, where Zeus was thought to be born in Aizanoi, see Ricl (2017: 133-136).

49. One could add here a commentary about Zevg Bév(v)iog (for testimonies see Drew-Bear and
Naour 1990: 1952-1991), whose fertile nature has recently been defended again (see Obrador-
Cursach 2020: 137-139, with references). However, the meaning of the noun févog remains unclear.

50. It is attested in IMT Olympene 2699 and as 1 Aayovtnvdv ydpa ‘the territory of the
Dagutians’ (also fragmentary in IMT Olympene 2736) and in Ptolemy Geographia 5.2.13.
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overcast’ attractive (Kroonen 2013: 109 s.v. *dungon-): *d"éng’- >> *d'ng"-6- >>
*d"ng"-0-st-. We are uncertain of the exact meaning of the root dagu- in Phrygian,
but there is likely a relationship with the weather or sky.’!

§ 4. Bas

Bas is a name attested only in nominative Bag (1.1 =48, 7.1 =99, 7.2 = 111
and 8.1 = 86) and accusative Batan (T-02 b; perhaps in G-221 and B-04) / Batav
(20.2 = 128, 62.2 = 33 and 62.5 = 35). The occurrences of this god in the Old
Phrygian corpus tell us nothing about his personality because of the fragmentary
character of the inscriptions. T-02 b, a fragment of a stele from the Luwian city of
Tyana dating from the last quarter of the 8th century BC,** also contains the name
Midas> and was perhaps promoted by a man called Tumida, the son of Meme.**
The fragment of the stele reads as follows, and batan, the accusative of the name,
can be read in line 6:

]

[---] tumida : memeuis : [---]
[---]a : tesan : aTion : v[---]
[---Joitumen : mida[---]
[---]n : aTios : mi[---]

[---]n : batan : e.[---]

~
U A

Also fragmentary, but even more cryptic, is the graffito on a sherd from Gor-
dion G-221, where one can read 1.5 [-?-]obata’m’..[-2-]. As can be seen, the reading
is problematic and the alleged (m) would be incompatible with the name of this
god. A similar case is bato’an B-04; if this is the theonym, (o) would be unex-
pected, but Brixhe considered it a natural feature of the stone (2004a, 38 and 41).

51. The Elbing Vocabulary defines Old Prussian dangus as Hemel ‘sky, heaven,” a word also
found in Lithuanian as dangus ‘sky, heaven.’

52. First mentioned in Weber (1908: 370 no. 77), the fragment is now lost.

53. If the identification is correct, it could be the only reference to the historic Midas in a
contemporary Phrygian text. Unfortunately, it is too fragmentary to be useful for historical purposes.

54. 1t is uncertain whether the first name should be read as [---]fumida (with the loss of the first
letters), but memeuis is a patronymic that also appears as memevais M-01b and M-02 (Obrador-
Cursach 2020: 143), with an interesting contraction wa > u, which is a common Anatolian feature
(see, for example, Rieken 2001).
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In fact, Bas was identified after the reading of the New Phrygian corpus,
where he clearly appears as a god. The new Phrygian inscription 1.1 (48) 1. 3—6
contains a list of three names, two of them clearly gods, in nominative: pitpagata
KE Hog Teppoyelog ke mouvtog Pog ‘Mithrapata and Mas of the Tymbris and the
Pontan Bas.” However, this god commonly appears in the apodosis of the curses:

7.1 (99): 10¢ VI GEUOV KVOVUOVEL KOKE OOUKET, TITETIKUEVOS OG TIOV ELTOV, UE
ke o1 Totoooeltt fag Pexog ‘whoever does harm to this tomb, let him be accursed
by Zeus and let Bas not give him bread.’

7.2 (111): 10¢ adaxet, fog 101 B e kog pe Pepet [---] ‘who does (harm), let Bas
not produce bread for him.’

8.1 (86): 10¢ v cgpovy k[vov]uavt Kakovv add[a]keT awvt povkng, Pafc] ot
Pexog pe Pepelt] ot T ke TiTETIKU[€]VOG €1TOVL ‘Whoever does harm to this tomb
or stele, let Bas not produce bread for him and let him be accursed by Zeus.’

20.2 (128): 10¢ VI GELOVV KVOLUOVE KAKOLV 0OO0KET, LE 00w pe (eperog
TITETIKUEVOG €1TOV 0G Patav opovevay ke ‘whoever does harm to this tomb, let him
be accursed by Bas and the Keeper.’

62.2 (33): 10G VI GELOVY KVOLUOVEL KOKOV 0OOOKET, YEY<P>EYEVOV EYEOOL TLOG
oVTaV QKKE Ol PeKog OKKOAOG TIOPEYPOLV E1TOV, GVTOG KE OLO. KO'POKOL
yeyaprtpevog ag Patav tevtovg ‘whoever does harm to this tomb, let him suffer the
written curse of Zeus and let the bread be non-nutritious to him and let him, cursed
by Bas, lack offspring.’

62.5 (35) 10g K& GELOVY KVOLLLOVL KAKOLV 0O0KET, Epa YEYPEMEV[a]v eyedo[v]
TI0G OVTOV, OVTOC KoV, Kopoka [yley[aprt]ue[v]log o Batav tevtovg ‘whoever
does harm to this tomb, let him suffer the written curse of Zeus and let the bread be
non-nutritious to him and let him, cursed by Bas, lack offspring.’

As can be seen, Bas is constantly related to bread. For this reason, Himmig
has suggested that the nature of this divinity is equivalent to the yfj ‘earth’>® in

55. ‘Bas (the earth or a deity related to it)’ (Hammig 2019: 294). She also identified the root of
the verb Totoooettt ‘(s)he gives’ in light of Greek formulae such as kapmodg doin (Strubbe, no. 153).
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some contemporary Greek curses from Phrygia with similar contents compiled by
Strubbe (1997): unde yf KopmoPopncolto avTd... (no. 76), obT’ N yij AOT<®>
KopTOV EVEVEKT... (no. 121), u[Mte] 1 yii Kopmo@opog... (no. 122), un i ... Kapmovg
doin (no. 153), un yi kapmov expépot... (no. 155), unde yi| xopmov... (no. 357),
[unTe ] ... KopmOV @Epot (no. 368), unte yij Evéykar odTdL ... Kopmov (no. 369),
unode v ... Kopmov <o>VT® Evivkaito (no. 374), un <€>véymt [1q i avtdl] Koprov
(no. 377) and pnrte yij kopmov Evévkal (no. 385).

Although these examples shed light on the Phrygian curse, I suggested in a
monographic paper (Obrador Cursach 2017) that Bas was somehow related to Ti-,
the Phrygian Zeus, — via epiclesis or syncretism — for several reasons. First, in 20.2
(128) the common agent of the middle participle Tittetikpevog ‘accursed’ in the
New Phrygian formula pe dew¢ ke {epeAms Ke TITTETIKUEVOG €1TOVL is, when explic-
it, always Ti-, with the sole exception of 20.2 (128), where ag Batav opovevav ke
‘by Batan and the Keeper’ can be read. Secondly, the etymology of the theonym,
according to the internal reconstruction, may be found in a #-stem noun derived
from the PIE root *b"ehs- ‘shine’ (LIV? 68-69), *b"6hs-t- | *b"éhr-t- ‘shining,’
cognate of the Greek epic noun @dg, ewtd¢ ‘man, hero,’>® with a radical sound /a/
in the nominative extended from the oblique cases. In line with this point, the
Phrygian theonym Bas could be compared at semantic level with the Luwian Storm
bued with splendor/might’ (CHD s.v. pihaim(m)i-). Thirdly, the reiterated function
of Bas as a giver or producer of fexog ‘bread’ is similar to the role played by Zeus,
as the weather god, in Greek inscriptions from Phrygia, together with some epithets
like Avadotng ‘causing the plants to sprout,” TeAécpopog ‘bringing fruits to perfec-
tion,” ‘Exatootitng ‘who makes crops bear a hundredfold’®’” or Kaprodotfig ‘giver
of fruits.”>® There is even more explicit evidence, such as the following hexametric
prayer (Dorylaion, 175 AD):

56. 1 followed the etymology suggested by Martin Peters (Peters 1993: 101-108). For the
seman-tic shift ‘shining” > ‘man, hero,” see Obrador-Cursach (2017: 312-313).

57. 1 took these epithets from the useful compilation of cults in Phrygia Epiktetos in the Roman
Imperial period by Marijana Ricl (2017).

58. For the only clear testimony and a possible second attestation, see Drew-Bear and Naour
(1990: 1949-1952). Note that Zevg Bpovtdv also played a role in the fertility of the land: Maocwmvoi
VP Kopndv Kol TdVv idio[v] Tavtov Ad [B]lpovidvtt evynv ‘The Masikenoi (made) a vow to Zeus
Bronton for the crops and all concerning themselves’ (MAMA V 126). It is not so clear in the case of
Zevg Bévviog, although it seems likely. In any case, it is clear that this fertility power extends beyond
one epiclesis of Zeus and is a nuclear feature.
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[ Ppéxe yailav,
kaprd® [6m]wg Bpi[On] | [kai &v]i oTayvecot TeONAY.

t[adt]d | [og] Mntpeddmpog Eym Altouat, Kpolvida Zed,
auel teoig fopoiow Emplpata Bopata péfov.

‘[... wet the ea]rth, that she become heavy with fruit and flower with ears of
corn. This I, Metreodoros, beg of you, Zeus son of Kronos, as I perform delightful
sacrifice on your altars’ (translation by M. Depew 1997, 245).

The power of Zeus over the fruits of the earth is a well-known feature (some-
times under epiclesis) in inscriptions in Asia Minor dating from the Roman era,*
including ancient Greek cities.®® This theme is also present at the core of Greek
culture. In his Works and Days (465—466), Hesiod recommends the following:
ebyecBor 8¢ Aul yBovio Anuntepi 0° ayviy, | éxteléa PBpiBev Anuntepog iepov
axtv ‘pray to Zeus of the Earth and to pure Demeter to make Demeter’s holy
grain sound and heavy’ (translation by Hugh G. Evelyn-White). Moving onto epig-
raphy, the sacrificial calendar of Mykonos, LSCG 96, 1. 24-25, also attested a simi-
lar function for an epiclesis of Zeus, together with Ge: vr[eép] wa[p]ndv Al
X0Oovimi, I'fit XOovinu depta péhava €mota ‘for the sake of crops, to Zeus
Chthonios and Ge Chthonie, black yearlings, flayed’ (translation by Jan-Mathieu
Carbon in CGRN 156). Some traces can even be found in the proper Anatolian
tradition. Although more research into the subject is required, the relationship be-
tween the Storm God and the crops is explicit in the hieroglyphic Luwian inscrip-
tion from Sultanhani (second half of the 8th century BC). It contains a dedication
to the Storm God Tarhunza of the Vineyard (cf. 1. 1 (DEUS)TONITRUS-Au-zda-na
itu-wa/i+ra/i-sa-si-i-na) by Sarrawittiwada, which proclaims:

59. See, for example, SEG 38, 1273 (2nd—3rd century AD, from Firanlar, Firanlar, Bilecik,
ancient Bithynia): vnep g kdung kol @V Kotd &tog Kaprdv tov Ale Koopiavog kabiepdoog
avébnkev.

