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Foreword

The study of loanwords and, in general, of the linguistic contacts of Anatolian
languages both within and outside Anatolia has always been an important field in
Ancient Anatolian studies. The dramatic development of the last three decades in
Hittitology and related fields opened new horizons. This is reflected also in current
wide-scale research projects, first of all in the “Pre-Classical Anatolian Languages
in Contact” (PALaC) in Verona and in the “Digital Philological-Etymological Dic-
tionary of the Minor Ancient Anatolian Corpus Languages” (eDiAna) in Miinchen
and Marburg.

This led the editors of the present volume, Federico Giusfredi (the principal
investigator of PALaC) and Zsolt Simon (research fellow at eDiAna), to create a
forum where the most recent results of loanword and linguistic contact research in
Ancient Anatolia could have been presented and discussed. Although it was initial-
ly conceived as a workshop, this could not have been realized under the current
conditions. Thus, the editors decided to turn the cancelled event into the present
book.

The volume opens with an overview of the origins of the linguistic landscape
by F. Giusfredi and Alvise Matessi. This is followed by the analysis of the Luwian
word for ‘salt’ by Ignasi-Xavier Adiego, who argues that it represents an Indo-
Aryan loanword. The next two papers are also devoted to the languages of the
Luwic group: Valerio Pisaniello explains a Lycian toponym attested only in the
Ethnika of Stephanus of Byzantium from an Anatolian word for ‘wheat’, while
Mariona Vernet argues that the Aramaic phrase “the god of Kaunos” in the Letoon
inscription is based on Carian.
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FOREWORD

Moving westwards, the Anatolian—Greek language contacts are one of the
most hotly debated issues. This volume presents two contributions to this topic. On
the one hand, Filip De Decker argues that despite recent views the Hittite and the
Greek modal particles for expressing irrealis do not constitute an isogloss, and
provides a thorough analysis of the historical syntax of the Greek irrealis. On the
other hand, Andreas Opfermann investigates the origin of the word “scandal” via
Latin and Greek back to the Luwic languages.

Having arrived to Ancient Italy, the book closes with the paper of Zs. Simon,
who, re-investigating the popular theory of Anatolian loanwords in Etruscan, con-
cluded that there is no evidence for this hypothesis.

Finally, the editors would express their gratitude to 1.-X. Adiego, who accept-
ed this volume in the series “Barcino Monographica Orientalia. Series Anatolica et
Indogermanica”, to the European Research Council for funding the PALaC project,
as well as to the Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft for funding the eDiAna project
that financed the work of some authors, including the editor Zsolt Simon. The edi-
tors also thank E. Martinez Rodriguez for her assistance with the formal prepara-
tion and formatting of the manuscript.

The publication costs for this open access monograph were covered with the
funds of the ERC project PALaC, that has received funding from the European
Research Council (ERC) under the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and
innovation programme (grant agreement n° 757299).

The editors
Verona & Miinchen, May 2021
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Archaeolinguistics and the historical study of contacts in
Anatolia

Federico Giusfredi & Alvise Matessi”
Universita degli Studi di Verona

1. The origin of things and the Indo-European problem
1.1. Introduction

The query about the origin of things is a dangerous one. It is very rare, in his-
torical sciences, for data to be old enough and complete enough to allow an uncon-
troversially acceptable reconstruction. Yet the temptation seems to be irresistible
for scholars in many disciplines, and historians, archaeologists, and linguists are no
exception. While the research carried out by the team of the project PALaC (Pre-
classical Anatolian Languages in Contact) concentrated on the study of linguistic
and cultural contacts in the historical ages of the Anatolian and “peri-Anatolian”
world, it proved impossible to proceed without facing the problem of the original
substrate-superstrate relationships between the Early and Middle Bronze Age cul-
tures in these areas. As a substrate-superstrate model involves an asymmetry both
in prestige and in the time of occupation of a contact region, the attempts to model
interferences and influences are affected by the problem of establishing the dia-

* This paper is a result of the project PALaC, that has received funding from the European
Research Council (ERC) under the European Union’s Horizon 2020 Research and Innovation
Programme (Grant Agreement n°® 757299). Sections 1.1, 1.2, 1.3, 2.1, 3 and 4 were authored by
Federico Giusfredi; section 2.2 was authored by Alvise Matessi.

Barcino. Monographica Orientalia 17 — Series Anatolica et Indogermanica 2 (2021) (ISBN: 978-84-9168-738-2)
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chronic precedence of a given culture with respect to another one, which, in turn,
calls into question the problem of matching pre-literate material cultures with his-
torical ones (by historical, we mean cultures that produced written documents, and
whose official linguistic code and identities are, therefore, allegedly known).

The field of research that tries to investigate the proto-history of language-
culture pairings is sometimes called “archaeolinguistics”. Examples of archaeo-
linguistic problems include: the identification of a material culture with a historical
linguistically-defined civilization (e.g., the Luwians, or the Proto-Anatolians, with
Western or South-Western Anatolian material cultures), the identification of the
origin of an allegedly intrusive demographic component (e.g., the problem of the
Urheimat of the Indo-Europeans), or, in some cases, with the involvement of the
natural sciences, the attempt at matching not just the linguistic and the material
facies of an ancient group, but also its genetic material.

In this section, we will concentrate on the first two aspects of the archaeo-
linguistic agenda, and we will try to offer an overview of its methodological limita-
tions, which, in general, depend on methodological scope of the very disciplines it
aims to combine, rather than on the combination thereof.

1.2. “Proto-Indo-European United”: the “sin” of the linguists

For those who study Anatolia, the query about the origin of things coincides,
basically, with the problem of explaining and understanding the meaning of the
Indo-European presence in the area. What are the Indo-Europeans? Many defini-
tions may be given, and some, coming from the most optimistic scholars, may con-
tain very precise descriptions of their cultural features: they were selective inciner-
ators, worshipped specific deities, organised knowledge in lists of body parts or
other significant taxonomies derived from their exquisite experience of the world,
disliked dragons and probably invented poetry.! As a matter of fact, this way of
thinking is historically dangerous, and it is certainly methodologically shortsighted,
if not blind. The Indo-Europeans are a hypothetical cultural group of people who
are assumed to have spoken a common language we reconstruct. No one was able
to prove any of the hypotheses on their origin based on linguistic criteria, nor is
anybody capable of explaining when exactly Proto-Indo-European would have

1. It would be impossible to provide here a complete list of references. The reader may,
however, cf. the Encyclopedia of Indo-European Culture (Mallory — Adams 1997), containing entries
such as Anatomy (17-19), Dragon (169), God (230-232), Goddess (232-233), Indo-European
Homeland (290-299), Poetry (436-439), Snake (529-530).
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been an undivided living spoken language. All the attempts to reconstruct the orig-
inal culture of the Indo-Europeans are based on the individual judgment of scholars
about what must have been a conservative ancient feature preserved in written rec-
ords which, in the best possible scenario, must have been composed at least a cou-
ple of thousand years after the age of the “Proto-Indo-European Utd.”.

All ancient languages that have been recorded in an age that is relatively close
to the age of the Proto-Indo-Europeans show traces that indicate interference from
much earlier times. Sumerian, for instance, is attested at least one thousand years
before the first Indo-European textual record, and yet it is certainly affected by
other languages of the Mesopotamian Chalcolithic (ca. 5000-3000 BCE), as
demonstrated by the presence of substrate and foreign lexical material.> Old Egyp-
tian seems to entertain contacts with the languages of Darfur and Chad.? Yet, when
dealing with the Indo-European problem, linguists reconstruct the proto-language
using — legitimately — the only available method: internal reconstruction. While this
is methodologically correct, the limits of the scope should be evident before taking
a step too far: the recognition of inherited phonetic and morphological material is
solid,* but the recognition of cultural content related to it is completely hypothet-
ical, because semantic change is not mechanical and because the choice to consider
a concept “old” enough to correspond to an original culture is subject (1) to the
individual judgment of the single scholars or schools and (2) to the historically
unlikely idea that a unitary culture existed that spoke the pure uncontaminated re-
constructed language at a given time and in a given region. If any of this does not
hold up (and, as we have argued, we believe much of it may not), the cultural re-
construction becomes extremely speculative, and the very problem of the linguistic
definition of a “cultural identity” proves to be much more complex than previously
recognised.’

2. On the existence of substrata and circulation of foreign lexical material — possibly from more
than a single language — in Early Mesopotamia, see the overview and critical discussion by Rubio
(1999). While the scholar suggests that the situation was a «complex and fuzzy web of borrowings
whose directions are frequently difficult to determiney», phenomena of interference unquestionably existed.

3. Cf. Cooper (2017), with reference to previous scholarship.

4. The solidity of the reconstruction of language-internal diachronic change depends on the
absolute regularity of context-induced phonetic laws. Other kinds of linguistic change, e.g. those
involving semantics and syntax, are less predictable and therefore impossible to reconstruct with
certainty.

5. A related problem is, of course, the one regarding the methodological issues we face when
trying to identify an original core-lexicon of Proto-Indo-European words (and concepts). For a recent
discussion of these further methodological issues, cf. the observations by Simon (2020: 241-242).
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Indeed, groups are normally defined by a set of behaviours that leave a trace
in the material culture, and this is undeniable, but at the same time they are defined
by a shared linguistic code. However, neither can the material culture be regarded
to as a mechanical indicator of identity (we will come back to this point later), nor
can the linguistic code be regarded as a unique homogenous language, but rather as
a mixed-code deriving at the same time from inheritance and interactions. When
the interactions cannot be traced back to solid comparanda, because we found our-
selves beyond the limits of historical records, any reconstruction is, by definition,
speculative (or, if the problem of proto-historical interactions is ignored, inherently
flawed).

1.3. Proto-Indo-European intrusion. the “sin” of the historians

If the overconfident use of linguistic reconstruction to explore cultural history
is highly risky and very problematic, the opposite approach is unfortunately not
much better. If one compares the way the Indo-Europeans appear to linguists with
the way the historians deal with them, a significant mismatch emerges, which, to
our knowledge, has not yet been discussed in literature.

According to Mario Liverani, in his ever-green 1988 book Antico Oriente:
storia, societa, economia, what we can confidently tell about the Indo-Europeans’
advent in the areas they will historically (co-)occupy is that with the crisis of the
second urbanisation (or of a comparable technological and social wave), new de-
mographic components arrived and took over the same social structures that were
produced by the societies that had preceded them. It is funny that the way the lin-
guists describe the role of the Indo-Europeans and the way we historians interpret it
are apparently not just different, but actually opposite. Even funnier is the fact that
this observation has never been explicitly raised in scholarly literature. On the lin-
guistic side, we would be dealing with an exquisite innovative culture that reshaped
the world with its Weltanschauung, while on the historical side we are dealing with
an intrusive element that mostly reused technical, social, and cultural achievements
and structures produced by the former major cultures in the regions affected by the
new demographic wave.

If the position defended by the most optimistic linguists who think they can
describe the original Indo-European culture has been shown to be methodologically
weak, we will now proceed to discuss the symmetrical weakness of the minimalist
view that may arise from a reductionist interpretation of Liverani’s brilliant obser-
vation.

14
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The symmetry of the two flawed approaches is striking. Just as impeccable as
the methods of internal linguistic reconstruction, if they remain language-internal,
equally impeccable is Liverani’s observation about the social reuse of the former
structures by the new leading cultures after the emergence of the Indo-European
element in many areas of Eurasia. The relationship between the Hittite element and
the Hattian one resembles that between the Mycenaean and the Minoan ones, as
well as that between the Indo-Iranian elements and the non-Indo-European compo-
nents of Iran and the Indian Subcontinent.® Even smaller areas, like Sicily, may
have followed this very pattern.

Yet even in this case a methodological leap often occurs when we try to move
from the description of historical data to the attempt to use them to describe proto-
historical patterns.

One thing is to observe that the historical civilizations that used Indo-
European languages co-existed with civilizations that did not; another thing is as-
suming that we can, based on this fact, establish that the presence of the Indo-
European element was geographically intrusive with respect to the non-Indo-
European one in a given region.

The very fact that we cannot, out of sheer methodological impossibility, iden-
tify either the cultural identity frameset or the linguistic identity of proto-historical
and pre-historical groups, means that we simply cannot state anything safely as
regards the chronology of the arrival of specific cultural and linguistic elements in
an area. The fact that the Hattians were not Indo-European does not imply that they
were settled in Anatolia before what a migrationist theory would deem the “arrival”
of the Hittites and Luwians (or rather Proto-Anatolian), nor can the degree of inter-
nal variance in alleged demographic waves in terms of linguistic and cultural “line-
age” be safely assessed.

2. Let’s move backwards
2.1. The linguistic and cultural map of Anatolia during the Late Bronze Age

As the imperialistic adventure of the 14th century BCE’s Hittite rulers’ pro-
duced a wave of diffusion of the Anatolian linguistic (and epigraphic) traditions

6. On the non-Indo-European substrata of the Indian subcontinent see the introduction by
Woodard (2008: 3-5).

7. We obviously refer to the formation of the so-called Hittite Empire during the 14th century
BCE: while the use of the term “empire” is probably too daring when applied to interregional
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outside of their original areas, let’s start our journey backwards from the situation
we can assess from the early Late Bronze Age (from the 16th century BCE).

The cuneiform sources that are available, and their interpretation by historians,
archaeologists, and linguists, allow us to describe at least a few “civilizations” that
inhabited Anatolia and modern Eastern Turkey.

The Hattian component is the only linguistically attested non-Indo-European
one and we can assume that, at this stage, it coexisted with Hittite at least in the
central bend of the Kizilirmak river,® with Hittite possibly having spread from the
South Eastern parts of Cappadocia (but this is a case of political expansion, not a
proto-historical migration!). As for the Indo-European ones, we can place the Hit-
tite area in the same area as the Hattian one (with a wider extension to the lands
south of the river, regardless of the direction of such an expansion). The Palaeans
were probably settled in the North, somewhere in Bithynia and Paphlagonia,’ while
the Luwians were generically settled both in the Central and Western Anatolia and
in Cilicia, where we know from historical sources that the Northern Mesopotamian
Hurrian elements were beginning to intrude (again, in terms of political expansion,
perhaps producing some sort of mixed culture that might already have had some
impact on the local linguistic varieties).

Other components are however more difficult to place in a specific geograph-
ical position. This is especially valid for the best attested Iron Age languages: Ly-
cian (A and B), Lydian, and Carian (as well as the later Sidetic and Pisidian) cer-
tainly did not appear out of the blue during the 1st millennium BCE.

The geographical collocation of the Bronze Age forefathers of the Lycians
(the peoples of Lukka) in almost the same region that the Lycians will occupy dur-
ing the Iron Age is generally unproblematic, at least if one deals with the issue at a

formations that preceded the Neo-Assyrian and Achaemenid ones, the wide geographical horizon of
the Hittite influence is what matters for the purpose of the present paper, because it was certainly
responsible for the diffusion of the Luwian linguistic element to Syria.

8. For a discussion of a possible wider area of diffusion of Hattian (or, at least, of Hattian
toponyms), see Simon (2018: 263-264), with reference to previous scholarship.

9. But see Simon (2018: 263-264) for the possibility of a wider diffusion.

16
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macroscopic level.!” As for the Carians, whether or not they can be identified with
the Bronze Age land of KarkiSa remains open to debate.'!

The problem of the origin of the Lydians on the other hand is extremely inter-
esting, as it represents a fantastic example of how two half-hints should not be
considered equivalent to a whole piece of evidence, especially when they do not
complete each other but actually represent generalisations within the frameset of
different scientific approaches. The “Lydian homeland” would allegedly lie in the
northwestern part of the Anatolian peninsula. While the material culture that
emerges in the Hermos area around the 12th century BCE'? may or may not be
connected with the Lydian peoples, the idea that their original geographical region
extended further to the North derives from surprisingly weak and scattered argu-
ments. First, it has appeared linguistically tempting to consider Lydian as closer to
the Luwic languages than to Hittite."> While cultural evidence, being late, should
not be used to support linguistic genealogical proximity, some other arguments are
more technical, and include, for instance, the presence of shared morphological
traits. The problem of the filiation of Lydian is complex and we are not going to
discuss it here; it will suffice to emphasise that genealogical proximity, if any, does
not entail geographical contiguity at all stages of the diachronic development of an
area. That the Lydians were probably always settled in the Western area of Anato-
lia is also historically and archeologically convincing. The problems come when
one proposes a northern homeland, such as the one suggested in the following map,
based on the one published by Melchert (2003: 9 Map 1):

10. But cf. the outstanding monograph by Gander (2010), with detailed discussion of many
specific details that remain problematic.

11. Cf. Simon (2015) for a critical discussion; Hawkins (2013: 36) for a reply to Simon’s
criticism (the article appeared before Simon’s one, but it quotes the original conference presentation).
Cf. also Schiirr (2018) and Oreshko (2019, in particular 140-144).

12. For an overview see Roosevelt et al. (2018).

13. For a recent overview and proposal regarding the genealogical relationships of the
Anatolian languages, see Rieken (2017).
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Figure 1: the alleged Lydian homeland

The position of the tentative collocation of the label “Lydian” (duly followed
by a question mark) in this map is basically that of the heart of Mysia. Why Mysia?
If one ignores the obviously unreliable observation by Strabo (Geography XII 8.3,
Jones 1928) according to which the Mysian language would have been p&oAvdiov
... kol p&oepvyov (a mix of Lydian and Phrygian), the only serious reason would
be that Lydia proper was probably a part of a Luwian area in the Late Bronze
Age."* As the southern regions are no viable alternative, because they correspond
to Caria and Lycia, a possible solution appears to be to move north.

The biggest problem with this line of thinking is the confusion between the
“politically Luwian” area and the ‘“culturally/demographically Luwian” area.'’
Even if the Ephesos/Sardis region was part of a world that was politically dominat-
ed by the Luwian-speaking(?) dynasties of Western Anatolia, this tells us little as
regards the presence of a local Lydian demographic component, that may very well
have been already there.'® The history of the Ancient Near East is constellated with
situations in which substrata are invisible or almost invisible until a catastrophic

14. Another argument that appeared in literature, based on the alleged etymologies of the very
toponym Masa, has been convincingly refuted by Simon (2021: 189).

15. The very concept of a politically Luwian area is certainly confusing: we simply use it to
refer to a kingdom ruled by a king who bears a Luwian name and acts as an opponent to the Hittite
campaigns in Western Anatolia. This would, e.g., apply to Arzawa, but also to the Seha River Land.

16. For a critical discussion of the evidence for the diffusion or Luwian in Western Anatolia,
see Yakubovich (2010), Chapter 2. A lively debate followed, which cannot be discussed in detail, but
was very recently critically assessed by Melchert (2020).
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socio-political change makes them emerge and reach the surface. The Aramaeans
were almost certainly already settled in Syria centuries before the Dark Age crisis
overturned the Bronze Age socio-cultural and political constructs, and the same
pattern applies to the emergence of the Indo-European elements in Elam or the
Chaldean elements in Southern Mesopotamia.

This means that there are no compelling historical reasons to think that the
Lydians moved to Lydia from Northern regions. Are there compelling linguistic
reasons to think that? As a matter of fact, Lydian shares with Luwian and Lycian at
least one important feature that is easily explained as a contact-induced areal shift:
the so-called i-mutation, changing in /i/ the thematic vowel of the animate nouns
and adjectives, only at the direct cases (nominative, accusative). As this change
cannot be described in terms of a phonetic sound-law, it is unlikely to be a genetic
inheritance (although the possibility, of course, exists), so its areal diffusion (e.g. in
Luwian, Lycian, and Lydian, to mention only the major attested languages) would
be a very suitable explanation if the area in which these languages were used coin-
cided with what we could indicate as “southern” or “southwestern” Anatolia.

Apart from the cultures and areas we can at least tentatively describe, even for
the Late Bronze Age there are portions of Anatolia as well as of the non-peninsular
portions of modern Turkey that remain impervious to reconstruction.

Moving from Bithynia towards the Pontus, we first encounter the regions that
are commonly identified with Pala and Tummana, the former considered, in princi-
ple, to be the area of origin of the population(s) that spoke Palaic. Identifying a
clear boundary between the area one may want to reconstruct as culturally Palaic
and the areas that were Hattian and later Hittite, is difficult. It is also difficult to
establish the extension and diffusion of a culturally Palaic region (or even of a cor-
responding political entity). In general, Pala is also connected with the area of
Hakpis, which during the Hittite imperial age, was a stronghold against the diffu-
sion of the non-Indo-European and allegedly tribal Kaska peoples (for a synthesis
on Pala, Corti 2017). Whether the diffusion of the Kaska should be seen as intru-
sive — replacing the former Palaic culture — or rather as the emergence of a demo-
graphic component that already inhabited the area is impossible to tell, unless one
wants to support a hardly believable pan-migrationist model of ancient history.
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Figure 2: the map of the Anatolian polities mentioned in the Hittite texts, based on the
analysis by Devecchi (2017)

Another problematic area is obviously the North West, at least if one refuses —
or at least doubts, as we do — the northern Lydian homeland hypothesis. The identi-
fication of a few pretty convincing Luwic loanwords that enter Greek and show a
peculiar presence of voiced initial stops led Simon (2017a) to hypothesise that a
Luwic language that did not neutralise the sonority opposition of initial stops might
have existed somewhere on the northern coast of Western Turkey.!” This hypothe-
sis, in our opinion, has merit, but it slightly overemphasises the regularity of sound-
change and preservation in contact scenarios. This means that if transmission was
possible not only in case of a peculiar Luwic language with voiced initial stops, the

17. Simon (2017a: 253): «die Region des nordlichen Aktivitdtsbereichs der Mykener entlang
der Westkiiste Kleinasiensy.

20
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area of transmission of loans like démag (a goblet), yayyauov (a net), and Boppoia
(a food) could have been any Western Anatolian region with a significant Myce-
naean presence (provided that the borrowing happened in the Bronze Age, which
can be proven only for Gr. ¢nag Myc. di-pa, if it is indeed a loan).'®

In any case, all these problems regard the final centuries of the Late Bronze
Age, when historical hints of a Luwian presence exist even in the northern areas of
western Anatolia. Especially starting with the 14th century BCE, historical and
archaeological data demonstrate that Mycenaean groups were settled in specific
sites of Asia Minor too, and the poorly but positively preserved materials from the
Hittite diplomatic interactions with the Ahhiyawa polity as well as with the king-
dom of Wilu$a — the latter being now almost unanimously'® identified with Homer-
ic Troy — might hint at the fact that the Northern areas of the coasts may have also
been an interface area.

Regardless of the details which are unknown, and of the actual intensity of the
contacts, which is still debated by scholars,? the Late Bronze Age Greek-Anatolian
interface scenario seems to result from an eastbound expansion of the sphere of
influence of the Mycenaean world. On the contrary, the situation in the first centu-
ries of the Late Bronze Age, which may have resulted in later substrate patterns, is
unknown (which implies that trying to connect any later archaeological facies with
one of the known cultures of Western Anatolia, such as the Luwic peoples or the
Lydians, is extremely risky).

If different methodological views may lead to a more or less pessimistic atti-
tude towards the reconstruction of the situation in the North-West, the North-East
is quite unanimously considered mysterious. The historical data we possess for the
Hittite imperial age (starting from the mid 14™century BCE) about lands like Azzi
and Hayasa would point to a politically fluid situation, but this may depend on the
filter of the Hittite perspective. Indirect linguistic links, such as the hypothetical
connection of the toponym Hayasa with the modern name of Armenia (Hayas-
tan),*' might perhaps have some merit, but toponyms are easily maintained even

18. For details see Simon (2017a).

19. For further details, see now Giusfredi (in press), with reference to previous scholarship. For
a recent paper arguing against the identification, see also Schiirr (2019).

20. Cf. Giusfredi (in press).

21. The connection is doubtful for both formal and historical reasons. On the formal similarity
issues, see Kitazumi (2013). Historically, no traces exist of a continuation of the toponym in Urartian
(a language that must have existed even during the Bronze Age, even if it is undocumented), where
on the contrary, the toponym Armenia might have formally originated as a denomination for the
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after large cultural and linguistic shifts, so even the available hints are not really
helpful for reconstructing the situation of the Eastern Pontus region at the begin-
ning of the Late Bronze Age. As for Eastern Anatolia, the political formations of
Alzi and ISuwa are equally mysterious when it comes to the matter of their popula-
tion and culture: they acted as interfaces between the Hittite and Hurrian areas of
influence. The names of the ISuwean rulers are indeed Hurrian (among others, Ali-
Sarruma and Ehli-Sarruma, cf. Devecchi 2017), but also in this case we are dealing
with names from the royal élite that do not necessarily reflect the composition of
the population. The Luwian names from the Korucutepe sealings (Giiterbock 1973)
may reflect an imported Hittite élite.

Moving towards south-eastern Anatolia, the same principle applies to the re-
gion known as Pahhuwa, where there is virtually no way to formulate hypotheses
regarding local linguistic substrata (Devecchi 2017).%? Onomastic evidence from
this region is likewise meagre, and eventually inconclusive. A local, but not neces-
sarily indigenous, functionary attested on the single seal coming from the Late
Bronze Age levels of Arslantepe, i.e. Hittite Malitiya, bore a Luwian name, Ku-
runti(ya) (CERVUSs-#i). Another name attested on a seal certainly dating to the
pre-Empire Late Bronze Age, but migrated into Iron Age levels, is Pi-ti-ku-sa’,
which might contain the Hurrian element benti(p)- “rightful, right (velsim.)” as its
first element (Mora apud Manuelli 2013: 268-269). Throughout the earliest Late
Bronze Age phases (Level VB: ca. 17th-15th BCE) archaeological assemblages
from Arslantepe display an interesting combination of Central Anatolian elements
and local traditions continued from the Middle Bronze Age (Manuelli 2013).
Strong contacts with the Upper Euphrates area, roughly corresponding to ISuwa,
are evident throughout the Late Bronze Age sequence. This would concur with the
historical information to show that the Arslantepe/Malitiya area worked as a sort of
buffer zone between the Hittite core and the easternmost peripheries, to be seen in
the context of international power struggles first with Mittani and later with the
Middle Assyrian kingdom.

mixed Aramaic-Urartian area of the Upper Tigris (KUR Arme in the Sarduri texts; cf. Diakonoff —
Kashkai (1981: 11), but also the different critical interpretation offered in Schmitt (2008); one may
wish to cautiously compare the name of the first ruler of Urartu, Aramu, as a proof of the linguistic
and cultural cohabitation in the area).

22. The name of Mita, recorded in the Hittite sources, must however be mentioned. Its apparent
similarity to the Phrygian name of Midas was already noticed by Gurney (1948: 45-47), but while the
comparison might yield historical speculations (Wittke 2004: 61-62), no connection has been proved
in a conclusive fashion.
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2.2. The Middle and Early Bronze Age

A holistic understanding of Middle Bronze Age (ca. 2000-1650 BCE) cultur-
al-linguistic dynamics has to cope with a state of the art that is even more polarised
than the one seen for the Late Bronze Age. On one hand, an impressive amount of
textual data retrieved from the karum of Kanes (or Nesa)/Kiiltepe depicts in great
detail the commercial activities carried out by Old Assyrian merchants in Central
Anatolia (Larsen 2015). These documents also yield abundant background infor-
mation on the Anatolian socio-cultural scenario that confirms that Indo-European
groups were already settled in the region, cohabiting with non-Indo-European Ana-
tolians (e.g. Hattians), as well as with the foreign merchants seasonally or perma-
nently residing in the main commercial stations (Michel 2002; Dercksen 2004;
Goedegebuure 2008). Significantly, in later documents, Hittites will call their own
language nesili, i.e. “Nesaean”, thus suggesting that this was the main linguistic
component with which Assyrians interacted at Kane$/Nesa. This would align with
available onomastic data drawn from the karum tablets that would point to Hittite,
or better a variant thereof (Kloekhorst 2019), as the main component among others
(see below). On the other hand, the Kiiltepe texts relate only to a fraction of Anato-
lia, comprising the Central and Eastern inland regions, leaving other areas com-
pletely out of focus. Unfortunately, the archaeological evidence can compensate
only in part to this unbalanced situation. In fact, entire patches of land that are also
situated outside the Old Assyrian trade network, especially the West, still remain
ignored or poorly explored.” In this state of the art, any tentative reconstruction of
ethno-linguistic interactions aiming to proceed beyond the Old Assyrian epigraphic
corpus shall by necessity start from it.

The Old Assyrian trade network in Anatolia was part of a large commercial
enterprise financially supported by central institutions, i.e. the palace and temples,
as well as influential households residing in the Assyrian capital AsSur, but materi-
ally carried out by individual trade agents moving back and forth from different
locations abroad and often residing there for relatively long periods. The bulk of
the written documentation is thus represented by letters, receipts, and contracts,
written in Old Assyrian cuneiform on clay tablets, and exchanged among various
stakeholders involved in the network. Notwithstanding the contingent use and
mundane matters mostly dealt with, these documents incidentally provide quite a

23. It is symptomatic of this state of the art that some of the most recent overviews on Anatolian
pre-Hellenistic civilizations (Sagona — Zimansky 2009; Steadman — McMahon 2011) almost
completely ignore Western Anatolia in their sections on the Middle Bronze Age.

23



FEDERICO GIUSFREDI — ALVISE MATESSI

clear picture of the indigenous Anatolian socio-cultural landscape, including geo-
graphical information that, compared with the later Hittite documentation and the
available archaeological data, enables a quite safe reconstruction of the network’s
spatial scope (Barjamovic 2011; 2017). We know therefore that Assyrian commer-
cial activities in Anatolia relied on a series of stations, hierarchically organised in
karum (main station) and wabartum (minor station), associated with major indige-
nous urban centres. The karum of Kanes, modern Kiiltepe (Kayseri province), was
the primary node in this system, towards which all commodities and communica-
tions converged before flowing in either direction of trade.

The centres directly involved in the Old Assyrian network were distributed
over a wide area, extending between the Taurus, the bend of the Halys River, and
the Phrygian highlands down to the northern Konya plain. Other areas of Anatolia
known for their relevance throughout the Bronze Age remained quite marginal in
the Old Assyrian network if not even out of its focus. The most striking among
such cases is certainly Cilicia, that yet represents a well-known natural passage
and, since early prehistory, one of the main gateways in overland connections be-
tween Central Anatolia and the south and east (Renfrew — Dixon — Cann 1966;
Palmisano 2018: 141-44). Another important area to consider in relation to trade
networks but ignored by Old Assyrian routes is Western Anatolia that throughout
the Early Bronze Age had represented the main interface between Aegean and Near
Eastern spheres of interaction (Korfmann 2001; Sahoglu 2005; Efe 2007). Unlike
Western Anatolia, arguably too far from the Assyrian merchants’ reach to be di-
rectly involved in their activities, Cilicia could be easily accessed from the Levant
through the Amanus passes and has been part of the Syro-Mesopotamian system of
contacts since the Chalcholithic period. Therefore, the exclusion of Cilicia from the
Old Assyrian network would require another explanation more than mere geogra-
phy, taking into account the commercial realities of the Near East during the Mid-
dle Bronze Age.

To begin with, it is now clear that the Assyrians were not alone in the com-
mercial landscape of the Near East but part of a wider system of interlocking net-
works that joined Central Asia to Southeastern Europe (Barjamovic 2018; Massa —
Palmisano 2018). In this context, ASSur was just one among several hotspots in
Near Eastern trade, others being known from Lower Mesopotamia (Sippar), the
Middle Euphrates (Mari, Karkemis), the Levant (Ebla, Aleppo, Ugarit), and the
Aegean (Minoan Crete). Likewise, there are reasons to think that several interact-
ing circuits were active in Anatolia itself. An oft-cited Old Assyrian text warns an
Anatolian ruler against dealing with ‘Akkadian’-i.e. Babylonian-merchants, thus
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incidentally revealing the presence of competing agents operating in nearby net-
works (Cecen — Hecker 1995).

A number of elements now convincingly points to the Cilician involvement
into one or more of these non-Assyrian networks. A bulla with an Akkadian cunei-
form inscription unearthed at Tilmen Hoyiik suggests that in the early 2nd millen-
nium BCE this site participated in trading activities possibly controlled by Babylo-
nian centers (Marchesi 2013). Significantly, Tilmen is located close to the Amani-
an Gates (Bahge Pass) giving access to the Cilician Plain, and thus controlling traf-
fic in this direction. In the Cilician Plain itself, cylinder seals belonging to North-
West Syrian stylistic traditions have been found at Tatarl1 Hoytik (Girginer —Collon
2014), while Tarsus has yielded an Old Babylonian seal (Goldman 1956: 230 Fig.
393, no. 28.35810; Palmisano 2018: 72-74). A few kilometres to the west, Sirkeli is
now yielding evidence of a very extensive upper and lower town complex dating to
the Middle Bronze Age that may well parallel the compound of citadel and karum
featuring Kane§ and other Old Assyrian trading posts in Central Anatolia. On the
top of that, several finds from the Middle Bronze Age levels at this site seem to
attest connections with North-West Syrian centres (Elsen-Novak — Novak 2020).

In turn, Cilicia was certainly well connected with Central Anatolia, as part of a
circuit interlocking with the Old Assyrian network. Stamp seals/impressions be-
longing to Central Anatolian traditions feature at Sirkeli and Tilmen Hoyiik
(Hrouda 1997; Marchetti 2011: 80-81, 94-95 Fig. 4.32). Crescent-shaped loom
weights, typical of Central Anatolian weaving practices, are also common in Cili-
cia (Ahrens 2019, with further literature). Conversely, Cilicia might have worked
as a gateway for the diffusion of Old Syrian- and Old Babylonian-style
seals/impressions in Central Anatolia (Barjamovic 2019: 76; Palmisano 2018: 72-
74). Specimens of Syro-Cilician ware, a class of painted pottery produced in Cilicia
and the Levant between the 18th and the 16th century BCE, made their way to the
Old Assyrian karii of Acemhdyiik and Kanes, possibly via Porsuk, on the Cilician
Gates (Bulu 2017; Matessi [in press]).

Due to its central position and rich settlement history, another major area of
interaction during the Middle Bronze Age must have been the Konya plain (Massa
et al. 2020; Barjamovic 2019). This region was only marginally involved in the
Assyrian trade through the wabartum of US(8)a, which is, however, poorly attested
in the Karum-period corpus (Barjamovic 2011: 335-336, 370-372; Barjamovic —
Gander 2015). Published archaeological record for the Middle Bronze Age in the
Konya plain, almost exclusively limited to the glyptic corpus excavated at Konya-
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Karahdyiik (Alp 1968), supplements some additional material.** According to Bar-
jamovic (2019: 75) the main referent of trades carried out in the Konya plain could
have been Ebla, a hypothesis supported by the finding of several Old Syrian-style
cylinder seals/impressions at Konya-Karahoytik. If so, the Konya plain would have
been closely tied with Cilicia, possibly along trajectories of contact already at work
in the Early Bronze Age (Efe 2007). As a matter of fact, specimens of crescent-
shaped loom weights of Central Anatolian style closely matching Karahdyiik
examples have been found at Kilise Tepe, in the Goksu valley, which represents the
natural link between Cilicia and the Konya plain (Collon — Symington 2007: 464).

In addition to the overland networks, seaborne contacts ought to play into the
Middle Bronze Age patterns of interaction in Anatolia (Massa — Palmisano 2018).
These mainly involved a Cypriot and an Aegean circuit. The former reached Cen-
tral Anatolia, at Kiiltepe, through North Syrian and/or Cilician mediation (Kozal
2017: 88-89, 94). Middle Bronze Age Aegean artifacts do not seem to reach be-
yond the Minoan colonies on the Ionian coast (Kozal 2006: 185-188). However,
some use of Aegean weighting systems is documented at Kiiltepe, thus indirectly
attesting far-reaching connections between the Aegean and the Assyrian trading
network (Palmisano 2018: 54-56). Even with the lack of direct archaeological
proof, there is little doubt that inland Western Anatolia played a major role in en-
hancing these relations, nesting upon trajectories of material flow already at play
during the Early Bronze Age (Massa and Palmisano 2018). The ka@rum of Purushat-
tum (Hittite Purushanda) known from the Kiiltepe tablets seems to have worked as
an interstitial market marshalling the interchange between the Assyrian and the
Aegean/Western Anatolian trading circuits (Barjamovic 2011: 357-377).

As already emphasised, the linguistic map broadly arguable from the historical
records of the Late and Middle Bronze Ages did not come out of the blue, but had a
long incubation in the 3rd millennium BCE, termed the Early Bronze Age, and
possibly even earlier. This period is not documented by native records and very
little by foreign ones. The (semi-)fictional accounts of Akkadian kings’ ventures in
Central Anatolia, known only from later versions, concur with the archaeological
record to indicate the presence of long-distance trading networks prefiguring sub-
sequent ones (Osborne 2018). A few possible Anatolian names and a suggested
loanword in the Ebla tablets would indicate that Anatolian languages were already
present in the region and its surroundings by the 24th century BCE (Watson 2008;

24. Some scholars identify Konya-Karahdyiik with UsSa itself: see Forlanini (1998: 226);
Barjamovic — Gander (2015: 507). But see also the later Forlanini (2008: 67), who proposes a
localisation in the district of Kadinhani, northwest of Konya.
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Archi 2011). Beside these few hints, in addressing the Early Bronze Age we tech-
nically enter into the darkness of a mute prehistory. Therefore, any assessment of
linguistic relevance for the Early Bronze Age and earlier periods can only be made
by proceeding backwards from later sources and tested whenever possible against
the archaeological record. Here we come to a first conundrum in our analysis: how
deep in time does the linguistic situation attested in Anatolia during the 2nd mil-
lennium BCE have its roots? Given the affiliation of Proto-Anatolian to the Indo-
European family, the answer to this question strictly depends on our views on the
relationship between Anatolia and Indo-European population groups.

Traditionally, Anatolian is considered to have separated early from the Proto-
Indo-European family, because of some features that make the group stand out
among related languages. While some aspects of this problem have been convinc-
ingly reviewed and revised in recent years (see Melchert [in press] with extensive
reference to previous scholarship), a recurring problem is the absence, in Hittite, of
some categories that emerge in other branches of the family. There is no need here
to delve into the details of this problem, but we consider nonetheless useful to
briefly discuss its broader implications.

Some scholars interpret the peculiarities of Anatolian as a simplification from
an earlier complexity that was instead retained by the other Indo-European lan-
guages (Schwundhypothese). Others, on the contrary, retain that Proto-Anatolian
preserves a pristine situation that would have evolved later in more complex sys-
tems.”> Advocating the latter view, starting from the 1920s it was proposed that
Hittite, and thence Proto-Anatolian as later defined, was not a daughter language of
Proto-Indo-European but rather a sister thereof, and that both Proto-Anatolian and
Proto-Indo-European branched out from a common ancestor, later termed “Indo-
Hittite” by Sturtevant (1933). Until recently (Drews 2001; Carruba 2009;
Kloekhorst 2016), this view was considered too maximalist and remained peripher-
al to the mainstream debate on Anatolian linguistics.?® Conversely, the identifica-
tion of Anatolia as a cradle for Indo-European cultural frameworks, more or less
inspired by the Indo-Hittite hypothesis, gained much credit in archaeological re-
search. Besides earlier attempts (Childe 1957%), the most influential voice in this
respect became Renfrew (1987; 2003) with his “language/farming dispersal” model

25. See Cotticelli-Kurras (2009) and Pisaniello (2020: 29-33) for more details on this debate.

26. Giusfredi (2020a: 18) points out that calling the first stage of a proto-language “Indo-
European 1,” “Indo-Hittite,” or “Indo-European with Anatolian” is, in fact, merely a labelling issue.
As long as one agrees that Anatolia was the first group to separate from the common family, the only
merit of using the label “Indo-Hittite” is the iconicity of the compound.
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that proposes a correlation of the Indo-European expansion with the spread of
farming from South-Central Anatolia to Europe around 6500 BCE. The model is
quite simple because it requires a single factor, the increase in productivity allowed
by agriculture, to explain the main motors deemed necessary for large-scale lan-
guage diffusion: the demographic growth of Indo-European communities and the
acceptance of their ‘superior’ economic organization and related socio-cultural
features, including language, by receptive populations of indigenous foragers.
From a linguistic point of view, Renfrew focuses on a negative evaluation of ‘lin-
guistic paleontology’ methods but presents comparatively little positive clues in
support of his model.

Renfrew’s theory did not meet wide acceptance among historical linguists,
who generally retain as unlikely the preservation of the strong similarities encoun-
tered among Indo-European languages over the long period (ca. 5000 years) be-
tween the Neolithic and the earliest documented linguistic evidence; not to mention
the latest attestations (1st millennium CE), which would require an additional 3000
years of conservation of early features (Anthony 2007: 75-81; Melchert 2011).
Moreover, a substantial vocabulary, coherently shared among several Indo-
European languages including Anatolian ones, such as the vocabulary for “wool,”
“yoke,” and “hitch-pole”, is deemed to relate to technological innovations of the
4th and 3rd millennia BCE and thus could not find a way into even late Neolithic
language families (Sherratt — Sherratt 1988; Darden 2001; Anthony 2007: 75-81).

The “language/ farming dispersal” model is at least defendable for the Euro-
pean cultural scenario, but it loses even more of its explanatory power when deal-
ing with the eastward trajectories, involving Tocharian and, above all, the Indo-
Iranian group. Mesopotamian cuneiform tablets document intense relations with
the Iran area since the mid-3rd millennium BCE, and yet the earliest secure traces
of an Indo-European penetration begin during the 2nd millennium. Leaving aside
the problem of the Harappan script of the Indus Valley and the unknown lan-
guage(s) codified thereby, the earliest attested one in the Iran area is Elamite, a
non-Indo-European language spoken in south-western Iran at least until the early
first millennium BCE and still used by the Achaemenid Great Kings in their offi-
cial inscriptions. In order to cope with these obstacles, Renfrew is forced to accept
the traditional later dating for the formation of the Indo-Iranian group (3rd millen-
nium BCE; Renfrew 1996; Mallory 2001), which fits poorly into the general picture.

Rejecting on these bases the “language/ farming dispersal” model, and with it
the Anatolian homeland hypothesis, philologists and historians generally agree that
Indo-Europeans were intrusive into Anatolia and consequently any contact scenari-
os must have taken place affer their arrival and settlement in the region. The classi-
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cal view, first proposed by Gimbutas (1970), dates the earliest expansion of Indo-
European languages and populations between 4500 and 3000 BCE in conjunction
with the diffusion across Eurasia of monumental barrow tombs, the so-called kur-
gans, which occurred in multiple waves originating from the steppes of Ukraine
and South Russia. The main pillars of this hypothesis are supposed analogies be-
tween the ‘Kurgan-culture’, largely centered on a pastoral economy and character-
ised by high mobility enhanced by horse riding and carts, and the hypothetical In-
do-European culture reconstructed through the Proto-Indo-European proto-lexicon.
Successive migration waves, coupled with the military advantage offered by horse
riding, would have allowed aggressive Indo-European pastoralists to prevail over
indigenous “Old European” agriculturalists, thus leading to the final success of
Indo-European languages. In a thorough synthesis, Anthony (2007); (see also the
more recent Anthony — Ringe 2015) has revisited and mitigated the kurgan hypoth-
esis, in the frame of a more solid theoretical approach on migration processes. The
strong militarism of Gimbutas’ reconstruction is thus rejected and replaced by a
case-by-case analysis of cultural interactions across Eurasia from the Neolithic to
the Late Bronze Age (ca. 6000-1500 BCE), taking into account the social and tech-
nological means available in this context. The evidence is clearly too patchy to
allow following in all details the multiple streams of migration and cultural en-
counters involved in the revised kurgan model, which unavoidably makes many of
Anthony’s arguments highly speculative. Nonetheless, seen as a whole, this model
seems to offer the closest match with the reconstructed historical and linguistic
scenario of the Indo-European expansion in both geographic and chronological terms.

A broad consensus among linguists, including those supporting the Anatolian
homeland hypothesis, believes that Anatolian languages started to diverge from
one another no later than ca. 2300 BCE and probably much earlier, at the turn of
the 4th and 3rd millennia BCE (Melchert 2011). This would point to a separation
of Proto-Anatolian from the other Indo-European branches within the 4th millenni-
um (Darden 2001; Lehrman 2001), which is broadly compatible with the scenario
reconstructed through the revised kurgan model. If this is so, we are then confront-
ed with the problem of how did Indo-European groups first enter the Anatolian
peninsula and what kind of interactions did they entertain with each other and with
the local ethno-cultural environment, including other non-Indo-European popula-
tions, e.g. the Hattians. Unfortunately, the archaeological evidence currently at our
disposal is unfit to provide a definitive solution to this problem.

To begin with, there is no cultural break in the Anatolian prehistoric record
hitherto available from the Early Chalcolithic period onwards that cannot be ex-
plained in terms of internal processes. We are thus to exclude at the onset any hy-
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pothesis of swift large-scale migration.?” In the absence or current unavailability of
any coherent set of material evidence allowing a systemic approach to the problem
of Indo-Europeanisation in Anatolia and its trajectories, scholars have generally
preferred to isolate individual features deemed proxies for an “Indo-European”
material culture. This approach appears most symptomatic in scholarly evaluations
about the Early Bronze Age cemetery of Alaca Hoyiik, in North-Central Anatolia.

The Alaca Hoyiik cemetery is a complex of fourteen shaft graves roofed with
timber beams that yielded an astonishing wealth of metal and other objects deposit-
ed as burial offerings (Kosay 1944; Kosay — Akok 1966; Giirsan-Salzmann 1992).
Most graves contained adult individuals facing west in a flexed position, while
others displayed secondary inhumations of either articulated or disarticulated bod-
ies. Substantial animal sacrifices accompanied the burials. In particular cattle hides,
resulting in patterns of skulls-and-hooves after the skin deterioration, were deposit-
ed in pairs on the top of the graves. The highly symbolic value attached to cattle
hides, as well as the grave architecture and the rich paraphernalia, bear resem-
blances to the kurgan burials of the Maikop culture, in the North-West Caucasus,
and the Yamnaya horizon of the Russian steppe. On this basis, Gimbutas (Gimbu-
tas 1970: 181-182; see also Bachhuber 2015: 13) proposed that the Alaca Hoylik
tombs and the similar complex of Horoztepe, ca. 170 km north east of Alaca, were
the work of Indo-European chiefs coming from the Caucasus. Bronze standards
and stag and bull figurines, the most evocative finds in the Alaca Hoylik metal
assemblage, have been interpreted as fittings for wagons, whose traction could be
on the other hand, symbolically represented by the pairings of cattle. On this basis,
Orthmann (1967) and others (e.g. Mansfeld 2001) drew parallels with the interment
of wagons, as practiced in the 2nd millennium BCE barrow burials at Trialeti in the
Caucasus, where pairings of cattle are also represented by skulls and hooves.

The main problem with these proposed parallels is chronological. The contex-
tualization of the Alaca Hoyiik cemetery has for a long time been at the centre of
scholarly debates, with arguments revolving around cross-dating comparisons and
often unreliable stratigraphic data (see remarks by Ozyar 1999). However, recent
radiocarbon dates would bracket the foundation and use of the burials within the
earlier phases of the Early Bronze Age, between 2800-2600 BCE (Yalgin 2011).
This makes the Alaca Hoyiik cemetery several centuries younger than the Maikop
kurgans, now firmly set around the mid-4th millennium BCE (Anthony 2007: 290,

27. Significantly, recent archaeobiological research also shows a general genetic continuity in
Anatolian population groups from ca. 6500 down to the end of the 2nd millennium BCE (Skourtanioti
et al. 2020).
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with literature), and about one millennium older than the Late Trialeti complex
(Sagona 2017: 332-338). The Yamnaya wagon graves of the Pontic-Caspian
steppes would offer a closer chronological match (3400-2600 BCE, Anthony 2007:
300-339), but then intermediate geographic links are missing making any cross-
comparison a hazardous exercise. Be this as it may, the whole wagon burial argu-
ment can be misleading. Considering the good preservation of wooden planks mak-
ing up the roofs of the Alaca Hoyiik tombs, one would also expect to find equally
well-preserved wagon components were these included in the funerary equipment
(Zimmermann 2006: 512-514). As Zimmermann insists, the association of the
highly elaborated bronze standards from Alaca with wagons also finds no firm
support in either contemporary or later figurative evidence from Anatolia.”® On the
other hand, the ritual association with cattle does not set Alaca Hoytik apart from
coeval funerary contexts in Anatolia. Cattle hides’ patterns of skull-and-hooves
feature in the EBA III funerary assemblage from Resuloglu, not far from Alaca
Hoytik, while whole bull carcasses have been buried in pairs the necropoleis of
Demircihoyiik-Sariket (ca. 2700-2550 BCE) and Cavdarli Hoyiik in Central West
Anatolia (Massa 2014). In neither of these cases are cattle associated with any evi-
dence of vehicle transportation, and the animal remains are rather interpreted as the
result of consumption in funerary feasts celebrated in honour of high-status indi-
viduals. Some distant relations of Anatolian cattle burials with sacrificial practices
of the northern Pontic steppe or the Caucasus cannot be excluded, but these are no
more than vague reminiscences locally reinterpreted within sets of regionally di-
verse traditions.

Due to the general impossibility of matching a specific assemblage of cultural-
material findings with any of the leading hypotheses of an Indo-European original
penetration in Anatolia, the identification of an Indo-European area (or, more spe-
cifically, a Hittite or a Luwic one) as opposed to a non-Indo-European (e.g. a
Hattian one) is precluded. Even the diachronic anteriority of the settlement of one
or another linguistic group can only be assumed in a speculative fashion.

Speakers of Indo-European languages are more likely to have entered Anatolia
through slow-paced movements of small groups, which are generally more elusive,
if not altogether invisible in the archaeological record.? This bears consequences
as to the possibility to recognise the geographical collocation of the different Ana-
tolian or non-Anatolian cultures that ended up producing the Middle Bronze Age

28. But see Bachhuber (2015: 36-37), on objects from private collections said to be originating
from near Alaca Hoyiik.
29. For an archaeological approach to migration see Anthony (1990).
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mixed-culture we may reconstruct from the earliest documentary archives. This
scenario would also require us to explain sociolinguistic mechanisms of assimila-
tion through dynamic peer-to-peer interactions between coexisting communities of
speakers rather than the top-down imposition of a language, or group of languages,
over a substratum through military or demographic prevarication (Melchert 2003:
21, with further literature).

3. Matching linguistic and archaeological data

A scenario in which the Indo-European and non-Indo-European settlements of
Anatolia result from gradual slow-paced movements does not deny migrations as a
general model, but it certainly reduces their implications when one comes to the
matter of trying to describe the “homelands” of a cultural group that can, at best, be
described as the result of a process of speculative reconstruction. This applies not
only to the Frage nach der indogermanischen Urheimat, but also to any anti-
parallel attempts at looking for the Hattians in the cultural-material assemblages of
a given northern or eastern peripheral area of the Anatolian region.

This statement, however, should not be taken too pessimistically, as some sort
of crux desperationis. Indeed, a less polarised situation is certainly a promising
scenario when we come to the later phase of the Early Bronze Age and to the be-
ginning of the Middle Bronze Age. Indeed, the picture we begin to be able to draw
for the centuries of the Assyrian trading posts in Cappadocia is certainly better, but
it should not be projected as a consistent pattern over too large an area. The situa-
tion emerging from the epigraphic documents of the karum Kanes, for instance
points to the presence of a number of different peoples in the city, including Hit-
tites and Assyrians (the larger components), a significant minority of peoples with
Luwian names, some Hattian names, and a few Hurrian ones (cf. Bilgi¢ 1954;
Garelli 1963: 155-158; Wilhelm 2008; Yakubovich 2010; Kloekhorst 2019;
Giusfredi 2020b; Yakubovich 2020). The non-Assyrian networks in Anatolia, hith-
erto known from archaeological data alone, might have been superimposed on a
similarly mixed situation but with different proportions and, perhaps, even different
languages. Had we access to larger collections of documents from other gateways
of the trading network, e.g. Hattusa, we may expect the situation to be different
(perhaps with more Hattian names and fewer Hurrian ones?). Had we access to
documents coming from the gateways of the western networks, e.g. Purushanda, or
to some archive in the Konya plain we may expect an equally mixed scenario, but
the Luwian onomastic material would in all likelihood prevail over a minority of
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Hittite, Hattian, and Semitic names. In Cilicia we might expect a prevalent Hurrian
and Luwian melting pot, with very little Hittite or Hattian.

The evidence for a mixed and to some extent multilinguistic society is still
overwhelming for Middle Bronze Age Anatolia. Even though some specific details
can be challenged, the case made by Goedegebuure (2008) for Hattian-Anatolian
linguistic contacts pre-dating the Karum-period is still solid:

1. Hattian exhibits some structures that typologically pattern with OV lan-
guages and are unusual in VO languages, including the: modifier — noun order; in
situ wh-element®® in questions; proper noun preceding common noun in apposi-
tions; predicate-copula order in copular clauses.’!

2. If the -Sara- and -(a)sri- non-grammatical natural feminines of Anatolian
are agglutinative-like structures (as argued in Giusfredi — Pisaniello 2020), then
they may have been induced by the influence of Hattian natural gender feminines.
Assuming this explanation is correct, the structures would have originated before
the Karum-period, because by that time they had already entered the antrhopono-
mastic material.

3. Palaic and Hattian may share a free morpheme -pi (written by the sign
BI) with contrastive function, as opposed to the inherited -pa of Luwian and -(m)a
of Hittite.3? The induction of a morpheme is a kind of borrowing that requires more
intense contact than the exchange of lexical loanwords.

4. Palaic and Hattian may also have shared a labial or bilabial fricative, ren-
dered in cuneiform as WA, and WU, in the Hittite scribal praxis. If the feature is
shared, it involves structural phonological interference.

30. Goedegebuure (2008: 163) speaks of «free placement of question - word».

31. Other examples by Goedegebuure (2008: 163), such as the SOV instead of VSO order in
initial clauses and the position of the subordinate clause, are best left out: the former is hard to assess
in written-only languages, and the latter may easily depend on the line by line rendering in translation
texts. However, they are theoretically impeccable and may be valid as well. It is also worth noticing
that language contact is only one of the possible explanations for even the more convincing patterns
presented by Goedegebuure: typological universals are not infallible, and languages exist that seem to
simply exhibit contradictory patterns such as OV order and head initial prepositional phrases (Latin
being the most obvious example).

32. On Hittite -(m)a see Hoffner — Melchert (2008: 395-399); on Luwian -pa cf. Giusfredi
(2020a: 175-177).
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Combined with the mixed onomastic material and the traces of linguistic inter-
ference coming from the karum archives, the picture appears consistent with a cul-
turally mixed Anatolia that must have existed even in the Early Bronze Age.

This, in turn, has consequences on the way we should assess the mixed nature
of the Late Bronze Age Anatolian society. This pattern derives, in all likelihood,
from earlier phases in which contacts had been at work for centuries, so that the
non-linguistic data we can collect from the pre-literate ages of Anatolian prehistory
probably reflect culturally and linguistically fluid situations, rather than “original”
polarised Urheimaten. That interference may last long and even occur in different
waves is after all, demonstrated by the way the Mesopotamian cultural and linguis-
tic elements entered into the world that would eventually become “Hittite”. A first
known penetration happened during the Middle Bronze Age, with the Old Assyrian
trades and with the emergence of Anatolian scribes trained in Assyrian, but with
surprisingly little influence on the future status of Akkadian among the Hittites. A
second one must have happened between the age of Anitta and the first historical
rulers of the kingdom (in this case, probably via the North-Syrian interface, as
proven by some Syro-Mesopotamian features of the Akkadian scribal praxis of Old
Hittite Hattusa). A third one occurred during the 15th-14th centuries, with a strong
role played by the mediation of the Hurrian world. Yet even in a case like this one
that involves medium-to-long distance contacts and for which we possess massive
historical and documentary evidence, it is sometimes hard or even impossible to
establish whether a given cultural or linguistic feature of an element was borrowed
during an earlier or a later “wave of interference”.

When massive historical and documentary information is not at hand in a gen-
eral context of mixed cultures in constant attrition and contact with each other,
there is no reason to assume that a given non-literate cultural facies represented
some sort of ethnically recognisable group at its pure state. While the details of
proto-historical contact cannot be easily described, especially (but not exclusively)
when they regard languages, a fluid scenario that involves an early exchange and
circulation of cultural material could be particularly fitting in order to explain some
open problems of early language contact proper. For instance, there is evidence, in
the Kane§ corpus, of Anatolian mixed-names. It deals with compound personal
names that contain both an Anatolian element and an unrecognisable one, which, in
more than a few cases, also appears unlikely to be Anatolian. Several examples
ending with Luwian-nani, “brother, sibling” are, for instance, listed by Yakubovich
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(2010: 219), and at least one, té-li-na-ni, might even have contained, in our opin-
ion, a Hattian word as its first element.*’

Another even more promising field of application of a framework that in-
volves early contacts pre-dating the historical age by far as well as a quasi-
generalised multicultural scenario regards some very specialised elements of the
Hittite “political” lexicon, the “origin” of which has been contended between the
supporters of an Indo-European explanation and the supporters of a Hattian one. A
fresh and recent example is the noun tuhukanti-, which indicates the “crown
prince”. It was traditionally supposed to be a Hattian term, but Rieken (2016) has
shown that some of its features (application of an i-theme or perhaps even of i-
mutation, application of derivational suffix -ahid-, secondary rendering of a conso-
nantal cluster as both tahuk- and tuhuk-) would point to Luwian. As a matter of
fact, these data do not necessarily point to a Luwian origin, but rather to a phase of
transmission that involved Luwian (or Luwic).>* The prevalence of occurrences
that pertain to Hattian contexts, combined with Rieken’s felicitous observations,
may very well be consistent with a model of complex circulation of the word (as
well as of the cultural construct it has as a referent) in an early Anatolian world in
which many linguistic and cultural components were already interfering with one
another. Of course, the framework would be equally fit for the possibility that loans
from Anatolian to Hattian also existed, which would allow the combination of the
historical-philological and the linguistic evidence as regards two other highly-
debated royal titles of the Hittites, the maybe-Hattian-maybe-Luwian Tabarna and
Tawannanna, for which an Indo-European explanation seems now to be almost
certain, but which certainly were borrowed into Hattian (and may have been trans-
mitted to the Hittite royal lexicon by contact with the Hattians, in spite of the ulti-
mate Indo-European etymology). The presence of Akkadian loans (Soysal 2004:
179-180) that somehow entered Hattian (e.g. kusim, kusim ‘throne(?)’ < kussiim,
kussium; kazzue ‘cup’ < kasu) would also be quite efficiently explained in an early
context of complex cultural and linguistic interference.

33. We do not wish to suggest this analysis as conclusive, because the presence of mixed
compound names is a very delicate topic. As for the first element of the compound, the form we
compare here is teli, “great, big”, on which cf. Soysal (2004: 313).

34. For a similar view, see Simon (2017b: 386), who accepts the presence of Luwian
inflectional features, but correctly points out that «allerdings folgt daraus nur, dass dieses Wort auch
im Luwischen vorhanden war, es muss aber keineswegs ein Erbwort seiny.
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4. Conclusion

In this paper, we have examined the problem of how the study of linguistic
and cultural contacts during the historical phases of the history of pre-classical
Anatolia could and should be connected with the discussion of the prehistorical and
proto-historical patterns known from the non-written sources. Moving backwards
from the Late Bronze Age, we dealt with the problem of the core and peripheral
areas, as well as with the theoretical issue of the alleged “original” location of lin-
guistically-described populations and groups. We illustrated the limits of the most
optimistic approaches, and tentatively proposed an alternative framework, in which
the groups of people in Anatolia formed a complex mixed-cultural set well before
the age of the first written records, which fits well within the archaeological infor-
mation as well as the existence of very early evidence for language contact involv-
ing at least those languages that we are able to recognise.
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With a Luwian grain of salt'

Ignasi-Xavier Adiego
Universitat de Barcelona — IPOA

1. Introduction

In Anatolian studies, the Luwian word lapana-* (and derivatives) has been in-
terpreted in two divergent ways: for some authors, it means ‘summer pasture’, for
others, ‘saltlick’. Although this latter interpretation seems to have become domi-
nant among scholars in recent years, the other meaning continues to have its adher-
ents. Two recent translations into German of the same text reflect this: Rieken
(2014: 49) translates lapana- as ‘Sommerweide’, while Cammarosano (2019: 64)’s
translation of the term is ‘Salzlecke’.

In the present paper my goal is threefold: first, in a presentation with a clearly
linguistic aim, I collect together the attestations of /apana- and derivatives in Hit-
tite and Luwian documents; second, I try to make clear the origins of these two
different proposals and to establish the possible actual meaning of the word; and

1. This paper was written in 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. I would like to express my gratitude to Federico
Giusfredi and Zsolt Simon for their very useful remarks that have served to improve this paper. Of
course, any remaining errors are entirely my responsibility.

2. The beginning of the word and derivatives is consistently spelled la-pa-° with the exception
of one example with scriptio plena /a-a-pa-° for which I cannot give a clear explanation. As for the
form la-ap'-na-al-li-is (or perhaps better la-pa-na-al-li-is) in Luwian, see § 2, 4. I use the adaptation
lapana- throughout the paper.

Barcino. Monographica Orientalia 17 — Series Anatolica et Indogermanica 2 (2021) (ISBN: 978-84-9168-738-2)
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third I suggest an etymological connection that, to my knowledge, has not been
considered until now.

2. lapana-: the dossier

Most of the attestations of /apana- and derivatives have been found in Hittite
contexts. They are therefore Luwianisms, often indicated by the Glossenkeil mark
— the typical procedure of the scribes of the Hittite empire to mark special words® —
and sometimes they appear adapted to the Hittite inflection. These attestations in
Hittite can be grouped into three different kinds of text: (1) in two closely related
treaties, where the forms appear in very similar (though not identical) paragraphs
(1a, 1b), to which we should add a further fragment (1c) from one of the treaties;
(2) in two cult inventories (2a, 2b); and (3) in a list of tutelary deities (3a and its
duplicate 3b). In Cuneiform Luwian we have only one example in a text interpreted
as a letter by Starke (1985) (4). Finally, an inscription in Hieroglyphic Luwian
offers a verbal form la-pa-ni-wa/i, clearly connected to lapana- (5).

