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AN INDO-EUROPEAN WORD FOR ‘DREAM’

CALVERT WATKINS

For Einar Haugen the study of language has always and quite naturally included the
study of texts; there is for him no cleavage between linguistics and philology. Nor
could there be in a scholar who has so eloquently taught of the relations of language
and society — that society which produces texts — and of language as a social fact.
In such a spirit I offer to him in friendship and homage this small token of Indo-
European ‘comparative philology’.

In an exemplary article of 1950, part of the series prefiguring his Greek etymological
dictionary, Hjalmar Frisk established both the original sense and the etymology of
Greek hupar. In its first attestation in Greek, twice in the Odyssey, hiupar is the ‘true
dream’ as opposed to dnar the ‘false dream’:

ouk dnar, all’ hipar esthldn, ho toi tetelesménon estai
[It is not a false, but a real and true dream, which will be fulfilled for you} (Od.
19.547)

epei ouk ephdmeén onar émmenai, all’ hipar édé
[Since I said it was no false dream, but a true and present one] (Od. 20.90)

We have the lexical representation of the doubtless ancient traditional doctrine of the
Gates of Horn, through which pass dreams which will come true (étuma krainousi),
and the Gates of Ivory, through which come false dreams which will never be fulfilled
(épe’ akrdanta phérontes), which appears a few lines later in book 19 (5621t.).

It is clear that in Germanic, an original word for ‘false dream’ came to mean
‘dream’ in general; Engl. dream, Old Norse draumr, Germ. Traum (Gmc. *draugma-)
are related to the family of Germ. Trug, triigen and Avestan drux$ ‘the lie’, IE
*dhreugh-. Just so GKk. dnar, éneiros* and their lone certain cognate, Armenian anurj2,
came to mean simply ‘dream’, and the contrasting Aupar acquired in post-Homeric
times the more ‘rational’ meaning of ‘reality, waking state’.

t QOther forms (beside the neuter dneiron) are the dialectal dnar and dnairon - dneiron. Krétes (Hsch.),

as well as the personified Onoire in Sappho 63 LP.

2 Albanian Tosk éndérré, Geg dndérr is sometimes included here as well (Pokorny, as against Walde-
Pokorny). According to Hamp 1960 we might have “*dndrr- < *dnr- <*Vnar- (which is not in all
respects certain)”. If this etymology were correct, it might localise dnar etc. as a ‘Balkan’ word.


Dennis Campbell
Text Box
Studies for Einar Haugen Presented by Friends and Colleagues, E. Firchow, K Grimstad, N. Hasselmo and W. O'Neil eds.  Paris:  Mouton, 1972.


:luded the
ogy. Nor
“language
ocial fact.
i of Indo-

mological
nology of
3 the ‘true

you] (Od.

10)

ine of the
rainousi),
e fulfilled
).

to mean
Iraugma-)
e lie’, IE
an anurj?,
-Homeric

tes (Hsch.),

nst Walde-
- not in all
word.

AN INDO-EUROPEAN WORD FOR “DREAM” 555

This interpretation of the Greek word /ipar by Frisk can be, T think, even more
firmly anchored in the textual attestation itself. For the epithet of hdpar at Od. 19.547
is esthlon, and esthids in several significant passages in Homer means not just ‘good’,
but also ‘true’. There is a clear semantic nexus between the two notions in the English
expression twelve good men and true. In Homer esthlds appears several times in the
context of prophesying. In Odyssey 24.311 birds on the traveler’s right are of good
omen: esthloi esan drnithes ionti, dexioi. The ‘good’ or favorable omen, prophesy or
dream is not only that which promises good, but that which is fulfilled, and proves
‘true’. Agamemnon’s bitter attack on the seer Calchas (Il. 1.107) is particularly
remarkable:

esthlon d’oute i po eipas épos out’ etélessas
[Never have you said a good word, or brought it about].

The triple collocation esthion ... (w)épos ... etélessas is exactly comparable to that of
Od. 19.547 already cited: hupar esthion ... tetelesménon. The true (‘good’) dream will
be accomplished, just as the true (‘good’) word will be accomplished.

Etymologically esthiés is an adjective in -/o- to a stem esth- which has been related
since Brugmann to Vedic édhate (*es-dh-) ‘prospers, thrives (of mortals under divine
favor)’ and the group of Greek eus (*es-u-), Hittite assu- ‘good’.> While the Greek
dialect forms in -si- (Aeol. éslos, Dor. esids, Arc. heslos) show simplification of the
cluster -sthil-, the Hesychean gloss ellds* agathés may reflect a genuine *es-/o-.4

More important is the ultimate derivation of *es-dh- from *es- ‘to be, exist in
reality’. From this root we have not only other adjective forms in the meaning ‘good’
(*es-u-, *su- etc., perhaps *es-lo-), but participial forms where the notion ‘true’ pre-
dominates, via that of ‘existing, real’. This is notably the case of the group of Old
Norse sannr, Skt. satyd-, Lat. séns, and Hitt. afant-, which I have discussed elsewhere
(1967).