60. See, for example, the festival of Zeus Sosipolis in [.Magnesia 98 1. 29-31 (c. 197/6 or 180s
BC, Magnesia on the Maeander, lonia): vmép te €ipfvng Kol TAOVTOL Kol 6itov Popdc Kol TV GAA®V
Kopm®v Tavtev kol tdv ktnvedv ‘for peace and prosperity and that the bearing of grain and all the
other fruits and livestock’ (translation by Jan-Mathieu Carbon and Saskia Peels in CGRN 194).
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§ 4 la-wa/i-na \u-pa-ha \hwa/i-i

§ 5 \wa/i-sa |(OMNIS.MI-ri+i [|sa]-na-wa/i-sa-tara/i-ri+i |d-wa/i-ta-a
§ 6 \wa/i-ti-i \mara/i-wa/i-li-sa-" [[J(“PES”)pa-ta |/ARHA-a |la+ra/i-ta
§ 7 \(“VITIS)wa/i-ia-ni-sa-pa-wa/i-a \za-ri+i \sa-na-wa/i-ia-ta-a

“When I set him®' up | he came with all goodness, | and the corn was abundant
at his foot, | the vine was good too here.’

It also trusts the god with the productivity of the consecrated field (§22-29).
In light of these examples, the relationship between a Storm God and the fertility of
the crops can be considered a common theme in Aegean and Anatolian religions,
including the Phrygian god Bas.

However, Oreshko (2021: 136) was not convinced of my argument that Bas
was a male god identified with 7Ti-, and considered that “[t]he identity and even sex
of the deity remain unclear”.%? It is true that it would be better to treat Bas as an
epiclesis or, at least, a god close to 7i-. Based on the documentation currently
available, it is difficult to say when a name is an epithet used instead of a theonym
and when it represents a different god. Take, for instance, 20.2 (128) again. As
mentioned above, ag Patav opovevav ke ‘by the Shining (Bas) and the Keeper
(Orvan)’ is the sole instance of an agent for titteTikpevog ‘accursed’ other than 7i-.
In theorical terms, nothing prevents us from assuming that both Patav and
opovevay are a kind of hendiadys of two epithets to refer the single god, Ti-.

In any case, it is not easy to discern this based on the information currently
available,® but I consider the close nature of Bas and Ti- to be beyond doubt based

61. The clitic refers to the Tarhunza of the vineyard mentioned above. Note also that the text
has many connections with the Ivriz relief, ‘where the Storm God holds corn in his hand and the vine
grows around him with bunches of grapes hanging off him,” ‘where the stalks of the corn that he
holds in his hand seem to be emanating from his feet’ (Weeden 2018: 339 and 343).

62. In fn. 18, he presents his discrepancies with my conclusion more explicitly and considers
‘Earth’ to be ‘still the most obvious one’ (although he does not quote her, this clearly refers to
Hammig’s proposal).

63. See a new proposal by Anfosso, in her chapter in this book: she argues in favor of two
different gods by considering Phrygian 7i- “an omniscient Sun-god able to spot and universally curse
the perpetrators of a crime”, like the Anatolian Tiwat- and Helios (relatively common in Anatolia),
while Bas is “a Storm-god in charge of the weather and, consequently, of soil fertility” and can be
compared with Tarhunzas and Zeus Brontén. The idea and parallels are attractive, but it is a strong
categorization. Precisely in the Luwian inscription Karkami$ A 3, Tarhunzas is the agent of the curses
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on the existence of Zeus Batenos. In fact, this epiclesis of Zeus can be found in
four inscriptions from Saittai (western Lydia), dating from the late Hellenistic and
Roman periods. Leaving aside the earliest fragmentary evidence,** these inscrip-
tions (SEG 35.1232, SEG 49.1654 and TAM V,1 77 and xofiépwcav) feature the
god following Mn1p Oemv (the ‘Mother of the Gods’) and can easily be imagined
as her paredros. See, for example, the beginning of SEG 49: 1654 (118/9 AD):
Mn1pi Oedv kol Agti Batnvd Aptepidmpog AmoAlwviov €0EAUEVOC DTTEP EULOVTOD
‘I, Artemidoros (son) of Apolonios, having prayed for myself, (made it) for the
Mother of the Gods and Zeus Batenos.’

§ 5. Devos

The Phrygian god Devos is another cryptic divinity.®> He appears only twice in
the Old Phrygian corpus: one in the nominative devos (P-03) and once in the accu-
sative devun (B-07). The theonym derives from the common Phrygian word for
‘god,” the outcome of PIE *d"h;-s-6- (NIL 102, see Lubotsky 1998, 419), a cognate
of Greek 0gdc, and is well attested in the dative plural (6ewc) in New Phrygian
inscriptions. Therefore, the name of the god Devos does not tell us anything about
the nature of the god, aside from his possible masculine gender. The two occur-
rences are not at all informative by themselves. P-03, found in Alacahdyiik, was a
text written on a slab tentatively dated to the 7th century BC, which perhaps identi-
fied a statue or other form of representation. The text is largely compressible in
grammatical terms because of its simplicity (a nominal clause with words in nomi-
native):

vasous iman mekas
— kanutieivais
«— devos ke mekas

‘The great Vasos Iman, son of Kanuti, and the great Devos’%

and the syncretism is never a closed category; one Phrygian god could easily be identified with two or
more Greek gods (here Zeus and Helios, who in turn is often identified with Apollo).

64. [- - -] Ad Bam[v® - - -] ‘to Zeus Batenos’ (Malay 1994, no. 57).

65. The antihiatic letter (v) of Devos may be considered an orthographic convention, if not a
true non-etymological glide. In any case, it does not appear in New Phrygian.

66. An alternative translation is ‘Vasos the great Iman, son of Kanuti, and the great god.” Note
that there is a problem with iman; is vaso(s) iman a compound name (unique in the Phrygian corpus)
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The second occurrence of Devos is surely located in Daskyleion, in the fur-
thest western territory with Phrygian epigraphy, during the Achaemenid period. B-
07 is a large stele containing a funerary inscription, the only one of its kind discov-
ered so far. While half the text remains cryptic, I tried to show that the second part
contains a formula against desecrators, like another one written in Aramaic (KAI
318) in the same city (Obrador-Cursach 2021). Compare both:

Phrygian B-07, 1. 2-3:

[...] yos tiv]a]-
n ke devun ke umno=tan ordoineten me kos anivaketi s=manin

‘By Zeus and the God I adjure you: who goes’ straight along, let him not harm
Manes.’

Aramaic KAI 318, 1. 2-4:
[...] hwmytk
bl wnbw zy Prh? znh
vhwh $dh 2ys Pl ySml
‘I adjure you by Bel and Nabu: who will cross this road, let nobody do harm!’

If this reading and the interpretation are right,” Devos may correspond to the
Aramaic Nabu, as Ti- does with Bel. In the Hellenistic period, there was syncretism
between Nabu and Apollo, and the god played an important role under the Seleucid
dynasty, especially under Seleucus I and his son Antiochus I (Beaulieu 2014: 19).
However, nothing else is known about this elusive Phrygian god.

or does iman work here as a title of a ruler? We also find an iman mekas in P-04c iman olitovo
edae[s] mekas. Note also that devos could be taken as a generic word for ‘god,” referring to a possible
representation of a recognizable divinity. In any case, the epithet mekas ‘great’ is applied to Ti- in
New Phrygian inscriptions 35.1 (25) and 2.2 (130). More problematic is the Old Phrygian apelan
mekas M-05 (see §10.).

67. A. Lubotsky advised me (apud Obrador-Cursach 2021: 53) that his preferred reading was a
possible accusative plural devu[i]s (following the first edition by Gusmani and Polat 1999: 159). If he
is right, tiv[a]|n ke devu[i]s should mean ‘by Zeus and the gods,’ a sequence similar to New Phrygian
20.3 (= 62) at T ke dewg ke, ‘by Zeus and the gods.’
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§ 6. Artimitos Kraniyas

The Phrygian artimitos is the genitive of a theonym who is well known in
Greek as "Aptepug, -180¢,% but is also attested in Lydian as artimu- and Lycian as
ertéme/i- (N 311, N 312, N 313 and TL 44 C, all from Xanthos). Although they
share the same name, this does not mean that all these goddesses had the same
identity; it merely shows how a referential divinity spread, even if there was no
interpretatio or syncretism. In any case, the sole attestation of this goddess in
Phrygian occurs in the north-western area of the Phrygian epigraphic territory,
outside the core of Phrygian culture. In fact, Old Phrygian inscription B-05, an
inscription written on a stele dating from the late 5th or early 4th century BC
in which artimitos appears, was found in Vezirhan, a territory under the satrapy of
Hellespontine Phrygia (Figure 7).

68. Mycenaean a-te-mi-to /artemitos/ (PY Es 650.5, cf. DMic. 115-116) shows the early pres-
ence of this name in the Aegean world. There are some dialectical variants of this name in Greek
(Aptapug, Aptepeic, Aptyug, ete.). However, since I do not want to discuss the problematic etymolo-
gy of this theonym, I will not list them (see, for example, EDG 142).

69. LW 2, LW 4b, LW 5, LW 11, LW 20, LW 21, LW 23, LW 24, LW 25, LW 26, LW 41, LW
46, LW 54, LW 70. All of them are from Sardis, with the sole exception of LW 46, which was found
in the middle of Kaystros valley.
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Figure 7. The Vezirhan stele, compiled by Hiiseyin Erpehlivan (2021: 160 Fig. 2) from

photos taken from Istanbul Cevre Kiiltiirleri 1999, 10, and a drawing by Neumann 1997

Abb. 4
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Despite being a hapax, *Artimis (as per the reconstructed nominative, which is
unattested)” is the sole Phrygian theonym preserved together with a representation
of the divinity, since the others have been lost.”! The goddess, coarsely depicted,
appears at the top of the stele. She appears under a palmette-like motif, which
seems to sprout from her head. In fact, Kisbali recently suggested that this motif is
reminiscent of the palmettes found in this position in many Greco-Persian-style
steles contemporary to Vezirhan.””> Moreover, she appears with a hawk (or another
bird of prey) on each shoulder and a line on each side. These animals are common
in representations of Matar, but the style is in keeping with the so-called potnia
therion iconographic type, albeit with many peculiarities. Under this representa-
tion, there is a scene interpreted as an audience of the goddess with a man,” very
likely Kaliya himself, the promoter of the monument, according to the inscrip-
tion.”* Both figures are surrounded by some assistants. Note that a very similar
parallel can be found in face D of the Sarcophagus of Polyxena,” especially in the
gesture of the feminine figure.”® A well-attested motif of a boar hunting appears
between this scene and the text; a horseman (likely Kaliya again) follows a boar
together with a dog and an assistant. There are good examples of this type of

70. Brixhe (2006: 40) assumed a t-enlargement for this i-stem genitive, as seen in manitos (B-
07), the genitive of the personal name manes (also in B-07).