In what follows, I present all these forms in their respective contexts. The pas-
sages are offered in bound transcription (except for the words in question) and
accompanied by a translation. The translations are based to a large extent on previ-
ous authors, but I will leave lapana- and its derivatives untranslated.

1) Two similar passages from treaties (Hittite)

(1a.) KBo IV.10+, obv. 33-35. Treaty with Ulmi-Tesub of Tarhuntassa. Based
on the edition by van den Hout (1995: 30-33).

It contains the forms £ la-pa-ni, £ la-pa-na-li-ya-an-za, € la-pa-na-an. Note
also the Luwianism £ wa-ni-ya (cf. infra § 3).

ZAG KUR "RVU.-gisa kuis n=asta LUMAS.GAL SA KUR” lé paizzi
mann=a ISTU KUR "UPHilaya Salli £ la-pa-ni % wa-ni-ya pennanzi
nu=$Si=kan £ la-pa-na-li-ya-an-za e danzi ANA LUGAL KUR URU4U-
tassa=(a)t piyan MUN=ma daskiddu "RVSarmanann=a URU-an ISTU A.SA
A.GAR "U.SAL" U ISTU RET UDU 2% la-pa-na-an-n=a humantan LU-
GAL.GAL ANA LUGAL KUR YRU4U-tgssa pihhun ANA MUN URUSg-
mana=kan tamais UN-as§ anda 1é p[ailddu

3. For other uses of the Glossenkeil in Hittite text, particularly as an indentation mark, see
Pisaniello’s recent contribution (2020).
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“As for the territory of the country of Tarhunta$sa, let no goatherd enter the
country! And if they drive there to the great £ la-pa-ni £ wa-ni-ya from the
country of the Hulaya river, let them not take the £ la-pa-na-li-ya-an-za away
from him: it has been given to the King of Tarhuntassa. And let him take the
salt [Giiterbock — Hoffner (1980): salt lick]! The town of Sarmana with its
fields, grounds, and meadow(s), and with sheep pasture and the whole £ /a-
pa-na-an 1, the great king, have given to the king of Tarhuntassa. Let no other
man enter the salt [Giiterbock — Hoffner (1980): salt lick] of Sarmana!”

(1b) Bo 86/299, ii, 4-15. Treaty of Tuthaliya with Kurunta of Tarhuntassa
(bronze tablet from Bogazkdy). Based on the edition by Otten (1988: 16-17). It
contains the forms la-a-pa-ni, £ la-pa-na-li-an-za, £ la-pa-na-an. Note also the
Luwianisms £ ya-a-a-ni-ja and £ [i-ki-in.

ZAG KUR URU YU-tassa=ya kuis KUR Hilayas n=asta LU MAS.GAL
anda 1é paizzi mann=a ISTU KUR ™Hilaya $alli la-a-pa-ni £ wa-a-a-ni-ia
annanzi nu=sSi=kan £ la-pa-na-li-an-za lé danzi ANA LUGAL KUR YRV dU-
tassa=(a)t piyan MUN=ma daskiddu "R’Sarmanann=a URU-an "RVPantar-
wantan ""Mahrimmann=a ISTU A.SA A.GAR U.SAL RET UDU £ la-pa-
na-an hiumandan 2 li-ki-in hiimandan ANA ™ ‘LAMMA LUGAL KUR YRYU-
tassa ABU=YA "Hattusilis pesta ‘UTU-i=an=si ™Tuthalias LUGAL.GAL
pibhun n=asta ANA MUN "RVSarmana tamais antuhsas pard Ié paizzi

“And as for the territory of the country of Tarhuntassa, which (is) (part?) of
the country of the Hillaya river, let no goatherd enter. And if they drive here
from the country of the Hulaya river to the great la-a-pa-ni £ ua-a-a-ni-ia, let
them not take the £ la-pa-na-li-an-za away from him. It has been given to the
king of Tarhunta$$a and let him take the salt!” And the towns of Sarmana,
Pantarwanta and Mahrimma, with fields, grounds, and meadow(s), sheep pas-
ture, the whole £ /a-pa-na-an (and) the whole £ [i-ki-in, my father Hattusili
gave to Kurunta, the king of Tarhuntassa, and My Majesty Tuthaliya, the great
king, has given it to him. Let no other man go to the salt of Sarmana!”

(1c). A further passage from the treaty in la: KBo IV.10+, obv 44-45. The
word in question, £ /a-pa[-n]a-al-la-hi-ti is attested in the fragmentary tablet KUB
XL.69, obv. 6, joined to KBo IV.10 by Hoffner. Text based on van den Hout’s
edition (van den Hout 1995: 36-37):
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apat=ma=ssi KARAg VS‘A DINGIR*™ sa[hhlani Iuzzi EGIR-an SUMe-ir
kuin=si ASSUM “UMESKISAL.LUHY"™™ EGIR-an SUM-ir kuin=ma=5ssi
ASSUM "UMESAPIN.LAV""  EGIR-an SUM-ir kuin=ma=3si ASSUM % Ila-
pal-nla-al-la-hi-ti EGIR-an SUM-ir

“But those troops they have given back to him for duty and service to the dei-
ty. One part they have given back to him for courtyard-sweeping, another part
for plowmanship, another part for £ la-pa[-nla-al-la-hi-ti.”

2) Cult inventories (Hittite)

(2a). IBot 11.131. (Cult inventory related to the god Pirwa). Text based on the
edition of Cammarosano (2018: 264-267), Text No. 6. Translation also based on
Cammarosano (2018). It contains five examples of the nominative plural of a stem
lapanalli- with different variants (adapted to Hittite inflection): LUMES ]y pa-na-al-
li-e-[es], "YM[Bla-pla-na-al-li""*-§=a, £ la-pa-na-al-li*"*-us (3x).

obv.42
3 UDU ““MBSg_pa-na-al-1i"*-us S4 E.GAL pesker

“The “UMESq-pa-na-al-Ii™*-us of the Palace used to supply 3 sheep.”

rev. 10-12:
nu Y"MBlg-pa-na-al-li-e-[es] 1 UDU hitkanzi ""SANGA S4 DUMU.NITA
LWM[ES[g_pla-na-al-1i"*-§=a [S]A DUMU.MUNUS.MES nu lussanuanzi

“The la-pa-na-al-li-e-[es] slaughter a sheep. The priest (is on the side?) of the

young men, and the [la-pla-na-al-li*"*-§ (are on the side?) of the young women.”

rev. 14-19

4Pirwan $ara ME-anzi n=an=kan pard pedanzi n=an=kan % harpi S4 MUN
Sara pianzi nu “MAR.GID.DA¥A JSTU MUN taes'tianzi nu “OMES £ [g-pa-
na-al-liM"*-u§ 3 ME NINDA.GUR4.RA $4 MUN | ME NINDA.HILA 2 DUG
KAS 20 UDU 10 EM-SU 10 GA KIN.AG 3 PA NAGA=ya MUK*M_¢jlj pesker

“They pick up Pirwa, carry him out, and hand him up onto a pile of salt. They
load the wagons with salt. The £ la-pa-na-al-li""*-us used to supply yearly
300 loaves of salt, a hundred loaves of bread, 2 vessels of beer, 20 sheep, 10
(portions of) sourdough, 10 cheeses, 3 PARISU-measures of soap herbs.”
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rev. 22
[(ca. 3 signs) "UMES] £ [g-pa-na-al-li"*-us RV Pulantarissa pes[ker]

“The £ la-pa-na-al-li""*-us of Pulantari$Sa [us]ed to supply [...”
(2b) KpT 1.36 (Cult inventory from Samuha). Based on the edition by Cam-

marosano (2018: 388-391), Text No. 14, and Cammarosano (2019). Translation
based on Cammarosano (2018):

obv. i, 40-41
ANA UDU"A=mq "VKummarnas la-pa-na-as KUR "RV Samuhass=a katan
tiyanza

“Whereas for the sheep the la-pa-na-as of Kummarna and the land of Samuha
are appointed.”

obv. i, 43-45
24 UDU"=ma S4 E.GAL E ‘UTU-S7 24 UDUY S4 E.GAL Y!YKarahna
YRUKumarnas la-pa-na-as pesk|e)zzi

“Whereas the la-pa-na-as of Kummarna regularly supplies the 24 sheep of the
Palace of the House of His Majesty (and) the 24 sheep of the Palace of
Karahna.”

obv. ii, 7-8
ANA UDU=ma ""YKummarnan £ la-pa-na-an katan dais

“Whereas for the (supply of) sheep he appointed the £ la-pa-na-an of Kum-
marna.”

obv. ii, 13-15 , V
2? UDU=ma=kan ""UGULA.10 EGIR-anda dais [n]=as=kan ANA LUMES
URUKyummarna % la-pa-n[i] SA E.GAL E ‘UTU-ST sara IS-BAT

“As for the Commander of 10, he fixed (as offering) two’ additional sheep,

and took them up from the people of Kummarna (and?) £ la-pa-n[i] of the
Palace of the House of His Majesty.”
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obv. ii, 22-24 a passage similar to the preceding one (only the number of
sheep changes: here four), but the word in question is missing (restored by the edi-
tor: LUMES YRk [um-mar-na £ la-pa-ni])

rev. 1ii, 4

[... % [la-pa-na-as

(Very fragmentary context, but it seems similar to obv. i, 43-45 so it may refer
to a supply made by Kumarnas la-pa-na-as).

rev. iv, 41-42 ,
18 UDU¥"A=mqg 3 PA MUN-ya MUMES[g_pa-[nal-li-us "RVHaryasa peskanzi

“whereas the MES]y_pg-[nal-li-us of Harya$a regularly supply 18 sheep and
3 PARISU-measures of salt.”

3) List of tutelary deities. I follow the edition of McMahon (1991: 110).

(3.1) KUBII.1, rev. iv, 16-17

[Y4-a-la-as] la-[pa-n]a-as-$i-i[§]

[ X $4 Lla-[ba-alr-na

“[Ala] la-|pa-n]a-as-si-i[5] ... of Labarna”

(3.2) KUB XLIV.16 rev. iv, 15. Duplicate of 3.1. Only the final part of the
formula is conserved: [ ... -n]a-as-si-es.

4) KBo XXIX.38 obv. 6 (Starke 1985: 369). Luwian.

A very fragmentary text that shows only isolated words of unknown meaning.
Starke (1985: 368) suggests that it is a letter containing “historical-political” af-
fairs, given the reference to Kaska-people in rev. 16. The form attested is currently
read la-ap-na-a-al-li-is.* In other lines of the obv., sequences as -a]n la-p[a- (obv.
8), and /|a-pa-n|a- (obv. 9) can be read.

4. After checking the photograph of the tablet, Giusfredi (personal communication) suggests /a-
pa’-na-al-li-i§ as a possible reading instead of la-ap-na-al-li-i§ (which, in any event, ought to be
transcribed instead as la-ap’-na-al-li-i§). Certainly, the photograph seems to point to pa. Given that
unfortunately the text is not particularly relevant for the interpretation of the word, I maintain the
reading, linguistically difficilior, la-ap’-na-al-li-is.
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X x-a-X X ti-wa-an-n|a-al-1]i-zi
X[  -aln la-pla-
1x X[ l]a-pa-n|a-

1] o Jku-ils

2 1x-a-wis Sti-x-an-d[a(-)

3 |x-li-is ku-is ti-wa-an|-

4 ti-wa-aln-na-a-al-li-is pa-a sa-la-a-as-si-is
51 |x-a ti-wa-an-na-al-li-is pa-a par-li-is
6[  Ixla-ap-na-al-li-is S5x[

71

8

91

5) Hieroglyphic Luwian inscription ANDAVAL § 3-4. (Hawkins 2000: 514-
516). This is the inscription of Saruwanis, a city-lord of Nahitiya (the modern-day
Nigde). The attested form is a verb la-pa-ni-, in the first person singular of the
present (la-pa-ni-wa/i). This edition is based on Hawkins (2000) but note that the
transcription of some of the signs has been updated. The translation is also based
on Hawkins (2000), but with some modifications.’

"a’-wa/i (TERRA+LA+LA)Ywa/i-li-ri+i-ta-ti | REL ARHA (PES)u-sa-wa/i
a-wa/i (EQUUS)d-zu-wa/i-za za-ti la-pa-ni-wa/i

“when I (shall) bring (them) out of the plains, I la-pa-ni-wa/i to the horses here.”

To sum up, this dossier allows us to identify the following forms:
(%) lapana-, lapana- c.

Nom. sg. la-pa-na-as

Acc. sg. & la-pa-na-an

Dat. sg. £ la-pa-ni, la-a-pa-ni

Poss. adj. (nom. sg. c.) la-[pa-n]a-as-si-i[§]
— (&) lapanal(l)i-, lapnalli- adj. (> substantivized, pl. c.)

Nom. sg. ¢. la-ap’-na-al-li-i§ (see note 4)

Nom. pl. c. (Hittite inflection) LUMES o pa-na-al-Ii™"A-us3, LU‘MESlajpa-na—
al-li-e-[e5], "M[Slg-pla-na-al-if"*-5(=a), % la-pa-na-al-liM"*-ys, “OMES]q
pa-[nal-li-us, [ ... -n]a-as-Si-es

5. Hawkins (2000) translated the two verbs as futures, but both ARHA (PES)u-sa-wa/i and la-
pa-ni-wa/i may have a general present meaning. As for d-zii-wa/i-za, 1 assume that it is simply a
plural dative /azuwanz/ ‘to the horses’. Hawkins (2000) treated it as a collective neuter form
*/asuwi(ya)nza/ ‘horse-herd’.
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— & lapanallahit- n. (abstract noun)
— & lapanaliya- adj. ( > substantivized neuter)

Acc. sg. £ la-pa-na-li-ya-an-za, £ la-pa-na-li-an-za
— lapani(ya)- denominative verb

la-pa-ni-wa/i

3. The meaning of lapana-

The meaning “summer pasture” for /apana- was proposed for the first time in
Giiterbock (1956: 122). This proposal was based on “the context of KBo IV 10
obv. 33-37”, i.e. from the first reference to /apana- in the treaty with Ulmi-TeSub
(see above §1, Text la). Correspondingly, Giiterbock proposed to translate
LUMES o _pa-na-al-1if"*-u§ (and variants) as “people who go to summer pastures”.

Until Otten published the Bronze Tablet Bo 86/299, (Otten 1988), KBo IV 10
obv. 33 X la-pa-ni L wa-ni-ya was incorrectly read as T& la-pa-nu-u-wa-ni-ya. It
was the comparison of the two texts that led Otten to emend the reading after colla-
tion of a photo of KBo IV 10. This alleged & la-pa-nu-u-wa-ni-ya created many
problems for Anatolian scholars. So Giiterbock (1956) thought of “a dative of an
infinitive or verbal noun in -uwan” and suggested a German translation ‘zum
grossen Almaufstieg” for Salli T& la-pa-nu-u-wa-ni-ya. As we will immediately
see, this t°uwaniya and later the correct reading & wa-ni-ya played a crucial role in
the interpretation of lapana-.

Laroche incorporated Giiterbock’s views in his dictionary of Luwian (Laroche
1959: 62-63): lapana- was translated as “alpage (turc yayla)”, i.e., ‘summer moun-
tain pasture’, and consequently, lapanalli- meant ‘patre’ (‘shepherd’). As for the
conflictive T& la-pa-nu-u-wa-ni-ya, Laroche (1959) interpreted it as lapaniwani-
‘troupeau’ (“herd’). The first fascicle of the Chicago Hittite Dictionary, published
in 1980, offered a third meaning for the word in question: lapanuwani- was glossed
as “summer grazing (area)”. As can be seen, there was no doubt about the meaning
of lapana- but the structure and meaning of the entire form & la-pa-nu-u-wa-ni-ya
was controversial.

Beckman (1983: 83) gave a new interpretation of the alleged word
tlapaniwani-: he proposed that it was a compound whose first element was
lapan(a)- and the second one uwani-. uwani-/wani-, which had been interpreted (cf.
Laroche 1959: 106) and continues to be interpreted generally as a Luwian word
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meaning ‘rock’ and related to wanid- ‘stela’, attested in Hieroglyphic Luwian (see
for instance Melchert 1993: 256; Tischler 2016: 280-283).6

Beckman recalled the fact, well recognized by Laroche (1959) that uwani- ap-
pears in Luwian as a place that serves as a source of salt. In particular, in a ritual of
purification of a house written in Luwian, there is a section (“‘conjuration de I’eau
et du sel”, Laroche 1959: 152) where uwani- is the origin of the salt mentioned in
the ritual (always by means of the Sumerogram MUN):

KUB XXXV.54 rev. 3, 17-21 (based on the edition of Starke 1985: 68).
warSa=tta ID-ti [...]x-amman ([na-n)la-am-ma-an Melchert 1993: 154)
[MJUN-Sa=pa alati uwalniyati] upamman

[wlarsa=tta zil[a ID-i] anda

[n]awa iti MUN-Sa=pa=|tta z]ila

[@]lt uwaniya nalwa it]i

[a]ldduwal=za=pa=tta u[tar=Sa ha]llis=Sa

[parlattan=za appa za[ti) parni

[zil]a nis awit[i]

“the water from the river is ...-d ([lea]d, cf. Melchert 1993: 154)
and the salt is granted from the ala- uwaniya-

subsequently the water does not go [to the river]

and subsequently the salt does not go to the ala- uwaniya-,

and the evil word, the sickness (?),

the impurity does not subsequently come back to this house”

In one of the birth rituals published by Beckman in 1983, uwani- also ap-
peared in connection to salt: here as well, the word, adapted to Hittite morphology,
seems to indicate the origin of the “salt of the meadow” (MUN $4 U.SAL):

KUB XXXIII.67, 24-26. (Beckman 1983: 76).

nu hiiman kadupait [EGI(R-SU=ma MUN SA4 U.SAL uwaniy)az)] kadupait
U.SAL!Y™ yw[(aniyaz=kan mahhan x UL zinnattari [EGIR-S(U KUR-anza
dandukesnas DYUMU-an] [us’|kizzi apas=a [(EGIR-anda EGIR-and)a

6. But note the cautious choice of ACLT: uwani(ya)- ‘(landscape feature)’, separated from
wani(d)- ‘stele’ (and derivatives).
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“and (she) consumed (?) everything. [There]after (she) consumed the salt of
the meadow from the uwaniya-. As the meadow from the uwaniya- is not ex-
hausted — [afterward] the land [in]spects the mort[al] — and [may] this one for-
ever after [not be exhausted’!]”

The conclusion of Beckman is that “as a source of salt associated with a pas-
ture, uwani- can only be a saltlick” (Beckman 1983: 83) and therefore
tlapanuwanni- [sic Beckman] was a compound of lapana-, ‘summer pasture,” and
uwan(n)i-, that is, ‘saltlick of the summer pasture ground’ (Beckman ibid.).

As we mentioned above, Otten (1988) demonstrated that flapanuwani- was a
ghost word, but at the same time confirmed Beckman’s intuition that the word
uwani- was present there. In fact, Otten accepted Beckman’s views as he translated
Salli £ la-pa-ni £ wa-ni-ya as “zur grolen Alm und zur Salzlecke” (Otten 1988:
17). As for lapanali(y)anza, also present in both treaties, he proposed a very provi-
sory translation ‘Weiderechte’.

A breakthrough was made by Watkins in a paper on /apana- (Watkins 1997).
Watkins had previously studied the form uwaniya- (see particularly Watkins 1987:
424) in the “conjuration de I’eau et du sel” and in other texts, and he was con-
vinced that the meaning of this word was “escarpé ou face de roche plus ou moins
verticale”, and that the word was in fact identical to Hieroglyphic Luwian wani(d)-
‘stele’, originally ‘(inscribed) rockface’. Consequently, £ wa-ni-ya in Salli £ la-pa-
ni & wa-ni-ya could not mean ‘saltlick’. For Watkins, it was /apana- that had this
meaning. He revised most of the attestations of lapana- and derivatives (see here
above, § 2) and stressed that the word appeared systematically in connection with
salt. Particularly striking is his analysis of the cult inventory for the god Pirwa (cf.
supra § 2, text 2a) where the “UMES/apanallius (and variants) are mentioned. In rev.
17-19, these lapanalli- give precisely 300 loaves of salt as the first offering to the
deity, and Watkins recalls that in the immediately preceding passage (rev. 14-17,
also collected above in 2a), the deity has been delivered onto a heap of salt. As
Watkins points out, “it is not easy to reconcile the facts of this whole passage, and
the clear discourse prominence of salt, with the meaning ‘herdsman (on summer
pasture)’ for ““lapanalli- as given in the CHD”. For this reason, Watkins concludes
that lapana- is the Luwian word for ‘saltlick’, and that "“M®/apanallius must be
the ‘saltlick wardens’. In the case of the form lapanali(y)anza (here above la and
1b), Watkins first rightly established the morphological analysis of the form (it was
a singular neuter + -za neuter particle, not a plural — contra Otten and others); sec-
ond, he proposed the meaning of ‘saltlick rights’. This new meaning was evidently
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a simple “conversion” of Otten’s translation ‘grazing rights’ to the new sense given
to lapana- and derivatives.

A further interesting contribution of Watkins’s article is the reinterpretation of
the verb lapani(ya)- in Hieroglyphic Luwian (cf, supra § 2, text 5). For Watkins, a
translation of this verb as ‘take to the saltlick’ (with ‘horses’ as direct object) is “as
plausible as Meriggi’s ‘la cavalleria qui pascolo’ and to my mind somewhat more
worthy of being monumentally commemorated.” (Watkins 1997: 34).

Finally, Watkins gave an etymology for /apana- ‘saltlick’: he proposed that it
came from PIE */eb- ‘to lick’, to which English /ip, Latin labium, labrum and par-
ticularly Hittite (and Luwian?’) lipae-, lip(p)-, lilip ‘to lick’ also belong.

Watkins’s interpretation and meanings proposed for /lapana- and derivatives
are fully accepted in Melchert (1993: 125).® There, Melchert gives the following
entries and meanings:

£ lapan(a)- ‘salt lick’

lap(a)nalla/i- ‘salt-lick guard/attendant’
lapanallahit- ‘position of salt-lick guard’

Z lapanalli(ya)- ‘(rights) pertaining to salt-lick’

In addition, Puhvel (2001: 60-62) accepts both the meaning and the etymology
proposed by Watkins.

Therefore, Watkins’s interpretation of /apana- has gained increasing ac-
ceptance, but some contradictions remain: for instance, in ACLT, the Cuneiform
Luwian forms present the meaning ‘saltlick’, but the Hieroglyphic Luwian verb
lapani(ya)- means ‘to provide pasture’, possibly under the influence of Hawkins
(2000), where the verb was translated as “to (summer-)pasture” according to prior
interpretations of lapana- (Hawkins 2000: 516).

4. The previous hypotheses

The history of the research into the meaning of lapana- (and also waniya-) is a
good example of the difficulties that arise when the sense of a word must be estab-

7. Cf. the present third plural form /i-/i-pa-an-ti (KBo XI 14 i 21). However, Melchert (1993:
127) remarks that the stem /ilip- is Hittite, and that the only Luwian element of the form is the ending -nti.

8. Obviously, Watkins (1997) had not yet been published at that time. Melchert refers to
Watkins (forthcoming), as he undoubtedly had access to a first unpublished version of Watkins
(1997) who, in his turn, quotes Melchert (1993)!
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lished from the various contexts in which it appears. Here we can see the co-
occurrence of naturally connected concepts, such as salt, saltlick, rocks, meadows,
summer pastures... The problem is to establish which word has which meaning. In
the texts above, we can introduce either Giiterbock-Beckman’s or Watkins’s pro-
posed meanings for lapana- and waniya- and they fit equally well. Watkins’s ar-
gument that the two treaties (1a, 1b) deal with the use of saltlick rights, not with the
use of summer pastures rights, may be dangerously circular, as it is based on his
own proposal of translating /apana- (and derivatives) as ‘saltlick’, which produces
a ubiquitous presence of this term and its derivatives that otherwise would not oc-
cur. More convincing is his analysis of text 2a, where the /apanalli- men make an
offer of salt; but one might respond that in the conjuration de I’eau et du sel, what
we find is waniya- (‘saltlick’ as for Beckman), and that lapana- is absent, despite
the clear contextual connection with ‘salt’, given the use of the logogram MUN
‘salt’.

What makes Watkins’s interpretation attractive is the fact that it is accompa-
nied by etymological connections, both for waniya- and for lapana-. The etymo-
logical explanation of waniya- is in my opinion quite convincing: in fact, already in
Laroche (1959), waniya- was associated with the same origin as Hieroglyphic
Luwian wanid- ‘stele’ and also as the Cuneiform Luwian word N*u-wa-ni-i-ta-im-
ma-an. Although the context of this latter word is obscure, here we have uwani®
preceded by the determinative NA4 ‘stone’. Certainly, a rock can be a salt-rock,
and this is why the word waniyaz appears as a place of provenance of salt, but the
point is that the general meaning of wani-, wanid- may be simply ‘rock, stone’, and
in any event both ‘inscribed stone’ and ‘salt rock” would be secondary develop-
ments. Note that in both cases the word could be translated simply as ‘rock’ or
‘stone’: the salt could come from a rock, a text can be inscribed on a rock. It is the
context that adds other semantic connotations.

As for lapana-, the meaning proposed by Watkins is the result of the combina-
tion of two elements: the transfer of Beckman’s meaning ‘saltlick’ for waniya- to
lapana-, and the assumed etymological connection to Hittite (and Luwian?) lipae-,
lip(p)-, lilip-.

However, we might wonder whether the meaning of lapana- is not a more ge-
neric one, as for example ‘salt-place’ (= place where the salt is found) or, even,
simply ‘salt’ (both adjective and noun, as in English).” Although below I will pro-

9. I am aware that this interpretation can conflict with the fact that in the Luwian text of La
conjuration de I’eau et du sel the Luwian word for ‘salt’ seems to be a neuter and non-thematic noun,
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pose an alternative (though not uncontroversial) etymology for lapana-, even a
more generic meaning would be compatible with the etymology formulated by
Watkins; the word for ‘salt-place’ or ‘salt’ can derive from a form of its use by
livestock, ‘to lick’, in the same manner as in Lithuanian the word for ‘salt’, druska
comes from a root meaning ‘to crumb’ (PIE *d"reus-), which describes a form of
processing salt.

In fact, the problematic point of the translation of lapana- as ‘saltlick’ is that
Watkins, although correctly remarking that the two treaties (here § 2, texts la-c)
deal with salt rather than with transhumance to summer pastures, retained the tradi-
tional view that what was regulated was the access of livestock to saltlicks, not the
obtaining and processing of salt. In Watkins’s view, it seems that lapana- is only a
place where the livestock can be fed salt, not a place where salt can be obtained. In
reality, the two uses of a place with salt are fully compatible. If we open up the
meaning of lapana- and derivatives to a more generic sense, there appear new per-
spectives of textual interpretation that may be particularly attractive.

My hypothesis, then, is that /apana- meant ‘salt’ and was used, by extension,
to indicate a salt-place (saline, salt marsh, salt rock, and so on). Possibly it was an
adjective in origin (‘salt, salty’), and its substantivized use is secondary. We can
draw some interesting consequences from this hypothesis:

(1) The lapanalli- men, the ‘salt wardens’ or ‘salt guards’, become the ‘men of
the salt(-place)’, and this may make reference to salt workers or salt providers (or,
possibly, both things together). In the cult of the god Pirwa (supra, text 2a), the god
is delivered onto a pile or heap of salt, and he is accompanied by wagons bearing
salt. From the text one can infer that all this salt is supplied by the lapanalli- men,
who make an offer that includes loaves of salt. The idea that we are dealing with
producers of salt makes entire sense. In the cult inventory from Samuha, the lapa-
nalli- men also regularly supply salt (supra, text 2b).

(2) In the inventory list from Samuha, the place name "VKummarnas la-pa-
na-as is repeatedly mentioned. I think that it is very interesting to trace a parallel
with the place name URVUSarmana- mentioned in the two treaties with the king of
Tarhunta$§a. Sarmana- is mentioned as one of the cities that the Hittite kings give
to the king of Tarhuntas$a together with, inter alia, the ‘whole /lapana-’ (on this,
see below, 4). But interestingly, the name of the city is repeated in the statement
prohibiting other men from going there, and in this case, the place name is formu-

as it appears as MUN=sa. My hypothesis means that one must admit two different stems or even two
different words.
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lated as MUN YRUSarmana- literally ‘salt (of) Sarmana”. This seems to allude to a
place belonging to Sarmana- where salt was obtained and processed. It would be
tempting to assume that the name "RVKummarnas la-pa-na-as from Samuha ex-
presses a similar place. If so, lapana- would carry out a parallel function to logo-
gram MUN, and the semantic interpretation as ‘salt’. In both cases, the word for
‘salt’ was used with the meaning of ‘salt-place’. In the case of Kummarnas lapa-
nas, given that the name appears systematically in this way, one might speculate
whether this was the entire name of the village, incorporating the reference to salt
or salt-place into the name. Cf. the typical place names linked to the presence of
salt: Rosieres-aux-Salines, S. Mauro di Saline, Peralta de la Sal, etc. Interestingly,
another cult inventory tablet (KUB XXXVIII 1+, rev. iv § 11°, Cammarosano
2018: 312-313) mentions a city Lapana ("*YLa-pa-na) that may also be a place
name based on the word for ‘salt-place’.

(3) In the Hieroglyphic Luwian inscription ANDAVAL (supra text 5) we find
the verb lapani(ya)-. We have seen that Watkins adapted its meaning to his new
interpretation of /apana-: lapani(ya)- would not mean ‘pasture’ (Meriggi ‘pasco-
lare’), but ‘take ... to the saltlick’, a rather complex meaning for a verb. If we ac-
cept that the meaning of lapana- may be ‘salt’, the interpretation becomes more
straightforward: the denominative lapaniya- would be equivalent to the English
verb ‘to salt’ in the sense of “to supply (an animal) with salt, to give salt (to an
animal)”, but constructed with a dative.

‘a’-wa/i (TERRA+LA+LAYwa/i-li-ri+i-ta-ti |REL ARHA (PES)u-sa-wa/i
a-wa/i (EQUUS)d-zu-wa/i-za za-ti la-pa-ni-wa/i

“when I bring (them) out of the plains, I salt the horses here”

Evidently, by means of this stele, the author of the inscription, the city-lord of
Nabhitiya Saruwanis, proclaimed his rights to feed salt to his horses, although possi-
bly the salt-place was beyond the limits of Nahitiya.

(4) But where this possible meaning of lapana- introduces a new perspective
is in the interpretation of the whole passages of the two treaties. As pointed out
above, Watkins’s idea of saltlick was limited to the use made to feed livestock —
not very different from previous formulations when the meaning proposed was
“summer pastures”. If we open the focus to lapana- = ‘salt(place)’ and we think
not just of livestock licking salt but on human exploitation of this mineral, we can
interpret the text in a different way. Note this passage, practically identical in both
treaties:
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“And if they (the goatherds) drive there/here to the great lapani waniya from
the country of the Hiilaya river, let them not take the lapanaliyanza away from
him: it has been given to the King of Tarhuntassa, and let him take the salt!”

According to our proposal of translation of lapana-, the sSalli lapani waniya
could mean ‘the great salt-rock’ or ‘the great rocky salt-place’. Refining a previous
idea in Erdogu-Ozbasaran (2008: 166), Moga (2009: 186-187) has proposed that
Salli lapani waniya, interpreted as ‘the great cliff-like saltlick’, may refer to the
edges of the Tuz Golu, the huge salt lake in central Anatolia, and certainly a de-
scription as ‘rocky salt-place’ would also be appropriate. However, this question is
closely related to the very intricate problem of the precise geographical location of
the places mentioned in both treaties and thus remains beyond the scope of the
present article.

Also important is the possible new meaning of the word lapanaliyanza. Wat-
kins’s commonly accepted interpretation of lapanaliyanza as ‘salt-lick rights’ is
based on the idea of feeding livestock. But if lapana- is simply ‘salt(-place)’, and
lapanalli- is the name given to salt exploiters, perhaps lapanaliya- (literally ‘relat-
ed to lapanalli-’) refers not to licking salt but to obtaining salt. And this idea seems
to be supported by the following phrase, where the use of the logogram MUN =
‘salt’ permits a clear-cut translation: “let him (= the King of Tarhuntassa) take the
salt!”10

After this, the older treaty focuses on the town of Sarmana, and in this case the
Hittite king specifies that this town is given in its entirety to the king of
Tarhunta$sa, with its fields, grounds and meadows, sheep pasture, and the whole
lapana-, i.e. the whole salt(-place). Why the whole? 1 think that we must place this
statement alongside the reference to the “great salt-rock”. In the first case, it seems
that the prohibition on goatherds moving to the great salt-rock is to stop them from
taking the salt, not from salting their livestock. No idea of trespass is established.
Here, in contrast, the prohibition also seems to cover the use of the salt-place of
Sarmana to feed animals with salt. And this interpretation seems ratified once again
with a phrase where MUN ‘salt’ is used: “Let no other man enter the salt (MUN)
(of) Sarmana”. Note the differences:

10. The translation in CHD “let him take the salt lick” is obviously forced by a preconception of
the content of the passage.
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Salli lapani waniya | Sarmana
-nu=s§i=kan % la-pa-na-li-ya-an-za Ié | -ANA MUN "RVUSarmana tamais UN-as
danzi. anda lé p|ailddu
-at (=lapanaliyan=za) piyan -lapanann(=a) humantan pihhun

-MUN=ma daskiddu

(Great salt-rock) (Sarmana)
-let them not take the thing-related-to- | -Let no other man enter the SALT of Sar-
salt-exploiting from him mana
-the thing-related-to-salt-exploiting -The whole salt I gave (fo the King of
has been given (to the King of Tarhuntassa)
Tarhuntassa)
-let take the SALT (%o the King of
Tarhuntassa)

In the case of the area from Hilaya-river to the Great Salt Rock, the herdsmen
cannot take (lé danzi) the salt present there, as only the King of Tarhuntas$a can do
this, but possibly they can salt the livestock. In the case of the salt-place of Sar-
mana, no one can enter (lé p[ailddu): that is, salt cannot be either obtained or
licked. For this reason, the whole salt is given to King of TarhuntasSa, both for
exploitation and for feeding animals.

The second treaty offers in essence the same statements, the difference being
the listing of two other towns (Pantarwanta and Mahrimma) apart from Sarmana,
and the addition of humandan likin, ‘the whole /[iki-’, immediately after the ‘whole
lapana-’. There exists a certain consensus in taking /iki- as practically a synonym
of lapana- (Puhvel speaks of “legalese” repetition), but if it is a simple redundancy,
the reasons for it are unclear to me. As an explanation, there are two alternative
hypotheses: either this /iki- represents something related to the two new towns
mentioned in this second treaty, or it alludes specifically to salt-licking. In favour
of this latter hypothesis we should recall that Watkins suggested an etymology
*lejg"- ‘to lick® (cf. Greek Aeiyo, Lat. lingere, Sanskrit leh-, Old English liccian,
etc.) for this Luwian word. This interpretation would be consistent with the idea
presented above that, as in Sarmana, both salt-taking and salt-licking were conced-
ed exclusively to the King of Tarhuntassa.

(5) In accordance with this explanation, the abstract noun lapanallahit- in § 2
1¢ alludes not to “salt-guards” but to “salt-workers”, “salt-producers”. This makes
sense in the context in which it appears. In fact, the use here of the abstract nouns
is a particularity of the whole passage: it alludes to the tasks mandated to the troops
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placed at the service of the deity, and these tasks are presented by means of abstract
nouns ascribed to classes of workers: the “UMESKISAL.LUH ‘courtyard-sweepers’,
the "WMESAPIN.LA ‘plowmen’ and, consequently the lapanalli-, ‘those related to
the salt’, the ‘salt-workers’.

(6) As for the rest of examples, they are of little relevance to the semantic dis-
cussion: Alas lapanassis can be translated as “Ala of the salt(-place)’, but ‘of the
saltlick’ was also an acceptable translation. Other instances of /apana- and deriva-
tives lack context.

5. A new proposal

As noted above, the interpretation of /apana- as ‘salt(-place)’ is compatible
with Watkins’s etymology. However, I would like to present a different etymologi-
cal connection, to my knowledge overlooked until now. It is only a very hypothet-
ical one, but, formally and semantically at least, it is quite striking. After presenting
this connection, which would clearly imply a process of borrowing, I will try to
evaluate the direction of this borrowing, as this is crucial to decide whether Wat-
kins’s etymology can be retained or whether a different origin for lapana- must be
considered.

It is likely that lapana- sounded [laPana]- in Luwian,!' and this phonetic form
is very close to the Sanskrit (already in Vedic) word for ‘salt’, lavandm (neuter).
Sanskrit lavanam is attested for the first time in the Atharva Veda, in 7, 76, 1 (a
hymn against pustules), in the comparison lavanad viklediyasih “more dissolving
than salt”. Interestingly, lavana- is used both as a noun (‘salt’, neuter) and as an
adjective (‘salt, salty’). Its etymology had long been debated — see Mayrhofer
(1976: 93) — but Mayrhofer (1996: 476) opts clearly for Hans Reichelt’s explana-
tion (Reichelt 1924: 297), according to which lavana- comes from *lavana- ‘cut-
ting’, an ana-derivative of the root lav'- (present lundati) ‘to cut’ < PIE * leyH- ‘to
cut’ (cf. Old Norse /é ‘scythe’, Lithuanian /idutis ‘to be cut, to be mutilated’,
launys ‘without horns’, perhaps also Hittite /uttai- ‘window’'?). The presence of the

11. The use of intervocalic non-geminate -p- in Cuneiform Hittite and Luwian points to a sound
that is generally called “lenis” in Anatolian studies. Phonologically and phonetically speaking, “lenis”
is a very imprecise term and it should probably be avoided if it is not accompanied by a “precise
phonetic specification” (Ladefoged-Maddieson 1996: 99). In my opinion, <p> here may represent a
phonetic articulation [B]: I will develop this hypothesis in a forthcoming paper.

12. Eichner (1973: 80), but both Puhvel (2001: 127) and Kloekhorst (2008: 535) give
preference to other etymological explanations.
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retroflex » instead of » is explained by Mayrhofer as a case of “spontaneous cere-
bralization” in Indo-Aryan, for which see Mayrhofer (1968).!?

The etymologies proposed respectively for Luwian lapana- and Vedic lavand-
are formally incompatible,'* so an independently inherited PIE word must be ruled
out. This means that if the two words are related, it can only be attributed to a pro-
cess of borrowing. But which language is the borrower, and which the donor? The
immediate response is, of course, to assume that /apana- is an Indo-Aryan loan-
word in Luwian, whether directly or via another language (Hurrian?) as it would fit
perfectly into a wider, well-known context of language contact: the presence of
Indo-Aryan people in Near East in the second millennium B.C., particularly in
connection with the kingdom of Mitanni. This presence is demonstrated by the
relevant examples, both in the common lexicon and in proper names found in cu-
neiform sources, which can be straightforwardly explained as belonging to an Indo-
Aryan dialect very close to Vedic Sanskrit:'® for instance, the loanwords present in
the treatise on hippology written in Hittite by Kikkuli (Kammenhuber 1961, Starke
1995). Forms such as aikawartana, terawartana, panzawartana, sattawartana,
nawartana (< *nawa+wartana by haplology) can be explained as compounds
meaning ‘in one turn’, ‘in three turns’, ‘in five turns’, ‘in seven turns’, ‘in nine
turns’ respectively, and analysed etymologically as related to Vedic é¢ka- ‘one’, tri-,
‘three’, panca ‘five’, saptd ‘seven’, nava ‘nine’ and vart- ‘to turn’.

Certainly, problems can appear when the adaptation from Indo-Aryan lavand-
to Luwian /apana- [laPana]- is examined more closely: Indo-Aryan v would be
adapted here as /b/ ([B]), not as /w/ in the loanwords mentioned above. Also rele-
vant is the fact that the Luwian form obliges the acceptance of the presence of a / in
the donor Indo-Aryan dialect: the treatment of PIE *r and */ in Vedic Sanskrit is a
complex question, but basically it is generally assumed that the most archaic dia-
lect attested in Vedic showed a confluence of */ and *r in r, and that this is the type
of dialect found in Mitanni, given that palitd- ‘grey’ appears adapted as parita-nnu
(a colour of a horse) in Akkadian Nuzi texts (cf. Mayrhofer 1966: 19-20).'¢

However, the problems posed by v and / are not insurmountable: the adapta-
tion of v by means of [B] could represent a variation due to diachronic, diatopic or

13. Particularly for lavand- see Mayrhofer (1968: 511).

14. In lavand-, Vedic v can only reflect PIE *w; in lapana-, Luwian <p> can only come from a
PIE labial stop.

15. The bibliography on this subject is abundant. I refer here only to the fundamental work by
Mayrhofer (1966, 1974, 1982).

16. The case of the retroflex n is unproblematic: the adaptation of this sound (absent in Luwian
and in Hittite) by means of the nasal dental is to be expected.
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diastratic factors.!” Also, in this case, a possible folk etymology connecting this
word to /ip-, ‘to lick”” may contribute to this adaptation. As for /, not , the example
of parita- is very isolated and from a different linguistic context, and we cannot
rule out the coexistence of dialectal variations in Mitanni Indo-Aryan. Moreover,
although the dialect of Rig Veda (considered the most ancient and nuclear) pre-
sented 7 as the result of */ and *r, words with / already appear in the oldest parts of
the RV (cf. Pinault 1987: 36-37).

Therefore, from a phonological point of view, the interpretation of lapana-
[lapana] as a loanword from lavand- would in my opinion be quite acceptable.

However, is an opposite direction of the borrowing possible? Can /avand- be a
loanword that arrived in Sanskrit Vedic from Luwian? Phonologically, this hypoth-
esis is equally acceptable: b [B] > v could be explained taking account of possible
dialectal articulations of Vedic v as a fricative, the Vedic dialect would show the
direct continuation of Luwian /, and for the retroflex n, it would be a spontaneous
cerebralization like the ones described by Mayrhofer (1968) (cf. supra). Of course,
once again, it would also be possible to resort to folk etymology, in this case to
explain some phonological adjustments in the Indo-Aryan word, in order to bring
the word closer to the root lav'-.

What makes this hypothesis more difficult to accept is the long journey of
lapana- from Anatolia to India. Note, however, that Witzel (2003) has traced a
context of cultural exchange in which this borrowing could have occurred, alt-
hough we would expect the loanword to appear in languages other than Vedic, and
this evidence is lacking. In any event, we cannot definitively rule out this hypothe-
sis if we take account of the problems related to the expression of ‘salt’ in Indo-
Aryan and, by extension, in Indo-Iranian. Reichelt (1924) showed clearly that it is
impossible to reconstruct a common Indo-Iranian word for ‘salt’: in fact, the PIE
stem *sal- which we find in most IE dialects (Greek dAg, Latin sal, Olr. salann,
Gothic salt, Latvian sals, OCS soli, Arm. af, Toch. A sale) is absent from Indo-
Iranian languages, which use different words for ‘salt’. Therefore, lavand- appears
only in Sanskrit and, as we have seen above, only in a later Vedic period."® This
isolated character of the form makes a foreign origin plausible, despite the etymol-
ogy proposed by Reichelt and accepted by Mayrhofer.

17. Cf. Spanish vater [bater] vs. giiisqui [gwiski], both loanwords from English words
beginning with [w]: water, whisky.

18. On lavand- and the rest of words for ‘salt’ in Sanskrit see the extensive study by Riccardi
(2015).
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At this point, it is not easy to decide on the direction of the borrowing. We
cannot apply the etymological criterion according to which the donor is the lan-
guage where the word can be etymologically explained (cf. Campbell 1998: 65), as
we have two etymologies of comparable value in Luwian and in Indo-Aryan. Tak-
ing into account the existence of other Indo-Aryan borrowings in Anatolia, I would
tend to favour the Indo-Aryan origin of the word, but I think that caution is in order
and that we should consider this case as doubtful. In any event, the semantic and
formal affinities between Luwian lapana- and Sanskrit /avand- seem to be too
strong to be considered a simple matter of chance.
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The Lycian toponym Kéopepa and the Anatolian wheat”

Valerio Pisaniello
Universita degli Studi di Verona

1. Introduction

In the Ethnika of Stephanus of Byzantium (6th c. CE), the Lycian city name
Kd&dpepa is attested, currently identified with the modern settlement of Gedelma.!
Here follows the text, from the most recent edition by Billerbeck (2014: 8):

Kdadpepa, molg Avkiog, dmowog OABiwv. Epunvedetal 6¢ Gitov EPVYHOC 1
TOMG. 10 £0vikov Kadpepeng.

‘Kadrema: city of Lycia, colony of the Olbians. The city is explained as “grain
parching”. The ethnicon is Kadremeus.’

Although the text does not explicitly say that Kadpepa is a Lycian name, it
seems reasonable to assume it.> According to Stephanus, the meaning of this city
name has to do with ‘grain’ (oit0g), but a philological problem involves the head

* This paper is a product of the project PALaC, “Pre-classical Anatolian Languages in
Contact”, which has received funding from the European Research Council (ERC) under the
European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation programme (Grant Agreement n° 757299).
Abbreviations follow the conventions of the Chicago Hittite Dictionary.

1. 12 km west of Kemer; cf. Sahin (2001: 147-151), Cevik (2008: 207).

2. See Kretschmer (1896: 322-323). Kalinka (1901: 114) also included Kadpepa in his index of
Lycian words.

Barcino. Monographica Orientalia 17 — Series Anatolica et Indogermanica 2 (2021) (ISBN: 978-84-9168-738-2)
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noun @pvyuds. Manuscripts® have the reading @uypdc, mistakenly replaced by
eyuog* in the Aldina edition (Manuzio 1502), also reprinted in the Giuntina (Giun-
ta 1521) and in Xylander’s edition (1568: 153). The correction @puyuodg ‘parching,
roasting’, found in van Berkel (1694: 434),> de Pinedo (1725: 343),° Dindorf
(1825: 229), Westermann (1839: 153), Meineke (1849: 346), and Billerbeck (2014:
8), was first suggested by Salmasius (apud van Berkel 1694).”

A different correction was suggested later by Neumann (1962: 207), who
thought of dpuyodg ‘excavation, pit, mine’, assuming that the initial sequence op-
may have been corrupted in @, because the meaning “Getreiderdstung” seems to be
unusual for a toponym and the practice of storing grain in pits was common in
ancient Asia Minor.

In what follows, I will first try to clarify the origin of this toponym, based on
the Anatolian data currently available and considering the different etymologies
suggested. I will then return to the text of Stephanus in the conclusion.®

2. Kadpeuo and Hitt. kant- ‘wheat’

Based on the meaning given by Stephanus of Byzantium, which concerns
‘grain’, the element kad- in the toponym Kdadpepo is compared by Neumann
(1962: 207-208) with the Hittite noun kant- ‘Einkorn wheat’,” assuming a “Na-

3. On the tradition of Stephanus of Byzantium, cf. Diller (1938) and Billerbeck (2006: 5*-49%*).

4. Not pprypog, as mistakenly noted by Meineke (1849: 346) and reported by Neumann (1962:
207), Tischler (1977-1983/K: 486), and Zgusta (1984: 211 fn. 217). The Aldina edition (Manuzio
1502) is treated as codicis instar by Meineke, but its text seems to depend on manuscript N (=
Neapolitanus II1.AA.18; cf. Billerbeck 2006: 24*-25%).

5. Also cf. his Latin translation: “CADREMA, urbs Lyciae, Olbiorum colonia. Nomen Urbis
frumenti siccitatem denotat. Gentile, Cadramensis”.

6. The text has ¢rypdg, but with the note “Lege oitov @puyndg”, hence the Latin translation:
“CADREMA, urbs Lyciae, Olbiorum colonia: interpretatur vero frumenti siccitas. Civitas. Gentile,
Cadremeus”.

7. Cf. van Berkel (1694: 434-435 fn. 25): “Pessimo errore in omnibus vulgatis excusum legitur
orypdg, sed meliorem vocem ex MSS revocavimus”. Also note Holste (1684: 153-154): “MSS. pro
orypog legunt uypdc. Unde Cl. Salmasius putabat legendum, @poypog. Saltem aliquo sensu: nam in
vulgata est nullus”.

8. I will not consider in this paper the mount name Cadra occurring in Tac. Ann. 6.41 (cf.
Zgusta 1984: 212).

9. See Hoffner (1974: 69-73) for the meaning. The etymology of Hitt. kant- is controversial and
it is generally regarded as an Indo-Iranian loanword or a Wanderwort (cf. Avest. gantuma ‘wheat’,
Skt. godhiima “wheat’, and possibly Gr. y6v8poc ‘wheat groats’, Toch. A kanti [a kind of bread], and
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salreduktion™.!® The final -gpa is explained as an abstract suffix, matching Hitt.
-ima or Luw. -ama-. Because its Greek cognate suffix is -puoc, either gpuypog or
opuyunog would also provide a formal match, as far as derivational morphology is
concerned (cf. Neumann 1962: 207 fn. 10). The underlying Lycian form might thus
be a compound (something like Gr. *cttoppuyudc) or a deverbative noun (like Gr.
otiopog < owifo ‘to feed’), although both solutions are regarded as not entirely
satisfactory.
However, Neumann’s hypothesis presents two major formal problems:!!

1) the “Nasalreduktion” is problematic, because the outcome of */Vnt/ is regu-
larly /Vt/ = [Vd] in Lycian,'?> which is adapted as <Vv&> in Greek.!* Therefore,
were the base of Kadpepo connected with the Hittite noun kant-, the toponym
would be very unlikely to be Lycian, because the Lycian expected base would be
*kat- (> Gr. xovd-); !4

2) the <p> remains unexplained: were Kadpepo a compound, it should belong
to its second member, which is not positively recognisable, while an explanation as
a deverbative noun in -gpo would recommend its belonging to the base, which
therefore could hardly match Hitt. kant-.

Therefore, a different base should probably be posited.

Ugar. hndrt), which does not exclude an ultimate Indo-European origin (see especially Tischler 1977-
1983/K: 486, Puhvel 1997/K: 56, and Rieken 1999: 45, with references).

10. Neumann (1962: 207 fn. 12, with references) notes that such a phenomenon seems to occur
before a dental stop in Pamphylian (e.g. névte > mede). The same phenomenon would also be attested
in the Lycian toponym xadawati- ‘Kadyanda’, which, according to Neumann (1962: 208), matches
Hitt. *kant-want- ‘weizenreich’ (see also Neumann 1969: 378, while Rieken 1999: 45 reconstructs a
preform *g(")ont-went-). See also Tischler (1977-1983/K: 486) and Puhvel (1997/K: 56).

11. See also Schiirr (2014: 759).

12. Cf. Melchert (1994: 308-310).

13. See data in Réveilhac (2018: 403-407).

14. The hypothesis of a Pamphylian origin would perhaps remain available, because, according
to Stephanus of Byzantium, Kadrema was a colony of Olbia, which was located in western Pamphylia
(cf. Zgusta 1984: 211 fn. 216; see also Adak 2006). However, it would be problematic to connect
Lyc. xadawdti- ‘Kadyanda’ to the same root: note the regular outcome /at/ < */ant/ in the suffix, while
Lyc. <d> (= /0/) in the base should be the outcome of PA */d/ (cf. Melchert 1994: 289). Indeed,
according to Melchert (2004: 80), the base of xadawadti- rather matches Hitt. *hatar (see below).
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3. Kadpeua, Lyc. xadriina, and Hitt. hat(t)ar

The toponym Kédpepa has been connected by Kluge (1910: 115) with the Ly-
cian word xadriina,'® occurring in the inscription TL 150 from Rhodiapolis, in the
following context:

(8) ... xssénzijaje : hberuse (9) zasani : xadriina : uhazata : kumezeine
‘xadriina yearly offerings are due to Xsséfizija’s relatives’ to worship.’!®

Previous interpretations by Torp (1898: 39) and Meriggi (1930: 459)!7 regard-

ed xadriina as a numeral, ‘four’,'® while Carruba (1974: 590) suggested a compari-

son with Hitt. hatrae- ‘to write’ (“la quota annuale (fissata per) iscritto), though
not excluding a connection with the stem /at- ‘to dry up’. According to Melchert
(2004: 80), xadriina is explained as an adjective in *-wann(i)- derived from an

unattested Lycian noun *xadar,'” matching Hitt. *hatar, which should be the read-

ing hidden behind the Sumerographic spelling ZiZ-tar “spelt’,?* as previously sug-

gested by Watkins (1973: 191-192 fn. 5). Therefore, xadriina uhazata would mean
‘yearly offerings of grain’ (vel sim.).”!

It should be noted that a Hittite word Aat(f)ar meaning a kind of cereal actual-
ly exists, although it cannot correspond to ZiZ-tar.?> Such a noun may be regarded

15. Kluge (1910: 115): “kadriina nur hier [scil. in TL 150, 9] St. B. kédpepo = (oitov epuypog).
(Kal.); der Name ist jedenfalls Eigenname und auch, wenn nicht Stadtname, so doch Ethnikon”. The
term may also be a place name according to Schiirr (2014: 759 fn. 41). See also Carruba (1974: 582 fn. 9).

16. Translation based on the grammatical analysis by Yakubovich in the eDiAna corpus (L.
Yakubovich (ed.), Provisional annotation of the Lycian corpus, https:/www.ediana.gwi.uni-
muenchen.de/corpus.php, visited on 2020-11-03).

17. Cf. his translation: “dem Ksséizija ...... vier (quaterna) uhazata zu bezahlen”.

18. Meriggi compared kbisiine/i- and trisiine/i-, currently explained as compounds with -siine-
(= Hitt. zéna- ‘autumn’) as second member, i.e. ‘two-years-old’ and ‘three-years-old’ respectively
(see Melchert 2004: 31, 70, with references).

19. Melchert however adds: “but use of suffix would be unique”. A different possibility could
involve the Lycian cognate of the Luwian suffix -anna/i-, forming both diminutives and possessive
adjectives secondarily substantivized, e.g. Luw. :kantannal/i- ‘having wheat’ > ‘wheat-field’ (cf.
Melchert 2003: 196; on Luw. :kantanna/i- see also Starke 1995: 116-117 fn. 226). See however
Schiirr (2014: 759 fn. 41), who tentatively regards xadriina as a toponym: “Der Vergleich mit Ariina
= Xanthos < Awarna konnte aber eine Analyse yad-riina nahelegen”.

20. See Melchert (2004: 80) s.v. Xadawati-.

21. The meaning ‘of grain’ is also dubitatively accepted by Yakubovich in the eDiAna corpus.

22. As Watkins (1975: 185) notes, Hitt. hattar cannot be the reading of the Sumerogram ZiZ,
which is a heteroclitic r/n-stem (attested forms include nom.-acc.sg. ZiZ-tar, gen.sg. ZiZ-na-as,
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as a good comparandum for the base of Lyc. xadriina.** While the correspondence
between Lyc. x and Hitt. 4 is not problematic,?* Lyc. d (= /8/)** would require a PA
*/d/, which cannot be safely reconstructed for the preform of Hitt. sat(¢f)ar. Indeed,
for the Hittite word, the following spellings are attested:?

ha-a-tar- Bo 3123 iv 6' (OH/OS)
ha-a-a[t-tar- KBo 25.79 iv’ 6’ (OH/OS)
ha-a-at-tar'(KUR)-  1BoT 2.93 rev. 13’ (OH/LNS)
ha-at-tar- KUB 42.107 iii’ 10’ (OH/NS)
ha-at-tar KBo 11.14 1 6 (OH/NS)
ha-a-tar KBo 13.119 iii 21' (MHY/NS)

As can be seen, this noun is mostly spelled with <tt>, which points to an orig-
inal voiceless *f according to the Sturtevant’s Law,?’ although two occurrences
with single <t> are found.?® The issue is relevant for the etymology of the word: if
the original form was ha-a-tar, i.e. /hadar/, it would be possible to connect this
word to the Hittite verb Aat- ‘to dry up’ (< PIE *h,0d-), consistently spelled with a

dat.sg. ZiZ-ni), because the two nouns occur in the same list of cereals: KBo 11.14 i 6 ZiZ-tar se-ep-
pi-it par-hu-u-e-na-as e-wa-an kar-as ha-at-tar (7) zi-na-il ku-u-ti-ya-an (see also Rieken 1999: 315
fn. 1527). As mentioned, before knowing of the existence of the noun Aattar, Watkins (1973: 191-192
fn. 5) himself proposed that *hatar (= Lat. ador) could be the Hittite reading of ZIZ. Note that
sometimes hattar is still indicated as the Hittite reading of ZIZ; cf. e.g. Tischler (2001: 47, 268),
Hagenbuchner (2002: 6), HW? H: 343 s.v. harsanant-, 367 s.v. PYSharsi, 372 s.v. PUOharsiyalli- (but
not s.v. hat(f)ar in Lief. 18: *3), and Weeden (2011: 651) (referring to the HW?), besides
aforementioned Melchert (2004: 80) s.v. Xadawati. According to the HW? H s.v. hat(f)ar (Lief. 18:
#3-*5), the noun may correspond instead to the Sumerogram GU.TUR ‘pea’, lentil”. On ZIZ in
Anatolia see especially Hoffner (1974: 65-69) and Del Monte (1995: 126-129).

23. See also Neumann (2007: 109).

24. Cf. Melchert (1994: 286). See also Réveilhac (2018: 329-333).

25. Cf. Réveilhac (2018: 312-316).

26. Cf. Tischler (1977-1983/A-K: 220), Puhvel (1991/H: 247), Rieken (1999: 314), HW? H
Lief. 18: *3-*5, Pozza (2011: 173) (but ha-at-ta-ra-an in KUB 32.117+ iii 16’, 17’ probably does not
belong here).

27. 1 follow the traditional interpretation of the intervocalic single vs. geminate spelling
opposition in terms of voice (<VttV> = /t/ < PIE *¢ vs. <VtV> = /d/ < PIE *d®), as first suggested by
Sturtevant (1932). For a different explanation in terms of consonantal length (<VttV> = /tt/ vs.
<VtV>) = /t/) see Kloekhorst (2016), recently rejected by Simon (2020).

28. Also note that sa-a-tar in KBo 13.119 iii 21’ occurs in a very broken and unclear context, so
that its belonging here remains uncertain (cf. Berman 1972: 85).
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single dental stop.?’ Such a derivation from /at- would be very attractive because it
would allow the connection of Hitt. ha#(f)ar with the Latin noun ador ‘coarse
grain, spelt’, which has been traced back by Watkins (1973) to the same PIE root,*
given that the Hittite verb hat- also referred to drying of cereals.>! However, Wat-
kins (1975: 184-186) himself excluded that Hitt. hattar, written with <tt>, could
match Lat. ador, and he envisaged a connection with Lat. dater ‘black’, assuming
that Hitt. sattar may perhaps denote something like black beans. He did not know
of the occurrence of sa-a-tar- in Bo 3123 iv 6, but only of the one in KBo 13.119
iii 21’, very uncertain due to the fragmentary context.

According to Rieken (1999: 314), the different spellings point to an original
form hattar, which would exclude a derivation from the verb hat- ‘to dry up’. The
connection with Lat. ater envisaged by Watkins (1975) is also regarded as a mere
“Anklangsetymologie”, which cannot be proven until the specific type of cereal is
determined. Therefore, she suggests the belonging of sattar to Hitt. hatt- ‘to pierce,
to strike’ (< PIE *het-/*hsot-), comparing Hitt. kar(a)s- ‘emmer wheat’ < PIE
*glers- ‘to pierce, to bristle’ (cf. Lat. hordeum).’

As to the kind of formation, attested forms do not allow the determination of
whether fat(f)ar belonged to the r-stems or to the heteroclitic #/n-class, so that
Rieken (1999: 315) reconstructs: (1) on one hand, either *hse-hst-ro-, if hattar is
cognate of Lat. ater, or *hsot-ro-, if it belongs to hatt- ‘to pierce’ (cf. *hatra- in
hatrae- ‘to write’); (2) on the other hand, either *h,éh.t-y/-n- or hot-y/*hsét-n-.

In my view, the possibility of a derivation from }at- ‘to dry up’ cannot be en-
tirely excluded, because spellings with simple <t> are actually attested, already in
0S,* although they seem to be less frequent (but we are only dealing with six oc-

29. Cf. Puhvel (1991/H: 247-248) and Hajnal (1995: 34 n. 20). On Hitt. hat- see also Tischler
(1977-1983/A-K: 213-214), HW? A: 478-482, Kloekhorst (2008: 328-329).

30. See also Poetto (1976) and de Vaan (2008: 25) (with further comparison with Arm. hat
‘grain’, hacar ‘barley’, and Got. atisk ‘grainfield”). The noun is explained by Watkins (1975: 183) as
a collective *hzed-or ‘dry stuff’ (cf. *wed-or ‘wet stuff” = ‘water’), while Poetto (1976: 158-160)
reconstructs a neuter s-stem *ados. In de Vaan (2008: 25) both solutions are offered: “Lat. ador
probably reflects a neuter collective *ad-os or *ad-or”.

31. See e.g. 3 PA. *eras.* ZI.DA ZIZ ha-a-ta-an-da-as, ‘three parisu of meal of dried spelt’
(IBoT 2.93 obv. 12') and ... Z]i.DA-a§ ha-a-ta-an ma-al-la-an, ‘[... of me]al dried (and) milled’
(KBo 16.78+1 8').