Homeric hupar esthion at Od. 19.547, from which all the subsequent uses of hupar
in Greek literature derive (Leumann 1950:126), is thus a noun phrase meaning ‘real,
true dream’.

It is the establishment of meaning which permits etymology, and not vice-versa.
With the meaning ‘(true) dream’ for Greek hupar Hjalmar Frisk could then point to
the Indo-European root for ‘sleep’ *swep-/*sup- with its frequent associated meaning
‘dream’: Gk. hup-nos ‘sleep’ (en hupnéi ‘in a dream’), Lat. somnus ‘sleep’ (*swep-rno-),
somnium ‘dream’, Sanskrit svdpnah ‘sleep; dream’, Old Norse svefn ‘sleep; dream’,

3 Mayrhofer 1956- s.v. édhate cites (after I. Scheftelowitz) Younger Avestan azdiia- ‘well-fed, fat’
(add anazdiia- ‘ill-fed, thin’, both of cattle), and Armenian azdoy ‘efficace, attivo, forte’ (Ciakciak).
The Iranian forms are phonologically plausible, but semantically not compelling since the meaning
of the terms is not certain, and cattle are not people. The Armenian comparison is phonologically,
morphologically, and semantically very uncertain, and best left out.

¢ Specht 1944:256 and Belardi 1950 (neither with correct conclusions). An *es-lo- might be com-
pared with the Tocharian A gerundive nasd! < *(n)es-lo- and/or the Hittite 1 sg. ipv. eslit, eslut; cf.
Watkins 1969:200 and Kammenhuber 1969:323.
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OEng. swefn ‘sleep; dream’, and other forms. The reconstructed form for Aupar is an
old zero-grade r-stem nominative (-accusative) *sup-r.

Frisk was also able to point at the end of his article to the Hittite verb Suppar-iya-,
for which the meaning ‘sleep’ had been plausibly suggested; first tentatively by
Ehelolf, 1933 and then more firmly by Sturtevant, 1936 (on the basis of the Indo-
European etymology. Cf. also Friedrich, 1947). The Hittite verb in form must be a
denominative, and Frisk rightly saw that the underlying Hittite noun *{uppar was
‘ablautlich sogar identisch’ with Gk. hupar (*sup-r). Since the publication of Frisk’s
article came the appearance of Friedrich’s authoritative dictionary (1954), which
codified the meaning ‘sleep’ for the Hittite verb®; now in Frisk 1954-1970 the Hittite
comparison rightfully occupies the first place in the list of cognates of Gk. hupar. At
the same time Frisk represents the semantic point of contact by an asterisked form:
hupar is glossed ‘*Schlaf; Traum’.

Here again we can demonstrate the equation Gk. Adpar: Hitt. Suppar-iya- even
more tightly. Not only are they identical in form, but also in meaning. The postulated
semantic bridge *Schlaf can be dispensed with, for the contexts in which the Hittite
verb appears show that it must mean not just ‘sleep’, but specifically ‘dream’.

The most unequivocal example is that cited by Ehelolf 1933, where he first hesi-
tantly suggested the meaning ‘sleep’. The passage is from an unpublished text, Bo 706
Rs. 24fT.: [now KUB XXXVT 89 Rs. 56'-57']

ZI-ni-wa-ra-za-an-kdn tar-ni YRVne-ri-iq-ga-an URU-an
Ye-fi-mi-wa-kdn a-a¥-fi-ya-an-ti

gi-nu-wa Ya-ni-iz-zi-us ti-e$-hu-us Su-up-pa-ri-ya-an-za e-es-ta

a-ra-a-i "RVne-ri-ig-qa-a¥ *U-a¥ %te-$i-mi-e¥?-wa-ta
GESTIN-a§ mu-ri-e§

mi-li-it ma-a-an kdn-kdn®"-za

[Let it into your mind, the city Neriq. In TeSimi’s beloved

lap you have dreamt sweet dreams.

Arise, Storm God of Neriq! Te§imi’s grapes

hang for you like honey.]

The participle Suppariyanza (in stative construction with the copula) has the plural
teshus ‘dreams’ as inner object. The sense of the verb must be ‘to dream’, rather than
‘to sleep’ tout court, which is Hittite Ses- or the athematic middle Sup-.