71. We know of many reliefs and statuettes of the Mother Goddess and we also know that she
was depicted in the stone-cut fagade, which includes some inscriptions with her name, but these are
now lost. I have also omitted to mention the presence of eagles in the top of the New Phrygian steles
containing the theonym Tt-, since they are a symbol of the god but not a proper representation.

72. After some vague descriptions by the first editor of the inscriptions (Neuman 1997), Tamas
P. Kisbali is merited with being the first to analyze the iconography of the stele in detail, followed by
Erpehlivan (2021). In this short description, I reproduce some conclusions he reached relating to this
unique figure (Kisbali 2018 and 2021).

73. prior to the observations by Kisbali (2021) and Erpehlivan (2021: 163), the scene was
interpreted as a banquette, as occurs in funerary steles; however, this is not a funerary stele and the
alleged table is quite rightly compared by Kisbali to representations of censers in royal (and divine)
audiences.

74. B-05, 1.1 sinst imengn kaliya ti tedat[oy ‘This shrine, Kaliya made it.” A latter Greek
addition, summarizing the Phrygian text, renders it as follows: KoAAiag ABwrov naig HPMHTHMAX
&véDkev ‘Kaliyas the son of Abiktos [...] dedicated (it).” The sequence HTHMAY in HP'MHTHMAX
may refer to a military title, since it seems to be somehow related to dyw ‘lead, guide’ and fjynuo ‘that
which guides.’

75. Called after the surrounding reliefs representing the sacrifice of Polixena, it dates to late 6th
century BC and is the earliest example of this kind of relief in Anatolia. It was found in the Kiz6ldiin
tumulus, near Biga (Canakkale Province).

76. On this, see Croissant (2015: 279), with compelling parallels in Planche 3.
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somewhat stereotypical scene in the Achaemenid period, such as the sarcophagus
found in Altikulag (a former territory of Hellespontine Phrygia). As can be seen,
the reliefs of the stele from Vezirhan have strong ties with the contemporary art of
the territory, but it is a local product with local peculiarities.

In the sole inscriptions featuring artimitos, it is followed by an epithet, krani-
vas. The sequence was previously read as krgniyg-p by Neumann (1997, 18-19,
21) and as kraniya p[---], two words despite the lack of a gap, by Brixhe (2004:
56), who rightly considered the -p ending to be unexpected. This letter, however, is
almost identical to (s) in this inscription,”’ and the reading (s) represents an ex-
tremely common ending for a Phrygian word and, in this case, a genitive ending in
agreement with the preceding word, artemitos. According to the reading kraniyas,
it can be considered as a mere singular genitive denominative adjective created
with the common suffix -yo/a-. The question here lies in the origin of the basis of
this adjective. It is interesting to note here that, in western Phrygia during the Ro-
man Imperial period, a Mother Goddess appears as Kpavopeyoinvn or, with four
testimonies, as Amo Kpavog peyain (see above §1.4.2.). The name recalls the fact
that the divinity is connected to a spring or fountain (see Chiai 2009: 137) and per-
haps the Old Phrygian goddess artimitos is also related to this. If this is the case,
the Phrygian kran- may be considered a Greek borrowing, specifically an Aeolism
(Obrador Cursach 2020: 279). If the goddess is indeed related to water, there may
have been syncretism with the Persian goddess Anahita. In fact, this divinity is
known to be related to water, even in Anatolia,”® where the Persian goddess was
associated with Artemis, as in the Hellenized world as a whole.”

Beyond the name of the goddess and its representation, little information is
available. The lines of the text where the theonym appears remain elusive and un-
fortunately the text has been affected by erosion. Line 3 of B-05 reads as follows:
vrekan vitaran artimitos kraniyas [---]. It is possible that vrekan refers to the relief
of the goddess, as is seemingly the case with its vrekun counterpart in W-0Ola and
its possible variant rekun in M-06.

77. The (s) of kraniyas can be compared to that of artimitos and atriyas in the same inscription.

78. E.g., TAM V,1 64: v Avogit mv amo tod igpod Bdatog (Silandos, Lydia, 193/4 AD). I
took the example from Robert’s ever useful commentaries (1976: 46).

79. See Plutarchus, Artaxerxes 27 and Plu.Art.27 Pausanias 3.16.8. For the explicit syncretism
in Anatolia, see, for example, Aptéudt Avaeitt (TAM V,1 236). On the important presence of
Avoeitig in Lydia, see de Hoz (1999: 73-76).
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§ 7. Mag

The god Mas is another god that has been found only once. His status as a
male divinity is known due to his epithet Teppoyeioc. This god occurs in New
Phrygian inscription no. 1.1 (= 48), 1. 4-5, between the personal name Mutpagota
(a divinized man? See below §11.) and the god movvtag Pag: pitpagata | ke pog
TEUPOYENOG Ke Tovvtog | Pag ke evetapva. The inscription is problematic since the
Phrygian and Greek parts seem to offer complementary information, although it
seems quite certain that the monument was dedicated to the above-mentioned gods
and the community: wapeféunv to | pvnueiov 1oic mpolyeypappévolg Oejoic k& i
kou | Towd’ o matnp | AokAnmog ‘I, the father Asklepios, erected this memorial
for the above-mentioned gods and the town’ (1. 9-14).

Given that it is a hapax with no further information, the nature of the god is
not explained. Thanks to the epithet teppoyeioc, we know that he is a male divinity.
Therefore, Janda (apud Lubotsky 1997, 122 fn. 10) assumed that the name could be
equated with the moon god Mmnv / Meig, well attested in Greek inscriptions
throughout Anatolia (see CMRDM [, 19-155). If, as it seems, the identification is
right, it would be a Phrygian inherited name from PIE *méhps. Of course, the
identification with Mnv / Meig, the Greek Anatolian god of the moon, is based
solely on the name, and the true nature remains unclear. However, the distribution
of Mrjv / Meic in Phrygia points to a Phrygian substratum that may correspond to
Mag.

The Phrygian theonym is followed by an epithet, a hydronym (Lubotsky 1997,
122): Teppoyeloc derives from the river name Thymbris (Livy 38.18), attested,
among other forms, as TéuPprog (Orph.Arg. 715) and amnis Tembrogius (Pliny NH
6.4). Identified with the modern Porsuk Cayz, it is a tributary of the Sakarya (an-
cient Sangarios) and flows through Eskisehir (former Dorylaion), where New
Phrygian inscription 1.1 (48) was found. As with other rivers in the area (Hermos
and Sangarios), the Tembris was worshipped as a god, although it is addressed with
the generic IMotaudg ‘river.’®® Therefore, we can assume that the river was identi-
fied with the god in the New Phrygian inscription.

80. The 10 inscriptions we know about were found in the region of Beylikova (SE Eskisehir), in
the context of a sanctuary on the south bank of the river (see Mitchell 1982, nos. 1-10 and Ricl 2017:
144). For more on river cults in Anatolia (including a commentary on Dorylaion), see Parker (2016).
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§ 8. Avovvow

The male god Atovvewy occurs once (in the accusative) in a New Phrygian
curse, in line with a Greek epitaph, as usual (6.1 = 88):

Avp(niog) Mnvoeihog Ovevovotov k& Ma-
via AvTioyov 1 yovi avtod Aman kol
Ovevoovin TEKVoLg AmPoig Kol
4 goToig LVnuNg xbptv. § 10g
V1 GELLOVV KVOVLLOVEL KOKE
00OUKET 0P OVEVOOLING, TIY-
YEYOAPLTUEVOG 1TOV, TOLP OVOAVOL-
8  KTOV KE OLPAVIOV 10T EIKET SIOLVOLY. &
& kol Adp(miim) Zdlovtt Kavikoapov avdpi tiig Ovevaouving

‘[Greek] Aur(elios) Menophilos (the son) of Venustos and Mania (the daugh-
ter) of Antiochos, his wife, for Appe and Venavia, their prematurely (dead) chil-
dren in memory. [Phrygian] Whoever does harm to this tomb of the prematurely
(dead) Venavia, let him be at the mercy of (the god) and he will have to do with the
heavenly lord Dionysos. [Greek] Also for Aur(elios) Sozon (the son) of Kankaros,
Venavia’s husband.’

The god Awvvow has traditionally been identified with the Greek god
Awovvoog. Despite significant changes in the Phrygian reception, the data available
do not point to an alternative.’! In any case, a syncope 316vvc- > *810ve- > dtovv-
or metathesis occurred here, or perhaps it was merely an error on the part of the
engraver (the final explanation to be considered when one is working with a small
corpus). The expected thematic accusative ending -ovv appears as -tv. A similar
variation can be seen in the spelling of the demonstrative pronoun cepwv (53.1 = 76
and 61.1 = 100) for cepovv (see Lubotsky 1989, 153).

As in the case of Mas in New Phrygia inscription 1.1 (= 48, see above §6.), we
are uncertain whether the two epithets in the sentence movp ovavaxtav ke ovpaviov
lot’eiker dovvowv refer to the same god or are two different entities. Since
ovavaxtav ‘lord,” the accusative of vanak ‘lord,” is a highly generic term with po-

81. Brixhe (1999: 308) did not rule out a ‘théonyme autochtone,” but nothing has corroborated
this theory.
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litical origins in Phrygian®?, it seems probable that ovavaxtav refers to Atovvov,
with a famous Greek parallel in Euripides’ Bacchae 1375 (Aidvucog dva&). The
epithet ovpaviov ‘heavenly’ is very likely a Greek borrowing from ovpdviog, a, ov
‘heavenly’ (Obrador-Cursach 2020: 324). It clearly refers to Awovvowv, but Greek
parallels for this are scarce; I can cite only the late parallel of Nonnus’ Dionysiaca:
Zaypéog ov mpopdyilev énovpaviov Atovicov ‘But Zagreus the heavenly Dionysos
he would not defend, when he was cut up with knives!” (7.361) and oV yap éickm
ovpaviov Atovvcov vmofpuyio Mehwéptn ‘I will not compare heavenly Dionysos
with Melicertes down in the water!” (10.135-136). Consequently, one can imagine
that a local interpretatio occurred here, but unfortunately the details are unknown.

§ 9. Opovav

Opovav occurs in two New Phrygian imprecative formulae, and occupies the
place where other gods are attested. The meaning of opovav has been discussed.
Leaving aside the curses, it occurs in the bilingual 11 (48), 1. 7-9: dovue ke ot
ovePav addakeT opovav ‘and orvan does ovePov to/for this duman.” The inscrip-
tion seems to have been written in the context of a religious community (duman,
dovpe is the dative singular) and has been compared to koun “village’ in the Greek
part (1. 12).3 The meaning of oveBav (Old Phrygian veban) is still debated; it has
been equated with the Greek moAd kol gyafd in the bilingual B-05 (Simon 2015:
22-23), while Avram (2016: 122—123) argued that the meaning was ‘tomb, grave.’
On its own, opovav (nominative singular) may be equivalent to matip ‘father’ in
line 13, with a clear religious connotation, as occurs in Mithraic texts. Together
with this, an etymology was assumed by Lubotsky (1997, 127-128) based on a
comparison with the Greek ovpog ‘watcher, guard(ian).”®* Therefore, the transla-
tion of ‘Keeper’ for the Phrygian word seems suitable.