32. Cf. also Puhvel (1997/K: 75) and Kloekhorst (2008: 444-445), which reconstructs *g"ersd"-.

33. However, according to Kloekhorst (2014: 263), ha-a-tar in Bo 3123 should be probably
emended to ha-a<-at>-tar.
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currences, to my knowledge).** Therefore, as a working hypothesis, I would tenta-
tively assume that the spelling with single <t> may reflect the original form, while
the one with <tt> could be a later — although still ancient — development, possibly
through para-etymological association with the verb hatt- ‘to pierce’, although, of
course, there is no evidence of this, and the opposite path — i.e. from original hdattar
to hdatar via possible para-etymological association with hat- ‘to dry up’ — would
be perfectly conceivable. Such a solution would provide a good cognate for Lat.
ador as well as a good base for both Lyc. xadriina and Kadpepa. Indeed, the ele-
ment Kadp- in the Greek form seems to perfectly reflect the Lycian base xadr®
found in xadriina, given the consistent correspondence between Lyc. <x> and Gr.
<k> and Lyc. <d> and Gr. <8>.*° The Lycian toponym may thus be reconstructed
as *xadrmme.>®

Of course, one cannot entirely exclude the possibility that two similar but dif-
ferent Hittite words — hdttar (= GU.TUR?) and *hatar (= ZiZ-tar) — existed, the
latter matching the base of the Lycian words we are dealing with, but such a solu-
tion finds no confirmation so far.

Possibly related to the same noun is Lyc. x88ase (TL 131, 4), whose form and
meaning are, however, not entirely clear. According to Neumann (1974: 113-114),
the sequence should be analysed as an adjective x680a < *xadahi- < *xad(a)-
“Getreide” (= Hitt. kant-)*" and the conjunction se, while Carruba (1974: 582) sug-
gested a derivation from *hatassi- “cio che € secco, disseccato” (> ‘fodder’) from
the root hat- ‘to dry up’, without a conclusive explanation for the suffix -se (he
invoked *hatasast/k/hali- or *hatassanza as possible “Luwian” preforms). Hajnal
(1995: 34 n. 20) follows Neumann’s analysis, but connecting Lyc. *xada- (i.e.
*/had-a-/) to Hitt. hattar, both < *hdd-ro- “das getrocknete (sc. Getreide)”, with the
loss of final - in Lycian. Finally, Melchert (2004: 85) explains xffase as a dat.-

34. Also consider that, according to some scholars, Sturtevant’s Law cannot be regarded as
entirely reliable, because some Hittite words show consistent spellings that do not correspond to the
expected outcomes, and examples of alternation between single and geminate stops in the same stem
can be sometimes found (cf. e.g. Pozza (2011: 700-713), who also recalls Sturtevant’s (1932: 1) own
remark: “this tendency can rarely be used to determine the truth of an etymology”). However, most of
the alleged problematic examples can be explained in different ways (see e.g. Kloekhorst 2014: 543-
596), so that this cannot really represent an argument.

35. Cf. Réveilhac (2018: 312-316, 321-323).

36. For -gpa, with vowel <¢>, matching Lyc. -mme after /t/, cf. Lyc. Traimile/i = Gr. Tpepuheig
(besides Teppitat). Also cf. perhaps the Lycian city name *xuxrmme, indirectly attested in the
ethnonym xuxrmmezi in the inscription N 337, which is however connected by Eichner (apud
Christiansen 2012: 148-151) to the Hittite personal name Huharmati.

37. Note however that Lyc. x usually matches Hitt. /.
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loc.sg. of an abstract/collective stem x68as- (etymology and meaning not provid-
ed).®

4. The suffix -suo.

Now that we have made it clear that a base matching Hitt. sd(f)tar is probably
more fitting than kant-, the issue of the suffix remains to be addressed. As men-
tioned, according to Neumann (1962: 207), -epo could represent the Lycian cog-
nate of the Hittite abstract suffix -(i)ma- and Luwian -(a)ma/i-,* but this is not the
only possibility.

In fact, the toponym Kadépepa, allegedly Lyc. *xadrmme, may theoretically
reflect at least three possible formations attested in Luwian:*°

1) a common gender noun built with the suffix -(a)ma/i- (< *-mo-), which
forms action nouns from verbs (e.g. lalamali- ‘receipt’ < lala- ‘to take’), while the
corresponding Hittite suffix -(i)ma- was also extended to adjectival bases (cf.
Hoffner — Melchert 2008: 58-59);*

2) an original adjective built with the suffix -ama/i- (< *-mo-), which forms
adjectives of appurtenance from nouns (e.g. “UmasSanamali-, a cultic functionary,
lit. ‘belonging to god’** < massanali- ‘god’);

3) an original adjective built with the participial suffix -m(m)a/i- (Lyc. -meli-),**
which was also secondarily extended to noun bases to form possessive adjectives
(e.g. pihammali- ‘imbued with splendour’ < *piha- ‘splendour’).**

In my view, the second and the third solutions seem to be the best ones, while
I would exclude the first possibility, an abstract noun in -(a)ma/i-. Of these stems,

38. See also Neumann (2007: 135-136, with further explanations).

39. According to Starke (1990: 296: 1010), Luwic languages do not show a cognate of the
Hittite suffix -(i)ma-, because Luw. -mman- and Lyc. -mma-, with a geminate nasal, point to a
different suffix, which also derives nouns from verbs (see Starke 1990: 243-299). However, Melchert
(1993: iv; 2014: 208) rightly pointed out that Luwian actually shows a deverbative animate suffix -
(a)mali-, with single /m/, matching Hitt. -(i)ma- (see already Laroche 1956).

40. Cf. Melchert (2003: 195) and Melchert (2014: 206-209).

41. On this suffix, see also Oettinger (2001).

42. See now the entry by A.H. Bauer and Zs. Simon in the eDiAna dictionary
(https://www.ediana.gwi.uni-muenchen.de/dictionary.php?lemma=1278).

43. This suffix is the outcome of *-mn-a-, based on the suffix -mman (< *-men) that forms
neuter action nouns from verbs (cf. Melchert 2003: 197, Melchert 2014: 207).

44. A Lycian example may be Tesmmi-, denoting a divine agent, which, according to Melchert
(2004: 64), is probably a “direct denominative to tese-, not participle”.
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Lycian surely shows participles, while the presence of the other two classes is more
difficult to assess.

5. Conclusion

Taking it for granted that Stephanus’ words on the Lycian city Kdadpeua
meaning something connected to grain are reliable, assuming i.e. that it is not a
folk etymology,* the toponym can be explained as a derivative of the Lycian cog-
nate of Hittite 4at(¢)ar (a kind of cereal), *xada(r)* or the like (probably indirectly
attested in the derivative xadriina in TL 150), while previous connections with the
Lycian cognate of Hittite kant- should be rejected on phonetic grounds, because the
lack of expected /n/ in the Greek form and the unexpected presence of /r/ cannot be
accounted for.

As to the suffix, at least two possibilities remain available: Kadpepa (=
*xadrmme) may represent either an original denominative appurtenance adjective
in -amali- (‘of grain’), although such a noun class, certainly existing in Luwian, has
not been clearly identified in Lycian, or an adjective built with the participial suffix
-m(m)ali- (Lyc. -meli-), secondarily extended to a noun base (‘having grain’).*’

While the Lycian etymology of Kd&dpepa, although not entirely clear, may be
not very problematic, its exact meaning according to Stephanus remains quite ques-
tionable because of a philological problem. ®vyuog, transmitted by codices, cannot
be accepted. Both Salmasius’ ¢@puyudg ‘parching, roasting” and Neumann’s
opuyudc ‘pit’ are quite economic amendments, and both words are actually attest-
ed, the first one in Hesychius’ Lexicon (¢ 947: ppoyudv- kavowv), the second one
in an inscription from Thebes on Mykale, in Ionia (acc.pl. Tob¢ dpvypove, IK Pri-
ene 415, mid 4th c. BC), although the most common form is pvyua, -otoc.

45. Such a possibility obviously exists. In this case, one should think to a different etymology
for Kadpepo. Comparison with Hitt. hatrae- ‘to write’ may seem attractive, but <t> would be
expected in Lycian, which is consistently adapted as <t> in Greek, except when it follows a nasal,
where <6> is found (cf. Réveilhac 2018: 309-311). In any case, of course, Stephanus’ explanation
seems to imply the existence of a Lycian word *xada(r) (vel sim.) meaning ‘grain’ or the like, even if
it was not the actual base of the toponym Kédpepo.

46. Note that single consonants are generally lost in Lycian in final position (cf. Melchert 1994:
323), but final /r/ may have been preserved in derivative stems like xadrina and *xadrmme =
Kadpepo (many thanks to H.C. Melchert for this remark).

47. One may also try to explain Kadpepo as an action noun directly derived from the Lycian
cognate of Hittite verb Aat- (= ‘drying’), but the presence of /r/ would remain unexplained.
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From a semantic point of view, ‘grain pit’ may appear as more appropriate for
a toponym than ‘grain parching’, but the physical and climatic characteristics of the
area — were the identification with Gedelma correct — rather seem to suggest the
latter explanation:

“Eine solche Erklarung des Wortes [scil. Neumann’s citov opvyudc] ist aber
wegen des feuchten Bodens des lykisch-pamphylischen Gebiets kaum vorstellbar.
Andererseits sind die traditionellen Getreidespeicher dieser Region Holzbauten, die
heute im Lande noch {iiberall im Gebrauch sind. Bleiben wir dagegen in der
Konjektur oitov ¢@poypde, so wirde Gedelma fiir die FEigenschaft einer
‘Getreidedarre’ gut in Frage kommen. Denn das Dorf liegt in einem von
Felswinden der hohen Bergen umschlossenen Bergkessel [...], wo die Luft durch
Riickstrahlung der Hitze sehr heil und ziemlich trocken ist. Ferner weht der
Fallwind [...] direkt iber den Bergkessel von Gedelma hiniiber in die Schlucht von
Kesme Bogazi hinunter, so daB in dem Ort giinstige klimatische Einfliisse
entstehen, die dafiir sorgen, dal das Getreide in der Aufbewahrung nicht
schimmelt, sondern griindlich getrocknet wird (Sahin 2001: 148).”

Furthermore, while I was not able to find any context in which dpvyua is as-
sociated with the storage of cereals, the verb @pOyw, base of the derivative
@pLYHOG, actually means ‘to parch’ or ‘to roast’ (despite Hesychius’ kabdotv, which
seems to only point to a burning process) and also referred to cereals.*®

As a final remark, if Hitt. hat(f)ar, presumably matching the base of the Lyci-
an city name Kddpepa, actually derives from Aat- ‘to dry up’, one cannot help but
notice the curious coincidence that Stephanus’ explanation of the toponym as citov
@puyuog (assuming that Salmasius’ emendation is correct) calls into question the
parching process. Of course, it could actually be just a coincidence; however, I
would not entirely exclude the possibility that a trace of an (alleged) original ety-
mological connection may have survived and been somehow transmitted to Steph-
anus’ sources.

48. Cf. e.g. meppuypuévag kpBdg, ‘parched barley’, in Thuc. 6.22.
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The Letoon Trilingual revisited:
some notes on the ‘King of Kaunos’

Mariona Vernet
Universitat de Barcelona — IPOA

1. Introduction. The theonyms in the Letoon trilingual

This paper will focus on the Letoon trilingual, in particular on the main the-
onym documented there, the ‘King of Kaunos’. First, I carry out a philological
analysis of this god name in the Lycian, Greek and Aramaic versions (§2). Second,
I centre on the Aramaic inscription in order to offer a fuller analysis of this the-
onym, taking into account the correspondences of the place name ‘Kaunos’ and the
gentilic ‘Kaunian’ in the epichoric languages (Carian and Lycian) as a basis for
further study. Then (§3), I give a new morphological explanation for the sequence
in Aramaic KNDWS “LH? KBYDSY /Kandawats *laha Kbidsay/ ‘Kandawats, the
god of Kaunos’: in my view, the word KBYDSY /Kbid3ay/ should be analysed as a
recharacterization of the Carian place name of ‘Kaunos’ in genitive singular fol-
lowed by the Aramaic gentilic suffix in -Y. Finally (§4), I compare this Aramaic
sequence with some parallel passages found in the Greek inscriptions from Cos and
Kaunos, which record ‘Baciiémg Kavvov tod 0eod’ (‘the King of Kaunos, the
god’) and ‘Bactiémg tod Oeod’ (‘the King, the god’).

As is well known, the Letoon trilingual, written in Lycian, Greek and Arama-

! was made in order to establish a new cult among the Xanthians and their

ic,

1. The Lycian and Greek versions of the trilingual were inscribed on the two widest faces of the
stele, but the Aramaic inscription appears on one of its narrow sides and is considerably shorter than

Barcino. Monographica Orientalia 17 — Series Anatolica et Indogermanica 2 (2021) (ISBN: 978-84-9168-738-2)
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neighbours: the worship of two deities, the Kaunian King and Arkkazuma the king.*
In the curse in the final paragraph the trilingual also mentions the local divinities,
of which archaeological evidence has been found in the sanctuary of Letoon: Leto
and her children (Artemis and Apollo), and the nymphs.® In Aramaic, instead of
Apollo we find the theonym HSatrapati (‘Lord of Power’), a hapax legomenon of
Iranian origin. The use of Hsatrapati instead of Apollo in the Aramaic inscription
has been a matter of debate among scholars. This theonym may be the first instance
of the Apollo-Mithra syncretism (Dupont-Sommer 1974 and Mayrhofer 1979:
185).4

2. The ‘King of Kaunos’ in context

Leaving these divinities aside, I will focus my attention on the main deity of
the trilingual, the King of Kaunos, for which we do not have any archaeological
evidence. Let us see first how this theonym appears in the three inscriptions of the
trilingual. In the three versions, the ‘Kaunian King’ is always followed by the name
of another divinity, the god ‘ArKKazuma’, of controversial origin and unknown
identification.’

The first reference to these two theonyms appears at the beginning of part 2 of
the inscription, that is, at the beginning of the decree itself.® Let us look at the name
of these divinities in context:’

its Lycian and Greek counterparts. From a palaeographical point of view, both the Lycian and the
Greek versions are extremely well written and meticulously inscribed in stoichedon style. This cannot
be said of the Aramaic version, which does not follow this style and even contains some epigraphical
errors and a less accurate ductus (Dupont-Sommer 1974: 134-135 and 1979: 163-165).

2. Two dates have been proposed for the inscription: 358 BC (according to Dupont-Sommer
1974: 135 and 1979: 166; Teixidor 1978: 181) and 337 BC (according to Badian 1977).

3. From an archaeological point of view, the sanctuary of Letoon contains three temples from
the Hellenistic period dedicated to Leto, Artemis and Apollo. But according to Metzger (1979), there
are archaeological remains from the fifth/fourth centuries BC (Lycian and Persian period) when the
Letoon Trilingual was written: a first temple, and a sacred fountain dating from the fifth century BC.

4. But the oddity of this hapax legomenon has not been satisfactorily explained. In my view, the
scribe who wrote the name Hsatra-pati in the Letoon Trilingual may have been influenced by a very
similar passage in the Xanthos Stele (TL44c) (see Vernet 2021).

5. As Laroche (1979) and Lemaire (1995) suggested, however, it seems very likely that Lyc.
ArKKazuma (Gr. Apkeoipa) is of Carian origin; however, this issue needs further research and I will
not explore it further here.

6. The Letoon trilingual clearly shows three different parts shared by the three inscriptions: (1) a
preamble (corresponding to L. 1-6a, G. 1-5a and A. 1-5), (2) the decree itself (corresponding to L 6b-
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L.

1. ubedg : arus : sejepewétlmméi : arfi-

2. ndi : mmaité : kummezijé : 60€ : xitawa-
3.ti : xbidéiini : sejarKKazuma : xfita-

4. wati : séiinait€ : kumazu : mahana : eb-

“and the Xanthian perioikoi built a sacrificial installation/dedication to the
King of Kaunos and Arggazuma the king” (transl. of Melchert 2018).

G.

5. mv Aptepniw. "Edoée on Eavbiot-
6. G Kol T0i¢ TEPLoiKoLg idpHoach-

7. o1 Popov Baciiel Kovviot kot Ap-
8. xeowat, Kol eflovto iepéa -

“the Xanthians and the perioikoi decided to erect an altar/shrine for the Basil-
eus Kaunios and Arkesimas” (my transl.)

A.

6. "T'STW BSLY "WRN

7. K/DR/NP? LMBD LKNDWS
8.’LH? KBYDSY WKNWTH

“The ‘citizens’ of Orna have contemplated instituting a cult/making a chapel
(?) to the god Kandawats Caunian and his colleagues” (transl. of Lemaire
1995: 430)

According to these three passages, these two divinities correspond exactly to:

34a, G 5b-32a, A 6-20), and (3) the final paragraph or curse (corresponding to L 34b-41, G 32b-35
and A 20-27).

7. In this article I will follow the canonical editions of the Letoon trilingual. For Lycian, I will
follow Laroche (1979) (taking into account the two epigraphical emendations observed by Adiego in
2012). In the case of the Greek version, I will follow the canonical edition of Metzger (1979). As for
the Aramaic text, in addition to the edition by Dupont-Sommer of 1979 (and his preliminary edition
of 1974), the edition of Lemaire (1995) should also be mentioned since it provides new readings and
interpretations of the inscription. I will use the edition of Lemaire (1995), but in the instances in
which different readings exist, I will also mention the edition of Dupont-Sommer (1974 and 1979).
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Lyec. (1. 7b-9a) xiitawati : xbidéfini : sejarKKazuma : xfitawati (in dat.)
“to the King Caunian and Arkkazuma the king”

Gr. (1. 7-8) Baowiel Kovviot kai Apkeotpon (in dat.)

“to the Basileus Kaunios and Arkesimas”

Aram. (1. 7b-8) L-KNDWS *LH? KBYDSY WKNWTH (preceded by the prep.

le- “t0”)

“to the god Kandawats Caunian and his colleagues” lit. “to Kandawats, the
god, the Caunian and his colleagues” (transl. of Lemaire 1995: 430)

The other passages in which these two theonyms appear are the following:®

I
Lyec. (1. 17b-18a) xiitawatehi : xbid€finehi : sejarKKazumahi (in nom. pl.)

“(And the buildings/structures are of/belong to) the King of Kaunos and Ar-
ggazuma” (transl. of Melchert 2018)

Gr. (1. 15b-16) Baciiéwc Kavviov kai Apkeoipo

“(and all that surrounds this field and the houses in order to be (possession)) of
the Basileus Kaunios and Arkesimas” (my transl.)

Aram. (1. 12) L-KNDWS ’LH? (preceded by the prep. /e- ‘to’)

“(and there is a property which the ‘citizens’ of Orna gave) to the god Kanda-
wats” (transl. of Lemaire 1995: 430)

I
Lyc. (I. 23b-25a) xfitawataha : xbidafinaha : serKKazumaha (in nom. pl., with

the correction of Adiego 2012)

8. With I, IT and III T would like to refer to three clearly differentiated passages of the trilingual,

together with its correspondences in Lycian, Greek and Aramaic.
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“(And they made sacred as belonging to) the King of Kaunos and to Argga-
zuma (however much is written on this stele)” (transl. of Melchert 2018)

Gr. (1. 22b-23a) Baoctléwc Kavviov kai Apkeotipa

“(and all that has been inscribed in the stele, all has been consecrated in order
to be) of the Basileus Kaunios and Arkesimas” (my transl.)

Aram. (this passage is not documented)

11
Lyc. (28b-29a) xfitawati : xbidéfni : sejerKKazuma (in dat. sg.)

“(One shall sacrifice monthly as a rite with a sacrificial sheep and as a yearly
offering with a steer) to the King of Kaunos and Arggazuma” (transl. of
Melchert 2018)

Gr. (1. 29b-30a) 101g Be0ig TOVTOIG

“(and the Xanthians and perioikoi will do exactly all what is inscribed in the
stele) for these gods” (my transl.)

Aram. (1. 16) L-KNDWS ’LH? (preceded by the prep. /e- ‘to’)

“(This priest will sacrifice) to the god Kandawats (a sheep for the new moon)”
(transl. of Lemaire 1995: 430)

In the Aramaic version the theonym appears documented on two more occa-
sions, but not in the corresponding passages of the Lycian and Greek versions:

A. (1. 21) KNDWS ?LH?
A. (1. 22b-23%) KNDWS ’LH? WKNWTH®

9. Notice, however that in the last example, KNDWS is written with samekh and not tsadé. I
think that the variation in KNDWS/S should be considered just as a scribal error. If we look at the
Aramaic inscription in more detail, we see that the word for KNDWS appears in four passages (1. 12,
16, 21 and 22), whereas the variant with samekh (KNDWS) appears in only one (1. 22). Bearing in
mind that the Aramaic inscription contains several palaecographical errors (Dupont-Sommer 1974:
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“(Furthermore, if ever someone takes (anything) away from) the god Kanda-
wats (or from this priest, let him be taken away by the) god Kandawats and his
colleagues” (transl. of Lemaire 1995: 430)

In the next section, I will focus on the name ‘King of Kaunos’ and discuss this
theonym from a morphological and etymological point of view.

3. The ‘King of Kaunos’: a morphological and etymological analysis

Taking the first passage as an example for my analysis, we can deduce from
these correspondences that the first theonym in Lycian, xitawati xbidénni ‘the
King of Kaunos’ (lit. ‘the King Kaunian’), is composed by a substantive in dative,
xatawati, the word for ‘king’ in Lycian, and an ethnic adjective also in dative,
xbidénni ‘Kaunian’ (< xbide- ‘Kaunos’ + gentilic suffix -7ini). In the Greek inscrip-
tion we find an exact correspondence of the Lycian nominal syntagm translated
into Greek, also in dative: Boowlel Kavvimi. Aramaic shows KNDWS °LH?
KBYDSY /Kandawats *laha Kbidsay/'® which literally means ‘Kandawats, the
god, the Kaunian’ which at first sight seems to follow Lycian x7itawati xbidénni
‘the King Kaunian’ very closely. As we have seen in the case of Greek (which
translates the Lycian word for ‘king’, x7itawati into ‘BaciAel” ‘king’), Aramaic
could have also translated the Lycian word x7sitawati into MLK", the word for
‘king’ in Aramaic. In fact, this word MLK? ‘king’ appears in the second line of the
Aramaic version (RTHSSS MLK” ‘Artaxerxes, the King’). But the Aramaic scribe
seems to have deliberately avoided this, preferring to maintain the epichoric name
kndws instead of MLK". In my view, one possible reason for this would be the fact
that the use of the title ‘King’ for a god is practically non-existent in Phoenician
and Aramaic inscriptions. Instead, the term ‘Lord’ or ‘Lady’ (Ba‘al, Ba‘alat) ap-
plied to a deity in the northwest Semitic inscriptions of the first millennium B.C.
played a very important role (see Teixidor 1978: 183). According to this, the Ara-

134-135 and 1979: 163-165), in this case, we can consider that the case of KNDWS with samekh
should be interpreted in the same way: that is, as a scribal mistake.

10. As is well known, Aramaic used a consonantal alphabet. The vocalization of the Aramaic
words, like in the case of Hebrew, came much later, from the vocalization Masoretes did in order to
fix the holy text (6th-10th centuries CE). But even in this case, through the comparative grammar, the
internal reconstruction, the transcriptions of the Aramaic words in other languages (such as Neo-
Assyrian, Greek, etc.), and even the use of the matres lectionis in Aramaic, we can assume how the
vocalisation in Aramaic was (see Lipinski 1997: 87-92). In this article I will use the canonical
vocalization of Aramaic used by scholars such as Lipinski (1997) and Segert (1990).
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maic scribe preferred not to translate KNDWS as MLK? in order to avoid misinter-
pretations, since the word for ‘king’ in Aramaic was not used as an epithet for
‘god’. Moreover, in my opinion, the scribe wanted to make it clear that the word
KNDWS was a theonym, and wrote the Aramaic word for ‘god’, /*°laha/ *LH?, in
apposition to KNDWS and between the substantive ‘KNDWS’ and the gentilic
KBYDSY /Kbidsay/ in order to make it clear that the word ‘KNDWS’ must be
interpreted as a divine name, and not as the common noun for ‘king” which is its
literal meaning. Notice that this word for ‘god’ appears only in the Aramaic ver-
sion: we do not find this word in either the Lycian or the Greek.

In 1995 Adiego proposed a Carian origin for the sequence KNDWS KBYDSY
/Kandawats KbidSay/ in the Aramaic version of the trilingual. According to him,
Carian seemed to be a better candidate than Lycian (as suggested previously by
Dupont-Sommer 1979: 145 and Lemaire 1995: 425), because Lycian xiitawati
xbidénni, although sharing a lexeme with Carian, presents a different ending in
these words that makes it difficult to explain a direct correspondence for Aramaic
KNDWS KBYDSY /Kandawats Kbidsay/: in the first case because Aram. kndws
does not have a clear correspondence with the Lycian stem x7itawat(i)-,'" and in the
second case because the ethnonym for Kaunos in Aramaic, KBDSY, had a suffix in
-SY which does not correspond to the Lyc. suffix -7ini used to build ethnonyms.

According to Adiego (1995), the sequence may be a Carian syntagm with the
meaning ‘the King Kaunian® (see also, in this sense, Schiirr 1998: 145-147). In the
case of KNDWS, Adiego compared this word with a Carian word found in a Car-
ian inscription of Abu Simbel E.AS 7 which contains the word for ‘king’ in Car-
ian:'2 esak’dows, probably a compound noun, from which a substantive stem kdow-
‘king’ can be deduced." This word is probably the same as the one found in anoth-

11. In my view, KNDWS cannot be the Lycian word for ‘king’ due to the sibilant: in the
declension of the word for ‘king’ in Lycian we do not have any case ending in a sibilant: dat. sg.
xftawati, abl.-instr. x7itawatedi, gen. adj.: nom. sg. c. x7itawatehi, nom. pl. c. xfitawatehi, nom./acc. pl.
n. xAitawataha. In TL 35,1 x7itawati has been explained as nom. sg. (Melchert 2004: 84), but also as
‘unklare[r] Kasus’ by Neumann (2007: 128). I will not enter into further details here (see in this sense
Melchert 2004 and Neumann 2007 s.v.). Furthermore, Carian must be considered a better candidate
than Lycian since Carian shows examples with sibilants (similar in value to Aram. tsadé, see below)
and Lycian does not.

12. Notice, as a curiosity, that Stephan of Byzantium documented another word for ‘king’ in
Carian: yé\a (s.v. Zovdyyeha: “...yélav 8¢ TOv Pactiéan”; see also Adiego 2007: 11 and 455).

13. For an updated edition of this inscription, see Adiego (2007: 118 and 293f.). This compound
was formerly transcribed as esay’dows (Masson 1979, PL. IV/3; Adiego 1994: 240 and 1995: 19-20).
Schiirr (2001: 108), followed by Adiego (2007: 118), transcribed it with £’ instead of y’. Notice,
however, that whatever the reading is, in both cases the word for ‘king’ remains: even if we accept the
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er inscription from Egypt (E.Bu 1) in genitive kdous. In E.AS 7, the word
esak’dows appears very near to the Pharao’s name Psammetichus (Pismask). Fur-
thermore, in a large Greek inscription from Abu Simbel (Bernand — Masson 1957,
inscription n° 1:) one reads ‘Basileos Psametikhos’, ‘the king Psammetichus’ and
also the name of a ‘commander Psametichos’ is mentioned: for these reasons it is
very plausible that we are in front of the word for ‘king’ or ‘commander’ in Carian
(see in this sense, Adiego 2007: 293-294). In a similar way, in E.Bu 1, the word
koous appears once again very near to the Pharaoh’s name Psammetichus
(Pismask) and as in the case of E.AS 7, it is very likely that we are in front of the
word for ‘king’ in Carian. What in my view is striking, moreover, is the fact that in
two different Carian inscriptions, both esak’dows and kdous appear very near to the
Pharaoh’s name Psammetichus. In my opinion, this is not a mere coincidence: both
inscriptions, together with the Greek inscription of Abu Simbel speak in favour of
the fact that it is very likely that we are in front of the word for ‘king’ or ‘com-
mander’ in Carian.'?

Another related word is kdusols (C.xx 4, C. xx 5),!® which seems to contain
the same element -kdous- comparable to Lycian x7itawat(i)- ‘king’, and also
Luwian handawatt(i)-."" Finally, in an inscription from Hyllarima the Carian word
kouso ‘reign’ is attested (see Adiego 2019, who identified the word and the mean-
ing).!® This word seems to be etymologically related to kdous (see Adiego 2019),
although the morphological analysis of the word is not clear.'

What seems clear is that the ending -5 in Aram. KNDWS /kandawats/ corre-
sponds to a [-s] ending. It would fit the Car. genitive ending in -§ (in kdous in E.Bu

former reading esay’dows [esan-gndows], the <y> can be explained as a voiced stop < voiceless stop
k: *esan-kndows > esan-gndows, and hence, we still have the word for ‘king’. What I would mean is
that the lecture esak’dows or esay’dows is not relevant here, because in both cases the word for ‘king’
appears as the second member of the composite.

14. For an updated edition of this inscription, see Adiego (2007: 120).

15. For a different view, see Simon (2020a), who defends an unknown meaning for this word in
Carian.

16. See Schiirr (1998: 145-147) and Adiego (2007: 162-163 and 163) respectively.

17. See in this sense, Schiirr (1998: 145-47) who translated kdusols as an adj. “konigliche”
(nom. pl.). However, more interpretations have been proposed: Neumann (Zahlhaas — Neumann 1994:
164-165) interpreted kdusols as a PN; Hajnal (1997: 148 n. 10), as two diferent words: kdus ols “die
Armreife der/des kd(o)u-". For more details, see Simon (Nunn — Simon forthcom.: 4), who remains
skeptical and does not recognize Car. kdus as the Carian word for ‘king’.

18. The word is followed by the king’s name in genitive (pilipus).

19. It was analysed by Adiego by a locative sg. of an a-stem (Adiego 2019: 18-19), but Simon
(2020b) prefers to analyse it as a dative of an o-stem.
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1), since Car. -3, in its use in pismask could represent a palatal fricative [¢] or even
an affricate [ts] (see Adiego 2007: 251). But, in my view, it could also represent a
dative -s ending in Carian (see the Aram. variant KNDWS in this sense),?’ which
would fit well in Aramaic because the syntagm in Aramaic is preceded by the
preposition /- ‘to’ of the indirect object, but since the -s dative in Carian is quite
problematic (see Adiego (2007: 314) who remains sceptical, unlike Schiirr (1992:
153-154) and Melchert (2010: 7), who interpret -s as a dative singular ending), this
hypothesis should be treated with caution.?! Another possibility, suggested by Mo-
lina (2016: 30) in this case, is to consider a Carian nominative in -s of a dental
theme in -z, or even as a derivational suffix (comparable with Lycian -za), used in
the formation of nouns that designed professions (s. Molina 2016: 30).>> In my
view, this is much more doubtful since, in the first case, the nominative singular
ending in Carian is systematically -@ (< *-s), and in the second case, as already
seen, one would expect to find a case ending different from the nominative, be-
cause the word is preceded by the Aram. preposition of dative -/ (in this case,
KNDWS should be interpreted as a derivate substantive KNDW S+ nom. sg. ©).

Regarding Aram. /Kbidsay/ KBYDSY, Dupont-Sommer (1979:145) and
Adiego (1995) as a point of departure suggested a gentilic adjective in Carian,
*kbid-si ‘Kaunian’, where -si would originally be an ethnicon suffix in Carian, the
same as the one found in Aram. /Kbidsay/ KBYD-SY. This ethnicon suffix in -SY
could not be Aramaic, because in Aramaic the ethnicon suffix is indicated by -Y
(-ay) (s. Segert 1990: 156, Lipiniski 1997: 223-224), not by -SY. In his 1995 article,
Adiego, following Melchert, based this supposition on examples such as the Carian
name if(a)r-si = IpPapoig, which would mean ‘the inhabitant (with the gentilic
suffix -si) of the steppe’ (Luw. im(m)ara-).>* This explanation was offered in 1995,
a year before the discovery of the Kaunos bilingual (C.Ka 5).

20. One must take into consideration that in a loan, the rendering of phonemes between one
language to another is not always perfect and some phonetic inaccuracies can occur. A clear example
can be observed in the case of KNDWS itself: as we have seen, in the Letoon trilingual a variant
KNDWS is also documented. This means that maybe the Aramaic scribe was unsure when rendering
this sound.

21. Notice, however, in favor of this hypothesis, that Lycian and Greek also show the word for
‘king’ in dative: x7itawati (1.3) and Boowel (1.7).

22. Such as Lyc. kuma-za ‘priest’.

23. Schiirr (2018: 14) also observed that the Aramaic suffix -SY is attested in another Aramaic
ethnic term, "PSSY (= Lyd. Ipsimsi3) ‘Ephesian’, implying that the suffix -SY is not Carian. In my
view, this form "PSSY could be interpreted as *PSS-Y, being Y the typical nisba suffix in Aramaic.
The two SS in the Aramaic form belong to the stem of the word, as in Lyd. Ipsims-, assuming that in
Aramaic there has been an assimilation of the former -s- into -s-.
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The discovery of the Kaunos bilingual is important in this research because, in
my opinion, it contains an interesting clue that allows us to take a step forward in
the analysis of the Aramaic form KBYDSY /Kbidsay/. This bilingual documents
for the first time the gentilic of Kaunos in Carian, kbdyn-s (in acc. pl.) ‘Kaunians’,
whose meaning is assured by the Greek part of the bilingual. The Carian form is an
ethnic noun derived from the city name kbid- ‘Kaunos’ by means of a suffix -yn-
which corresponds to Lycian -7ini, Milyan -wiini- and CLuwian -wanni- (also Car.
kbdyn-§ < *kbd-wani-s), and to Lyc. ethnic xbidérin- documented in the Letoon
trilingual. Note also that the name of the city of Kaunos is attested in Carian, in the
same inscription, as kbidn (C.Ka 5, 1. 1), corresponding to Lycian xbide. Although
the morphological analysis of the Carian form is unclear, the most widely accepted
interpretation among scholars (Melchert 1998: 37, Hajnal 1997: 149 and Adiego
2007: 371) is that kbidn is the Carian name for the city of Kaunos.

In my opinion, the Kaunos bilingual sheds light on the case of the analysis of
the Aramaic form /Kbidsay/ KBYD-SY which also has consequences for the later
morphological analysis of the -SY suffix. In the bilingual, two particular facts have
caught my attention:

1) In Carian, the ethnicon for ‘Kaunians’, kbdyn-§ (in accusative plural) differs
considerably from the Aramaic form KBYD-SY /Kbid-3ay/, both in the stem and in
the ending; and, more importantly for my analysis,

2) if we separate the case endings of the city name of ‘Kaunos’, in both Carian
and Lycian, we find the same stem kbid- which matches the Aramaic word in the
trilingual /Kbid-§-ay/ KBYD-S-Y, as can be seen in the following table:

‘Kaunos’ (city name) ‘Kaunian’ (gentilic)
Carian kbid-n kbdyn-s (acc. pl.)
Lycian xbid-e (dat.-loc. sg. or pl? TL44a,51, | xbidénin-i (dat. sg.)
44c,2, 44c,6¢)
Aramaic | KBYD-S-Y

Table 1: ‘Kaunos’ and ‘Kaunian’ documented in Carian, Lycian and Aramaic

In my opinion, these data argue against the analysis proposed by the scholars
in 1995: if the Aramaic form is seen as a gentilic of Carian origin, as they postulat-
ed, in Aramaic we would rather expect another word, something like **KBDYN-
SY, which would truly match the Carian ethnonym, but this is not the case. In my
view, this means that Aramaic KBYD-S-Y /Kbid-§-ay/ is not an ethnic adjective
but rather a place name: the city name of ‘Kaunos’ in Carian in the genitive. As the
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table above shows, the Aramaic stem KBYD- matches exactly the Carian city
name of Kaunos kbid- (= Lyc. xbid-).

My view is that the sequence in Aram. KBYDSY /Kbidsay/ could be inter-
preted as KBYD-S-Y /Kbid-§-ay/ ‘of Kaunos’, KBD-S /Kbid-§/ being the genitive
of the Carian substantive for ‘Kaunos’, followed by a suffix -Y used in Aramaic to
build the gentilics (called nisba in the terminology used by Semitists, Segert 1990:
156 and Lipinski 1997: 223-224). This form KBYDSY /Kbidsay/ in Aramaic
should be considered a recharacterization of the Carian genitive in Aramaic. Let us
look at these two suffixes in more detail, one by one.

In my view the ending -S represents the Carian genitive case. In Carian, it is
known that the genitive ending is -s. There is a general agreement that <§> was
palatal, but the details are unclear (see Schiirr 2001: 94ff.; Melchert 2002: 305ff.;
Adiego 2007: 250-51). The palatal character of this case ending in Carian fits very
well with the example we found in Aram. KBD-S-Y, since Aramaic <§> (shin)
represents a voiceless postalveolar fricative [[] (Segert 1990: 85).

As for the Aramaic suffix -Y, it is the one that is most used for building ethnic
nouns. In Aramaic the phonetic shape of this suffix is [-ay] and is rendered with a
yod in writing: ksd-y /Kasday/ ‘Chaldean’, nkr-y ‘foreigner’ (Segert 1990: 156 and
Lipinski 1997: 223-224). This gentilic suffix, together with the allomorph -iy- > -i-
is found in all Semitic languages: Ar. Misri ‘Egyptian’, Hebr. Sidoni ‘Sidonian’
(Lipinski 1997: 223-224).

But why would the Aramaic scribe have introduced this gentilic ending -Y in
a Carian word which was already inflected in the genitive? In my view, this rechar-
acterization can be explained if we take into account that in the sequence KNDWS
’LH? KBYDSY /Kandawats *laha Kbid$ay/, the word that immediately precedes
the gentilic /Kbidsay/ KBYDSY is in fact the Aramaic word "LH? /’elaha/ ‘the god’
used in apposition to KNDWS /Kandawats/. Since the sequence runs Carian-
Aramaic-Carian (/Kandawats - *laha - Kbidsay/), it is natural to think that the Ar-
amaic scribe used a recharacterization at the end of the sequence in order to make it
clear that the last word of the sentence should be understood as a gentilic for an
Aramaic reader unfamiliar with Carian. This recharacterization would have helped
an Aramaic reader with no knowledge of Carian to interpret the syntagm.?*

24. The question whether the Aramaic scribe knew Carian or not is controversial because
cannot be proved. However, according to Zsolt Simon (personal communication) one can suggest,
alternatively, that the Aramaic scribe did not know Carian well enough and thus, he did not recognize
the -S Carian ending and interpreted that it was part of the theonym, and thus, he added the Aramaic
gentilic suffix.
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4. The ‘King of Kaunos’ in the Greek inscriptions from Cos and Kaunos: a paral-
lelism with the Aramaic sequence of the Letoon trilingual

The hypothesis I have presented here can be corroborated by some very inter-
esting parallels documented in one inscription from Cos and in three Greek inscrip-
tions from Kaunos, where the theonyms “Basileus of Kaunos, the god” and “Basil-
eus, the god” appear respectively.? In this article I have already drawn attention
(§3) to the fact that Aramaic KNDWS *LH? KBYDSY /Kandawats **laha Kbidsay/
presented two differences with respect to the Lycian and Greek parallel passages of
the Letoon trilingual:

a) the word ‘LH? ‘god’ documented in the middle of the sequence in apposi-
tion to KNDWS ‘Kandawats’ appears in the Aramaic sequence but not in
the Lycian or Greek, and

b) KBYDS-Y ‘of Kaunos’ appears with the place name ‘Kaunos’ (KBYDS
would be the Carian genitive ‘of Kaunos’ followed by the Aramaic -Y suf-
fix) whereas the Lycian and Greek versions of the trilingual present the
gentilic adjective ‘Kaunian’: xbidérnini and Kavviot)

As far as the first difference is concerned (the presence of the word ‘god’ in
apposition to Kandawats), it should not be considered as an oddity in the Aramaic
sequence of the Letoon trilingual: the same word used in apposition of the Kaunian
god appears also in an inscription from Cos (ca. 300-250 BC, almost contemporary
with the Letoon trilingual)*® and in three Greek inscriptions from Kaunos (from the
Roman imperial era). Let us look at the passage of these four inscriptions in its context:

Cos (PHI Greek Inscriptions: Cos and Calymna; 1G XIL4: 548; SEG 14.528;
Paton — Hicks num. 53; Bean 1954: 96). Foundation of a sanctuary by the order of
the god Basileus of Kaunos, ca. 300-250 BC.

1  dunpartog Aptoteido, Bacihémg Kavvov
10D 00D TpocTaEavTog, TO iepdV idpvoato.?’

25. 1T would like to thank Ignasi-Xavier Adiego for providing me with these interesting
examples of the inscriptions, just as I was about to finish this article.

26. For the dating of the Letoon Trilingual, see n. 2.

27. “Phileratos, Sohn des Aristeidas, hat das Heiligtum auf Befehl des Gottes ‘Basileus Kaunos’
gebaut” (transl. of Marek 2000: 196).
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Kaunos 10 (PHI Greek Inscriptions: Kaunos 10 = I. Kaunos 35; SEG 14.639,
16.632, 36.991 and 37.865; Bean 1954: no. 38; Marek 2006: 35 C and 35 E). Ro-
man law concerning customs, reign of Hadrianus,117-138 A.D.

C.15(...) vacat amoypayovtot 8& oDToL THY TPV LOVOV S1dt TV

apyeiov kai Tov Tomov St ob iohyoyov &mi Tod 6TeEQavNEOpov Bacidéme tod
98_01328

[pe]ta [t]0 [x]atoyay[el]y €v dAlouc UEPOIC TPIGTV, TPOSYPAPOVTEG KOl TOV
gmnyyelpuévov®’

E.3 II[..JIIAI[— dnoypdwovtal] Koi teiunoovtol £mt

[toV] 101€ [oTe@]ovneo[plov [Bactlémc tobd] Beod Ty mocdTnTa Kod Ta £10M

Kaunos 40 (PHI Greek Inscriptions: Kaunos 40 = I. Kaunos 142; Bean 1954
no. 37.b; SEG 14, 649.b; Marek 2006: no. 142). Honorary inscription for Zenon
Agreophontos of Kaunos [by the demos of Kaunos], Imperial era.

1 [6 dfjpog 6 Kavviov otepavol ypuod ]
oTEPAV®, TEWE 08 Kal KOV YOAK[T]]
Zvava Aypeop®dvtog Tod AvTin[&]

tpov Kabdviov, Gvdpa kaAdv Kai dyadov

5 €k TPOYOVOV KOAGY Kol PIA0S0E®V,
TATPOG GTEPAVIPOPOL, GTEPAVNP[O]-
proovta Baotléog tod Beod kai yv-
puvactopyoovo &k Tdv idiov kol
iepacdpevov 1dv ZePooctdv Kol or<p>a-!

28. In all the Greek inscriptions from Kaunos the sequence ‘Bacilémg tod 0god’ in gen., refers
to the substantive ote@avneopoc. The ‘Stephanephoros of the god Basileus’ was presumably the title
of a high officer from Kaunos related to the maritime customer (s. Marek 2006: 188).

29. “Es geniigt, wenn diese Héndler innerhalb von 3 Tagen bei den Behdrden das Datum und
den Ort der Einfuhr beim Stephanephoros des Gottes Basileus registrieren lassen, mit zusétzlichem
Eintrag de[r Klasse und Quantitit der gemeldeten Waren?-------- 1” (transl. by Marek 2006: 185).

30. “Sollen sie beim Stephanephoros des Gottes Basileus die Quantitdt und Warenklasse
registrieren und bestimmen lassen, soweit es sich nicht um Ware handelt, die den Monopolen
unterliegt und” (transl. by Marek 2006: 185).

31. “Das Volk der Kaunier bekrdnzt mit einem goldenen Kranz und ehrt mit einem
Bronzestandbild Zenon, Sohn des Agreophon, Enkel des Antipatros, Kaunier, einen trefflichen und
guten Mann, von trefflichen und greigebigen Vorfahren abstammend. Sein Vater war Stephane-
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Kaunos 139 (PHI Greek Inscriptions: Kaunos 139; SEG 56.1194; Marek
2006: 139 Illa and IlIc) Monument of Quintus Vedius Q. f. Capito. Late reign of
Hadrianus/reign of Antoninus Pius.

IIa.1 [Kavviov 1) f]ovAn kai 6 ofjpuoc Prapvioy
[— — —1] Phopviov Buyatépa Magipav,
[(?7)aderon|]v [Tomhiov [DAapvilov Ppdvimvoc,
[yovaika] 8& Koivrov Ovmdiov ITomhiov viod

5 [Komitovog, untépa 8& Kotvrov Oomdiov Koiv]-
[Tov viod Kamitwvog, atepoavneopov Bacilémg]
[1oD Be0D Kol yopvaoidpyov TeTpakis, EEvov]
[adTOKpATOP®V, TOTPOG KOl TPOYOV@V] YEIAL-
[Gpy®V APYIEPEDV GTEQUVIPOP®V] YOUVACLAP-

10 [xyov Elévav [adtokpotdpmv Bact]iémv avOumd-
[tov] Nyepdvav, (h[cla[ca]v cepvidg Kol coepd-
[vorg k]ai pihavdpwg kai o apetf] devéykacay.™

Ilc.1 [Kavviov 7 PovAy kei 6 Sfjpogc Kotviov Ovndiov IMomhiov vidv

Koamnitova]
[tV matépa Tod Kotvrov Ovmdiov Karnitovog, — — — — — — — — — — |
[— — — — — — —] émonNuoc kol peyaAoYylOX®MC TAPECYKNUEVOV,
otepov[n]-

[popnoavta BaJolé[mg t]ob Beod [evoefdc, YJopvaoiapynoavta [mé]-

5 [ong Nxkiog ko]t TOYNG TETPAKIG LOVOV Kol TpdTov Kol TG yepovaiog E[EH]-
[k1G (?7) dw]pedv, youvactopynoavtd te Kol VIEP Tod £yydvov PAaoviov
Komitwvoc Smpedv koi dvaddvta Toig yepovclooToic Tig SKKeus->

phoros, er selbst Stephanephoros des Gottes Basileus und Gymnasiarchos auf eigene Kosten, er war
Priester der Augusti und Strategos” (transl. by Marek 2006: 330).

32. “Rat und Volk der Kaunier (haben geehrt) Flaminia, Tochter des ------- Flaminius, Maxima,
[? Schwester des] Publius [Flaminius] Fronto, [Frau] des Quintus Vedius, Sohnes de Publius,
[Capito], [Mutter des Quintus Vedius, Sohnes des Quintus, Capito] des Stephanephoros des Gottes
Basileus und viermaligen Gymnasiarchen, Gastgebers von Kaisern, dessen Vater und Vorfahren
Militartribune, Oberpriester, Stephanephoroi, Gymnasiarchen, Gastgeber von Kaisern, Konigen,
Proconsuln und Gouverneuren waren, die fromm und ziichtig und ihrem Mann ergeben lebte,
hervorragend in jeder Tugend.” (transl. by Marek 2006: 322).

33. “[Rat und Volk (haben geehrt) Quintus Vedius Capito, Sohn des Publius, den Vater des
Quintus Vedius Capito, den sich] hervorragend und groBherzig zeigenden Sponsor, [frommen]
Stephanephoros des Gottes Basileus, Gymnasiarch jeder Altersklasse und jeden Standes, als einziger
und als erster iiberhaupt viermal (in diesem Amt) und Gymnasiarch) der Gerusia, [sechsmal (?)]
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Before Bean (1954), the editors of the inscription from Cos (Paton — Hicks
1891: 109 no. 53) supposed that ‘Aristeidas’ was a ‘King of Caunus’ and they un-
derstood, following Rayet’s suggestion, that the god in question was Asclepius. But
Bean (1954: 95-96) proposed an interesting new interpretation for this inscription
in view of the three inscriptions from Kaunos (Kaunos 10, 40 and 139 already
mentioned, see above), which became the standard interpretation in the sense that
the inscription is considered as a ‘foundation of a sanctuary by order of the god
Basileus of Kaunos’ (see PHI Greek inscriptions). According to Bean (1954: 96),
the meaning of the inscription from Cos should be ‘at the behest of King Caunos
the God’ and observed that it was the same god who appears in the inscriptions
from Kaunos (Baciiéwg 10D 0e0D). As Bean already pointed out, in Kaunos, his
title was simply Baothedg 0 0g6g since it was not necessary to specify the name of
the City, but outside Kaunos, as in the case of Cos (and now I would also add here
the Aramaic instance of the Letoon trilingual, as we have already seen, §3), the city
name of Kaunos was introduced in the sequence, in order to mention the divinity’s
provenance. According to Bean (1954: 96), these inscriptions from Cos and
Kaunos indicate the existence of ‘a cult of the legendary eponymous founder and
king, Caunus, the son of Miletus’ and hence, the scholar interpreted the ‘King
Caunos the God’ as a divinized king. However, in my view, instead of Bean’s
translation ‘King Caunos the God’, the sequence ‘Bociiéwg Kavvov 100 Ogod’ of
Cos could also be understood as ‘Basileus of Kaunos, the god’. Theoretically both
options are correct from a syntactical point of view: all the words in the sequence
are in genitive, which means that in this context ‘Kavvov’ could be interpreted as a
divinized personal name in apposition to Baciiéwg (‘King Caunos’ according to
Bean’s interpretation) or as a dependent place name of ‘BaciAémg’ in genitive
(‘Basileus of Kaunos’ according to my proposal). In this second case, both nouns
build a genitival construction, and ‘Basileus’ would be the head noun of the con-
struction. Although the two options are equally valid from a theoretical and syntac-
tical point of view, I think that, in view of the Aramaic sequence of the Letoon
trilingual, the second proposal is better than the one proposed by Bean, since the
sequence in Aramaic KNDWS *LH? KBYDSY /Kandawats *1aha Kbidsay/ ‘Kan-
dawats, the god, of Kaunos’ shows that there is no apposition between KNDWS
‘Kandawats’ and KBYDSY ‘of Kaunos’ since the first one is in nominative or
dative case, and the second, in genitive. Moreover, KBYDSY ‘of Kaunos’ must be
considered as a place name and not a personal (divinized) name.

kostenlos, auch fiir seinen Enkel Flavius Capito hat er das Amt des Gymnasiarchen kostenlos
ausgeiibt...” (transl. by Marek 2006: 322).
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But leaving this consideration aside, in my view, the really interesting features
of the Greek inscriptions from Cos and Kaunos for my purposes is the strong re-
semblance they bear with the Aramaic sequence of the Letoon trilingual. As we
have already seen, in the Greek inscriptions from Cos and Kaunos, the name of the
divinity Basileus ‘King’ (BoaoctAe0c) is accompanied by the common name ‘the
god’ (tod Beod) which functions as an apposition of the theonym: this is the same
sequence we already saw for the Aramaic passage of the trilingual: KNDWS "LH?
‘Kandawats, the god’.

And finally, regarding the second difference already mentioned (the use of the
substantive ‘Kaunos’ in genitive in the Aramaic sequence of the trilingual instead
of the gentilic ‘Kaunian’), this is not unprecedented. A very similar passage is doc-
umented in the inscription from Cos mentioned above: BaciAémg Kavvov 10D 00D
‘the King of Kaunos, the god’. In this inscription from Cos, the city name of
‘Kaunos’ appears in genitive, and not with the gentilic. It is the same as we find in
the Aramaic sentence of the trilingual where, according to my hypothesis,
KBYDS-Y represents the city name of Kaunos in genitive in Carian (KBYDS) and
not the gentilic. In my view, the inscription from Cos is particularly interesting
here, since it is very close both in context and in time to the Letoon trilingual: the
inscription from Cos represents the foundation of a sanctuary by the order of the
‘god Basileus of Kaunos’ some decades after the introduction of the cult of Basile-
us of Kaunos in the Letoon. In other words, in these two inscriptions from the Le-
toon and Cos, we would have the same allusion to the ‘King, the god of Kaunos’:
in the first case, in Aramaic, in the second, in Greek. In both instances, the city
place ‘of Kaunos’ appears in genitive in order to specify the provenance of the god,
and in both cases we also find the word ‘god’ in apposition to ‘King’ (‘Kandawats’
and ‘Basileus’ respectively) in order to make it clear that ‘Kandawats’/ ‘Basileus’
was the proper name of the divinity of Kaunos.

5. Conclusions

To summarize, in the sequence KNDWS *LH? KBYDSY /Kandawats *laha
Kbidsay/ in the Aramaic version of the Letoon trilingual, the word /KbidSay/
KBYDSY should in my view be analysed as a recharacterization of the Carian
place name of ‘Kaunos’ in genitive singular followed by the Aramaic gentilic suf-
fix in -Y. This hypothesis is supported by four findings:

1) the stem of this word, KBYD- /Kbid-/, corresponds directly to the stem of
the place name ‘Kaunos’ in Carian kbyd-,
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2) it cannot be analysed as an epichoric gentilic because it clearly differs from
the stems of the ethnic adjectives found in Carian (kbdyn-) and Lycian (xbiderin-),

3) the case ending <-§> in Aramaic corresponds to the genitive case in Carian,
which is also a palatal fricative <-§> [¢],

4) there are four Greek inscriptions from Cos and Kaunos that corroborate the
hypothesis proposed here, since they show very similar parallelisms with the Ara-
maic sequence: ‘Baciiémng Kavvov 10d 0eod’ (‘the King of Kaunos, the god’) and
‘Baciiéwmg tod 0eod’ (‘the King, the god’).
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A Look at an Alleged Morpho-syntactic Isogloss between Greek
and Anatolian: The Modal Particle in Epic Greek

Filip De Decker
Universita degli Studi di Verona

1. Introduction

In their recent discussion of the (alleged) Graeco-Anatolian Sprachbund Do-
menica Romagno listed three and Michele Bianconi four possible morpho-syntactic
isoglosses between Anatolian and Greek (Romagno [2015: 436-440], Bianconi
[2015: 149-160]).

In this extensive article I address one of them: the use of a modal particle (MP
henceforth) to indicate potential, futurative and counterfactual meaning (in the
terminology of Classical Philology the term “irrealis” is used), in Greek this is ¢v
and in Hittite man.

By focusing on the Homeric evidence, I will show that the assumption of a
Sprachbund is not supported by the evidence. For my analysis I focus on epic
Greek, and use Iliad 16 as basis, and when that book does not have sufficient in-
stances, a corpus of 5267 verses from the //iad (books 1, 5,9, 11, 16, 22, 24). After
pointing out some general problems in equalling the Hittite and Greek “modal par-
ticles” (§2), I will show that the MP had deictic and emphatic value in epic Greek
and was used predominantly in speeches, and did not convey modal meaning (§3),
that a sharp distinction between possibility, remote possibility and unreality cannot
be made in epic Greek, that the optative was the original mood in the counterfactu-
al and potential constructions, that it was the mood that communicated the notion
of (remote) possibility and contrafactitivity and that the use of the indicative mood

Barcino. Monographica Orientalia 17 — Series Anatolica et Indogermanica 2 (2021) (ISBN: 978-84-9168-738-2)
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was an inner-Greek innovation that had not yet been completed at the time of epic
Greek (§4).!

2. General observations on the evidence used

Before discussing the issue in detail, some important observations have to be
made regarding the (im)probability and/or even (im)possibility of language contact
in analysing the modal particle (MP). As was stated above, Romagno and Bianconi
compared the use of the particle man in Hittite to convey non-realis meaning to the
verb forms in the past to that of &v in Greek, which marks potential, futurative and
counterfactual’> meaning.® There are three problems with this equation. In their
descriptions, Romagno and Bianconi used the description of Attic Greek as if it
were “Greek” tout court, but the linguistic data of Attic Greek differ significantly
from those of epic Greek and the other Greek dialects. First, even if we assume that
the comparison is valid, the time depth poses problems. Attic Greek prose is attest-
ed from the 5" century BC, but Hittite texts are attested until the 12% century BC.
Second, even if we agree that the difference between realis and not-realis in both
Hittite and Greek was related to the MP, the constructions are still different: Hittite
uses man in both main and subordinate (conditional) clause, while Greek never
uses ¢v with the indicative in the conditional clause (not even in Homer this use is
attested, contrary to the subjunctive and the optative, which can be used with the
MP in the conditional clause). Third, the question of the moods and modal mean-

1. This article was made possible by a postdoctoral fellowship 12V1518N, granted by the FWO
Vlaanderen for an ERC Visiting Research Fellowship at the project Pre-Classical Anatolian
Languages in Contact, PALaC (Grant Agreement n. 757299), in Verona. It was finalised as a part of
the project PAaGHEMMo, that has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon 2020
research and innovation programme under the Marie Sktodowska-Curie grant agreement No
101018097. I thank Paola Cotticelli-Kurras, Stella Merlin Defanti, Tomeu Obrador Cursach, Valerio
Pisaniello and Alfredo Rizza (Verona) for their input and feedback, for providing me with additional
references and material, and for discussing these issues at length with me; for discussions on the
Sprachbund-issue, thanks are addressed to Mark Janse and Isabelle de Meyer (Gent); for the
discussion on the Greek modal particle, I also would like to thank Mark Janse and Geert De Mol
(Gent), Eugen Hill (K6ln) and Daniel Koélligan (Wiirzburg). All shortcomings, inconsistencies and/or
errors are mine and mine alone.

2. In Classical Philology, especially in non-Anglophone scholarship, the term “irrealis” is used
to refer to the counterfactual (irréel, Irrealis). This will be discussed in more detail in §4.

3. Romagno (2015: 435-436), Bianconi (2015: 149-150). Bianconi considered the use of the MP
as a borrowing by Greek or as Sprachbund-feature, though not excluding that it is a typologically
common occurrence, while Romagno interpreted it as a Sprachbund-feature.
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ings in Greek and Hittite is fundamentally different as well. As Hittite has only two
moods (indicative and imperative), the mood alone cannot mark modality and
therefore the particle man is used,* but Greek has a rich system of moods, the in-
dicative, injunctive,’ subjunctive, optative and imperative, and the question is
whether the mood, the modal particle or both convey the modal meaning. Moreo-
ver, while the use of the modal particle &v is rigidly regulated in Attic Greek (alt-
hough exceptions are occasionally transmitted), the use of the modal particles in
epic is less straightforward and the Attic uses are the product of a grammaticalisa-
tion process within Greek. In my opinion already on methodological grounds this
isogloss should not be used as evidence for the Sprachbund.® 1 now proceed to the
analysis of the epic Greek data. First, I discuss the use of the MP in epic Greek and
then I proceed to a discussion of the potential and counterfactual constructions.

3. The use of the modal particle in epic Greek, based on the data of lliad 16

In this subchapter I analyse the MP in epic Greek. I use the data of a large
corpus of 5267 verses with 625 instances of a subjunctive or optative without MP
and 267 with it, and discuss the data of Iliad 16 in more detail. This book has 867
verses, being one of the longest books of Homer, and provides 107 instances of
indicatives, subjunctives and optatives that could have been used with an MP. First,
I provide an overview of the existing scholarship. Second, I determine the instanc-
es, I catalogue them per mood, tense and type of sentence and in a third step, I pro-
ceed to the actual analysis. I will analyse the use of the MP in epic Greek and com-
pare it with that of man in Hittite starting from the research hypothesis that the MP
does not change the meaning of the mood, but has particularising and emphasising
value and is incompatible with a deontic and jussive meaning.

4. Hoffner — Melchert (2008: 314-316, 366-374, 419-423).

5. 1 consider the injunctive to be a living mood in the oldest Greek texts: it was attested in
Mycenaean (there are virtually no augmented forms) and in epic Greek, there are more unaugmented
froms (injunctives) than augmented forms, and there is a difference in meaning between them: for the
injunctive use in Hesiod one can refer to West (1989), Clackson (2007: 130-132) and De Decker
(2016).

6. For a more skeptical approach of the contact issue, see Yakubovich (2010: 140-157), Hajnal
(2014, 2018), Oreshko (2018), Simon (2018), Giusfredi (forthcoming).
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3.1. Previous scholarship

According to the standard Greek grammars,’ the use of the MP &v is governed
by the following strict rules in Classical Greek prose: it is mandatory in the main
clause and any other subordinate clause (except the conditionals) with a potential
optative, a counterfactual indicative and an iterative indicative and forbidden with
the same forms in a conditional clause (exceptions are attested, but generally cor-
rected by the different editors);® it is mandatory with a subjunctive in any subordi-
nate clause, except in the purpose clauses (where it can appear) and clauses after
verba timendi (where it never appears); it is forbidden with a future indicative and
a subjunctive in the main clause (instances of these uses are attested, but they are
generally to be corrected by the editors).” In Homeric Greek, not only &v is used as
MP, but also kev; moreover, a future indicative and a subjunctive in the main
clause can be used with an MP as well and so can optatives in conditional clauses
and, inversely, the MP can also be left out. The differences between the presence
and absence of the MP have not been conclusively explained.

The following explanations have been given for the use of the MP in Homer.'

7. Goodwin (1865: 54-64), Kiihner — Gerth (1898: 200-260, 1904: 347-557), Gildersleeve
(1900: 168-190), Smyth — Messing (1956: 491-527), Humbert (1960: 110-132, 182-246), Delaunois
(1988: 76-134), and Rijksbaron (2002: 39-94), van Emde Boas et al. (2019: 438-550). Recent
treatments of the particle in Attic are Goldstein (2012), dealing with the repetition of the particle, and
Beck — Malamud — Osadcha (2012), discussing the use in conditional clauses. A recent historical
Greek syntax is still missing, the only ones still being Stahl (1907) and Schwyzer — Debrunner
(1950); Chantraine (1964) has very little observations on syntax and Rix (1976, 1992) is limited to the
morphology and phonology.

8. The standard grammars follow this editorial practice, but some grammars are more cautious
and point out that the many exceptions cannot simply be disregarded as transmission errors
(Schwyzer — Debrunner [1950: 324-325], Humbert [1960: 120], Crespo [1997: 50], Montanari [2015:
127]). Even Stahl (1907: 298-302) who argued for the correction of the instances where the particle
was missing, nevertheless voiced some doubts, as he admitted that the amount of instances to be
corrected was relatively high.

