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Similar in kind to the antecedent ,,Analecta‘ (IBS 35, 1981), this collection is

_culled from the years 1978-2001, a time when much of my scholarly effort went

into larger-scale works. Still, these papers may hopefully be found varied and
viable enough to rate as more than a farrago of bits and pieces, of parerga and
paralipomena. In the total the Anatolian dimension has increased appreciably
(some might think alarmingly), but this is to be expected in tandem with the
advances on this frontier. The mythological component, on the other hand, is
marked by a measure of ,.closure” in the wake of the summation published in
English in 1987 (,,Comparative Mythology*) and later in a variety of other
languages.

Across the board these selections aspire to showcase time-honored, textually
based comparative philology, neither hopelessly old-fashioned nor unduly
newfangled. New discovery that speaks for itself (,only connect*) takes
precedence over the type of ,.illumination® which rides the crest of brittle theory,
be it poetics, semiotics, intertextuality, ,Indo-Hittitology*, glottalics, or
nostratics; such nostrums, and the outright snake oil that occasionally lubricates
the Indo-European marketplace, will be found in short supply and get even
shorter shrift within these covers.

Only minor corrections have been made in the text. Notes are appended at the
back (referred to by numbers in the margins). They comprise new data or insight,
some outright rectifications and an occasional riposte or dollop of esprit
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The Meaning and Source of Hittite Suwaru

Yﬁ)’WﬁttélﬁrﬁQ%ﬁorpubli'cation*i'n*testimonialfvolum&fer— Hannah-

Up to now a noun fuwaru, tentatively identified as some plant substance, and a randomly
homophonous adjective and adverb Suwaru- (‘full[y]’, vel sim.} have been postulated. Instead the
contexts of the latter allow an interpretation ‘weighty, hefty, mighty® and ‘heavily, mightily,
greatly’, pointing to an etymological and morphological kinship with Lithuanian svaras ‘heavy’.

Symposium on the Kalevala and the world’s traditional epics (Turku,
Finland). ,

56. (Op. xxx) Written in 2000, for publication in testimonial volume for Fiorella
Imparati.

57. (Op. xxx) Written in 2001, for publication in the Proceedings of the
Rencontre Assyriologique Internationale (Helsinki, Finland).

58. (Op. xxx) Written in 2001, for publication in testimonial volume for Erich
Neu.

XII

The seeming noun forms can likewise be interpreted by assuming quasi-nominalized and

adverbial uses of the neuter adjective.

Albrecht Gétze in 1930 posited the noun equation Sfiwaru
= WISSINIG ‘tamarisk’, on parallelistic grounds which were
rightly judged insufficient by Hans Giiterbock.” In the pas-
wuge at issue (KUB X 27 1 28-31: nu Sepelliya¥ kuit watar n-
at 18TV PYSKUKUBI udanzi anda-ma-kan Sawaru tarnai
‘what [is] cleansing water, that they bring with a jar, but in
nddition he $dwaru tarnai ') Gilterbock assumed instead a
noluble substance Sawaru which is being “let” (tarna-) into
the water. For most other occurrences of $awaru which had
wurfaced in the meantime Giiterbock postulated an entirely
different, randomly homophonous adjective or adverb mean-
ing ‘legitimate, truly’. R. Stefanini’ tried to restore unity,
positing for Suwaru- a basic adjectival sense ‘blooming,
luxuriant’ (with concomitant adverbial ‘abundantly’) and a
nominalized neuter ‘bud, shoot, scion’, also in special botani-
cal use, with a hapax legomenon derivative in KUB IX 28
111 20-21 Suwaruilit ihiyanza ‘bound with £, denoting some
plant fiber. O. Carruba,‘ however, reverted essentially to
(ititerbock’s stance, only with significant refinements, seeing
in the noun Suwaru- some vegetal cleansing agent like
woupwort (cf. pasf-, karfani-} and in the adjective-adverb a
menning ‘full(y)’,® with fuwar-u- a secondary u-stem from a
verbal noun *3uwar (cf. Su- ‘full’, Juwai- ‘fill’). Carruba’s
views have been endorsed on the whole by H. Mittelberger,’
R, Stefanini, and J. J. S. Weitenberg,“ and there the state of
the art apparently rests for the time being.

Yet the normal verbal noun of fuwai- would be *Suwawar,
nnd *$uwar would have to be either haplologic (as perhaps in

! Neue Bruchstiicke zum grossen Text des Hartus$ilis und
den Paralleltexten (MVAeG 34.2), 64-65.

! Oriens 10 (1957), 357-358.

} Athenaeum N.S. 40 (1962), 3-10.

* Das Beschwirungsritual fiir die Géttin WiSurijanza
(StBoT 2, Wiesbaden, 1966), 13-16.

* Foreshadowed by E. Laroche’s ‘pleinement’ ( Dictionnaire
de la langue louvite [Paris, 1959], 88).

¢ Kratylos 12 (1967), 157.

T Archivio Glottologico Naliano 54 (1969), 157-160.

¥ Anatolica 4 (1971-72), 167-169, 170-172,

(O

kamaruwar < *katmar-Suwawar “shit-fullness”) or based on
the root-stem $u- directly (as possibly in the medial 3 sg.
pret. and imp. Surtati, Suttaru, which are, however, more
probably mere inner-Hittite phonetic reductions of fuller
forms exemplified by Suwattai, Suwattari). The u-stem
Suwar-u- is derivationally strange and not much helped by
Carruba’s parallel iwaru- ‘gift’ (alleged *i-war, verbal noun
from the root of p-ai-, p-iya- ‘give’). A meaning ‘full(y)’ is
not so much a function of being filled as akin to the ‘truly’
advocated by Giiterbock and hence practically equivalent to
‘very much, greatly’ (cf. ‘full well’ = ‘very well’).

Leaving aside for the moment the question of the “noun™
fuwaru-, and keeping in mind the high proportion of an-
cient inherited items among Hittite adjectival u-stems (e.g.,
alpu- ‘smooth’ : Lith. alpas ‘weak’, panku- ‘total’ : Skt. bahu-
‘much’, parku- ‘high’ : Arm. barjr ‘high’, dampu- ‘rough’ :
OCS tppu ‘obtuse™®), we can postulate an equation Hitt.
Suwaru- : Lith. svarus ‘heavy’. An adjectival meaning
‘weighty, hefly, heavy, mighty’ and an adverbial (neuter)
sense ‘heavily, mightily, greatly, very much’ do justice to
most contextually meaningful adjectival-adverbial occur-
rences of Suwaru- and are inappropriate to none:

KBo XVII 74 1V 41-42 (Old Hittite). Suwdru kue GAL.
HLA akkuskanzi [ta] apis-pat akuanzi ‘what cups they are
used to drinking heavily, those very ones they drink’ (simi-
larly, ibid., 33-34).

KUB XXX 10 Rs. 7-8 (Old Hittite): PUTU-u)§ suwaru
mayanza [DUMU PEN.Z]U U PNIN.GAL ‘sun-god,
mighty-grown son of Enlil and Ningal’ (similarly Suwaru
mayanza in XXXI 127 1 10-11).

KUB XX1 38 Vs. 3: SAG.DU-i] §4 SES-KA Tl-rar
Suwaru ‘to the person of your brother, life very much!’
(greeting formula like, e.g., ABoT 44 1 55-56 ziga PUTU-us
hues ‘thou sun-god, live!”).

KUB XXI1I11 85, 7-8: kifaln-ma kuwar memanzi akkanta§-

wa LOHADANU[. ¥luwaru-pat “UHADANU zik-ma-mu-za

° On this term see my contribution to Florilegium Anatoli-
cum (Paris, 1979).

' For alpu- and dampu- sce my interpretations in JA0S 97
(1977), 599, and Revue hittite et asianique 33 (1975), 59-62.



214

WHADANU #5ia ‘why do they say thus: “An in-law through
a deceased person (remains) very much an in-law™? You
__were_my_in-law’ {but do not acknowledge it).

KUB XI1 29 1 3 LU] PU $award dai ‘the man of the
storm-god takes (or: puts) heavily’ (the object of the verb
may be in the preceding lacuna; cf. ibid. 4 LU Py watar

Bo 1780 Vs. 11: Suwaru Yahan ‘heavily crammed’ (cf.
1262/v Vs. 2 Suwaru $ahi ‘he stuffs heavily’, 249/t, 4-5
Sluwaru [...] sahi).

KUB XXX 106 11 33-34: nu PKumarbi§ arusuwaru-pat

kuit PU-ni IGl-anda aggalar Janheskizzi that Kumarbi high- — possibly to be restored im KUB XX 85, 8 quoted-above)————————

and-mightily plans death against the storm-god® (jingle-like
adjectival quasi-dvandva containing aru- ‘high’).

The status of Suwaru- as a possible noun is more prob-
lematic. Those who hold that it signifies some arboreal or
vegetal substance might pay heed to the utter absence of any
determinative (such as is found with the alleged parallel
GISSINIG, or @Spainu in KBo XVII 103 + KUB XLVI 48
Vs. 19 G'Spainu §api). Unless there is clear proof, it seems
inadvisable to go on postulating a nominal homophone
Suwaru- otherwise unrelated to the adjective. In fact all the
attestations can be interpreted in line with the adjectival or
adverbial ones:

KUB X 27 1 28-31 (quoted above): anda-ma-kan Sawaru
tarnai ‘but in addition he lets flow heavily,’ i.e., makes a
further ample ablution, using true cleaning power on top of
the more symbolic “holy water” (cf., e.g., KUB X 63 121 nu-
kan @Shar ANA GAL katta tarnai ‘he lets the blood flow
down into the cup’).

KBo XIX 144 1 11-12 kuit-ma-at watar nu UL kuitki
[...] anda-ma-kan Sawaru ki[ ‘the water which (is) there,
not any ..., but in addition heavily ... ibid. 15 [nu-}5%-
kan SAL SU.GI $uwaruaz'' wiarar (?) ‘for him the old
woman heavily water..."

KBo XV 25 Vs. 7-8 nu PWiSuriyandan wappuwa$ [IM-it
Sulwaruwitt-a warapmi ‘1 scrub W. with mud of the bank
and with the heavy kind’ (i.e., the compacted, submerged,
sedimental variety)."”

KUB XLIV 50 1 10...]ga s§awaruit'® piran pap-
paraskiz[zi] *. . .sprinkles with heavy stuff”

" For adverbial Suwaruaz (rather than the purely adjectival
ablative *Suwarawaz) beside Sawaru cf., e.g., afuwaz wuit
‘(the oracular bird) came favorably’ (KUB XVIII 5 I-I1
passim) besides, e.g., KUB XXIV 8 11 7-8 a§su fastan 3eski
‘sleep well in bed!”.

2 For the distinction between shore-mud and deep spring-
mud see, e.g., A. Goetze, The Hittite Ritual of Tunnawi
(New Haven, 1938), 6-7.

" For such quasi-nominalized use of the neuter adjective,
vacillating between adjectival and nominal declension forms,
cf., e.g., RS 25.421 afSuyit 3awanza ‘full of good stuff’” and
KUB VIII 80, |5 af¥auit Sard Sunnes *has filled up with good
stuff’.

ANA EN.SISKUR [‘the man of the storm-god water to
the sacrificer..."."

The occasional gloss-wedge (KUB XLIV 50 [ 10 just
quoted; fragmental KUB XXXVI 2b 11 2 n-af “$awaru-pat,

gives some indication of Luwianism. But Suwdru also occurs
in Palaic context (KUB XXXII 18 1 5), and Suwaru- in
mixed Hittite-Palaic environment (KBo XIX 155, 5 Jaru§
Suwaru[§ ‘high-and-mighty’), which raises the possibility
that it is a Palaicism. Palaic is noted for its archaic linguistic
traits within Anatolian and may have helped preserve an
ancient inherited term for ‘heavy’ which in standard Hittite
has been generally replaced by nakki-. The living term nakki-
has taken on the usual additional side-meanings which flow
from ‘heavy' (‘difficult, troublesome’ on the one hand, and
‘important, respected, honored’ on the other; cf. Luw.
nabhuwa- ‘consider important’), whereas Suwaru- hews close
to the basic semantic range (as do on the whole Lith. svaris
and OHG swidr, while Goth. swérs ‘respected, honored’ and
Lat. serius ‘weighty, grave’ have specialized secondary mean-
ings). In Gothic and Latin the semantic centerfield is held by
kairus and gravis tespectively, and Indo-Iranian (with Vedic
guri- and Avestan gouru-) and Greek (with baris) have no
sure trace of a cognate of Suwaru-. Thus the Baltic-Anatolian
comparison is basic, with Lithuanian having both the living
verbs sveffi ‘heave, weigh’ and svirri *be preponderant’ (with
various derivatives) and the adjective svariis, while Anatolian
has preserved only the old u-stem adjective. The situation is
similar to Lith. al~pti ‘become weak', alpis ‘weak’ vs. Hitt.
alpant- ‘swooned’, alpu- ‘smooth’, or Lith. gusti ‘practise’,
gudris ‘clever’ vs. Hitt. kutruwa- ‘(expert) witness’, or con-
versely Hitt. ark- ‘copulate with', arki- ‘testicle’ vs. Lith.
eftilas ‘stallion’, arZus ‘lustful’. We can thus posit another
exclusive Lithuanian-Hittite u-stem match (besides alpis :
alpu-), comparable to such other binary u-stem pairs as Hitt.
parku- = Arm. barjr, Hitt. dampu- : OCS tgpdi, Lith. kartis
‘bitter’ : Skt. katy- ‘biting’, and Lith. gurdis ‘slow’ : Gk.
bradus ‘slow’.

" KUB IX 28 111 20-21 fuwaruilit i¥hiyanza may well mean
*heavily bound’, from a $uwaru-ili- derived from the adverbial
Suwaru in the manner of karuili- from kard (cf. kariliyaz,
karuwiliyaza ‘anciently’).

@
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On the Origin and Congeners of Hittite assu- ‘good’

. The Greek wu-stem adjective_2d¢ ‘good, brave, noble’_and the _

Vedic vdsu~ ‘good, excellent’ belong to the basic fund of Indo-
European vocabulary. Before the advent of Anatolian data neither

- - . :

&0 ‘well’, was comparable with *su- ‘well’ (Skt. su-, Avestan hu-
Jyati- ‘well-being’, Gk. ¥-yuvjc ‘healthy’, Celtic su-, OCS si-dravi
‘healthy’, etc.) and readily connectible as *(e)s-1t- or *Es-i~ with
the root *(K)es- ‘to be’ (cf. e.g. Skt. s-dnt- ‘being, real, true, good’).
Vdsu-, on the other hand, with its irregular u-stem accent and
frequent nominal meanings (masc. ‘god’, fem. ‘night’, neut. ‘goods,
wealth’) was matched by Avestan wohu- ‘good’ and some Western
debris (e.g. Germanic Wisu-, Celtic Vesu- in names, Olr. dat. sg.
feib << *weswds ‘for excellence’); its tie-in with the root *wes- ‘dwell,
be’ (Goth. wisan ‘be’) also lay close at hand. The Homeric formulaic
expression d@vog édwy, Swripss ddwy ‘giver(s) of goods’, matching
the Vedic ddid vdsu, datd vdstindm, Avestan vohungm ddiard, might
point to the possibility of a Proto-Greek *Fecéfwy > *gwv >
(analogical) &dwv; but the lack of digammatic traces in the meter
would argue rather for lexical variation vis-a-vis Indo-Iranian, i.e.
*8géfwy from a neuter *8gv?).

A triumphant tertium comparationis for *Hs#- dawned early on
the hittitological horizon. Already Hrozny?) connected Hitt. addu
‘goods’ with the root e§- ‘be’, comparing Akk. budd ‘goods’ from
basdi ‘be’, and Friedrich?) tied in adfu- ‘good’ with Gk. évg, &5; this
etymology has since become canonic. Subsequently Palaic wadu
‘well’, Luwian wadu- ‘good; well-being’, and Hieroglyphic wasu
‘well-being, blessing’ have entered the Anatolian picture. Discount-
ing the notion of some kind of ‘w-movable’ within Anatolian?),
this branch would seem to match both IE *Hsi- and *wésu within
its dialect variation. )

1) For an elaborate attempt to strengthen the case for *wesu- beside *esu-
in Greek, with reference to Mycenaean we(j)-, see F. Bader, Eitudes de com-
position nominale en mycénien I: Les préfixes mélioratifs du grec (Incunabula
Graeca 31, Roma 1969), esp. 9-21, 100-103.