82. The nominative is attested in the Old Phrygian compound modrovanak ‘the lord of Modra/-
oi’ (M-04). Its singular dative, vanaktei, is also attested, used together with lavagtaei in the royal title
of Midas (M-01a). Note this Phrygian word has the same origin (whatever this is) as the Greek &va&
‘lord, master.’

83. Note, however, that the Greek kmpn lacks any religious connotations. If the equation is right
(as it seems to be), we may consider it a calque of the Phrygian word. We are unsure whether duman
also has a civil meaning due to the nature of the Phrygian corpus.

84. Also found, for example, in Att. 6pog ‘border, boundary’ and Myc. wo-wo /worwos/ ‘(a)
guarding,’ ‘thing being guarded’ or ‘place for guard(s).’
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Clearer are the imprecative texts that include the god Opovav. The Phrygian
inscription 59.4 (106) reads as follow:

10G V1 GELLOVV KVOL-
LLOVEL KOKOUV 0OOKET
Celpor, TITETIKEVOG OT

4 TLOOELTOL, YEYPELUEVOV
K’ €y€00V OPOLEVOC OLTOV.

‘Whoever does harm to this tomb with (his) hand, let him become accursed by
Zeus and let him suffer the written curse of the Keeper.’

The last curse, yeypeyevov K’ €yedov opovevog ovtov ‘and let him suffer the
written curse of the Keeper’ has a parallel with some variants in 62.3 yeypeipevoy
gyedov 11o¢ ovtav ‘and let him suffer the written curse of Zeus.” As can be seen,
Tiog ‘of Zeus’ (genitive singular) occupies the very same position as opovevog
(genitive singular).

The last text, 20.2 (128, from Bolvadin, former Polybotos), is a different
curse, described above (§3.). In this text, two gods, Bag and Opovav, occur as the
agent (0og Patav opovevav Ke, preposition + accusative) instead of the widespread
a(t) tie or the variant ag tiav ‘by Zeus’ (preposition + dative, see above §2).

Both gods in 20.2 (128), ‘Bas and Orvan,” occur in the very same position as
Ti- ‘Zeus’ normally does. If Bas seems to be an epiclesis rather than an epithet for
the Phrygian Zeus, one wonders if opovav in 20.2 (128) was used as another epi-
thet. Both Batav opovevav ke ‘Bas and Orvan’ could therefore be considered to
refer to 7i-. If this were the case, it should be translated as ‘by the Shining and the
Keeper,” as mentioned above (§3.).

§ 10. Zapvav
After a recent rereading by Himmig (apud Ligorio and Lubotsky 2018: 1830),

a new Phrygian god was identified in the concluding curse of a larger New Phrygi-
an inscription 11.2 (18), 1. 8-10:
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QVL KOG GEHOVY KVOVLLOVEL K-
OKOLV 0OOOKET VL pLovka, Be(k)o-
G 101 € TOTOGGEL'T L GaPVaV

‘If someone does harm to this fomb or to the stele, let Sarnan not give him
bread.’

The etymology and connotation of capvav (nominative singular)® remain un-
known and his nature must be inferred from the context and external data. It is the
only case of the bread curse being sanctioned by a god other than Bas (see above
§3). This makes it highly possible that Sarnan, Bas and Ti- shared a similar nature.
The presence of Zeus Sarnendenos (always in dative, Au Xapvevonve) in Greek
inscriptions from Asia Minor and, as a result of migrations within the Roman Em-
pire, Dacia (Avram 2016: 74-78), could support this idea, if the comparison with
Phrygian Xapvav (as in Avram 2016: 78) is correct. The stem of the Greek epithet
*Yapvevo- does not follow any Greek or Phrygian stem. Since it could be a topo-
nym (Chiai 2020: 279), like most stems of divine epithets in -nvdg, a comparison
with the city attested in Hittite as "RVSarnanta (BT 1 54, see Forlanini 2017: 249,
for more information) could provide a good explanation.’¢

§ 11. Other alleged gods

Scholars have tried to identify gods other than those mentioned above. Alt-
hough some of these proposals have been ruled out in recent decades, it is worth
addressing two of them, because they sometimes reappear in scientific papers. The
first is Atai in W-10, in the dative. Brixhe and Drew-Bear (1982, 82-84)%7 consid-
ered it a theonym and related it to Hittite atfa- ‘father,” thereby assuming a refer-
ence to a ‘Father God.” This is a questionable assumption for several reasons. The
meaning ‘father’ for atta- is specific to Hittite, while the Phrygian afa- is one more

85. This nominative ending, parallel to the Greek mowurv-type inflection, is also assumed for the
personal names iman (M-03, M-06, G-136, etc.) and murtan (G-226).

86. The city seems to be a common Luwic formation in -anta- and its base is perhaps related to
the Luwian sarri ‘above, up.’

87. See also Orel (1997: 416 and 417), Berndt-Ers6z (2004: 51) and Tamsii Polat, Polat and
Lubotsky (2020: 51-56).
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of the many Lallnamen attested (Adiego and Obrador-Cursach in this volume).
Oreshko (2021: 135, fn. 15) recently suggested that the reading of W-01 was not
atai, but tat edaes ‘this dedicated ...” If he is right, the existence of a Phrygian god
Ata- should be ruled out.

Apelan (M-05, the so-called ‘Broken Monument’) has also been considered as
a Phrygian version of the Greek AnoArwv (Orel 1997, 27-28 and 414), following
the consideration of some Greek dialectal forms such as Amélova (Brixhe 1976,
num. 3 1. 30, Sillyion, 4th century AD). The broken inscription shows that apelan
is a nominative singular, since it is qualified by the adjective mekas ‘big, great’:
apelan mekas tevano[---]. It is true that Apollo was commonly worshipped in the
Roman Imperial period.*® However, the main problem with this interpretation is
that the monument where Old Phrygian inscription M-05 was engraved is clearly a
facade devoted to Matar in one of her most important sanctuaries (Berndt-Ersoz
2006: 78).

Scholars in the early stages of Phrygian studies tried to find Attis, the mytho-
logical lover of Cybele according to Greek and Roman texts, in the Phrygian cor-
pus. Before the Phrygian Zeus was identified, sequences such as atti, attie, attin
were considered to document Attis, but we now know that they consist of a prepo-
sition with 7i-.3° Moreover, Bayun and Orel (1988a, 181, also in Orel 1997, 31,
456) compared the Old Phrygian personal name sabas (M-08) with the theonym
Tapalioc, who is considered a Phrygian deity by Strabo (10.3.15).”° The stem of
this anthroponym can be also found in Roman Phrygia (cf. Zapig or Zapfvg, KPN
449 §1349).°! Then, it is possible to assume a Phrygian stem attested in this the-
onym attested in Greek. If this is right, Xap-aliog can be considered a compound,
whose second element resembles the elusive Old Phrygian word aTios (T-02b,
perhaps preserved in the personal name Aliog, KNP 48 §20-2, from Phrygia and
Lycaonia). So far these are two mere affinities to be confirmed with a better
knowledge of the Phrygian lexicon. Something similar happens with Kelmis (B-
05), whose only parallel is the name of one of the Dactyls of Mount Ida (Ké\pg in

88. See Drew-Bear and Naour (1990: 1933-1939) and Mitchell (1993 II: 11-31).

89. Consequently, Attis does not occur in the Phrygian corpus. For the creation of the
mythology of the alleged Phrygian divinity Attis, see Borgeaud (1996: 56-88), Roller (1999: 237—
259) and, with caution concerning the alleged roots of the myth, Lancellotti (2002).

90. Kai 0 Zapaliog 6 tdv @puylak®dv €Tt Kol TpOTOV TVAL THG UNTPOS TO moudiov mapadods To
0D Atovicov Kol avtdg ‘Sabazius also belongs to the Phrygian group and in a way is the child of the
Mother, since he too transmitted the rites of Dionysus’ (translation by H. L. Jones).

91. Zgusta (KPN 448-449) reports other names in Sab- out of Phrygia (Lydia, Lycia, Lykaonia
and Pisidia). We ignore their origin and whether it is the same for all of them.
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IG XII, 9 259 and Clemens Alexandrinus Stromateis 1.16.75; Celmis in Ovid Met-
amorphoses 4.282). Again, the relation between them remains unknown.

Finally, Orel (1997) also treated as theonyms and divine epithets a series of
words that are now interpreted differently or considered as ghost words after a new
reading. Since inaccurate publications sometimes quote these alleged theonyms, it
is worth offering a complete list to prevent future scholars from doing this: akrayo-
(‘epithet of a male god (Atti?),” 1997, p. 412), apa- (‘epithet of the Great Mother,’
p. 414), di. (‘abbreviation of a proper name or of a theonym,’ p. 423), di- (‘Zeus. A
loanword borrowed from the Greek dative singular Au,” p. 423), epta- (‘a theonym
used in Asia Minor as a divine name of the Great Mother: “Into, Einta, reflecting
Hitt Hé-pit (borrowed from Hurrian),” p. 428), eveya- (‘epithet of the Great Mother
derived from ev-),” p. 430), evtev- (‘as an epithet of the Great Mother in tiveya-,” p.
430), ibeya- (‘epithet of the Great Mother,” p. 432), imeneya- (‘epithet of the Great
Mother derived from iman-,” p. 433), pserk- (‘a name of a god somehow connected
with lions,” p. 454), terkeya- (‘an epithet of the Great Mother,” p. 461), tiveya- (‘an
epithet of the Great Mother of a description of a vessel derived from feva-,” p. 463)
and vak- (‘Name of Bacchus borrowed from Lyd baki- id.,” p. 466).

§ 12. Cult to the deceased in Phrygia

Greek inscriptions from Phrygia Epiktetos reflect a cult of the dead, at least as
intermediaries between gods and men (de Hoz 2017). This point could be the key
to understanding the presence of the personal name pitpagata among two gods in
a short list of protectors of the monument in a bilingual inscription from Dorylaion:
pitpagata | ke pog teppoyetog ke movvtag | foag ke (1.1 = 48). We are uncertain
how far this worship goes back, but one is tempted here to understand, based on
this belief, the presence of Midas (as a kind of heroic cult?) in inscription M-0la,
engraved on a fagade clearly devoted to Matar.”?

§ 13. Possible theophoric personal names in Phrygian
While names based on the name of a divinity (or his or her epithet) were a

fairly widespread practice in the Anatolian Greek world, Phrygian theophorics
seemed to be avoided in favor of so-called Lallnamen. We know of foreign names

92. On this point, see DeVries’ interesting commentaries (1988: 57-58), followed by Borgeaud
(1996: 23).

146



THE GODS OF THE PHRYGIAN INSCRIPTIONS

in Phrygian that contain a theonym,; this is the case with purtpagata (1.1. = 48), a
Persian name,”® but genuine Phrygian formations are still to be identified. At this
point, we can quote bateles (W-08) as a possible personal name deriving from the
theonym Bas (see above, §3.) through the suffix -elo- found in New Phrygian (ep-
er-o¢ ‘men’: *bat-elo- >> bat-el-es.