The verb has been restored by Laroche 1965 in KUB VIII 48 Vs. 1: an important
fragment of the Hittite version (translation) of the Akkadian Gilgamesh epic.® It
supplies the lost beginning of tablet VIT of the Assyrian version, recounting the Dream
of Enkidu.” The conclusion of the Assyrian tablet VI, leading into the episode of the
Hittite version, is as follows (tr. Speiser):®

§ Cf. Kammenhuber 1969:292, who equates Suppariya- in meaning with Sup- ‘sleep’.

8 Cf. Friedrich 1966:29 and Neu 1968:157, who has assured the restoration by reading the sign
-up- on a photograph.

7 Cf. E. A. Speiser 1955:85.

8 The Assyrian text may be found in Thompson 1930:42, 45.
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(190);Down lie the heroes on theirgbedsfof night.
Also Enkidu lies down, a dream beholding.
Up rose Enkidu to relate his dream,
Saying to his friend:
“My friend, why are the great gods in councii?”

This or similar wording? is picked up by the Hittite passage. It has been edited by
Friedrich 1929 and more recently by Laroche 1968.

Vs. 1 [ Su-lup-pa-ri-ya-u-wa-as-ta-ti nu lu-uk-ke-es-ta
[nu “EIN[KIL.TU -u5 A-NA *GIS.GIM.MAS E .IR-pa me-mi-is-ki-[iz-zi'®
[SEIS-ni-mi ki-e-da-ni-wa-za-kdn GE.-an-ti ku-in U[-an? u-ub-hu-un
nu-wa 4A-NU-us “EN.LIL-as ¢E.A-a5 *UTU A NE-yq a-[ra-an-ta-at

[“... we were asleep/in a dream.” And it beca:ne light.

And Enkidu answered to Gilgamesh:

“My b(rother),** what dream did I see this :.ight?

Anu, Enlil, Ea, and the Sun God of Heave: w(ere standing) ...]

While the verb Suppariya- could equally refer - > the state of sleeping or the state of
dreaming, it is clear that the episode itself, an:: the general context, refers to a dream.
It is also a ‘true dream’, accurately and pati.etically foretelling to Enkidu his death.
The Hittite preterite suppariyawastati must aave a stative sense ‘we were asleep/in a
dream’; it corresponds to the Akkadian s itives 3 pl. utulu, 3 sg. utul (lines 190, 191
above) from utilu ‘lie down’ (Chicago Ak:c. Dict.), ‘liegen, schlafen’ (4kk. Handwb.).
The latter significantly describes the verb : 1 our Gilgamesh passage as a ‘Traumdeuter’.

The only other occurrence of Suppar: 2- known to me is too fragmentary to permit
of an interpretation. KUB XX 86 V * 1. (ritual, cited by Ehelolf 1933): a-pi-e-da-ni
is-p{a-an-ti (10) na-as-ma-as Su-up-pa-- i-y{a- (11) “SHAL hu-u-ma-an pi-[ (12) a-pi-da-
ni UD-ti %e-[ (13) GIM-an-ma ne-k ~u[z me-pur ‘that ni[ght ... (10) or he sleep[s/
dream(s... (11) the seer all... (12) th: : day... (13) but when [it becomes] night [time...’
But the earlier two passages are :nough to establish a meaning ‘dream’ for the
Hittite verb Suppariya-.

Since the verb is a denominat: /e in form (of the older type in -iya- with middle
endings, cf. Watkins 1969:72,7.), the underlying noun *Suppar'? must itself have

® The Hittite version derives from an archetype older than the Assyrian version of the time of
Assurbanipal, which gives our mos: complete text. On the textual tradition see the discussion by
Kammenhuber 1967.

1 Or memisk(it ‘answered’. T! :re does not appear to be room for Friedrich and Laroche’s
memisk(iuwan dai$ ‘began to answ-er’ either here or at line 11, despite KUB XVII 31 5.

11 For the Hittite vocative [SE 3-ni-mi (*nani-mi?) restored by Laroche compare his 1969 paper,
where he gives also atti-me ‘my i .ther!” KBo XII 70 Vs. 10. The ending -i reflects the old Indo-Euro-
pean thematic ending *-e; for 1 : phonetics cf. Hittite 2 sg. ipv. -ski - IE *-ske. This ending must be
older in Hittite than the -a of ;- -ha-(a-)mi ‘my lord!’ which shows simple truncation of nominative -s
(ishas-mis), like the later Gree: type tamia or Modern Greek Petro, Niko. To Laroche’s literature on
the Hittite vocative add Watk .as 1966, where a more satisfactory interpretation of the u-stem vocative
type LUGAL-u-e (*-u-¢i) is proposed. The Hittite possessive vocative -me, -mi may be identical to the
Latin vocative mi.