2y Hethitische Keilschrifttexte aus Boghazkdi (Boghazkoi-Studien 3, Leipzig
1919), 103.

3} Indogermanische Forschungen 41 (1923), 370-372.

4) As in e.g. Luw.wadpa-, Hieroglyphic washa- vs. Hitt. i8ha- ‘lord,
master’ according to H. Kronasser, Gedenkschrift Paul Kretschmer (Vienna
1956), 1. 201.
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Yet to this relative neatness Anatolian also adds new and
disturbing elements. The oft-repeated connection of Hitt. hued-
- “live” with TE *(H)wes—*dwell might-seem to-threaten the conneetion
of *wésu- with the same *wes-; but on the one hand this etymology
of pues- is far from clinched (in view of Luw huit- )5), and on the

< b
O C =i of Fwésu- Wi 0 wes=—awen SHROvPart y—COT]

vineing to begln with ¢). Much more significant is the fact tha,t both
Hittite au- and Luwian wadu- are not merely adjectival (or
nominal) petrifacts hypothetically connected with verbal roots
(like Gk. 3% and Vedic vdsu-) but have beside them primary verbs
ad¥- and wad(¥)- which mean approximately ‘be good’:

Bo 3182 Rs. 4-6 mabhan DINGIR.MES-a8 antuhdads-a assar:
[... DINGIR.MES-a¢ ZI-anza andla QATAMMA Sl1Gy-anza éstu
[EN SISKUR.SISKUR-ya-lkan QATAMMA assiyanza éstu ‘as |[...]
“is good” for gods and men, let the gods’ spirit within likewise be
good, let the sacrificer likewise be dear’ (lacunae filled after the
parallel KBo XXII 126 Vs. 4-6 [with 3 pl. pres. a8$antari in line 4]
and KUB XLIII 58 III 4-7).

KUB XVII 12 III 13-15 YA-ya-wa LAL maphon ‘wasdri
EN.SISKUR-ya-wa-kan A NA DINGIR-LIM QATAMMA wadsdru
‘and even as oil (and) honey are good, so, too, the sacrificer shall
be good to the deity’.

KUB XXIV 71 43 YA DUG.GA n-at wastari ‘good oil; it is good’.

The hapax gegrammenon gloss-wedge with wadé@ri is an indica-
tion of Luwianism, although there is nothing necessarily Luwoid
about the form itself or the parallel wadtari. The standard ex-
planation?) holds that ad$- and wa($)- are somehow denominatively
related to ad$u- and wasu-, and that the mediopassive Hitt. ad¥iya-
‘be dear’ is likewise denominative from a$$u-. Kammenhuber?®) was
considerably more cogent in admitting the collaterality of primary
verb and u-stem adjective (i.e. Hitt. addu- : IE *es- ‘be’ as LE *wésu-
- *es- ‘feast’, as Luw. wadu- : wad[§]-, as Hitt. huisu- ‘live, raw’ :

5) Cf. J. Tischler, Hethitisches etymologisches Glossar, Lieferung 2 (Inns-
bruck 1978), 264—266.

%) J. Pokorny, Indogermanisches etymologisches Worterbuch (Bern 1959),
1171 and 1175, connected wésu- instead with a different root *wes-, allegedly
“fonst, make merry’, also mixing in *wes- ‘feed, pasture’ (Hitt. wedi- ‘pasture’).

") E.g. E. Neu, Interpretation der hethitischen mediopassiven Verbalformen
(StBoT' 5, Wiesbaden 1968), 192, 20; N. Oettinger, Miinchener Studien zur
Sprachwissenschaft 34 (1976), 136.

8) Zeitschrift fir vergleichende Sprachforschung 77, (1961), 169-170.

)
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hued- ‘live’, ete.); but she commingled postulated Indo-European
and productive Anatolian levels of derivation and left the synchronic
Hittite verb add- quite unexplained. Since an attempt to explain

&)

ad$- as imitational of Luwian wad($)- (Oettinger, loc. cit. in fn. 7)
need hardly retain us, I shall concentrate my efforts rather upon
anagaersuano l. ne ll- CIr0o _Q - anda o eX1Lension ne vero
ad$iya-, the adjective adsu-, and other derivatives.

- The inner-Hittite data themselves cast considerable doubt on the
derivation of adsu- from IE *Esi-; unlike Greek, a tie to the verb
‘be’ ought to be still palpable since a productive relationship
persists between basic verbs and u-stem derivatives (e.g. huisu-
from hued- [just quoted], parpu- ‘hostile’ from parp- ‘separate’,
hatku- ‘tight’ from hatk- ‘squeeze, shut’, Sarku- ‘prominent’ from
Sark- ‘rise’). Hence the exceptionless geminated spelling asdu- is
difficult to justify vis-d-vis the constant participle asant- which
can also have a meaning ‘true’ akin to Skt. sdnt- (e.g. KUB XXXIII
109 I 5 adanza memiad ‘the matter [is] true’, beside RV 7.104.12
sdc cdsac ca vdcasi ‘the true and the false word’). A chain of semantic
developments ‘being’ > ‘real’ > ‘true’ > ‘good’ is indicated by
Gk. é¥¢, where the meaning ‘good’ veers off in the direction of
‘brave, noble’. Hitt. addu-, on the other hand, does not basically
denote that which is intrinsically and objectively good (as would
inherently IE *Esi-) but rather that which is felt to be agreeable,
and by consequence DUG.GA ‘good’ does not cover asdu- but
rather lazz(a)i- ‘good, sound’. It is therefore advisable to start with
the sense ‘favored, dear’ which is so prominent with a$fu-, e.g.:

KBo III 22 Vs. 2 (OHitt.) PIM-unni dssus éfta ‘he was dear to
the storm-god’.

KBo XXII 2 Rs. 4-5 (OHitt.) dk-wa a[it]i-m[i] [nattle adsus ‘1
(am) not dear to my father’.

KUB XIX 26 I 17 kui$-a antuwapha$ ITTI LUGAL SAL.LUGAL
assus ‘what man (is) in favor with king (and) queen’.

From ‘favored, dear’ the meaning developed to ‘favorable,
agreeable’ (e.g. KUB XXVI 12 II 25 [§luméss-as asdus kuedanikks
‘he [is] favorable to one of you’; KBo XVII 65 Vs. 55 masiwan A NA
EN SISKUR.SISKUR asw ‘as much as [is] agreeable to the
sacrificer’) and thence to ‘good’ in a ‘‘utilitarian” sense. In the
last-mentioned meaning it resembles Akk. ¢@bu, but an Old Hittite
bilingual (KUB I 16 II 17 n-an pard asduui huwifttiyanneskinun
‘I have constantly singled him out for good [treatment]’) has
rather Akk. ana damdgqim (KUB I 16 1 17, from damaqu ‘favor,
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well-being’), and a vocabulary passage (KBo I 44 - XIII 1 IV 12)
glosses dgéu with Akk. busumu ‘pleasant, agreeable’®). In the con-

budsi in the duplicate text KBo XXVI 23,1 (cf. Gk. za dvra).

For the semantic sequence ‘favored, dear’ > ‘good’ > ‘goods’

one—need_but_ecommpare Lat _bonus *duenos (literally ‘favored’;

- -crete-sense-‘goods; possessions’ a§du is-expectably matched by Akk. .

J— ww
N

1

|
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KUB XX1V 31 40-41 para handanzas$-a-kan antuhwahhad tuk-pat
ANA PUTU Arinna addiyanza ‘the providential man is dear to you,

sun-goddess of Arinna’ S

KBo XIIT 2 Rs. 18 antubsani-kan kuid addanuwwanza ‘who is dear
to the population’.
KUB XXX 10 Rs. 22-23 nu-1mu LUGAL-an d$ki DINGIR-YA

OIIC NGO UL Lo P O—HLabs Uo7

of. bed- < *dweyd- ‘favor, make happy’, Vedic divas-, duvoyd
‘favor’; duvasydti ‘show favor, honor’). Hence a mediopassive verb
ad$- ‘be favored’ can be considered basic, attested rarely in the root
form but commonly as a primary derivative a$éiya- ‘be dear’, with
the participle adgiyant- ‘dear, beloved’ (cf. e.g. the mediopassive
parkiya- beside park- ‘rise’). The u-stem derivative adsu- is wholly
parallel to parku- ‘high’, which latter is derived from park- (cf.
Toch. A park- ‘rise’), rather than parkiya- being “denominative”
from parku-; there simply are no “u-less”” denominative verbs from
u-stems. The further noun ad$ul- ‘favor, well-being’ is also well
accounted for as a deverbative abstract noun from ass- (cf. e.g.
imiul- ‘mixture’ from im[mliya- ‘mix’, or wastul- ‘offense, sin’ from
wadi[a]- ‘miss the mark, act calamitously, sin’). The causative

a$($a)nu- is regularly deverbative from ads-, asis incidentally tepnu-~

‘belittle, humiliate’ from *tep- (cf. Skt. dabk-nu- ‘hurt, abandon’)
besides tepu- ‘small’. Aé(Sa)nu- means basically ‘favor, keep happy,
propitiate, set aright, treat gently, massage (racehorses)’; from the
meaning ‘make good’ developed a sense of ‘carry out well, bring
off, dispose (of), be done with’, as in English ‘he made good his
escape’. It is not a causative to e§- ‘sit’®) and is fundamentally
unrelated to Hieroglyphic as(a)nu(wa)- ‘set down, establish, install’;
Hittite did not need to form such a causative since it had the tran-
sitive verb adad- with its own causative adedanu- in the sense of
‘set(tle), establish’. The essential correctness of this interpretation
of a$($a)nu- is shown by the semantic near-equations adfu- =
a¥Siyant- = a$Sanuwant- and adsiyanu- = ad(Sa)ynu-:

KUB XXXI 127 I 8-9 handanza-kan antuh$ad tuk-pat assusd ‘the
righteous man is dear to thee’.

%) Cf. H. Otten, StBoT 7 (1968), 19, 21-22.

10y Ag claimed by e.g. A. Gotze, Madduwaitad (Leipzig 1928), 103, and
H. Kronasser, Etymologie der hethitischen Sprache (Wiesbaden 1966), 443-444.
Later on Goetze (Journal of Cunetform Studies 17 [1963], 62) did in fact
advocate a “denominative” derivation of a$(¥a)nu- from addu- (on the
analogy of tepu- : tepnu-); cf. also Neu, op. cit. in fn. 6, p. 18.

(©6)

D

UL a$Sanuwandan andubdan le i83atti ‘at the king’s gate, my god,
.do not make me a persona non grata’.

KUB XXXI 42 11 22-23 namma-kan BEL]U. MES NI pangawe
QADU DAM.MES-SU[NU][DUMU.MES-SUNU DUMU.DUMU.
MES-ISUNU assiyanudgaweni [UL] ‘and we also do not constantly
propitiate our lords collectively with their wives, their sons, and
their grandsons’.

KBo X1V 142 1 58 ANA PHepat asdanummad ‘for propitiation of
Hebat’.

a$$- points to a reconstruction *ams- or *ps-, if we compare e.g.
daddu- < *donsu- or haddu- < *Honsu-, with *ps > §§ rather than
nz11). Thus adf- can be connected with IE *ans-, *ps- ‘favor’ (e.g.
Old Norse noun dst, verb unna ‘favor’), which Juequois!?) once
proposed as the etymon of adfiya- ‘be dear’ alone.

The Luwian (and possibly also Hittite) wa$(s)- often runs parallel
to ads-; in KUB XXIV 7 1 43 (quoted above) wadtari is followed
in line 44 by a$)$iyattari. A striking accordance is seen in the Luwian
sequence (KUB XXXV 45 II 10) DINGIR.MES-ad$azati waddarahi-
tatr puitummanahitati matching Hittite (KUB XXXTIT 62 II 10)
DINGIR.MES-a§ as$iunit DINGIR.MES-na$§ migmnit ‘through
the favor (and) the kindness of the gods’, where the Luwian abstract
wadSarahit- corresponds to the Hittite verbal noun a$$iyawar ‘favor’
from assiya- ‘be dear’. The Luwian word is a denominative abstract
with a suffix -api(¢)- (cf. e.g. adduwalahit- ‘badness’ besides Hitt.
idalawatar), pointing to a noun or adjective *wadSara- ‘good(ness),
kind(ness)’ comparable to the Hieroglyphic wasara- (instr. sg.
wasarats ‘with goodness, well’), with its derivative wasaranu- ‘make
agreeable’, besides wasa- ‘be agreeable’, wasu ‘well-being, blessing’13)

The Indo-European *wes- seen in Luwian wa$($)- and underlying
IE *wésu- has nothing to do with *wes- ‘dwell’ or *wes- ‘feed,
pasture’; it is rather the ablaut variant (A)wés- of *dws- (<< *Aéw-s-)

1) Cf. e.g. N. Oettinger, StRoT 22 (1976), 24.
12) Revue hittite et asianique 22 (1964), 89-91,
13) Cf. e.g. E. Laroche, Les hiéroglyphes hittites I (Paris 1960), 88—89.
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seen in e.g. Lith. afifta ‘it dawns’ besides Vedic vas- ‘shine’ (RV
infinitive wdstave, etc.). The sense ‘be good’ is an outgrowth of

= ~“pe bright, ‘Yo radiant’andthence—be—beneficial, be—kind™(ef.

OCS weseltt ‘joyous’ with Luwian *weddara- ‘kind’). It is not

surprising that within the semantic range of kindness, goodness,
depivatives_of Anatolian qdé- (r"F

Baltic-Anatolian-Eexical-Isoglosses

I'"he Baltic and Anatolian branches occupy dieparafely extreme positions within

well- Demg, and wealth many aerivatives —or xRabtoda—fos
Hieroglyphic aza- ‘[be]love[d])and wad(8)- came to run parallel; but
precisely at the core a distinction remains, for Hitt. a$du- has the
basic meaning ‘favored, dear’ which is not found in the Anatolian
outcomes of *wésu. The diathesis of adfu- is primarily passive
(‘endowed with favor’), whereas *wésu isinherently active (‘radiant’).
Gk. é¥c, on the other hand, expressing objective, real good, has no
recognizable cognate in Anatolian.

®)

tho twofold (absolute : relative) time spread of the Indo-European speech
continuum. Baltic, notably Lithuanian, is the latest attested of all Indo-European

subgroups (around 1500 of the common era), whereas Anatolian, especially Hittite,
dntes from around 1500 b. c. e. This spread of three millennia is, however, greatly
thitigated by the fact that Baltic is the most conservative and slowly developing of
nll surviving Indo-European groupings, whereas Hittite, a rapidly evolving language
of migratory and transitory empire-builders, is notably archaic mainly by virtue of
being an archivally preserved serendipitous flash in a prehistoric darkness. As
relative linguistic evolution slows, the time gap contracts. In terms of attested Baltic
lunguage it is not difficult to see its prehistoric ancestor virtually iz situ around the
{lme when Anatolian was spoken in Asia Minor. Geographically, too, it ought to be
stressed that Anatolian, like Greek, belongs to the eastern group of Indo-European,
8 opposed to the western continuum of Italic-Celtic-Germanic. Although neither
(rock nor Anatolian participate in the narrow isoglossal innovation patterns which
swept much of the eastern Indo-European core area, such as the so-called satrem
phenomena of palatalization of guttural stops and of s, they remain firmly in the
fringes of that area; after all, Baltic, too, is a kind of eastern fringe form, since it
curries through the satem developments to a lesser extent than do Slavic and
Indo-Iranian.

It is clear from these general considerations that any isoglosses between Baltic
and Anatolian are of the order of shared eastern Indo-European or proto-Indo-
liuropean archaisms rather than commeon innovations. Any diffusional spread from
one to the other (such as from Iranian to Slavic, for example) is pretty well ruled
out by the lack of immediate geographic contiguity and would in any event require
n terminus ante quem of about 1200 b. c. e.