9. Hermann (1831) provided a monumental analysis of all instances of Greek literature known
at that time; since that work, a canonical use seems to have been established and deviations from what
Hermann explained were no longer accepted (see already Hartung [1833: 281] for criticism: “allein ist
das seltene Vorkommen einer Erscheinung ein Grund zu ihrer Tilgung” — words still valid today).

10. The most recent surveys are Ger6 (2000), Colvin (2012) and De Mol (2015). It was not
addressed in the Oxford or Cambridge Commentaries. In the new Basel Kommentar, instances with
MP are discussed (as e.g. Iliad 1,60 and 1,64), but the absence is not (see following note).
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1. “Dubitative”.

1.1. One of the first suggestions was that the particle could be used to add
some doubts to the statement.!!

1.2. This explanation might explain the use of the particle, but not its absence.

2. “Conditional”.

2.1. The second explanation was that it described the conditions under which
the action occurred and that it was used in sentences with a conditional meaning.'?

2.2. The problem with this assumption is that it does not explain why the par-
ticle is missing in some conditional clauses and relative clauses with a quasi-
conditional meaning.

3. Specific versus generic.

3.1. The third explanation was that the particle was used in sentences that re-
ferred to a specific instance and that it remained absent in generic statements. This
explanation, first made by Hartung and von Baumlein,'* was reiterated by Delbriick
(who added that the prospective subjunctive could be used with an MP, but the
voluntative one — i.e. the one used in wishes and exhortations — could not)'* and
accepted by the standard Homeric grammars of Monro and Chantraine and scholars
after them.'

3.2. This explanation seems convincing, but the number of exceptions is con-
siderable and they cannot all be emended away by changing te into ke and vice
versa (as Monro tried to do).'® Ruijgh showed that many instances Monro consid-

11. This had been noted in the very early treatises by Devarius (1587: 45, edited by Klotz in
Devarius — Klotz [1835: 26]) and Hoogeveen (1769, edited by Schiitz in Hoogeveen — Schiitz [1813:
30-34]) and in Buttmann (1810: 496-497; 1819: 323) and Aken (1861: 55-56, about the potential and
unreal in the indicative). It has been reiterated by Latacz — Niinlist — Stoevesandt (2002: 51, “betont
die Potentialitdit noch stirker als ohne”™).

12. See already von Thiersch (1818: 533-538), Matthiae (1826: 981, 1195), Bernhardy (1829:
397), Hermann (1831) and in 1832 in the Philological Museum on page 102 (the author is only known
by his initials H.M.), Ahrens (1852: 194-195), Aken (1865: 27-30), Wilhelmi (1881: 23).

13. Hartung (1832: 294-297), von Bdumlein (1846: 208-245, especially 219-220).

14. Delbriick (1871: 83-86), but his explanation was somewhat unclear as he also spoke about
“das Eintreten der Handlung”, but on page 86 he stated that the particle was much more absent in
generic statements than in specific ones. See also Gildersleeve (1882), who applied it to Pindar.

15. Monro (1891: 250, 259, 266, 327-335), Kiithner — Gerth (1898: 208), Leaf (1900: 17),
Brugmann (1900: 499), Chantraine (1948: 279; 1953: 210-211), Schwyzer — Debrunner (1950: 305-
306), Valgiglio (1955: 50), Ruijgh (1971 passim but especially page 275 and pages 286-302; 1992:
80-82), Dunkel (1990; 2014: 33-35, 397, 430), Wakker (1994: 207-209 with reference to Monro,
Basset and Ruijgh).

16. Monro (1891: 259, 266-267).
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ered to be generic and to be in need in for correction, were not (but this does not
explain all the exceptions).!” Assuming a common origin for t¢ and ke (cf. supra)
does not solve this issue either and would only account for the fact that these two
particles never co-occur.

4. Very early on, there were doubts as to the exact meaning and use. Al-
ready von Biaumlein, who argued that there was a distinction between generic and
specific instances, stated that there were many contexts in which one could not
distinguish between the forms with and without MP.'® The validity of this “particu-
larising theory” was doubted, because there were too many exceptions to the rule,'’
and therefore the use of the MP was considered to be “poetic” or “metrically moti-
vated”.?® The metrical explanation can always be invoked in Homer?' and there are
several instances in which the particle is not metrically secure; yet, this theory does
not explain why in some instances k(g) was used and in other t(g), both being met-
rically equivalent. Many commentaries and lexica mention “wohl, zwar” as mean-
ing, but do not discuss when it was used and when it remained absent.*?

5. Emphatic value.

5.1. Other scholars assumed the MP (especially @v, cf. supra) had an emphatic
value.?® Camerer ascribed an “emphatischen Grundwert” to &v and Gerd analysed it
as “intensional” (sic).** This was also assumed for non-Homeric Greek: in her

17. Ruijgh (1971: 286-288).

18. Von Béumlein (1846: 216-217)

19. Howorth (1955), Basset (1988a: 29; 1989: 205); Willmott (2007: 199-210). See also above.
Many exceptions involve the use of the so-called ze-épigue. Chantraine (1953: 349) had some
reservations on the “particularising” meaning (in spite of his own analyses), as did Gonda (1956: 147-
148), but he did not ascribe his doubts to the number of exceptions.

20. Already Devarius (1587: 46; Devarius — Klotz [1835: 27]), Hermann (1831: 143) and later
Ebeling (1885: 692) had observed this. Wakker (1994: 207) admitted that the metre played a role, but
did not consider it to be the sole factor.

21. The metre has been used as explanation for the augment use, the use of the tenses and the
use of the dual. In all of these instances, the metre played — in my opinion — only a limited role.

22. A good example is Ebeling (1885: 691-735), who described all the uses but did not discuss
the absence. The commentaries by Faesi (1858a, 1858b, 1860) and Ameis (1868:12) described the
meaning as “wohl”, but do not speak about the examples where the MP is missing.

23. As can be seen in Faesi’s explanation of //iad 1,137: “die kecke doch gemessene Zuversicht
des Sprechenden” (Faesi [1858a: 50]); see also Camerer (1968). The emphatic value seems also
accepted in Buttmann (1810: 496-497; 1819: 323) and Latacz — Niinlist — Stoevesandt (2002: 50, 52)
where they stated that the MP strengthened the potential value of the optative when used in a protasis
and emphasises the expected outcome, when used in a relative clause with final nuance.

24. Ger6 (2000).
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study on the 6mwg clauses in Attic, Amigues argued that 6tmg év with the subjunc-
tive was more emphatic and outspoken than the simple 8nw¢ with the subjunctive.?

5.2. There is one important shortcoming, however: if the meaning were in-
deed intensive or emphatic, one would expect the particle to occur with exhortative
subjunctives and in wishes, but these subjunctives are almost never constructed
with an MP. Moreover, Amigues’s explanation of énw¢ év as being the more em-
phatic form is not necessarily correct: as many instances occur in legal texts (in-
scriptions) and in oratory, an explanation of the MP as particularising is also possible.?

6. Main versus subordinate clauses.

6.1. Howorth observed that the “specific instance theory” had too many ex-
ceptions and could therefore not be correct, and suggested that the MP was origi-
nally only used in main clauses with verbs referring to a future action; then it could
appear in a subordinate clause, but still referred to the verbal action of the main
clause.” Finally, it would have spread to the subordinate clauses that did not de-
pend on future actions anymore and it became generalised. In Attic, certain clauses
generalised the use, while in others the absence became the rule.?®

6.2. This cannot account for the examples in which the MP is missing in the
main clause nor does it explain why in Homer the MP could be missing and present
within the same category (although one could argue that the transition was still in
progress). If Howorth’s explanation were correct, one would expect the vast major-
ity of instances in the main clause to have an MP (including the wishes and desid-
erative forms, cf. infra), but this is not the case.

7. Confronted with the exceptions of the particularising theory, Basset
adapted the explanation to state that the MP was only used when an action near to
the speaker was related (actualité du locuteur), but not when actions in a remote
past or future were described.?

8.  Finally, Willmott argued that the particles did not contain any additional
meaning and were in the process of being grammaticalised as part of the eventual
and potential constructions.>® This is only partly true; as she stated herself, the MP

25. Amigues (1977: 142-169).

26. See already Kiihner — Gerth (1904: 385-386) and Ruijgh (1971: 276). For the use of dnwg
Gv in inscriptions, see Meisterhans (1885: 109). For criticism of Amigues’s theory, see also Bers
(1984: 164-165).

27. Howorth (1955).

28. Howorth (1955).

29. Basset (1988a; 1989: 204-205).

30. Willmott (2007: 199-210). Probert (2015: 85) referred to Willmott to state that the presence
or absence of the MP did not change the meaning of the relative clause.
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was used much less in the relative clauses with a generic meaning than in those
with a specific meaning and in the purpose clauses of the Odyssey the MP was
more often absent than present.’!

9. Independent from the exact meaning, it was also noted that in a sequence
of optatives and subjunctives the MP usually only appeared with the first form.3
This is a sort of conjunction reduction: if one verb is already marked for particular-
ity, it is not necessary to mark it with the following verb forms.*

3.2. Working hypothesis

Limitations in time and space prevent me from discussing the scholarship on
the Grundbedeutung of the optative and subjunctive and the difference in meaning
between these two modes,** but Allan distinguished three dimensions on which
Greek moods are used: deontic (obligation, permission) vs. epistemic (beliefs of
the speaker regarding the proposition) modality, speaker vs. event oriented modali-
ty and the scale of modality (realis, necessity, possibility and counterfactuality).®
The Greek subjunctive and optative mood can convey one or more of these mean-
ings, with the exception of the notion “realis”, which is limited to the indicative only.

In what follows, I will investigate in which of Allan’s three axes the MP is al-
lowed and will use as working hypothesis a combination of the explanations by
especially Monro and Basset, which can be summarised as follows: the MP was

31. Willmott (2007: 202-204); the data of the purpose clauses could be found in Weber (1884)
already, but she did not quote that book.

32. Madvig (1847: 152), Kriiger (1859: 181), Buttmann (1854: 401), Aken (1861: 42, pointing
out that this is by no means an absolute rule), Frohberger (1863), Kiihner — Gerth (1898: 248-249),
Goodwin (1865: 63-64), Smyth — Messing (1956: 400), Ruijgh (1971: 767), Adrados et al. (1986: 26),
Ger6 (2001: 193).

33. This principle was first noted for Greek by Kiparsky (1968), but he did not discuss the MP
among the instances of possible reductions.

34. The literature is large, see most recently Greenberg (1986), Tichy (2006) and Willmott
(2007), and earlier, Delbriick (1871, 1879), Masius (1885), Mutzbauer (1903a, 1903b, 1908), Methner
(1908), Walter (1923), Gonda (1956), Brunel (1980), besides the discussions in the standard
grammars of Kiithner — Gerth (1898: 217-289) and Schwyzer — Debrunner (1950: 301-338, with a
bibliography until 1950).

35. Allan (2013), building on Bybee — Perkins — Pagliuca (1994), Palmer (2001), Nuyts (2006)
and De Haan (2006); see also van der Auwera — Plungian (1998) for a discussion and definitions. For
an application of modality to the Greek moods, see Horrocks (1995), Willmott (2007), Allan (2013),
Veksina (2017), Méndez Dosuna (2018: 271).
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used in specific instances with a link to the present situation, and was omitted in a
generic instance or an instance referring to the more remote future or past.

3.3. Determining the instances of lliad 16

1. Before I proceed to the actual analysis, I first have to determine when the
(absence of) MP is secure. In my analysis, I will start from the transmitted text, but
it is necessary to discuss the instances where the metre does not guarantee the use
of the MP (as was stated above, especially Monro suggested to change the text and
add/remove the particle when needed). One can always change 1¢ into ke and vice
versa, T into kK~ and vice versa, (8¢/f}) Tig into (6¢/]) kev and vice versa, ai ke into
of O¢e, af k¥ into of 0’ and sometimes one can subsitute kev for kai or vice versa.
Moreover, instances with €ngdnyv, émnv or fjv are insecure when a word starting
with a consonant follows, because in that case énedn, énet or €1 (without particle)
could also have been used; in case a word with a vowel follows, the MP is secure,
because otherwise we would have an hiatus and the “Attic” forms £neidfv or émmv
could contain an older énei ', éne1dn k' or €1 '.°° In those latter instances the MP is
metrically secure (albeit the exact form is not).’” Wackernagel argued that énnv o1
was only found in the Odyssey and would be the normal order, since év takes prec-
edence over 01; énewddv would have been Attic and would have replaced the Ho-
meric énel kev.*® 1 discuss one example:

(EX.03.01) advtap énnv on / émel on tOv ye Man yoyn te Kol aiov (liad
16,453).

“But when his soul and life have left him, ...”%

The codices have both the reading with MP (éarv 61) and without MP (érel
on), but the metre does not allow to distinguish between the variant readings and
therefore this instance is insecure. The same applies for //iad 16,39 and 95.

36. See van Leeuwen (1885 passim) for a detailed study on the oldest forms of the MP (but see
following note).

37. 1 am very skeptical about reconstructing the Urform of the poems, as has been attempted by
Fick (1883, 1885, 1887) and Tichy (2010). In my opinion the transmitted text should serve as basis,
with the metre as confirming factor, whenever possible, but I do not think that one should start
changing the text or rewriting it into an older form (as has been done in West’s editions as well).

38. Wackernagel (1916: 191-195), but see preceding note.

39. Unless noted otherwise, the translations are my own.
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By applying this method, I obtained 25 instances of a metrically secure MP in
1liad 16 and 276 in the large corpus.

2. A second problem is the distinction between the future indicative and the
subjunctive aorist. As is known, the subjunctive aorist of the sigmatic aorist is met-
rically equivalent to the future indicative (unless the verb is a semi-deponent or
belongs to the verba liquida) and those forms would have been written the same in
the most alphabets anyway: A0cw can be either future indicative or subjunctive
aorist, and Aowot and Avcovot are metrically equivalent and would have written
AYZOZI in the oldest Greek alphabet and in that of Athens from before 403 BC.%
Chantraine argued that one should make a difference between the two forms based
on the transmission (thus distinguishing Acwaot from Moovot),* and consider the
form a subjunctive, when an MP is used,* but in my opinion this fails to take into
account the transmission problems (as in several cases both forms are found in the
codices) and the fact that in Homer’s time one could not have differentiated be-
tween the forms (at least in writing). The verbs without an aorist or with a non-
sigmatic aorist build their future on the Indo-European desiderative *-(h;)s-:** the
verb dyw has a reduplicated aorist fjyayov with a subjunctive aorist dydym, but has
a future form &&o which is built on *hseg-s-. The same applies to the semi-
deponent future forms.* For that reason I catalogued the forms of the type AMbow as
a special category “future-subjunctives”. In my classification I use the following
categories: subjunctives (present, aorist, perfect), future-subjunctives (those sub-
junctive aorist and future indicative forms that have the same metrical form, type
Ao and Aowor and Avoovaot), future-desiderative forms (type dEw and the so-

40. This was also noted in De Mol (2015: 10-11). In 403/2 BC the Athenian arkhon Eukleides,
on suggestion of Arkhinos, suggested to adopt the Ionic alphabet with its 24 letters (including the eta
and the omega, which the Athenians did not use until then). It is that alphabet that will become the
“Greek” one in use until today.

41. Chantraine (1953: 225).

42. Chantraine (1953: 206-212).

43. For the present investigation it is irrelevant whether the suffix was *-s- or *-h;s- or whether
or not both suffixes existed.

44. Contrary to e.g. Willi (2011, 2018: 441-447) I believe that the Greek future continues both
the subjunctive and the desiderative, or better said, that the old desiderative and the subjunctive of the
sigmatic aorist merged in the Greek future. The first one to state that the future originated in the
subjunctive were Buttmann (1830: 398; 1854: 396) and also Aken (1865: 13), whereas Franke (1861)
stated that all future forms were in origin present forms. I cannot address that issue in detail here
(already Brugmann (1880: 58-64) stated that the issue could not be solved), nor the question whether
there is a difference in meaning between the future and the subjunctive aorist forms.
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called semi-deponents of the type dkoboouar), optatives (present, aorist, perfect)
and rarely, in case of the counterfactuals, indicatives (imperfect, aorist, pluperfect).

3. The root *hsek"- is a problem, because one could interpret the form
dyopar as a desiderative form (as is done in the Rix 20012),% but given the fact that
there is a present doocopon (from *hszek”-ye/o-), one cannot exclude that the form
was in origin a subjunctive aorist (although the aorist is only attested in a fragment
of Pindar and in Sophokles, but not in epic Greek).* For that reason I catalogued
the form as a special category.

4. The root *hsed- poses a special problem, because it is attested as a “nor-
mal” present, but in the middle forms its apparent “present” conjugation is used as
a future. There is one such instance in /liad 16:

(EX.03.02) fuap avaykoiov: & 88 T° év0ade ydmec Edovton (Iliad 16,836).

“(I will ward off) the day of fate, but here the vultures will eat you.”

In this verse the form &3ovtat refers to the future and is in all likelihood an old
subjunctive.
There is one instance in which the subjunctive seems to be used with an MP:

(EX.03.03) (41) oyéthoc: aibe Oeoiotl pilog T0666VOE YEVOLTO
(42) doc0ov Epoi: Taya KEV € KOVEG Kol YOTEG E60vTan
(43) xeipevov: 1 k€ pot aivov amd mpomidwv dyog ENdou: (liad 22,41-43).

“A hard man. Ah, were he loved inasmuch by the gods as he were by me.
Soon the dogs and the vultures will eat him (lying there) and a sharp pain would go
away from my chest.”

In these lines, Priam describes that he hoped the gods would love Akhilleus in
the same manner as he did, because in that case he would soon be eaten by dogs
and vultures and his sorrows would be solved. All codices have the middle sub-
junctive £dovtai, but Aristarkhos changed it into the optative £doiev (£dotev and

45. Rix (20012: 297).

46. As was suggested by Ruijgh (1992: 76) and Koélligan (2007: 256) with a detailed
argumentation as to why this is better interpreted as a subjunctive aorist. For the aorist form in Pindar
and Sophokles, see Veitch (1873: 495, 504); Kolligan (2007: 256); the sigmatic aorist forms are not
mentioned in Chantraine (1968-1980: 812, 832) nor in Rix (20012 297).
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£€dovtal are metrically equivalent). La Roche, Allen and West adopted the correc-
tion, while Van Thiel preserved the transmitted text. La Roche argued that tayo
kév was almost always used with the optative and Leaf, Richardson and De Jong
admitted that the future could be used with an MP, but argued that Priam only im-
agined Akhilleus’ death and the optative would be more in line with the optatives
used by Priam in the other lines.*” As Van Thiel noted, a transition of optative into
subjunctive is not uncommon, so that the transition from one mood to another
could have occurred here as well.*® Besides this fact, it should be noted that not
only the optative EABou is transmitted, but also the subjunctive €\0n, so that stating
that the optative &dotev has preference over &dovton because it would be in line
with the other optatives, is not convincing. One could, at least theoretically, imag-
ine that Priam considered it not impossible that Akhilleus be killed. For other alter-
nations in moods, I refer to e.g. lliad 24,565-566.

5. The root *g"(e)ihs- has a similar problem, because the verb Bé(ei)opon has
an apparent present indicative conjugation, but has future meaning and thus seems
to be a subjunctive present.*

(EX.03.04) ob Onv 003" adtog dnpov Bén, dArd tol 7o (Iliad 16,852).
“Indeed, you will not live long yourself anymore, but already (black Fate) ...”

The form Bén could formally be both a present indicative as a subjunctive, but
the meaning is a future.*

47. La Roche (1876: 286: “taya xév omnibus fere locis cum optativo iungitur”), Leaf (1888:
352), Richardson (1993: 110), De Jong (2012: 69-70), West (2000: 42). The commentaries by La
Roche (1871: 32, 142) and Ameis — Hentze (1906: 6) adopted Aristarkhos’ correction, but did not
discuss it.

48. Van Thiel (2011: 422), with reference to Chantraine (1953: 225) and to Leaf’s commentary,
but Leaf nevertheless agreed with the correction.

49. Veitch (1879: 130) and Ameis — Hentze (1885: 95-96) catalogue it as a present indicative
with future meaning, but Chantraine (1968: 176), in spite of his skepticism in (1948: 452-453), Janko
(1992: 248), Beekes (2010: 216-217) and Briigger (2018: 371) see it as a subjunctive form; Rix
(20012: 215) states that the subjunctive evolved into a future. Schwyzer (1939: 780) interpreted it as a
subjunctive aorist of £Biwv, but did not address why these forms were middle (Schwyzer — Debrunner
1950: 265 only catalogued the form as a subjunctive, not as a subjunctive aorist). The issue is not
discussed in Rix (19922: 225-226) and Frisk (1960: 238) is agnostic (“kann indesssen nicht als sicher
betrachtet werden”).

50. There is no need to change the form into fée' with elision of the diphthong -ot (as done in
West’s edition), which is not impossible, but still quite unusual before the bucolic caesura (having
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6. There are also many instances where the optative and the subjunctive are
metrically equivalent: this is the case for the paradigms of the verbs in -, and for
the active optative forms in -gie and the subjunctives in -not, the optatives in -ot- to
the subjunctives in -n/w-, and, especially at the end of the verse, the optative in
-orto and the subjunctive in -nrot. I always use the transmitted form as basis, but
sometimes, both forms are transmitted, and in such instances, determining which of
the variants is the most likely one is only possible by a detailed study on the moods
of this book, but space constraints prevent me from performing such a study here.

7. In six instances it is impossible to determine the tense: audvng (32),
ayeipo (129), teivn (365), kpivoot (387, in this passage, the form kpivmor was
preceded by the aorist yalemnvy, so that kpivwot could very well be an aorist),
gmotpuve (525) and émotpuvnot (690) can be aorist and present, and therefore |
tagged them only for mood but not for tense.

3.4. The facts and figures of the MP in 1liad 16
1. The figures for the large corpus are:

Overall data for the MP use in speech and narrative in the large corpus

Speech 260 524
Narrative 16 100
Total 276 624
2. The overall data for Iliad 16 are:
Data of MP use in Iliad 16
Speech 22 58
Narrative 3 24
Total 25 82

both an elision of a diphthong and an elision before this caesura make West’s reading unnecessary;
moreover, it is not the editor’s task to recover the oldest linguistically possible text, but to edit the text
as it is most likely to have been composed by the poet and/or writer).
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3. The figures for mood and tense for /liad 16 are:

MP use per mood and tense in lliad 16

Form With MP No MP
Aorist subjunctive 8 16
Present subjunctive 1 11
Perfect subjunctive 0 2
Subjunctive, tense 2 4
undetermined
Aorist optative 6 13
Present optative 0 7
Perfect optative 0 1
Optative, tense 0 0
undetermined
Future-subjunctive 3 13
Future-desiderative 0 10
Indicative aorist 5 4
Indicative imperfect 0 0
Indicative pluperfect 0 0
Double particle use 0 0
The root *h;ed- 0 1
The root *g"ieh;- 0 1
Total 25 82

4. The data per type of sentence is as follows:

The MP use per type of sentence in lliad 16
Wish with ai yép 0 2
Negative purpose/negative 0 9
wish
Purpose clauses 2 16
Conditional clauses 7 14
Temporal clauses 2 9
Relative clauses 2 7
Deliberative (indirect) 0 7
questions
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Exhortative 0/1 (cf. infra) 2
Other main clause 11 14!
instances

Total 25 82

I now proceed to the actual analysis of /liad 16. As the figures show that there
are much more instances without MP, I will start by discussing the categories with-
out it.

3.5. The actual analysis: the instances without MP

1. Before proceeding to the actual analysis, it is necessary to observe that in
many instances it is difficult, if not impossible, to decide which explanation is pos-
sible: especially in cases with a verb in the first person singular or plural, it can be
difficult to distinguish between exhortative or simple future meaning, or between a
deliberative or simple future meaning.

(EX.03.05) oikadé mep ovv viuei veoueba novtondpoiow (lliad 16,205).

“Let us return / We will return home with the ships that carry (us) over the
seas.”

In this instance the verb form vedueba can be conceived as a simple subjunc-
tive present “we will return” or as an exhortative subjunctive “let us return”.

2. The MP is missing in exhortative clauses, but there are only two certain
instances of this (16,60 and 16,205), and as was stated above, one could also inter-
pret them as simple future forms.

(EX.03.06) &AAd T v mpotetdydon £dcouev: 00d” dpa wog qv (liad 16,60).

“But we shall let / let us leave this (to) be things completed before, it was not
my intention (to be enraged forever).”

51. In lliad 16,456 and 674 the different editors (and manuscripts) differ on the interpretation of
the sentences and use different punctuation, and depending on their interpretation of the sentences as
subordinate or main clauses. I have therefore left them out from the data.
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In this verse, it is more likely to interpret £édcopev as exhortative “let us leave
this”, but a plain future meaning “we shall let this” cannot be excluded either.

In one instance, a subjunctive form is used with an MP, but could be exhorta-
tive as well:

(EX.03.07) (128) un 6n vijog ELmot kol 0OKETL QUKTO TEAMVTOL
(129) dbceo tevyen BacooV, £ydm O¢ ke Aaov dyeipm (lliad 16,128-129).

“That they do not take or ships and that they (the ships) do not become impos-
sible to flee in (i.e. that we can no longer flee by using them), dress yourself
quickly in the battle gear and I will / let me gather the soldiers.”

This passage describes how Akhilleus notices the dramatic situation of the
Greek army and agrees with Patroklos’ suggestion to have him (P) dressed in
Akhilleus’ battle gear to relieve the Greeks and frighten the Trojans. The subjunc-
tive ayeipw (aorist or present, the distinction cannot be made) is combined with an
imperative dvceo (of the desiderative stem) and is combined with two negative
purpose clauses, so that one could argue that dysipo meant “let me gather” and not
“I will gather”.

3. The same applies to the so-called deliberative questions, be they direct or
indirect.> They can be explained as plain future-referring subjunctives “I will do
this” or optatives after a verb of a past tense, but also as being exhortative “Let me
do this” or being deliberative “should I do this?”. They also occur after verbs of
thinking and asking, especially in the past and in those cases the optative is used.*
I analyse one example:

(EX.03.08) (435) d1y0a o€ pot kpadin UEpove ppeciv OpuaivovTl,
(436) i} v Lwov €6vta nayng Gmo SakpLoEcong

(437) Belw avapra&ag Avking év miovi dSNU,

(439) 1} 01 V1O yepoi Mevortiédoo daudoow. (lliad 16,435-438).

52. The instances are [liad 16,437 (Beiw, aorist subjunctive), 438 (dapdoow, future-
subjunctive), 650 (dnoomn, future-subjunctive), 650 (€Anton, aorist subjunctive), 651 (dpéAdeiev,
present optative), 713 (udyotro, present optative), 714 (OpokAnceley, aorist optative).

53. As stated already, I cannot discuss the so-called Grundbedeutung of both moods nor can I
address the issue of the so-called optativus obliquus. For a discussion of the last type, see Mein
(1903).
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“In my breast my heart is divided in two, while I ponder whether I should take
him alive out of the tearbringing battle and put him in the fertile land of Lykia
or let him be tamed by the hands of the son of Menoitios.”

In this passage Zeus ponders whether he should save his son Sarpedon from
Patroklos’ hands or have fate take its course and let him die. Here the deliberative
question refers to the present and the subjunctive is used. The aorist subjunctive
Osiw and the future-subjunctive dapdocm can be interpreted as indirect deliberative
questions depending on oppaivovti, but one could also argue that they are inde-
pendent main clauses.**

4. In negative wishes, negative purpose clauses,’ and after the verba timen-
di the MP is not used. The difference between a negative purpose clause and a neg-
ative wish is very small and the verba timendi might very well have been negative
wish clauses in origin and many negative wishes have a notion of fear in them.>
There 9 negative purpose clauses without MP.>” I give one example:

(EX.03.09) (80) éra xoi dg IMatporie vedv 8o Aotydv apdvay
(81) gumec' émucpatémg, un on Topog aibouévolo
(82) vijag évirpriowot, gidlov &' anod vootov Edavtat. (liad 16,80-82).

“In that way fall down on them strongly, Patroklos, warding off the destruc-
tion from the ships, lest they do set the ships ablaze with the burning fire and
take away our beloved homecoming!”

54. 1 cannot address the origins of subordinations nor the degree to what extent subordinate
clauses in Homer are still older paratactic constructions.

55. Weber (1884: 32-38), Monro (1891: 262), Chantraine (1953: 266-273). The only in-depth
investigation of the Homeric purpose clauses is Weber (1884); for an historical comparison between
the Homeric and the RigVedic final clauses, see Hettrich (1987) and for Attic Greek, see Amigues
1977).

56. Aken (1865: 64-65), Delbriick (1871: 23), Weber (1884: 4-9), Kiihner — Gerth (1904: 390-
391), Hentze (1907: 368), Chantraine (1953: 208-209, 288), Brunel (1980: 251). See also Ameis —
Hentze (1901: 87), Chantraine (1953: 208) and Fernandez Galiano (1992: 186) on Odyssey 21,324.

57. The instances are Iliad 16,30 (Adfo1, aorist optative), 80 (évimpricwot, future-subjunctive),
80 (hwvtou, aorist subjunctive), 94 (éupnn, aorist subjunctive), 128 (§Awot, aorist subjunctive), 128
(méhovtar, present subjunctive), 446 (£0éAnot, present subjunctive), 545 (§Awvtat, aorist subjunctive),
545 (dewcicowot, future-subjunctive).
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In these verses Akhilleus wants Patroklos to push back the Trojan army and
save the ships, so that the Greeks can still sail home. In this instance the future-
subjunctive évitpricwot (the aorist subjunctive évinpricwot and the future indica-
tive évimmpnoovol are metrically equivalent and would have been written
ENIITPEXOZXI by Homer, hence the cataloguing as future-subjunctive) and the
subjunctive aorist EAwvtal appear in a negative purpose clause or negative wish
“may they not” or “lest they”. The difference between negative purpose and nega-
tive wish is very thin.

5. Positive wish clauses do not have the MP either. In //iad 16 there are only
2 instances where we can state with absolute certainty that we are dealing with a
positive wish (267 and 722, but for that instance see later); in the larger corpus
there are 20. Given the close link between conditional clauses and wishes (cf. in-
fra), many instances of a conditional clause with an optative could be old wish
clauses as well. I give one example of a wish.

(EX.03.10) doxnbng pot Enerta Boag éml vijog ixotto (/liad 16,247).

“May he come (back) unharmed to the fast ships!”

In this instance Akhilleus prays to Zeus that Patroklos may return home safely
after his expedition against the Trojans. The aorist optative ficotro is used without MP.

Reversely, the instances of a conditional clause with af ke could be interpreted
as old wish clauses as well and in those instances the use of the MP can only be
explained as a grammaticalisation of the MP in conditional clauses. It be noted that
oi ke is only used with the subjunctive and not the optative (the mood of possibility
and wish).

6. The MP is also very rarely used in positive purpose clauses. There are 16
instances without MP and 2 with it.® I give one example.

(EX.03.11) €€anda, un kedbe vow, iva eidouev ueo (lliad 16,19).

“Speak up, do not hide it in your heart, so that we know it both!”

58. The instances without MP are liad 16,10 (&véintar, aorist subjunctive), 19 (gidopev,
perfect subjunctive), 83 (feim, aorist subjunctive), 86 (dmovécocwowv, future-subjunctive), 86
(mopwoty, aorist subjunctive), 100 (Mbwpev, present subjunctive), 243 (eloetar, future-desiderative),
243 (émiotntat, present subjunctive), 273 (yv®, aorist subjunctive), 423 (Soeim, aorist subjunctive),
525 (érmotplvo, subjunctive, could be present or aorist), 526 (udywpot, present subjunctive), 568 (gin,
present optative), 576 (udyotro, present optative), 655 (doarto, aorist optative), 655 (§hotro, aorist optative).
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In the two instances in a purpose clause with an MP, an alternative explana-
tion is possible.

(EX.03.12) (83) meifeo 8" g to1 £ydd pvbov t1éhog &v ppeot Beim,

(84) g Gv pot Ty peydAny Koi kodog dpnat

(85) mpog mavTmv Aavadv, Atap ol TEPIKOAAEN KOOPTV

(86) Gy amovacowotv, moti &” dyAlad ddpa toépwowv. (Hliad 16,83-86).

“Obey, so that I can put the purpose of this word in your heart, so that / in a
way that you obtain the greatest honour and fame among all the Danaans and
that they can indeed bring home the very beautiful girl and provide in addition
shining gifts!”

In these verses, one could argue that the two purpose clauses are in fact old
relative clauses and especially in the second example ¢gpnau, this seems possible. In
that case one would have to translate “that I put in your mind the purpose in such a
way that you should obtain glory”, but if this is an old relative clause, it certainly
has a purpose nuance as well.* One could even argue that the first sentence con-
tains an older paratactic construction *neifgo-td¢ Tol &y pobov TEAOC &v Qpeai
Oeiw “Obey. That way I will put in your mind the purpose of this word in such a
way that ...”. In that case Ogim would belong to the main clause and &pnot would
be part of the relative clause (in which case the absence of the MP with Bgiw would
require an explanation, unless one interprets it as exhortative). The fact that the
future-subjunctive drovidccmoty and the aorist subjunctive Tépwotv are used with-
out an MP might be due to the fact that they occur in a purpose clause (in which
case the use of dpnor with MP would require an explanation) or could be due to the
so-called “reduction rule” (cf. infra).

(EX.03.13) (270) dvépeg €ate pilot, pvicaote 6& BoVpLoog GAKTC,
(271) @g dv TInAeidnv Tunoouey, dg péy” dpiotog (lliad 16,270-271).

“Friends, be men and remember your furious strength, so that we / that way
we will honour the son of Peleus, who the most powerful ...”

59. These instances were not discussed in Probert (2015).
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In this instance the future-subjunctive tyunoopev could belong to a purpose
clause “so that we will honour”, but it can also be interpreted as a main clause “this
way we will honour”.

As will be discussed later on in the subchapter of the relative clauses, several
purpose clauses could be interpreted as relative clauses with purpose nuance, or
even as simple relative clauses.

7. The future-desideratives rarely have the MP. In Iliad 16 there are no in-
stances with it,*” and in the larger corpus we have 145 instances of a future-
desiderative without MP and only 2 with it. The notion of desire and wish explains
the absence of the MP, as was the case with the (negative) purpose clauses and
(negative) wishes.

8. The same applies to the future-subjunctives, but the figures are less out-
spoken: 13 instances without it and 3 with.%! In the larger corpus, there are 137
instances of a future-subjunctive without it and 28 with it. Although the future-
subjunctives clearly have a notion of wish and desire in them, in /liad 16 there are
other explanations possible for the absence of the MP: davanvevcwot (42) is pre-
ceded by another verb form that is already marked by the MP (cf. infra), édoopev
(60) could be interpreted as exhortative, évimpricmot (82) appears in a negative
purpose/wish clause, dmovaccwotv (86) is preceded by another verb form that is
already marked by the MP, kwnor (264) appears in a simile with an undefined
subject t1c (and is thus less specific, cf. infra), dopdocm (438) appears in an indi-
rect deliberative question, deikicowot (545) appears in a negative purpose/wish
clause, ympnoovot (629) appears in a negative sentence (cf. infra), 650 (onmon),
674 (tapydoovot). For kwvnon (298), dvtiow (423) and tapydoovct (456, 674)
there is no other explanation than that they are future-subjunctives, the first one
appears in a temporal clause in a simile (cf. infra), while the three other instances
refer to specific instances in the main clause. The 3 instances with the MP appear
twice in a conditional clause (népymng, 445 and cvAncwot, 500) and once in a pur-
pose clause that could have been an original relative clause (tiuncopev, 271, cf.
supra).

60. The instances of the future-desideratives are Illiad 16,31 (dviicetan), 90 (Onoeig), 239
(Levém), 243 (gloetan), 444 (épim), 449 (évioelg), 499 (Ecocopar), 629 (kabiter), 673 (Boovs’), 851
(épéw).

61. The instances of the future-subjunctives without MP are lliad 16,42 (dvomvedowot), 60
(¢doopev), 82 (évimpriowot), 86 (dmovicomowv), 264 (kwnom), 298 (kwnom), 423 (dvinow), 438
(dapdoom), 456 (tapydoovaot), 545 (dekicomot), 629 (yopricovot), 650 (dnmon), 674 (tapydcovot);
those with it are 271 (tiunoopev), 445 (mépyng), 500 (cvAncwot).
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9. The old subjunctive forms of the roots */;ed- and *g"i(e)h;- are also used
without MP. Given the fact that they appear in the middle in the subjunctive pre-
sent and in the active in the indicative, it is possible that the middle form (and thus
the notion of more subject-related and desiderative involvement) was incompatible
with the MP.

10. As was stated above, the MP is often missing with verb forms if the form
was preceded by another form with an MP on the same syntactic level. There are
five instances of this in /liad 16, and no exceptions.®? In the large corpus we find
34 indicatives (injunctives), optatives and subjunctives without an MP, because
they are preceded by another form with an MP on the same syntactic level and 15
instances where this rule is broken.®

62. The instances are lliad 16,42 (avanvebowot, future-subjunctive, preceded by amdoymvrot,
with MP), 86 (dmovdccwotv, future-subjunctive preceded by dpnor, with MP), 86 (mépwotv, aorist
subjunctive preceded by dpnot, with MP), 273 (yv®, aorist subjunctive, preceded by tyuncopev with
MP), 725 (dmn, aorist subjunctive, preceded by &€\ng, with MP).

63. The instances are Iliad 1,510 (6pé M mov, present subjunctive without MP, preceded by the
future-subjunctive ticoow with MP), 5211 (éc6éyopar, without MP, preceded by the future-
subjunctive vootio® with MP), 9,501 (audptn, aorist subjunctive without MP, preceded by the aorist
subjunctive vrepPnn with MP), 9,510 (dmoginy, aorist subjunctive without MP, preceded by the aorist
subjunctive aviivntor with MP), 9,610 (dpmpn, perfect subjunctive without MP, preceded by the
present subjunctive pévy with MP), 9,703 (8por, future-subjunctive without MP, preceded by the
perfect subjunctive davayn with MP), 11,194 (80, aorist subjunctive without MP, preceded by the
aorist subjunctive agpikntor with MP), 11,194 (£A0, aorist subjunctive without MP, preceded by the
aorist subjunctive a¢ikntor with MP), 11,210 (80, aorist subjunctive without MP, preceded by the
aorist subjunctive agikntor with MP), 11,210 (A0, aorist subjunctive without MP, preceded by the
aorist subjunctive agikntor with MP), 11,310 (yévovro, injunctive aorist without MP, preceded by the
imperfect indicative énv with MP), 11,668 (ktewvmped’, present or aorist subjunctive without MP,
preceded by the present subjunctive 0épovtar with MP), 11,800 (dvorvebowot, aorist subjunctive
without MP, preceded by the aorist subjunctive andoymvror with MP), 16,42 (avorvedowot, aorist
subjunctive without MP, preceded by the aorist subjunctive dmndoywvtar with MP), 16,86
(dmovacowov, future-subjunctive without MP, preceded by the aorist subjunctive dpnor with MP),
16,86 (mo6pwaotv, aorist subjunctive without MP, preceded by the aorist subjunctive dpnot with MP),
16,273 (yv@®, aorist subjunctive without MP, preceded by the future-subjunctive tyumoopev with MP),
16,725 (@, aorist subjunctive without MP, preceded by the aorist subjunctive &\ng with MP),
22,113 (Mo, aorist subjunctive without MP, preceded by the aorist subjunctive katabeiopon with
MP), 22,114 (Oméoympor, aorist subjunctive without MP, preceded by the aorist subjunctive
katofeiopor with MP), 22,257 (dpéhopat, aorist subjunctive without MP, preceded by the aorist
subjunctive émn with MP), 22,350 (bndoywvtal, aorist subjunctive without MP, preceded by the
future-subjunctive otnowo’ with MP), 22,388 (dpmpn, perfect subjunctive without MP, preceded by
the present subjunctive petéw with MP), 24,38(ktepicoiev, aorist optative without MP, preceded by
the aorist optative kfoev with MP), 24,77 (Adon, future-subjunctive without MP, preceded by the
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3.6. The actual analysis: the instances with an MP

1. So far we have focused on the absence of the MP and what is striking is
that most of these instances belong to Allan’s axis of “jussive / deontic”. I want to
discuss the instances where it is used and below I also treat the instances that do
not belong to the deontic/jussive axis. As was stated above, my starting hypothesis
is that the MP was used with specific instances close to speaker and hearer, and
absent in mythical stories, repeated actions and undefined instances. This explains
why of the 25 instances where the MP is used, 22 appear in a speech and the 3
instances in narrative all appear with an indicative in a counterfactual main clause
(which is an innovation, as will be shown in the next subchapter).®* In the larger
corpus we have 276 instances with an MP, of which 260 appear in speeches and
only 16 in narrative, and 624 instances without an MP, of which 100 in narrative
and 524 in a speech. This confirms what we noted for //iad 16, namely that the MP

aorist subjunctive Adyn with MP), 24,116 (Abor, future-subjunctive without MP, preceded by the
aorist subjunctive deion with MP), 24,151 (&yot, present optative without MP, preceded by the
present optative i@vvotr with MP), 24,180 (dyot, present optative without MP, preceded by the present
optative iBvvor with MP), 24,222 (vocopiloipeBa, present optative present optative without MP,
preceded by the present optative @oipev with MP), 24,264 (émbeite, aorist optative without MP,
preceded by the aorist optative épomAiicoarte with MP), 24,665 (Souvito, present optative without
MP, preceded by the present optative Odmtowuev with MP), 24,667 (mokepi&opev, future-subjunctive
without MP, preceded by the present optative Odmtoiuev with MP), 24,688 (yvowot, aorist
subjunctive without MP, preceded by the aorist subjunctive yvon with MP).

The “violations” are [liad 1,256 (xeyapoiato, optative aorist with MP, preceded by the optative
aorist ynOnoor with MP), 5,484 (&yotev, present optative, with MP, preceded by the present optative
eépotev, with MP), 5,887 (£a, imperfect indicative, with MP, preceded by the imperfect indicative
gmaoyov, with MP), 9,359 (pepndin, perfect subjunctive, with MP, preceded by the present
subjunctive £€0éAnoOa, with MP), 9,619 (uévouev, present subjunctive, with MP, preceded by the
present subjunctive vemped’, with MP), 9,702 (puévy, with MP, preceded by the present subjunctive
inow, with MP), 11,311 (wécov, aorist injunctive, with MP, preceded by the imperfect indicative &nv,
with MP), 22,43 (€A0o1, aorist optative (cf. infra), with MP, preceded by the subjunctive £5ovton
(optative,cf. infra), with MP), 22,246 (daun/ein, aorist optative or subjunctive (both are transmitted)
with MP, preceded by the present indicative gépntat, with MP), 22,253 (aloinv, aorist optative, with
MP, preceded by the aorist optative §loyu, with MP), 24,566 (AdOoi, aorist optative, with MP,
preceded by the aorist optative thain, with MP), 24,567 (petoyiicoete, aorist optative, with MP,
preceded by the aorist optative tAain, with MP), 24,566 (yévnrtau, aorist subjunctive, with MP,
preceded by the aorist optative é&gimot, with MP), 24,665 (Bdntowev, present optative, with MP,
preceded by the present optative yodowuev, with MP), 24, 666 (momocoupev, aorist optative with MP,
preceded by the present optative yodowuev, with MP).

64. The ones in a speech are [liad 16, 16, 32, 41, 45, 63, 72, 84, 88, 129, 246, 271, 445, 455,
500, 618, 621, 625, 723, 725, 747, 848, 861 and the ones in narrative 639, 687, 698.
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is more common in speech than in narrative. It is remarkable that 13 out of the 16
instances of the MP (in the large corpus) in narrative occur in (past) potential or
counterfactual contexts, and in 10 of those instances the indicative or injunctive is
used.®® It can therefore not be ruled out that the MP “intruded” first in these con-
texts and/or it grammaticalised there first. The 3 other instances occur in a simile
(against 35 where it was missing). I will now show how most of these instances in
Iliad 16 indeed have a specific meaning and that the instances without it can be
explained by the elements quoted above. Of the 22 instances only the following
three could pose some problems: 84, 129 and 246, but they have been discussed
above (129 could be exhortative or specific, and 84 and 246 belong to a purpose
clause, but could have been a relative clause as well or even a main clause). The 58
instances without MP can be explained by the factors mentioned above,*” with the
following (possible) exceptions, which will be discussed below:

65. The instances are lliad 5,22 (Oméx@uye, aorist injunctive), 5,85 (yvoing, aorist optative),
5,311 (émdrotto, aorist optative), 5,388 (dmdlotto, aorist optative), 5,679 (ktdve, aorist injunctive),
11,310 (&nv, imperfect indicative), 11,311 (méoov, aorist injunctive), 11,504 (x&lovto, present
injunctive), 16,639 (§yvo, aorist indicative), 16,687 (vnékuye, aorist injunctive), 16,698 (§Lov, aorist
injunctive), 22,202 (bme&épuyev, aorist indicative), 24,714 (66vpovto, present injunctive). The other
three instances occur in a simile: 11,269 (&ym, present subjunctive), 22,192 (eVpn, aorist subjunctive),
24,480 (AGpn, aorist subjunctive).

66. The instances are lliad 5,22, 5,679, 11,310, 11,311, 11,504, 16,639, 16,687, 16,698, 22,202,
24,714.

67. The instances are [liad 16,10 (aorist subjunctive in a purpose clause), 19 (perfect
subjunctive in a purpose clause), 30 (aorist optative in a negative wish / negative purpose clause), 31
(future-desiderative in the main clause), 41 (future-subjunctive in a conditional clause preceded by an
aorist subjunctive with MP), 53 (present subjunctive in a temporal clause with iterative meaning or
debated), 54 (perfect subjunctive, debated), 60 (future-subjunctive in a main clause, possibly
exhortative), 73 (perfect optative in a conditional clause), 82 (future-subjunctive in a negative wish /
negative purpose clause), 82 (aorist subjunctive in a negative wish / negative purpose clause), 83
(aorist subjunctive, debated), 86 (future-subjunctive in a relative or purpose clause, preceded by an
aorist subjunctive with MP), 86 (aorist subjunctive in a relative or purpose clause, preceded by an
aorist subjunctive with MP), 90 (future-desiderative in the main clause), 94 (aorist subjunctive in a
negative wish / negative purpose clause), 98 (aorist optative in a negative wish / negative purpose
clause), 99 (aorist optative in a negative wish / negative purpose clause), 100 (present subjunctive in a
purpose clause), 128 (aorist subjunctive optative in a negative wish / negative purpose clause), 129
(present subjunctive negative wish / negative purpose clause), 205 (present subjunctive, exhortative in
the main clause), 239 (future-desiderative in the main clause), 243 (future-desiderative in a purpose
clause), 243 (present subjunctive in a purpose clause), 245 (present subjunctive in a temporal clause,
debated and/or unexplained), 247 (aorist optative in a positive wish), 273 (aorist subjunctive in a
relative or purpose clause, preceded by an future-subjunctive with MP), 423 (future-subjunctive in a
main clause), 423 (aorist subjunctive in a purpose clause), 437 (aorist subjunctive in a deliberative
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(EX.03.14) (52) dAAa t60' aivov dyog kpadiny kol Bupov ikdvet,
(53) ommdte o1 TOV OpoToV Avip £0EANCLY Auépoal
(54) xai yépog v apelécbot, dte kpartel mpofefnxn: (liad 16,52-54).

“But this sharp pain comes to my heart and spirit, namely whenever a man
wants to rob his equal and steal his gift, when he exceeds him in power.”

In this instance Akhilleus complains about his mistreatment by Agamemnon
and states that he regrets that a man robs his equal only because he himself is in a
stronger (hierarchical) position. Both 6te xpdtei mpoPePrixkn and Ote Kpdrei
npoPePrel have been transmitted, but the unaugmented pluperfect form is less
likely here in the context of a generic statement referring to the present. As such,
we have two subjunctives in this passage, both without MP. At first sight, this
seems unexpected, because Akhilleus is speaking about his specific situation and
compares his own experience to that of another person mistreated by his superior.
In this interpretation, it would be near to the speaker and one would therefore have
expected the MP. The generalising subjunctive without MP would then come as a
surprise.®® It is possible to “correct” the problem, by reading the perfect npoBépnxe
(which does not violate the metre) or by adding the MP, reading 6nmote Kev 10V

er

instead of onmote oM TOV and 6T’ dv kpatel (or even 6 ke kpdatel) instead of Gte

question), 437 (future-subjunctive in a deliberative question), 444 (future-desiderative in the main
clause), 446 (present subjunctive in a negative wish / negative purpose clause), 449 (future-
desiderative in the main clause), 456 (future-subjunctive in the main clause or in a relative clause,
depending on how one interprets it), 499 (future-desiderative in the main clause), 525 (subjunctive,
present or aorist, in a purpose clause), 526 (present subjunctive in a purpose clause), 545 (aorist
subjunctive optative in a negative wish / negative purpose clause), 545 (future-subjunctive optative in
a negative wish / negative purpose clause), 569 (aorist optative in a conditional clause, which was an
original wish clause), 570 (aorist optative in a conditional clause, which was an original wish clause),
571 (aorist optative in a conditional clause, which was an original wish clause, unless this form is the
main clause, in which case the absence is unexplained), 618 (aorist indicative in a conditional clause),
623 (aorist optative in a conditional clause), 629 (future-subjunctive in the main clause), 629 (future-
desiderative in the main clause), 673 (future-desiderative in a relative clause), 674 (future-subjunctive
in the main clause or in a relative clause, depending on how one interprets it, cf. 456), 722 (present
optative in a wish), 725 (aorist subjunctive in a conditional clause preceded by an aorist subjunctive
with MP), 746 (aorist optative in a conditional clause), 748 (present optative in a conditional clause),
846 (present subjunctive middle of the root *hsed- in the main clause), 847 (aorist indicative in a
conditional clause), 851 (future-desiderative in the main clause), 852 (present subjunctive middle of
the root *g"iehs- in the main clause).

68. That the subjunctive was unfit here was noted by von Christ (1880:234), also quoted in
Ameis — Hentze (1881: 42).
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Kkparet, but in doing so we would be changing the text simply to make it conform to
our own rules, and that is not a sound scientific practice. These verses can also be
interpreted as a generic statement. The first subjunctive is used with the undefined /
generalising relative onmote and not with dte. More important in this discussion is
the fact that Akhilleus used generic statements to refer to his own situation before
as well. In the discussion about Agamemnon’s intention to take Briseis away from
Akhilleus, he described Agamemnon’s abuse of power as follows:

(EX.03.15) (229) f| TOAD A®IOV £6TL KOTA GTPUTOV VPOV AYoidV

(230) d@p' dmoarpeichon 8g Tig 6é0gv avtiov ginn (Hliad 1,229-230).

“Indeed it is better throughout the broad army of the Akhaians to take away
the gifts of anyone who speaks back at you.”

In this case, one would expect a modal particle to occur, because Akhilleus is
referring to his specific situation, but he describes the situation as in more generic
terms, and states that Agamemnon always takes the gifts from people who dare to
stand up to him.%® This is seen in the (iterative) present form dmooipeicOm’™ instead

69. Ameis — Hentze (1884: 19), Latacz (2000b: 98).

70. Ameis — Hentze (1884: 19), Kirk (1985: 77). I agree here with Chantraine (1953: 183-197)
and with van Emde Boas — Huitink (2010) and Garcia Ramén (2012) that the difference in tenses in
subjunctive, imperative, optative and infinitive was aspect-based and not random or metrically
motivated, as Fournier (1946: 60-65), Chantraine (1966) and Basset (2000a, 2000b) have argued for.
For recent studies in Homeric aspect, see Romagno (2005) and Napoli (2006). It has been noted very
early on already that Homeric aspect and that of Attic Greek differ, and that the difference between
imperfect and aorist might not have been so rigid in Homer. For this see already von Thiersch (1826:
516-518), Matthiae (1826: 957-958), Buttmann (1854: 391), Kriiger (1859: 90-91), Goodwin (1865:
7-8), Kithner (1870: 123-124, 144), Monro (1891: 64-65), Brugmann (1900: 487-489), Wackernagel
(1924: 182-184). Kiihner — Gerth (1904: 143-144) also noted that the use of the imperfect in Homer
differed from that in later Greek and referred to Delbriick (1879: 105-106; 1897: 302-306), who
argued that his were remnants from a period when the imperfect was still the only narrative tense.
Recently, Hollenbaugh (2018) followed Delbriick and argued that the imperfect in Homer could be
used for all the different past meanings whereas the aorist only referred to the recent past (Delbriick
[1876: 6]: “durch den Aorist bezeichnet der Redende etwas als eben geschehen”). See also Schwyzer
— Debrunner (1950: 280-282), but they did not go as far as to say that the original past tense form for
Homer was the imperfect. I am not certain that Hollenbaugh and his predecessors are right, but the
issue needs a more thorough investigation and I cannot perform this here. Hollenbaugh uses the verba
dicendi as evidence for the fact that aorist and imperfect were not always distinguished, but a closer
look at the speech introductions and conclusions in Homer shows that the aorist and imperfect are not
interchangeable: in speech conclusions, the aorist is used when the speaker proceeds to something
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of the expected aorist, in the use of the generic &¢ Tic,”' and in the subjunctive ginn
without modal particle. As such, Agamemnon’s behaviour is not interpreted as an
individual faux pas but an illustration of his systemic abuse of power. Ruijgh noted
that the modal particle was used with the relative 6¢, but much less often with the
indefinite relative and generic &¢ Tic.”? This agrees with the specifying value of the
modal particle: when a specific person is referred to, the modal particle is used, but
not when a generic situation is described.

Just as in lliad 1,229-230, one could argue that Akhilleus used a generic
statement here in /liad 16,52-54 as well and the absence of the MP would be in
agreement with that.

There is one last element that needs to be discussed in this instance. The codi-
ces have &te kpdrel mpoPePnin and this was printed by Van Thiel, but most edi-
tions (La Roche, Monro, and West) adopted 6 te kpatei mpoPepnkn. When reading
6 te¢ we would have a pronoun 6 instead of the more common &6¢ and a te-épique
which would then explain the more general nature of the example.” In my opinion
this is not necessary, because one can also explain the sentence by interpreting dte
as a temporal conjunction,’ and it is always better to maintain the transmitted text
instead of “improving” it.

The instance 16,83 (related to that of 16,84, where the MP was used) has been
discussed above. If it is a purpose clause, the absence is expected, but when it con-
tains an older main clause or relative clause, the absence is irregular.

(EX.03.16) paivovd’, 6mmot’ €ym mep im peta pdrov Apnoc. (Iliad 16,245).

“(His hands) rage, whenever I go to Ares’ turmoil.”

else (and the action is then completed), whereas the imperfect is used when the speech “receives” or
provokes a reaction. See De Decker (2015: 195-211, 2018, forthcoming) for more details. The first to
notice this were von Naegelsbach (1834: 249-252) for Homer, Blass (1889) for Attic and Svensson
(1930) for all Greek dialects. See also Schwyzer — Debrunner (1950: 277-278), Chantraine (1953:
192), Hettrich (1976: 59-60 states that “der PSt [Prasensstamm — FDD] bezeichnet a) den Akt des
Sagens unter Einschlufl des fortwirkenden Zustandes, der durch diesen Akt hervorgerufen wird, bis
zur Reaktion des Angesprochenen; b) den Akt des Sagens allein in seiner Erstreckung”) for
Herodotos, Braswell (1988: 107) and Hummel (1993: 240) for Pindar, and Rijksbaron (2002: 18-19)
for Attic Greek. This applies to other verbs, such as néunw as well.

71. Kirk (1985: 77), Latacz (2000b: 98).

72. Ruijgh (1971: 448-449), Basset (1989: 204-205). See also De Decker (2015: 219, 319).

73. See already La Roche (1870: 108), Ameis — Hentze (1885: 6), Briigger (2018: 44).

74. For a recent defence of the transmitted text, see Janko (1992: 323).
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In this verse, the subjunctive iw appears in a temporal clause and at first sight,
we would have expected the MP, but the subjunctive refers to a repeated action
here,” and as such, the absence of the MP is logical. The relative/temporal adverb
onnote means “whenever”.

There are two instances with the middle subjunctives of the roots */,ed- and
*g"i(e)hs- (quoted and discussed above), which both lack the MP, probably be-
cause the middle marks a more desiderative meaning (as was the case with the
semi-deponent future forms as well).

2. There are 2 instances of a relative clause with an MP (455, 622) and 7
without an MP, of which 6 appear in narrative and one in a speech. The one in the
speech is a desiderative form (6fjcovc’, 673), of the 6 other forms, 5 belong to a
simile (for the absence of the MP in the similia, cf. infra),’® and in the instance
below two explanations are possible:

(EX.03.17) mémmveyv 0& £kaotog Omn Quyot ainvv OAe0pov (Hliad 16,283).
“Everyone was looking sharply how he could escape sharp death.”

In this instance both the subjunctive @uyn and the optative @Oyou are attested
in the codices. One can explain the optative as an optative of indirect speech and
that this form would have been a deliberative subjunctive in direct speech “how
shall I escape”. In that case the absence of the MP would be expected. One can also
argue that the MP is missing, because the relative clause describes a potential opta-
tive in a repeated action: each Trojan is looking to escape death. We are thus not
dealing with a single action, but with a repeated action and an undefined subject
gxootoc. These two explanations (the deliberative and the iterative one) do not
exclude each other.

As 3 cases in a speech (2 with MP, 1 without it) are not enough to allow for a
solid judgement, I will analyse the large corpus. There are 45 instances of a relative
clause in a speech with an MP and 35 without an MP, and in narrative there are 19
instances without MP and none with an MP. I will now focus on the instances
where the MP is missing in a speech. The rules described above, apply to the rela-
tive clauses as well (for generic and gnomic statements, and the similia, see later):

75. For this interpretation, see Ameis — Hentze (1885: 19) and Briigger (2018: 117).

76. The instances are lliad 16,260 (épidpaivoorv, present subjunctive), 387 (kpivoot,
subjunctive, but it could be an aorist or a present), 388 (subjunctive aorist éAdowot), 429 (udywvtat,
present subjunctive), 590 (dpén, aorist subjunctive).
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the MP is therefore absent, when a future-desiderative or future-subjunctive is
used,”” when the verb is preceded by another verb with an MP,”® and when repeated
actions are described.” When the relative clause is dependent on a main clause
with an optative expressing a wish or potentiality, it often takes the optative with-
out an MP and seems to have the meaning of a subordinate conditional clause (as
we will see below, conditional clauses with the optative take the MP much less
than those with the subjunctive). Alternatively, one could argue that in those cases
attractio modalis occurred, but given the fact that the optative in those instances
can be explained as an optative of wish or potentiality, that assumption is not nec-
essary.*” The examples are:

(EX.03.18) o® xev dAfioc £in dvip @ o6 yévorto (lliad 9,125 = 9,267).

“Not without possessions would the man be, to whom so many (possessions
won by the horses) came.”

yévorro is dependent on the potential optative €in and the relative clause could
be translated as a conditional clause “if so many (possessions) came to him.”®!

In the following instances, the optative clearly has the nuance of a wish:
(EX.03.19) mg ovk £660' 0 o1ic v KOvag kepaiic amardAkol (Iliad 22,348).

“So there will not be anyone who may/will/can ward off the dogs from your
head.”

77. The instances are lliad 1,164 (future-subjunctive), 1,211 (future-desiderative), 9,25 (future-
subjunctive), 9,302 (future-subjunctive), 16,673 (future-desiderative), 22,61 (future-subjunctive),
22,341 (future-desiderative), 24,154 (future-desiderative), 24,181 (future-desiderative), 24,731
(future-subjunctive).

78. This is the case in lliad 9,510, 11,194, 11,194, 11,209, 11,209, 11,668, 24,38, 24,151, 24,180.

79. The instances are Iliad 1,543, 1,554.

80. For this use of the optative, see Monro (1891: 282-283, 296) and Chantraine (1953: 222-
224, 248, 299). Willmott (2007) did not discuss the issue of the attractio modalis in detail, but
assumed that the optatives in contexts where this attraction could have occurred, had maintained their
“optative” meaning (e.g. on page 165, where she discussed such instances in the purpose clauses), a
statement I agree with.

81. Chantraine (1953: 248).
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Akhilleus threatens Hektor that there will be no mortal who can save his body
from being defiled. The optative contains a notion of a wish “may there be no-one
...”. Alternatively, one could try to change ye into ke, but that does not solve the
underlying problem and would violate Wackernagel’s Law, as ke would have to
follow &¢ and not of|g. Chantraine seemed to imply that the optative should be cor-
rected into a subjunctive,® but that would not solve the problem of the absence of
the MP. The same nuance of wish is expressed in the following verse:

(EX.03.20) (212) avdpi mépa kpatepd, Tod &y0 HEGOV Nmop Exouut
(213) éobépevor mpoopioa: toT dvtita Epya yévorro ({liad 24,212-213).

“Near a very strong man, whose liver I wish I could grasp the middle of and
eat it. That would be vengeance (for my child).”

In these lines, Hekabe states that she wishes she could eat Akhilleus’ liver:
&yoyu appears in a relative clause with the nuance of a wish.
In the following instance, the nuance is that of a wish and/or an exhortation:

(EX.03.21) 00’ €in: 0¢g dmowva épot kai vekpov dyotto (lliad 24,139).
“So may it be, let he who brings the ransom, also carry home the body.”

The optative @épot is dependent on the exhortation or wish in @yotto, but one
could argue that the nuances of dyotto are present in @épot as well. In this instance,
one codex has the indicative @épet, which cannot be excluded either.