12 Cf. Schindler 1966:74, .igainst Kammenhuber 1969:292.
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meant ‘d. am’. It was supplanted in use by the new and doubtless borrowed teshas,
zashais ‘c. -am, vision in a dream’. The noun *$uppar is thus identical in form and
meaning w. h Adpar in its earliest usage in Greek. Each of these words is formally
unpredictab: * in its own tradition; together they require the positing of an Indo-
European nc ter noun *sup-r, a derivative of the root *swep- ‘to sleep’, but with the
meaning ‘drc n’ — perhaps at the outset a secondary semantic function — alone
attested in its - *scendants.

The nominat: z-accusative *swépor, gen. *supnés (and loc. *swopén) with a meaning
‘sleep” assumed : Pokorny and followed by Mayrhofer 1961 and Schindler 1966, is a
purely theoretica. onstruct. If there ever was an Indo-European heteroclitic r/n-stem
neuter for ‘sleep’, must have been replaced in its primary semantic function very
early — still in IncH-European times — by *swépnos/*swdpnos/*supnos. All three
preforms must be rec.:gnized. However one chooses to account for them,!3 it is clear
that the Indo-Europeu word for ‘sleep’ was a thematic animate (masculine) stem in
*.no-. For the neuter *supr our evidence is that the meaning ‘dream’ alone was
preserved in Indo-Euro; »an, to be inherited into Greek and Hittite. A parallel to the
semantic history is furnis:.2d by Old Ch. Slav. sind ‘sleep; dream’, but Czech sen only
‘dream’, with renewal of ti 2 primary function ‘sleep’ as spani (from siipanije).

In part of the Indo-Eurcnean speaking area this old word *supr for ‘dream’ was
replaced by a new, quasi-ad; ctival derivative *swépniyom, literally ‘that of the sleep’
(*swépnos). So we have Lat. omnium, Skt.(AV) svdpnyam, dusvdpnyam, Zem. Lith.
sapnys, and Old Ch. Slav. stni; - (with the vocalism of sinit). See Schindler 1966, who
suggests that *swépniyom may be a tabu replacement. He also rightly takes Gk.
entipnion (in apposition to theio. Sneiros Od. 14.495, 1l. 2.56) as a hypostasis from en
hipnoi. Elsewhere we have in. vations like Germanic *draugma- and the quite
obscure Celtic forms like Old  sh aislinge and Middle Welsh breidwyt, Welsh
breuddwyd.

Despite Schindler 1966 the prefc:m of Gk. dnar, dneiros and Armenian anurj is
probably another such geographicai:v limited formation, even if an old one. The
dialectal distribution of the word is -hat of the numerous other Greco-Armenian
isoglosses; in view of the close relation »f these two languages a lexical item found in
them alone cannot without further ado be pushed back into Common Indo-European.tt

13 Cf. Schindler 1966 for a full discussion (wit!. some questionable conclusions), as well as Hamp
1970. In my view it is noteworthy, and scarcely ::cidental, that the same unexplained variation in
root ablaut appears before the suffix *-no- also in : -e words for ‘wagon’ and for ‘price (ransom, sale
value of a person)’. Cf. *wegh-nos (OIr. fén) but * >gh-nos (ON vagn); *wes-no- (Latin acc. uénum,
gender unknown), *wds-nos (Gk. énos), *wos-na (Gi. 6né, Aeol. dnna), *wefos-ndm (Ved. vasndmy),
*wés-no- (Arm. gin), and *us-no- (underlying denc inative OHitt. usneskatta). These probably
represent extensions in *-no- to old apophonic root ;- uns, rather than reflexes of old r/n-stems. In
the same sense Mayrhofer 1956- s,v. vasnam. The . ‘ot appears in Hittite wasi ‘buys, acquires’,
perhaps in lat. uilis ‘cheap’ (*wes-li-, Szemerényi 195+ and in Pers. bdzdr ‘market’ < Iran. *vaha-
¢arana- (Benveniste 1969:1.126). For the latter the Ved:c collocation vasndm acarat (RV 4.24.10) —
the only Rig Vedic attestation of vasndm — should be 1. ted.

11 Cf, footnote 2 above. Note especially, for the form, :-e parallelism of Gk. émar, heméra (*amy,
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If there was an Indo-European word for ‘dream’ the likeliest candidate is *supy.