The topic of Baltic-Anatolian linguistic relationships got a bad name from Pierre
Josoph Gabrys’s book Parenté des langues hittite et lituanienne et la préhistoire
(Goneva 1944). The as yet inadequate state of Hittite philology in general and its
comparativistic exploitation in particular, combined with the author’s own lack
of competency in Indo-European linguistics coupled with grandiose fantasies of
prehistoric archeology, led to scholarly disaster. Gabrys could not help but scoop
tp general similarities between Lithuanian and Hittite by virtue of both being
urchaic Indo-European languages, and occasional visible binary points of accordance
us well; but for a judicious identification of one-to-one isoglosses vis-a-vis the rest

("
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of Indo-European the means were lacking. Walter Porzig’s solid treatise Die Glie-
derung des indogermanischen Sprachgebiets (Heidelberg 1954) devoted some

“attention to Slavic-Anatolian interrelations but none specifically to Baltic-Anatolian - -

accordances. However, great strides in the exegesis of Hittite during the last quarter
century now enable us to remedy to some extent both Gabrys’s manhandling of the

topic and Porzig’s neglect-of -it-—As-test examples I have chosen two instances of
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Sanskrit and Lithuanian: Skt. kati- \biting’, Lith. kartis bitter*.
Sanskrit and Hittite: Skt. a-dbhu-ta- not to be slighted, wondrous‘, Hitt. tepu-

ight*. -

Greek and Lithuanian: Gk. fpasuc slow’, Lith. gurdis ,sldw‘.
Greek and Hittite: Gk. Saovs ,thick’, Hitt. dassu- ,strong’.
Gk. *adoyve ugly* (replaced by aioxpds), Hitt. isku-na- make ugly, stain‘.!

morpho-lexical isoglosses, one binary Lithuanian-Hittite, and the other ternary,
Lithuanian-Slavic-Hittite,- and hope to make the point that careful and specific
comparison of the Baltic and Anatolian language groups offers significant enrich-
ment to Baltic, Anatolian, and Indo-European linguistics.

The first case concerns u-stem adjectives. These, basically deverbative, are clearly
of proto-Indo-European age, as is shown by a number of correspondences where the
underlying root may or may not survive in living verbal use in any given language:

Skt. bahi- jmuch, Gk. maxus stout’, Lat. pinguis fat‘, Lith. bingus stout-
hearted, Hitt. panku- ,total‘.

Skt. purt- much‘, Avest. pouru- ;much’, Gk. moAvs jmuch’, Goth. filu ;much’,
Olr. il ;much* (root *pel-E- fill‘).

Skt. laght- swift‘, Avest. ragu- swift, Gk. &laxus ,(s)light’, Lat. levis Jight",
OCS ligi-kiz Jight*, Lit. lengviss light".

Skt. guri- heavy*, Avest. gouru- heavy‘, Gk. Bapus heavy‘, Lat. gravis heavy®,
Goth. katrus Jheavy*.

Skt. p{thzi- wide®, Avest. parafu- wide‘, Gk. mharvs ,wide, Gaul. litu- ,wide,
Lith. platits ,wide‘.

Skt. mrdu- soft* (mrd- squeeze’), Gk. Bradvs ,weak", Lat. mollis soft’, OCS
miladu soft".

Skt. muhu suddenly‘, Avest. marazu- short‘, Gk. ppaxvs ,short’, Lat. brevis
short* (,Goth. ga-matirgian shorten®).

Skt. svadi- sweet‘, Gk. 716U sweet’, Lat. suavis sweet".

Skt. amthit- narrow* (,Gk. dyxw constrict), Goth. aggwus narrow, 0CS ozu-
ku narrow’.

Skt. dhrsti- bold* (dhrs- ,dare), Gk. ¥paovs ,bold*, OCS druzu Jbold*.

Skt. babhri- Jbrown‘, OHG bibar Jbeaver‘, Lith. bébrus ,beaver*.

Skt. fanit- thin® (fan- stretch), Gk. ravv- (in compounds) slim‘, Lat. tenuis
slender’.

Skt. vasu- jgood®, Avest. vohu- good‘, Gaul. Vesu-, Germanic Wisu-, Luwian
wasu- ,good", Palaic wasu ,well‘,

Gk. éiic ,good, brave’, ev ,well‘, and in compounds Skt. su- ,well‘, Avest. hu-,
Gk. b- (s healthy?), Celtic su-, OCS st- (sudravu healthy®).

Other attestations happen to be restricted to two groups:

Indo-Iranian and Greek: Skt. asu- swift, Avest. asu- swift‘, Gk. wkic swift’.
Skt. uri- broad*, Avest. vouru- broad*, Gk. ebpus ,broad”.

Indo-Iranian and Gothic: Skt. #rsi- greedy‘, Avest. tarsu- dry*, Goth. patirsus

¢

dry*.

(10)

Old Church Slavic and Hittite: OCS t_opzZ ,dull, obtuse‘, Hitt. dampu- ,rough,
uncouth*.?

Armenian and Hittite: Arm. barjr jhigh‘, Hitt. parku- high* (park- rise‘; cf.
Tocharian A park- rise®).

Still others are found in one single group, without any living verbal root
connection: Skt. yahii- ,young, vigorous‘, Avest. yazu- ,young, vigorous‘. Gk.
dufAvc blunt’, Spwvc bitter, bkvc ,sharp‘. Even when a palpable root tie exists
(e.g. Skt. rit-, Avest. arazu- straight’ besides Skt. rj- ,stretch’, or Skt. vankis-
crooked® from vafic- jtotter®) there is no significant productivity of this type in
most branches of Indo-European.

Not so in Hittite and Lithuanian. In both of these languages there is productive
formation of u-stems from verbs. Hittite has an occasional isolated specimen
(idalu- bad®), but mostly there is full correlation: assu- ,favored, dear, good‘ from
ass (iya)- be favored,® harpu- hostile‘ from harp- separate’, hatku- tight‘ from
hatk- squeeze, shut‘, huesu- jraw* from hues- Jlive‘, Sarku- ,prominent‘ from sark-
Jgise‘. Among the numerous Lithuanian formations (e. g. grazus ,beautiful®, gardus
tasty®, skanus tasty®, gausus ,plentiful‘, slidus slippery*) there are, however, several
which constitute a unique Baltic-Anatolian lexical isogloss:

alpus ,weak* is from the verb alpzi swoon‘ and matches Hitt. alpu- smooth,
rounded*; Hittite lacks a finite verb but has the participial fossil alpant- swooned,
weak (sick child); mild (cheese).*

svarits heavy* is from svefti heave, weigh* and matches Hitt. suwaru- ,weighty,
hefty, mighty*, adverbial neuter suwaru ,mightily, greatly, very much‘; Hittite lacks
any trace of a verb.’

1 KBo 1V 2 1 44-45 kas-wa GIM-an has GAD.HI.A iSkunanta parkunuzzi jas this soap
cleanses stained cloths'. On the base-meaning ,make ugly‘ of Gk. aloxvvo-, referring to
staining or defacing both literally and figuratively (,tarnish, defile*), and the similar addi-
tional abstract sense of the Hittite etymological match iSkuna (hh)-, iShuna (hh)- (,stigmati-
ze, degrade, demean, demote‘), see my remarks in /ndogermanische Forschungen 83 (1978),
138-143.

2 On this pair see my treatments in Revue hittite et asianique 33 (1975), 59—-62, and Journal
of the American Oriental Society 97 (1977), 599.

3 On this derivation of assu- and the severing of its customary tie to Gk. ‘ei;'c see my article in
Zeitschrift fiir vergleichende Sprachforschung 94 (1980), 65-70.

4 See references in fn. 2 above; nom.-acc. sg. neut. alpan, epithet of GA.KIN.AG ,cheese’, is
found in KBo XXIV 40 Vs. 8 and 279/d V 12.

S For this interpretation of Suwaru- see my remark in Bibliotheca Orientalis 36 (1979), 57 and
the detailed treatment in Journal of the American Oriental Society 101 (1981), 213-214.

(1)
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iSkits clear* besides diskus may be matched with the Hittite denominative verb
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gudruis ,wise, clever besides gudras is from the verb gusti practise, become used
to' and matches the thematized Hitt. kutruwa- ,(expert) witness‘; Hittite has no

iSku-na-hh- proclaim* (cf. Lat. de-clara-);” other cognates would be OCS iskra
spark®, OCS jasmi clear* < *(j)ésnii < *ays(k)no- and Hitt. asara-, esara- white,

Baltic-Anatolian Lexical Isoglosses 183

are visible elsewhere (e.g. Old Norse argr ,passive homosexual® < *orghos
,mountee‘, and the secondary verbs Gk. Opxeirou ,makes lascivious motions,
dances‘, Russian jerzajet fidgets, wriggles, moves in coition‘, Vedic rghaydte jis. -

impetuous, rages®),!° but Hittite stands alone in preserving the Indo-European
finite verb prototype, and Lithuanian in perpetuating the u-stem adjective. Thus
Hittite indicates that the Lithuanian adjectives alpus, svarus, gudrus, iskus, and

bright* < *esra- < *ays(k)ro-.®

arzus ustful® has likewise no trace of a verb within Lithuanian, the only
nominal cognate being efzilas stallion®; elsewhere there is Arm. or/ ;male‘ and the
word for testicle* in several Indo-European languages (e. g. Gk. dpxic, Avest. arazi-,
Hitt. arki-). Hittite has the verb ark- ,mount, copulate with*,® besides a compound
arga-tiya- ,go into (sexual) frenzy, stoop to rage‘ (noun * orgho-); further derivatives

6 This etymology, proposed by H. Pedersen (Archiv Orientdlni 5 [1933], 177-179), was
unjustly rejected by V. Mazulis (Rakstu krajums veltijums Dr. J. Endzelinam [Riga 1959},
173-180) and by E. Benveniste (Hittite et indo-européen [Paris 1962], 110-111): ,,il
faudra abandonner ce rapprochement et laisser a hitt. kutru- la chance d’une meilleure
étymologie**; a misapplication of ars nesciendi. From kutruwa- (nom. sg. kutruwas in KBo
XV 25 Vs. 35) are derived kutruwah (h)- summon as witness® and kutruwai- ,bear witness*
with its abstract nouns kutruwatar (dat.-loc. sg. linkiya kutruwanni for witnessing the oath*
in KUB X1V 14 Vs. 4; kutruwanni ,in witness‘ in KBo XI1 Vs. 8)and kutruessar (dat.-loc.
sg. kutrugsni at the [place of] witness' in KUB XLI Rs. 11); nom. pl. kutruwanes or
Kkutru(w)enes besides the normal kutrués is reminiscent of e. g. nom. sg. arkammas: acc. pl.
argamanus besides argamus.

7 This comparison hinges on interpreting the Old Hittite passage KUB 116 1114142 @u{l@a§-
mis [Laba]rnan DUMU-san URUganal}uitti iskunahhis as ;my grandfather proclaimed his
son L. (as his successor) at S.‘ (leading to rebellion by rival sons and factions). Alternatively
one can translate ,my grandfather demoted his son L. to S.* (i. e. rusticated him to a provin-
cial town for being the ringleader of the rebellious sons whom ,they had led astray‘ [ibid. 41
edi nair]), in which case i&'kuna@lg- belongs rather with iSkuna- and Gk. *aloxvs (see fn. 1
above). Worse than either of these approaches is N. Oettinger’s separation of iE{zuna(@@)-
,treat shabbily‘ (vel. sim.) from is"'kuna(@@)- ,designate, make spotty‘, the latter allegedly
cognate (< *skunéH-, root *skew-H-) with Vedic skauti, skunéti, skunoti ,poke, rake, tear,
mangle‘, sometimes used technically (2-skunoti) of ear-slashing or perforation of domestic
animals for marking purposes (Die Stammbildung des hethitischen Verbums [Niirnberg 1979],
156—-158); the latter specialized sense is a weak reed on which to hang an already Indo-
European meaning ,to mark‘; in this case its reapplication from cattle to royal offspring
would most likely have been negative (,brand, denounce‘ rather than ,designate®), thus
agreeing more with the sense ,stigmatize, demote‘. No better is H. Eichner’s advocacy of the
same connection with Vedic sku- (Die Sprache 25 [1979], 205--206); he allows ,,regressive
assimilation* i$hunahh- < iskunahh- but postulates an improbable semantic range ,to mark"
> ,designate; brand, demean, degrade; set limits for, put in one’s place, defy; stain®.

8 For the latter comparison see my remark in Journal of the American Oriental Society
100 (1980), 167. )

9 See my treatment of ark- in Journal of the American Oriental Society 95 (1975), 262—-264.

12)

arzis are probably not inner-Baltic derivatives but may go back to Indo-European
itself; in the first four instances it does so by supplying the fossilized matches alpu-,

Suwaru-, kutruwa-, and iSkunahh-, and in the last case by providing the underlying
verb which Lithuanian itself has lost. The Baltic and Anatolian branches of Indo-
European are thus unique in having kept the deverbative u-stem formations alive
and productive, while at the same time practising extreme conservatism in preser-
ving existing specimens which happen to be common to both, even when the living
verb has disappeared in one branch or the other.

The other test case involves certain verbs meaning ,say, speak‘ in Hittite, Slavic,
and Lithuanian. Such verbs are notoriously prone to lexical innovation. Thus in
Hittite the standard term is mema-, but especially in Old Hittite there exists a
patently archaic suppletive verb made up of the two stems fe- and far-, thus in the
present femi, tesi, tezzi, tarueni, teteni or tarteni, taranzi; the participle is rarant-
spoken’, and the iterative is taraski- or tarsik(k)i- i. e. [tarski-/. The stem fe-, i.e.
/de-/, has been connected with IE *dhe- ,put; do* since the earliest days of hittito-
logy,'* with reference to the similar side-meaning of OCS déti ,put; say*; thus Hitt.
dai jputs‘ and tezzi speaks‘ are homorrhizal verbs reflecting Indo-European perfect
and root aorist stems respectively, comparable to the Slavic bifurcation in stem
formation (OCS present déjg I put‘, but Slovene dem I say* [Hitt. temi], ORuss.
dé quoth he* [Hitt. fet]). V. Machek'? (following J.Zubaty) assumed an ancient
shift of meaning ,do* > ,say*‘ (comparing French fit-il = dit-il) and pushed both
semantic and formal differentiation back to Indo-European itself, with common
survivals in Slavic and Hittite. Yet the proto-meaning of *dhe- was not ,do‘ (which
is a secondary development in e. g. Italic, Slavic, and Germanic) but ,put, place®, as
still 1n Hittite, Greek, and Indo-Iranian. A development ,put‘ > ,speak‘in individual
languages is of course no more strange than English ,put it‘ (= express, formulate)

10 This interpretation of argatiya- is published in Bibliotheca Orientalis 36 (1979), 57—-58.

11 F. Hrozny, Mitteilunger der Deutschen Orient-Gesellschaft 56 (1915), 29; Die Sprache der
Hethiter (Leipzig 1917), 2; C. Marstrander, Caractére indo-européen de la langue hittite
(Christiania 1919), 147. The abortive alternative connection of fe- with IE *dey- ,shine'
(e.g. E. H. Sturtevant, A Comparative Grammar of the Hittite Language [Philadelphia
1933), 62, 100) found its latest avatar in Y. Arbeitman (Revue hittite et asianique 31 [1973],
104-105), with reference to Skt. bhdti ,shine‘ vs. Gk. gnud ,speak*; even worse, Arbeitman
alternatively resurrected E. Risch’s unlikely derivation tezzi < * terzi (Die Sprache 7 [1961],
97), with loss of r before a stop, thus really identical with rar-.