A second possibility can be found in Manes. This is a well-known name found
in Old Phrygian (B-07, with its accusative manin and its genitive manitos) and in
the Lydian manes (e.g., LW 43, but usually in its adjective form), the Carian mane
(C.Hy 1,4), the Aramaic mny (in the bilingual Lydian-Aramaic inscription from
Sardis LW 1) and in Greek as Mavng and Movig/Maveig, Mavitovg (KPN 290-291
§858—4, accented in literary sources as Mdavng). This name clearly comes from
Central Anatolia and is lacking in Bronze Age repertories. For this reason, it could
be analyzed as a theophoric derived from the oblique stem of the theonym Mas
(§6.): *méhn-. The names Mnvog and Mnvng could be its equivalent in Greek,
after the moon god Mnv.

Finally, fiyes (M-04),°* as suggested for tiveia (G-183a), could also be consid-
ered a derivative of the theonym 7i- (§2.), but it could also be considered a mere
adaptation of the Bronze Age Anatolian name 7iya. The origin of the Phrygian
personal names in -es remains unclear; they could be an Anatolian borrowing,
since they occur in Lydian and Carian, but the Phrygian suffix -es could also be
considered inherited, a cognate of the Greek -ng. A major problem is the preserva-
tion of the vowel sound in *-é&s > -es (where *-as is expected). This can be ex-
plained if one assumes that they are ancient vocatives used as nominatives, if not
another exception to Phrygian sound rules such as *meh; > me / pe (the prohibitive
particle) and *-eh; > -e in kake(y) / xaxe (and adverb meaning ‘badly,” cf. Obrador-
Cursach 2020: 74-75).

§ 14. Final remarks

Based on this overview of the gods attested in Phrygian inscriptions, it can be
deduced that Phrygian had a pantheon very similar to those found in the Iron Age

93. Old Persian *MiOra-pata- (meaning ‘protected by Mithra’) is also documented in Lycian as
mibrapata, mizrppata and mizrapata (for more, see Adiego 2020) and in Greek as MitpoBatng
(Herodotus 3.120-129) and Mifpondotng (Strabo 16.5, note that both variants refer to the same
satrap of Hellespontic Phrygia).

94. The same could be said of Tietov in TietovPevdnvr| (see above §1.4.8.) and, as a patronym,
in MAMA TV 132 (line 6).
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Anatolian corpora and the Greek world. Furthermore, most of the inscriptions came
from the periods of a subordinate Phrygia, so it is quite difficult to differentiate the
features inherited from the core of the Phrygian traditional religion from those pro-
duced by closeness or foreign dominance. A peculiar point, latterly emphasized by
Greek sources, is the preeminence of a Mother Goddess in Old Phrygian inscrip-
tions instead of a superior male god (7i-). This scenario seems to have changed in
the Roman Imperial period, as reflected in New Phrygian curses and Greek materi-
al. However, the texts of both periods are too different in nature (official/popular,
dedication/protection) to offer a good overview of their respective periods. Local
epithets attached to Greek theonyms are perhaps the best link between the Old and
the New Phrygian religious worlds. In any case, the cultural landscape of Phrygia
shifted significantly from the first written records (c. 800 BC) to the latest New
Phrygian inscriptions (3rd century AD). Together with possible internal develop-
ments, the compilation of Phrygian divinities reflects historical contact with neigh-
boring and conquering cultures (mainly Anatolian, but also Iranian, Northwest
Semitic and Greek). Moreover, the characterization of the gods and their sphere of
power are not conveyed. Some comparisons with the pantheon of the successive
cultures of Anatolia can be made through meanings of theonyms or their functions
according to texts, but the personalities of these divinities of course remain largely
elusive.
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Sipis — yet another Phrygian name in the Neo-Hittite world?
With commentaries on some recent discoveries of Phrygians in
Hieroglyphic Luwian texts

Zsolt Simon
Research Institute for Linguistics, Hungarian Academy of Sciences

§ 1. Introduction

Considering the geographical and historical circumstances, it is expected that
Hieroglyphic Luwian sources refer to the Phrygians in some way, be it their entire-
ty, a polity, some individuals, or just some cultural traits. In this paper I argue that
a hitherto unexplained personal name in Hieroglyphic Luwian sources can be
Phrygian (§3). First, however, a short assessment is in order if Hieroglyphic
Luwian sources refer at all to any Phrygians, especially in view of recent publica-
tions that identify Phrygians in Hieroglyphic Luwian texts fully ignoring basic
methods and facts of Anatolian and historical linguistics, relying instead on the
pre-scientific kling-klang method, albeit mostly published in allegedly peer-
reviewed journals (§1-2).

§ 2. On Phrygians in Hieroglyphic Luwian sources

There are two hypotheses identifying Phrygians in Hieroglyphic Luwian
sources. The first is the perennial debate whether the Muska (in Hieroglyphic
Luwian spelling) or a part of them is identical to the Phrygians. This issue requires
a separate investigation elsewhere, and thus, I will not discuss it here. Instead, |
focus on the second, recent suggestion: D’ Alfonso (2019: 144—145) with n. 3 read
the Central Anatolian toponym “Pa+tra/i-zu-ta,” attested in TOPADA §§3, 7, 13,
23, 26 as Priz-u(wa)nda and identified it with the Phrygians. Unfortunately, this
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proposal is phonologically impossible. First, as d’Alfonso himself made it clear,
the precise value of the third sign is <zay/zu™> without clear evidence for the read-
ing <zu> in the Iron Age, and thus, the proper transcription is Pa+rali-za./zu’-tay.
Accordingly, d’Alfonso’s reading and morphological analysis is not assured. But
this is not lethal in itself because the alternative reading Priz-anda can regularly
deliver a stem Priz-, the base of the identification proposed by d’Alfonso (needless
to say, the spelling allows several different readings, Prizanda and Prizuwanda are
but two among many other equally regular possibilities'). However, the alleged
stem Priz- simply cannot reflect any name for the Phrygians on phonological
grounds: d’Alfonso assumed a change *Prik- > Priz-, which is not possible since
*k never became z in Luwian. It was *k that became z in Luwian, but */k/ and */k/
were completely different phonemes. Moreover:

a) The change *k > z happened before the first attestation of Luwian in the
Old Assyrian Colony Period, i.e. at least more than one millennium before
the TOPADA inscription. It would imply that the Luwians met the Phrygi-
ans before this sound change, i.e. on the Balkans (this is what d’Alfonso
indeed assumed) and it also implies that the Anatolian languages entered
Anatolia from the Balkans (which is possible, but in fact we do not know
it) and that the Anatolian languages became independent on the Balkans
and entered Anatolia separately, for which we have absolutely no evidence.
Alternatively, d’Alfonso proposed that we are dealing with a still ongoing
sound change, which is simply not the case.

b) But the scenarios under a) can simply be discarded since contra d’ Alfonso,
neither *Prik- nor *Prik- lead to the attested stems Phryg-, Brug-, and
Brig- due to the voiceless consonant instead of /g/,> not to mention that
contra d’Alfonso’s claim, a stem Phryg- / Brug- / Brig- would have pre-
served its /g/ in Luwian transmission (spelled with kV-signs) and no pala-
talization would have happened.?

1. E.g., Hawkins (2000: 455) reads it as Parzuta (followed by Weeden 2010: 48-50), Payne
(2012: 57 with n. 58) as Parzata (with question mark), and Yakubovich (ACLT s.v.) as Parzanta-.

2. D’Alfonso’s proposal (2019: 144 n. 3), the change resulting in /g/ would have happened “in
an early borrowing from Phrygian into Greek, or within old [sic] Greek itself”, lacks any linguistic
base. He quoted “Kurtis > Gordias” as a support to his alternative, a Luwian borrowing into Phrygian.
As we will see below (and see already Simon 2017a, not quoted by d’Alfonso), this borrowing
happened on the other way round and, accordingly, it cannot serve as a support.

3. One could also argue that the stems Phryg- / Brug- / Brig- are only exonyms of the Phrygians
and thus, they anyway cannot serve as a starting point for the Luwian form. However, the endonym of
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All in all, the identification of Pa-+ra/i-za./zu’-ta, with the Phrygians must be ex-
cluded.*

§ 3. On Phrygian names in Hieroglyphic Luwian sources

Most recently, the search for Phrygian names in Hieroglyphic Luwian sources
has enjoyed a surge. I refer here to three recent papers, one by myself (2017a) and
two by R. Oreshko (2020, 2021). In 2017 I argued that the widespread Luwian
name Kurtiyas can only be Phrygian (cf. Gordios / Gordias) on phonological
grounds and not vice versa, which was positively received in the secondary litera-
ture (Obrador-Cursach 2019: 549 [here with a more precise assessment of the
Phrygian and Greek forms] and Oreshko 2020: 87, 2021: 286).°

In 2020, Oreshko proposed that the name Hartapus attested in several Hiero-
glyphic Luwian inscriptions is the Luwian rendering of a Phrygian name
*Gardabos invented by him, what he etymologically connected with Sanskrit gar-
dabha- ‘donkey’ (2020: 85-104). Unfortunately, this proposal must be excluded.
Setting aside that the proposed etymology is not possible phonologically due to the
Phrygian Lautverschiebung (on this Lautverschiebung see most recently Obrador-
Cursach 2020: 71-72)% and that there is no evidence for the existence of such a
name in Phrygian,” Hartapus cannot render *Gardabos due to the different stem-

the Phrygians is still unknown and thus, it cannot be excluded that it was a cognate of these forms, i.e.
Brug- or Brig-. Note that the repeated idea that vrekun / vrekan / vrekes would be the Phrygian
endonym is not supported contextually (cf. Obrador-Cursach 2020: 243-244 with refs. [and also
Anfosso 2020: 26-28], who rejected this identification because it is not a regular continuation of the
Proto-Indo-European root *brg"- allegedly underlying the name of the Phrygians, which is correct,
but the endonym and the exonym need not originate from the same word). Most recently, Anfosso
(2020: 25-31) fabricated an endonym from vrekun / vrekan | vrekes and Briges as *wreyk/g- or
*wrek/g-, but its obvious morphological and phonological problems (not to mention the semantics)
invalidate this idea.

4. On other location proposals see the overview of Weeden (2010: 55-58).

5. 1 emphasize that here and in the following the labels Luwian and Phrygian are used
exclusively in linguistic sense. Any claims regarding ethnicity and identity require separate
investigations.

6. Oreshko’s claim (2020: 91) that this “does not present a serious problem, given both the early
date of the attestation and the evidence for variation between voiced and voiceless stops seen in the
dental series* is simply baseless.

7. Oreshko (2020: 89-91) claimed that *Gardabos “practically exactly corresponds to” the
personal name *Tapdifog / *T'apdvPfog underlying the toponym attested in the ethnic adjectives
Tapdipravog / TapdvPravog from the 3rd c¢. AD. This is of course not the case since the different
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classes® and due to the initial consonant, which, first, should have been rendered
with o, as the above quoted case of Kurtiyas shows, and, second, cannot go back
to a Phrygian consonant since Phrygian did not have any laryngeal consonant.’

Finally, in 2021, Oreshko attempted to identify a series of names from the
PORSUK Hieroglyphic Luwian inscription as Phrygian:

vowel of the second syllable is different and his attempts for explanation are completely baseless:
First, a “raising of a > ¢/i”, an allegedly well-attested phenomenon in Anatolian toponyms. Setting
aside the validity of his examples, none of them present a Phrygian starting point and thus, all of them
are irrelevant. His second idea, “the second « (...) may be an approximation of a more raised vowel”
only shows that he is not familiar with the phonetics of vowels.