3. In lliad 16, there are 2 temporal clauses with an MP and 3 without one in
the speeches and in the large corpus there are 14 instances of a temporal clause in a
speech without an MP against 30 instances with MP; in narrative there are 2 in-
stances with an MP and 19 without. The same distinctions as noted for the relative
clauses apply to the temporal ones as well: the MP is missing, when the verb form
is preceded by another verb with an MP, when a repeated action is described,?* or

82. Chantraine (1953: 248).

83. This is the case in Iliad 9,501, 9,703, 22,388.

84. This is the case in lliad 9,489 (depending on an iterative form with -ox-), 16,245 (cf. supra),
22,502 (depending on an iterative form with -oic-), 22,502 (depending on an iterative form with -ok-), 24,417.
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when an undefined character is the subject.’® Besides the gnomic and/or generic
instances and the similia (which will be discussed below), there is only one exception:

(EX.03.22) (780) méumov 1 08" Enéteddhe peAOvAmY Gmd vn@dv
(781) un mpiv Tnuavésty mpiv dmdekdtn woin noc. (liad 24,780-781).

“(Akhilleus) sent me and confirmed that there will be no sorrow from the
black ships, before the tenth dawn has come.”

In these verses Priam informs the Trojans that Akhilleus has guaranteed them
that there will be no warfare for nine days. When the tenth day comes, the Greeks
will resume fighting. The subjunctive poAn is not undefined and refers to some-
thing that is close to both hearer and speaker, and yet the MP is missing. This
absence is unexplained.

4. Normally, the MP would be missing in a generic statement and would be
used in specific instances, but in case of the general truths, this distinction is prob-
lematic, because a description of a general truth (often called gnome) could be in-
terpreted as a generic statement, but also as a specific instance when it is used as
illustration for one’s argument. This problem occurs in both temporal and relative
clauses, both in narrative and in the speeches as well. As was argued above,
Akhilleus sometimes uses generic descriptions when he is speaking about his own
situation (/liad 1,230 and 16,53-54, discussed above, which are not gnomes), but
not always, as can be seen in the lines below:

(EX.03.23) 6g xe Ogoig émmeiOnTon pdko v Exdivov avtod (Hliad 1,217).
“He who obeys the gods, to him they (the gods) do indeed listen (when he prays).”

In these lines, he agrees with Athene’s suggestion to not kill Agamemnon and
states that the man who obeys the gods, will have his prayers fulfilled. This could
very well be a generic statement.

(EX.03.24) (529) @ pév k aupifog ddn Zevg tepmiképovvoc,

(530) Arote pév te KaK® O ye KOpeTAL, AALOTE O EGOAGD:

(531) @ 8% ke TV Aoypdv Sdm, AwPnTov EOnke,

(532) xai € kakxn BovPpwoTig ént 06V dlav Elavvel,

(533) poutd 6 ovte Oeoiot teTuévog ovte Ppotoiowy (liad 24,529-533).

85. Iliad 24,369.
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“To whom Zeus, who enjoys the thunder, gives after mingling (in the jars), he
makes him meet evil on one occasion and prosperity on another. The person to
whom he gives from the painful jar, him Zeus makes hated and pitiful misery
sends him over the shining earth, and he wanders around, not being honoured
by gods or humans.”

In these verses Akhilleus tells Priam that the gods know no suffering, but that
mortals have to endure what the gods send them. Zeus has two jars, one with hap-
piness and one with misery and he takes and sends what he wants; if he wants to
honour a human being, he does so, but if he decides to put misery on someone, the
mortal man can only endure it, even if it means living in infamy. The two subjunc-
tives dmn have gnomic meaning and describe general truths, and are thus very
close to the world of both Akhilleus and Priam. Both verbs are thus constructed
with an MP (the same explanation is valid for the augment in £€0nke). One could,
however, also argue that they are generic and that they should have been construct-
ed with ze-épique and there does not seem to be much difference with the generic
examples, unless one assumes that he deliberately wanted to stress that Agamem-
non constantly overstepped his boundaries, while Priam is not to blame for the
misery that strikes him so hard.

In the large corpus, there are 7 instances of a gnomic statement without MP
and 7 with it.% At first sight, such a distribution does not allow to make a judge-
ment, but upon closer inspection, most instances can be explained by the factors
above: either because they are preceded by another gnomic form with an MP,*” or
because they are a future-subjunctive form.®® This is best illustrated by the follow-
ing passage:

(EX.03.25) (508) 0¢ pév 1" aidécetan kovpag Ad¢ Aocov 10060g,
(509) tov 6¢ péy’ dvnoav kai T EKAvov dYOUEVOLO:

(510) 6¢ 6¢ K avivnron Kol te otEPE®d Gmoein,

(511) Mooovton 8™ dpa tai ye Al Kpoviova kioboan

(512) @ dnv ap’ EmecBan, tva Pradeig anotion. (Iliad 9,508-512).

86. The instances with MP are /liad 1,217, 9,407 (a future-subjunctive!), 9,501, 9,510, 11,409,
24,529, 24,531; the ones without are lliad 1,80, 1,81 (in a conditional clause), 9,117, 9,313, 9,501,
9,509, 9,510.

87. The instances are Iliad 9,501, 9,510.

88. The instances are lliad 1,80 (temporal clause), 1,81 (conditional clause), 9,117 (relative
clause), 9,508 (relative clause).
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“Who shows respect to the daughters of Zeus when they come nearer, him
they favour greatly and hear his prayers; who spurns them and harshly refuses
them, for him they go to Zeus and plead that (fatal) blindness follows him, so
that he be hurt and pay the price.”

In these verses, Phoinix tries to warn Akhilleus that one should not challenge
the Fate Goddesses nor refuse their gifts when one receives them, because refusing
respect to the gods will eventually hurt every mortal man. At first, the use of the
MP could seem random, but aidéceton is a future-subjunctive and has therefore no
MP, while avivntar is an aorist subjunctive and has an MP, and dnoeinr, also an
aorist subjunctive, has no MP, because it is preceded by another verb form with an MP.

There is one instance in which the presence cannot be explained:

(EX.03.26) (406) Aniotol pev yap te Poeg kai ipla pijia,

(407) kol 8¢ Tpimodég te kal inmwv EovOa kapnva,

(408) avopog 8¢ yoym ok ELOETV olte Aeioth

(409) 010’ €letn, Emel Gp kev ausiyetan Epkog 636vtav. (Iliad 9,406-409).

“Cattle and rich sheep can be taken away as booty, tripods and the fair heads
of horses can be acquired, but the soul of a man cannot be acquired or be tak-
en to (make it) come back, once it has left the fence of the teeth.”

In these lines, Akhilleus responds to the Greek embassy and states that booty
and goods can be won anywhere, but once one’s life has gone, it will not return. In
this instance, the MP is used in a gnome with a future-subjunctive (&ueiyeton)
against the rules described above.

There is one instance, in which the absence cannot entirely be accounted for:

(EX.03.27) (312) £x0pdc yép pot keivog dudg Atdao moAnoty
(313) 6 x” Etepov pev kevbn évi epeoiv, dAlo 6¢ ginn (Iliad 9,312-313).

“Equally hated to me as the gates of Hades is he who hides one thing in his
heart, but says another.”

In these verses, Akhilleus scathingly rebukes Odysseus for being not truthful
and accuses him of having the possibility to think one thing and say another. There
is no agreement as to whether this passage is generic or specific. Chantraine argued
that the meaning was generic, because Akhilleus expressed his disapproval by a
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maxim but also specific at the same time, because it involved a specific instance,®
while Ruijgh argued that the presence of pot made the statement clearly personal
and individual and that this explained the use of the MP.*° The presence of the MP
is not entirely metrically secure, because one could argue that the particle had been
inserted after the / of &tepov ceased to operate as a genuine consonant and that the
MP was nothing more than a Hiatustilger.”' One could therefore remove the MP,
but that would be a case of solving difficulties by discarding them. Given the pres-
ence of the pronoun pot, I would tend to agree with Ruijgh’s explanation, and if the
MP were present with kv, the absence with €inn would be explained by the fact
that €inm is preceded by another verb with an MP but as the MP is not secured by
the metre, we cannot be certain. In general, we could therefore state that the use of
the MP in the gnomes is in agreement with what has been noted before.

5. More problematic is the fact that the MP is very often missing in the si-
milia, both in the relative as in the temporal clauses. In the large corpus, there are
35 optatives and subjunctives without MP and only 4 with it,”* and in /liad 16 there
are 11 subjunctives in a simile and none of them has an MP. The absence is not
easily explained, especially since similia compare the story to scenes of everyday
life and are thus close to the world of the speaker, hearer and narrator, and do not
belong to the remote past nor future (reason why the augment is so common in
these passages). In many debated instances, one could, with Monro, change the text
(cf. supra), but that does not solve the problem and there are also (a few) instances
of similia in the speeches. We note, however, that the similia occur mostly in narra-
tive (where the MP tends to be absent much more often) and that the poets use ze-
épique and not the MP, because they describe what Ruijgh called un fait perma-
nent.”

89. Chantraine (1953: 247).

90. Ruijgh (1971: 286-287).

91. Surprisingly enough, this was not noted by Ruijgh (1971: 286-287), in spite of the fact that
he was one of the first scholars to note that Homer sometimes preserved the / as a full consonant as
was the case in Mycenaean.

92. The instances without MP are Iliad 5,6, 591, 5,138, 5,138, 5,161, 5,501, 5,524, 5,598,
9,323, 9,481 (in a speech), 9,592 (in a speech), 11,68, 11,116, 11,293, 11,415, 11,477, 11, 478,
11,559, 16,212, 16,260, 16,264, 16,298, 16,365, 16,386, 16,387, 16,388, 16,429, 16,590, 16,642,
22,23, 22,93, 22,163, 22,189, 22,191, 24,43; those with it are Iliad 9,324 (in a speech), 11,269,
22,192, 24,480.

93. Ruijgh (1969, 1971 passim).
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6. In addition to the problems mentioned above, often it is not straightfor-
ward to decide whether one is dealing with a relative, temporal or purpose clause,
or a relative clause with a final nuance.”* One example makes this clear:

(EX.03.28) (575) 01 & ap’” AytAAijt pnénvopt méumov Enecbo
(576) "Thov gig ebmwrov, tva Tpdeoot udyorro (lliad 16,575-576).

“They sent him to follow Akhilleus, the breaker of men, towards Troy, rich in
horses, where he would/was going to fight the Trojans.”

In these verses one can interpret tva péyotro as “where he was going to fight”,
“where he was going (with the intention) to fight”, “where he would fight” or “to
fight with”. Instances such as these (or with 6@pa) seem to confirm that many sub-
ordinate clauses could be explained as original relative clauses. Initially, it was
assumed that PIE did not have subordinate clauses,” but it now seems accepted
that it had at least relative clauses,”® and that from those, the other ones (such as
purpose and temporal clauses) were created.”’

7. The last issue is the use of the MP in conditional clauses. There are 7 in-
stances with an MP (all in a speech) and 14 without one in //iad 16 (of which 3
occur in narrative) and in the large corpus, there are 65 with it and 67 without it
and in speeches there are 65 with it and 55 without, and in narrative there are no
instances with MP and 12 without MP. At first sight there seems to be no real dis-
tinction, but when we look at the data per mood, as shown in the table below, a
difference becomes clear (the figures between brackets indicate the numbers in
narrative):

94. See already Weber (1884) for a discussion of the purpose clauses.

95. Windisch (1869), Hermann (1895).

96. This was first noted by Delbriick (1900: 295-417). See the discussion of the scholarship on
co- and sub-ordination in PIE in Hettrich (1988: 1-35), Viti (2007, 2008, 2013, 2015) and Probert
(2015: 6-20). Many scholars now believe that PIE had subordinate clauses, see e.g. Lehmann (1980,
although in 1974: §4.9 he seemed to argue otherwise), Liihr (2008: 122), but also see the works by
Viti on this issue (2007, 2008, 2012, 2015). For different viewpoints on historical syntax, see the
contributions in Ramat (1980). More recently, Fykias — Katsikadeli (2013) provided a survey and
discussion of Hermann (1895), and an analysis of the Greek evidence from indirect speech.

97. Delbriick (1900: 295-345), Leumann (1940), Jeffers — Pepicello (1978), Hettrich (1987),
Liihr (2000, 2012), but they did not agree on the details. See also Kiparsky (1995: 151) and Keydana
(2018: 2213-2214).
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MP No MP
Subjunctive 47 11 (3)
Optative 9 26 (3)
Indicative (past) 0 5(6)
Future-desiderative 0 5(0)
Future-subjunctive 9 6
Root *hsek"- 0 2(0)
Totals 65 55 (12)

The optative prefers not to “have” an MP in conditional clauses, contrary to
the subjunctive. At first sight there seems to be no real explanation for this fact, but
when we look at the origins of the conditional clauses in Greek, we can solve this
problem. Many conditional clauses, final and indirect questions introduced by &i
were in origin independent wish clauses (this will be discussed in the subchapter on
counterfactual and unreal clauses),”® and this explains why they often have no MP.
In many cases with the optative, they can still be interpreted as an old wish. The
instances with the subjunctive seem more conditional-like and thus more prone to
adhere to the rules of specific/non-specific. In Iliad 16 there are 11 conditional
clauses in a speech without an MP and of those, 7 are in the optative and they can
all be considered old (un)fulfillable wishes, “if only”,”” and 2 in the indicative with
unreal/counterfactual meaning (which is an innovation);!” the 2 instances of the
subjunctive are preceded by another subjunctive with an MP.!°! Of the 11 subjunc-
tive forms without MP in a speech in the large corpus, 7 are preceded by another
form with an MP,'® 1 is used in a generic context,'® 1 is preceded by moté “when-
ever” and is thus more undefined and less specific,'™ and in 2 instances the ab-
sence of the MP seems problematic, because they refer to a specific context, near to
speaker and hearer. These two problematic instances are

98. Lange (1872, 1873). See also Monro (1891: 290-294), Chantraine (1953: 274-276),
Schwyzer — Debrunner (1950: 557, 682-684). Tabachovitz (1951), followed by Hettrich (1992: 265-
266) argued that the conditional clauses had always been subordinated and were never independent
paratactic wish clauses.

99. The instances are Iliad 16,73, 559, 560, 561 (if it is not the main clause), 623, 746, 748.

100. The instances are liad 16,618, 847.

101. The instances are {liad 16,42, 725.

102. The instances are Iliad 11,800, 16,42, 16,725, 22,113, 22,114, 22,257, 22,350.

103. Iliad 1,81.

104. Iliad 1,341.
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(EX.03.29) (257) 10010 8’ 0 méAy adTIC dmoiceTov dKéeC Tnmot
(258) duom ae’ Hueiov, &1y’ odv Etepdc ye eoynow. (lliad 5,257-258).

“The two fast horses will not carry away these two from us, even if one or the
other might escape.”

These verses belong to Diomedes’s angry exhortation to Sthenelos: after con-
vincing him that they should face Aineias and Pandaros, he explains that maybe
one of the enemies might successfully escape, but certainly not both of them. In
this instance the ancient scholar Didymos stated that he had heard that there was
also a reading 1’oVv. If that were indeed the correct reading, the problem of the
absence would be solved. In these verses one could argue that £€1epdg ye is some-
what undefined and that could explain the absence of the MP.

(EX.03.30) (86) oyéthoc: €l mep yap oe kataxtavn, ob ¢' &' Eymye
(87) Khavoopon v Aeyéesot gpidov Bddog, ov téxov avt (lliad 22,86-87).

“Hard one, if indeed he kills you, not even I will weep for you on the dead
bed, my beloved offspring, whom I bore myself.”

After seeing the raging Akhilleus Hektor’s parents urge him not to face him
and to remain inside. In these verses Hekabe shows her breasts to Hektor and im-
plores him not to go to battle, because if Akhilleus kills him, they will not even be
able to mourn him anymore. The verses clearly refer to something specific in the
near future and something near to the actualité du locuteur, and yet the MP is missing,

Now that I have addressed all problematic instances of the speeches, I will fo-
cus on some problematic general issues.

8. Besides being absent in the negative purpose clauses / negative wishes,
the MP is also often missing in clauses with a negative element. In /liad 16 there
are 2 instances with MP and 3 without it in a negative sentence, but in the large
corpus there are 26 instances in which an MP appears in a negative sentence and 69
in which an MP is missing. Of these 69, 28 have a desiderative form (and they
would not have had the MP anyway) and 29 have a future-subjunctive form (which
is also rarely used with an MP), so that only 11 instances without an MP remain.
Of the 26 instances with an MP, 22 occur in a speech. What is remarkable, is that
21 of them have a clear link with a (remote) possibility or even with the irrealis (as
we will see later on, these two notions are not so clearly distinguishable in epic
Greek): 9 occur in the combination ob kev or ovk @v with a (potential or counter-
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factual, cf. infra) optative and 7 with the same optative (but with o0d¢ kev or an-
other variant), and 4 with a counterfactual indicative against 1 with odk &v with a
subjunctive, 4 with a subjunctive in another context, and one instance, we have a
future-subjunctive (/liad 9,60 where dtiuncetl and dtyunon are both transmitted,
but where most editions adopted Barnes’ correction dtipnoet’,!®® i.e. an optative
with elision before the caesura). The reason for this is that the negation removes
the link with the speaker and hearer. A negative fact is something that by definition
cannot have been close to the speaker or hearer, and therefore, the MP is more
often absent in those contexts. As such, the connection between negation and ab-
sence of the MP seems clear, but some questions remain: do the future-
subjunctives lack the MP because they are negated or because they have the notion
of desiderative in them or both, do the negative wishes lack the MP because they
are negated or because they have the notion of wish in them or both, and why is the
MP so common in negated remotely possible and/or counterfactual contexts?

3.7. Conclusion

In this subchapter I addressed the use of the MP in Homeric Greek, analysing
the aforementioned large corpus and providing a more detailed investigation of
Iliad 16. My analyses showed that the MP was mostly used in speeches and only
rarely in narrative. It is incompatible with the deontic and jussive axis as described
in Allan 2013: this is the reason why it is missing in negative purpose/wish clauses,
in positive wishes and purpose clauses, in deliberative (indirect) questions and with
future-desiderative and future-subjunctive forms. It is used when a specific in-
stance in the near future and close to the speaker and hearer is related (in Basset’s
words, close to the actualité du locuteur). This explains why almost all instances
can be found in speeches and not in narrative, and why it is not used in negative
contexts, in descriptions of repeated actions (both in the optative and the subjunc-
tive) and in generic and generalising statements (where the poet preferred the so-
called ze-épigue). The only mood where the MP could add modal meaning is the
indicative in the so-called past potential and counterfactual constructions, but as
will be discussed in the next subchapter, this use is not universal in Homer and is
also an inner-Greek innovation. The MP thus does not add modal meaning to the
different moods, contrary to man in Hittite. As such, the use of an MP to convey
modal meaning cannot be considered a morpho-syntactic isogloss between Greek

105. Barnes (1711: 320).
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and Anatolian. I will now show that there are also differences between Greek and
Anatolian in the remotely possible and counterfactual constructions.

4. The counterfactual (“irrealis ) constructions in epic and later Greek

In this subchapter I discuss the Greek counterfactual constructions, focusing
on the differences between epic and later Greek, using mostly examples from the
large corpus of 5267 verses. By analysing the Homeric data I will show that the use
of the past indicative with an MP to mark the counterfactual is an inner-Greek in-
novation and cannot be equated with the Hittite use of man and the past indicative,
and that the original Greek construction was that of the optative in both main and
conditional clause. The transition from optative into indicative had already started
in Homer, but had not been completed yet and even in Attic Greek, there are still
relics of the older optative construction. I first briefly discuss the terms (past) po-
tential(is), irrealis and counterfactual, show that the boundaries between these
terms are not always clear in Homer, then I describe the Homeric data based on the
larger corpus, discuss previous scholarship on the use of indicative and optative in
the counterfactual constructions and finally analyse the instances from //iad 16 and
occasionally also from the larger corpus. I argue that one cannot adequately distin-
guish between present potential and potential of the past, and counterfactual of the
present and past, that the differences between these constructions are more based
on the aspect than on the past/presence reference (and I will show this for all in-
stances quoted) and that the optative was the oldest construction for all types of
(remote) possibility ranging from possible to unreal.

4.1. Terminology and examples from Homer

In Classical Philology and non-Anglophone Indo-European scholarship the
term irrealis is mostly used to refer to what in general linguistics is called “counter-
factual” (German Irrealis, French irréel), while irrealis in general linguistics refers
to everything that is not realis (often including the future).!%

With the exception of Anatolian, many old Indo-European languages have
counterfactual/remote possibility-constructions that contain the Indo-European

106. The term irrealis itself is debated among linguists as well, for an overview with (some)
references, see De Decker (2015: 205-206), but the list is not exhaustive, since the literature on the
concept irrealis is very large.
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optative or forms that continue old optative forms,'”” such as Germanic (originally
the perfect optative),'”® Tocharian,'” Indo-Iranian (originally the perfect opta-
tive),!' Celtic,'"" and Italic (even in Old Latin).'? Starting from earlier scholars
who noted that all these languages use different constructions, Hettrich concluded
that the PIE verbal system used the optative for both present and past potential
without distinguishing between past potential and present counterfactual and with-
out having a past counterfactual.'’® He suggested the term fiktiv, which referred to
something unreal but did not indicate the degree of “un-reality”.!'* Although I can-
not provide here a detailed discussion of the exact meanings of the Greek moods, I
still think that the traditional description of a continuum with the indicative being

107. For an overview of the scholarship, see the references in Hettrich (1998) and also De
Decker (2015: 222-223).

108. Delbriick (1897: 405-409; 1904: 201, 262-264), Slotty (1915: 86-87), Krisch (1986: 10),
Euler (1994), Dahl (1997: 104-107).

109. This was observed by Thomas (1952: 43-46; 1970: 466-469), Krause — Thomas (1960:
192) and by Pinault (1997: 475-477), who pointed out that the present counterfactual was expressed
by remnants of the optative and the past counterfactual by the gerund and the optative of copula “be”.

110. Renou (1952: 372), Hoffmann (1967: 47), Brunel (1980: 258-259), Krisch (1986: 11-12),
Hettrich (1988: 365; 1992: 270-274; 1996: 133; 1998: 264), Euler (1994: 35-38), Lazard (1998: 240),
Kimmel (2000: 89-90), Tichy (2002: 194), Knobl (2007: 110), Dahl (2010: 393 for the potential of
the past, and 2010: 399-401 for counterfactuals), Mumm (2011: §2.3), Rieken (2012: 411-417). For
Avestan, see Jolly (1871: 34), Reichelt (1909: 323-324), Lazard (1975; 1998: 240, limiting it to the
past counterfactual), Kellens (1984: 423, limiting it to the past counterfactual), Rieken (2012: 415).
For Old Persian see also Kellens (1985: 121). Jamison (2009: 39-40) was very skeptical about the
Indo-Iranian evidence.

111. Krisch (1986: 11), Hettrich (1998: 264); Rieken (2012) is the most thorough investigation
of conditionals in OId Irish.

112. Draeger (1874: 280-284; 1878: 692-704), Delbriick (1897: 401), Nutting (1901), Bennett
(1910: 190-207), Brunel (1980: 259), Harris (1986: 265-269), Hettrich (1992), Meiser (1993: 183).

113. Delbriick (1871: 28-29; 1897: 371, 401), Brugmann (1916: 861-863; 1925: 215),
Greenberg (1986: 248), Hettrich (1988: 365; 1992; 1998), Strunk (1997: 148), Tichy (2002: 194;
2009: 98), Mumm (2011: §2.3).

114. Hettrich (1988: 365), adopted by Tichy (2002: 194) and Mumm (2011: §2.3). Cristofaro
applied the term irrealis to the Greek (for both Homeric and Classical Greek) optative (2012: 132-133
and 142-143), but did not distinguish between present potential, past potential and optativus obliquus.
Already Delbriick (1871: 28-29) had shown that the optative could be used for all nuances of
(un)likelihood. The term modus fictivus had been used already in Lattmann (1903). I refer to the
editors’ note before Harris 1986: “however, the boundary between potential and unreal conditionals is
less clear-cut than between real and either of them, and the time parameter is less clear-cut in
potential and unreal conditions than in real conditions” (underlining is mine).
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the most “realistic” and the optative the least certain explains the data the best.!'® In
that continuum, the optative expressed a wish and a possibility in all nuances (like-
ly, possible, unlikely).''® Below I will illustrate with examples that the distinction
between potential of the present and past and the present and past counterfactual is
not so straightforward as one would think. I will therefore consider the optative the
mood of (remote) possibility and wish.!!’

(EX.04.01) (255) | xev yndcar Ipiapog ptépotd te maideg
(256) aArot te Tpideg péya Kev keyopoiorto Bupud
(257) &l oe®iv Tdde mavto mboiato papvapévorly (fliad 1,255-257).

“Now Priam would feel happiness and his sons and the other Trojans would
greatly rejoice in their heart, if they heard all this about the both of you
fighting each other.”

In this instance, Nestor laments that the current rift between Agamemnon and
Akhilleus would create great joy among the Trojans, if they knew about it. As it is
unclear how (un)likely Nestor considered this to be,'' the optatives could have
potential or contrafactual meaning. Moreover, all verbs are in the aorist, but they
do not refer to the past alone. In these verses I believe that the choice for the aorist

115. This is sometimes referred to as “Greenberg’s irrealis continuum” (based on Greenberg
1986: 247-248 — such a continuum had been suggested before already, see e.g. Aken [1865: 21] or
Seiler [1971]), but in these continua, however, the modal indicative is at the outmost extreme and as
will be shown, this is an innovation. Greenberg discussed Classical Greek and did not treat Homeric
nor non-Attic Greek. For the optative being irrealis see Cristofaro (2012: 132-133, 142-143). For a
continuum in Homeric Greek with the optative as the most unlikely, see Vogrinz (1889: 267-274).
Willmott (2007) explained the optative as negative epistemic stance, but maybe uncertain epistemic
stance would have been more accurate. In spite of what she argued herself, there is not so much
difference between her analysis of the optative and that of the more traditional or earlier scholars,
such as Delbriick, Kiithner — Gerth, Schwyzer — Debrunner or Chantraine.

116. As had already been noted by Delbriick (1871: 28-29; 1897: 371). For Homer, see also
Gerth (1878), van Pottelbergh (1939: 8), Chantraine (1953: 218), Brunel (1980: 240), Strunk (1997:
148), and Willmott (2008). Surprisingly enough, Monro (1891: 275) claimed that there was no
difference between the Homeric optative in the main clause and that of later Greek (this had been
argued for by Wilhelmi 1881 as well).

117. I refer for more details to De Decker (2015: 205-210 and 221-240).

118. See also Wilhelmi (1881: 11) for the uncertainty: incertum est, num discordiam Troiani
comperiant.
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stem was based on the aspect (the single notion of hearing and starting to rejoice)
and not on the notion of present or past potential or counterfactual.

(EX.04.02) (444) o¢ 6v Enert’ ano ogio pilov tékog ovk £0éhoyut
(445) Aeimec’, 000" &1 Kév pot vmootain O0g aVTOG
(446) yiipag amo&voag Oncey véov fBoovra, (lliad 9,444-446).

“So I would not want to be separated from you, my beloved child, not even if
a god himself came and stood next to me, scraping away old age to make me a
fresh young man again.”

In this instance Phoinix states that he would not want to be left alone by
Akhilleus, not even if a god promised him to make him young again. The notion
expressed by vmootain, the divine intervention, is clearly only remotely possible (if
possible at all), while the statement expressed in €0éhoyu is clearly much more
likely. As such, we have a construction in which the same mood is used twice with
distinctively different meanings. The difference in tense is based on aspect:
vrootain refers to a single divine intervention and is put in the aorist (reason why
the participle arofocag is in the aorist as well), while é0éAoyu is in the present,
because it describes the continuous preference of Phoinix not to be separated from
Akhilleus.

(EX.04.03) (565) 00 yap ke Thain Ppotog EAOEUEY, 00O LN’ PDV,
(566) &g otpatov: 00E Yap Gv PLAGKOLG AGBot, 0VSE K™ dyfjag
(567) pela peroyAicoele Qupdov uetepawv. (lliad 24,565-567).

“No mortal man would have dared to come here to the army, not even if he
was young and strong. Nor would he have escaped the guards, nor would he
easily have removed the bolts of our doors.”

In this instance, Akhilleus expresses his surprise that Priam had been able to
enter the Greek camp and his own tent without being noticed and assumed that a
god had helped him. The optatives could be potential or unreal, but they clearly
refer to the past. The use of the aorist is not because of the past reference, but be-
cause of the aspectual value: the opening of the doors, the entering of the camp and
the misleading of the guards happened only once.

(EX.04.04) 1} yap av Atpeidn vdv Botata AwBisoto. (liad 1,232).

“Indeed, son of Atreus, you would then have committed your last outrage.”
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In this instance Akhilleus attacks Agamemnon for his arrogance and threatens
him that it could have been the last time that he acted so arrogantly. As Akhilleus
did not actually kill Agamemnon, his statement “you would have committed your
last outrage” is known to be false, and is yet considered a past potential, although
there is no reason why one could not state that this is a counterfactual. The use of
the aorist here is again only aspectual and has no temporal notion (one can commit
his last outrage only once).

(EX.04.05) Tvdeidnv &° ovk v yvoing motéPoiot PeTein
NE petd Tpoeoso opkéor ) puet’ Ayonoic. (Hliad 5,85-86).

“You would not be able to know / You would not have known to whom of
both sides the son of Tydeus belonged, whether he was fighting on the side of
the Trojans or with the Greeks.”

In this instance the potential optative yvoing could refer to the past “you would
not have known”, but could also be interpreted as a present potential “you would
not be able to know”. The tense use is aspectual and does not indicate temporal
reference. A sentence such as “you could have seen the son of Tydeus fighting”
implies “if you had been present, you could have seen him fighting”, but in most
cases the addressee was not there. Some argue that a counterfactual is a past poten-
tial that had been proved to be non-realised:'"” a sentence as “you could have no-
ticed” is considered past potential, while “you could have noticed it, if you had
been there” is counterfactual, because you were not there, but that distinction is
very thin.

(EX.04.06) (388) kobpnv 6 0¥ yauéw Ayapéuvovog Atpeidoo

(389) 003" &l ypvoein Appoditn kerrog £pilot,

(390) épya & Abnvain yAavkomiol icoeapilor: ({liad 9,388-390).

“I will not marry the daughter of Agamemnon, son of Atreus, not even if she
competed in beauty with golden Aphrodite and equalled Athene in (house-
hold) works.”

In this instance Akhilleus refuses the gifts presented to him by the Greek em-
bassy and emphatically states that he will not marry Agamemnon’s daughter, not

119. Athanasiadou — Dirven (1997: 74), Verstraete (2005: 230-243).
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even if she equals Aphrodite in beauty and Athene in household capabilities. The
question is whether Akhilleus considers this to be a (real) possibility or simply
suggests this as a mere hypothesis or even as an unreal event. The present stem is
used here, because the verbs refer to the characteristics of Agamemnon’s daughter
and they are (almost by definition) durative and not punctual.

Reversely, there are also examples in the indicative which supposedly had past
potential and counterfactual meaning, but which could be interpreted as being “re-
al” or at least possible:

(EX.04.07) (638) 005 av &t gpadpov mep avip Zapmndova diov
(639) &yve, érel Peléeoot kai aipatt kai kovinow (Iliad 16,638-639).

“A sharpthinking man would not have recognised shining Sarpedon, since he
was (covered) with missiles, blood and dust.”

In this specific instance, the potential of the past with the indicative could be
interpreted as a present potential (note that &yve and yvoin are metrically equiva-
lent). The use of the aorist here is aspectual, as the recognition is conceived as a
punctual action.

(EX.04.08) (202) ntidg 0¢ xev "Extop kijpag vreééouyev Bavatoto,
(203) &l pn ot wopaToHV € KOl Hotatov fvier Andrhwv ({liad 22,202-203).

“How would Hektor have escaped the fate-goddesses of death, if Apollon had
not been near him for the uttermost and last time?”

In this instance Homer described that Hektor could not have escaped death if
he had not received help from Apollon for the last time, but as this is an event that
actually occurred, one could argue that this is in fact a potential and not a counter-
factual. The aspectual differences apply here as well: vme&épuyev is an aorist, be-
cause it refers to the last time that Hektor escapes death and fjvtet’ is an imperfect
(present stem), because Apollon’s support is described in its duration (Apollon had
been supporting and protecting Hektor for a very long time).

The examples quoted above serve as illustration for the fact that there are no
clear distinctions in the notions of potential and unreal. It might therefore be better
to assume that Greek only possessed a potential with different degrees of
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(im)possible and/or (un)likely realisation and different aspectual values,'* and to
use a term such as Hettrich’s Fiktiv (or Lattmann’s modus fictivus) and argue that
the differences in tense usage are only aspect-based, but for the sake of uniformity,
I will use potential and counterfactual.

4.2. The data in Homeric Greek

As had been noted already, Homer uses both the optative and the indicative in
the counterfactual and the potential of the past (as is the rule in Attic Greek). In
Homer, one can thus find:

a) a “past potential” in the optative:

(EX.04.09) (85) Tvdcidnv &° ovk dv yvoing motépoiot Petein
(86) & peta Tpheooty dpdéol i pet’ Ayouoic. (Hliad 5,85-86).

“you would not be able to know / you would not have known to whom of both
sides the son of Tydeus belonged, whether he was fighting on the side of the
Trojans or with the Greeks.”

b) a “past potential” with the indicative:

(EX.04.10) (438) 008" Gv &1t epadpuwmv mep avinp Zapmndova Slov
(439) &yvw, énei Peréecot kai aipott kol kovinow ({liad 16,438-439).

“A sharpthinking man would not have recognised shining Sarpedon, since he
was (covered) with missiles, blood and dust.”

¢) a counterfactual with an optative in the main and a preposed conditional clause:'?!

(EX.04.11) (515) &l pév yap un odpa €pot ta ' dmich' dvoualot
(516) Atpeidng, GAL' aitv emiapehde yoAemaivor,
(517) ovk av Eywyé o pipvv dmoppiyavta keroiuny (lliad 9,515-517).

120. Schwyzer — Debrunner (1950: 346-347). Delaunois (1975; 1988: 96-106) and Basset
(1988b; 1989: 224-226) stated that there was only a past potential, while Wakker (2006) argued for
only a counterfactual in Greek. This is simply a terminological discussion.

121. This example was also discussed in Hettrich (1992: 267).
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“If Atreus’s son were not bringing you gifts, but still called you names and
forever carried a heavy grudge (against you), I would not advise you to give
up your wrath.”

In this instance, Odysseus tried to persuade Akhilleus to let go of his anger, by
arguing that Agamemnon was not angry with him but was even offering him rich
gifts. The present stem is used, because the offering, scolding and advising are
durative actions (as is confirmed by the presence of aiév “always” and dmic0’ “fur-
ther on”).

d) a counterfactual with an optative in the main and a postposed conditional clause:
(EX.04.12) | 6” &v Tioaiuny, € pot Sovapic ye mapein. (Hliad 22,20).

“I would have made / make you pay, if the power had been / were inside me.”

Akhilleus complained here that Apollon stopped him from killing more Tro-
jans. The statement is in all likelihood unreal, because Akhilleus knows that he
cannot challenge the god. The aspectual difference is clear: Ticaiunv is an aorist,
because the punishing is conceived as a single act, while mapein is a present, be-
cause the presence of physical force is more durative (this example will be dis-
cussed later on as well).

e) a counterfactual with an optative in the main clause and an indicative in the
postposed conditional clause:

(EX.04.13) (388) xoi v0 kev £v0’ dmdrotto Apnc 6Tog TOAELOL0,
(389) i un untpoum mepcoring Hepifola
(390) ‘Eppéq €npyyethev: 6 8’ é&éxheyev Apna (lliad 5,388-390).

“And now Ares, insatiable for war, would have died there, had the stepmother
Eeriboia with her shining beauty, not informed Hermes. He then snatched
Ares away.”

In this passage Homer related how Ares would have died, if Eeriboia had not
called on Hermes to save him, which he did by removing him from the battle sce-
ne. The aorists refer to the single actions of the dying, warning and stealing. The
aorist é&nyyetkev is remarkable, because verba dicendi usually appear in the pre-
sent stem, as they imply the effect of the speech on the audience (one could argue
that the imperfect and aorist were metrically equivalent and that Homer would have
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written “HI'EAE with single writing for double consonants and no indication for
spurious diphthongs, but this does not explain why only the aorist was transmitted).
It is possible that é&éxheyev is coordinated to é&nyyethev and is still part of the
subordinate conditional clause introduced by &i ur, but it can also be a new inde-
pendent main clause (the aorist is used because of the punctual notion).

f) a counterfactual with an optative in the main clause and an indicative in the
preposed conditional clause:

(EX.04.14) (220) &i pév ydp tic p’ dAlog émybovimv gxélevey,
(221) 7 ol pavriég giot Buookool 1j iepiiec,
(222) yedodg kev @aiuev kol vooeloipedo pariov: (fliad 24,220-222).

“If any other man of the mortals had told me this, or the soothsayers, offering-

seers or priests, we would have called it a lie and rather rejected it.”

In this instance the verbs are in the present stem, because the verba dicendi of-
ten appear in the imperfect, indicating the durative effect of the speaking: the
speaking is not considered on its own, but seen together with its consequences (re-
action of the addressees).'”> In this instance, several codices have the aorist
€xélevoey instead of the imperfect ékéhevey.

g) a counterfactual with an indicative in the main and postposed conditional
clause:'?

(EX.04.15) (713) xoi v0 ke 61 mpomav fuap &G NéMoV Katadvva
(714) "Extopa dGKpL ¥€0VTEC 03VPOVTO TPO TLALMYV,

(715) €i uny 8p” &k Sipporo yépwv Aaoict uetnvda (Iliad 24,713-715).124

“And now they would have wailed for Hektor, in front of the gates shedding
tears the entire day until the setting of the sun, had not the old man addressed
the people from his chariot.”

122. See De Decker (2015: 195-211; 2018, forthcoming) for a more references and a detailed
study (cf. n. 74).

123. For this example see De Decker (2015: 207, 238).

124. De Decker (2015: 207).
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In this instance, the imperfect is used, although there is a clear reference to the
past.'? The use is not tense, but aspect-based: the verba dicendi appear in the im-
perfect to indicate a lasting effect on the audience (cf. supra). The aspectual differ-
ence also applies to the main clause: 660povto is an imperfect, because it refers to
the durative wailing and mourning by the Trojans.

h) a counterfactual with an indicative in the main and preposed conditional
clause:

(EX.04.16) (897) £i 84 tev 8 &Ahov Ye Dedv yévev S &itdniog
(898) xai kev &1 méhou Roba &véptepoc Odpavidvev (Iliad 5,897-898).

“If you had been born from any other god and had been so destructive, you
would have become lower than the gods of the Ouranos a long time ago (i.e.
thrown out of the group of the gods).”

In this instance Zeus chastises Ares for his warmongering and fighting and
states that he would have been thrown out of the Olympos long time ago, if he had
not been his own son. The aspectual difference is clear here as well: one can only
be born once and can only be thrown out of the Ouranos once. fic0a is an imper-
fect, but has aoristic value (there is no formal aorist for the root */,es- in Greek).

4.3. Some examples from post-Homeric Greek

We see that in Homer many different types of constructions with both the op-
tative and the indicative are used. For Attic Greek, most grammars argue that the
present counterfactual is expressed by the imperfect of the indicative, while the
aorist indicative was used for the past counterfactual.'*® As the imperfect and aorist
(and also the pluperfect) can all refer to the past and have no relative chronology
towards each other but are only distinguished by their aspectual value (cf. supra),
this rigid distinction would be surprising. Even in later Greek — in Ionic prose,
mostly in Herodotos, and in Attic drama and prose — there are still instances of the

125. Hettrich (1992: 267).

126. Kriiger (1845: 190-191), Madvig (1847: 116-117), Aken (1861: 47-48), Gildersleeve
(1900: 169), Kiihner — Gerth (1898: 231-233; 1904: 468-472), Goodwin (1965: 93-94), Bizos (1961:
158-161, but see also below). This was recently stated by Greenberg (1986: 249), Rijksbaron (2002:
73). Van Emde Boas et al. (2018: 442-443) accept the aspectual difference, but nevertheless state that
the aorist usually refers to the past counterfactual, while the imperfect refers to the present.
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optative, but the Attic prose examples are often corrected into indicatives.'”” Two
examples for a past potential taken from Herodotos are:'?®

(EX.04.17) ginoav & av odtot Kpijteg (Herodotos 1,2).
“That could have been Cretans.”

(EX.04.18) dAAd tadTo pev kol e8ove av eimoev (Herodotos 9,71).

“But they might also have said that also out of envy.”
Two Paradebeispiele of a counterfactual in the optative from Attic drama are:'?’

(EX.04.19) oikog &’ antoc, £l @Ooyymy AdBot, capéotar’dv Aééetev (Aiskhylos,
Agamemnon 37-38).

“The house itself woud have said it most clearly, if it had had a voice.”

(EX.04.20) @ain 8" &v 1 Bavoded ', el vy Adfot. (Sophokles, Elektra 548).
“The dead woman would have said it (herself), if she (still) had a voice.”

Two examples from Attic prose are:'*

(EX.04.21) ovk &v odv viowv Em tdv meplotkidov, adtor 8& odk av molded
glev, NIEpOTNG OV Ekparel, €i un Tt kol vautikov iyxev (Thoukydides 1.9,4).

127. The examples are taken from Aken (1861: 44-45), Gerth (1878, accepting the corrections),
Gildersleeve (1900: 173-175, accepting the corrections as well), Kieckers (1926: 35-36, 53-58),
Chantraine (1953: 213).

128. Other Herodotean examples can be found in 1,70; 2,98; 5,59; 7;180; 7,184; 7,214; 8,136;
9,71. See von Baumlein (1846: 294-295), Koppin (1878: 125-126), Gerth (1878), Kithner — Gerth
(1898: 231-233) and Gildersleeve (1900: 173-175) for a discussion of these passages.

129. The commentaries by Fraenkel (1950: 24) and Page — Denniston (1957: 70) printed the
optatives, but did not discuss the use of this mood. The example from Aiskhylos was discussed in
Greenberg (1986: 259-260), but he did not explicitly state that this was a counterfactual or not, nor
did he discuss the peculiarity of the optative here.

130. For more examples from Attic prose, see von Béaumlein (1846: 294-295), Gerth (1878),
Koppin (1878: 125-126), Gildersleeve (1900: 173-175) and Gerd (2001).
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“He, being an inhabitant of the mainland, would not have ruled (for so long)
over the islands outside the ones near him, there would not have been many, if
he had not had a fleet as well.”

In this instance, Thoukydides combined an optative for the past potential with
an imperfect for the counterfactual of the past. The use of the imperfects is clearly
durative, “he would not have ruled (for so long)” and “if he had not held for a long
time”.

(EX.04.22) €0 yop 6v eideinv 611 én’ éxeivolc fv koi dug Tipopicuchon kol
avToig pmvocacty EAevBéporg yevésOar. (Lysias 7,16).

“I should have known that it was in their power to enact vengeance on me and
obtain their freedom by denouncing me.”!*!

The optative €ideinv was transmitted, but was changed into the pluperfect
forms fidetv by Emperius and into fjdn by Hude.'*?

While the use of the optative in the lonic and dialectal examples is generally
accepted,'® the Attic examples are corrected in most editions, but by doing so, one
removes a syntactic peculiarity and archaism from the text in order to make the text
fit into the Procrustean bed of the prescriptive grammar.!**

These examples show that the optative and the indicative could appear in con-
texts with varying degrees of (im)possibility, but the questions are: how can their
use(s) be explained or put differently, is there a difference between them, which
construction was the oldest (if they have different meanings, they might be both
original) and how did the indicative become the standard construction for the unre-
al events.'®

131. This translation is based on that by the Thesaurus Linguae Graecae.

132. As can be seen in the apparatus of Carey (2007 on this passage).

133. Delbriick (1871: 201), Monro (1891: 301-302), Kithner — Gerth (1898: 231-233),
Mutzbauer (1908: 172), Slotty (1915: 73-74, 132), Stahl (1907: 264-267), Dubois (1986: 222-223),
Crespo (1997: 56, for Homer and Herodotos), Rijksbaron (2002: 71, for Herodotos).

134. Ger6 (2000, 2001). The term Procrustean was used by Gerd (2001: 183). See also the
words by Hartung (1833: 281, quoted above already: “allein ist das seltene Vorkommen einer
Erscheinung ein Grund zu ihrer Tilgung?”).

135. For the fact that this change occurred, see Gerth (1878), Brugmann (1890: 191-194),
Monro (1891: 293-294), Schwyzer — Debrunner (1950: 344-345), Chantraine (1953: 229: “nous
observons dans ces faits le développement de 1’emploi irréel qui prend la place de ’optatif”), Brunel
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4.4. Different explanations

The use of the indicative in a sequence that is presented as contrary-to-fact is
surprising, because the indicative is “the mood of reality”, or is at least modally
neutral, i.e. it does not have the nuance of fear, hope, expectation or wish.'*¢ Alt-
hough I cannot address the issue in detail here, the tenses used in these construc-
tions are past tenses and it is not uncommon that they are used in counterfactual or
non-realis contexts.'?’

How can this situation be explained? Six different suggestions have been given.

1. The first explanation focused on the temporal reference and perceived the
difference between optative and (past) indicative in the fact that the indicative
could only refer to past actions, while the optative could theoretically refer to pre-
sent, future, and also the past. Starting from the assumption that the past indicative
originally referred to something that had not happened, Aken and Wilhelmi argued
that the constructions with the indicative clearly referred to (unreal or possible)
events in the past that had not happened (Nichtwirklichkeif), while those events
described the optative could theoretically also refer to the past, but mostly had pre-
sent or future reference (das rein Gedachte), and that the construction of the indica-
tive was the past variant of that of the optative.'*® In their opinion a construction
with the indicative described an action that most certainly never happened, while
one with the optative could maybe refer to the past, but could theoretically still
have happened. Wilhelmi illustrated the difference by these two examples:'*’

(EX.04.23) (255) | xev yndoar Mpiapog ptépotd te naideg
(256) aArot te Tpideg péya kev keyopoioto Ouud
(257) €l opdiv Tade Tavta Tvhoiato popvauévoriv (liad 1,255-257).

(1980: 240-245), Horrocks (1995: 161-162) and Wathelet (1997: 260-262), but most scholars offered
an explanation of how the substitution could have happened. This issue is not addressed in Jacquinod
(2017).

136. Kiihner — Gerth (1898: 202), Brugmann (1900: 513), Chantraine (1953: 205), Strunk
(1975: 233, 1992: 29-30), Rijksbaron (2002: 6: “the speaker represents the state of affairs as a fact”),
Jacquinod (2017: 687).

137. See the discussion in De Decker (2015: 206) with some references (the list is obviously not
exhaustive). One of the first to note this was Aken (1861: 45-48).

138. Aken (1861: 26-48), Wilhelmi (1881, especially page 11 where he discussed lliad 5,679-
680 and 1,257-259).

139. Wilhelmi (1881: 11).
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“For sure Priam would now feel happiness, and his sons and the other Trojans
would greatly rejoice in their heart, if they heard all this about the both of you
fighting each other.”

(EX.04.24) (679) xai vb k™ &1t mAéovag Avkimv kTave 61o¢ ‘Odveoeng
(680) €i un &p’ 0L vonoe uéyag kopvbaiorog "Extwp: (Iliad 5,679-680).

“And now shining Odysseus would have killed many (more) of the Lykians, if
great Hektor with the waving helmet had not sharply noticed.”

In Zliad 5,679-680 the indicative was used because Odysseus did not kill the
Trojans and the action thus did not occur, while in Iliad 1,255-257 the optative was
used, because it was unclear if the Trojans had heard about the Greek rift.

This explanation is difficult for instances such as:

(EX.04.25) (388) kai vi kev &vO' mdrotto Apng Gtog mOAELO10,
(389) &l pn untpuirn mepikaAing Hepifola
(390) ‘Epuéq €nyyethev: 6 &' éEéxheyev Apna (Iliad 5,388-390).

“And now Ares, insatiable for war, would have died there, had the stepmother
Eeriboia with her shining beauty, not informed Hermes. He then snatched
Ares away.”

If the above mentioned scenario were correct, the optative dmdéArorto would be
unexpected because it is very unlikely that a god would die (cf. infra). In the Aken-
Wilhelmi-scenario this would need to be expressed by the indicative. Wilhelmi
tried to explain this by assuming that the optative was either wrongly expanded
from another instance or used ironically.'*

It be noted that according to Aken this distinction had only become rigid in
Attic Greek, but that Homeric Greek was still more supple in its application.

This explanation is less far-fetched than it might seem, as that many languages
use one or more past tenses as a marker for the unreal, but it is debated whether
pastness alone is sufficient to mark contrary-to-fact situations.'*! It is true that not
all counterfactuals refer to the past, but many of them do. Moreover, there are sev-

140. Wilhelmi (1881: 12).
141. See De Decker (2015: 206) with a discussion of (some) the literature on this issue. As is
the case with conditionals, the literature on counterfactuals and on “irrealis” is immense.
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eral examples of an optative that refers to the past and there are instances in the
indicative and optative where both present and past reference are possible (cf. the
use of yvoin(c) and &yvm(c) discussed above). In spite of their emphatic statements,
both Aken and Wilhelmi admitted that the optative could be used in instances that
referred to the past and Aken added that the different constructions became only
rigidly separated in Attic and were not the original ones in the oldest Greek.!*? As
such it would seem to me that, at least implicitly, Aken assumed that a change oc-
curred within Greek itself (and that the past reference was the pivotal element)?

2. Koppin and Brugmann argued that the optative initially expressed the po-
tential and counterfactual nuance, but that it was replaced by the indicative of the
past in those instances that referred to a past event: as the optative could refer to
past, present and future,'® it did not allow for a clear temporal distinction, while
the indicative did allow for a distinction to be made between “this could happen (in
the present or future)” and “this could have happened (in the past)”.!** Debrunner
added that a parallel evolution occurred in later (post-Classical) Greek with the
iterative optative of the past: a past iterative action in a subordinate clause could be
expressed by the optative, but in later Greek the optative was replaced by a past
indicative when the action was clearly situated in the past (sometimes this even
occurs in Homer: occasionally, one can find iterative forms with -ok- instead of the
optative in subordinate clauses, as in Iliad 5,788 or 24,752)."* The past indicative

142. Aken (1861: 27).

143. That the optative could refer to the past in Homer, was first noted by von Béaumlein (1846:
294-295), see also Koppin (1878: 124-131), Vogrinz (1889: 273-275), Kiihner — Gerth (1898: 225,
231-233), Brugmann (1904:584), Mein (1903: 6), Chantraine (1953: 220-221) and n. 119. This is not
discussed in Wachter (2000). Neisser (1927: 283) and Benveniste (1951) argued that the optative
could be used as a past tense in Indo-Iranian, while Benveniste (1951) and Evangelisti (1955) also
thought that the past tense in Armenian could be traced back to the optative. This cannot be discussed
here. See also Brunel (1980).

144. Koppin (1878: 126-131), Brugmann (1890: 191-194, 1904: 584, 586), Brugmann — Thumb
(1913: 590-591), Debrunner (1921), Chantraine (1953: 226-228: “Mais, pour marquer plus nettement
le passé, on a commencé a a se servir de I’imparfait ou de 1’aoriste de ’indicatif, a qui la particule
conférait une valeur modale”), Brunel (1980: 236). Brunel (1980: 236) agreed, but did not mention
any of these scholars. This suggestion was not addressed in Krisch (1986), Ruijgh (1992) nor in
Hettrich (1998). Willmott (2007: 48-52) only discussed Ruijgh, but did not mention the others.

145. For the co-occurrence of optatives and iterative forms, see especially Stolpe (1849: 36-39),
Tyn (1860: 677-681, 685-686), Delbriick (1897: 62-63), Kluge (1911: 56-57), Schwyzer — Debrunner
(1950: 335-336, explaining this form as a past potential), Zerdin (2002: 117-118), and Pagniello
(2007, also interpreting this form as a past potential). Monro (1891: 279, 282-283) described the
iterative use of the optative, but did not link it with the iterative forms, while Chantraine (1953: 223-
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was used to stress the pastness of the action.'*® This scenario is the simplest one,
has the advantage that it can point at a similar evolution in later Greek and explains
the use of the past tense as simply indicating the past tense and not as a counterfac-
tual marker, as Aken and Wilhelmi had already argued for. There is only one prob-
lem with this scenario, namely that the conditional and the main clauses use both
the indicative and the injunctive (although I cannot address the issue here, I believe
that epic Greek still distinguished between the augmented indicative and the in-
junctive when referring to the past).!*” As such, the transition would have been
from optative into the tenses referring to the past. A detailed study would have to
analyse when the indicative and when the injunctive was used.

3. Kirisch argued that the Greek indicative went back to an older injunctive
that had replaced the Indo-European optative.'*® In his opinion the augment could
be removed from almost all modal indicatives, and as such, they were original in-
junctives. He started from the postposed conditional clause introduced by &i py,'#
and considered the verbal form in the &1 pun-clause to be an original injunctive. The
original meaning of these sentences was Y should have done something, or else X
would have happened”, from which the conditional sequence “X would have hap-
pened if Y had not done this” was extracted.'>® The injunctive was then reinterpret-
ed as unaugmented indicative and the indicative was subsequently extended to the
entire construction to distinguish the potential optative from the counterfactual
constructions.!*! Ruijgh and Hettrich criticised this, because in their opinion Greek
did not have a productive injunctive category anymore.'>* Hettrich added that the
modal injunctive referred to the present or future and was not used in counterfactu-

224) was more hesitant and ascribed to the optatives in such constructions the meaning of
“possibility” rather than the notion of repetition.

Willmott (2007:174-184) discussed the so-called iterative notion of the optative and subjunctive,
but argued that it was not the mood per se, but the context that determined the iterative notion.

146. Debrunner (1921).

147. For the difference between augmented (“indicative”) forms and unaugmented
(“injunctive”) forms in Greek, see Koch (1868), Platt (1891), Drewitt (1912a, 1912b, 1913), West
(1989), Bakker (1999, 2001), Mumm (2004), De Decker (2016, 2019, 2020).

148. Krisch (1986).

149. That they were the starting point for the creation of the conditional counterfactual
constructions had been noted by Gerth (1878) and Mutzbauer (1902) already, cf. infra. For a
discussion of negative conditionals, see Koppers (1959).

150. Krisch (1986: 17-19).

151. Krisch (1986: 29).

152. Ruijgh (1992: 81), Hettrich (1998: 262).
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al contexts.'*®> While it is true that the injunctive is not used for counterfactual con-
structions in Indo-Iranian, it is still a living category in the oldest Greek texts (My-
cenaean and epic Greek, especially in Hesiod).'>* The use of the injunctive as such
is not the problem, but the issue is that the injunctive in Vedic and Greek is used
for timeless and remote contexts, and not for specific instances.!** In the sequences
of the type “X would have happened, if Y had not done Z”, the action Z is not un-
real or remote, but is something that did occur and the injunctive would have been
unfit for those contexts. Moreover, there is a difference between injunctives and
indicatives in epic Greek, so that one cannot simply remove the augment to uncov-
er older injunctive forms without altering the meaning. Krisch is right, however, in
assuming that the postposed i pr-clauses might have played a pivotal role in the
evolution, but as was stated above, the transition probably went from optative into
the tenses referring to the past (both indicative and injunctive).

4. Dunkel argued that there were three different particles with different uses
in PIE, which merged in Homeric Greek: PIE *dn was used with the indicative in
counterfactual contexts, *ke was deictic and *kem was emphatic. In epic Greek,
these three particles lost their mutually distinctive meaning and conveyed two
meanings, namely counterfactual and limiting values.'*® Greek &v had always ex-
pressed the counterfactual when used with the indicative and had a parallel in the
Hittite particle man which is used to introduce wishes, potential and counterfactual
sentences, as in man=us=kan Huzziyas kuenta “Huzziya would have killed them”
(KBo 3.1 ii 11). Dunkel interpreted man as a merger of ma and an.'’ Dunkel’s

153. Lazard (1975, 1998), Kellens (1985), Hettrich (1998: 262-263) and most recently
Hollenbaugh (2020: 3.2.3: “modal uses of the injunctive are in fact of extremely limited occurrence”).
The modal injunctive seemed to have survived in one or two relic forms in Middle Iranian (Tedesco
1923: 289-290). Yoshida (2009 for Sogdian) and Kunamoto (2009 for Khotanese) seem to imply that
the injunctive could be used in counterfactual contexts in Iranian, but the remnants of Sogdian and
Khotanese are so fragmentary and late that a conclusive judgement is not possible.

154. Cf. supra, n. 9.

155. For Vedic this use of the injunctive present was noted by Avery (1885: 330), Delbriick
(1888: 354-355: “so habe ich mich doch iiberzeugt, dass der Injunctiv nicht selten [die Stellen s. bei
Avery] in dem Sinne des Indicativ Praesentis gebraucht wird, doch so, dass die Bezichung auf die
Gegenwart des Sprechenden nicht hervortritt, vielmehr nur in dem Sinne. dass eine Verbalaussage
ausgedriickt werden soll, welche sich weder auf die Zukunft, noch auf die Vergangenheit bezieht”,
underlining is mine), Renou (1928: 71-73), Gonda (1956: 33-46), Hoffmann (1967 passim but
especially 119), Strunk (1968: 290-294), Euler (1995), Mumm (1995). Kiparsky (1968, 2005)
considered the injunctive to be tenseless and moodless.

156. Dunkel (1990: 108-130).

157. Dunkel (1990: 128).
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scenario would have the advantage that the Greek indicative was a syntactic archa-
ism shared with Hittite and would thus be dating from Indo-Hittite. There are some
problems with it, however. While it cannot be ruled out that there would have been
three different modal particles, Forbes’s explanation of &v, ke and kev as originat-
ing from the particle *kem in a context with negation still seems more economi-
cal:"*® in a negative context, this particle would have been 0¥ kev and in the zero
grade *o0 ki, which lead to ob kav, which was then falsely segmented into odk v.
Another problem is that Dunkel needed to distinguish between potential and coun-
terfactual, which seems to be contradicted by the evidence of the other Indo-
European languages.'*® A third problem is that there are several modal indicatives
that can be reconstructed as older optatives, but that there are no optatives in coun-
terfactual/past potential contexts that can be reconstructed as indicatives. This
seems to indicate that the optative in this context was older than the indicative.
Fourthly, Dunkel’s scenario cannot explain how the optative would have intruded
into the field of the indicative, if the counterfactual and potential were as sharply
distinguished as he argued. At the same time the optative did not replace / “com-
pete with” the indicative in the €i un clauses. If both coexisted and intruded in each
other’s domain, one would have expected to find examples of that as well. This is
an indication that the &l un clauses must have played an important role in the sub-
stitution. Fifthly, the reconstruction of Hittite man as ma an is unlikely at best,'*
and seems to be contradicted by the fact that man has a short a.'®! Sixthly, the as-
sumption that there were in origin three different particles with three different
meanings, which evolved into three particles used interchangeably, each having
only two meanings, is unfalsifiable, because any difference in meaning between
these three can be countered by saying that the meanings had merged.

5. The next scenario is that based on suggestions by Gerth, Mutzbauer,
Ruijgh and Hettrich. They noticed that there were 69 counterfactual constructions
with at least one indicative (either in the protasis or/and in the apodosis) in
Homer.'®? Of these 69, 57 constructions had a postposed conditional clause and in

158. Forbes (1958), Palmer (1960: 176-177).

159. Hettrich (1998: 264).

160. Hettrich (1998: 264): “Die vorgeschlagene Segmentierung von man in ma plus an ist
bestenfalls eine sehr hypothetische Mdglichkeit.” (my underlining).

161. Hittite had two different particles, man and man, only the former being the modal particle
under discussion (cf. Kloekhorst [2008: 551-552]).

162. The counterfactual instances are Iliad 2,80-81; 2,155-156; 3,373-374; 3,453; 5,311-312;
5,388-390; 5,679-680; 5,897-898; 6,73-75; 7,104-106; 7,273-275; 8,90-91; 8,130-132; 8,217-218;
8,366-369; 11,310-312; 11,504-506; 11,750-752; 12,290-293; 13,723-725; 14,258-259; 15,121-126;
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46 instances the postposed conditional clause was introduced by &i pi. As such,
they considered the i un to be the starting point for the substitution.!s®> Gerth no-
ticed the parallel between a counterfactual sentence followed by another main
clause introduced by d@AAd and a counterfactual sentence followed by a negative
conditional introduced by &i un, and suggested that they influenced each other, but
did not elaborate any further.!** Although Mutzbauer did not state that the optative
was replaced by the indicative nor that there was a difference between the con-
structions with the optative and the indicative (in his opinion there was neither a
modus irrealis nor a specific counterfactual construction, and the counterfactual
meaning was only visible from the context), his input was nevertheless important
as he explained how the constructions evolved from two coordinated main clauses
to a main clause followed by negative conditional clause, then a positive condition-
al clause and in a final stage the conditional clause could even precede the main
clause.!®> Ruijgh started from an original paratactic construction, in which the
clauses were separated by dALd and in which the action of one clause was prevent-
ed by the action in the second clause,'*® and suggested that the action of the first
sentence was expressed in the subjunctive and meant “I expect X to happen / X can
happen”, and the second meant “but Y had done and prevented it”. If this was re-
lated by a person who did not witness the actual action, the subjunctive was re-
placed by an optative and meant “X could have happened, but Y had done and

15,459-460; 16,617-618; 16,686-687; 16,698-701; 16,847-848; 17,70-71; 17,530-531; 17,613-614;
18,165-167; 18,397-398; 18,454-456; 20,288-291; 21,211-212; 21,544-545; 22,202-203; 23,154-155;
23,382-383; 23,490-491; 23,526-527; 23,540-542; 23,733-734; 24,220-222; 24,713-715 and Odyssey
1,237-240; 3,255-256; 4,171-173; 4,292-293; 4,363-364; 4,502-503; 4,732-734; 5,39-40; 5,426-427,
5,436-437; 9,497-499; 11,317; 13,137-138; 13,384-385; 14,67; 16,220-221; 21,226-227; 23,21-23;
23,218-220; 23,241-242; 24,41-42; 24,50-51; 24,284-285 and 24,528-530.