12 Archiv Orientalni 17.2 (1949), 137.

(13)
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or Latin ponere in the sense state, assert;'> cf.e.g. KBoV 1114 nu nasili kissan
tezzi ;he puts it thus in Hittite‘. In Hittite the evolution ,put‘ > speak‘may be the

warhts ,thing*) and its converse ,word‘ > ,thing‘ (memiyan-;cf.e. g. KUB XXI1 42
1V 25-28 memian . .. tardi followed by uttar . memat) Indo- European ongm

(Avest yaozda- ,punfy ntually Lat iusta facere .give proper burial‘, but also iudic-
Jaying down the law‘, with *deyk- ,aim‘ replacing dhe-), * kred-dhe- ,place trust,
put faith in‘ (Avest. zrazda- faithful‘; Lat. credere bestow confidence, entrust®), or
*enter dhe- ,put away; do in‘ (Vedic antdr dha- hide; do away with‘; Lat. inter-
ficere consume [food]; kill*;'* but also Avest. antars mru-, Lat. interdicere ,remove
by verbal means, forbid, ban‘, with ,speak‘ replacing *dhe-). Out of such usages
might have evolved a meaning ,speak‘ through an overlap of the dromena and
legomena of ritual activity.!®

If thus one of the building blocks of the Hittite suppletive verb ,to speak‘ may
be of Indo-European date, such origin can be affirmed a fortiori for the stem tar-.
Lithuanian and Hittite are the only languages showing a primary verb far-'¢ (Lith.
tafti say‘, tariu || say‘, tarmé ,utterance‘), while elsewhere there is only some
questionable nominal debris (e. g. Old Prussian tarin ,voice‘ or OCS trutoru,sound,
noise?). Unlike its Hittite suppletion partner which may have originated in ritual
language, tar- is probably a more basic verb for ,speak’, the emphatic or solemn
meanings of which (,declare, pledge’, etc.) result from iterative or archaizing usage
(cf. English bespeak, German versprechen).!”

We can thus see millennial vistas of language history: a unique Hittite verb for
speak’, which was obsolescent already by 1300 b.c.e., had been hammered
together of two different Indo-European stems which still live on in Modern Slavic
and Baltic exclusively and respectively, as in Slovene dem and Lithuanian tariu
J say‘. This situation is noteworthy but not unique: harking back for a parting
shot to the u-stems, we found two exclusive pairs: Hitt. dampu- ,rough, uncouth’

13 Cf. W. Couvreur, De hettitische H (Louvain 1937), 182,

14 Cf. my remarks in Journal of the Department of English, University of Calcutta 14 (1978—
79), 41-43 (= S. K. Chatterji Memorial Number).

15 Cf. W. Porzig, Die Gliederung des indogermanischen Sprachgebiets (Heidelberg 1954), 189,
who saw the source of *dhe- ,say* ( < ,put) in solemn dedicatory formulae.

16 H. Eichner’s connection (in Flexion und Wortbildung [Wiesbaden 1975}, 93) of Hitt. zar-
with 1E *dher- jhold‘ in the sense of ,maintain, assert’ lacks plausibility; the occasional
alternative spelling dar- is no indication of /dar-/.

17 There is little probability in E. Benveniste’s reinterpretation (Hittite et indo-européen
[Paris 1962], 119—122) of Gk. Topds as ,clear, exact’ (rather than ,piercing, loud*), distinct
from Topéw ,pierce‘ and directly connectible with Hitt. tar-, thus pointing to an alleged IE
*ter- ,utter with precision®; cf. the critique of M. Mayrhofer, Die Sprache 10 (1964), 193,
and J. de Roos, Miscellanea tragica in honorem J. C. Kamerbeek (Amsterdam 1976),
323--331.

(14)

P

Baltic-Anatolian Lexical Isoglosses 185

besides OCS tgpu ,dull, obtuse‘, and Hitt. alpu- ,smooth, rounded* besides Lith.
alpus ,weak‘. Hittite dampu- and alpu- formed an antonymous pair ,rough‘:

{——————————verbal parallel of the nominal-development;thing* > word* (as-in-uttar; cf- Goth- — - smooth* 3500 years-ago; but-their-only-attestedcognates-once-again live-on-in—————

Modem Slavic and Baltic respectively: Russian tupdj ,dull, stupid‘ and Lithuanian
alpizs weak‘

ties whlch ﬁnd thelr matches most often in Old Indic. ThlS popular notlon has had
time to.take root and flourish because Lithuanian and Sanskrit have been compared
for about 175 years. As Anatolian philology matures we are seeing that Baltic-
Anatolian common archaisms are no less significant. This study marks merely a
modest inception of exploration.

(15)



THE MEANING OF HITTITE AULI-

434 JAAN PUHVEL

(in medical texts); Kiimmel was not even sure whether a body part or a
specific (inner?) organ is involved, while Burde inclined towards an inner

o —prgancontaining or producing some-liquid-substance- Nothing was-said—

of a sense ‘(sacrificial) feast’. The general non liguet was reinforced by E.
Neu 2, and by J. Tischler !'! who suggested the un-Occam-like possibility

Jacques Duchesne-Guillemin has left a luminous mark in Anatolian
studies’ with~ his—‘Etudes “hittites”; conceived in the dark years 1941-
1946 and published in the latter year in the Transactions of the
Philological Society (pages 73-91). In that pioneering work he furnished
explanations and etymologies of sixty-three words and word groups, a
large number of which have stood the test of a later era of hittitology;
to single out a sample, the connection of lammar with Latin numerus
(page 85) has weathered both the practitioners of ars nesciendi' and
subsequent (re-)discoverers ?, to become a locus classicus of insight into
Anatolian and Indo-European word study 3. Yet for all our progress,
Hittite remains largely uncharted ground from whose bourn not every
traveller returns laden with nuggets. Some thoughts on one vexing item
of the Hittite lexicon are offered here in tribute to the achievement of our
honoree.

The meaning of auli- has remained a puzzle. Albrecht Goetze had an
initial, fundamental insight when he contributed the dual glosses ‘a part
of the body’ and ‘celebration, festival (or the like)’ to E. H. Sturtevant’s
Hittite Glossary*, later adding the nuance of ‘sacrifices (or similar)’>.
Subsequent scholarship has failed to come to grips with that duality. C.-
G. von Brandenstein ® and O. R. Gurney’ opted rather for an animal
name, matching Akkadian ayalu ‘stag’ or designating fattened, perhaps
castrated sacrificial animals respectively. J. Friedrich in his dictionary
(1952) rejected the ‘feast’ notion and was content with the hesitant gloss
‘an animal or body part of an animal’. The more recent treatments by
H.M. Kiimmel® and C. Burde® concentrated on the meaning ‘body
part’ of (sacrificial) animals of both sexes and of (ailing) human beings

U A. Kammenhuber, Corolla Linguistica (Wiesbaden 1955), p. 105: “ohne Etymologie”.
2 G. Neumann, Gdttingische Gelehrte Anzeigen 209 (1955), p. 171.

3 Cf.J. Tischler, in Hethitisch und Indogermanisch (Innsbruck 1979), p. 262.

4 Philadelphia 1936, p. 32.

5 Journal of the American Oriental Society 61 (1941), p. 302.

& Orientalia N.S. 8 (1939), p. 78-79.

7 Annals of Archaeology and Anthropology 27 (Liverpool 1940), p. 59-60.

8 Studien zu den Bogazkdy-Texten 3 (Wiesbaden 1967), p. 104-105,

 Ibidem 19 (1974), p. 41, 59.

(16)
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Quite a few of the attestations of auli- are devoid of usable context; I
shall systematically review the rest. That quli- is cut from an animal is
seen in KBo XV 33 1II 11-12: nu-§§an "WUEN.E-TIM S4 UDUSIR S4
GUD.MAH-ya auliya GIR.ZABAR-it QATAM dai ‘the master of the
house with a bronze dagger lays hand on the a. of a ram and of a bull’.
The removed auli- is ritually manipulated in KBo XV 9 IV 15-16
(emended from duplicate KBo XV 11 111 10): nu 1| MAS . GAL unniyanzi
[nu-$5i-kan aullin danzi n-an AN A DINGIR . MES dapiandas (wahnuwanzi
n-lan arha pissiyanzi ‘they drive up a he-goat, take the a. from him, wave
it to all the gods, and throw it away’. In KUB X1 26 11 10 and KBo XI 49
VI 15-16 aulin karappanzi ‘they remove the a.’, followed ibid. 11 and 18
respectively by reference to blood (ishani). The corresponding accusative
plural with ‘flesh’ determinative (formally nom. pl. a-t-li-i§ or a-u-li§
besides a-u-li-es, used by syncretism for acc. pl. a-u-/i-us) is seen in KUB
XVII 24 111 3-5 nu WWMUHALDIM UDU huekzi [...] Y2Vaulis Siyezzi
L[] ANA EN.SISKUR akuwanna pai ‘the cook slaughters a sheep,
presses the a., the ... gives the sacrificer to drink’ (similarly KUB XXVII
66 111 2 V2Vaulis siyaiz(i, ibid. 8 1Siyaizi, ibid. 13 YZVaulis sliylaizi). While it
does not necessarily follow that the offerant drinks what is squeezed out
of the auli-, it is certainly a possibility. The human au/i- can occur in the
singular (KBo XXI 21 111 11 SIGs-in auli-$$i anda ‘well in {his?] a.”), but
mostly it is construed as an accusative plural with impersonal subject and
in partitive apposition with the person affected:

KUB VIII 36 111 12-15: [mlan antuhsi aules EGIR-an pessiyazzi [maln
antubsi SA-i aules kattan Sard [...-\zzi man-za-kan antuhsan aullles [...
kulit pedan epzi ‘if he (viz. a “UAZU or ‘medicine man’) neglects a
person’s a., if he upsets a person’s a. internally, (or) if it (i.e. illness) seizes
a person’s a. some place’.

KBo XX1 74 111 6 [maln UK U-an aulis kuitki ASRA epzi if it seizes a
person’s a. some place’; ibid. 9-10 nu UKU-an kuit [ASRA] aulis harzi n-
an apit ASRA [ ‘the place where it holds a person’s a., that place ...".

10 Kratylos 13 (1968), p. 69.
"1 Hethitisches etymologisches Glossar (Innsbruck 1977), p. 94-95.
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KBo XX1 21 111 3-4 anldurza nasSu aulis nasmla ...] [...] iStarakkiyazi
nasma a[n- ‘internally either a. or ... ails, or ...".

So far all the evidence points to a fleshy, squeezable inner organ of -

animals or humans, male or female, grammatically either singular or
plural.

436 JAAN PUHVEL

(lesi-) being eliminated, the prime candidate would be ‘spleen’, the
body’s spongy reservoir for storing excess blood and regulating its

- -——+—————volume-incirculation-The spleen-has-an-illustrious-history-in-early-folk—- - -

belief, religion, and medicine, as is exemplified by Greek: onAnv (<
*spleghen-) has beside it a secondary (neuter) plural onlayyva (<

In other instances, however, the piural of auii- INvolving domestic
beasts cannot possibly refer to parts of their bodies. Thus KUB XVII 21
II 18-19 describes an evacuation of invaded territory: aulius-a-kan
GUD.MAH.HI.A SE SWPAB SE UDU.HI.A SE MAS.GAL.HI.A
SE kuez arha nannier ‘whence they drove away a. of fatted bulls, fatted
cows, fatted sheep, fatted he-goats’. Lest there be doubt about the syntax,
ibid. 111 26 makes explicit auliuss-a SA GUD.MAH.HIL.A ..., with the
genitival prepositional akkadogram SA. These multiples of auli- are
matched by KBo XXV 178 12 UDU. HI.A-as$ auliis with probable geni-
tive complement, ‘of sheep’. KUB XXIV 311 11 has in addition the ovine
determinative: YPVqulins-kan GUD.HI.A UDU.HI.A ‘a. of cattle
(and) sheep’, as does ibid. 15 UPVauliuss-a (the latter syntactically nom.
sg.). Here the meaning must be something like ‘sacrificial contingents’,
i.e. groups of victimal animals on the hoof which can be either driven or
‘dragged’ (KBo XIX 152 1 6 auliu§ huittiyanta). From there the next
semantic step is to ‘sacrificial occasion, sacrifice’, as in KUB XXIV
1 I 3-6 EZEN.HI.A-i-tta EZEN ITU EZEN.HI.A MU-af méanas
gimmantas hamishandas zenandas auliu§ mukisnass-a EZEN . MES INA
KUR URUHagtti-pat es{sanzi ‘for you they perform feasts in the land of
Hatti — feast of the month, feasts of Newyear, sacrifices of winter,
spring, fall, and feasts of ritual’. This meaning probably inheres also in
the repeatedly attested aulis tarupta ‘the sacrifice is wrapped up (=
concluded)’ (KBo XXIII 56 IV 7;23/n, 7; KUB X1 18 I11 7; VAT 7497 11
4); it also makes intelligible KUB XLVIII 1234+ XV 28+ 1BoT III 125,
I 22-23 SAL.LUGAL-za-kan kuiln alulen INA YRV Zithar|a] austa nu
[...] auli§ hantaittari ‘the sacrifice which the queen saw at Z., (that)
sacrifice is (oracularly) fixed’.

There remains KBo X1I 89 I 9 auli§ arha paiddu ‘let a. go away!’, in a
repetitional sequence (7-10): | harki arha paiddu nu-wa-§si-kaln ...] [...
arlha paiddu [...] aulis arha paiddu [... talruppis (?) arha paiddu ‘let white
(7) go away, let his (?) ... go away, let a. go away, let ... altogether (?) go
away!

In order to allow a metonymy from ‘internal organ’ to ‘sacrificial
contingent or occasion’, au/i- must have afforded a pivotal, perhaps even
comprehensive anatomical spectacle at sacrifices. Heart (kard-) and liver

(18)

(19
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organs’, especially heart, liver, lungs, and kidneys which were eaten
initially and preferentially by sacrificers (e.g. fliad 1.464 and Odyssey
3.9 oniayyva maocavto). Hence onhdyyva also meant metonymically
‘sacrificial feast’, as for example in Aristophanes, Equites 410: Aiog
onhyyvotiot ‘at the feast of Zeus’. These Greek meanings match closely
a postulated development of auli- from ‘spleen’ to (in the pltural also
comprehensively) ‘internal organs’ to ‘sacrificial contingent or occasion’.
There are even scribal attempts to differentiate the literal, fleshy sense
(Y?Yauli-) from the metonymous one (YPYauli-), since sheep were the most
typical ingredients of animal sacrifice.

Metaphorically orAdyyva came to denote emotions, especially
anxiety, and onAfv likewise evolved in the direction of ‘bad temper,
depression, melancholy’, as in Aristophanes, Thesmophoriazusae 3: 1dv
onAfjva ... kPaieiv ‘throw forth the spleen’. The awlis which is ordered
to ‘go away’ in KBo XII 89 II 9 (quoted above) may therefore also
represent some kind of negative emotion akin to English ‘spleen’; painful
abstractions are regularly conjured to ‘beat it’ in Hittite, as for example
in KBo XII 126 1 20-21 [nu a]lwanzata ... n-at EGIR-pa BELI-SU paiddu
‘the witchcraft ... let it go back to its master!’.

About the etymology of auli- little can be said. Just like the Germanic
term for spleen (English milt), auli- stands apart from the Indo-European
mainstream (Greek and Iranian quoted above, also Skt. plihan- <
*slplighen-, Lat. lien < *s[pllighen-, Arm. paycaln < *phaiglen <
*[slplaighen-, Old Irish selg < *spelghd, OCS slézena < *slplelghena,
Lith. bluznis < *bighn-). The spelling a-i-/i- may point to a reconstruction
*aweli- 1% (cf. e.g. a-u-ti- beside normal awiti-), although no credible
“unreduced” attestation is found !3. As an i-stem, *awel/i- matches such
other terms for body parts as arki- ‘testicle’, lesi- ‘liver’, Sakui- ‘eye’, and
may like they be of ancient Indo-European origin. An ultimate tie-in
with the mainline ‘spleen’ words is conceivable, once the latter are

12 Cf, H. Kronasser, Etymologie der hethitischen Sprache (Wiesbaden 1966), p. 78.

13 Goetze’s alleged awili- (loc. cit. in fn. 5) was a misreading for awiti-; KUB XXIV
14 1V 11 a-wi-li-en, booked by H. Ertem, Bogazkidy metinlerine gére Hititler devri
Anadolu’sunun faunasi (Ankara 1965), p. 257, is Hattic.
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stripped of secondary ablaut, s movable (with unvoicing effect on
following stop), and similar deformations, and reduced to a basic *b/gh-
best mirrored by Baltic (Lith. bluznis, Old Prussian blusne). If *aweli-
reflects * Awel-, then *bJgh- can possibly be accounted for as * Awl-gh-, on
the assumption that 4w could yield Indo-European *b, for which a

3 primary origin is unlikely due to rarity. In that case quii- may yet be at
the very root of the common Indo-European term for ‘spleen’.