8. Although strictly parallel cases, i.e. Phrygian o-stem loans in Luwian are missing yet, Greek
o-stems were adapted as a-stems, as the case of /Wraykas/ < /Wroykos/ shows (note that Awarikus is
a different name, on both names see most recently Simon 2014: 93-95, 2017b) and not as u-stems.
Oreshko’s analogical case, Alaksandu (2020: 86), is wrong, since it is attested only in Wilusa and we
can surely exclude that the Empire Luwian / Iron Age Luwian dialect of Hartapus’ inscriptions was
spoken in Wilusa (the language(s) of which is/are still unknown, despite many attempts). Although
Melchert (2020: 248) claims that Luwian had /o/, it is by far unclear if this applies to Iron Age
Luwian as well, since his claim is based on unpublished talks regarding Cuneiform Luwian only and
thus, given the unpublished state of the arguments, the claim cannot be evaluated scholarly (the
spelling contrast of <u> and <> in Cuneiform Luwian is at the moment only an assumption that
should be properly investigated). But even if this would apply to Kizzuwatna Luwian, the case of
/Wraykas/ clearly shows that this cannot be projected onto Iron Age Luwian (contra Melchert’s
claim).

9. Both points were admitted by Oreshko (2020: 87), too, who nevertheless went further and
concluded that “Thus, the interpretation of the initial / in Hartapus as a voiced tectal g is in fact the
only feasible alternative, despite the difficulties pointed out above”, which is a perfect example of
petitio principii. Oreshko (2020: 88—89) attempted to explain away Kurtiyas with the claim that
Kurtiyas is the Luwian rendering of a Phrygian name, while Hartapus is not a Luwian rendering but
“a more or less ad hoc attempt of the scribe(s) to correlate the ‘Phrygian’ phonetic system with the
Luwian one”. Needless to say, the claim that Kurtiyas and Hartapus written in the same language
(and basically in the same region) represent partly regular and partly irregular renderings, only to save
the preconception that Hartapus originates from a name with initial *g, is egregiously ad hoc. The
remarkable by-form Kartapus attested in TURKMEN-KARAHOYUK 1 is not helpful because we do
not know the relation of these forms, i.e., which one is earlier, since the name could not have been
analysed until now. Should Kartapus turn out to be the older form (despite the contrary phonological
tendency as well as the possibility that this part of the inscription is a later, secondary rewriting, as
argued by Adiego 2021), this does not solve the problem of the u-stem and the fact that *Gardabos is
fully invented, only petitio principii. Note also the alternative reading of Oreshko (2020: 79-81),
eliminating the form Kartapus.
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1) Masaur(a/i)hisas: Oreshko (2021: 293-294) explained it as the Luwian
rendering of the Phrygian name “Masa Urgitos”. This is obviously not
possible, since Luwian did have a phoneme /g/ and the difference in con-
sonants of the last syllable (-#- vs. -s-) prevents any identification.
Oreshko’s only evidence for the rendering g > /4 is the case of Hartapus,
about which we have just seen that it is linguistically impossible (note also
that Masaur(a/i)hisas is an a-stem and thus, should the analysis of Oreshko
be correct, it would represent the adoption of an o-stem as an a-stem [as
per above] and not as an u-stem, as Oreshko claimed in the case of Harta-
pus). Oreshko admitted that there is no phonological explanation for the
last syllable, and thus, he treats it as a loan translation: Urgitos is the gen.
sg. of *Urgis (as it is generally assumed) and Urhissas would be the equiv-
alent genitival adjective (“a pretty exact counterpart”). This of course is not
possible, since Urgitos shows a t-sem and accordingly, the Luwianization
should be **Urhitassas (Oreshko 2021: 295 falsely believed that -it- is a
genitival suffix in Phrygian, which was replaced in Luwian). Note that a
misunderstanding of the nominative form * Urgis as from a stem *Urgi- is
impossible for those who understood Urgifos as gen. sg., which is the start-
ing point of Oreshko’s explanation. All in all, the explanation of Ma-
saur(al/i)hisas as the transcription of a Phrygian name is neither phonologi-
cally nor morphologically possible.!® Accordingly, his historical recon-
struction based on the identity of both persons (2021: 299-302) lacks any
bases.

2) Parhuiras: Oreshko (2021: 302-306) explained it from *Bargwidas, a
Phrygian name fully invented by him from the Proto-Indo-European root
*blerg"- ‘high’ as a u-stem extended by a suffix -id-. However, first, such a
suffix can only be found in Phrygian in iyungidas, the explanation of
which is difficult, it may represent the Phrygianization of a Greek patro-
nym (see most recently Obrador-Cursach 2020: 262-263 with refs.). Sec-
ond, there is absolutely no evidence for such a personal name in Anatolia
in general and none of Oreshko’s examples necessarily go back to a u-stem
— in fact, none of them requires a u-stem (the city name (!) Bépyog and
Bépywv) and the name of the Phrygian leader in the Iliad, ®6pxvc, cannot
be derived from this root, not even by Greek sound laws including Grass-

10. I leave open how Masaur(a/i)hisas could be explained within Anatolian onomastics. For a
recent attempt see Yakubovich apud Adiego (2019: 153-154), and for its criticism see Oreshko
(2021: 294-295).
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mann’s Law, as Oreshko did (2021: 305), since it is the first stop that loses
the aspiration by Grassmann’s Law, not the second (see e.g. Rix 1992: 97).
Third, as mentioned already twice, the claim of rendering of /g/ by a laryn-
geal in Luwian is erroneous. In other words, Parhuiras cannot be a Phrygi-
an name (on the traditional but problematic analysis of this name see the
assessment of Oreshko 2021: 288-290).

3) Nunas: Oreshko (2021: 292) rightly pointed out that this name is amply at-
tested but exclusively in Greek inscriptions from Phrygia and Galatia as
Novva / Novvag / Novn (LGPN V.C: 321-322), and thus, it may likely be
a Phrygian name. Of course one could turn the relation and claim that it is
a Luwian name borrowed by Phrygian. However, the improportional dis-
tribution (only one in PORSUK, dozens from Phrygia and Galatia) makes
this interpretation less probable (note that Oreshko mistakenly calls Nunas
Lallname: in Anatolia, Lallnamen have their own morphophonological
rules [Laroche 1966: 239-246; Hoffner 1998: 117; Zehnder 2010: 45-49]
and Nunas fits none of them).!!

All in all, we have Kurtiyas and possibly Nunas as Phrygian names in Hiero-
glyphic Luwian sources. In the following, I will argue that we may add one more
name to this dossier.

§ 4. The case of Sipis

The name Sipis is only attested in the KARABURUN rock inscription com-
memorating a contract and the building of a fortress. Sipis is the name of both pro-
tagonists, of a local king'? and his governor. The date of the inscription is practical-
ly unknown although Hawkins (2000: 481) dates it into the late 8th c. since it
would be palaeographically parallel to the inscriptions from Kululu (followed by
Payne 2012: 105). This date is, however, to be taken very cautiously, since there is
no independent evidence for the late 8th c. of the Kululu inscriptions. Hawkins

11. Oreshko (2021: 290-292) rightly called attention to the fact that the name of Nunas’ father,
Atis, and very similar names are extremely widespread in Anatolia. However, a more precise
linguistic definition is currently not possible due the variety of forms and widespreadness (also
Oreshko could not manage it beyond a vague northwestern characterization), and thus, it calls for
further study.

12. This king, as many other Neo-Hittite rulers, remained unknown to the “handbook” of Neo-
Hittite rulers by Bryce (2012), on which see the critical literature in Simon (2020a: 161 n. 2).
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dates all Kululu inscriptions to the same period, i.e., the mid- and late-8th c., only
because KULULU 1 & 4 mention a ruler Tuwatis. Although a Tuwatis is known at
that time in Neo-Assyrian sources, and a Tuwatis has a son called Wasu-Sarrumas,
who is generally supposed to be identical with Wassurme (-738-730/729-) of the
Neo-Assyrian sources, in fact there are several rulers called Tuwatis in this region
(see the critical overview in Simon 2017c: 204-206) and the father of Wasu-
Sarrumas cannot be dated to the mid of the 8th century since Wasu-Sarrumas is not
identical to Wassurme (see the detailed discussion in Simon 2020b). In other
words, the inscription cannot currently be dated properly.

Sipis is attested in the following forms:

e nom.sg. si-pi-sa (§2) & si-pi-sa (§3,7,9)
e dat.sg. si-pi-ia(§7,8,9, 10)

The question is to how to analyse this name linguistically. Before any attempt,
the reader must be reminded that the Hieroglyphic spelling is anything but unam-
biguous. In our case, one must take into account the possibility of a regularly omit-
ted nasal before the stop and the multiple possibilities for this stop: voiced and
voiceless and each geminate or singleton. With this we reach a handful of equally
regular possibilities: Si(n/m)p(p)/b(b)i(ya)-.

§ 4.1. Hieroglyphic Luwian?

The first, obvious assumption would be that we are dealing with a Luwian
name. However, such a Luwian name is not attested yet. This is, of course, only an
argumentum e silentio (and definitely not unparalleled), but considering the rich-
ness of the documentation, this is remarkable. For the sake of completeness it must
be mentioned that Sipis is not attested in the onomastics of the neighbouring lan-
guages (Phrygian and KaSka) either although their limited attestation makes this
observation a real argumentum e silentio.

However, it could also be a compound Luwian name, the members of which
(or at least one of them) are attested. The second syllable, -pi-, is indeed suspicious
as it could be the contracted form of piya-, and piya- is well-known as the second
member of Luwian compound names (cf. Melchert 2013: 47). Unfortunately, the
alleged first member si- or siya- does not lead to anywhere. Of course, it is possible
that the first member or the entire name is built upon a word (be it Luwian, Phrygi-
an, or Kaska) that simply happens to be not attested — but any solution that can
provide attested forms will be superior.
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§ 4.2. <si> as <sa>?

At this juncture we must ask ourselves if we read the name correctly at all. In
fact, this is not assured: the first sign, *174, was traditionally read as <sa> (Laroche
1960: 93 with refs.), but Hawkins and his co-authors!® changed it to <si> follow-
ing the proposal of Mittelberger 1962: 280-281 (the idea was originally that of
Forrer 1932: 159, 169, who was consistently ignored) and claimed that this is con-
firmed by the new readings.

There is indeed no doubt that the reading <si> of *174 is correct, but this does
not say anything about the correctness of the reading <sa> since signs with multi-
ple vocalism are ubiquitous in Hieroglyphic Luwian. Thus, theoretically there is no
problem here; the question is whether there is any evidence that requires the read-
ing <sa>.