The &l pn clauses are lliad 2,155-156; 3,373-374; 5,311-312; 5,388-390; 5,679-680; 6,73-75;
7,104-106; 7,273-275; 8,90-91; 8,130-132; 8,217-218; 8,366-369; 11,310-312; 11,504-506; 11,750-
752; 12,290-293; 13,723-725; 14,258-259; 15,121-126; 16,698-701; 17,70-71; 17,530-531; 17,613-
614; 18,165-167; 18,397-398; 18,454-456; 20,288-291; 21,211-212; 21,544-545; 22,202-203; 23,154-
155; 23,382-383; 23,490-491; 23,540-542; 23,733-734; 24,713-715 and Odyssey 4,363-364; 4,502-
503; 5,426-427; 5,436-437; 13,384-385; 16,220-221; 21,226-227; 23,241-242; 24,41-42; 24,50-51;
24,284-285 and 24,528-530. See Basset (1989: 16).

163. This suggestion was first made by Gerth (1878) and by Mutzbauer (1902). That it was the
basis for the substitution, was noticed by Chantraine (1953: 226-227) and Brunel (1980: 242), but
they did not elaborate on it.

164. Gerth (1878).

165. Mutzbauer (1902).

166. Ruijgh (1992), Hettrich (1998). This had been suggested already by Krisch (1986) and
Mutzbauer (1902).
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prevented it”. In a second stage, GAAG was replaced by ei un and the indicative
appeared thus in a conditional clause. From the negative conditional, the indicative
was first expanded to the positive conditional and then to the protasis. The exten-
sion to the protasis was triggered by the Greek preference to have the same mood
in both the apodosis and the protasis for the different constructions: as potentialis
and realis used the same mood in both clauses, the counterfactual would have fol-
lowed this parallelism as well.'®” Hettrich also observed that most counterfactuals
of the past had the apodosis put after the main clause.'® Agreeing with Ruijgh’s
chronology, he suggested that the first clause was expressed in the optative as it
was only a possibility (past potential),'® and the second one in the indicative, as
that action did occur. Once it had been expanded to the main clause of the counter-
factual, it was also expanded to the modal indicatives that were not used in a condi-
tional construction. Four problems remain, however. A first problem for this expla-
nation is that it assumes many intermediary stages, but has one important ad-
vantage, namely that it explains why there are no postposed conditional clauses
with &l puf and the optative. There are examples of the optative in the “unreal”
clause, followed by the “unless” clause introduced by &i un, as can be seen in the
two examples quoted below:

(EX.04.26) (311) xai v kev &vO’ amdrotto avaé avopdv Aiveiag,
(312) €i un &p” 6&D vonoe Atog Buyatp Aepodit (liad 5,311-312).

“And now there the ruler of men, Aineias would have died there, if Zeus’
daughter, Aphrodite, had not sharply noticed.”

(EX.04.27) (388) xoi v0 kev £v0’ dmdrotto Apnc 6Tog TOAELOL0,

(389) i un untpoum epcoring Hepifola
(390) ‘Eppéq €npyyethev: 6 &’ é&éxheyev Apna (lliad 5,388-390).

“And now Ares, insatiable for war, would have died there, had the stepmother
Eeriboia with her shining beauty not informed Hermes. He then snatched Ares
away.”

167. Ruijgh (1992: 81-82).

168. Hettrich (1998: 267), see also Wakker (1994: 206-214), who stated that in 47 out of 70
instances, the €i un-clause followed the main clause.

169. The interpretation of the optative as past potential in such sentences was already made by
Kiihner — Gerth (1898: 232), Brugmann (1900: 505) and Schwyzer — Debrunner (1950: 328).
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The aorist is used here, because single actions are related.

The second objection could be that the initial paratactic scenario with the opta-
tive in the main unreal clause, followed by the second clause with the “actual
event” introduced by dALG& or viv 8¢ is not attested. We have examples of this con-
struction, but in those instances the “unreal” sentence has already the injunctive or
indicative. Below I give two examples from our corpus:

(EX.04.28) (22) 006¢ yap 00dE Kev odTOG DTEKPLYE KTjpOl LEAULVOLY
(23) &\ "Hopowotog Eputo, cdmoe 6¢ vokti kaAdyag, (liad 5,22-23).

“He himself then would not have escaped black fate, but Hephaistos protected
him/snatched him away and saved him by covering him with the night.”

In these verses Homer relates how Dares, a priest of Hephaistos, would have
died, if Hephaistos had not intervened. In this instance, the “unless” element is
related by another main clause, introduced by dAXd. The verb in the “unreal” clause
is in the injunctive, Omékevye, and the optative cannot be reconstructed here:

(EX.04.29) (15) &prawag 1 éxdepye Be®dv OAOMTOTE TAVI®V
(16) év0ade VOV Tpéyog amd teiyeoc: 1| K ETt TOAAOL

(17) yoiov 084E eidov mpiv "Thov icapucécdo.

(18) viv &’ gué pév péya kddog aeileo, To0G ' E04mMGOG

(19) pnidimg, &nel ob 1L Tiow y° £dde160¢ OGO,

(20) 1 6” &v Tioaiuny, £l pot dovapic ye napein. (liad 22,15-20).

“You have caused me harm, Farshooter, most destructive of all the gods, after
driving me now here away from the wall. Certainly, many would have bitten
the earth with their teeth before reaching Ilion. Now you have taken away
great fame from me and you saved them without problems, since you did not
fear punishment afterwards. I would have made / make you pay, if the power
had been / were inside me.”

In these lines, Akhilleus complains to Apollon that many more Trojans would
have died, had he not intervened. The “unless, if ... not ...” clause is expressed by
another main clause, introduced by vbv 6¢ and the indicative dgpeidleo and by
éodmaoag (but as the augment in this form is metrically insecure, it could also be an
injunctive). The verb of the “unreal” clause is in the indicative, gilov (one could
argue that the optative could be reconstructed, yoioav &lotev 00a& mpiv "Thov
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eloagkésBat, but it has not been transmitted and then 684 would have to be put
after the verb). The use of the aorist forms here (gilov, dgeileo, é6dmcag) can be
explained by the punctual meaning. It be noted that Akhilleus’ threat to Apollon is
expressed in the optative, Ticaipunv and mapein (the example was discussed above
already).

A third problem was raised by Hettrich himself: why would a syntactic change
have occurred / started in Homer and expanded into later Greek.!”® Hettrich stated
that the influence of Homer could not be overestimated. This is true, as can be seen
by his profound influence on prose writers such as Herodotos. In addition, also in
later times poetry could influence prose, as can be seen in Attic prose.!”! As possi-
ble parallel I could refer to the influence of the Bible translations on the vernacu-
lars: many sayings and syntactic turns that are found in the Bible have made their
way into the spoken and written language. I therefore do not think that it is a prob-
lem that a syntactic change would have occurred in Homer. Moreover, it is not
certain that the evolution started in Homer. It might have been ongoing already and
Homer’s use might have accelerated the process. Fourth, one could ask why a
postposed conditional could influence the construction of the main sentence. There
are three elements that played a role. First of all, there is the metrical conven-
ience:'”? el uf could be used before a long vowel, a short vowel, a word starting
with one consonant or a word starting with more than one consonant (provided that
the first syllable of this word was long); dAAd could not be used when a word start-
ing with a vowel followed or when it was followed by a word with one consonant
and an initial long syllable. A second factor involves the marked position of the
conditional clause. As was stated above, 57 of the 69 counterfactual constructions
had a postposed conditional. While postposed conditionals are not impossible, they
are less common,!” as even languages that have postposed subordinate clauses
prefer to put their conditional clause before the main clause.'”* As such, the Greek
conditional schema of the type “p, if not q” with postposed &i pn clause was very
marked and might have exerted influence on the other constructions. In the Odys-
sey postposed conditionals are much less common,'” and in Classical Greek, more
than 2/3 of the protases precede the apodosis.!”® A third factor is that the substitu-

170. Hettrich (1998: 267).

171. The standard work on this issue is Bers (1984).

172. Ruijgh (1992: 81-83).

173. Greenberg (1963: 68), Comrie (1986: 83-84), Hettrich (1998:268).
174. Comrie (1986: 83-84).

175. Lang (1989).

176. Seiler (1997: 309).
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tion of the optative by an indicative in the conditional clause created a difference in
construction between protasis and apodosis. By extending the mood of the condi-
tional clause to the main clause this disequilibrium was resolved.!”” As such, there
seem to be no real objections against the substitution scenario. As was stated
above, the transition probably went from optative into the tenses referring to the
past (both indicative and injunctive). The only problem is the distinction between
injunctive and indicative and a detailed study should analyse when the injunctive
and when the indicative was used in the &i pi-clauses.

6. The last explanation is that there was no substitution, but that the con-
structions with the indicative and optative differed in meaning: Basset (implicitly)
and Willmott argued that the modal indicatives distinguished themselves from the
optative in that they were in situations that could have occurred, while the optatives
could not be used in such contexts.!” They referred for this to Seiler’s analysis of
the optative as dissociative.'” Willmott used the following two examples to prove
the difference between indicative and optative: '8

(EX.04.30) (155) &vBd kev Apyegioioy Dméppopa vOGTOG £T0yON
(156) &l pun Abnvainv "Hpn npog pvbov Eeimev (lliad 2,155-156).

“And then there would have been a homecoming against their fate for the Ar-
gives, had Here not spoken a word towards Athene.”

(EX.04.31) (311) xai v kev &vO’ arndlotto dvos avopdv Aiveiog,
(312) &l pn Gp' 6&L vomoe Aog Buydtnp Aepodit (lliad 5,311-312).

“And now there the ruler of men, Aineias would have died there, if Zeus’
daughter, Aphrodite, had not sharply noticed.”

The first example described how the Greeks would have returned home before
Troy was conquered, if Here had not told Athene to intervene. The second example
referred to the salvation of Aineias by Aphrodite during battle. Willmott stated that
the indicatives in the first example showed that the return was a genuine possibil-

177. Ruijgh (1992: 83).

178. Basset (1989: 220-230) noticed the differences between the constructions, but did not state
that the indicative replaced the optative. Willmott (2007: 48-52); in 2008 she discussed the potential
optatives but did not address the issue of the substitution nor the counterfactivity.

179. Seiler (1971, 1993, 1997). See also Basset (1984, 1986).

180. Willmott (2007: 48-52, 120-122).
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ity, while the optative was used to indicate that the event of Aineias’s death was
very unlikely, given his divine lineage.'®!

That both indicative and optative coexisted and were semantically distinct is
in my opinion problematic. First, it is indeed true that some examples of the indica-
tive do indeed show a relationship with the real world (see lliad 22,202-203 treated
above, but not discussed by Willmott), but some of the optatives did this well. Sec-
ond, a substantial part of the modal indicatives in conditional constructions oc-
curred in instances that could never have occurred.'®® Thirdly, Willmott’s distinc-
tion is not correct: it is not true that Aineias could not have died because he was the
son of a goddess, since divine descent is by no means a guarantee against death, as
is proved by the deaths of Akhilleus and Sarpedon, who were children of a
god(dess) and nevertheless both died. In addition, the return of the Greeks cannot
have been considered a real possibility, because everybody knows that Troy will
eventually fall. Polsley, focusing the narrative implication of the use counterfactual
constructions, argues that “De Decker 2015 (esp. 21 (sic)-240) challenges Willmott
(although, problematically, he does not differentiate between speakers’ diegetic
levels)”,'s but does not address the issue as to why two equally (im)possible con-
texts have different modal constructions. In my opinion this can only be explained
by the fact that a substitution was ungoing. Fourthly, Seiler attributed the notion of
dissociation both to the optative and to the modal indicative, and not to the optative
alone. Fifthly, in many cases the indicative in the counterfactual construction is
equivalent to an optative form, but reversely the optatives in these constructions are
always metrically secure, which seems to point in the direction of a substitution of
the optative in favour of the indicative (this metrical fact is in my opinion too often
neglected).!®* A sixth and final element arguing in favour of the substitution sce-
nario is that there are no conditional clauses with an MP attested in the indicative,
neither in Attic nor in Homer. Conditional clauses with the subjunctive or the opta-
tive can have the MP. This is in my opinion an indication that this construction
originated in a period where the MP use was already much stricter, and would
therefore be another indication that this construction is of a younger date.

In short, I believe that there is no difference in meaning between the indicative
and the optative in the sentences with an unreal or remotely possible meaning. The

181. Willmott (2007: 49, 120-122).

182. The instances were analysed in De Jong (1987: 67-81), Lang (1989), Nesselrath (1992: 1-
38) and Polsley (2019, discussing the “Aineias-episodes”™).

183. Polsley (2019: 8).

184. I refer for more details to De Decker (2015: 323-332).
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use of (forms that go back to) the optative to express the remotely possible and/or
unreal in other Indo-European languages and the fact that some relics of the opta-
tives in these contexts still exist in post-Homeric Greek make it more likely that the
optative was the oldest mood for this type of meaning and this makes a substitution
scenario the most likely. In the next subchapter I will discuss the instances of lliad
16 in detail and occasionally provide examples from the large corpus.

4.5. The instances of lliad 16

(EX.04.32) (71) &yyvbt Aopmopévng tayo kev GeHYOVTEG EVOVAOLG
(72) miosloy vekdov, &l pot Kpeiov Ayopuéuvaov

(73) fima 1dein: vov 6¢ otpatov apeipdyovior (Hliad 16,71-73).
“... of my (helmet) shining nearby. Soon they would have filled the rivers
beds in their flight with their corpses, if (only) rules Agamemnon had known
(to act) appropriately towards me, but now, they (sc. the Trojans) are pressing
on the (Greek) army.”

This is probably one of the most important examples in this discussion, be-
cause it illustrates the original use of the optative in counterfactual constructions
and also shows that the distinction between the tense forms is aspectual rather than
temporal. In these verses, Akhilleus complained here that he was mistreated by
Agamemnon; if he had received respect, the Trojans would have been dying in
large numbers, but now they are attacking the Greeks and have already surrounded
them. We note a very clear difference between the situation that could have been
and the one from the reality, introduced by vdv 6é. The perfect stem is used be-
cause the verb “know” in Greek is resultative (i.e. it describes a state, “having
seen”, hence “know”), and the filling of the river is described in the aorist, because
one can only fill a river with his corpse once. This instance is also a good example
for Lange’s theory that Greek originally did not have subordinate conditional
clauses, but that they were independent wish clauses (with varying degrees of ful-
filment) that later became subordinate clauses.!s’ This instance would then have to
be interpreted as “they would have ... if only he had known to treat me ...”. Alt-
hough adopted by the standard grammars on Homeric Greek,'®¢ this thesis is not

185. Lange (1872, 1873).
186. Brugmann (1890: 191-192, but cf. infra), Monro (1891: 290-294), Chantraine (1953: 274-
276), Schwyzer — Debrunner (1950: 557, 682-684).
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universally accepted.'®” It is somehow related to the issue whether or not the oldest
Greek (and Indo-European) had subordinate clauses (see the subchapter on the
MP). For the discussion on the counterfactuals, this issue is irrelevant, but there are
other examples that indicate that Lange’s construction might very well have been
correct (and it cannot be denied that Homer as a preference for paratactic struc-
tures).'® One of the most striking examples of the optative expressing a wish and a
remote possibility within the same passage is:

(EX.04.33) (722) aif’ 6c0v fjlocmv &ipl, TO060v 60 pépTepog ginv
(723) 1d ke Té)0 oTLYEPDS TOAEOL ameponoews. (Hliad 16,722-723).

“Were I so much stronger than you than I am weaker than you, in that case
you would quickly and painfully withdraw from battle.”

In this instance, Asios (Apollon in disguise) shouts to Hektor that only if he
were stronger than Hektor, he (H) would be able to withdraw from battle. The sen-
tences clearly have an unreal meaning. In the first sentence we have a wish (ginv)
and the second one a main clause with an optative (dnepmnoeiog). Both optatives
clearly refer to something that is only remotely possible and actually even contrary
to fact. From this type of paratactic constructions the later conditional constructions
would have arisen.

Two other examples are:

(EX.04.34) (558) kelton avip 0g mpdTog E6NMANTO TETY0G AYodV

(559) Zapmnowv: aAL’ el pv dekioooiped’ ELovTeg,

(560) tevyed T dpouv aesloipeda, Koi Tv’ Etaipov

(561) avtod apvvopévav dapacaipedo VnAEL yoAk®d. (lliad 16,558-561).

187. This theory was criticised, because it could not explain all instances, see Brugmann (1890:
192 — he accepted the theory, but noted that there were nevertheless cases that could not be analysed
as old wishes), Lattmann (1903: 415), Tabachovitz (1951), followed by Hettrich (1992: 265-266). For
a critical survey of both theories, see Risch (1953, 1954). It has not been addressed in Willmott
(2007) nor in Jacquinod (2017), the most recent treatises on Homeric and Greek syntax.

188. Delbriick (1871: 20-25), see also Monro (1891: 254-255), Notopoulos (1949), Schwyzer —
Debrunner (1950: 631-636), Chantraine (1953: 12), and more recently, Bakker (1997: 35-85, 125-
155), Wachter (2000: 104), Minchin (2014); surprisingly enough the issue has not been addressed in
Willmott (2007).
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“There lies the man who first assaulted the wall of the Akhaians, Sarpedon.
But if we could take and dishonour him, take his armour from his shoulders
(and) maybe we could (also) tame with the pitiless bronze some of his friends
who are now defending him.”

In this example it seems that there are only verb forms that depend on the &i-
clause (unless one interprets dapacaipeda as the verb of the main clause, which
case we would have to interpret xai as “also” and not as “and”). In this specific
instance an interpretation as a remote possibility of contrary-to-fact is not likely,
given the fact that Sarpedon has just fallen and that robbing him of his armour is
not impossible; on the other hand, since Sarpedon’s body is being defended at the
time, taking the armour is not seen as realis either. The aorist is used, since the
robbing can only be done once.

(EX.04.35) (686) vAmiog: €i 8¢ &mog [InAniddao eoraéev
(687) | T° v Dékuye Kipa Koy uéhavog davéroro. (lliad 16,686-687).

“(...) the fool! If he had heeded the word of Peleus’ son, for sure he would
have escaped the evil fate of black death.”

In this instance Homer laments that Patroklos could have survived if only he
had listened to Akhilleus’ warnings. The first sentence could very well have been
an old wish “if only he had ...” and although the indicative pOlo&ev is used (or put
better, the injunctive, since the absence of the augment in pOAa&ev is secured by
the metre),'® the form could “hide” an older optative guAdEor (as will be argued
below, several indicatives contain older optatives, while almost all optatives in
these contexts are metrically secure). The main clause has unreal meaning, but the
verb vmék@uye appears in the injunctive and is metrically secure.

There are other examples of older wishes in the large corpus as well:

(EX.04.36) (255) 1y xev yndnco Ipiapog [prépotd te moidec
(256) aAarot te Tpideg péya kev keyopoioto Buud
(257) €l opdiv Tade Tavta Tvhoiato popvauévoriv (liad 1,255-257).

189. It is guaranteed by Meyer’s Third Law, which states that there should not be word end at
3a and 5a in the hexameter. The augmented IInAnidda’ Epdra&ev or IInAniddem £pvia&ev would have
word end at 5a and 3a.
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“For sure Priam would now feel happiness, and his sons and the other Trojans
would greatly rejoice in their heart, if they heard all this about the both of you
fighting each other.”

In this instance (discussed above already), one could interpret the conditional
clause as “Would they find out that ... !”. This specific case would be an example
of a wish that Nestor did not want to be true. Examples such as these were used to
state that the theory of an original wish clause was incorrect, because Nestor could
never have wished for the Trojans to find out, but this is not really a counterargu-
ment, as Nestor could very well have expressed this wish as something that could
cause serious harm and could have used it as a negative exemplum.

(EX.04.37) | " &v Tioaiuny, € pot Sovapic ye mapein. (Hliad 22,20).

“I would have made / make you pay, if the power had been / were inside me.”

This instance, which has been discussed above, is clearly unreal, as Akhilleus
will never have the power to challenge a god, but it can serve as another example
for the original wish construction “if only the power were present in me”.

Now I discuss two possible wish constructions that refer to the same event:

(EX.04.38) Mnpidvn tdyo kév o€ Koi dpynotiv nep £6via
£yy0g £UOV KoTémavoe Stopmepés, €l 6° EBalov mep. (Iliad 16,617-618).

“Meriones, soon my sword would have stopped you forever, even though you
are a dancer, if I had hit you.”

This is a counterfactual construction with the indicative in both the main
clause and the subordinate conditional clause (as would be the case in Attic Greek).
In these verses Aineias complains that he missed Meriones and that he survived the
attack. Willmott argued that in this instance the indicative had positive epistemic
stance and Aineias genuinely believed that he could have killed Meriones, because
otherwise the taunt would not have made sense.'*

(EX.04.39) (623) &l kai £yd og BdAoyut ToXDOV HEGOV OEET YOAK®D,
(624) aiyé ke kol kpatepds TEP SOV KOd PO TEMOOADC
(625) evyoc &poi doing, yoynyv & "Aidt kKAvtondiw.” (lliad 16,623-625).

190. Willmott (2007: 49).

165



FILIP DE DECKER

“If I had hit you and hit you in the middle with the sharp bronze, soon you
would have given me glory and Hades with the famous horses your soul, alt-
hough you are stronger and trust your hands.”

These verses are pronounced by Meriones in response to Aineias’ attack quot-
ed above. Here the optative is used. Ascribing negative epistemic stance to these
verses means assuming that Meriones considered his own attack to be futile, be-
cause he knew that Aineias was stronger, but why would a warrior in a verbal fight
concede when he has not even lost yet? I believe that this example shows that the
distinction between indicative and optative is invalid. Moreover, the indicative
forms can contain an older optative (£&yyog LoV kKaténavce dapunepéc, €l 6” EBoAoV
mep is equivalent to €yyog Euov mavoele dwupmepés, €l o€ Pdrowi mep), but the opta-
tive forms are metrically secure. In several instances the indicative forms can
“hide” an older optative, but reversely, almost all optatives are metrically secure
(reason why they were preserved). Both instances have only aorist forms, because
they refer to single and punctual actions, and not because they refer to the present
or past.

(EX.04.40) (638) 000 av £TL @paduw@V TEP AVNP Zapmnodova diov
(639) &yvw, énel Peréecot kol aipott kal kovinow (lliad 16,638-639).

“A sharpthinking man would not have recognised shining Sarpedon, since he
was (covered) with missiles, blood and dust.”

In this instance (discussed above as to aspect and meaning) we have a form
with potential meaning, which could refer to both present and past. Here the indica-
tive note that &yva is used, but this form is equivalent to the optative yvoin.

(EX.04.41) (698) &vOo. kev Hyimviov Tpoiny &lov vieg Ayoidv

(699) Matporrov VIO xePGi, mepl PO yap Eyyel Odey,

(700) €i un Andrrwv Poifog Ebountov érl Topyov

(701) ot @ dloa ppovéwv, Tpweool &” apywv. (Iliad 16,698-701).

“And there the sons of the Akhaians would have taken Troy with the high
gates by the hands of Patroklos — since he was raging forward heavily with his
sword — if Phoibos Apollon had not put himself before the well-built tower,
noticing the danger for it (Troy) and protecting the Trojans.”
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These verses describe how Patroklos would have led the Greeks to conquer
Troy, if Apollon had not intervened. This is one of the instances of the & un con-
structions: an action could/would have occurred, if the action in the &1 ur sentence
had not thwarted it. In this specific instance &i ur AmoArwv could contain an older
paratactic GAA' AmoAl@v “but Apollon” (with metrical lengthening of the first syl-
lable of AmdéAAwv, which is attested elsewhere as well). The original meaning
would thus have been “and there the Greeks would have taken ... but Apollon
stood ...”. The indicative €&otn has nothing unreal in it, because it refers to an actu-
al event, namely Apollon’s protection. As was noted above, no &i pf clause has an
optative in it, because none of these sentences refers to an unreal event. The reason
why the original optative is replaced by an injunctive €Lov and not by an augment-
ed indicative cannot be addressed here.

In the larger corpus, there are more examples of this type of postposed &i un-
clauses in the larger corpus. There are two examples with the optative, quoted be-
low:

(EX.04.42) (311) xai v kev &vO’ arndloito dvos avopdv Aiveiog,
(312) &l un Gp° &L vonoe A1og Buydnp Agpoditn. ({liad 5,311-312).

“And now there the ruler of men, Aineias would have died there, if Zeus’
daughter, Aphrodite, had not sharply noticed.”

(EX.04.43) (388) kai vi kev &v0’ dmdrotto Apng Grog morépoto,

(389) &l pn untporr mepikaring Hepifola

(390) ‘Epuéq é€nyyerev: 0 8° é&écheyey "Apnoa. (lliad 5,388-390).

“And now Ares, insatiable for war, would have died there, had the stepmother
Eeriboia with her shining beauty, not informed Hermes. He then snatched
Ares away.”

In most examples, however, the indicative is already used in the main clause:

(EX.04.44) (679) xai vb k™ &t TAéovag Avkimv kTave 6lo¢ ‘Odveaeng
(680) €i un ap’ 0L vonoe péyag kopvbaiorog "Extwp: (Iliad 5,679-680).

“And now shining Odysseus would have killed many (more) of the Lykians, if
great Hektor with the waving helmet had not sharply noticed.”
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(EX.04.45) (310) &vBa ke Aoryog €nv kol aunyava Epyo YEVovto
(311) xoi v0 Kev év VIEGGL TEGOV PEVYOVTEG AYOIOL,
(312) &i un Tvdeidn Alopndei kékhet’ Odvooeie. (lliad 11,310-312).1!

“And there there would have been death and unspeakable actions would have
occurred, and now the fleeing Akhaians would have fallen in the ships, if
Odysseus had not shouted to Diomedes, son of Tydeus.”

(EX.04.46) (713) kai v0 ke 51 mpdmoy fuap &¢ HEMOV KaTodvuvTo
(714) "Extopa ddKpv y€ovieg O30PovTo TPoO TUAL®Y,
(715) el pn 6p° €k dipporo yépwv Aaoiot petnoda. (lliad 24,713-715).

“And now they would have wailed for Hektor, in front of the gates shedding
tears the entire day until the setting of the sun, had not the old man addressed
the people from his chariot.”

The aorist forms refer to single actions (for é&nyyeikev, cf. supra and kéxietr’
is an aorist, because verba dicendi are considered to be durative, but verba
clamandi are not)!”? and the imperfects to more durative actions. In 11,310 the
indicative yévovto could “hide” an older optative yévotro (with a single verb for a
neutre plural subject).

A last example of a construction with an optative in the conditional clause in-
terpretable as an old wish and a counterfactual optative in the main clause is the
following:

(EX.04.47) (746) &1 6M mov kol ToHVTo &v iybvdevtt yévolro,
(747) moAlovg Gv Kopéoelev avnp 6o TOea Spdv
(748) vnog amoBpdokmv, €i kol Svoréppelog gin (Iliad 16,746-748).

“If only he were somewhere in the sea rich in fishes, this man would satisfy
man of them, looking for oysters, jumping overboard from a ship, even if the
sea was stormy.”

191. De Decker (2015: 236).
192. For more details see De Decker (2015: 195-211, and specifically 207 for this instance; see
also De Decker forthcoming).
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In this instance, Patroklos mocks the dying Kebriones and states that if he
were a diver in a sea full of fish, he would have given food to many of them. This
description is clearly unreal and this is another instance in which the optative refers
to something that is only remotely possible (at best) and probably contrary-to-fact.
Note that they are metrically secure. The first conditional clause can still be inter-
preted as an old wish clause “if only he were in the sea ...”, but for the second such
a reconstruction is more difficult. The use of the tenses is aspectual, the aorists
refer to the single action of Kebriones’ dying moments: he falls of his chariot re-
sembling a diver jumping into the sea. As Kebriones can only die once, the aorist is
used. The present refers to the stormy sea into which Kebriones as diver would
have jumped. The looking for oysters and the diving into the sea are conceived as
durative actions, as one has to dive and look for them intensely before finding
them.

The final example from /liad 16 is a special case in which two different con-
structions are combined, but no optatives are used, only injunctives and indicatives:

(EX.04.48) (847) toodtor &° €l mép pot €eikootv aviefoOAncay,
(848) mavtéc K antod’ Shovto £U® VIO SoVPL SUUEVTES,
(849) aAAG pe poip’ 0don kai Antodc Ektavey viog. (lliad 16,847-849).

“If twenty of such men had approached me, they would all have died there on
the spot, tamed by my sword, but destructive Fate and the son of Leto have
killed me.”

In these verses Patroklos refutes Hektor’s claim that he should have listened to
Akhilleus’ warnings not to assault the city. Patroklos replies that even if twenty
Trojans had come towards him, he would all have killed them. There is a highly
remarkable hiatus here in the injunctive form dAovto £u®, which could contain an
older optative dloiot' £ud, but in that case we would have to accept an elision be-
fore the 3b caesura, and while not entirely impossible, this is nevertheless very
uncommon. In this construction we have a merger of two different constructions:
on the one hand, a preposed subordinate conditional clause (which could be an old
wish clause) “if only twenty of them had approached me, they would have died!”,
but the form dvtefoincav (which does not have a metrically secure augment, and
could therefore be an old injunctive or an indicative) cannot be contain an older
optative, and on the other hand, a postposed paratactic “dAArdé-clause”, which de-
scribes how the unreal action described in the preceding clauses has been thwarted
by an actual event, namely the fatal intervention by Fate and Apollon. In this in-
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stance the metrical form preserved the dAld-sentence and prevented a substitution
into an &1 pn-clause. The use of the aorist indicative in &xtavev is easily explained,
as the aorist refers to a single action and the indicative to an actual event; the use of
the aorist in avtefoincov and SAovto is less straightforward, as one could think
that Patroklos viewed this as durative, but in all likelihood he saw this as one ac-
tion, “they would have approached me and would have died”.

4.6. Conclusion

In this subchapter I analysed the data of epic Greek and by using many exam-
ples I showed that in epic Greek it is often difficult to distinguish between possibil-
ity, remote possibility and contrafactivity, that there is no difference between pre-
sent and past reference in potential and counterfactual constructions, but that there
are only aspectual differences, and that the optative, and not the indicative, was the
oldest mood used in these constructions (this is confirmed by other Indo-European
language and even Attic poetry and prose have relics of this older construction).
The use of (forms that go back to) the optative to express the remotely possible
and/or unreal in other Indo-European languages and the fact that some relics of the
optatives in these contexts still exist in post-Homeric Greek make it more likely
that the optative was the oldest mood for this type of meaning. The exact details
about how and why the indicative eventually replaced the optative might not be
entirely clear, but the use of both optative and indicative in epic Greek rules out
that the use of the indicative with an MP to mark contrafactivity and the indicative
without MP to refer to the realis is an isogloss between Greek and Anatolian.

5. Conclusion

In this long article I addressed one of the alleged morphosyntactic Graeco-
Anatolian isoglosses, namely the use of a modal particle (MP) to convey modal
meaning to the verb forms and to distinguish between the realis and the counterfac-
tual / irrealis in the indicative. After making some methodological observations on
the comparanda, 1 proceeded first to the use of the MP in Homeric Greek, analys-
ing a large corpus of 5267 verses from the /liad and providing a more detailed in-
vestigation of [liad 16. My analyses showed that the MP was mostly used in
speeches and only rarely in narrative. It is incompatible with the deontic and jus-
sive axis as described in Allan 2013: this is the reason why it is missing in negative
purpose/wish clauses, in positive wishes and purpose clauses, in deliberative (indi-
rect) questions and with future-desiderative and future-subjunctive forms. It is used
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when a specific instance in the near future and close to the speaker and hearer is
related (in Basset’s words, close to the actualité du locuteur). This explains why
almost all instances can be found in speeches and not in narrative, and why it is not
used in negative contexts, in descriptions of repeated actions (both in the optative
and the subjunctive) and in generic and generalising statements (where the poet
preferred the so-called re-épique). The only mood where the MP could add modal
meaning is the indicative in the so-called past potential and counterfactual con-
structions and would seem to confirm the isogloss, but upon closer inspection, we
note first, that sharply distinguishing between past and present counterfactual and
past and present potential is not always possible (and that the aspect rather than the
distinction past / present is the factor deciding on the tense usage), second, that
Homeric Greek used both the indicative and the optative for these constructions,
third, that in many other Indo-European languages the optative or constructions
and/or forms that can be reconstructed as an optative are used for these construc-
tions, fourth, that even post-Homeric Greek has remnants of the optative in these
type of constructions. All these elements make it more likely that the optative was
the original mood for the (different degrees of) potentiality and contrafactivity, and
that the indicative intruded on this field and gradually replaced the optative. The
reason(s) why and the exact details about how the indicative eventually replaced
the optative might not be entirely clear, but it is possible that the need to make a
distinction between present and past reference might have played a role. In any
case, the use of both optative and indicative in epic Greek for (past) potential and
counterfactual constructions, the fact that the indicative is in all likelithood not the
original mood, and the fact that the MP conveyed specific emphatic and deictic
(and not modal) meaning to the verb form rule out that the use of the MP to grant
modal (counterfactual) meaning to the indicative is an isogloss between Greek and
Anatolian.
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Skandal! Alles nur geklaut?

Andreas Opfermann'
Ludwig-Maximilians-Universitidt Miinchen

Das neuhochdeutsche Wort Skandal (m., frither n.) ,anstoBerregender
Vorgang® wurde wohl Anfang des 18. Jh.s aus frz. scandale (m.) derselben
Bedeutung ins Deutsche entlehnt.? Dasselbe gilt bspw. fiir engl. scandal im 16. Jh.
(entlehnt aus afrz. esc(h)andle) und mengl. sclaundre > nengl. slander
,Verleumdung* bereits im 13. Jh. (entlehnt aus afrz. escla(u)ndre etc.).’ In vielen
weiteren nur entfernt oder gar nicht verwandten Sprachen ist dieses Wort vertreten,
vgl. bspw. finn. skandaali, poln. skandal, tirk. skandal. Letztlich gehen alle
modernen Kognaten auf das biblische Wort gr. oxdvdaiov n., lat. scandalum n.
,Versuchung; Falle‘ zuriick. Das gesamte Netzwerk der Entlehnungen in den

1. Dieser Aufsatz ist im Rahmen meiner Arbeit am Projekt ,Digitales etymologisch-
philologisches Worterbuch der altanatolischen Kleinkorpussprachen (eDidna) entstanden, das von
der Deutschen Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG) gefordert wird (RI 1730/7-1). Ein Grofteil der hier
verschriftlichten Inhalte wurde im Rahmen der Veranstaltung Indogermanische und etymologische
Werkstatt zur Geschichte von Wortern und Kategorien an der LMU Miinchen (SoSe 2020) am
25.06.2020 vorgetragen. Dem Auditorium dieser Sitzung wie auch Federico Giusfredi und Zsolt
Simon danke ich ganz herzlich fiir Korrekturen und Denkanstdfe. Meine Fragen zum Luwischen hat
mir David Sasseville dankenswerterweise stets ausfiihrlich beantwortet. Fiir alle Fehler bin freilich
nur ich selbst verantwortlich.

2. Vgl. Grimm — Grimm (1854) s. v. Nach Pfeifer (19932) s. v. (07.11.2020) hat die Entlehnung
bereits Ende des 16. Jh.s stattgefunden.

3. Vgl. zu den hier paraphrasierten Etymologien eOED s. vv.

4. Bei lat. scandalum handelt es sich freilich auch um eine Entlehnung bzw. ein Fremdwort aus
dem Griechischen der biblischen Vorlage.

Barcino. Monographica Orientalia 17 — Series Anatolica et Indogermanica 2 (2021) (ISBN: 978-84-9168-738-2)
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modernen Sprachen aufzudecken, verlangte groBtenteils eine Darlegung der Wege
der Christianisierung. Dafiir ist in diesem Beitrag weder der geeignete Platz noch
ist es das Ziel der vorliegenden Untersuchung. Vielmehr soll im Folgenden die
Wortfamilie von gr. okdvdaiov beleuchtet werden (§1). Darauthin sollen die
bisherigen Etymologien gepriift (§2.1) und als neuer Vorschlag eine Verbindung
mit dem Verb hluw. /skandal(l)issa-"/ ,verzieren‘ wahrscheinlich gemacht (§2.2)
und schliellich der Versuch unternommen werden, ein weiteres Wort, namentlich
lat. scandula/scindula ,Schindel® anzuschlieBen (§3).

1. Gr. okavdadov ,Falle und (Un-)Verwandtes im Griechischen

Zur Wortfamilie von gr. okdvdaiov n. gehoren neben den hauptséchlich und
in ihren altesten Belegen ausschlieBlich biblischen Lexemen (oxévdaiov [§1.a],
okavdoAilem [§1.d]) auch Derivate aus profaner Uberlieferung (cxovdéin [§1.b],
okavoarog [§1.c], oxavdorotg [§1.¢], oxoavddinOpov [§1.f]). Im Folgenden soll
der (groBtenteils vergebliche) Versuch unternommen werden, besonders anhand
philologischer und morphologischer Analysen die eigentliche Bedeutung des wohl
urspriinglichsten dieser Worter, ndmlich gr. okdvdéaiov herauszufinden.

a) gr. okavdorov (LXX+)

Als Erstbeleg fiir dieses in der Sepruaginta (LXX) und dem Neuen Testament
(NT) haufig vorkommende Wort wird regelméBig ein Papyrus aus dem 3. Jh. v.
Chr. angegeben, vgl. bspw. Liddell — Scott (1996°: 1604). Bei diesem Papyrus
handelt es sich um einen Brief, der wohl von einem landwirtschaftlichen
Vorarbeiter Zenons von Kaunos® geschrieben wurde. Der relevante Abschnitt des
Briefes sind die letzten vier Zeilen:

1) P. Cairo Zen. 1V,59608,4-8 (Mitte des 3. Jh.s v. Chr.)°
[...] 10 oncapov 8[£ &ne][Anidlauev koi Eottv &[EL]|6Aoyov. epdvTILE 0DV TP
moAjLoD mepl TV oKavIAvaV. | Eppwaco.

,,Wir haben das Sesambeet aufgesucht und es ist bemerkenswert. Mache dir
also schon lange vorher Gedanken iiber die okédvdava. Mach’s gut.*

5. Vgl. weiterfithrend zu Zenon von Kaunos https://www.trismegistos.org/archive/256.
6. Vgl. https://www.trismegistos.org/text/1241 und fiir eine Abbildung http://ipap.csad.ox.ac.uk/
PCZ-colour/300dpi/P.Cair.Zen.IV.59608r.jpg.
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Auf dem Papyrus steht zweifelsfrei (oxavdovmv)’ und nicht {(ckavdalonv)
geschrieben, wie leicht durch den Vergleich mit dem Buchstaben (A) im selben
Dokument, also bspw. dem sehr gut lesbaren zweiten Lambda von moA[Aov zu
Beginn der Zeile, liberpriift werden kann. Unter der Annahme, es sei eigentlich
okavodAmv gemeint, miisste man wohl mit Einfluss der vorangehenden
Graphemsequenz {(av) rechnen. Dies ist insofern nicht unplausibel, als das (v) nur
eine Haste mehr aufweist als das (L), allerdings sind die beiden ersten Schenkel des
(v) im Vergleich zu den Schenkeln des (A) um ca. 40° gegen den Uhrzeigersinn
gedreht. Aus paldographischer Sicht ist eine Emendation also nicht zwingend und
auch der Kontext erfordert eine Bedeutung ,Falle® o. 4. nicht notwendigerweise:
Inhaltlich kann an den Empfanger ebensogut die Aufforderung ergehen, sich tiber
die ,Fallen‘ Gedanken zu machen wie bspw. liber bestimmte Pflanzen.® Da sich
also weder fiir die Semantik noch fiir die Stammgestalt unabhidngige und
eindeutige Evidenz beibringen ldsst, darf dieses Wort nicht als vor- und
auBerbiblischer Erstbeleg fiir gr. cxdvoaiov gelten.

In der Bibel selbst finden sich keine guten Hinweise auf die exakte und
eigentliche Bedeutung des Wortes. Wihrend viele Belege bereits die iibertragene
Bedeutung ,Verfiihrung, Versuchung® zeigen,’ steht okévdatov hidufig neben (und
daher in gewisser Abgrenzung zu) anderen Wortern fiir ,Falle® (mayic, 0Mpa), vgl.

2) LXX Josua 23:13
Kol covton VUiV gig Toyidag Kol gig oxdvooro kai gig fjAOVG &V TOlg TTEPVAILG
VUAVY kai gig foridag &v Toig dpOaipoig DUGV [...]

,und sie werden euch zu Fallen (mayidec) und zu okdvdoro und zu Nigeln in
euren Fersen und zu Stacheln in euren Augen [...]*

3) NT Romer 11:9
vevnOnto N Tpanelo adtdv €ig Toryida kol €ig Onpav kol gig okdvoarov kol ig
avtamoddopa adToig [...]

7. Von Danker (2000: 926) wird die mir unverstidndliche Lesung (okoavdadov) (Tipp- oder
Lesefehler?) angegeben.

8. Eine irgendwie geartete Verbindung mit gr. Xxdvdi§ ,Venuskamm (eine Salat-/Gemiise-
pflanze)‘ wire u. U. moglich.

9. Diese Bedeutungskomponente ist gemdll der Worterbiicher auf semitischen Einfluss der
Vorlage zu bewerten, vgl. bspw. Frisk (1970: 717).

193



ANDREAS OPFERMANN

,»Es werde deren Opfertisch ihnen zu einer Falle (mayig) und zu einer Falle
(09pa) und zu einem oxdvoarov und zu einer Vergeltung (dvtanddoua) [...]*

Aus der Nebeneinanderstellung von oxdévdorov, mayic und OMpo koénnen
schlechterdings keine sicheren Schliisse auf das konkrete Wesen eines okdvoaiov
gezogen werden: Bei mayig handelt es sich um eine unbestimmte Art Falle; das
Wort selbst gehort zum Verb gr. mjyvo ,festmachen‘, beschreibt also lediglich
den Zweck, nédmlich das Fangen des Opfers. Das Wort gr. 6npa bedeutet in der
Regel ,Jagd; Beute* (Liddell — Scott 1996”: 799), nur in der zitierten Passage (NT
Rémer 11:9) ist die Bedeutung ,Falle* erforderlich. Da sich 0npa prototypisch auf
(die Jagd auf) Wild bezieht, diirfte es sich hier um eine ,Wildfalle’ oder ein
,Fangnetz (fiir Wild)° handeln. Bemerkenswert ist die Tatsache, dass ocxdvdaiov
als ,(Art Falle)* in Septuaginta und Neuem Testament meist mit tifnu ,legen
konstruiert wird. Wie Dunbar (1998: 249) jedoch in anderem Zusammenhang
anmerkt, ist ot im Kontext des Fallen- und Netzestellens das iibliche Verb. So
findet sich bspw. LXX Psalmen 140:9 nayig ,Falle‘ als Objekt von (cuv-)iotnu
,aufstellen®, nicht aber das im selben Vers vorkommende ckévdarov, das an dieser
Stelle ohne Préadikat steht. Die Bedeutungsbestimmung von gr. oxdvdoiov kann
also durch die Analyse von nominalen Kookurrenzen zwar nicht beférdert werden,
hinsichtlich der verwendeten Verben aber unterscheidet sich oxdvdéoiov von
iiblichen Fallen, die ,aufgestellt® (iotnut) werden und nicht ,gelegt® (tifnu).

Es scheint die metaphorische Verwendungsweise als ,Verfiihrung (zur Siinde),
Versuchung® darauf hinzudeuten, dass es sich bei einem ckdvdéokov um eine (wie
auch immer geartete) Lockfalle, die mit einem Kdoder ausgestattet ist, handelt.
Dagegen wiederum sprechen die Belege, an denen es ,Fallstrick® oder
,Stolperstein‘ bedeuten diirfte (Danker 2000: 926 s. v. okavdorov 1), vgl.

4) LXX 3. Mose 19:14
...0mévavTt TVeAoD 0L TPOoGONoES TKAVOAAOV. ..

,»...cinem Blinden sollst du nicht ein ckdvdéarov in den Weg stellen...“
Da in diesem Beleg als Opfer eines oxdvdaiov ein blinder Mensch genannt

wird und dadurch impliziert wird, dass ein Sehender nicht zum Opfer wiirde, muss
es sich hier um etwas anderes als eine Lockfalle handeln.!® Eine Lockfalle zeichnet

10. Vgl. ebenso den Vergleich mit dem sprichwortlich gewordenen ,,Stein des AnstoBes” in NT'
Romer 9:33: 1800 tifnu év Ziwv Aibov mpockdupatog kol métpav okavddiov ,,Siehe, ich setze in
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sich ja gerade dadurch aus, dass das Lockmittel perzipierbar ist, wéhrend die von
ihr ausgehende Gefahr auch einem Sehenden verborgen bleibt. Ein Blinder wird
also wohl kaum Opfer einer Lockfalle.

Zwei gegenldufige Hinweise ergeben sich also aus der Analyse der
Verwendungsweisen von okdvoolov, weshalb dessen exaktes und urspriingliches
Wesen nicht bestimmt werden kann. Weil auBlerdem das Wort in nicht biblisch-
christlichen Kontexten nicht belegt ist, drangt sich der Verdacht auf, dass es sich
nicht um einen definierten Fachterminus der Jagersprache handelt bzw. dass, wenn
okavdaAiov tatsdchlich einst der Jégersprache angehort hat, dann die fach-
sprachlichen Inhalte derart verwéssert wurden, dass sie heute nicht mehr nachzu-
vollziehen sind. Es ist moglich, dass okdavdorov nie eine Tierfalle bezeichnete, da
auch kein Beleg aus LXX und NT in direktem Zusammenhang mit der Tierjagd
steht; das Nebeneinander von mayig ,(Tier-)Falle’ und okdvéaiov an Belegstellen
wie LXX Josua 23:13 (s. 0. Bsp. 2) leitet dann in die Irre.!! Eine eigentliche
Bedeutung konnte daher ,Stolperfalle® sein.!> Hiermit ldsst sich die Tatsache, dass
ein Blinder offenbar leicht Opfer eines okdvoarov wird (s. o. Bsp. 4), verbinden.
Bei einer Bedeutung ,Stolperfalle® schlief8t sich auch der Beleg in der formelhaften
Verbindung AiBov mpookoppatog koi métpoav okavodriov (NT Romer 9:33, 1.
Petrus  2:8, vgl. Fn. 10) einigermaBlen nachvollziehbar, wenngleich nicht
reibungslos, an: ,,einen Stein des AnstoBens und einen Fels des Stolperns [nicht:
Stolperfalle!]“. Ob aber die metaphorische Verwendung als ,Verfithrung® im Sinne
einer Beeinflussung der Bewegungsrichtung des Opfers mithilfe eines Lockmittels
damit erklirt werden darf, muss zweifelhaft bleiben.'?

b) Gr. oxavodin ,Ausloser einer Falle® (2. Jh. n. Chr., Hapax legomenon)
Das Femininum zu gr. oxévdaiov ist nur einmal in der griechischen Literatur
zu finden,'* beim attizistischen Sophisten Alkiphron, vgl.

Zion einen Stein des Anstof3es und einen Fels des oxdvdaiov®. Auch ohne die Passage ausfiihrlich zu
interpretieren, wird klar, dass beide Steine bis zur Schiadigung des Opfers unbemerkt bleiben.

11. Vgl. fiir das NT Danker (2000: 926): ,,1 a device for catching someth[ing] alive, trap*.

12. Vgl. fiir die Septuaginta Muraoka (2009: 622): ,,1. an object deliberately placed to make
s[ome]b[o]d[y] trip, ,stumbling-block .

13. Es sei an dieser Stelle an die sog. ,Lappjagd‘ erinnert, wobei sog. Stoff- oder Feder-
,Lappen‘, also Stoffstiicke oder Federbiischel so im Wald an gespannten Leinen aufgehdngt werden,
dass das aufgescheuchte Wild in eine bestimmte Richtung getrieben wird. Diese Art des Jagens war
zumindest den Romern bekannt, vgl. Orth (1914: 570f).

14. Entgegen Barrett (1964: 378) muss in Babrios’ Fabel 130 ox0daAwv (ms.) nicht zu
okavddinv konjiziert werden, vgl. Holzberg (2019: 178), wo oxvtolida kleiner Stab“ steht.
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5) Alkiphron 3,22 (=2,19) (2. Jh. n. Chr.)
[Téynv Eotnoa €nl T0¢ popag aAdmekag Kpe@oov Tig OKavOdANG ATapTHOAS.
dnel yop émolépovy Tac otopvrag [...]"

,.lch stellte eine Falle (mwéyn) fiir die verruchten Fiichse auf, nachdem ich ein
Stiick Fleisch an der oxavddin aufgehéngt/befestigt hatte. Weil sie ndmlich
die Weintrauben raubten [...]*

Eine oxavddin ist offenbar der Teil einer Falle (hier: Fuchsfalle [unbekannter
Art]), an dem der Kdoder befestigt wird. Da keine weiteren Informationen zur
spezifischen Art der Falle gegeben werden, kann auch das konkrete mit oxoavdodin
bezeichnete Bauteil nicht genauer beschrieben werden. Deswegen muss die
allgemeine Bedeutungsangabe ,Bauteil einer Falle, an dem der Kdder angebracht
wird‘, genligen. Bei primitiven Fallen — Springfalle, Schlagfalle, Kistenfalle — wird
der Koder héufig an einem beweglichen Stab befestigt. An der vorliegenden
Textstelle diirfte kaum mit einer Lebendfalle (Kistenfalle, Fallgrube) gerechnet
werden, da der Fuchs als Schidling sicher getotet werden sollte. Es handelt sich
also wahrscheinlich um eine Spring- oder Schlagfalle,'® weswegen eine vorsichtige
Deutung als ,Ausloser einer Falle (an dem der Koder befestigt ist), Stellung® hier
wohl angemessen ist.!”

¢) gr. okavdarog ,Hindernis* (Hesych)
Das nicht literarisch iiberlieferte Maskulinum zum Neutrum ckévdorov (und
dem Femininum cxavddin) findet sich zweimal in Hesychs Lexikon:

6) Hesych ¢ 842 (Latte)

OKAVOUAOG EUTOOIGHOG
,,0Kavdahoc ,Hindernis**

15. Frisk (1970: 717) bemerkt, dass die ,,Lesung nicht unbedingt sicher sei, obwohl der
kritische Apparat in der Teubneriana-Ausgabe (Schepers 1905: 40) lediglich die Handschriften-
Lesungen tijg oxavdéding B und g okavddiag cet. angibt.

16. Vgl. Babrios’ Fabel 130, wo von einer Schlagfalle (hier: mdyn) die Rede ist: yaAacOeiong |
papdov pétoma odv te pivag EmAnyn ,,nachdem der Stab ausgeldst worden war, wurde er (i. e. der
Wolf) auf Stirn und Nase getroffen.

17. Dementsprechend kann davon ausgegangen werden, dass oxavddin, falls eine Springfalle
vorliegt, nicht das biegbare und unter Spannung stehende Holz (sog. ,Schloss) bezeichnet.
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Hier wird nach Hansen (2005: 301) auf NT Rémer 14:13 Bezug genommen,
wo jedoch die Wortform (Akk. Sg. oxdvdoarov) zum einen kein Maskulinum (Nom.
Sg. -0g) erzwingt und zum anderen eine iibertragene Bedeutung ,Versuchung® o. .
vorliegt.!”® Diese Glosse ist also eher ein unabhingiges, aber nicht hilfreiches
Zeugnis.

Ein weiteres Mal, ndmlich als eine von mehreren Bedeutungsangaben, kann
okavoaiog ebenfalls in Hesychs Lexikon gefunden werden:

7) Hesych o 1212 (Latte)
OK®AOG" PaPooc. okdvdaAioc. ol 8¢ oxdhoy, § papdog, 1 dmw&uppévog

TaGGalog, ,,0TE GKBAOG TVPIKAVGTOC, f AKAvONng £100G. TaPd TO GKEAA®.
g0t 6¢ Kol moMg &v Bowwtig

,,OK®AoG (,spitzer Pfahl, Stachel®) ,Stab, Rute (pafodoc), okdvdaroc, andere
sagen okoAoy (,spitzer Pfahl, Dorn‘) oder papooc (,Stab, Rute‘) oder
amoéoppévog mdocolog (,angespitzter Stab‘) — | Wie ein feuergebrannter
spitzer Pfahl“ (Ilias 13,564) — oder ,eine Art Dorn‘ (&xévOng &idoc). Von
okéMo (,trocknen‘). Es gibt auch eine Stadt in Bootien (vgl. llias 2,497).

Wiéhrend das Lemmawort gr. ok®Aog (auch oxk®dlov) auBerbiblisch (/lias
13,564, Aristophanes Lysistrata 810) unzweifelhaft die konkrete Bedeutung
,spitzer Pfahl, Stachel® besitzt, kommt das Wort ebenso in der Septuaginta vor und
tragt dort u. a. die libertragene Bedeutung ,Stolperstein, Hindernis® (Muraoka 2009:
628, wo auch cxdévdolov verglichen wird).!

Da an der ersten Belegstelle (6) eine libertragene Bedeutung und an beiden (6,
7) biblisch-christlicher Einfluss nicht ausgeschlossen werden kdnnen, ldsst sich
nicht mit Sicherheit entscheiden, ob oxévdaiog auch im materialreicheren Lemma
ok®log (7) iibertragen oder eher konkret zu verstehen ist. Ein Hinweis auf die
urspriingliche Semantik kann also nicht gesichert werden.

d) gr. (bibl.) oxovdorilw ,verfithren (LXX+)
Ein morphologisch durchsichtiges, ausschlieBlich biblisches Verb ist
okavooAlem ,verfiihren (LXX, NT); beleidigen (NT)‘, vgl. Muraoka 2009: 622,

18. Die iibertragene Bedeutung wird an dieser Stelle dadurch begriindet, dass owévdarog
(besser: -ov) mit Hilfe der disjunktiven Konjunktion gr. 1 ,oder* mit ebenfalls iibertragen
gebrauchtem mpookopa ,AnstoB, (Anlass zum) Argernis; Schaden (Hesych m 3825)° verbunden
wird. Vgl. zum Nebeneinander dieser beiden Worter auch Fn. 10 und das Ende von § 1.a.

19. Auch eine der Bedeutungsangaben in Bsp. 7, gr. okoloy, eig. ,spitzer Pfahl, Dorn‘, wird in
LXX Hosea 2:8 als Hindernis gebraucht, um den Weg zu versperren.
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Danker (2000: 926). Das Verbalsuffix gr. -io ist sehr produktiv, kann auch an o-
stimmige Basen treten und weist sehr verschiedene denominale Bedeutungen auf,
vgl. Schwyzer 1939: 735f. In unserem Fall muss okavéalilw als ,ein okdvdoiov
machen® paraphrasiert werden. Da aber oxdvdolov eine konkrete und eine
iibertragene Bedeutung — 1.,Falle‘ vs. 2.,Verfithrung® — aufweist, muss entschieden
werden, auf welcher dieser beiden Bedeutungen die Derivation von okoavoaAilm
aufbaut. Die beiden mdglichen Ausgangsbedeutungen wiéren (a) 1.*,eine Falle
stellen‘ und (b) 2.*,eine Verfithrung anstrengen‘. Beides kann sich leicht zu ,(zur
Siinde) verfithren® weiterentwickeln. Wie sich im Folgenden (sub § 1l.e)
herausstellen wird, ist die 6konomischste Losung die Variante (a), ndmlich die
konkrete Lesart. Fiir die semantische Bestimmung der Derivationsbasis aber taugt
das Verb oxavdéaAilm kaum. Die einzige Information, die sich gewinnen lésst, ist
diejenige, dass eine oxdvoaiov-Falle eine lockende (> verfiihrende) Komponente
enthalt.

e) gr. okavdamotng ,(Art Unterhaltungskiinstler)® (2./3. Jh. n. Chr., Hapax

legomenon)

Auf einer nachchristlichen Inschrift ist gut lesbar das Substantiv oxoavdoioTrg
belegt:

8) SIG® 847 (Delphi, 2./3. Jh. n. Chr.; Perpillou-Thomas 1995: 228)*°

[néyog TTvO0g AmdAlwv | ... Novvog 0 kai | [An]untpiog AAe&av|opede,
Kovtom{ai}ktng | okoavéamotg Kolo|fdtng dpécac Agheoilg | €ysvounv
BovAievTnc | T& Kai moAeltng | peyaint | ToymL Al pdv

,Der grofle pythische Apollon. ... Nonnos, alias Demetrios Alexandreus,
erfreute als Balanceur, als okavdohotng und als Seiltinzer die Delpher. Er
wurde Ratsherr und Biirger in hohem Stand bei den Delphern.*

Die Derivationsmorphologie von ckoavdolotng ist klar: Urspriinglich handelt
es sich bei den Nomina agentis auf -ictig um Derivate von Verben auf -iCw, vgl.
n(t)orepilo kimpfen® (llias+) — m(t)oremotng Kampfer® (Mlias+) (Schwyzer
1939: 499f.). Das Verb wiederum kann von verschiedengestaltigen Nomina
abgeleitet sein, bspw. von o-Stdmmen, vgl. n(t)oAepog Krieg, Kampf® —
n(t)orepnilo kdmpfen . Wiahrend also oxavéorilw diejenige Tatigkeit ist, die man

20. Vgl. https://epigraphy.packhum.org/text/238837.
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mit einem okdvoaiov macht (vgl. dazu oben § 1.d), ist ein ckavdolotig derjenige,
der oxavooiilm macht.

Anhand der dargestellten dreigliedrigen Derivationskette lassen sich aus der
Bedeutung eines der beteiligten Worter die dadurch implizierten Bedeutungen der
jeweils beiden anderen Worter erschlieen. In der relevanten Literatur wurden vier
Vorschldge zur Bedeutung von ckovdaiiotg gemacht: (a) ,Trapezkiinstler® (bspw.
Liddell — Scott 1996°: 1604),%! (b) ,Stelzenldufer* (Boccard in Bourguet 1929:
226), (c) ,Seiltinzer* (Chantraine 1999: 1010) und (d) ,Zauberkiinstler
(Dittenberger in SIG® 847). Die ersten drei Bedeutungsvorschlige implizieren, dass
es neben oxovooriw ,verfiihren ein zweites Verb 2.*ckavoaiilom (oder med.
-opot) gegeben haben muss, das eine konkrete, wohl artistische Semantik
aufgewiesen haben musste: (a) 2.*okavdoAilw/-opon ,mit einem Trapez / einer
Trapezstange  umgehen‘,  daher  2.*oxdvdodov  ,Trapezstange‘,””  (b)
2. *okovdoM{w/-opar ,mit Stelzen umgehen®, daher 2.*ckdvdatov ,Stelze‘,> (¢)
2. *oxavoarlw/-opon ,mit einer Balancierstange umgehen‘, daher 2.*ckévdaiov
,Balancierstange‘.?* Vorschlag (c) muss in jedem Fall ausscheiden, da es zum einen
nach Bliimner (1918: 14) keine antiken Belege fiir Balancierstangen gibt und mit
kadofang bereits der Beruf des Seilténzers auf der Inschrift genannt ist. Auch die
beiden anderen Deutungen sind nur solange erwégenswert, bis eine Moglichkeit
gefunden werden kann, ohne die nicht belegten Dopplungen 2.*cxévoaiov ,(Art
Stange, Stab) und 2.*oxovdoli{w ,mit einer Art Stange, Stab umgehen’
auszukommen. Dieser Ausweg liegt uns in Vorschlag (d) ,Zauberkiinstler® vor,
wofiir folgende Implikationen gelten: (d) oxovdalotg ,Zauberkiinstler;
Tauscher®, also okavoaAilw tduschen® < * eine Falle stellen, daher oxdvdoiov
,Falle’. Dass Demetrios Alexandreus’ Tatigkeit als Zauberkiinstler auf seinem
Grabstein Erwdahnung findet, mag auf den ersten Blick verwundern, aber, wie
Blimner (1918: 19) berichtet, ,,[o]ft erwdhnt werden in der Literatur auch die
Taschenspieler oder, wie man sie besser bezeichnet, da die Alten ja keine Taschen
an ihren Kleidern hatten, die Zauberkiinstler. [...] Die Bewohner von Histiaia [...]
ehrten sogar den Zauberkiinstler Theodoros durch eine im Theater aufgestellte
Erzstatue®.

Wenngleich im Vorangehenden die Bedeutung von okavdoAictig nidher
beleuchtet werden konnte, liefert sie uns zwar einen Hinweis auf die auch profane

21. Vgl. noch Frisk (1970: 717), Beekes (2010: 1341), SEG 2,328.
22. Zu Trapezkiinstlern in der Antike vgl. Bliimner (1918: 12).
23. Zu Stelzenlaufern in der Antike vgl. Bliimner (1918: 16).

24. Zu Seiltdnzern in der Antike vgl. Bliimner (1918: 14).
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Existenz von okavdoiilm als ,eine Falle stellen, tduschen‘, aber der Natur eines
okavdarov sind wir nicht ndher gekommen.

f) gr. oxavddinOpov ,Koder(?); (Art Falle)(?) (425 v. Chr.,, Hapax

legomenon)

Der friiheste Beleg eines Mitgliedes der Wortfamilie von gr. okdvoaiov findet
sich bei Aristophanes:

9) Aristophanes Acharner 685-691 (425 v. Chr.; Olson 2002: 35f., 247-250)
0 6¢ veaviag €m’ avtd omovdacag Euvryopeiv

€1¢ Tay0g maicl ELVATTOV GTPOYYVAOIC TOIG PYHLACLY,

KQT' dvelkvoog Epmtd okavddAn0p’ ioTag Endv

avopa Ti0wVOV oTapdTTOV Kol TOPATTOV Kol KUKGOV.