On-the polyphonic peé value of the Hittite pi¢ sign

In Hethitisch und Indogermanisch (Innsbruck 1979, p. 209—217) I had occasion
to reassert the largely rejected alternative reading pe for the cuneiform sign
usually transcribed in Hittite as pit or pdf. I suggested pe-da- ‘dig’ (rather than
pdd-da-) and possibly -pe for the particle usually rendered as -pdt, while doubting
old suggestions that some “pe-da-” readings be considered allographic for pi-e-da-
‘carry, bring preferring to view them rather as forms of pid-da-, pi-it-ta- ‘render,
brlng, pay’. I arrived at roughly the following distribution of spellings:

OHitt. rarely pi-it-ta-, usual pii-ta-, pid-da- ‘run, fly’.

2. OHitt. occasionally pi-it-ta~, usual pid-da-, pit-ta- ‘render, bring, pay’, denomi-
native from pi-it-ta, pi-(i-)e-it-ta < *piyatta ‘giving(s), gift(s)’.

3. OHitt. once pi-e-da-, usual pe-da- ‘dig’.

4. Usual pi-e-da-, pi-da- ‘carry, bring’.

The possibilities of near-synonymy between 2. and 4. are obvious (c¢f. KBo III 34
IT 35 ntkumanza wwatar pi-it-ta-tz-zi ‘naked he brings water’ with KUB X1II 4 111
32—34 nu nekumanza . .. nu watar ... pi-e-da-a-4 ‘naked . .. let him bring water’). _._
A visual, graphic overlap of the homophonous 3. and 4. may have been avoided by
the scribes through the device of peé-da- vs. pi-(e-)da-.

As further data bearing on the interrelations of 2. and 4., and on the status of
the reading pé¢ which affects 3., we can adduce various forms of a compound term
denoting an implement for ‘bringing forward’, construed in the manner of a “free”
elliptic genitive of the type kardiyas-3as (iya-) ‘(do) one’s heart’s (viz. desire)’,
matching Akk. 3a libbi-3u (epesu)

KUB XXIX 4 I 18: 1-EN pi-ra-an pi-e-du-na-as SA NA, ‘one proffering platter
(lit. ‘of bringing forward’) of stone’; cf. ibid. 40 : 1 kat-ta-an ti-ya-an-na-as 1 pi-ra-
an pi-e-d[u-na-a3 ‘one depositional tray (lit. ‘of putting down’) (and) one
proffering platter’.

KUB XLII 11 Vs. 3: pil-ra-an pi-e-du-ma-a3 AN.BAR GEg ‘[ ] proffering
platter(s) of black iron’.

KUB XLII 26 Vs. 5: 6 pi-ra-an pi-du-m[a-as. 4
KUBXII1 II11: 3 pi-ra-an pzt tu-na-a-a[§; cf. ibid. IV 8 : 7 GAM-an tz—ya,-'w-wa-as
SA-BA 1 KAxUD AM.SI ‘seven depositional trays, among them one of ivory’.
KUB XLII 69 Vs. 18: pi-rla-an pid-du-na-as GUSKIN ‘[ ] proffering platter(s) of

gold’.

These ritual plates were evidently made of costly material (gold, ivory, meteoric
iron, [semi-precious] stone), and a comparison' with the earthen dish for offerings
which the Greeks called xépvog is hence hardly entirely apposite. For our purposes
we have genitives of verbal action nouns: pi-e-du-na-as, pi-e-du-ma-as, pi-du-m[a-
as, pit-tu-na-a-a[3, pid-du-na-ad, and further ti-ya-an-na-ad besides ti-yo-u-wa-as.

I H.Kronasser, Die Umsiedelung der schwarzen Gottheit (SOAW 241.3 [Wien 1963]), p. 43.

(20) 21)
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The latter reflect the attested neuter nominatives tiyatar and tiyouwar from the
secondary weak-grade stem tiya- of the verb dai- ‘place, put’. Of the longer string
the most expectable variant is pi-e-du-ma-a3 or pi-du-m[a-a§ which matches the

nominative pi-e-tum-mar (KUB XVI 7 Vs. 17) from pi-{e-)da-, parallel to w-tum- ~

mar (KUB XXIT 40 11 36) from the pendant verb «-da-‘bring’, both containing da-
‘take’. To understand its make-up we need to study the plural present paradigms
of da-, peda-, and uda-:

On the polyphonic p value of the Hittite pit sign 319

rla-an pe-du-na-a§, pi-ra-an pe-tu-na-a-a[§, and thus we have proof that some forms
of pi-(e-)da- admitted a spelling with pe-; but typically they were of the shape pe-
du- where no formal confusion with forms of pid-da- was possible. This addition to

the skimpy dosster of peé also strengthens further the surmise that the particle
routinely transcribed as -pd¢ (or even -pit) is in reality -peé.

First person: dummeni ({ummeni), pedum(m)eni (petum(m)ens), udwum(m)ens
(utumment).

Second person : dattent (tatteni), pedatteni (pitattens), udattens.

Third person: danzi, pedanzi (pidenzi), udanzi (utinzt).

The root being do- < IE *do- < *deA¥-, we can reconstruct the base-paradigm

as

*d A%-we-
*dé AY-te-
*d AV-ént-

For the full-grade stem-vocalism in the second person plural cf. e. g. the nasally

infixed paradigm Sarnink-:
Sarninkueni < *sr-n-k-wé-
Sarniktent < *sr-n-ék-te-
Sarninkanzi < *sp-n-k-ént-

Accordingly the w-vocalism of dummeni represents the vocalized o-coloring
laryngeal, or rather the syllabification of its labial component, with dum(m)eni <
*du-weni < *dA%-wé-. Similarly a verbal abstract noun with full-grade root-
vocalism is seen in *da@war < *do-wr (gen. da-a--wa-a in KUB XVII 18 111 20),
whereas one from an unaccented compounded form of the verb would be
(pe-Ydum(m)ar < *dw-war < *-“dA*-wr. In the deviant genitive pi-e-du-na-as, on
the other hand, we have a more marginal, less productive variant *pedur with the
allomorph -ur in the nominative, thus *--d A¥-ur, comparable in declension-type to
e. g. 3ehur < *dhyéE-ur? (genitive 3epunad); in this instance there was no
secondary elimination of r/n declension (unlike the productive -war/-mar types
with their genitives in -was{mas).

These considerations account for all morphological discrepancies but not for the
forms transliterated as pét-tu-na-a-a[§, pid-du-na-~a3. It is impossible to tie them in
with pit-ta-, pid-de- ‘render, bring, pay’, since the latter is itself a denominative
*pi(ya)ttaye- ultimately derived from pai-, piya- ‘give’; it would at best have
yielded *pittawar, gen. pittawas, or more archaically possibly gen. *pitiaunas, like
harsaunad from hardawar (verb har(a)s-, hardiya-). No support for a genitive
*pittunad is found in eni@ ‘ritual gear’, a reduction product of the verbal noun
aniyauwar (of. infinitive aniyawanzi), which has a new, secondary r-stem paradigm
(gen. anturas, dat.-loc. aniurs). The resulting aporia has been formulated by Silvin
Kosak?: “If the word (i. e. pi-ra-an pit-tu-na-a-a[3) is to be equated with the piran
pedunad, then the present spelling cannot be reconciled with the verb peda- unless
the reading BE for the first sign is recognized for the Hittite syllabary”. Since
there is no doubt that the “if’ of Kosak’s initial protasis is to be granted, the case
for a reading pé is now this much stronger : there is not only peé-da- ‘dig’ but also pi-

2 Of Florilegium Anatolicum (Mélanges Emmanuel Laroche [Paris 1979]), p. 302.
3 Linguistica 18 (Ljubljana 1978), p. 106—107.

(22)
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n

ST T T o MSpIDER”AND “MOLE” T INTHITTITE —— —

238 JAAN PUHVEL

their connection of gapanza with kappi- "small" (where both ga- and -p-
diverge in spelling), one might seek a tie-in of gapanza with gapina-/

kapina- "thread, yarn", thus a near-synonym of hanzana-, whether gapanf— '
be an erroneously collapsed spelling for *gapinant- or a derivational

variant

The trilingual vocabulary passage kBo I 44 + XIII 1 I 49-51 reads
as follows in the Sumerian, Akkadian, and Hittite columns:!

49. [clu.8akAN?  @U-U Dsumu[gan] Dsumugan-ad ha-an-za-na-ad
50. [Glu.z1 QU-v ET-T{U-TI] a~u-wa-wa-ad ha-an-za-na-ag

51. [..1.p18 QU-U Ny-NA-11T) ha~aZ-mu~3a-al-li-ya-a¥
ga-pa~an—za

Akkadian g#i(m) means either "hemp, string, thread" or denotes some me-
tallic container (of bronze ?), but chances are that only the first of
those homophones is treated in this passage, Akkadian being the seman-
tic basis of the dictionary. Because Gu.SakaN conveys the sense of
nstrand of sheep wool" and Akk. gii ettuti means "spider's web, cobweb",
it would seem that Hitt. Aamzanad should also mean "thread, yarn", of a
deity of the Telipinus circle and of an awwawa- respectively (both in
the genitive), and that accordingly auwawa- ought to be "spider". In
line 51 the Akkadian may show a form of numnu, a loanword from Sumerian
denoting some copper implement, and Hittite has hadmdalli-, which is a
hapax legomenon; but I would disagree with Otten and Von Soden (1968:16)
that the metallic Akk. g is more probable here. Rather than endorsing

1gf, the edition by H. Otten and W. von Soden in Studien zu den
BoJazkdy-Texten 7 (Wiesbaden, 1968), 11.

(24)

However, since 19532 hanaana- has been rendered as "black",3 and

" the helpful Bojan Cop, ever ready with an etymology, has compared it

with Gk. &ous (< *nsi-) "mud, filth" and Skt. dsita- "dark, black".!
The grounds for this identification would at first glance seem cogent,
since the sense is extracted from strings of color adjectives describ-
ing wool and taking in five "canonic" hues:

AT 1 11 20-21 = kUB IX 31 II 46-47: sic za.cin siG sAs SIG SIG,.
SI1G; SIG GEs SIG BABBAR-ya "blue wool, red wool, yellow wool, black
wool, and white wool".

KUB VII 54 11 17-18: siG sas-ma-wa sic za.cin sic GEe¢ SIG HAZERTI
sfc BABBAR-ya "red wool, blue wool, black wool, green (= yellow) wool,
and white wool".

For all of these sumerograms we have Hittite equivalents, some
with plausible Indo-European etymologies:

Blue: ZA.GIN = andara- < *amdra- < *@d(h)ro— (cf. Slavic
*modrv, Czech modry "blue").

Red: sAs = mida~-, midi- (cf. Gk, ulitog, Lat, minium "red
ochre", with d : 7 : »n variation of '"Mediterranean'
origin).

Yellow(-green): SIG7 (.SIGy) = HAZERTI = hahlawant-.

Black: GEs = dankui- < *dhngw- (cf. 0ld Norse dgkkr, German

dunkel "dark").

2E. Laroche, Revue d'assyriologie 47, p. 41.

3Already A. Goetze, Journal of Cuneiform Studies 1 (1947), 312,
saw in it a color adjective.

“ILinguistica 10 (Ljubljana, 1970), 95-96.

(25)
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White: BABBAR = harki- (cf. Gk. &pyds "bright, white') or
adara~, edara- < *esra- < *aysro— (cf. 0CS. jasnv <

240 JAAN PUHVEL

"strands" of the previously mentioned blue and red wool in the passages
quoted.5 Altogether it seems that Akk. gii ettuti and Hitt. auwwawad

23kus "clear'").

slot for GEs, the form ha-an-za-na-ad rather than the expected dankui-:

KUB XXIX 4 1 31: sfc sas sfc za.GIN sIG hanzanad sfc SIG7.SIGy
sfc BABBAR danzi "red wool, blue wool, hanzana- wool(s), yellow wooTl,
white wool they take".

Ibid. 32-33: nu namma sfc za.Gin sic sas sic hanzana¥ sic sies.
SIG; STG BABBAR-ya danzi "and also blue wool, red wool, hanzana- wool(s),
yellow wool, and white wool they take".

KUB XXIX 8 1 33-34: sfc sas sic za.GIN sic hanzana¥ sic s167.SIGy
"red wool, blue wool, hanzana- wool(s), yellow wool".

It is of course tempting to posit here GEe¢ = hanzana-, and else-
where one can find close proximities of hanzana- with "white" which may
point to antonymy: KkBo VIII 95 Vs. 8 (fragmentary) cap.pam hanzanal -
besides ibidem 7 GaD.DAM BABBAR (describing an article of clothing);

XBo X 37 1 39-40 adaran ... [...}GIM-an hanzanad [... -laz arha tuhSan-
[za "white ... as the hanzanad from {or: by means of) ... (is) cut
of f".

But such an interpretation is hardly compelling. Rarely are all
five colors listed ("white" is missing even in XUB XXIV 8 I 33-34 just
quoted), and shorter 1ists abound (e.g., XuB XVIT 8 IV 4 "red, black,
yellow"; xuB VII 29, 7-8 "yellow, red, blue"; ¥Bo IV 2 I 63-64 aZarad
miti28 paddani-33an kue kitta "white [and] red [strands of wool] which
Tie in the basket"; vBoT 24 1 23 sic &ntaran sfc midann-a “"blue wool
and red wool"). Considering expressions such as (xuB XXIV 9 1 43)
sic (= hulanan) antavantan kapinan QATAMMA iyaszi "she makes Tikewise
blue wool into thread", one may compare the corresponding plural in
paragraph 126 of the Law Code (kBo VI 10 II 15-16 takku gapinug GA 1
UG kuidki tayezzi "if anyone steals the yarns for a garment") and
translate SIG@anzanaé (rather than sfc @anzanaé) as acc. or nom. pl.

(26)

hanzana¥ as "cobweb" are well matched, and that auwawa- definitely means
"spider".

attestations have the spelling a-u-wa-u-wa- and occur in descriptions

of rhyta:

Bo 2583 11 8-9: BIBRA GUSKIN-ya-8mad auwauwad KAS-it Smwandan
piran pe harkanzi "they hand them a gold rhyton awwawwad, filled with
beer".

KBo XVI 100, 4-7: In-an ISTU BIBRI auwawwalit] [...] EGIR-SU-ma
Prsagsannan Puriv-unl [...) awawait-pat Tud-ad ekuzi nl-anl I[...
1)ahui nu EGIR-3U 34 Gup BIBR[A "her (?) from a rhyton awwawwait ...,

and again the goddess H. {and) the solar deity ... aquwauwait he toasts
(in) sitting (position), ... he pours, and again a rhyton of bovine
(design) ...".

KBo XVI 101, 2: awlawad; ibid. 6: 1GUSKIN auwauwan.

Since we are in the domain of theriomorphic designs, it is not to
be ruled out that parallel to the bovine type (34 cup) there may have
been a line of goldware described as "spiderware", whether from spindly
shapes or decorative motifs; auwauwad (qualitative genitive) and awwau-
wait (instrumental case) would thus mean "of arachnoid shape" or "with
arachnoid decoration".

auwa(u)wa- is plausibly a (Luwoid) phonetic variant of akuwakuwa-,
on the lines of Zala(k)ueda- "ant" or tar{k)uwai- "dance".® akuwakuwa-
has been rendered for half a century as "frog, toad",” mainly with ref-

5This newly established noun hanszana- "thread, yarn, strand” may
have some connection with GI5hanza (in a list of wooden objects, KUB
VII 13 Vs. 6), dat.-loc. sg. élé@anzani (KUB XXX1v 78, 7, fragmentary;
in paragraph 144 of the Law Code [XBo VI 10 III 11] GIé@anzan[i figures
in the context of a garment being cut [tuhSaril).