Laroche (1960: 93) quoted several cases, but most of them are clearly to be
read with <si> according to our current knowledge. If we skip an unanalysable
personal name, there is only one case remaining from his list:

e The personal name 'si-ka-ra+a-sa (KARKAMIS A7 §11), which would be
identical to Sangara, king of Karkemi$ c. 870—-848, whose name is attested
now also in Hieroglyphic Luwian as sas-[k]atra/i-s[a (KH.15.0.690 +
KARKAMIS A31 + KARKAMIS A30b1-3 §1, Marchetti and Peker 2018:
95-96). The identification was practically rejected by Hawkins (2000:
129), but only because he read the sign as <si> (“new reading si- weakens
the identification™). Due to chronological reasons, we can be dealing at
best with homonymous personalities and, thus, the identity of both names
and, accordingly, the reading <sa> of <si> is only a possibility, even
though a quite probable possibility considering that otherwise the personal
name 'si-ka-ra+a-sa remains opaque.
However, Poetto (2018: 20-21) has recently reopened the debate, listing sev-
eral arguments in favour of a reading <sa>. His first example is indicative, but due
to a theoretical problem, the reading <sa> is not completely necessary:

o Wali-la/i-si-ti-ni-za(REGIO) (ARSUZ 2 §1) vs. Wali-ld/i-sa-ta-nali-
za(REGIO) (ARSUZ 2 §1)

13. Hawkins, Morpurgo-Davies and Neumann (1973: 151); Hawkins and Morpurgo-Davies
(1975: 123); Hawkins (1975: 128 Table 2, 2000: 30), see also Marazzi (1990: 154).
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While it is clear that the vowel in question is only graphic, and since graphic
vowels are usually expressed with <Ca> signs, it is probable that also <si> should
be read here as <sa>, it cannot be excluded that <si> was used for this so-called
empty vowel.™

However, he also quoted two Hittite Empire period seals where the reading
<sa> is practically unavoidable:

e Ashmolean Museum No. 1894.50: (side a) i(a)-sa-ni-a vs. (side b) a-i(a)-
si-ni, equated with the Hurrian personal name Aya-Seni ‘(the god) Aya (is
my) brother’. This interpretation was provided already by Hawkins (2005:
430), who admitted that “it [si - Zs.S.] may be seen to alternate with sa”.
The only other option is that <sa> can also be read as <si>, but there is no
evidence for that.

e Ashmolean Museum No. 1896-1908.0.3: (side a) TONITRUS-su-sa vs.
(side b) TONITRUS-su-si (elsewhere only the name TONITRUS-su- is at-
tested, but this is obviously derivative of it in -assa/i-). Since it can be ex-
cluded that the last sign refers to the ending and thus to an empty vowel,
<sa> and <si> must refer to the vocalic stem and thus, they must be identi-
cal. The only other option would be that <sa> can also be read as <si>, but
there is no evidence for that.

In other words, the reading <sa> of *174 can only be avoided if someone opts
for unproven claims (reading <si> of <sa> and <sa>), not to mention the advantage
of the reading <sa> making the personal name 'si-ka-ra+a-sa understandable. In
other words, there are good reasons to assume that the correct reading of *174 is
<sa/i>.

Accordingly, the proper reading of the personal name under investigation is
Sa/ipi-, and since “Sipi-” did not lead to any meaningful interpretation, a reading of
“Sapi-" is proposed and will be investigated here. Note that this is in fact nothing
else but a return to the old reading of Sapis of this personal name.'"

14. Poetto’s other example from this category (gen. sg. “TERRA”-si (BABYLON 1 §5) vs.
“TERRA”-sa (CEKKE §28)) is invalid, because we are dealing with two different types of genitive
endings, see most recently Palmér (2021).

15. With Bossert (1957: 161, 163); Meriggi (1967: 103-106), Poetto (1981: 276), and
Woudhuizen (2011: 240) contra Hawkins (2000: 481) and Payne (2012: 105-106) (Hawkins used the
reading Sapis until 1971: 129).
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§ 4.3. The possibilities

§ 4.3.1. Luwian Sapa-ziti

The most obvious choice for analysing Sapi- would be, of course, a Luwian
interpretation, but a fitting word is not attested yet. Although formally (quasi) ho-
monymous words are known (CLuw. Sapiya- ‘washbowl’ and Hittite
OUG()salepiya- ‘washing vessel’, see Rieken 2020a, b), they are hardly fitting
from a semantical point of view.

Nevertheless, among the Luwian compound names, there is a case, Sapa-ziti /
Sa-pa-VIR-ti (Suhi’s stele §1, Dingol et al. 2014: 147), the first member of which
could in theory be identical to Sapi- (more precisely, it could be the base of it, see
below — for alleged nouns with this member see Simon 2018: 123). In Simon
(2018) I argued that the same word can be found in the name of Sapalulme, king of
Patin, and in fact, Bossert (1957: 163) already suggested connecting Sapis with this
name. I discussed Sapa-ziti / Sd-pa-VIR-ti in detail in Simon (2018: 123): if the
connection with Sapalulme is correct, then we are dealing with an unknown sub-
stantive, which would be formally fitting to Sapiya: this would be then a derivative
of it with the ubiquitous -iya-suffix. If, however, someone still separates Sapalulme
from Sapa-ziti (for instance, because he arbitrarily wants to see a distortion of Sup-
piluliuma in Sapalulme), then Sapa- can also be explained from the Northern Ana-
tolian toponym YRVSappa-. This toponym could also serve as the base of Sapis by
the same manner of derivation. Nevertheless, we have absolutely no idea if this
toponym survived well into the Iron Age, and there is no evidence that it would
have been such an important place that it could have served as base for personal
names. In other words, a Luwian explanation of Sapis from the onomastic element
Sapa- either as a toponym or as an unknown substantive is formally possible, but
conclusive proof is lacking.

§ 4.3.2. Lycian Ssepije / Zamio. ~ Cilician Sapia

An alternative is provided by Neumann (2007: 331), who compared the Lyci-
an male name Ssepije / Zama from the Lycian A text N302 (Melchert 2004: 103
and Neumann 2007: 331) with Hier.-Luw. “Sapis”, which he took from from Mer-
iggi’s Glossar (1962: 107). In fact, this is exactly the name we are discussing now
since Neumann did not or could not apply the new reading used by Hawkins (as it
is known, Neumann’s book is based on an unfinished manuscript).

Although this seems to provide a perfect match, there are several problems
with the idea: First, they cannot be cognates because *s > h/# in Lycian A. Neu-
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mann was aware of this problem and claimed that *s “in Namen wohl gelegentlich
bewahrt bleibt” which is ad hoc. While in theory the name could belong to Lycian
B, there is no reason to assume a Lycian B name in this Lycian A text.

Second, if they are not cognates, then they can be loanwords. Nevertheless, no
assured Lycian borrowings are known from Luwian or the other way round, which
is understandable as they were probably not neighbours. More specifically, a Lyci-
an name in Neo-Hittite North-Central Anatolia is hardly convincing. A (at least
etymologically) Luwian name in 4th c. Lycia may be fitting, but the historical-
geographical circumstances would require further research.

Nevertheless, the situation is more complicated. As [.-X. Adiego kindly re-
minded me, we know the personal name Sapia from Cilicia, too, from 100 AD
(LGPN V.B: 378). This could indeed solve most of the problems: it would prove
the presence of a name Sapia in Luwian (which could be a derivative of Sapa-, as
per above), which would be fitting for Sapis of KARABURUN. Two circumstanc-
es remain problematic: first, the explanation of the Lycian name, which is obvious-
ly identical.'® The late date of Sapia is conducive for explaining these forms as
borrowings, but what is the direction of borrowing? Is it a Lycian name among the
Cilicians or a Cilician (Luwian) among the Lycians? Or do we need to assume a
borrowing at all or rather the movement of single people? The patronyms are in
both cases known: Sapia’s father was called Sarmos(i)us that recalls the Luwian
word sarma- (on this word see most recently Simon 2020b with discussion) and the
ubiquitous -assa/i- suffix (although it requires further investigations whether this is
more than an assonance due to the different vocalism), strengthening the idea that
Sapia is really a Cilician name and the family is Cilician. Zoama’s father’s name is,
in turn, perfectly Lycian (Mahanepijemi), implying that we are dealing with a Ly-
cian family. In other words, we have to reckon with borrowings, the movement of
people only is not supported by their names.

The second circumstance is the question of whether a name attested only in
Southern Anatolia in 4th c. BC-100 AD can provide an explanation for a name in
North-Central Anatolia attested centuries earlier? This is by no means excluded,

16. Although Grainger (2018: 100) proposes that we are dealing either with an Anatolian or
with a Parthian name, there is no evidence why we should look for a Parthian name in 100 AD
Anazarbos (the city of Sapia) and Gainger’s argument (“he came from the same place as the Parthian
Antiochos from Babylonia who served in the ala Parthorum et Arabaeorum”) does not prove
anything. The name of Sapia’s father, Sarmos(i)us may have an Anatolian name (see the main text),
which would argue for an Anatolian derivation of Sapia’s, too.
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but prudence requires investigating the remaining option provided by the historical-
geographical circumstances.

§ 4.3.3. Phrygian Sabis

The place of the inscription of both Sapis, Karaburun, lies exactly in the area
where Phrygian language and culture were entangled with the Neo-Hittite world
(this question still lacks an in-depth investigation, from the point of view of the
“border” see Simon 2017c). In this world, a Phrygian name would cause no sur-
prise (it is also the area where the Phrygian name Gordias appears as Kurtiyas, as
discussed above).

Interestingly enough, a formally fitting name is known from the Phrygian
speaking area: this is Zafig attested in Nakoleia as well as probably in Alioi in the
2nd-3rd c. AD and especially Xaptog in Laodikeia, c¢. 126 AD (LGPN V.C: 380),
thus roughly speaking slightly later than Sapia discussed above.

This name does not seem isolated. First, Zapic has already been connected
with XaPug attested in Thiounta (Gozler) near Hierapolis in the 2nd c. AD by
Zgusta (1964: 449 §1349-2) since it can obviously be a hypercorrect spelling of
Yapfic. Second, the only legible word of the undated but Old Phrygian inscription
M-08 from Midas City is sgbas. This is cautiously but generally assumed to be a
personal name and was compared to Zofig and Zapug (Brixhe and Lejeune 1984:
28; Orel 1997: 31, 456; Obrador-Cursach 2020: 340). The connection of sabas with
Yafic and Xapug and thus with Sapi- is obviously only a possibility that cannot
currently be confirmed, but Xapic and Zafvg can regularly be identified with Sapis.

How can their connection be explained? Although Luwian names have been
adopted in Phrygian, a borrowing from Luwian seems improbable in this case con-
sidering the location far away from Luwian-speaking territories and the non-elite
status of these people. The reversed possibility, a Phrygian name at the Phrygian-
Luwian frontier is, however, perfectly fitting from every point of view. However,
the caveat mentioned in case of Sapia, i.e., the chronological distance, applies here,
too. The difference lies exactly in the more fitting historical-geographical back-
ground. In other words, we have two competing options to explain Sapis and a
(hardly final) decision can be made only on the base of weighing the probability of
each scenario, as the conclusions will show.
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§ 5. Conclusions

The name known as Sipis attested in the KARABURUN Hieroglyphic Luwian
inscription resists any explanation. However, there are good arguments to assume
that it can regularly be read as Sapis as well (as it was traditionally read before
Hawkins), which opens a series of possibilities. Two options emerge as real possi-
bilities:

First, we can lump together Sapis with Cilician Sapia (100 AD) and Lycian A
Yamo (4th ¢. BC) and declare it as an Anatolian name. The disadvantage of this
hypothesis is the lack of a convincing explanation regarding the precise connection
of these names. Cognacy must be excluded, and a Lycian origin is hardly probable
in Neo-Hittite North-Central Anatolia. A Luwian origin could even be supported
by the names of Sapa-ziti and Sapa-lulme, but it implies that the Lycian A form
must be a Luwian import. The historical-geographical background of such a bor-
rowing, however, is unclear.