It should be clear from the semantic contexts of Gk. fupar and Hitt. suppariya-
that there can be no question of deriving (irregularly!) Latin sopor from *supr, as
suggested first by Sturtevant 1936 and still maintained by Frisk 1954-, Latin sopor
is in the first place masculine, as against the neuter hudpar; and it means from the
earliest times either ‘sleep’ as a state, or particularly ‘sleepiness’ as an active, operative
force. In Plautus we find the following instances of ‘sleep’ as state: Amph. 303-306
homines quattuor in soporem conlocastis ... quattuor uiros sopori se dedisse autumat;
Rud. 916 lucrum praeposiui sopori'® et quieti. For ‘sleep’ as an active force, of animate
gender and syntactically the agent-subject of a transitive verb, we have Cas. 169 sopor
manus caluitur; Most. 704 neminem sollicitat sopor. Contrast somnus, in Plautus the
subject only of est. The same sense of sopor as an active force, ‘virtus dormitiva’,
predominates in Virgil: Aen. 2.253 sopor complectitur artus; 3.511 s. inrigat artus,
Georg. 4.190 s. occupat artus.

It is this active force of the base noun sopor which accounts for the ‘causative’-
transitive force of its old long-vowel denominative derivative sopire ‘put to sleep’
(cf. Watkins 1962:20); sopire has nothing to do with the Vedic causative svdpdyati,
or the Germanic causative group of ONorse svefla ‘put to sleep, still’ (Gme. *swabjan),
or the Germanic long vowel causative ONorse sefa ‘kill, sacrifice’ (Gme. *swobjan).
On the latter verb see the discussion of de Vries 1956:1.416-417, who points out that
it and séa are ‘nicht zufillig als die rituellen Bezeichnungen fiir die Opferhandlung
gewdhlt’. We have an original tabu-verb ‘to still, quiet (the sacrificial animal)’ which
only later acquires the generalized meaning ‘kill’. The formation must be einzel-
sprachlich (cf. Lat. mactdre > Span. matar); Rigvedic svdpdyati has a wholly secular
meaning of ‘putting to sleep’ in warriors’ slang, as persuasively argued by Hoffmann
1965. This development via fighters’ slang can be directly compared with that of
homines in soporem conlocare (Plaut. Amph. 303 above), said by a slave to his two
fists. In RV 9.17.54 dsvdpayan nigutah snehdyac ca ‘er schliferte die Schméaher ein und
liess sie kleben (liegen) lassen’ (Hoffmann) the transitive snehdyat (RV hapax leg.), the
actual subject of Hoffmann’s article, could just as well be punningly — and etymo-
logically — translated into colloquial American English as ‘he snowed them’.

Virgil’s nec sopor illud erat, sed ... (Aen. 3.173) is clearly a conscious Homeric echo
(ouk énar, all’ ...), as the construction proves and all commentaries agree. The
passage is isolated, and sopor in Latin is not a word for ‘dream’. Silius Italicus 3.198
neque enim sopor ille, which the Virgil commentators (Henry, Conington-Nettleship,
Williams) cite as a parallel, is not one; while the phrase may well be a verbal echo

*dmer-), Arm. awr (*amor) with Gk. dnar, oneiros (*ony, *oner-yo-), dnairon, Onoire (*onp-yo-), Arm.
anurf (*onor-yo-) with unexplained a- for *o- as in ateam ‘I hate’ : Lat. odium. The word for ‘day’
is restricted to these two languages. The forms are further discussed in Beekes 1969:20, 46, 87, where
however the postulated inflexion for ‘dream’ nom. *-or, acc. *-er-m is difficult to reconcile with the
neuter gender of Greek nouns in -ar.

15 Note the phonetic palindrome in -posiui sop-, iconographic to the antithesis in the context.
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of the Virgilian passage, sopor there clearly means ‘sound, real sleep’, not ‘dream’.

Claudian (cited by Forcellini), a non-native speaker of any sort of Latin writing a
defunct literary language at the beginning of the fifth century A.D., uses sopor rightly
as active ‘sleep’ (largitur...pocula...inriguus...sopor) in Pan. de VI cons. Honor.,
Praef. 10, but a few lines later as ‘dream’ ( fingere nil maius potuit sopor), ibid. 25. The
validity of this as evidence for Latinity, to say nothing of Indo-European semantics,
is nil. We may continue to derive sopor from a doubtless old animate stem *swep-os-,
with the same suffix as forpor, tepor, etc. probably replacing a still earlier root
athematic animate noun *swep- [/ *swop- | *sup-.

Harvard University
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