6Cf., e.g., G. Neumann, IF 76 (1971), 261; J. Puhvel, JAOS 94 (1974),
294-95.

7E. Forrer apud P. Kretschmer, Kleinasiatische Forschungen 1 (1929),

@7
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_cry nodt or Latin coaxd "croak". A. Kammenhuber's "toad" or "mole"8®
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erence to onomatopoeic terms in other languages such as the Greek frog-

242 JAAN PUHVEL

drain, servants will fall". .
Ibid, 7-9: takkuw-a¥ta a8kugd SAPAL GISGU.Z[A pard] watkuwanzi nu

is no improvement, and J. Tischler's argument® that the creature had to
make some characteristic sound to rate such a name is contradicted by,

- X . Napmann! amn anl0 A ~ A - h Ha

chius's BdBaxoL - v1d 'HAelwv tértiyeg; Und Movtundv 62 Bdtpayxol 1§
phonetically even more apposite for awwawa-3; but "cicada" and "frog"
are semantically far enough apart to admit a third alternative of ran-
dom reduplicative onomatopoeia (nor is any chirping or croaking required,
any more than an ant had to say Za-lak-).

akuwakuwwa- is known for its hatted3ar "hole, lair", seen in Bo 2738
I 7-8 akwwakwwad hattedni, with duplicate Bo 7230, 7 lakukuwa<3> halt-.
There is also the seeming haplographic akwwad in Bo 2738 1 17 akuwa§
aMA—a¥ cuD-ud, paralleling a preceding passus preserved in the duplicate
Bo 2499 1 3 lalawddnad ("swarm of ants") aMA-a3 cub-u3.ll The associa-
tion with ants points to an insect, and the "lair" agrees with the under-
ground habitation patterns of certain spectacular mygalomorph spiders
such as tarantulas. We can therefore with some confidence posit the
common denominational formula a(k)uwa(k)uwa- as the Hittite word for
"spider". ‘

Another tiny animal, of ominous import, bears the Hittite name
adku-:

795/c Rs. 1-2: adkud wizsi [...] aki "(if) an adkud comes, (so-
and-so) will die".12

KUB XXXIV 22 1 5-6: takkuw-adta adkuzg ©
SAG.GEME.IR.MES—kan mausk[anzi "if askusd (nom. pl.) jump from a wooden

$

PISAN-az [watkuanazil

310; C. H. Carruthers, Language 6 (1930), 160.
8Hethitisches Worterbuch (Heidelberg, 1975), 54.
SHethitisches etymologisches Glossar (Imnsbruck, 1977), 12.
Oyntersuchungen zum Weiterleben hethitischen und luwwischen Sprach-
gutes in hellenistischer und rémischer Zeit (Wiesbaden, 1961), 82.
llef, H. Otten, Zeitschrift fiir Assyriologie 66 (1976), 94-5.
12¢f, H. Otten, op. cit., in fn. 1, p. 31.

(28)

apat O86.a [...] arha pippattari "if a$kuzd jump forth from under a

throne, that seat will be overturned".

forth separately".
J. Friedrich!3 saw in afku- either a noxious insect or some kind

of mouse, and H. A, Hoffnerl" added as creepy-jerky possibilities grass-
hopper, lizard, frog, and toad. Clearly the uniform portentousness of
the creature points to exceptionally sinister characteristics. Some
"death beetle" 1is conceivable, but most probable is "mole", i.e., the
blind, chthonian permutation of the mouse whose daylight emergence would
be ominous and whose subterranean burrowings were literally conducive

to collapse and downfall.lS If so, the Hittite view of the mole chimes
with the Roman one and is at variance with the beneficent, folk-medical
traits of the mole found in, e.g., Greek and Indic lore.l® The word
adku- may then be related to the (further derived or compounded?) Gk.
(&)owdroy > (metathetic) dondraz "mole", 'AowAnmids (mole-god), dond-
aaBog "gecko". The u-stem adku- is also reminiscent of Skt. akhu-
"mole", the explanation of which via & + kha-/khan- "dig" leaves a lot
to be desired.

We thus have vaguely cognate terms for "mole" stretching from India
via Anatolia to Greece (vs. Latin ¢alpa), and broadly similar words for
"spider" reaching from Anatolia (akuwakuwa-) to Greece (Mycenaean a-wa-
ra-ka-na, Gk. dpdxvn) to Italy (Lat. ardnea).

13pibliotheca Orientalis 5 (1948), 50; Hethitisches Wérterbuch
(Heidelberg, 1952), 36.

1847imenta Hethaeorun (New Haven, 1974), 91-92,

ISCf., e.g., Pliny's account of a town in Thessaly undermined by
noles (Natural History 8.104).

16cf,, e.g., J. Puhvel in W. D. Hand (ed.), American Folk Medicine:
A Symposium (Berkeley and Los Angeles, 1976), 33-34; Pharos 39 (1976),
21.

(29)
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especially Book Five of the Markandeya-Purana where Indra’s
killing of his fellow god Tvastar’s son TriSiras and of Vrtra

(replacing-Namueci);-and-sexual possession-of-Ahalya-in-the-dis--
guisc of her husband Gautama, cause him to be divested of his
splendor, might, and looks (tejus, balam, ripam) which are
transferred (o Dharma, Maruta (= Vayu), and the Nasatya (=

With Aspects de la fonction guerriére chez les Indo-européens

1956; German edition 1964) and its revamped version Heur et
malheur du guerrier = The Destiny of the Warrior (1969),
Georges Dumézil inaugurated a systematic investigation of the
Indo-European warrior type by matching the Roman “epic” of
Tullus Hostilius with Vedic myths surrounding Indra, more
specifically the combined “third vs. triple” and killing-of-kin
themes (Horatii vs. Curiatii, Trita Aptya vs. TriSiras) and the
episode of the treacherous ally (Namuci, Mettius) over whom
the hero prevails with the aid of succorous deities (Sarasvati —
Asvins, Quirinus — Ops) and whom he slays in the end by cruel
and unusual, thus “sinful” means. Dumézil also stressed the
“solitude and liberty” characteristics of the Indo-European
warrior, as exemplified by Indra’s epithet éka- ‘one, alone,
unique,” his avyayibhava adverb yathavasém ‘as one wills,” and
his noun svadha ‘one’s own law, autonomy.’ The latter’s cog-
nate relationship with Latin sodalis ‘member of a secret so-

ciety’(1) pointed up the warrior’s ambivalent role as single

champion or part of a self-centered corps or coterie, both a
society’s external defender and its potential internal menace.

As symptomatic of such a mythic warrior’s “life story”
Dumézil singled out “negative peaks’ or perhaps nadir-episodes,
a structured set of misdeeds or failings in which the hero com-
promises his career by offending all three levels of society by
murderous/sacrilegious, cowardly/unwarriorlike, and venal/
adulterous acts respectively. Thus Indra, spared censure in
Vedic hymns for the simple reason that one does not dwell on the
seamy side of one’s object of celebration, has his antisocial pro-
clivities fully aired in Brahmanic, Epic, and Puranic texts,

(1) This interpretation of sodalis, both substantive and etymological, is spec-
tacularly reinforced by the Publicola-inscription from Satricum: steterai popliosio
ualesiosio suodales mamartei ‘the Mannerbund of Publius Valerius setup (=dedi-
cated) to Mars® (cf. Lapis Satricanus {The Hague, 1980}, esp. the remarks of C. de
Simone [pp. 71-94] and H.S. Versnel [pp. 95-150} ).

(30)

€2y

Asvin) twins respectively (and subsequently deposited in the
wombs of the queens Kunti and Madri, engendering the Mahi-
bharata heroes Yudhisthira, Bhima + Arjuna, and Nakula +
Sahadeva). Dumézil saw a parallel in the Avestan “first king”
and culture hero Yima who when sinning lost his regal glory
(xVarnah) in staggered portions which were successively rein-
vested in Mithra, Thraetaona, and Krsaspa. Similar three low
points in the sagas of Starcatherus in Saxo Grammaticus (regi-
cidal human sacrifice inspired by Odin, uncharacteristic aowar-
dice in battle, “contract” killing for gold of a king in his bath)
and of Herakles in Diodorus Siculus (killing of his own children
in rage brought on by Hera, ruseful defenestration of Iphitus,
adultery with Iole) supplied Germanic and Greek reinforce-
ments of the typology.

This work, attractively presented, closely reasoned, and full
of intriguing parallclisms, has proven notably popular with over-
simplilying systematizers and interlopers in comparative myth-
ology. The “three sins of the warrior” in fact threatens to be-
come an cpigonous cliché not unlike the “threc functions”
themselves. Ancient Greece, that most treacherous of foraging
grounds for mythologically inclined Indo-Europeanists, is being
assiduously combed by a brave new cast of chercheurs. Fran-
coise Bader (Revue des études grecques 89.36-37 [1976] ) inter-
prets.the crew of Penelope’s suitors as a warrior band with tri-
functional names (Antinoos indicates “intelligence,” Eurymak-
hos *“fight,” while Amphinomos and Ktesippos point to division
of cattle and horses!) and spends 72 pages to show how out of a
single verb (IE *swer-) can be squeezed a tripartite set of Greek
usages (divine, warlike, pastoral “watch”; Bulletin de la Société
de linguistique de Paris 66.1,139-211 [1971]). Bernard Sergent,
in various articles and the announced thése de doctorat, declares
open season on all tripertita in Ancient Greece, Cisatlantic
scholars foist the Nessos-garment of the triple-sinning Indo-
European warrior on a variety of Greek heroes and an occa-
sional villain: Achilles (C. Scott Littleton, in Myth and Law
Among the Indo-Europeans 238 [1970]), Bellecrophon and
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Patroclus (Steven Lowenstam in Archaeological News 6.3.72-76
[1977]), Aegisthus (D. A. Miller in Arethusa 10.259-269

- [1977])5 Ares(Us Strutynski-in-—Arethusa-13:217-231-[1980}).-

Some even essay a rudimentary form of “source criticism’ as
when Lowenstam sets Dumézil straight by rejecting the Star-
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Greek isotheme bundle constitutes the strongest axis, with the
Scandinavian-Indic one a clear sccond, and the Greek-Indic onc

despite its late attestation, is the common denominator and
hence the purest reflector of Indo-European inheritance. Rather

——an—almost--nonexistent—third—Thus—the—Stareatherus—story;

catherus para"f'l (whiln Pndnrcing Indra: Hm"nklvc) and patron-

Catiitiwy

izingly concludes: “In the final analysis, I agree with Dumézil’s
reconstruction, but further substantiation would be welcome.”

Substantiation has been available for some time, in Mythe et
épopée 11 (1971) and I1I (1973). The hero as stakes in a game of
gods — such is the title Dumézil has bestowed on his treatment
of the “parallel lives” of Starcatherus, §i§up5.lu, and Herakles
in ME 11, 13-132, a work which makes the earlier study seem a
superficial sketch, Yima and Indra have been excluded {rom the
dossicr, the former without explanation in loco. In Heur et mal-
heur 94-95 = Destiny of the Warrior 103-104 Yima's non-
warrior status was explained via the doctrinal “demilitariza-

.tion”’ of the Zoroastrian reform, whereas now (ME II, 356-

358 = The Destiny of a King 110-112 [1973]) Yima stands
apart altogether, charged rather with a single (albeit triply com-
partmentalized), all-encompassing ‘“‘sin of the sovereign”’ radical-
ly different in kind from the “‘three sins of the warrior.”” Indra’s
cviction is cxplicit: the Markandeya-Purana account is pro-
nounced a secondary, artificial mythological extension of the
epic theme of the three sins (ME II, 20, 129-130) which latter
Dumézil finds rather tucked away in the figures of SiSupala +
Jardsandha in the Mahabharata. These refinements started from
a realization that peculiar concordances of the mortal careers of
Starcatherus and Herakles, from the setting of their fates by
antagonistic deities of the “first two functions” (Odin-Thor,
Hera-Athena) to their quasi self-immolational death using the
services of a young assistant (Hatherus, Philoktetes), outweigh
the single theme of the three sins.

The resulting study of three heroic careers attains important
new levels of penetration in the Starcatherus part, giving their
due also to Old Icelandic sources for Starkadr (especially the
Gautrekssaga). It also analyzes in depth for the first time the
strange figures of SiSupala and his supplementary analogue and
overking Jarasandha. The Herakles part, however, remains as
before somewhat sketchy and inconclusive, Dumézil neverthe-
less triangulates the Scandinavian, Indic, and Greek traditions
and reaches the startling conclusion that the Scandinavian-

(32)

than a triangle, the whole is a triptych, with Scandinavia as
centerpicce and India and Greece as side panels,

Some of the discrepancies and “loose ends” in the Herakles
saga arc readily explicable as culturally conditioned innovations.
Unlike Starcatherus and SiSupala with their innate enormities
(supernumerary arms [+ eye in SiSupala]) which are corrected
in childhood by divine intervention, Herakles is “normal™ for
the simple reason that he conforms to the Greek norm which
eschews congenital monstrosity in Olympian heroes, reserving
hand-related and ocular irregularities for the former gods of
the Titan generation (Hekatonkheiroi, Kyklopes). Rather than
undergo decapitation in the manner of Starcatherus or Sisupala,
Herakles has a mysterious apotheosis by fire bn a mountain, in
conformity with the classical heroic pattern. In contradistinc-
tion to the ultra-royalists Starcatherus and Sisupala who never-
theless become regicidally cntangled (counting Jardsandha as
alter ego of Sisupala), Herakles has no similar extreme proclivi-
tics; apart from his strained service to Eurystheus, his legend
conforms to the general obsoletencss of human sacrifice in
classical Greeee,(2) unlike the persistence of ritualistic murder
in pagan Scandinavia and its vestigial reminiscences in both
Vedic legendry and ritual and in the laws of Manu.

But interest centers on the ‘“‘game of gods” in which the hero
is the “stakes” (perhaps one might call him rather the pawn in a
divine tug-of-war), and here, too, Herakles is notably discrepant.
Unlike Starcatherus buffeted in the tension-field between Odin
and Thor, and SiSupila, human replica of Rudra-Siva, face
to face with Krsna, an avatar of Visnu, Herakles is the victim/
beneficiary of the attentions of two female deities, Hera and
Athena. This feature, too, can be explained as a Greek innova-

(2) Apart from the expiatory role of the wapuaxds and some stray accounts
(such as that of Plutarch [Themistocles 13] conceming the sacrifice of three pris-
oners of war to Dionysus Omestes in order to assure victory at Salamis). For Minoan
and Mycenaean cultures there is both archeological evidence (cf. e.g. Y. Sakellarakis,
National Geographic 159, No. 2, 205-222 [1981]) and legendary data (c.g. con-
signments of Athenian youths to the Minotaur, lphigenia done in at Aulis and herself
wielding the knife at Tauris, Achilles slaying Trojan captives on the pyre of Patroclus),

(33)
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tion, attributable to the role that the Olympian offshoots of
the Acgean goddesses typically play in the carcers of individual

- heroes-(e.g—Athena-with-Odysseus); Zeus-is-in-such-cases-above -

the fray, or in this instance working for his son through the
proxy of his head-born daughter, with Olympian houshold ten-
sions replacing inherited Indo-European antagonisms.
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the “meaningful” distinctions between Bhima and Arjuna, only
to show that Achilles partakes of a mélange of both (swift as

the wind [cf. Vayu!], aloner like Bhima, yet possessed of spen- .
did armor like Arjuna); such kind of treatment at least suffices
to reveal flaws in the distinction itself; Thor is called “‘a kind of
Viyu or Bhima" (i.e. a “solitary’’ champion) in ME II, 88, and

Since Indo-European structures are involved in this epic plot,
neither sectarian__oppositions_ between  Odin-cult and Thor-
worship in Viking Scandinavia, nor the Vaignava/Saiva split of
Hinduism, nor the absence of any such historical schism in the
Olympian system are of relevance (the Olympian: chthonian
dichotomy does not enter). Dumézil is naturally prone to apply-
ing the trifunctional analysis and to extrapolating from such
typecasting. Thus Odin is cssentially of the “first function,”
Thor “second function,” as arc Hera and Athena respectively,
chiefly on the basis of the anecdotal Judgment of Paris, while
Rudra and Visnu are not ‘“functionally integrated” (still, Vasus,
Rudras, and Adityas sum up the formulaic roster of the tripar-
titc panthcon [RV 10.128.9], and Rudr[iy]as = Maruts arc
clearly warrior deities). Dumézil is of course aware of the func-
tional shilts and slippages in Germanic theology, with Odin’s
warlike preoccupations and Thor’s impingements on the rain-
related concerns of the husbandmen. He is also quite willing to
admit further complexity in Odin, latching on to the compari-
sons madc by Jan de Vries and others between Odin and Rudra,
Thus a different, extralunctional opposition ol “dark” (Odin,
Rudra) and “light” (Thor, Visnu) deities is sct up, onc that is
more serious for the tripartite system than was Dumézil’s one-
time distinction of “first” and “last” gods, since it cuts across
such stalwarts of trifunctionality as Odin and Thor. Dumézil
realizes that this “dark”: “light”” opposition lies at the heart of
the antagonisms that victimize the hero, and yet he is unable to
find any trace of it in Hera: Athena, leaving this amopic for
others to solve (ME 11, 123).