The other possibility is that we connect Sapis with Phrygian Xafig and XdBiog
(2nd-3rd c. AD) and declare it as an etymologically Phrygian name. This implies
that Sapia and Zama belong to a different, “Southern Anatolian” name, whatever
its origin was. They still can be of Luwian origin (with the noted historical-
geographical problem), but in this case, they can be of Lycian origin, too, which
perhaps means less problems. The advantage of the Phrygian etymology is not only
that it eliminates the problematic Sapia / Xama but also (and mainly) that it pro-
vides a historically and geographically plausible solution for a name attested at the
Phrygian-Luwian interface. Thus, for the time being and only if the author is forced
to make his choice, this latter option seems preferable.
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Word Index

1. Proper names
1.1. God names
1.1.1. In Phrygian
a. Old Phrygian

Areyastin: 115-116, 120

Artimitos: 121, 136-139

Bas : 37-38,50-51, 129-134, 143—-
144, 147

Devos: 134-137

Kraniyas: 121, 136—-139

Kubeleya: 111-115, 117, 124

Matar - 37 fn. 12, 105118, 138, 145

Ti-:37-51, 125-129, 133, 135, 143~
145, 147-148

b. New Phrygian

Bag: 37-38, 50-51, 129-134, 143—
144, 147

Awovvowy: 141-142

Mog: 140, 141, 147

Yapvav: 143-144

Tr-: 37-51, 125-129, 133, 135, 143—
145, 147-148

1.1 2. In Greek

Aydotig: 115, 118-121
Abnvaio: 112

Abnvn: 112

Avydioon Bovoxidrer: 117
Amolhwv: 145
Awdvvcog: 141-142
‘Exdm: 44

"Epwieg: 44

Zgbe: 126

Zebg Adhonvog: 128
Zevg Bév(v)og: 128 fn. 49
Zebc Bpovt@v: 49, 128
Zgbc Aayovotng: 128
Z&bg Xapvevonvoc: 144
“HMog: 4448, 51
Kotayboviot Ogoi: 44
Kénmug: 145

Kovpéin: 112

Kopnipn: 114

Meig: 140

Mnv: 44, 140, 147
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Mnp Beddvtdv: 121-122

Mntp Oepuéwv: 122

Mntp Oepunvn: 113-114, 122

Mntp Ocwyv: 134

Mnmp Tupovyapnvn: 122-123

Mnmp Kukéa: 123

Mnmp Kpavopeyodnvn: 121, 122,
139

Mntp KvPekeia: 112

Mnmp Opseia: 112, 124-125

Mnmp Tielovfevdnvn: 125

IMotapoc: 140

Q<v>Papa: 114

Qupdarac: 111

XaPaliog: 145

Xeavn: 44

1.1.3. In Hieroglyphic Luwian

Marwawan(ni)-: 35

Tarhunt-: 11, 28, 34-35, 3841, 49—
50

Tiwat-: 36-37, 41, 50, 133 fn. 63

1.1.4. In Lydian

artimu-: 136

kufaw-: 114

kuwaw-: 114

1.2. Personal names

1.2.1. In Phrygian

a. Old Phrygian

Ata : 19-21, 145
Atatas: 117
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Bateles: 147
Daguva: 128
Iman : 13-16, 19-22, 25, 134135
fn. 66, 144 fn. 85
Dungidas: 159
Manes: 147
Memevais: 129 fn. 54
Memeuis: 129 fn. 54
Murtan: 144 fn. 85
Sabas: 145, 166
Servas: 111
Tiyes: 118, 147

b. New Phrygian

Aegvkig: 110
Mupagarta: 140, 146, 147

1.2.2. In Greek

Alwog: 145

Atag: 20-21
Attag: 20-21
Anédhova: 145
Bépyoc: 159
Bépyov: 159
I'é6pdag: 157, 166
I'é6pdrog: 157
Moavng: 147
Maoavig: 147
Maveig: 147
Mavitovg: 147
Mnvag: 147
Mnvng: 147
Novva: 160
Novvog: 160
Novn: 160

Yafic: 145, 166-167
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Yaploc: 166267
Yafuc: 145, 166
Xama: 164-167
dopruc: 159

1.2.3. In Hieroglyphic Luwian

Hartapus: 157-159
'Si-ka-ra+a-sa : 162

Kurtiyas: 157-158, 160, 166
Ma-na(-)wa/i-su-na-ta: 39-40
Masaur(ali)hisas : 159
Nunas: 160

Parhuiras: 159-160

Sipis: 160—167

1.2.4. In Lydian

ata-: 19
1.3. Place names
1.3.1. In Greek

*Bevdoug Oikog : 125
Iéappa-: 117 fn. 18
I'davpa-: 117 fn. 18
Iépua: 113

Iépun: 113

Iéppa: 113
Adyovta: 128-129
[MoAaov Bevdoc: 125
Téupprog: 140

1.3.2. In Hieroglyphic Luwian

Pa+rali-za/zu’-ta,: 156-157
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1.4. Common words
1.4.1. Phrygian
a. Old Phrygian

akenan: 118
akenanogavos: 118
akinanogavan: 118
apelan: 145

ay: 96, fn. 9

aTios: 145

bato’an : 129

bevdos: 105, 109, 114, 125
duman: 109, 117, 142
dumeyay: 117

etoves: 109
evememesmeneya: 109, 117
evetekseti’y: 116
vanak: 141-142
vrekan: 139, 157 fn. 3
vrekes: 157 fn. 3
vrekun: 105, 139, 157 fn. 3
iman: 134-135 fn. 66
imroy: 122

kake(y): 147

kakuioi: 100

kakoioi: 100

kelmis: 145

me (neg.): 147
mekas: 145
modrovanak: 118
monokaua: 116117
rekun: 139

tat: 145

tiveia: 126

tovo: 100
[."W[."Jagaua: 117
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b. New Phrygian

adgwvvov: 99

ot: 96 fn. 9
apyov: 78
yeyaprtpevog: 123
dewc: 31-32, 90
gydaec: 110
gwvov: 93, 98-99
gvye&opvar: 110

Cepelmg: 31-32, 90

Bodapedn: 79
wvov: 93, 97-99
wovwo[: 96

tovov: 92, 93, 97-99

raxe: 147

ke: 31

Kvoupav: 79
Aatopeov: 110
patap: 110-111
ue (neg.): 147

ue (prep.): 31
opovav: 142-143

1.4.2. Greek

Aydiotelov: 118
aroen: 78
avadotmg: 131
apyog: 78

apyn: 78
gxortootitng: 132
gopévewo: 117
goyn: 78
Boraun: 79
Bohapic: 79
Odhapog: 79
0épun: 113
Oepuog: 113
Kkaprodotig: 131
Kevotaplov: 79
KepoAn: 114
KikAnv: 123
Aatopeiov: 110
poivopon: 117
ovpaviog: 142
wape: 94 fn. 7

opovevoc: 127,133, 143 tehéopopoc: 131
ovavaxtav: 141-142 titko: 116
ovelaokeTov: 92—-100 ong: 131
ovelaokovvov: 92—-100 yBoporog: 32 fn. 6
ovkpaov: 110
ovpaviov: 142
movvtag: 140
oep’oa: 111
copoc: 79
teppoyeog: 140

1.4.3. Cuneiform Luwian

tiwatani™-: 36-37
tiwatani®¥-: 37

1.4.4. Hieroglyphic Luwian

ari(ya)—: 115
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2. Greek
2.1. Manuscript tradition

Ar. Au. 875-877: 32
Clem.Al. Strom. 1.16.75: 146
D.S. 12.5.3: 112

D.L.1.39: 47

E. Ba. 1375: 142

Hdt.1.3: 106

Hes. Op. 465-466: 132
Hsch. a 404: 121

Hsch. « 2655: 123

Hsch. «4363: 112

Non. D. 7.361: 142

Non. D. 10.135-136: 142
Od. 12.323: 45

Ptol. Geog. 5.2.13 : 128 fn. 50
Str. 10.3.12: 121

Str. 10.3.15: 145

Str. 12.5.3: 112, 113, 121
Str. 14.3.3: 103 fn. 1

2.2. Greek Inscriptions

Chios no. 137: 112

CIG II no. 3439: 47

IG XI1I, 9 259: 146

IMT Olympene 2693: 113
LSCG 96: 132
MAMA1339:117 fn. 18
MAMA 1V 20: 73 fn. 34, 35
MAMA 1V 335a: 74
MAMA V 125: 78

MAMA V 188 no. 4: 113
MAMA 'V 229: 77-78
MAMA VI398: 121
MAMA VII 28: 73 fn. 34, 35
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MAMA VII 210: 73 tn. 34
MAMA VII 589: 117 fn. 18
MAMA X 226 : 123 th 29
MAMA X 443: 113
Marmor Parium: 112
RECAMII no. 110: 45
RECAM YV, 88 no. 119: 122 fn. 27
SB 1.00677,2: 118 fn. 21
SB 1.00677,3: 118 fn. 21
Strubbe 1997 no. 6: 45
Strubbe 1997 no. 19: 45
Strubbe 1997 no. 32: 43
Strubbe 1997 no. 126: 43
Nessebar Museum, inv. no. 1354:
112
Strubbe 1997 no. 155: 45
Strubbe 1997 no. 168: 45
Strubbe 1997 no. 181: 71
SEG XXXVII 1036: 45
SEG XXXVII 1072: 47
SEGLX 1192 : 129 fn. 47
SEG XLIV 1059: 46
SEG XLIX 1357: 114
SEG XLIX 1654: 134

3. Hieroglyphic Luwian

KARKAMIS A3: 27-51, 127
KARKAMIS A18: 36
KARABURUN: 160

KULULU 2: 36

SULTANHAN: 39-40, 131-132
TILSEVET: 36

TOPADA: 155-156
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4. Latin

Enn. Ann. 6.203: 31

Liu. 38.18.5: 112

Ou. Fast. 4.363-365: 112
Ou. Met. 4.282: 146
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These are good times for research on Phrygian. More scholars
than ever are focusing on this language and many novelties (includ-
ing new inscriptions and innovative interpretations) are emerging
relatively frequently. Promoting the diversity of starting points and
focuses is a way to improve our knowledge and to achieve a better
vision of the Phrygian language and the people who once spoke
and wrote it.

This book offers a range of approaches to Phrygian-related is-
sues, with contributions from six relevant scholars working on this
language: Ignasi-Xavier Adiego, Milena Anfosso, Maria Paz de
Hoz, Anna Elisabeth Himmig, Bartomeu Obrador-Cursach and
Zsolt Simon.
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