6 & Hmd YRpwg pactapdlel, K4t dQAMY dmépyeTon

gito MOCet kai daxpoet kai Aéyet Tpdg Todg pikovg 690

,,00 [ &xpfv copdv mpiachot, TodT dPAOV dmépyopart.*

,Der junge Mann aber, der eifrig gegen ihn vor Gericht zieht, schldgt schnell
zu, indem er mit geschliffenen Worten angreift. Und dann zieht er einen Mann
(so alt) wie Tithon heran (i. e. in den Zeugenstand) und befragt ihn, stellt
okavdaAnOp’ aus Worten, fiihrt ihn vor, verwirrt ihn und verstoért ihn. Der
schiirzt die Lippen, weil er so alt ist, und wird zu einer Strafe verurteilt; dann
schluchzt und weint er und sagt zu seinen Freunden: ,Ich bin dazu verurteilt,
das zu zahlen, wovon ich eigentlich einen Sarg kaufen wollte.*

An dieser Stelle beklagt der aus alten Minnern bestehende Chor, dass
ihresgleichen nicht in der Lage wire, den verbalen Mandvern eines jungen
Kontrahenten vor Gericht Paroli zu bieten. Der Jiingling bereitet in Vers 686 ,,mit
geschliffenen Worten™ (otpoyydlolg toig pripact) seine iiberrumpelnde und
eloquente Strategie vor, weshalb es sich anbietet, ckavddinOpa (én®dv) im
folgenden Vers als ,,Wortfallen” zu verstehen, vgl. Olson (2002: 248). Jedoch ist
nicht zu kldren, ob eine sichtbare Lockfalle (— bspw. Fangfragen) oder ein
verdeckter Fallstrick o.4. (— bspw. Suggestivfragen) der metaphorischen
Ubertragung zugrunde liegt. Es ist aber bemerkenswert, dass cxavddinOpov als
Pridikat {otn ,aufstellen® aufweist, was fiir oxdvdaiov nicht belegt ist. Es passt
also oxavodAnOpov hinsichtlich der verbalen Kookurrenz eher dazu, was wir iiber
Fallen und Fangnetze wissen, die ja i. d. R. ebenfalls mit ictnut ,stellen‘ konstruiert
werden (vgl. § 1.a).
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Derivationsmorphologisch ist okavddinfpov auffillig widerspenstig. Zwar ist
das Suffix -6pov allbekannt und bereits fiir die Grundsprache als Teil eines Suffix-
komplexes *-d"ro-, *-tro-, *-d"lo-, *-tlo- zur Bildung von Nomina instrumenti und
Nomina loci zu rekonstruieren. Es diente urspriinglich zur deradikalen bzw.
deverbalen Derivation (vgl. uridg. *h.érhs-tro- ,Pflug’ zu *herhs- ,aufbrechen,
pfliigen‘, Wodtko — Irslinger — Schneider 2008: 323), konnte aber im Griechischen
auch an unterschiedliche Nominalstimme antreten, vgl. hom. ntoig ,Stadt® —
ntoMéBpov ,id.©, dann aber meist ohne offensichtlichen Bedeutungsunterschied.
Falls oxovodAnOpov derivationsmorphologisch damit vergleichbar wére, wiirde es
ebenso wie oxdvoaiov eine ,Falle® bezeichnen. Nicht hilfreich hingegen sind
Bildungen wie &\knfpov ,Pflugschar’, da sie deverbal sind («— &ixe® ,ziehen®).
Moglicherweise ist aber das Trislegomenon odaxtvAnfpa (f.) ,Fingerwérmer
(Xenophon); Daumenschraube (LXX)* (« &dktvhog ,Finger‘) formal heran-
zuziehen,? allerdings ldsst sich aus der exozentrischen(!) Derivatsparaphrase
,JInstrument mit Bezug zu den Fingern‘(?)*® nur Unsicheres fiir die Analyse von
okavodAnOpov gewinnen. Wenn okavodinOpov auf die gleiche Weise wie
doktuAnOpa paraphrasiert werden darf, handelt es sich um ein ,Instrument mit
Bezug zur Falle (oxdvdaiov)‘. Da Fingerwdrmer und Daumenschraube
exozentrische Derivate sind, sollte dies fiir ckavddAndpov dann auch gelten.”’ Ein
iber die eigentliche Falle hinausgehende, fakultative Komponente kdnnte bspw.
ein Lockmittel, also ein Koder sein, der das Opfer zur und in die Falle leitet.?®

25. Vielleicht handelt es sich beim eingeschobenen -n- um eine Strategie zur Vermeidung eines
nicht lizensierten Konsonantenclusters *-A0p- (keine Ergebnisse bei PuPL-Abfrage nach ,,*A0p*“),
vgl. auch o. g. ExknBpov statt *Ekkbpov. Chantraine (1933: 374) gibt keine weiteren Hinweise zu
Suffix oder Bindevokal -n- (in denominalen Bildungen).

26. Vgl. aber auch die Etymologie in Gemoll (2002: 182): ,,aus daxtvAo-An0pa, AavOdvod
[,verbergen‘]”, allerdings ohne die (Beachtung der) Bedeutungsangabe ,Daumenschraube‘ (LXX 4.
Makkabder 8:13).

27. Dementsprechend konnte okovodinOpov also nicht als ,Instrument mit okdvdaiov/
oKavoaAin/okavdarog” paraphrasiert werden.

28. Im Scholion zur Stelle finden wir als Periphrase ,,das gebogene Holz in den Fallen® (10 év
taic mayiol Emkouneg EvAov). Damit ist wohl der Kodertrdger wenngleich in einer Springfalle
gemeint, vgl. okovddAn (§ 1.b). Inwiefern das Scholion und auch Pollux, der in 7,114f. und 10,155f.
das okavddAnOpov als Auslosehdlzchen in Mausefallen erkldrt, verldssliche Kenntnis iiber dieses
Hapax legomenon haben, darf in Frage gestellt werden. Es ist ndmlich so, dass der Stab, der gebogen
wird, Spannung hilt und nach dem Auslosen die Falle schlieft, (Scholion) das Schloss ist, und der
Stab, der die Falle auslost, der also vom Beutetier beriihrt wird, (Pollux) die Stellung ist. Es handelt
sich also um die zwei essenziellen, aber voneinander streng verschiedenen Bestandteile einer
primitiven Springfalle.
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Diese Bedeutung ,Lockmittel, Koder* passt insofern ausgezeichnet auf die obige
Passage, als der Jiingling bei der Befragung ,,Kéder aus Worten* (okavodAndp’
[...] éndv, V. 687) auslegen kann, um den Greis zu fangen. Darunter lassen sich
problemlos Fangfragen verstehen, die den Befragten zu einer verfanglichen
Antwort verleiten und ihn in Widerspriiche verstricken, so dass er den Prozess
verliert (dQAdV dmépyetal, V. 689).

g) gr. okovdor(L)aprog ,Dachdecker(?); Fallenbauer(?)‘ (3., 6. Jh. n. Chr.)
Das Wort oxavoaAidplog ist insgesamt wohl zweimal nachzuweisen:

19) TAM V.3 1852 (3. Jh. n. Chr., Philadelphia [Lydia])
“Yrooopiov | Aptepidopov B' | okavdarapiov
,»Hyposorion‘ des ckavdardpiog Artemidorus 1.

20) Rhetorius in Catalogus Codicum Astrologorum 8(4), p. 215 (6. Jh. n. Chr.)
Iepl oikodopmv 1 xepapéov | Kpovog [...] oxavdorrapiovg (cod.,
okovdoviapiovg Delcourt) moiel | toyofdrtag 9 oikodopovg 1 Kepapeig 7
Avyvomolovg. &1 6¢ kol Appoditn Eémbewpnion, vevpofdrtag motel.

,Uber Architekten und Topfer | Saturn [...] macht ckavdoAlapiovg oder
Mauerldufer® oder Architekten oder Topfer oder Lampenmacher. Wenn aber
die Venus im Aspekt von rechts steht, macht er Seiltdnzer.*

Die Grabinschrift (19) liefert keine unabhingige Evidenz fiir die Bedeutung
von okavooAdploc. Dass es sich um die Bezeichnung des Berufes handeln diirfte,
den Artemidorus II. zu Lebzeiten ausgeiibt hat, hilft kaum weiter. Petzls
Ubersetzung als ,Schindeldecker* (in TAM V.3) basiert lediglich auf der
Gleichsetzung mit der Berufsbezeichnung lat. scandularius ,Dachdecker(?)‘, die
aber zuerst bei Justinian (6. Jh. n. Chr.!) belegt ist (s. u. Fn. 59). An der zweiten
Belegstelle (20) werden Handwerker aufgezdhlt, die mit dem Hausbau
(,Mauerlaufer‘[?], Hausbauer) oder der Herstellung von Keramik (Topfer, Lampen-
macher) zu tun haben, wie es die Uberschrift des Kapitels (,,Uber Architekten und
Topfer) auch ankiindigt. Da sich das Wort ckavoaAlopiovg am Beginn der

29. Eigentlich ist toyofdtng ein architektonischer Terminus, der das Mauerfundament
bezeichnet, vgl. Ginouves (1992: 16f.). Hier muss es sich aber um eine Berufsbezeichnung o. .
handeln, vgl. so auch die Ubersetzung von Holden (2009: 142): ,,those who walk on walls“. Ob dieser
etwas mit dem Mauerfundament zu tun hat (,Fundamentleger‘[?]), muss dahingestellt bleiben.

202



SKANDAL! ALLES NUR GEKLAUT?

Aufzihlung befindet, diirfte es sich dabei auch um einen Beruf im Bereich des
Hausbaus handeln; ,Dachdecker wird wohl eine angemessene Bedeutungsangabe
sein, vgl. so auch Holden (2009: 142: ,,roofer®).

Bemerkenswert an beiden Stellen ist das zweite -a-, falls es sich tatsdchlich
um eine Entlehnung aus lat. scandularius ,Dachdecker(?)‘ (s.u. Fn. 59) handeln
sollte. Die einzige Erkliarung in diesem Fall wire eine Kontamination mit dem
Wort okavdorov.*® Dies ist wohl an der Rhetoriusstelle (20) der Fall, da die wohl
falsche Doppelschreibung des (L) vermuten ldsst, dass auch im Vokalismus ein
Fehler vorliegt. Fiir den inschriftlichen Beleg (19) ldsst sich zur Rettung des
Schreibers vermuten, dass hier eine andere Berufsbezeichnung gemeint ist, ndmlich
die eines ,Fallenbauers’, wenn als Derivationsbasis oxdavooiov ,Falle
angenommen wird.’! Klarheit 14sst sich nicht finden, einen Beitrag zur Erhellung
des Wesens eines okdavoolov liefert keine der beiden Belegstellen.

Im vorangegangen Abschnitt dieses Beitrags wurden gr. okdvdoiov und
Verwandtes so genau als moglich beleuchtet. Folgende Resultate wurden
gewonnen:

a) oxdvoarov (n.) ,Falle; Verfithrung* (LXX+)

b) oxavodin (f.) ,Ausldser einer Falle® (2. Jh. n. Chr.)

¢) oxkdvdarog (m.) ,Hindernis® (lexikogr., 5./6. Jh. n. Chr.)

d) oxavdoarilw ,verfithren (LXX+)

e) okavoaAlotig (m.) ,Zauberkiinstler(?)‘ (2./3. Jh. n. Chr.)

f) oxavdodinOpov (n.) ,Koder(?); (Art Falle)(?)* (425 v. Chr.)

g) okavdaAdpilog (m.) ,Fallenbauer(?); Dachdecker(?)‘ (3., 6. Jh. n. Chr.)

2. Die Etymologie von gr. oxdvdoldov ,£Falle inkl. eines neuen Vorschlags

In den folgenden beiden Abschnitten sollen zum einen (§ 2.1) die AuBerungen
der einschligigen etymologischen Worterbiicher zum Griechischen bewertet und
zum anderen (§ 2.2) ein neuer Vorschlag zur Herkunft von gr. okdvdoaiov
unterbreitet werden.

30. Dass das lydische Philadelphia in der Bibel als hartndckig wéhrend der Christenverfolgung
beschrieben wird (Offenbarung 3:7-13), also offenbar als besonders christlich gelten kann und daher
mit dem biblisch-christlichen Begriff okdvdaiov in hohem Malle vertraut war, diirfte wohl kaum als
Argument fiir die Annahme einer solchen Kontamination gelten.

31. Das Suffix gr. -opiog diente zur Bildung von Nomina agentis, dann besonders auch von
Berufsbezeichnungen und ist freilich aus lat. -arius entlehnt, vgl. Cameron (1931: 234) und ebenso
ahd. -ari (Lloyd — Springer 1988: 326-329).
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2.1 Bisherige Vorschidge

In Frisks Etymologicum zum Griechischen wird okdvdoiov anhand der
(vermeintlichen) Evidenz von oxavdohotig ,Trapezkiinstler’ und der Tatsache,
dass es sich um eine Falle oder einen Teil davon handelt, als ,,aufgehingtes od[er]
frei herabhingendes Holz* (Frisk 1970: 717) interpretiert.’> Dass diese Hypothese
schwer zu halten ist, wird durch die mangelhafte Beweiskraft von crkavoaiiotic
wahrscheinlich gemacht. Zum einen ist okavdaAiotig erst im 2./3. Jh. n. Chr.
belegt und zum anderen bezeichnet das Wort nach dem oben (sub § 1.e) Gesagten
eher den ,Zauberkiinstler‘, jedenfalls mangelt es an unabhingiger Evidenz fiir die
Bedeutung ,Trapezkiinstler.*> Neben okdavdatov als Teil der Falle (,Stellholz®)
sieht Frisk (1970: 717) oxavodinOpov als die Falle als Ganzes, also als
(denominales!) Nomen instrumenti ,Stellholzgerat® (vgl. zur Derivation aber oben
§ 1.f). Beide Begriffe seien dann auch fiir das jeweils andere verwendet.** Auch der
vertretene Wurzelanschluss — letztlich uridg. 1.*skend- ,(los-)springen, davon-
springen‘ (Rix 2001%:554) — spricht eher gegen das Primat des ,hdngenden Holzes‘,
da in diesem Fall eher mit einem ,springenden Holz‘ gerechnet werden sollte. Wohl
als erster hat August Friedrich Pott (1833: 249) gr. oxavddinBpov ,aufspringendes
Stellholz* mit lat. scandere ,steigen® verbunden, die Derivation mit nhd. Sprenkel
,Vogelstrick (Art Vogelfalle)* (: springen) verglichen und unter der Wurzel
*skand- ,subsilire (losspringen), scandere (steigen)‘ subsummiert; ihm folgen
letztlich Frisk (1970: 717) und Chantraine (1999: 1010). Die Wurzel wird heute als
uridg. 1.*skend- ,(los-)springen, davonspringen‘ (Rix 2001%: 554) rekonstruiert und
die lateinische Bedeutung ,steigen‘ als sekundér verstanden.*> Zugehorig sind
neben lat. scandere ,steigen auch lat. scalae ,Treppe‘, ved. skdandati ,springt,

32. Ebenso Beckes: ,,construction with a piece of wood hanging on ropes“ (Beekes [2010:
1341]), Chantraine rekonstruiert keine Seile: ,,une barre de bois plus ou moins longue* (Chantraine
1999: 1010).

33. Bemerkenswert ist, dass Beekes (2010: 1341) schreibt, dass ,,oxavdar-im ,to tempt, be
offensive, annoy*, -iopou ,to be tempted to sin, to be offended [...]* die Derivationsbasis (,,whence*)
von okovdaMoTNG ,,an acrobat, e.g. ,trapeze artist* sei, ohne auf die offensichtliche semantische
Divergenz einzugehen.

34. Als Vergleichspunkt wird schwed. giller ,Stellholz, Falle* angefiihrt, was aber so nicht
bestitigt werden kann, vgl. Freese (1842: 150): ,,ein Sprenkel zum Vogelfang, eine Schlinge, Falle fiir
wilde Thiere*.

35. Vgl. ebenso Fn. 43. Noch weiter fortentwickelt wére eine Bedeutung ,treten‘, wie sie der
Vergleich mit ae. treppe ,Falle‘ neben ae. treppan ,voranschreiten, traben (Hinweis von Sergio Neri,
per E-Mail vom 28.06.2020) implizierte, die wohl auf eine Ursprungssemantik ,treten‘ (oder gar ,to
trample, vgl. Kroonen 2013: 520f.) zuriickgehen.
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hiipft*3¢ und air. sceinnid ,springt‘. Sollte gr. oxavdalov diese Wurzel fortsetzen,
miisste, wenngleich dieser Typ nicht sehr haufig ist, von einem Nomen agentis des
Typs &8dokorog (,Lehrer : &18dokw ,lehren®) ausgegangen werden:¥’ gr.
okdvdorov ,Stellholz® < * Losspringendes, vgl. bspw. Walde — Pokorny (1927:
540). Wihrend diese Etymologie semantisch nicht unattraktiv ist,® wird ihre
Plausibilitdt deswegen reduziert, weil im Griechischen jede Spur eines Verbs gr.
*okavowm ,springen’ o. . fehlt. Dariiberhinaus ist, wie Beekes (2010: 1341) richtig
bemerkt, das wurzelhafte -o- (besonders vor -vC-) im Griechischen
problematisch.*® Chantraine bezeichnet oxdvdolov (ad hoc?) als ,terme technique
a vocalisme a* (Chantraine 1999: 1010). Als einzige Moglichkeit, das -o- regelhaft
zu erkldren, erscheint die Annahme einer urspriinglich schwundstufigen Bildung
mit der Wurzelform *skpd- > gr. *oxao- und sekundire Einfithrung des Nasals —
okavd-.** In diesem Szenario miisste man erkliren konnen, woher der Nasal
kommen kann, aber da keine Bildungen mit der Wurzelform *okevd- oder *orové-,
die also den Nasal enthalten hétten, im Griechischen belegt sind, kommt man {iber
Spekulationen nicht hinaus. Im Falle eines oxévoaiov (bzw. *okdadarov), das nach

36. Bemerkenswert ist, dass nach Mayrhofer ,,viell[eicht] auch gr. oxdvdoarov ,Falle** (1976:
506) hierzugehort, einige Jahre spater aber in Mayrhofer (1996: 749) das griechische Wort nicht mehr
erwihnt wird.

37. Vgl. auch gr. mdcoarog ,Nagel® < * befestigendes Utensil® (: afjyvop ,befestigen®). Die
weiteren Beispiele in Chantraine (1933: 245) scheinen durchweg Nomina rei actae zu sein, vgl.
nroorov ,Spucke® (: ttdw ,ausspucken®).

38. Vgl. den o.g. Sprenkel ,Vogelstrick. Anders Beekes (2010: 1341), der die ,,semantic
arbitrariness® beméngelt.

39. Das vermeintliche Komparandum gr. kévdapog ,(gr.) dvOpa&, Kohle® (Hesych k 642 Latte)
wird zwar gelegentlich mit uridg. 2.*(s)kend- ,erglinzen (Rix 2001%: 554) zusammengebracht (vgl.
bspw. Frisk 1960: 776), jedoch besitzt eine einzelne Hesychglosse ohne jede Zusatzinformation nicht
ausreichend Beweiskraft fiir ein Lautgesetz dieser Art, vgl. auch Bichlmeier (2018: 100 Fn. 6).
Dasselbe gilt fiir gr. Akk. Pl. kavBOrag ,(gr.) tag avodnoelg, Geschwiilste* (Hesych k 664 Latte)
neben Nom. Pl xovOnai ,(gr.) oi dvowdnoelg, Geschwiilste* (Hesych k 3508 Latte), vgl. Frisk (1960:
778t.).

40. Auf diese Moglichkeit macht mich freundlicherweise Sergio Neri (per E-Mail am
28.06.2020) aufmerksam. Aus lautlicher Sicht kime auch der Ansatz eines Nasalprésens uridg. *skp-
né-d-/*skp-n-d-" in Frage, wie es Schumacher (2004: 574f.) fiir air. sceinnid ,springt® fiir moglich
hilt. In diesem Fall konnte ved. skd-n-d-ati ,springt’ ebenso auf ein Nasalprisens zuriickgehen, die
griechische Entsprechung wére etwa *okd-v-6-0 bzw. *oka-v-6-dve (vgl. zum Typ mo-v-0-avo-pon
Rix 1992: 211). Weil doch die ako-Agentiva vom Verbalstamm und nicht von der Wurzel abgeleitet
werden, miisste man dann nicht *okoavddvolov erwarten? Gegen ein grundsprachliches (und
dementsprechend griechisches) Nasalprésens spricht jedoch, dass bei intransitiven Grundverben wie
,springen‘ ein kausatives Nasalprésens ,springen lassen‘ zu erwarten ist.
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dem Muster d1ddokarog : [01-04-0k]- von einem Verbalstamm abgeleitet ist, wére
eine schwundstufige Verbalbildung *sknd- (mit sekunddrem Nasal) anzunehmen;
das fiir die Grundsprache nach Rix (2001% 554) zu rekonstruierende Prisens ist
aber mit *skénd-e/o- e-vollstufig. Beekes’ Schlussfolgerung in dieser
innergriechisch kaum aufzulosenden Situation ist die Annahme fremder Herkunft,
entweder aus dem von ihm angenommenen und elaborierten vorgriechischen
Substrat ,,Pre-Greek“’! oder aus einer nicht griechischen indogermanischen
Sprache. Eine Entlehnung sei insofern plausibel, als es sich bei okdvdaiov (und
okavoainOpov) um Fachvokabular handele. In der Liste der Suffixe, die auf
Herkunft aus dem ,,Pre-Greek™ hindeuten, findet sich auch -aA(A)-o- (Beekes —
Norbruis 2014: 31). Ganz gleich, wie man die Beekes’sche Pre-Greek-Hypothese
beurteilt, ist die Erwdhnung unseres Suffixes in diesem Kontext indikativ fiir eine
problematische Position innerhalb des Griechischen. So bemerkt auch schon Chan-
traine in seiner formation des noms en grec ancien abschlieBend zum Suffix -aAo-:
,Les noms en -ako- étant souvent obscurs, il ne faut pas oublier qu’ils peuvent
parfois avoir ét¢ empruntés au vocabulaire méditerranéen® (Chantraine 1933: 247
Anm. II). Wie es nun der Zufall will, finden sich tatsdchlich in einer dem
Griechischen geographisch nahen Sprachgruppe teils produktive Suffixe, die gr.
-aAo- lautlich durchaus dhnlich sind: luw. /-alla/i-/, /-al(i)-/ und /-al-/.*?

2.2 Ein neuer Vorschlag: Entlehnung aus dem Luwischen

Zuerst von Rieken (2010: 657) wurde das hieroglyphen-luwische Verb
/skandal(l)issa-"/ als ,Applikationen anbringen an, leuchten lassen‘ (besser:
,verzieren, schmiicken‘, vgl. § 2.2.1) interpretiert und mit der Wurzel uridg.
2.*(s)kend- (er-)glinzen‘ (Rix 2001% 554) verbunden, vgl. Opfermann —
Sasseville (2017a), Sasseville (2021: 500f.).** Nach Sasseville ist als Derivations-

41. Vgl. Beekes (2010: xiii-xlii) und Beekes — Norbruis (2014), wozu in jedem Fall die
Rezensionen bspw. von Thorsten Meissner (2013) und Riidiger Schmitt (2015) zu vergleichen sind.

42. Da sie letztlich keine Rolle fiir den hier vorgebrachten Vorschlag spielt, bleibe die Frage
nach direktem griechisch-luwischen Kontakt bzw. nach der Existenz einer luw(o)iden Sprache in
Westanatolien, wie und wo sie Simon (2017b) annimmt, an dieser Stelle unbeantwortet. Der Autor
dieser Zeilen sieht sich fachlich auBler Stande, eine gelehrte Entscheidung zu treffen. Kontakt
zwischen dem Griechischen und einer oder mehreren anatolischen Sprachen ist in jedem Fall
anzunehmen.

43. Es mag eingewendet werden, dass das Verb an der Belegstelle ANCOZ 5, §§ 3f. (bzw. ANCOZ
8 + ANcoz 5, §§ 7f., vgl. Hawkins 2019) kaum jene von Rieken vorgeschlagene Bedeutung haben
konne, da in § 3 (bzw. § 7) als Akkusativobjekt (MONS)wa/i-ti-na der Bedeutung ,Berg (Hurtula?)‘ zu
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basis des zugrundeliegenden Verbs */skandal(1)i-")/ am ehesten ein Adjektiv luw.
*/skandal(l)a/i-/ ,glanzend, hell, verziert’, vielleicht auch ein Substantiv */skandal-/
zu rekonstruieren. Dessen Derivationsbasis luw. */skanda-/ ,Glanzendes, Schmuck,
Zierat* sei wiederum in luw. Sakantama/i- ,verziert(?)* (Simon [2017a]) und
Sak(k)antat(t)ar ,Verzierung(?)‘ (Busse — Simon 2017) fortgesetzt, vgl. Opfermann
— Sasseville (2017b). Luw. */skanda-/ ,Gldnzendes, Schmuck, Zierat® selbst kann
mit urkelt. *kando- ,hell (vgl. kymr. cann ,weiB, hell‘, mbret. cann ,Vollmond*
etc.) auf ein urindogermanisches Nomen agentis *(s)knd-o- ,glinzend, leuchtend’
zuriickgefiithrt werden. Die zugrundeliegende Wurzel ist wuridg. *(s)kend-
,(er)gldnzen® (Rix 2001% 554). Da vorgeschlagen werden soll, dass gr. ckavdaiov
(etc.) aus der Derivationsbasis des Verbs luw. */skandal(1)i-®/ entlehnt wurde,
muss die inner-luwische Derivationsgeschichte moglichst genau beleuchtet werden.
Dadurch werden sich Konkretisierungen und Korrekturen des eben paraphrasierten
Szenarios ergeben.

2.2.1 Die formale Seite der Entlehnung

Aufgrund der Form des Verbs hluw. /skandal(l)issa-"/ muss gefolgert werden,
dass es mithilfe des deverbalen Suffixes luw. /-ssa-’/ von einem Verb
*/skandal(1)i-"/ abgeleitet wurde. Wie Sasseville (2021: 509) zusammenfasst,
deckt das luw(o)ide Suffix *-ssV-0 (> luw. /-ssa-9/, lyd. -§i-), mit dem wir es hier
zu tun haben, verschiedene Funktionen ab: distributiv (luw.), inchoativ (luw.),
iterativ (lyd.), wobei auch unklare Fille wie luw. /hwihwiyassa-?/ laufen‘ «
/hwiya-9/ id.* moglicherweise ohne semantische Differenz auftreten, vgl.
Sasseville (2021: 492f.). Da weiteres Vergleichsmaterial fehlt, kann eine sichere
Aussage iiber die Funktion des Suffixes /-ssa- ¥/ in hluw. /skandal(1)issa-"/ nicht
getroffen werden; die Annahme von Synonymie ist am wenigsten verfanglich.

lesen ist, vgl. Poetto (2010: 132), Hawkins (2019). Federico Giusfredi (per E-Mail vom 09.12.2020)
stellt die Vermutung in den Raum, ob nicht statt der Wurzel 2.*(s)kend- ,(er)glinzen‘ die Wurzel
1.*skend-, die in lat. scandere ,steigen® fortgesetzt ist, vorliege, was in Bezug auf einen Berg besser
passe und letztlich in der Tat sehr gut als Basis einer Bezeichnung fiir ,Fall(grub)e® (vgl. engl. trap
oben in Fn. 35) dienen kann. Gegen diesen Vorschlag ist jedoch einzuwenden, dass die Wurzel in Rix
(20012 554) mit der Bedeutung ,(los)springen, davonspringen® angesetzt wird und ,steigen‘ als
sekundér zu betrachten ist, wie schon in anderem Zusammenhang in § 2.1 angemerkt wurde. Zudem
sind mit der konkretisierten Bedeutung ,verzieren, schmiicken‘ durchaus beide Belegstellen (ANCOZ
8+5, BOYBEYPINARI 2) befriedigend zu iibersetzen, vgl. § 2.2.1. Ein anderer, aber m. E. tiberfliissiger
Ausweg konnte die Annahme eines Bedeutungswandels ,gldnzend machen® > ,berithmt machen‘ (vgl.
lat. clarus ,hell; berihmt’, illustris ,id.‘ etc.) sein, was an allen Belegstellen auch passen konnte.
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Das zu rekonstruierende Verb luw. */skandal(1)i-/ enthilt das Suffix /-i-@/.
Als Ableitungsbasen solcher Verben sind nach Sasseville (2021: 131-153) diverse
Kategorien belegt, in unserem Fall kommen aber lediglich zwei in Frage: ein
denominaler Adjektivstamm */skandal(l)a/i-/ (< *-é-lo-, *-0-lo-) oder ein
deverbales Nomen instrumenti */skandal-/ (nt.) (< *-0-lo-), vgl. so auch Sasseville
(2021: 501).%

Da Nomina instrumenti deverbal sind, miisste als Derivationsbasis von luw.
*/skandal-/ ein Verb, bspw. das Faktitivum */skanda-"/ ,glinzend machen,
verzieren‘, rekonstruiert werden. Die (inner-luwische) Ableitungsgrundlage fiir ein
Faktitivum */skanda-/ ,verzieren‘ kann das Substantiv */skanda-/ (< *-eh>-) oder
das Adjektiv */skanda/i-/ (< *-0-) sein, wobei Letzteres als uridg. *(s)kndo-
,glanzend* rekonstruierbar und auch im Keltischen fortgesetzt ist, vgl. Opfermann
— Sasseville (2017b). Die Bedeutung von luw. */skandal-/ kann also als ,etwas,
womit man verziert (*/skanda-"/)¢ vel sim. (> ,Verzierung‘) rekonstruiert, also die
Semantik des abgeleiteten Verbs */skandal(1)i-"/ als ,ein */skandal-/ verwenden'
periphrasiert werden. In ANCOZ 5 §3 (bzw. §7, vgl. Hawkins 2019) ist hluw.
/skandal(l)issa-?/ ein transitives Verb mit dem direkten Objekt (MONS)wa/i-ti-na
,Berg‘,* was die Annahme zulisst, dass die Funktion des Suffixes /-issa-?/ in
diesem Fall (mindestens) Transitivisierung gewesen sein miisste: */skandal(1)i-t/
(intr.) ,ein */skandal-/ verwenden‘ — /skandal(l)issa-"/ (tr.) ,etw. durch die
Verwendung eines */skandal-/ affizieren‘ > ,verzieren, markieren‘.*® Fiir diese
Funktion findet sich im Luwischen zwar kein Beispiel (Sasseville 2021: 489-504),
vgl. aber lyd. casi- (tr.) ,weihen(?)¢ « ca-" (intr.) ,einen Anteil geben® (Sasseville
2021: 506). Wenn es sich bei */skandal-/ also um ein Nomen instrumenti handelt,
das zur Verzierung geeignet ist, konnte eine Erklarung fiir die Verwendung des
Instrumentals /hubidattadadi/ in BOYBEYPINARI 2 §4 gefunden sein. Bei diesem
Wort handelt es sich um ein Derivat von */hubid-/ ,(eine Art Kopfbedeckung?)®,
vgl. Cammarosano (2018: 244f.) mit Lit. Dem Verb /skandal(l)issa-?/ ist gemiB

44. Rein theoretisch konnte auch ein a-stimmiges Nomen agentis (c.) */skanda(l)la-/ (< *-V-
leh2-) zugrunde liegen (vgl. zu diesen Sasseville 2014-2015), was aber insofern problematisch ist, als
nur ein einziges spétes Beispiel (kluw. /hattari-®/ hacken « /hattara-/ ,Pickel, Spitzhacke®) belegt
ist und von a-Stimmen in der Regel luw. /-a-®/- oder /-a(i)-/-Verben abgeleitet werden, vgl.
Sasseville (2021: 148).

45. Dieses Objekt ist nach David Sasseville (E-Mail vom 06.01.2021) wohl auch fiir den
folgenden Paragraphen 4 (bzw. 8) impliziert.

46. Es ist durchaus moglich (so auch David Sasseville per E-Mail vom 06.01.2021), dass ein
Berg bzw. dessen Spitze aus (quasi-)religiésen Griinden verziert, geschmiickt, letztlich markiert wird,
vgl. bspw. (christliche) Gipfelkreuze oder (tibetisch-buddhistische) Gebetsfahnen.
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der eben vorgeschlagenen Derivationskette nédmlich ein Instrument (*/skandal-/)
inhdrent, das leicht durch etwas konkret Benanntes im Kasus Instrumental ersetzt
werden kann. BOYBEYPINARI 2 §4 kann dann folgendermaBlen {ibersetzt
werden: ,,du siehst (LITUUS+na-ti-sa), mit welchem (kwa/i-a-ti) hubidad(i)- (hu-
pi-ta-ta-ta-ti-wa/i) ich (etwas/jemanden) verziere (sa-ka-td-li-sa-wa/i)*“. Das
Derivat /hubidadana-/, das in BOYBEYPINARI 2 §7 im Akkusativ steht und daher
direktes Objekt zu /skandal(l)issa-?/ sein diirfte, konnte sich dann auf den/die/das
in §4 ,Geschmiickte/-n‘ beziehen. Das rekonstruierte Nomen instrumenti luw.
*/skandal-/ ,etwas, womit man verziert, Verzierung® fiigt sich also in die Beleg-
situation und in die Derivationskette semantisch und morphologisch passend ein:

uridg. *(s)knd-o- > luw. */skanda/i-/ ,glinzend’
— Faktitivum */skanda-"/ ,glinzend machen, verzieren‘?’
— Nomen instrumenti */skandal-/ ,etwas, womit man verziert,
Verzierung*
— denominales Verb */skandal(1)i-"/ (intr.) ,eine Verzierung anbringen*
— deverbales Verb /skandal(l)issa-"/ (tr.) ,verzieren (+ Instr.)¢

Alternativ wurden oben als auflerdem mdgliche Derivationsbasen die
Adjektive (a) */skand-alla/i-/ < (*-é-lo-) und (b) */skand-al(i)-/ (< *-0-lo-) genannt,
woflir als Ableitungsgrundlage ein Substantiv */skanda-/ ,der/die/das Glanzende*
in Frage kommt. Dieses diirfte am ehesten eine Substantivierung eines Adjektivs
*/skanda/i-/ sein, das in der Form uridg. *(s)knd-o- ,glinzend‘ bereits fiir die
Grundsprache rekonstruiert werden kann (vgl. Opfermann — Sasseville 2017b).
Unklar bleibt hierbei jedoch die Bedeutung des Verbs */skandal(1)i-*)/. Am besten
wiirde sich ein Faktitivum ,verziert machen‘ einfiigen, das aber mit dem Suffix /-a-(ti)/
abgeleitet sein miisste (f/skandala-"/), was wiederum nicht als Derivationsbasis
fiir /skandali-ssa-?/ taugt.

Folgende Derivationskette miisste also angenommen werden:

uridg. *(s)knd-o- > luw. */skanda/i-/ ,glinzend’
— Substantivierung */skanda-/ ,das Glinzende, Schmuck, Zierat*
— Possessivadjektiv */skandal(l)a/i-/ ,Verzierung habend, verziert*
— denominales Verb */skandal(1)i-/ ,verziert machen(??)¢
— deverbales Verb /skandal(l)issa-"/ (tr.) ,verzieren (+ Instr.)*

47. Hieran lieen sich das mogliche Partizip luw. /skand-ama/i-/ ,verziert(?)* (Simon 2017a)
und das Verbalabstraktum luw. /skand-attar/n-/ ,Verzierung(?) (Busse — Simon 2017) anschlieen.
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Eine Entlehnung des Adjektivs */skandalla/i-/ (*-é-lo-) als gr. oxévdaiov
(etc.) muss aus lautlicher Sicht als problematisch eingeordnet werden. Das
geminierte /l/ besal im Griechischen ndmlich Phonemcharakter und wire daher
wahrscheinlich erhalten (nicht Tokdavoaiiov), vgl. gr. BdAAiw /bal:o:/ ,werfe vs.
Baid /balo:/ ,werde werfen‘.*® Die Alternative, nimlich die Entlehnung eines
Adjektivs */skandal(i)-/ (< *-0-lo-), birgt lautlich keine Probleme. Die neutralen
Formen entsprechen denjenigen, die auch fiir das Nomen instrumenti auf /-al-/
belegt sind: Nom./Akk. Sg. nt. */skandal/, Nom./Akk. Pl. nt. */skandala/. Da
Nominalstimme auf -A (oder gar -A1) im Griechischen eigentlich nicht existieren,
ist es nur folgerichtig anzunehmen, dass das Adjektiv luw. */skandal(i)-/ einerseits
und das Nomen instrumenti luw. */skandal-/ andererseits in die produktivste
Nominalkategorie, namentlich in die thematischen Stimme iibernommen wiirden.
Das Adjektiv luw. */skandal(i)-/ erschiene dann als gr. okdvdoiog, ckavOdain,
okavdarov.* Das neutrische Nomen instrumenti wire freilich primér als Neutrum
gr. okavoolov zu erwarten, wozu erst sekundir Maskulinum und Femininum
gebildet wiirden.

Aus formaler Sicht bieten sich also das Adjektiv luw. */skandal(i)-/ und das
Nomen instrumenti luw. */skandal-/ als Entlehnungsgrundlagen an. Inner-luwische
philologische Griinde (s. 0.) lassen die Rekonstruktion des Nomen instrumenti
attraktiver erscheinen, aber die Tatsache, dass im Griechischen drei Genera des
angenommenen Lehnwortes belegt sind (vgl. oben § 1.a-c), spricht eher fiir die
Entlehnung eines (qua definitionem genusindifferenten) Adjektivs.

48. Es mag die Frage gestellt werden, ob die Entlehnungsgrundlage auch dem Lykischen
(Suffix lyk. A /-ala-/) entstammen konne, was aus phonologischer Sicht durchaus bejaht werden kann;
das Suffix lyk. A /-ala-/ bildet allerdings Nomina agentis und entsprache luw. /-alla-/ (< *¢-leh2-), was
in Fn. 44 aber als Zwischenstufe abgelehnt wurde, und nicht /-alla/i-/ (< *é-lo-), was wiederum lyk.
/-ele/i-/ (mit Nom./Akk. Pl. nt. /-ala-/) entspricht. Gegen den Ansatz eines lykischen Nomen agentis
*/skandala-/ ist einzuwenden, dass die Existenz eines solchen Stammes im Lykischen A nur
hypothetisch moglich ist, im Luwischen dagegen ist ein entsprechender Stamm wegen hluw.
/skandal(l)issa-)/ zwingend zu rekonstruieren. Ockhams Rasiermesser rit also von dieser Mdglichkeit ab.

49. Uberdies lauten die (neutrischen) Pluralformen in beiden Sprachen gleich, nimlich
/skandala/, vgl. gr. oxévdéolo in Bsp. 2) oben. — Die hier angenommene Lokalisierung der
Entlehnung im Westen Kleinasiens, also im ostéolischen, ostionischen oder kleinasiatisch-
inseldorischen Sprachgebiet des 1. Jt.s v. Chr. kdnnte als Anlass genommen werden, zu erwégen, ob
der Beleg bei Alkiphron (Bsp. 5) gemidfl der Mehrheit der Handschriften als oxavddiag (statt
okavdaAng) wiederzugeben ist. Bekanntlich bleibt in den nicht ionisch-attischen Dialekten langes a
stets erhalten, okavddAd wire dann von Alkiphron als dolischer (oder dorischer) Fachterminus
verwendet. Da Alkiphron aber ein Attizist aus dem 2. Jh. n. Chr. gewesen ist, diirfte es sich hierbei
um nichts mehr als ein Gedankenspiel handeln.
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Als essenzieller Bestandteil der Entlehnungshypothese muss schlieBlich die
Semantik beurteilt werden, die moglicherweise helfen kann, die eben dargestellte
Aporie hinsichtlich des luwischen Rekonstrukts aufzulosen.

2.2.2 Die semantische Seite der Entlehnung

Wenn das entlehnte Wort in der Nehmersprache (gr. oxdvdoiov) ein
technisches Gerédt bezeichnet, gibt es zwei Moglichkeiten, was damit zum
Entlehnungszeitpunkt benannt wurde: entweder das technische Gerédt an sich oder
ein Bestandteil bzw. Charakteristikum dieses Gerits. Im Falle von gr. oxévdaiov
wird diese Zuordnung dadurch erschwert, dass dessen Wesen nicht zweifelsfrei
bestimmt werden kann (vgl. oben § 1.a).

Aus rein formalen Griinden kommen zwei verschiedene Bedeutungen als
Entlehnungsquelle in Frage: ,glinzend‘ (Adj. */skandal(i)-/) oder ,Verzierung®
(Subst. */skandal-/).

a) ,gldnzend, hell, verziert’ — ,Falle‘?

Die semantische Verkniipfung von */skandal(i)-/ ,glénzend, hell, verziert® und
dem griechischen Material erscheint auf den ersten Blick nur schwer mdglich. Da
eine Falle meist eine Konstruktion aus mehreren Bauteilen ist, wire es kaum zu
erwarten, wenn sie als Ganze schlicht als ,Glidnzendes, Helles® bezeichnet wiirde.
In zwei semantischen Feldern aber ist das Attribut ,glanzend, hell® durchaus als
Benennungsmotiv belegt und beide kdnnen in Bezug auf Fallen vorkommen: die
Werkstoffe Metall und Holz.

Die Vox classica eines ,glinzenden® Metalls ist uridg. *hx(e)rgnto- ,Silber*
(: *hserg- ,weil}, hellglanzend‘, Wodtko — Irslinger — Schneider 2008: 317-322),
vgl. bspw. auch ahd. bleh ,Blech, Goldblech, Amulett‘ (: uridg. *b"lejg- ,glinzen®,
Rix 2001%: 89, Lloyd — Liihr — Springer 1998: 174f.) Bemerkenswert ist die
Information in der Ilias, dass Alybe, eine wohl nordostanatolische Stadt,”® ,,der
Geburtsort des Silbers ist“ (dpyOpov €oti yevéOAn, llias 2,857). Ein weiteres
Metall, dessen Ostliche Herkunft moglicherweise durch seinen Namen indiziert
wird, ist Oreichalkos. Hierbei handelt es sich um eine (teils zufallig entstandene)
Kupferlegierung, deren exakte Natur schlechterdings nicht feststellbar ist (vgl.
Muhly 1993: 120f.). Der Name Oreichalkos, gr. opeiyaiiog (hom. Hymnus 6.9,
Ps.- Hesiod+) weist als Kompositionshinterglied unzweideutig den Metallnamen
yoAkog Kupfer auf. Das Vorderglied opet- ist entweder der Dativ/Lokativ des

50. Vgl. https://pleiades.stoa.org/places/554184.
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Wortes fiir ,Berg‘, gr. pog (nt.), oder ein semitisches Lehnwort, das akkad. eri,
werdm Kupfert (Black et al. 2000% 438) entspricht.’! Das Kompositum Opei-
yoAkog bedeutet also entweder ,Berg-Kupfer® (bspw. Frisk 1970: 426, Rosot 2013:
198) oder tautologisch ,Kupfer-Kupfer® (Szemerényi 1974: 151f., Muhly 1993:
120).>? Die innergriechische Etymologie ist nach Szemerényi (ibid.) deswegen
schwerlich zu halten, weil i. d. R. die Komposita mit Vorderglied Dat./Lok. Sg.
opel° oder Dat./Lok. Pl. 6peo(o)1® verbale Rektionskomposita oder adjektivische
Possessivkomposita sind, bei denen auch die lokativische Semantik erkennbar ist,
vgl. opei-ktitog ,auf dem Berg lebend® (Pindar) zu «ktifw ,siedeln® und die weiteren
Lemmata in Liddell — Scott (1996°: 1247f.). Auch das griechische Wort fiir ,Gold°,
xpvoog (myk.+) wurde bekanntlich aus einer semitischen Sprache entlehnt, vgl.
Frisk (1970: 1122f.), Rosot (2013: 109-111). Es miisste nun angenommen werden,
dass ein Adjektiv der Bedeutung ,(silbrig) glinzend® aus dem Osten entlehnt
wurde. Dieses wire als Attribut eines Metalls, das beim Bau einer bestimmten
Falle (Stolperfalle?) geeignet(er) war (als andere), letztlich metonymisch fiir die
gesamte Konstruktion (,Stolperdraht® — ,Stolperfalle‘) in die griechische Sprache
eingegangen.”> Wohlgemerkt sagt der etymologische ,Glanz‘ eines Materials
letztlich nichts {iber die Sichtbarkeit des fertigen Produkts aus — ein Schutzblech
am Fahrrad gldnzt nicht notwendigerweise — weswegen dieser semantische

51. Die Entlehnungshypothese hat zuerst Szemerényi (1974: 151f.) formuliert. Dabei miisste
man wohl eine (volksetymologisch motivierte?) Metathese der Vokale mit anschlieBender
Angleichung an das bekannte, semantisch freilich nicht abwegige Kompositionsvorderglied gr.
ope(h)-/dpe(h)- ,Berg-* annehmen: akkad. (w)erii — gr. *erd(n)° — *ore® — opel®/dpet®. Zur
Entsprechung von akkad. i als gr. o(v) vgl. gr. yutoov ,Gewand® ~ akkad. kit ,Flachs, Leinen (Roso6t
[2013: 105-107]) oder gr. MBovotog ,Weihrauch® ~ akkad. lubbunii ,Weihrauch® (Roso6t 2013: 65f)),
zu akkad. @ ~ gr. o(g) vgl. gr. AMpavog ,Weihrauch(baum)‘ ~ akkad. lubbunii ,Weihrauch® (Roso6t
2013: 63-65). Das weniger haufige langvokalische Kompositionsvorderglied gr. mpet® ist bspw. vom
Namen Qpei-0uia (1. 18,48+) her bekannt, weswegen die Verbindung mit der Semantik ,Berg- leicht
moglich ist. Ins Lateinische wurde gr. dpeiyaikog schlieBlich ebenfalls mit volks-etymologischer
Umgestaltung des Vordergliedes (nach lat. aurum ,Gold") als aurichalcum entlehnt.

52. Vgl. z7um Typ nhd. klammheimlich < lat. clam Jheimlich + nhd. heimlich.

53. Wenn ital. scandaglio ,Senkblei‘ etc. mit Meyer-Liibke (1911: 576, Nr. 7651.1) auf lat.
*scandalium ,Senkblei‘ zuriickzufiihren ist, konnte dies wiederum aus gr. *okavddAiov entlehnt sein.
Letzteres kann plausibel als Deminutiv ,kleines Bleistiick, Bleikliimpchen® o. &. interpretiert werden,
vgl. yaAxiov ,Kupfergeld® < *kleines Kupferstiick®, ypvoiov ,Goldschmuckstiick, Goldmiinze® <
* kleines Goldstiick‘. Es ist m. E. deutlich weniger plausibel, ital. scandaglio mit Meyer-Liibke
(1935: 633f.,, Nr. 7649a) als Lehnwort aus aokz. escandal(h) ,(Art RaummaB)‘ (eDOM s. v.), das auf
lat. *scandaculum ,Leiter; Senkblei; Sonde* zuriickgehen soll, zu interpretieren. Letzteres sei nach
Meyer-Liibke (1935: 634) mit lat. ,,SCANDERE ,skandieren‘* (,metrisch vortragen‘?), also letztlich lat.
scandere ,steigen‘ zu verbinden.

212



SKANDAL! ALLES NUR GEKLAUT?

Vorschlag durchaus plausibel erscheinen mag. Es sind allerdings m. E. hierbei zu
viele unbelegte Zwischenschritte und Zusatzannahmen zu machen, die zudem
arbitrér erscheinen:

luw. */skandal(i)-/ ,gldnzend, hell®
— elliptisch ,glinzendes Metall® > ,(Art Metall)*
— metonymisch ,Metallbauteil (Draht?) einer Falle*
— pars pro toto gr. oxavdolov ,Falle (, in der das Metallbauteil
verwendet ist)‘.

Eine zweite Kategorie Werkstoffe, die mit einem Attribut ,gldnzend, hell® in
Zusammenhang stehen kann, ist Holz. Auch Baumarten konnen ndmlich nach der
hellen Farbe ihrer Rinde oder Blitter benannt werden, vgl. uridg. *b"rHgo- ,Birke*
(helle Rinde) zu uridg. *b"reh;g- erstrahlen, erglinzen® (Rix 2001% 92, Mallory —
Adams 2006: 159), nhd. Silber-Pappel (helle Rinde) und Weif3-Eiche,>* Silber-
Weide (helle Blétter). Es ist gut vorstellbar, dass ein Zweig der Silber-Weide sehr
gut geeignet ist, als sog. Stellholz die Spannung, die fiir das Auslosen der Falle
bendtigt wird, zu halten. Andererseits eignet sich Weidengeflecht zum Bedecken
einer Fallgrube. Wenngleich auch bei diesem Vorschlag gegen die einzelnen
Schritte nicht viel einzuwenden ist, erscheint auch hier das Gesamtbild zu
kiinstlich. Unbelegte Zwischenschritte und Zusatzannahmen verringern die
Plausibilitdt des Vorschlags:

luw. */skandal(i)-/ ,glénzend, hell®
— elliptisch ,helle(s) Laub/Rinde* — pars pro toto ,Baum mit hellem/r
Laub/Rinde’
synekdotisch ,Holz/Zweig eines Baumes*
— metonymisch ,Holzbauteil (Stellholz? Grubenabdeckung?) einer Falle
— pars pro toto gr. oxévdahov ,Falle (in der das Holzbauteil verwendet ist)‘.

Es hat sich gezeigt, dass die Verbindung von ,glinzend‘ und gr. oxdévdaiov
zwar im Einzelnen méglich, aber auf den zweiten Blick m. E. zu weit hergeholt ist.
Die Alternative, namentlich das Nomen instrumenti luw. */skandal-/ ,Verzierung*
als Entlehnungsgrundlage zu wihlen, scheint erfolgversprechender zu sein.

54. In der modernen Taxonymie werden nicht nur die (nordamerikanischen) Arten Quercus
alba und aliena als Weif3-Eichen bezeichnet, sondern sogar die gesamte Sektion Quercus. Die
zugehorigen Arten haben i. d. R. graulich behaarte Blattunterseiten.
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b) ,Verzierung* — ,Falle‘?

Ausgehend von einer urspriinglichen Bedeutung ,Verzierung® wére das
Benennungsmotiv entweder die ,Abdeckung*, also Tarnung der Konstruktion oder
das ,angebrachte‘ Lockmittel. Ersteres kann sowohl allgemein verstanden werden
als auch konkret die Abdeckung einer Fallgrube bezeichnen. Eine solche
Abdeckung besteht aus Zweigen oder diinnen Brettern, damit das Opfer bei
Betreten der Konstruktion einbricht und in der Grube gefangen ist. Dabei kann das
von hluw. /skandal(l)issa-"/ abhingige Instrument in BOYBEYPINARI 2 §4 in
Erinnerung gerufen werden: hluw. /hubidad(i)-/, das nicht von */hubid-/ ,(eine Art
Kopfbedeckung?) getrennt werden kann. Ebenso konnte die ,Verzierung® des
Berges bzw. Berggipfels in ANCOZ 8+5 eine ,Bedeckung‘ (Decke?) sein und luw.
/skandattar/n-/ eine flichige Dekoration, die auf Stoff angebracht wird (Simon in
Busse — Simon 2017). Als dritte Moglichkeit kommt in Betracht, dass es sich bei
der ,Verzierung‘ um die optionale Verkleidung der Seitenwéinde von Fallgruben
mit Holz oder Mauerwerk handelte, die geeignet ist, das Opfer daran zu hindern,
wieder emporzuklettern und zu entkommen. Die anzusetzenden Zwischenschritte
beschrinken sich auf eine leichte Bedeutungsverschiebung und die Verwendung
eines Teils fiir das Ganze:

luw. */skandal-/ ,Verzierung*
— ,Camouflage (einer Fallenkonstruktion); Abdeckung (einer Fallgrube);
Verkleidung (der Seitenwinde einer Fallgrube)*
— pars pro toto gr. oxavdolov ,(getarnte) Falle; (abgedeckte/verkleidete)
Fallgrube®.

Als letzter Vorschlag zur Entlehnungssemantik von gr. okdvéaiov soll der
Koder als ,angebrachtes® Lockmittel angefiihrt werden. Fallen funktionieren
freilich am besten bzw. manche nur dann, wenn das Opfer durch einen Koder an
eine bestimmte Stelle gelockt bzw. zu einer bestimmten Handlung (Entnahme des
Koders etc.) verleitet wird. Ein Koder ist also ein essenzieller Bestandteil der
meisten Fallen und hiufig auch opferspezifisch und unabhéngig von der Art der
Falle: ,,Mit Speck fangt man Mause*.*® Folgende Entwicklung wire anzunehmen:

55. Da es sich bei gr. okévdahov definitiv nicht um ein Fischfanggerdt handelt, sei der
reflektierende (also gldnzende!) Angelkdder Blinker ohne weiteren Kommentar nur am Rande
erwéhnt.
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luw. */skandal-/ ,Verzierung*
— attraktive Anfiigung (an eine Falle), Lockmittel*
pars pro toto gr. oxvdorov ,(mit einem Koder versehene) Falle®.

In Anbetracht fehlender Evidenz kann natiirlich keine sichere Entscheidung
getroffen werden, welcher der angefiihrten Wege das Richtige trifft. Es zeigt sich
aber angesichts der weniger arbitrdren Annahmen zur semantischen Entwicklung,
dass der Ansatz des Nomen instrumenti luw. */skandal-/ ,Verzierung‘ deutlich
attraktiver ist als der eines Adjektivs luw. */skandal(i)-/ ,glanzend‘. Es sei aber
explizit darauf hingewiesen, dass das nur gilt, wenn gr. oxévoadov tatsichlich aus
dem Luwischen entlehnt ist. Wenn dies nicht der Fall sein sollte, kommt zuséitzlich
wieder das Adjektiv luw. */skandalla/i-/ ins Spiel, das aber nach dem oben {iber das
Adjektiv */skandal(i)-/ Gesagte dem Nomen instrumenti luw. */skandal-/ als Glied
der Derivationskette nachsteht.

3. Anmerkungen zu lat. scandula ,Schindel ‘ und Verwandtem

Wie gr. oxévdoarov, lat. scandalum ,Versuchung, AnstoB3 erregender Vorgang*
ist auch lat. scandula, scindula ,Schindel® ein Wanderwort, das heute noch als rum.
scindura Brett®, frz. écente (= essente, vgl. CNRTL s. v.) ,Schindel‘ etc. (Meyer-
Liibke 1935: 634 Nr. 7652) und nhd. Schindel, engl. shingle etc. fortlebt. Im
antiken Latein selbst finden sich nur acht Belege fiir lat. scandula ,Schindel‘: In
einer undatierten Inschrift aus Lyon (CIL XIII,1730) wird berichtet, dass ein
gewisser Gaius Nonius Eposius das beschriftete Heiligtum ,,mit einer Mauer und
einer scandula umgibt“ (MVRO ET SCANDVLA CINXIT). Bemerkenswert ist, dass
scandula im Singular steht, also kollektiv das ,Geschindel, Schindeldach*
bezeichnet,® vgl. dhnlich auch Pl. tegulae ,Ziegel, Ziegeldach®. Plinius (1. Jh.
n. Chr.) berichtet in seiner Naturgeschichte (16,15) davon, dass Schindeln aus
Eichenholz die besten und von denen aus harzfiihrenden Holzern die Fichtenschin-
deln am ldngsten haltbar seien usw. In dieser Passage wird scandula ebenfalls im
Singular verwendet, was bei dieser fachlichen Darlegung jedoch nicht unge-
wohnlich ist. Auffilliger wiederum ist der Singular im darauffolgenden Satz, in

56. Auch auf der anderen Inschrift, auf der das Wort belegt ist (CIL 111,14360,20, 1.-3. Jh.
n. Chr., Szombathely [HU]), ist eine solche Bedeutung zu vermuten. Dort steht: ... SCANDVLAM ET
TEGERVNT NAVALIE ,,...scandula (Akk. Sg.) und deckten die Werft(?)...*. Das Vorkommen des Verbs
tegere ,decken‘ deutet darauf hin, dass es um das Decken von Déchern geht, und macht
wahrscheinlich, dass scandula hier auch ,Schindel(dach)‘ bedeutet.
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dem Plinius notiert, dass Rom gemél Cornelius Nepos bis zum Pyrrhischen Krieg
(280-275 v. Chr.) mit Schindeln (Abl. Sg. scandula) gedeckt war. Hier ist also
weniger von einer ,Schindel‘ (Sg.) oder einem ,Schindeldach® (s. 0.), sondern eher
von einem Kollektivum ,Geschindel® die Rede — in der deutschen Ubersetzung
sollte einfach der Plural ,Schindeln® verwendet werden. Drei Kapitel spater (16,18)
steht in dem Bericht, dass iiblicherweise Kiefernholz zur Herstellung von
Schindeln (und Féssern etc.) verwendet wird, der Plural (Akk. Pl. scandulas).
Vitruv (2,1,4; 1. Jh. v. Chr.) teilt mit, dass eichene Schindeln (P1.) in den Provinzen
Gallia, Hispania, Lusitania und Aquitania, also mehr oder minder im festland-
europdischen Westen des Romischen Reiches zum Dachdecken verwendet
werden.’” Neben diesen Belegstellen sind in den Zettelkdsten des Thesaurus
Linguae Latinae noch zwei weitere Stellen angefiihrt, an denen die Bedeutung
,Schindel‘ aber eher unpassend ist: Bei Columella (8,3,6; 1. Jh. n. Chr.) werden
wahrscheinlich ,Bretter® oder ,Sprossen® mit scandulae bezeichnet, die ,,von aullen
an den Fensterchen (des Schlafthduschens im Hiihnergehege) angebracht werden,
durch die die Vogel zur Nachtruhe hineinkriechen konnen® (... forinsecus |[...]
fenestellis scandulae similiter iniungantur, quibus inrepant aves ad requiem
nocturnam). Wenn es sich bei dieser architektonischen Konstruktion um eine
Hiihnerleiter handelt, besteht die Moglichkeit, dieses Wort von scandula ,Schindel
zu trennen und in der Bedeutung ,Stiege® zu lat. scandere ,steigen® zu stellen.
Andererseits konnte auch ein oder mehrere ,schindelartige Brettchen‘, jedenfalls
,gespaltene Brettchen, Holzscheite* als Landefliche oder Treppe verwendet
werden. Der zweite semantisch unklare Beleg findet sich im letzten Buch des
Gallischen Krieges (Hirtius Bellum Gallicum 8,42,1; 1. Jh. v. Chr.). Hier wird
beschrieben, dass die Bewohner der von den RoOmern belagerten Stadt
Uxellodunum (heute: Puy d’Issolud [FR]) ,,Fasser mit Talg, Pech und scandulae
fiillten und brennend auf die Belagerungsmaschinen rollen lieBen® (... cupas sebo,
pice, scandulis complent; eas ardentes in opera provolvunt). Es ist gut moglich,
dass in die Fésser tatsdchlich Schindeln gegeben wurden, aber doch wahr-
scheinlicher, dass es sich dabei um kleineres ,Kienholz‘ oder ,Spanholz‘ handelt.
Da Kien- und Spanholz ebenso wie Schindeln durch Spalten hergestellt wird, kann
hier von einer sekundiren Bedeutungsiibertragung ausgegangen werden.’®

57. Bemerkenswert aber wohl ohne Bedeutung ist die varia lectio scandalis HS (neben
scandulis G), vgl. den kritischen Apparat von Krohn (1912: 30).

58. Freilich liegt es auch im Bereich des Moglichen, dass urspriinglich scindula im Text stand,
das nach lat. scindere ,zerteilen, spalten® gebildet sein kann und ,Spalt-holz® bezeichnete. Vgl. zur
Wortform scindula das Folgende.
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Zusammenfassend ldsst sich iiber lat. scandula sagen, dass das Wort zwar
einigermafen selten belegt ist,”” die Bedeutung, auch anhand der romanischen und
fremden Fortsetzer, aber sicher als ,Schindel® festzustellen ist.

Das Primat der a-haltigen Form scandula gegeniiber der i-haltigen erweist
sich nicht nur anhand der Beleglage — der erste verbiirgte Beleg flir scindula
stammt von Isidor von Sevilla:

21) Isidor Origines 19,19,7 (6./7. Jh. n. Chr.)
Scindulae, eo quod scindantur, id est, dividantur
,cindulae, welil sie gespalten werden (scindi), das heifdt, geteilt werden®.

AuBerdem ist scandula gegeniiber scindula die Lectio difficilior. Die Variante
scandula kann namlich leicht, wie es Isidor zeigt, volksetymologisch mit lat.
scindere ,spalten‘ verbunden und danach in seiner Lautform angepasst sein; der
umgekehrte Weg (scindula — scandula) lisst sich hingegen kaum motivieren.*

Die etymologischen Vorschldge zu lat. scandula (bzw. scindula) ,Schindel’
sind bisher nicht zufriedenstellend: Die in de Vaan (2008: 544) und vorsichtig von
Ernout — Meillet (1967: 599) vertretene Ableitung von der Wurzel *sk'eid-
,spalten‘ (Rix 20012: 547f.), die bspw. in lat. scindere ,spalten‘ und gr. oyida& (m.)
,Holzscheit® fortgesetzt ist, ist zwar semantisch attraktiv, aber insofern
problematisch, als die Variante scindula nicht die primidre Form ist. Andererseits
wird von Walde — Hofmann (1954°: 488f) und Pokorny (1959: 918f)) eine
Verbindung zu gr. okeddvvout, okidvnui ,zerstreuen‘, jaw. 3. Pl. scandaiieinti
,zerbrechen‘ usw. hergestellt, woraus sich die heute als uridg. *(s)kedh.-
,zersplittern, zerstreuen‘ (Rix 20012: 550f.) rekonstruierbare Wurzel extrahieren
lasst. Es ist lautlich und morphologisch unmoglich, aus dieser Wurzel eine Form

59. Neben dem Simplex finden sich noch das Adjektiv scandularis ,mit Schindeln bedeckt
(Hapax legomenon, Apuleius Metamorphosen 3,17; 2. Jh. n. Chr.) sowie die Berufsbezeichnung
scandularius ,Schindler, Dachdecker’ (Hapax legomenon, Digesta lustinianis 50,6,7(6); 6. Jh.
n. Chr.!). Die Bedeutungen beider Worter sind rein etymologisch festgestellt, kontextuell nicht
erzwungen, aber passend. Zu gr. okavdoA(A)éptog o. . vgl. oben § 1.g.