For further understanding of this saga we might expunge all
reference to the “first function’ and treat it as purely internal
to the warrior class, with the “dark”: “light’’ opposition basic
to the inner tensions of that class. Such threadbare distinctions
as the “chivalrous” vs. “brute” warrior (Indra vs. Vayu, Arjuna
vs. Bhima, Achilles vs. Herakles; cf. e.g. Destiny of the Warrior
xi) should likewisc be dcemphasized as superficial: e.g. Gregory
Nagy (The Best of the Achaeans 323-328 [1979]) singles out

(34)
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yet Vayu's alleged pre-Vedic “brute warrior” character had sup-
posedly turned into that of a “first” (or “initial”’) god by Vedic
times (Destiny of the Warrior 59). In short, we should clear thé
boards also of that non-basic differentiation.

For “dark” and “light” 1 would rather substitute a “de-
monic” vs. “‘culture god” opposition between deities of the war-
rior class. It is the difference between a figure of monstrous
ancestry or attachments and one who makes the world safe
against monsters, a kind of nature: culture tensfon in which the
warrior is caught up. Rudra with his three eyes and four arms,
onc-ecyed Odin born of the giantess Bestla and riding an cight-
legged horse, Hera born of Titans, with one-eyed Kyklopes
and hundred-armed Hekatonkheiroi for uncles and herself the
parthenogenous mother of the monster Typhocus — all these fit
the “demonic” slot. The hero has definite onomastic associa-
tions with this kind ol deity: SiSupala echoing (Rudra) Pafupali,
Starcatherus-Starkadr being a compound of Hatherus-Hédr
(name of both the hero’s young dcliverer {rom life and the fate-
god himself, close to Odin), and Herakles meaning “possessing
Hera'’s kXéog”. The contrasting deity is one who prunes the wild
by holding down the monstrous (Indra or Trita Aptya slaying
Trisiras, Thor cutting back on giants, Athena Nike with the
Gorgon’s head on her breastplate) and furthering normal nature
(Indra and Thor releasing waters, Trita Aptya being ‘“‘watery”
in his very clan-name, Athena nurturing both plants [olive] and
the young [Erikhthonios] ). Vayu may well originally belong on
the “wild” side, and Indra has become too much of an all-round
warrior god to admit full and sharp polarization; but Visnu is a
good candidate for the “culture god” type, not only in his
Krsna-avatar but also in that of Rama, who after all married the
Furrow, Sita, and whose story is homologous to.the Indra-
myths of the Veda, as Hermann Jacobi showed almost a century
ago. Visnu’s Norse parallel, Vidar, is typically a strong-arm/foot
god second only to Thor himself, one who will not desist from
monster-extermination even in the last straits of eschatology, as
he forces apart and shatters the jaws of the wolf Fenrir who has
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devoured Odin. The warrior hero is thus somehow genctically
and inherently demonic, and his carcer is marked by the drama

“civilizing” efforts under the figurative (and in one casc literal)
acgis of the opposing deity. Thor performs on Starkadr a rough

--between—this—ancestral burden—and the rehabilitational and -
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464-489 [1979]) has tabulated what he considers the “threc
sins of Rama” (i.c., the uncthical slaying of Valin, the brah-

~manicidal killing of Ravana, and the repudiation of Sita),

thereby to a degree affirming Jacobi’s thesis of the Indraic
sources of the characters and plot of the Ramayana. Franklin
E. Horowitz (Studia linguistica 29.99-109 [1975) has essayed

form of plastic surgery, Krsna relies on more miraculous instant
normalization of the infant SiSupila, Athena’s services to
Herakles. range from nurture to armament. In line with Euro-
pean heroic tradition, the Norse and Greek strongmen cven
acquire the finer skills of poetry and music, whereas India lays
more stress on the purely demonic. Herakles shows traits
reminiscent of the Thor type, perhaps preserving some of the
features that have been otherwise lost duc to Athena’s female
gender, such as active monster-killing and the episodes of
transvestitism which also characterize Thor and Achilles. In the
fullness of time, the god Odin who ordained Starkadr’s three
lifc-spans takes him back unto himself by the offices of Hodr;
Zeus arranges for Hera to formally “adopt” the deificd Herakles
on whose begetting he had spent thrce symbolic night-spans.
Sigupala’s end comes instead at the hands of Krsna, upon which
he is absorbed into the godhead of his killer by a Vispuite
salvation miracle; this thematic reversal is as understindable in
classical India as is the reclaiming of the hero by Odin in Viking
Scandinavia; both accounts are simply true to their sectarian
environments. The hero’s career is in all instances tragic, due to
the {laws inherent in his demonic nature or inflicted by the gods
vying for his soul, but the resolutions differ: reconciliation in
Europe, redemptioh in India.

Ancillary matter to this great tableau has been accumulating
during the 1970s. Akin to the ‘“three sins” is the theme of the
“three charges against the warrior,” as when the Romans Camil-
lus (ut068nuoc according to Plutarch, like the populace-hating
Starcatherus) and Coriolanus are accused of sacrilege/usurpation,
irregularities in the disposal of military spoils, and opposition to
populist measures (ME 111, 231-235, 242-248). Dumézil himself
has compared with the three sins the excessive revenge that the
Ossetic hero Batraz exacts for the murder of his father Xaemye,
with successive cruelties against the Boratae (third-cstate clan),
the AExsaertacgkatae (warrior estate), and the heavenly powers
themselves (angels, spirits), until his death rcconciles him to
God (Romans de Scythie et d’alentour 50-58 [1978]). Danicl
Dubuisson (Annales Economies Sociétés Civilisations 34.

(36)
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a linguistic equation of Gk. oxériwe¢, with a plausible base-
meaning ‘unflinching, self-centered, reckless’ (describing Achil-
les in lliad 22.41), with Skt. ksatriya- as derived from the root
*segh-, thereby reopening to question Dumézil’s interpretation
of sahas- as a “first-function” concept of ‘might,’ vs. the &jas- of
the war-god; B. Oguibenine (“Complément a I'image du guerrier
indo-européen,” Journal asiatique 226.257-290 [1978]) has
entered the debate on the same topic. Perhaps most interesting
of all, David J. Cohen (Celtica 12.113-124 [1977]) has chal-
lenged Dumézil’s claim (ME 1I, 130) that “of the numerous
great warriors of Irish sagas, none is the subject of a tale which
even remotely recalls those that have been studied” (viz. Star-
kadr, SiSupila, Herakles). Suibhne Geilt in the Buile Suibhne is
an Irish warrior whose life of wandering and poetry is dramat-
ically highlighted by his unprovoked outrages against St. Rénin,
his strange cowardly flight from the battle of Magh Rath, and
his violent death in the house of St. Moling on an accusation —
albeit false — of adultery, accompanied by last rites adminis-
tered by St. Moling who had long anticipated Suibhne’s coming
and was thus fatally foreordained to attend to the final stages of
his life. Here Rénan, the church-builder and *‘constructive”
figure in association with kings, clearly occupies the *‘culture
god” slot, and Suibhne’s frenctic hatred of him has much in
common with Si§upala’s onslaught on Krsna. Moling, on the
other hand, figures as the ingatherer of the spent soul of this
Sweeney Agonistes in the manner in which Odin arranges for
the return of his own: reconciliation of the poet-warrior to
his god rather tun miraculous transfusional salvation, in line
with Scandinavia and Greece rather than India. Cohen also finds
an inverted variant of the theme of the “threc sins” in the

Bérama Laigen, which details St. Columb’s description of three

Irish kings who had gone to heaven, viz. Daimin Damargait who
never hassled the church, Ailill who in the nick of time had
thought better of fleeing from battle, and Feradach who was
beguiled by gold until he repented of his hoarding on his death-
bed and at last sought divine grace. Here the pitfalls which the
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first two “saved’ rulers avoided match the first two sins of
Suibhne, whercas Feradach’s last-minute immunity to auri

—sacra fames looks rather like the antidote that might have saved

Starcatherus from his third sin, the mercenary murder of king

Olo in return for gold.
Thanks to Dumézil we are at last hot on the tracks of a truly
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SCALESINHITTITE

Indo-European hero-typology, one that mirrors an epic myth
once current in traditions from Iceland and Ircland to Iran and
India, greatly at variance with the ritualistic and psychoanalytic
prototypes postulated for the “average” hero figure by the likes
of Lord Raglan, Otto Rank and Joseph Campbell.

(38)

(39)

Weighing and scales were important matters and imple-
ments in the commercially-advanced cultures of the Ancient
Near East and receive appropriate -attention in Armas
Salonen’s Die Hausgerdte der alten Mesopotamier I (Helsinki, 1965),
pp. 279 ff. In the Hittite archives, too, there is enough
material for an adequate understanding of terms and practices.

As we have few Hittite economic records but an enormous
mass of religious and legal texts, there is expectably less
reference to actual and practical than to ritualistic, symbolic,
or exemplary weighing. Formal weighing was apparently
performed preferentially in sight of the all-seeing sun-god, the
guarantor of justice: :

KBo XVII 95 III 6-10: LUAZU-maz GIS.RIN 2IBANA dai n-a¥
ANA LUGAL manninkuwan tiyezi nu ANA LUGAL A.BAR pai
nu-§¥an LUGAL-u¥ A.BAR aN4a GIS.RIN ZIBANA dai
LUAZU-ma-kan GIé.RiN ZIBANA DUTU—i menahhanda epzi ‘the
medicine man takes the scales, he steps close to the king and
gives lead to the king; the king places the lead on the scales,
and the medicine man takes the scales before the sun-god’.

In kBo XV 10 I 9-10 the officiator 1-NUTUM GIg.RiN ZIBANA
54 GISdai, ‘takes a set of scales (made) of wood’; later in the
same ritual (II 41-42) true valuables rather than lead weights
occur:

[nu-3§lan ANA GIS.RIN KU.BABBAR GUSKIN NA4. HLA
XX.MEé {iDhuwai nu [DUTU—i] [mena@zz]anta 6-3U gankir ‘on
scales he scatters silver, gold (gem)stones, and . . . ; before the
sun-god they weighed (them) six times’.

Symbolism thickens in the royal funerary texts, where
human clay is pitted against worldly wealth:

KUB XXX 15 + XXXIX 19 Vs. 26-28: nu SALSU.GI
GISNUN[UZ] ZIBANA [dai] nu-8$an 1-eazrKU.BABBAR GUSKIN
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NA4 . I:!I.A—ya himandu¥ dai [I-ledaz-ma-$%an 3aluinan dai ‘the old

gold and all (manner of gem)stones, but on the other she
places clay-mortar.” A little later (34-35) the scales themselves

- woman takes a pair of scales; on one (scale) she places silver,
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replica of the witnessing sun-god, is paralleled by the routine

threats of the thwarted Homeric "HéXLOC [ovTdningl to go

and shine amidst the dead in Hades)? Or is the Homeric
formula a poetic conceit spun from some idiom analogous to

are broken in a further gesture of vanity of vanities.

In_the Old_Hittite Prayer of Kantuzilis we find exposed
instead the moral clay feet of a crooked merchant:

xkUB XXX 10 Rs. 12-13: LUDAM.GAR-% [...] DUTU-i
GIS;,; harzi nu GISg1,; marsanuzzi ‘the merchant holds the scales
before the sun-god and (yet) falsifies the scales’.

Actual weighing occurs in the ritual 71BoT I 6 VI 13 where
someone ‘has weighed’ (arpa kanganuz[zi]) amounts of metals,
and in kKUB XXI 27 III 42, where Queen Puduhepa is
dedicating to a deity a life-size gold statue of her husband
Hattusilis (arha-ya-an-[ma-Jkan kanganumi ‘I shall have it weighed’).

The king’s very life-span is symbolically hung in the
balance in KBo XXI 22 Vs. 18-19: kasa GIé.R’IN karpiyemi nu
Labarna¥ talugaud MU.HI.A-us usne$kimi ‘behold, I pick up scales
and I put up for weighing the long years of Labarnas’
(followed [19-20] by the same procedure for the queen,
Tawanannas).

Finally, there is the obscure paragraph 169 of the Law Code:

KBo VI 13 I 6-8: takku A.SA - LAM pyuidki wasi ta ZAG-an pardiya
NINDAbarEin dat t-an DUTU—i parfiya GI elzi-mit-wa takna ar§ikkit
‘if someone buys a field and breaches the boundary; he (viz.
the wronged party) takes a bread and breaks it to the sun-god
(and says): “He has planted my scale in the earth” ’.

This last expression is not only formulaic but probably also
idiomatic for something like ‘tip the scales against one, give
one a raw deal’. It is reminiscent of the weighing of the fates
of antagonists which Zeus performs in Homeric poetry, and
especially of Hector’s scale dipping all the way to Hades in
Iliad 22.209-213. Is the Hittite idiom based on some similar
mythic tradition (much as the tagna¥ DUTU—u§, the chthonian

(40)
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the Hittite, fortified by a ritualistic tradition of weighing the
fates of kings and heroes? In either case we are clearly in the
realm of locution rather than literal scale-planting, and
nowhere close to the symbolic scale-breaking of the mortuary
rituals.

The vocabulary involved deserves comment. The sumer-
ograms GIS.RIN and G'IéNUNUZ are often extended akkado-
graphically with ZIBANA (also ZEPANA, ZIPANITUM) and cor-
respond to Akkadian girinnu and zibanitu. The correspgnding
Hittite word for ‘scales’ is the i-stem neuter noun GIS¢y; or
Glsélzi. ‘Weigh’ is kank-, gank-, literally and etymologically
‘hang’, and gankuwaer means ‘weight’ (rather than ‘hanging’);
Latin penddo ‘hang; weigh’ : pondus ‘weight’ is a fair parallel.
The verb u¥@®a)niya- (iterative u¥ne¥ki-), which means basically
‘put up for sale’ (cf. Latin vends <venunds <*wesnom do), is used
in the sense of ‘put up for weighing, commit to price-
determination, set up as stakes, place in the balance’.