60. Man sollte sich wundern, wenn eine synchron nachvollziehbare etymologische Bezichung,
wie sie flir scindula ,Schindel‘ < * gespaltener (Holzscheit)* neben scindere ,spalten‘ anzunehmen
wire, durch eine semantisch schwierigere (scandula ,Schindel® neben scandere ,steigen‘, vgl. dazu
das Folgende) ersetzt wiirde. Es sei aulerdem darauf aufmerksam gemacht, dass das Suffix lat. -ula-
keine Nomina rei actae, sondern Nomina agentis bildet (Leumann — Hofmann — Szantyr 1977: 311),
d. h., dass eine regelmiflige Ableitung von scindere ,spalten‘ nicht die Bedeutung ,gespalten’,
sondern ,spaltend‘, ,Spalter* hitte. Dies ist ein derivationsmorphologischer Hinweis auf den
sekundéren Charakter der Variante scindula.
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lat. scandula oder scindula zu bilden, da nicht zuletzt der Nasal kaum zu erklédren
ist.! Wenngleich im Iranischen eine Wurzelform *sc¢and- bzw. *skand- brechen’
rekonstruiert werden muss, scheint es sich hierbei am ehesten um eine Konta-
mination der beiden eben genannten Wurzeln *sk'eid- ,spalten‘ und *(s)kedh,-
,zersplittern, zerstreuen‘ zu handeln, vgl. Cheung (2007: 342f). Einen solchen
Wurzelsynkretismus auch fiir das Lateinische nur wegen eines einzigen Wortes
anzunehmen, wire methodisch sehr fragwiirdig. Diese beiden Vorschldge aus der
einschlédgigen Literatur scheitern also schon an formalen Hindernissen. Valpy
(1828: 420) schligt dagegen vor, scandula von lat. scandere ,steigen‘ abzuleiten,
weil Schindeln iibereinander befestigt werden. Die formale Seite ist einigermal3en
problemlos: Das inlautende -a- findet sich nicht nur im Verb scandere ,steigen‘,
sondern bspw. auch im nominalen Derivat scalae ,Treppe‘, der Nasal ist bereits
wurzelhaft und das Primat der Form scandula gegeniiber scindula kann
aufrechterhalten werden. Allerdings bereitet die Semantik Sorgen. Eine urspriing-
liche Bedeutung ,steigend’ miisste angenommen werden, was aus derivations-
morphologischer Sicht durchaus mdglich ist, vgl. tégula ,Ziegel‘ < * Deckende*
(mit sekundirem -é-) < tegere ,decken‘. Allerdings scheint mir die Art und Weise
der Montage kein geeignetes Benennungsmotiv zu sein, besonders weil es kein
distinguierendes Merkmal einer Schindel ist: Auch Ziegel und bspw. Reet werden
freilich ,steigend* angebracht, um einen gilinstigen Regenwasserabfluss zu
gewihrleisten.

Da auch fiir lat. scandula ,Schindel® keine befriedigende einzelsprachliche
Etymologie vorliegt, soll ebenfalls eine Entlehnung vorgeschlagen werden.

Lautlich kann lat. scandula problemlos auf *skandala zurtickgefiihrt werden,
da im Lateinischen bis zum Ende des 3. Jh.s v.Chr. i.d. R. jeder unbetonte
Kurzvokal vor [ pinguis [t] geschwicht und schlieBlich zu -u- wurde, vgl. gr.
kpouméAn ,Rausch; Kater — Lehnwort frlat. *krapala® > lat. crapula (Wein-)Rausch;
Kater®, frlat. *én-salsos > insulsus ,geschmacklos’ (Meiser 1998: 68f., Weiss

61. Ein regelmifBiges Nasalprdsens, wie es tatsdchlich zu rekonstruieren ist, vgl. gr. oxidvnut
,spalten‘, zeigt den Nasal nach dem dentalen Verschlusslaut, *skid-né-hz-/*skid-p-h2-", vgl. Rix
(20012: 550).

62. Wie auch schon fiir das Griechische festgehalten (s. § 2.2.1) ist fiir das Lateinische eine
Vorlage *skandalla mit langem /1:/ nach reguldrer Phonologie nicht aufrechtzuerhalten.

63. Im Lateinischen wére mit Erhalt des Diphthongs zu rechnen (fcraepula), weswegen mit
einer anderssprachigen Zwischenstufe oder einem analogischen Ersatz des Diphthongs -ai- durch -a-
(nach lat. crater ,[Wein-]Mischkrug‘?) zu rechnen wére.
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2020%: 127).** Das feminine Genus kann, wenn es nicht original ist, problemlos
nach der anklingenden Bezeichnung einer anderen Dachbedeckung, lat. tegula (f.)
,Ziegel‘ eingefiihrt sein.

Es ist nicht davon auszugehen, dass die Romer das Wort direkt aus dem
Luwischen entlehnt haben, da Kontakte zu den entsprechenden Ethnien Kleinasiens
in ausreichend frither Zeit nicht nachzuweisen sind und wahrscheinlich gar nicht
existent waren. Als Zwischenstufe bietet sich jedoch die griechische Sprache an,
fiir die erortert wurde (s. § 2.2.2), dass gr. okavoolov ,Falle® am ehesten ein
Lehnwort aus dem Nomen instrumenti luw. */skandal-/ ,Verzierung®ist: —
,Bedeckung, Abdeckung, Camouflage* — ,(bedeckte, versteckte, getarnte) Falle*.
Wenn gr. oxdévoaiov also tatsdchlich einst eine ,Abdeckung‘, womdglich sogar
eine ,aus diinnen Brettern bestehende Abdeckung‘ bezeichnet haben sollte, dringt
es sich als Entlehnungsgrundlage fiir frlat. *skandala ,Schindel® geradezu auf. Mit
dieser Entsprechung konnte auch erkliart werden, warum an vier der sechs
klassisch-lateinischen Belege fiir scandula das Wort im Singular steht, aber an
zwei (oder drei) dieser Stellen sich nicht eine einzelne Schindel, sondern mehrere
Schindeln, ein ,Geschindel® bezeichnete. Es kann vermutet werden, dass aus dem
Griechischen lediglich die (neutrische) Pluralform okdavéoia *,(holzerne)
Abdeckungen® als frlat. *skandala ,diinne Holzbretter* > ,Geschindel, Schindel-
dach® entlehnt wurde und dies dann nicht mit dem neutrischen Singular lat.
tscandulum, -1 ,Schindel, sondern mit dem an tégula ,Ziegel® angeglichenen
Genus femininum als lat. scandula, -ae f. ,Schindel® lexikalisiert wurde.®

64. Alessio (1969: 23-27) vermutet, dass auch lat. scandala ,Dinkel‘ aus dem Griechischen
entlehnt ist, da das -a- in der Binnensilbe fiir fremde Herkunft und Latinisierung erst nach Wirken der
Vokalschwichung spricht. Alessio (1969: 25) geht von gr. okavddAn ,,.bastone’ [...], probabilmente
appunto® aus und kann dies also mit dem Dinkel verbinden, der ,,,una spiga piu appuntita‘ di quella
del grano comune® besitzt. Nach der hier (§ 2.2) als weniger wahrscheinlich vorgestellten
Entlehnungsgrundlage (luw. */skandal(i)-/ ,gldnzend, verziert‘) wére lat. scandala ,Dinkel* jedoch das
,helle (Getreide)*. Dies passt insofern, als scandala ein sehr helles Korn hat (vgl. Plinius 18,62:
scandalam, nitidissimi grani ,,Dinkel, hellsten Korns*) und dieses Benennungsmotiv auch fiir das
germanische Weizen-Wort belegt ist (Kroonen 2013: 261).

65. Es sei der Vollstindigkeit halber noch knapp ausgefiihrt, dass auch die Bedeutung des
Adjektivs luw. */skandal(i)-/ ,gldnzend, hell, verziert® als Grundlage fiir ,Schindel’ moglich wére:
Zum einen wurden Schindeln aus durchaus hellem Holz gefertigt (vgl. die oben erwihnten
Holzarten), zum anderen aber farben sich Schindeln (unterschiedlichen Holzes) durch die
Bewitterung allméhlich grau, was im Kontrast zu meist rotlichen Ziegeldichern ein plausibles
Benennungsmotiv darstellt. Aulerdem kann ein Schindeldach im Gegensatz zum Ziegeldach in der
Sonne glanzen. Auch eine Bedeutung ,verziert® wire moglich, wobei man von einem Diathesen-
wechsel ausgehen miisste: (pass.) ,verziert* — (akt.) ,verzierend, bedeckend‘ > ,der/die/das
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4. Fazit

Es muss den abschlieBenden Bemerkungen vorangestellt werden, dass alle
Ergebnisse als spekulativ betrachtet werden miissen, weil die vorgeschlagene
Entlehnungsquelle luw. */skandal-/ ,Verzierung‘ lediglich rekonstruiert ist und das
primire Lehnwort gr. oxdavdoaiov ,Falle® semantisch nicht endgiiltig klar ist. Die
Probleme bei der sprachinternen Etymologie des griechischen und lateinischen
Materials sowie die frappierende lautliche Ubereinstimmung der drei Lexeme aber
verlangten eine genauere Betrachtung mdglicher Beziehungen untereinander.

Es sei also die folgende Hypothese zur Herkunft von gr. cxévdoaiov ,Falle
einerseits und lat. scandula ,Schindel® andererseits gestattet: Ausgehend von einem
Verb hluw. /skandal(l)issa-/ ,verzieren (+ Instr.)* kann als Entlehnungsgrundlage
am ehesten ein Nomen instrumenti luw. */skandal-/ ,Verzierung‘ rekonstruiert
werden. Dieses wurde im Kontaktbereich zwischen Griechen und einer luwischen
(bzw. luw|o]iden, vgl. Fn. 42). Sprechergemeinschaft als Bezeichnung fiir die
starnende Bedeckung einer Falle® vel sim. verwendet, von den Sprechern des
Griechischen {ibernommen und pars pro toto als gr. cxévoaiov in der Bedeutung
,Fall(grub)e‘ lexikalisiert (§ 1.a). Im Rahmen innergriechischer Prozesse oder als
spontane Bildungen sind ein Femininum (§ 1.b) und ein Maskulinum (§ 1.c)
entstanden. Vor der lateinischen Vokalschwichung, also noch vor Ende des 3. Jh.s
v. Chr. wurde moglicherweise die Pluralform des Neutrums, gr. okdvdoia noch in
der Bedeutung ,Bretter zur Abdeckung® ins Lateinische entlehnt und dort als Wort
fiir das damals iibliche Material zum Dachdecken, also die ,Schindel® eingefiihrt.%
Im Zuge der lateinischen Sprachgeschichte erlangte das friihlateinische Wort
*skandala seine belegte Form scandula ,Schindel® und wurde in der Spatantike
durch die volksetymologische Eindeutung von lat. scindere ,spalten‘ zu scindula
,Schindel‘ umgebildet.®’

Bedeckende, Schindel‘. Mit der urspriinglichen Bedeutung ,(mit Schindeln) verziert, bedeckt® lielen
sich auch die Belege von scandula im Singular, wo eigentlich Plural erwartet wére, erklaren.

66. Bemerkenswert ist der Hinweis Blimners: ,,In Griechenland hingegen scheint man
allgemein nur Ziegelddcher gehabt zu haben* (Bliimner 1879: 315 Fn. 1). Die Romer diirften also
wohl kaum die Schindel als Bauteil einschlieBlich der entsprechenden Bezeichnung von den Griechen
entlehnt haben.

67. Es sei abschlieBend noch einmal darauf aufmerksam gemacht, dass lat. scandala ,Dinkel
(Fn. 64) und ital. scandaglio ,Senkblei‘ (Fn. 53) sehr elegant auf ein adjektivisches Lehnwort lat./gr.
*/skandalo-/ ,gldnzend, hell zuriickgefiihrt werden konnten, wenn es denn existiert hétte, was aber
wohl nicht der Fall war, vgl. § 2.2.
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Falls die vorgeschlagenen Entlehnungsprozesse das Richtige treffen, gehdren
nhd. Skandal und Schindel zu den am weitesten verbreiteten Reflexen eines
luwischen Lexems.
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The alleged Anatolian loanwords in Etruscan: A reconsideration

Zsolt Simon®
Ludwig-Maximilians-Universitidt Miinchen

1. Introduction: the state of the art

Nowadays it is generally accepted that Etruscan, together with its two known
relatives, Lemnian and Raetian, constitute the Tyrrhenian language family, further
relatives of which are still unknown,' and the evergreen theories of Etruscan as a
member of the Anatolian branch of the Indo-European languages or, as an Indo-
European language in general, are false.’

Nevertheless, the problem, which goes back to the beginning of the research
more than a century ago, that some Etruscan words are similar to their Anatolian

* A preliminary, Hungarian version of this paper was supported by an award from the
Hungarian Society for Ancient Studies founded by the eminent Hungarian Etruscologist Janos Gyorgy
Szilagyi. The revision for publication was made possible by the research in the framework of the
Digital Philological-Etymological Dictionary of the Minor Ancient Anatolian Corpus Languages
financed by the DF'G. I am very grateful to Valentina Belfiore for her critical comments — needless to
say, I am solely responsible for the content of this article. The paper is dedicated to the memory of
Janos Gyorgy Szilagyi.

1. For the demonstration of kinship with Lemnian, see already Brandenstein (1948: cols. 1925-
1929), Rix (1968); with Raetian see Schumacher (1998), (2004: 294-316); Rix (1998a); in general see
Steinbauer (1999a: 363-366); Wallace (2008: 215-225).

2. For attempts after Rix (1984a), the first modern grammar, see e.g. Adrados (1989, 1994,
2005); Woudhuizen (1992), (2008), (2019); Steinbauer (2011); for their refutations Neu (1991); de
Simone (1997b), (2011); Lebrun (2009); Oettinger (2010: 241-243) (cf. also Beekes 1993: 52). See
Facchetti (2005) for a general discussion of pseudo-scholarly suggestions on the relatives of Etruscan.

Barcino. Monographica Orientalia 17 — Series Anatolica et Indogermanica 2 (2021) (ISBN: 978-84-9168-738-2)
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equivalents remained unsolved. Although this problem is widely neglected in con-
temporary Etruscology,’ including the standard Etruscan grammar (Wallace 2008:
127-129), there is in fact a widespread view among Indo-Europeanists that these
Etruscan words are loanwords from the Anatolian languages,* and this view has
been codified in one of the standard introductions to Indo-European linguistics
(Fortson 2010: 275). A celebrated American Indo-European linguist went even as
far as to claim that Etruscan “may be a heavily ‘Anatolianized’ non-Indo-European
Asianic language” (Watkins 2001: 51).3

Surprisingly enough, this claim, which was presented in detail by Steinbauer
(1999a: 367-386), has never been critically investigated in its entirety. Next to
Oettinger (2010: 241-243), who discussed approximately half of the proposals,
only very few and selected cases have been scrutinized. Oettinger frequently
agreed with the positive judgements of Steinbauer, and concluded that the “relativ
sichere” loanwords are aril, Culsu, Mean, and Taryna, and “relativ wahrscheinli-
che” cases are haly, Pesna, and spanti (Oettinger 2010: 242, see below s.vv. for a
detailed discussion of these cases). Oettinger classified the remaining words as
“ganz unsichere Anklangsetymologie”. However, the reasons behind his classifica-
tion are not clear: Why is the connection of haly ‘a type of vessel’ with Hitt. hal-
wani- ‘a type of drinking vessel’ not an Arnklangsetymologie and, on the contrary,
why is the connection of heva- ‘all, every’ with hiimant- ‘dto’ <*hitw-ant- an An-
klangsetymologie? Oettinger’s approach was also criticized by de Simone, who
considered his examples as “molto fragili” (2013: 18 n. 42) and claimed that they
remained questionable, at the least (2012: 373, citing him as “Ottinger”), although

3. See after the publication of Steinbauer (1999a) (the most detailed treatment of these words)
e.g. Prayon (2001: 30-34); Marchesini (2009: 104-108); Bagnasco Gianni (2012, esp. 65-68); Briquel
(2012, esp. 14-20); Turfa (2013), (2018, esp. 638-640); Camporeale (2015: 87-96, 230-234); Bell —
Carpino (2016) (in this volume esp. Wallace 2016); Smith (2016: 15-22); Bellelli (2017); Naso
(2017) (in this volume esp. Ulf 2017); Belfiore (2020); only some vague references can be found in a
single chapter (de Simone 2012) of Bellelli (2012). It is unclear what Bellelli — Benelli (2018: 19)
meant by the Etruscan-Hittite “parallelismi” that turned out to be without foundation. It is similarly
unclear to me if Benelli’s general claim about the lack of “qualunque tipo di rapporto” between
Etruscan and the languages of Asia Minor (2020: 10) includes these alleged loanwords.

4. Steinbauer (1999a: 366-389) (who has, however, later 2011 argued for genetic relationship);
Beekes (2002: cols. 221-226) (followed by Kloekhorst 2012: 50); Oettinger (2010: 241-242);
Schrijver (2019: 321) (referring to Steinbauer’s collection); cf. already Carruba (1977) and Pallottino
(1988: 476-477).

5. Note that the theory of Bachvarova (2007) of Tyrrhenian areal influence on Kizzuwatna
Luwian (repeated in Bachvarova 2012: 150, 2016: 361-362) has no linguistic basis, see the criticism
in Simon (2016: 330-332).
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he only formulated counter-arguments in two cases (cf. below Nos. 10 and 36).
Beyond these, one can mention only a paper by Duhoux (2007: 72-78 on su6i, see
No. 34 below) and my nine entries in the eDidna (s.vv. cel, maru, matu, subi, tam-
era, tmia, tupi, =(u)m, Simon 2017a-d, 2019b-c, 2020a-b, 2021).

In other words, a critical investigation of these alleged loanwords or a loan-
word layer of Etruscan is still missing. This paper is devoted to examining this
problem. Note that these alleged loanwords are not merely of linguistic interest but
also play an important role in theories about the origins of the Etruscans. The
loanwords indicate a problem to be explained by the autochthonous hypothesis,®
and appear as evidence supporting the hypothesis of immigration from Anatolia
(cf. Beekes 2003: 29-36). Accordingly, the question of whether these loan contacts
existed is not without historical interest.

In the following, after the methodological preliminaries (§2), the proposed
borrowings will be discussed in detail in Latin alphabetical order (§3), and fol-
lowed by a tabular overview organised according to the probability of the proposals
(§4). The paper closes with an analysis of the possible scenarios regarding the for-
mally and semantically possible loanword proposals (§5).

2. Methodological considerations and scope

By far most detailed overview of these loanwords can be found in Steinbauer
(1999a: 367-386). It serves as the current starting point for any discussion, and has
been complemented here by additional material presented in later publications.” 1

6. According to Oettinger (2010: 242), these loanwords were transmitted to the Etruscans by the
Lemnians. The Lemnian — Etruscan contacts must have been broken down, however, quite early,
since their alphabets are not identical, but originate in two different sources (Malzahn 1999 [contra de
Simone (2004)]). This radically reduces the length of the period for the transmission (c. 1150 - 800
BCE). Furthermore, this hypothesis assumes active Lemnian — Etruscan contacts, but they are not
really attested: Oettinger (2010: 239) could quote only the female praecnomen Lemni (Ta 1.66) as
evidence.

7. Watkins (2001), Lebrun (2006) (who overlooked Steinbauer 1999a), Duhoux (2008),
Schrijver (2019), add also Eichner (1985) ignored in Steinbauer (1999a). Although Steinbauer’s
references to earlier literature are not complete, that literature will only rarely be taken into account
here, since the goal of this paper is not the history of the research, but a critical investigation of the
evidence for the current widespread view.
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have pursued completeness in collecting the material, but some cases may have
been unintentionally omitted.?®

The following categories of the proposed material must be left out of consid-
eration, since for methodological reasons they have no argumentative value (with
the examples of Steinbauer):

1) nursery words (apa ‘father’, ati ‘mother’);

2) onomatopoetic words (hiul ‘owl’ [see already Fiesel in Lehmann-Hartleben
— Fiesel (1935: 80-81) (“vermutlich™)],” fupi ‘(unknown, punishment’, suf-
fering’)’ [on this word see the critical discussion in Simon (2017d)]);

3) personal names, as they do not necessarily imply real or immediate linguis-
tic borrowings, and their etymology cannot be independently ascertained if
it is not immediately transparent, as, for instance, an early Indo-European
compound personal name can be. Providing Anatolian etymologies for
Etruscan names is a petitio principii until any Anatolian connection of
Etruscan is independently proved.!® Note that we have the same problem

8. Some of these words were used in the discussions on the alleged Indo-European or Anatolian
parentage of Etruscan. However, these discussions have been left out of consideration here, since they
are outdated.

9. According to Steinbauer (1999a: 374-375) the earlier form of the Etruscan word was *hiwV1-
<*huwVI- with dissimilation next to labials, thus “die Ubereinstimmungen zwischen hiul (...) und
huwala- [the assumed Hittite word for ‘owl’ — Zs. S.] sind zu spezifisch, um ausschliefilich auf
lautsymbolischer Polygenese zu beruhen”. Oettinger (2010: 242) called this “sehr fraglich”, without
arguments. The dissimilation is pefitio principii and thus, no earlier form *huwVI- can be
reconstructed (which would anyway make the onomatopoetic analysis even more probable). Note,
furthermore, that Eichner (2013: 33 n. 46) questioned the meaning ‘owl’ on morphological grounds
(hiuls Vc 7.1 would be ablative) and explained the word as deriving from *hi-yva-la-s ‘omnibus’.

10. This is exactly what Steinbauer (1999a: 382-383, 453) did when he assumed that Etr. Pesna
(a masculine pracnomen) is connected to Hitt. “pesna-" ‘man’, cf. also the Hittite personal name
Pis(e)ni- (followed by Oettinger 2010: 241, 242 [“relativ wahrscheinlich”], but rejected by de Simone
2013: 18 n. 42, without arguments; note that the attested form of the Hittite word is pesn-/pisen-
[Kloekhorst (2008: 670)] and the nom. sg. is hidden behind the spelling LU-as, which may refer to
*/pesas/, as Kloekhorst proposed on the analogy of haras, haran- ‘eagle’, but also to */pesnas/). But
such etymologies can be easily created: It can be quickly “demonstrated” that Uni, an important
Etruscan goddess whose name is the Etruscan adaptation of Iuno, actually carries a Luwian name,
from the Luwian word wana/i- ‘woman’, with the regular Luwian sound change wa > u and with the
semantic change ‘woman’ > ‘goddess’ (as an analogy, see, e.g. Eng. queen from the same Indo-
European word). This is exactly the same type of speculation used to explain Etr. Pesna from Hitt.
“pesna-" ‘man’.

Similarly, Beekes (2003: 19-20, 47) with ref. saw a borrowing from Lydian in the name of
Sergestus, a fellow of Aeneas in the Aeneid (cf. Lyd. Srkastu-, Phryg. Surkastos) that would have
survived in Etr. Sekst-alu. According to Beekes, it is impossible that Vergilius obtained a name from
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with the divine names, too, but since they play a crucial role in the loan-
word theories, they will be included and discussed.

4) toponyms (Curtun, Arno, Lebrun 2006: 371), as their Anatolian etymologi-
zation faces the same problems as that of the personal names.

As for the evaluation criteria, it must be underlined that, as basic logic implies
and investigations of contemporary languages demonstrate, borrowings do not
happen in a phonologically arbitrary way, but according to the phonology of the
borrowing language. In other words, they follow rules. There are isolated, irregular
cases due to several factors, but one can confidently exclude the possibility that as
many cases (c. forty) as noted here are all irregular and do not follow any rule.
Besides, only regular loanwords are falsifiable assumptions; irregular loanwords
are a matter of belief. These considerations are especially important in the current
case, when the very assumption of the Etruscan — Anatolian loan contacts is still in
need of proving. Accordingly, one has to show first proven, regular loanwords,
before proposing irregular ones.

A more problematic issue is the semantic differences in the alleged borrow-
ings. Since there are no generally accepted criteria, different meanings will be dis-
cussed in every case, whether the differences can be explained by cross-
linguistically supported semantic changes or there is no evidence for the assumed
semantic change.

3. The proposed loanwords

3.1. =(i)a ‘and, but’ ~ Hitt. =a ‘and’ (Steinbauer (1999a: 367) and Oettinger
(2010: 242 n. 25), Oettinger’s scepticism was unfounded as it relied upon the ety-
mology of the word, which has no role in case of the borrowing). Steinbauer
(1999a: 146-148) argued for the existence of such an Etruscan particle; if this is
correct, then a theoretically possible case may be made.

Anatolia, in other words, he must have taken it from a source following Etruscan traditions. But of
course it cannot be excluded that Vergilius looked for a typical Anatolian name for a fellow of
Aeneas. However it may have happened, neither Sergestus nor his name were Etruscan. The
connection with Sekstalu is phonologically ad hoc and Sekstalu represents an internal derivation from
the pracnomen *Sekste (de Simone 2011: 187, 2012: 366). The same applies to Corythus (contra
Beekes 2003: 55). Finally, the name of the mythical leader, Nanos, was classified as “Lallname” by
Beekes (2003: 3) himself.
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3.2. an ‘relative pronoun [+anim]’ ~ Hitt. anna/i- ‘a demonstrative pronoun’
(Steinbauer 1999a: 368). While the equation is semantically not impossible (note
that the existence of the Hittite pronoun [probably a loan from Luwian, Melchert
(online) on §17.7] is now firmly established, contrary to earlier doubts [Melchert
(2009: 151-152); Goedegebuure (2014: 211-217)]), there is the formal problem of
the unexplained disappearance of the vowel of the second syllable (it disappears in
Etruscan only in closed syllables, but in that case, the word-final consonant is re-
tained).

3.3. ar- ‘hochheben, halten, (Kinder) aufziehen’ ~ Luw. ari(ya)- ‘raise; check,
restrain’ as well as its derivative aril ‘Atlas’ <*ari(j)allu ‘Triger, Halter’ ~ Luw.
*ariyalla/i- (Steinbauer 1999a: 369 [on the meaning cf. (1998: 272)] and Oettinger
(2010: 241 [“vielleicht”], 242 [“relativ sicher”]); cf. Duhoux 2007: 78). Although
both proposals could be possible, formally speaking, there are semantic and formal
problems on the Etruscan side. First, the verb ar- ‘to make, to do vel sim.’ is gener-
ally regarded as belonging to the semantic sphere of making, building, working and
constructing (e.g. Wallace 2008: 52 and Belfiore 2014: 32-33), which does not
really fit the meaning of the Luwian verb. However, Steinbauer (1999a: 252-253)
made a strong case for the meanings he provided. Second, and more importantly,
the suffix -i/ does not lead to agent nouns, but to action nouns, and not necessarily
from a verbal stem (see e.g. acil ‘work’, avil ‘year’). Accordingly, Wallace (2008:
52) interpreted the inscription aril next to a giant on the bronze mirror from Vulci
(Vc S.2) approximately as ‘labour’ instead of ‘Atlas’. Similarly, also Facchetti
(2002: 102) identified aril as an action noun, but proposed a meaning ‘support’
(Hadas-Lebel 2020: 204 n. 16 finds both Steinbauer’s and Facchetti’s solution pos-
sible; for a history of the research see Martino 1987: 13-18). Whatever the precise
meaning is, this is clearly an internal derivative, and thus only the parallelism of
the verbal stems may present a theoretically possible case (the loss of the stem final
-i- requires an explanation, but it may be attributed to the Etruscan syncope). In
other words, this etymology cannot be entirely excluded.

3.4. ara ‘Hof, Gut, Besitz’ ~ Lyd. aara- ‘estate’ (Steinbauer 1999a: 369-370).
See below No. 30 pera.

3.5. atr- ‘selbst’ ~ Lyc. A atla-/atra- ‘person, self” (Steinbauer 1999a: 370).

Already Steinbauer admitted that his argument for this meaning is morphologically
dubious and the meaning of the Etruscan word “nicht hunderprozentig zu erbringen
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ist”, more precisely, it is normally booked as a#r§ ‘funerary chamber’ (e.g. Belfiore
2016: 160-161). Thus, this connection cannot be maintained.

3.6. avil ‘year’ ~ Luw. awi- ‘to come’ (Steinbauer 1999a: 370-371). It is for-
mally possible (as an -i/ action noun derivative from the verb, cf. No. 3), and alt-
hough the semantic connection is not immediately obvious, it cannot be excluded.

3.7. =c ‘and’ ~ Lyd. =k ‘dto’ or Luw. =ha ‘dto’ (Steinbauer 1999a: 371 n. 10
and Lebrun 2006: 372). A borrowing from the Lydian form (but not from the
Luwian form, as the disappearance of the final vowel cannot be explained) is theo-
retically possible.

3.8. cel ‘earth’ ~ Lyd. klida- ‘dto’ (Steinbauer 1999a: 371-372: “nicht zuver-
lassig”; labelled by Oettinger (2010: 242) as “sehr fraglich” without arguments).
The proposal is phonologically and probably also morphologically false, see the
detailed discussion in Simon (2020a) with refs.

3.9. ci ‘deictic particle in place adverbs’ (cf. cipen > cepen, pen ‘unten, unter-’,
cehen, hen ‘aullen, duBer-’) ~ Hitt. kinun ‘now’ (Steinbauer 1999a: 372). Although
the meanings are partly different (cepen can be a quantifier, but — contrary to the
widespread view — definitely not ‘priest’ [Adiego (2006: 204-214)] and cehen
means ‘this”), ce- of cehen may serve as a starting point (Wallace 2008: 65). Nev-
ertheless, this is purely speculative. kinun is a Hittite lexical innovation (cf. Cunei-
form Luwian nanun ‘now’) and might possibly include the enclitic form ki- of the
demonstrative pronoun of the first-person deixis (Kloekhorst 2008: 478-479).
Thus, the parallelism cannot be fully excluded, but Steinbauer’s claim (“[d]ie exak-
te lautliche und semantische Gleichung zwischen heth. ki- und etr. ci- kann
schwerlich durch Entlehnung oder Zufall zustande gekommen sein) is methodo-
logically unfounded, as will be discussed in the final section (§5).

3.10. Culsu ‘Fate Goddess’ ~ Hitt. Gulsa- ‘Fate Goddesses’, both <*kuls-, cf.
also Culsans ‘double-headed fate god’ (Steinbauer 1999a: 372-373 [“eine
semantisch und lautlich befriedigende Ubereinstimmung, die kaum zufiillig sein
wird”], Lebrun 2006: 371, and Oettinger 2010: 241 [“wahrscheinlich], 242
[“relativ sicher’]). Philological problems pervade all possible aspects of this idea
on both sides. The Etruscan divinities are not fate gods: Cul$u is a female demon, a
guardian of the gate to the Underworld, and Culsan$ is the god of the gates (E.
Simon 2006: 58 with refs.). Thus, there is no semantic connection with the Hittite
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divinities and this etymology was accordingly excluded by de Simone (1997a: 41),
(2012: 365), (2013: 18 n. 42) (cf. already Rix 1986: 20 n. 9, their name might be
based on the word for ‘gate, door’, but see Steinbauer 1996). Moreover, after a
heavy debate, the newly published text KpT 1.72 confirmed W. Waal’s hypothesis
that Gulsa- is in fact to be read as GUL-sa- and the underlying divinities are called
Kuwanses (Waal 2019 with refs.!!). In other words, nothing remains to be com-
pared.

3.11. cver(a) ‘votive offering”” ~ Hitt. kuera- ‘field parcel, territory, area’ «—
Hitt. kuer- ‘to cut’ (Steinbauer 1999a: 373-374). Steinbauer himself admitted that
this connection is valid only if the semantic change ‘schneiden’ > ‘Standbild’ >
‘Weihgabe’ can be reconstructed for cver(a) (on the meaning of the Etruscan
word(s) see most recently Maras 2009: 84-85). Although this is not unparalleld,
there is no independent evidence for that in this case. Thus, the suggestion cannot
be proved.

3.12. haly ‘a type of vessel” <*halv ~ Hitt. halwani- ‘a type of drinking vessel’
(Steinbauer 1999a: 374 with n. 2 and Oettinger 2010: 242 [“vielleicht”, “relativ
wahrscheinlich]). Setting aside the question of the earlier form of the Etruscan
word, it remains unexplained why and how the syllables °ani- disappeared. Stein-
bauer analyses the Hittite word as halwa-ni- ‘“*Hohlung’ from halliwa- ‘hollow,
deep’, but there is no such derivational suffix in Hittite. Moreover, the Hittite word
has a by-form, haliwani-, which excludes this derivation (HW? H: 89-90).

It must be noted that also the earlier form of the Etruscan word, as recon-
structed by Steinbauer, is problematic. Due to the cognacy of Etr. may ‘five’,
Lemn. mayv ‘dto’, and Etr. muvaly ‘fifty’ as well as to the Etruscan yv ~ y-variations
it is clear that one can count with a different earlier phoneme in the final position,'?
but Rix (1984a: 210), (1987-1988: 184-187) (ignored by Steinbauer 1999b: 203,
who assumed a *v > y change) already proposed a phonetically more plausible
solution: Etr. final -y goes back to Proto-Tyrrhenian *y", which, in Etruscan, be-
came -y in final position; in Lemnian, however, it became -v in final position. This
would mean Pre-Etruscan *Aaly”. In this case, an Anatolian connection would only
be possible if salwani- is a Luwian loanword in Hittite, because then one can as-

11. Only for the sake of completeness shall be mentioned that Yakubovich (2020: 281 n. 6)
maintains the outdated reading without refuting the clear textual evidence provided in Waal (2019).

12. Most recently Eichner (2012: 25-26) challenged the existence of Lemn. mav with good
arguments. However, the remaining cases also call for a sound law.
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sume the rare but attested Luwian laryngeal loss in this consonant cluster (Melchert
1994: 258) and trace the word back to Luwian *halh”ani-.'> However, this still
does not explain the loss of °ani-, and cannot be assumed due to the above-quoted
variation (halwani- and haliwani-) in the Hittite word. In other words, this connec-
tion is to be rejected.

3.13. heva “all, every’ <*héwo- ~ Hitt. himant- ‘every, all; whole’ <*hiiw-
ant- <*hya/ow(elo)- (Steinbauer 1999a: 374). The etymology of the Hittite word is
actually unknown (Kloekhorst 2008: 362), and thus, its earlier form is not assured.
But even this *h.a/ow(e/o)- does not lead to heva, and Steinbauer was therefore
required to assume a lengthened grade (*/:éwo-), which is a petitio principii.
Therefore, this etymology is to be rejected.'*

3.14. hupni ‘sterbliche Reste, Leichnam, Asche’ <*hup(a)- ~ Lyc. A yupa-
‘grave’ (Steinbauer 1999a: 375-376). Since the meaning of hupni is rather ‘tomb
vel sim.” (Belfiore 2016: 147-159), only the morphology requires explanation,
which is, however, problematic, admitted by Steinbauer, too. He reconstructed
*hup(a)-ni(V’)- ‘dem Grab zugehérig’, admitting that the existence of an appurte-
nance suffix -ni- is not without problems. Therefore, he assumed that the derivation
could have been different. This means, however, that the connection cannot be
proved on morphological grounds.

3.15. husur ‘children’ ~ Hitt. hassa- ‘descendant’ (Steinbauer 1999a: 376).
According to Steinbauer, the Etruscan word goes back to *Auns®, either from *hns-
or from *hans® (in which also the Hittite word would originate). He explained the
different stem class with the analogical case of Culsu- ~ Gulsa-, but we saw that
this case does not exist. All of the sound changes assumed for Etruscan by Stein-
bauer are ad hoc. Accordingly, it is a false etymology.

13. As for the phonetic details, the different reflexes of the Luwian laryngeals in the Etruscan
word could be explained by the two types of Luwian laryngeals or by the complementary distribution
of & and y (the first one only in initial position, the other one in all other positions, Rix 2000: 145).
Setting aside the much-debated issue of the phonetics of the Luwian laryngeals, Etruscan h, y, and
c/k/q could obviously be reconciled with any of them.

14. Heva could regularly continue Old Etruscan *hiva (Wallace 2008: 34), and considering
Steinbauer’s view that Aiul goes back to *huwVI- (if it is to be identified with Hitt. huwala-, see n. 9),
one could regularly reconstruct *hiva <*huwa and thus an identification with the Hittite word.
However, as we could see above, the identification hiul ~ huwala- is probably false.
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3.16. ika ‘this’ < *ka- ~ Hitt. ka- ‘dto’ (Steinbauer 1999a: 376-377 [with a
secondary unetymological prothetic vowel in Etruscan] and Lebrun 2006: 372).
The assumption of a secondary unetymological prothetic vowel is ad hoc, and thus,
this proposal is to be excluded.

3.17. ita ‘this’ « *ta- ~ Proto-Anat. ta-, cf. Hitt. fa- “‘da, dann’ < ‘hier’”
(Steinbauer 1999a: 377 [with a secondary unetymological prothetic vowel in Etrus-
can]). Setting aside the fact that the Hittite word is a clause conjunctive particle
(Weitenberg 1992; Rieken 1999) probably originating from a demonstrative pro-
noun (Kloekhorst 2008: 801), and thus only its precursor could be compared, the
assumption of a secondary unetymological prothetic vowel is ad hoc. As a result,
the proposal is to be rejected.”

3.18. ifal ‘bad’ ~ Hitt. idalu- / idalay- ‘bad, evil’ (Lebrun 2006: 372). This
comparison cannot be upheld either formally (the apocope is not explained) or
semantically since the meaning of i6al is simply unknown.

3.19. -/ ‘intensifying element in demonstrative pronouns’ ~ Hitt. -i/(a) ‘inten-
sifying particle in personal pronouns’ (Steinbauer 1999a: 377). If Steinbauer’s
analysis is correct (but he himself claims that the meaning of the particle cannot be
defined, Steinbauer 1999a: 93), it is a theoretically possible etymology.

3.20. may ‘vier’ <*mav (cf. Lemnian mav ‘dto’) ~ CLuw. mawa- ‘four’
(Steinbauer 1999a: 378). As pointed out in Simon (2021), this classic assumption
(since Hamp 1958) is neither phonologically nor semantically possible: the Etrus-
can numeral means ‘five’ (cf. already Rix 1969: 848 and de Simone 2011: 175-
176, on the Lemnian word see also above) and Etr. final -y goes back either to *y"
or *y (as per above s.v. haly), and mawa- probably never had such (cf. Kloekhorst
2008: 571-572).'

3.21. man ‘monument’ <‘*Sichtbares 0.4.” (cf. mal(e)na ‘mirror’ <*manV-na-
‘als zum Sehen/Betrachten geeignet’) ~ Luw. mana- ‘look at, see; experience’

15. T admit that I do not understand Steinbauer’s claim “[d]af} in diesem Fall das Etruskische
ein Erbstiick besser bewahrt hat, kann nicht als Argument gewertet werden. Es liegt vielmehr ein
bedeutender Beweis vor!”.

16. The loss of this case implies that the assumption of Beekes (2001: 360) and Oettinger (2010:
243 n. 26) that the preservation of final /v/ in Lemnian refutes the theory of de Simone (1996) (the
Lemnians would be Etruscans who emigrated c. 700) is false.
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(Steinbauer 1999a: 378-379). The assumed semantic changes are petitio principii,
just like the dissimilation in malena.'” In addition, both the derivation and the form
of man remain unexplained, since the Luwian word was phonetically probably
/mna-/ (Melchert 1994: 236-237). Accordingly, this proposal is to be rejected.

3.22. maru ‘a type of official’ «— *mar- ‘to order, command’ ~ Lyc. A mara-
‘law’ <« mar- ‘to order’ (Steinbauer 1999a: 379 and Lebrun 2006: 372; but
Oettinger 2010: 242: “sehr fraglich”). The borrowing of the verbal stem (the deriv-
atives of which are also attested in Hieroglyphic Luwian) is theoretically possible,
but Simon (2019b) has argued that it is cross-linguistically easy to match CVC-roots
among non-related languages, and has thus rejected it (on this problem see §5).

3.23. matu ‘wine’ ~ CLuw. maddu- ‘wine; wine vinegar”’, HLuw. matu-
‘wine’ (Watkins 2001: 51). As discussed in Simon (2017a), although the meaning
of matu is unknown, it cannot mean ‘wine’ on contextual grounds. Accordingly, it
is a false etymology.

3.24. Mean ‘Hebe, (reife) Jugend, Jugendkraft’ <*mi- + -an- ‘abstract suffix’
~ Hitt. mai-/mi- ‘to grow (up)’ or <*mian ~ Hitt. mayant- ‘young, adult man’,
miyatar ‘growth, abundance’ (Steinbauer 1999a: 379). Mean can obviously not be
derived from miyatar and mayant-; the assumption of the abstract suffix cannot be
excluded (cf. Steinbauer 1999a: 111), but it is not generally accepted. Oettinger
(2010: 241) (“vielleicht”, “relativ sicher”) explained it from the genii of thriving,
Miyatan-zipa or Miyanna-. The former obviously does not fit formally; the latter
almost does, except for the problem of the irregular loss of the stem vowel (cf.
above No. 2). The real problem is the identification of Mean (see the discussion in
Steinbauer (1998: 269-270), who argues for Hebe), who is generally supposed to
be identical to Victoria / Nike (e.g. Lambrechts 1992 and E. Simon 2006: 59). Her
name could thus also mean ‘victory’, which would exclude the proposal. Either
way, the meaning of her name is simply unknown and thus, every connection re-
mains speculative.

3.25. mey ‘Herrin’ ~ Hitt. mekk- > mekki-/mekkai- ‘much, many’ (Steinbauer
1999a: 379-380, on the meaning cf. 1998: 279-280). Since the Hittite word etymo-

17. His proposed alternative of occasional //n-variation, based on the alleged pair of hilar
‘limite astratto / soglia / urna” and hin6- ‘finire, delimitare” (on the meanings see the refs. in Belfiore
(2020: 221) with refs.), is ad hoc.
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logically means ‘big’, Steinbauer entertained the semantic change ‘(die) Grofle’ >
‘Herrin’. However, he considered it to be unassured, just like the change k > 1,
which led him to classify the entire etymology as possible only. Although argu-
ments could be quoted both for the semantic and for the phonological change, the
basic problem is the meaning of the Etruscan word, which, based on the title zilaf
meyl raonal ‘zila® of the public m.” (e.g. Tabula Cortonensis 1. 24), means some-
thing in common possession or has something to do with the community, such as
‘territory’ (Wallace 2008: 209) or ‘res’ (i.e., ‘z. rei publicae’, Rix 1984b). ‘Herrin’
obviously does not fit (contra Eichner 2011: 82-83 with n. 38: ‘Pontifex Dominae
publicae [!] / Etruscae’) and thus, the etymology has no basis.

3.26. mi ‘I’ ~ HLuw. amu, Lyd. amu (Steinbauer 1999a: 380 [the reconstruct-
ed accent on the final syllable of the Anatolian forms leads to the loss of the initial
vowel and the i-vocalism can be explained from the enclitic form -mi or with dis-
similation]). The assumptions of aphaeresis and the vocalism are problematic, since
there are no enclitic forms in Etruscan to trigger such a change and the dissimila-
tion is petitio principii. Although the missing initial vowel could be explained by
the simplification of the Proto-Anatolian and Hieroglyphic Luwian initial conso-
nant cluster /?m/ (as reconstructed in Simon 2012, cf. now Melchert 2019a: 267),
the difference of the vocalism remains unexplained. Moreover, first singular per-
sonal pronouns with /m/ are cross-linguistically widespread (cf. e.g. Georgian me
‘ich’), and thus not even a full agreement would prove the loan contact (cf.
Oettinger 2010: 242).

3.27. mul(u)vanice ‘donated’ ~ HLuw. mal(u)wa- ‘ritual offering vel sim.’,
Sidet. malwa- “‘Denkmal’” (Eichner 1985, for further possible Anatolian connec-
tions see Melchert 2004: 40). The stem of the Etruscan verb is in fact mul-, and
mul(u)vanice presents an internal derivation with a secondary verbal stem mu-
lu(v)anV- (Willi 2011: 367-369, 382). The origin of the Anatolian words is unclear,
except that the Sidetic word is read today as malja, without any agreement regard-
ing its meaning (see the overview of Rizza 2019: 543-544 with refs.). Not even the
assumption of a suffix -wa- in the Hieroglyphic Luwian word helps, since the vo-
calism of the stem *mal- remains different. This disjunction cannot be solved with-
out ad hoc assumptions (the connection was criticized by de Simone (1997a: 41),
(2011: 174 n. 20), (2012: 364) on semantic grounds). Accordingly, it is a false
etymology.
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3.28. nac ‘als, weil’ ~ Lyd. nak ‘als, weil’, Lyc. rike ‘nachdem, weil’ <*naka/é
(Steinbauer 1999a: 380-381 [“einwandfrei’]). Setting aside the fact that the mean-
ing of nac is actually not known, since it is attested in sentences the meaning of
which is equally unknown (Wallace 2008: 117-118, but cf. Belfiore 2020: 217
[‘quando/cosi’]), and that the Lycian word represents a variant of ¢ke ‘when’ (cf.
e.g. Melchert 2004: 20), the biggest problem appears on the Anatolian side. The
Lydian word is traditionally translated as ‘too’ quoted by Steinbauer himself and
‘so’ perhaps only in one case, which was translated by Steinbauer with ‘als, weil’.
In fact, on Lydian side, setting aside the numerous obscure cases, we are dealing
with at least a clause-initial connector nak and a different particle meaning ‘ei-
ther/or’ or ‘both/and’, see Yakubovich (forthcoming) with refs. This etymology is
thus not acceptable, see the same way Oettinger (2010: 242 n. 24).

3.29. nacn(u)va ‘alt, groB3, ehrwiirdig’ <*“nakin-Owa”, *“nayan-()wa” ~ Hitt.
nakki- ‘important, valuable; difficult, inaccesible; powerful’ or nahhan ‘fear, re-
spect’ (Steinbauer 1999a: 381 [“mit Bedenken]). However, setting aside the prob-
lematic semantics, the part °nva / °va remains unexplained in both cases. As V.
Belfiore reminded me, nacn(u)va seems to be an internal derivative of nacna of the
same meaning: the formal differences between nacna and the putative Hittite cog-
nates remain, however, unexplained also in this case. Therefore, this etymology
should be excluded.

3.30. pera ‘house” ~ Lyd. pira- ‘house’ (Steinbauer 1999a: 382). The Etrus-
can word is attested in the Cippus Perusinus in the phrase aras peras(c), which is
almost identical to the Lydian phrase aaras pira-(=k) ‘yard and house’. As Stein-
bauer admitted, the assignment of the meaning of the Etruscan words relies exclu-
sively upon this formal parallelism; thus, it cannot be used as evidence (Oettinger
(2010: 243) counts two possibilities: either coincidence or the borrowing of the
Lydian formula). As rightly pointed out by Belfiore (2014: 33), aras might be a
derivative of the verb ar- ‘to do, to make’ (see above No. 3). Moreover, Maggiani
(2000: 103-104), (2002: 67-68) argued on contextual grounds that the Etruscan
word for ‘house’ is Ouy (which has generally been accepted'®). Accordingly, these
are false etymologies.

3.31. sa ‘same’ <*san ~ Hitt. Sani- ‘dto’ (Steinbauer 1999a: 381 [with second-
ary i-stem in Hittite and with the regular loss of the final nasal in Etruscan, cf.

18. See e.g. Rix (2002: 79), Adiego (2005: 11-12), Wallace (2008) passim, and Belfiore (2020: 222).
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(1999a: 61)]). The meaning of the Etruscan word is not fully assured; it can be a
demonstrative or a 3™ person pronoun, too (see the refs. in Belfiore (2020: 213)
with refs. and Steinbauer 1999a: 95). Since the historical morphology of the Hittite
word is not clear (Kloekhorst 2008: 722-723 with refs.), the assumptions of the
secondary i-stem and that of the final nasal cannot be proved. These problems are,
however, actually irrelevant, since the Carian demonstrative pronoun sa- provides a
perfect parallel (Duhoux 2007: 78) and thus, a theoretically possible source.

3.32. spanti ‘plate’ ~ Hitt. iSpantuzzi- ‘libation-vessel, libation, libate’, both <
*spanduti- (Steinbauer 1999a: 383 [with the loss of the unaccented /u/ in Etruscan:
the preserved /i/ in Etruscan shows the place of the accent], Lebrun 2006: 372, and
Oettinger 2010: 241 [“vielleicht”], 242 [“relativ wahrscheinlich™]). Setting aside
the fact that the place of the accent cannot be precisely determined and is ultimate-
ly irrelevant, there is a serious semantic difference: Hitt. iSpantuzzi- refers to a
vessel (perhaps to the so-called Schnabelkanne, Miiller-Karpe 2002: 257) and not
to a plate, and while the objects behind cognate vessel names are frequently differ-
ent, a plate is irreconcilable with libation. Moreover, spanti is an internal derivation
from span ‘plain, flatland’ (Bellelli — Benelli 2009: 142 with refs. and Wallace
2016: 219). Accordingly, it is a false etymology.

3.33. sralenc/y ‘oben, ober-> ~ Hitt. Sara ‘up(wards); on top of” <*srd (Stein-
bauer 1999a: 383). As admitted by Steinbauer himself, the segment °nc/y remains
unclear. His proposal (sran- <*sramn- ~ Hitt. *Saramn- ‘on top/above’) leaves the
last consonant unexplained and assumes an ad hoc sound change *mn > n (he at-
tributes the e-vocalism to another form [sre- <*sri- ~ CLuw. Sarri, Lyc. hri] with-
out explaining the way of influence). The main problem is, however, that the mean-
ing given by Steinbauer cannot be supported: the form in Liber Linteus (I1.10)
shows neither an adverb nor an adjective, but a noun in loc. pl. (grenyve). The
meaning of the noun is unknown, but it denotes something with which someone
can anoint vel sim. (Wallace 2008: 76).

3.34. $ubi ‘tomb’ ~ Car. sdi(a) ‘grave” (Duhoux 2007: 53-78, on the precise
form of the Carian word see Simon 2019¢ with refs.). Duhoux exhaustively inves-
tigated this parallelism from a philological point of view and excluded it on phono-
logical grounds (Duhoux 2007: 72-78). Note that the Etruscan word may be an
internal derivation from su@ (cf. Simon 2019c with refs.).
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3.35. tamera ‘tomb chamber’ ~ “Anatolian” fam- ‘to build’ (Steinbauer 1999a:
384, Lebrun 2006: 372, and Oettinger 2010: 241 [“vielleicht”, “4uBerst unsicher]).
Steinbauer himself admitted that there is no evidence for a suffix -era- and thus this
proposal is to be rejected (cf. already Simon 2017b).

3.36. Taryna ‘a personal name’, Tarchon ‘a founding hero’ ~ Tarhun(na)-,
Tarhunt-, Tarhunza- ‘Storm-god in Anatolia’ (Steinbauer 1999a: 474, Lebrun
2006: 371, 374 [“[l]e maillon le plus solide par rapport au monde anatolien”], and
Oettinger 2010: 241, 242 [“relativ sicher”]). This is one of the oldest connections
proposed between Etruscan and the Anatolian languages, and it has been frequently
commented upon, usually positively.!”” Critical comments have been rare (e.g.,
Cristofani 1985: 285), and there has only been a single linguistic investigation, that
by de Simone (1982) (cf. also now 1997a: 41, 2011: 183 n. 98, 2012: 373, 381 n.
149, 2013: 18 Anm. 42), which was ignored by all later scholars except Lebrun
(2006: 371 n. 9) (and even in his study it only appears as a bibliographic filling
material).

De Simone demonstrated that all Etruscan forms go back to *Taryu and
*Tarye, a personal name (on the forms see also de Simone 2005: 227-230).° He
argued that since the Anatolian forms are not personal names and formally incom-
patible with Etruscan names, this comparison should be rejected. In fact, the Ana-
tolian divine name was widely used as a part of personal names, and it is also at-
tested in itself as a personal name (Dingol — Dingol 2008: 23, No. 29). However, de
Simone was completely right in pointing out that the attested forms of the Anatoli-
an name (reflecting Tarhwant-/Tarhunt-, Kloekhorst 2006: 98) are formally not
compatible with the Etruscan forms, and thus, this etymology should be aban-
doned. Although Steinbauer (1999a: 474) and Oettinger (2010: 241) reconstructed
*Taryvena- for Taryna (derived by Oettinger from the epichoric form Targyenos
<*Tarhuwan(na)- attested in Lydia, cf. Hogemann — Oettinger 2008: 20 with ref.),
it was pointed out already by de Simone that this form does not lead to the attested
Taryna, only to *Taryuna / *Taryena. These are, however, regular internal deriva-
tives from *Taryu and *Tarye, which are also attested in other derivatives.?!

19. More recently see e.g. Palmucci (2001); Aigner-Foresti (2002b) (but cf. Aigner-Foresti
2002b); Beekes (2003: 30-31); Bachvarova (2012: 150), (2016: 362); cf. also Pallottino (1988: 473)
and Briquel (1994: 329).

20. According to Oettinger (2010: 241), the Etruscan word is a divine name, too, but this is a
misunderstanding of the abbreviation “GN” (not Géttername but Gentilname).

21. Both scholars refer to the Gentilname Tarquinii as evidence, which is based on the name
Tarquinius. Tarquinius must be, however, either a Latin derivation from *7aryu or at best a
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3.37. tle- ‘bezahlen’ ~ Lyc. A tll(e)i- ‘to pay’ (Steinbauer 1999a: 384). The as-
signment of the meaning of the Etruscan hapax is based exclusively on this alleged
etymology, and despite Steinbauer’s claim it does not lead to a better understand-
ing of the inscription (Ta 1.107, 1. 4., the deeds of the deceased: tleye hanipaluscle
‘he has ...ed in/for the (army) of Hannibal’, cf. Wallace 2008: 145). Accordingly,
this is a false etymology.

3.38. tmia ‘temple’ <*tami ~ “Anatolian” fam- ‘to build’ (Steinbauer 1999a:
384 and Oettinger 2010: 241 [“vielleicht”, “duBerst unsicher”]). The loss of the
vowel in the first syllable is petitio principii, and thus, it is a false etymology (cf.
already Simon 2017c).

3.39. Turan ‘goddess of love’ ~ Greek tyrannos from Luw. tarwani- ‘a title’
(Lebrun 2006: 371). Lebrun left unclear which one is the exact source, but the pho-
netic differences between the Luwian and Etruscan words are not explained and we
do now know that the Luwian word is not a title but an adjective meaning ‘just
(one), righteous’ and might read as tarrawann(i)- (Melchert 2019b). Note also the
semantic gap, which was “solved” earlier only by the ad hoc assumption that Turan
was called ‘mistress’. Thus, this connection has already rightly been rejected by
Van Windekens (1956: 123) and de Simone (1997a: 40) (both with refs., add also
Pallottino 1988: 473). Accordingly, it is a false etymology.

3.40. *twatwawar ‘paralysis; plant causing paralysis’ — Lat. *twatwawar >
papaver ~ Hitt. tuttuwani- ‘opium poppy’ <*tutwar/n- ‘paralysis’ (Schrijver 2019:
320-321). The derivation of papaver from *twatwawar (which is unattested in
Etruscan and was reconstructed only for the sake of this etymology) assumes a
problematic but possible sound change (*tw- > p-, cf. e.g. Weiss 2020: 174) and
two irregular changes (-tw- > -p- instead of -tu- [cf. e.g. Weiss (2020: 174)] and -
aw- > -aw- instead of e.g. -u- [cf. Schrijver (2019: 321) himself]). In addition, there
is no explanation of the i-stem of the Hittite plant name (it could be the oblique
form suffxed with the -iya- appurtenance suffix). Note too, that *twatwawar con-
tains an additional syllable -wa- that cannot be explained from the Hittite forms.
Due to these problems this etymology cannot be accepted.

Latinisation of *Taryvena (cf. Taryvete / Tarquitus), since there is no other regular way to derive it
from *Taryu.

242



THE ALLEGED ANATOLIAN LOANWORDS IN ETRUSCAN: A RECONSIDERATION

3.41. Oevru ‘bull’ from an unattested Anatolian word (Steinbauer 1999a: 385).
He argued that the similarity with the Indo-European taurus-words could only be
explained by the assumption that this word was preserved only in Etruscan among
the Anatolian languages, which is obviously not the case, since the Etruscan word
as a typical Wanderwort could have been borrowed from many other Indo-
European and Semitic languages, too (for a critical overview of the possibilities see
already Gliick 1970: 50-54, esp. 54). Considering the well-known trade connec-
tions of the Etruscans with Central Europe (see e.g. Baitinger 2017) and the exist-
ence of Proto-Germanic *peura- ‘bull” (Kroonen 2013: 540), one may even enter-
tain the possibility of a Proto-Germanic loanword in Etruscan (due to the stem final
vowel the Etruscan word would reflect a Pre-Proto-Germanic *peuro-, which
would chronologically be even more fitting).

3.42. =(u)m ‘and, but’ ~ Hitt. =(m)a ‘dto’, Lyd. =m (Steinbauer 1999a: 377-
378). De Simone (2012: 374) asked what sense it made to compare these forms,
without giving any details. Simon (2020b) rejected this comparison since it is
cross-linguistically easy to find similar sound short particles (on this problem see
§5), and thus, it has no relevance until Anatolian loanwords in Etruscan are not
demonstrated independently.

3.43. vac(i)! ‘then, after (temporal conjunction)’ ~ Lyd. fak ‘clause initial par-
ticle’ (Steinbauer 1999a: 385). Steinbauer suggested that the Etruscan word per-
haps carries the suffix -/.> However, this does not explain the °i° and whatever the
precise meaning of the Lydian particle is (see most recently Sadykova — Yakubo-
vich 2018), there is no reason to assume any sound substitution for the initial con-
sonant. Accordingly, it is a false etymology.

3.44. zal ‘two’ <*za (cf. zaOrum ‘twenty’, zavena ‘vessel with two handles’
[more precisely, ‘kantharos and any drinking vessel with vertical handles’, Bellelli
— Benelli (2009: 144) with ref.]) ~ Proto-Anat. *dwd- (Steinbauer 1999a: 386).
Despite the logical pre-Etruscan form there is no evidence for the assumed sound
change d > <z>/ w, admitted by Steinbauer, too. Accordingly, it is a false etymology.

22. Steinbauer quoted the parallelism of nac ~ nak as a supporting argument, as it would imply
Etruscan *vak, although this is not a necessary implication and the parallelism, as we saw above, is
not valid. His counter-argument, the Lyd. variant fa-, was also invalid, since this is a preverb
(Sadykova — Yakubovich 2018 with ref.).
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4. Interim results

The critical overview of the proposed loanwords can be summarised as follows:

1) The proposal of a borrowing from an Anatolian language is philologically
and/or phonologically and/or morphologically and/or semantically mistaken:

an; ara; aril; atr; cel; Culsu / Cul$ans; cver(a); haly; heva; hupni; husur; ika;
ita; i0al; may; man; matu; Mean; mey; mi; mul-; nac; nacn(u)va; pera; spanti,
sra/enc/y; $ubi; tamera; Taryna; tle-; tmia; Turan; *twatwawar; Oevru; vac(i)l; zal.

2) Theoretically possible loans:

=(i)a’; ar-’; *av-’; =c; *ce-’; -I’; *maru’; =(u)m; sa.

5. Explanatory possibilities and consequences

One can conclude that the number of possible loans is extremely low: three
verbal stems (but all with problematic semantics), four particles (two with prob-
lematic semantics), and two demonstrative pronouns or similar (but one is prob-
lematic), which also means that there are altogether only three impeccable parallels
(and thus, Etruscan is hardly “a heavily ‘Anatolianized language, pace Watkins).
The question is if they really represent borrowings, or more precisely, if we are
forced to assume that they are borrowings. For that to be the case we have to ex-
clude the possibility of coincidence. However, we are mostly dealing with particles
and pronouns here and although the remaining items are verbal stems, they are all
problematic. This leads to two problems. First, as F. Giusfredi reminded me: bor-
rowing of grammatical elements such as particles and pronouns presupposes inten-
sive and long language contacts (or pidgin languages), in this case between Etrus-
can and any Anatolian language, for which there is currently absolutely no evi-
dence (cf. also above, n. 5). Second, particles and demonstrative pronouns are not
especially conducive to identifying loan contacts, as they consist of one-two pho-
nemes. Moreover, in such cases and especially in cases of words with CVC struc-
ture the chances of coincidence are quite high, as is well known (Ringe 1992,
1999). The same applies to the verbal stems. It suffices to refer to such examples as
Hungarian -be ‘in (directive ending)’, be ‘(directive preverb / adverb)’ ~ Modern
Persian be- ‘in(to)’ in the first case and English bad ~ Modern Persian bad ‘dto’ in
the second (see Hock 1991: 557-558 on this problem generally). The creative lists
of “cognates” intended to illustrate that superficial formal similarities do not prove
anything provide many coincidences between languages that were never in contact:
their number is in fact richer than the alleged Etruscan — Anatolian loan contacts
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(more than one dozen Hausa — German [Parsons apud Tucker (1957: 550)] and more
than five dozen Sumerian — German [Sommerfeld (2006: 33-39)] “correspondences”).

In other words, the alleged evidence for loan contacts between Etruscan and
the Anatolian languages consists of cases in which we cannot exclude the possibil-
ity that their similarity is mere coincidence. Accordingly, one has to conclude that
Anatolian loanwords can currently not be demonstrated in Etruscan.

Finally, this claim has serious historical consequences, since the theory of the
Anatolian origin of the Etruscan language has lost the only compelling argument in
its favour,? thus solving the only serious problem of the autochthony theory.
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