Interest centers above all on elzi. The form can be neuter
singular or plural, and in the latter capacity represent a
former dual as well. The singular would mean °‘scale’ of a
twin-scale instrument like the Greek tdovw |, while the
plural would denote the whole contraption, ‘(pair of) scales’.
Akkadian ZIBANA may formally be a dual, and the gquoted
1-NUTUM GIS.RIN ZIBANA ‘a set of scales’ contains Akkadian
itenitu ‘unit, set’ which is normally used with pluralia (or
dualia) tantum. It is therefore tempting to see in elzi an
Indo-European neuter dual root-noun *eit-i of the type found
e.g. in *wi-(d)kmt-1 ‘twenty’ (Avestan uvisaiti, Doric Fluoty ), or
in Vedic akst, Avestan a3, OCS o0& ‘eyes’, or Avestan w8, OCS
u$i ‘ears’. The root is *Eél-t-, and its ablaut variant *Ei-ét- is
seen in Old Irish leth, Welsh lled ‘half’ (< *letom) and in Old
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Irish leth , Latin latus ‘side’ (< *letes-); the relation is similar to

" that between Hittite arp- ‘bad luck’ and Vedic rdpas ‘infirmity,

affliction’, or Hittite ard- ‘saw’ and Vedic rddati ‘gnaw, cut
through’, or Hittite jalzai- and Gothic laepon ‘call’, or Hittite

Al our-yesterday s’ - -

%anp- ‘flush’ and Vedic snéti ‘bathe’. The meaning of elzi is thus
‘two bilateral halves’, and we may compare Latin bilanx
‘having two scales’ (lances) in bilanx libra ‘pair of scales,
balance’, or Italian bilancia ‘scales’. For a unit-dual involving
the same etymon, reference might be made to Old Irish leth-sail
‘(one) eye’ (literally ‘half-eye’), which is a singular back-
formation from the dual (di) szil ‘eyes’. In a similar way the
neuter singular ‘“i-stem’ elzi may have come about via
abstraction from the dual become plural. It had much to relate
to, for unlike most other Indo-European languages where the
kind is rare or nonexistent, Hittite crawls with neuter i-stems
(armizzi, e¥ri, etri, hali, ki¥ri, 1i$8i, luzzi, meni, warri, wa$¥i, etc., ete.).

If this explanation is true ( &tuuov ), Hittite has preserved
an archaic Indo-European word for ‘scales’, of interest to
cultural history, and pointing once again to the one-time
presence of the dual number in Anatolian, as in the rest of
archaic Indo-European. ‘

42)

" In a short mohograph of his later years Karl Brugmann (1917) pointed out that Indo-

European possesses a common etymon for ‘yesterday’ but not for ‘today’ or ‘tomorrow’;
for the latter, parallel transparent means of expression predominate, as is still the case with
the English terms. Thus ‘today’ is typically made up of some demonstrative pronominal
element and a word for ‘day’, as in Skt. a—dyi, Hitt. anisiwat(ti) or kedani siwatti, Arm.
ays-awr, Gk. ofiuepov (< *k¢ -auepov)', Alban. sot (< *kya-diti), Lith. Siafi-dien®, OCS
dini-si, Russian segé-dnja, Irish in-diu, Welsh he-ddyw, Lat. hodie (Faliscan foied), Gothic
himma daga, OSax. hiu-diga, OHG hiutu®, ON i-dag. Equally consistently, ‘tomorrow’ is
derived from or cognate with ‘morning’, e.g. Skt. svds (cf. Avest. siram ‘early in the morn-
ing’), Hitt. lukkatti (siwatti) or lukkatta (siwatti) (lukat- ‘morning’), Arm. valiv (val ‘early’),
Gk. abpwov (*awsr- ‘dawr’, as in Lith. audra, cognate with fu3c*), Lith. ry£6j (rytas ‘morn-
ing’), Russian zd-vera (titro ‘morning’; ¢f. OCS za ustra, cognate with Gk. abpwv), Irish im-
barach, Welsh a-vory (Welsh bore ‘morning’), Lat. cras (whether cognate with Avest. suram
‘early’ or with Ved. sdérvari ‘dusk’, Hitt. karii ‘early’, kariwariwar ‘at daybreak™ ), Goth. du
matirgina (whether root-related with Lith. mdrgas ‘bright, variegated’ or OCS mrakis ‘dim-
ness, darkness’).

Occasionally a pendant relationship ‘evening’ : ‘yesterday’ is found, e.g. Lith. vakaras :
vikar, or Russian véler : vterd, or German dialectal jennabend or archaic ndcht ‘yesterday’;
cf. ‘eve of® = ‘day before’. But in the main, except in Baltic and Slavic, the overpowering
association of ‘tomorrow’ with ‘morning’ has been unable to dislodge, let alone supplant
the ancient terms for ‘yesterday’, not only in archaic but also in heavily innovated forms of
Indo-European.®

Klaus Strunk (IF 73. 1968: 309—310) has suggested that the archaism of words for ‘yester-
day’ ties in with the ancient abilities of the Indo-European verb to denote past time, and
that conversely the later nature of terms for ‘tomorrow’ is related to the gradual devising of
future tense expression in the individual languages. If Proto-Indo-European was incapable
of expressing ‘tomorrow’ lexically as well as grammatically, such a semantic lacuna would
have robbed any word for ‘yesterday’ of some of its antonymity, since its only contrast
term would be ‘today’; it could have expressed the past only as related to the present, not
as also opposed to the future, in a binary rather than ternary semantic structure. It is,
however, improbable that verbal grammar is to blame for this state of affairs. More prob-
ably we are dealing with a shift in conceptual emphasis, from objective side-view of event-
sequences to the subject’s own time-immersion, from a ‘third-person’ to a ‘first-person’
approach. Clearly there must always have been objective means of expressing ‘(on) the next

(43)



—the day after’ (ét7s literally ‘in sequence’) by warp in pamma afardaga. But in Corinthians

du maurgina gaswiltam ‘let us eat and drink, for tomorrow we die!’. Anticipation of the
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day’, such as Hitt. para UD. KAM-#i or Skt. (aJparedyuis; here days are simply lined up in
calendaric fashion, as when Wulfila translates Luke 7.11 &yévero &v 1) &Eng ‘it came to pass
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*(dh )ghiyés > ON(i) giar (Gunnarsson, NTS 43. 1971: 54-55).
*(dh )gh(y Jes > Alban. dje.

*(dh)gh(y Jesi > Lat. heri. e

1.15.32 (pdrywuer kai miwoper, alipov yap amodvioxouey) the first-person speaker is very
subjectively involved, and ‘the next day’ turns into ‘tomorrow’: matjam jah drigkam, unte

morning after identified the morrow with the coming day and launched the innovational
term.

By contrast, then, the old term for ‘yesterday’ should have been ‘dispassionate’, with no
hint of a ‘dreadful past’ or emotional involvement with ‘all our yesterdays’; it must have
meant simply ‘the other day’. Its well-known inventory of forms comprises Skt. hyds,
Pahlavi dik, Persian difg)’, Gk.(&)xdés, xditd, Elean oepde, Alban. dje, Olr. in-dé, Welsh
(vd)doe, Lat. heri (hesternus), Goth. gistradagis, OE geostra, giosterdaeg, OHG gestaron,
ON (i) gar or (i) giar. Brugmann (1904 : 72) postulated for the first part the demonstrative
pronominal stem *gho- or *ghi-, and Vittore Pisani (1925: 637—643) in a youthful opus
supplied a full reconstruction *ghfe)-diés, variations on which have subsequently entered
the handbooks.® As an alternative to such glimpsing of the etymon of Lat. diés, already
Brugmann (1904: 72, fn. 10) suggested that a suffix -yo- might be involved, denoting ap-
purtenance or adjacency to ‘(to-)day’; Franz Specht (1944: 201-205) later came up with
a formula *¢h-yes containing the equivalent of the primary neuter comparative suffix, and
saw its hypertrophied expression in *$h(y Jes-t(e)r- (Goth. gistra-, Lat. hesternus) with the
secondary comparative suffix. Specht was also aware that these suffixes can have a binary
contrastive meaning, as in Ved. ndvyas- ‘new’ vs. sdnyas- ‘old’, or in Lat. noster vs. vester.
For *¢h- he stuck with the pronominal explanation, trying weakly to explain Gk. xdés
and the Celtic forms via some sort of deictically marked allomorph *gh-¢-; the meaning
would thus have been something like ‘this (day) as opposed to today’, i.e. ‘the other day’.

Jan Otrebski (KZ 84.1970: 85—-87) inverted the semantic problem completely by insisting
that, in view of OCS videra ‘yesterday’ beside veterii ‘evening’, the base meaning had to do
with either ‘shine’ or ‘get dark’, hence connecting either Goth. skeinan ‘shine’, Gk. okl
‘shadow’ or a root *(s)ghei-(s)- metathesized ad hoc into *ghesi (Lat. heri).

No further progress was possible without squarely confronting the matter of the initial
consonantism, which is part and parcel of the ‘thorn’ problem. Here the many ‘modern’
treatments starting with Paul Kretschmer’s article (1931/32) have been of uneven value.
Some theoreticians, enamored of their own phonological circularities, have either spawned
monstrosities® or reverted to ground zero.'® Others have chosen to stay mostly reportorial
(3. Gunnarsson, NTS 43. 1971: 52—55). Even those who record the most plausible re-
construct, *(dh)gh(y Jes, either leave it unanalyzed (Merlingen 1957: 60) or pronounce it
unanalyzable (J. Schindler, Die Sprache 23. 1977: 32). With this formula the inventory can
be presented as follows:

*dhghyes > OIr. (in-)dé.

*dhghiyes > Welsh (yd)doe.

*dhgh(y Jes > Gk. x9éc'! (cf. e.g. *dhghom > xdwv'?).
*(dh)ghyes > Elean oep(dc), Skt. hyds.

*(dh Jghyes-tro- > Goth. gistra- 1

*(dh Jghyés > ON (i )gaer.

The pattern is consistently that of the locative case of an s-stem noun *dhghyes-. This noun
may contain the primary ‘comparative’ suffix -yes- (as suggested by Specht) appended to a
stem class (cf. Gk. rax-Us, *ax-wo- > dagoofo)-, or *kv8ap, kVdiof¢)-). The noun in ques-
tion-is-in-all probability-the etymon of English day,* reconstructible variously-as-*dhogho-
(Goth. dags, ON dagr, OHG fac), *dhoghes- (OE dieg), *dhoghr- (OE dégor ‘day’, ON ddgr
‘day or night’), *dhoghn- (ON dggn ‘day and night, 24-hour period’).’® The commonly
assumed cognate is Ved. dhar-, dhan-, dhas-, Avest. (gen. pl.) asngm ‘day’, where an original-
ly marginally accented paradigm (*dhoghy) : (dh)ghn-és (cf. dsyk : asnds ‘blood’) may have
been rehabilitated in Indo-Iranian as a columnal Ghar : dhnas, perhaps abetted by the syn-
onymous rhyme-term *ayar-, *ayan- (Avest. ayara, gen. aygn); it can likewise involve a
‘movable dental’ in the manner of Ved. dsru vs. Gk. 8dkpv ‘tear’, or Lith. ilgas vs. Ved.
dirghd- long’, or Ved. amd ‘at home’ vs. ddm- ‘house’.

An opposition *dhéghos or *dhoghy : *(dh)gh(i)yos (with *[dh]gh[i]yés as suffixless loca-
tive) is quite parallel to Gk. ki80¢ or *ki8ap : *k08ws. The ‘comparative’ suffix involves in
origin not a balanced binary pair of opposites but signals the marked member of the oppo-
sition, even as in Greek eic vs. drepoc (Ionic érepos) reflect IE *sems vs. *smtero- (cf.

Homeric xwXds &' érepov mdda ‘lame in one foot’ [vs. the other]). In the same way *dh)-

gh(ijyos denoted the one of two adjacent days which contrasted with ‘now’, thus ‘the
other day’ (cf. Gk. farépa ‘on the morrow’). The meaning ‘yesterday’ (rather than ‘the
next day’) is presumably a conventional one, due in large measure to the pre-emption of
futurity by the ‘morrow’ words. The traces of an alternative meaning ‘the next day’ in Ger-
manic need not be desperately explained away (thus e.g. Brugmann 1917: 10—~15; Strunk,
IF 73. 1968: 309—310); thus Wulifila’s (Matthew 6.30) himma daga . . . gistradagis trans-
lating onjuepov ... adpwv speaks of hay that is on the stalk one day and ends up in the oven
the next day, and the Eddic (Hamdismdl 30) nu ela i gier wonders whether death will
come ‘now or the next day’; himma daga . .. gistradagis opposes *dhogho- to a doubly
characterized figura etymologica *(dh/ghyestro-dhogho-, reminiscent of the manner in
which French aujourd hui twice contains derivatives of the etymon of Lat. diés. The literal
meaning is, however, ‘on the day which is the other day in relation to now’.

Notes

1 Resembling ofires, Myc. ssa-we-te (< *ka-Ferec) ‘(in) this year’.

Besides Alban. si-viet (< *kyéy-wetesi), Lith. ¥-met (in) this year’ (cf. M. Huld, KZ 98. 1985: 102—
103). Cf. e.g. Finnish fdnd vuonna (< *yuodna), Estonian tdnavu(de) (< tdnd voodena) ‘(in) this
year’, besides Finnish tdnd pdivind, South Estonian tdémbd ‘to-day’ (all in the essive case).

Parallel to Lat. hodié and OHG hiutu, German heute stand Lat. *aori or *horo (< *ho -ior-) and
OHG hiuru, German heuer (< *hiu jaru) (in) this year’ (cf. Lat. hdrnus, horndtinus ‘this year’s’,
like German heurig from heuer); the ongoing innovational process is seen in Lat. #6c anné > Spanish
ogafio ‘this year’. ,

Perhaps also with 7Ape, hépe ‘early’, anp ‘dimness, mist’, allon ‘morning breeze’ (cf. P. Kiparsky,
Language 43. 1967: 624—626).
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5 The Hittite words, however, are better connected with cognates of English ‘grey’ such as ON gryiandi
‘dawn’; cf. Milton’s ‘while the still morn went out with sandals gray’. From Lat. mdne ‘(early in the)
morning’ (cf. crds madne ‘early tomorrow morning’) are derived the Romance words for ‘tomorrow’.

° Cf. Lat. heri > French hier (Italian ieri, Spanish ayer), vs. aujourd hui ot demain (*dé mane).
7 ‘Avest. zy6’ of many sources is a lively ghostword.

8 E.g. *$h(i)d(j)es and *ghi-diwes in E. Schwyzer (1939: 631 and 326 respectively).

® gZhyés in E. Benveniste, BSL 38. 1937: 144.

—  HOMERIC QUESTIONS AND HITTITE ANSWERS——

Curiously specific lexical and substantive accordances between
Greek and Hittite have long been observed; the “Anatolian connection”

10" wghies in J. Kurylowicz, BSL 68. 1973: 102.

The detail of Gk. x9«¢d remains unclear; both Skt. a-dyd ‘today’ and mpwitd = mpwny ‘the day be-
fore yesterday’ have afforded material for comparison; on different chronological levels. Most iikely,
however, is *dhghis- as zero grade (samprasirana) suffix variant of *dhgh(y)es-, with suffix as in
kpyupsa ‘secretly’ (cf. Specht 1944: 205). x9itds is a secondary adjectivization of xditd (cf. xveot-
vdc).

Metatheses of dental and guttural, postulated in such clusters for Greek and Celtic, seem to have
operated sporadically also in non-contact environments: Gk. & dxrvros < *sarrvhos < *rkadvAde
(cf. 1. Puhvel, IF 81. 1976: 26; Puhvel 1981: 350), or Toch. B kantwo ‘tongue’ < *dnghw-. Cf. the
similar instances of labial and guttural (Gk. oxen- < *spek-; Lith. kitmsté ‘fist’ < *pnkWst-).

Matched by Lat. hesternus < *{dh)gh(y)es-tro-no- (cf. Skt. hydstana- and Gk. x®eowdc).

The possibility of such a tie-in was first hesitantly suggested by W. Brandenstein (Glottz 25. 1936:
29) and worked out in more detail in a study by M. Durante (1950: 248); Durante (1950: 247)
brilliantly connected Gk. p9éyvyouas ‘produce voice’ with Lith. ¥véngiu ‘neigh’ as reflecting (dh)-
Shweng-.

Cf. also the vrddhi-like derivational long grade in Goth. fidur-dogs ‘four days old’, comparable to
Skt. satd-sgradas ‘of a hundred autumns’.
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in fact dates back to P. Kretschmer’s Einleitung in die Geschichte der
griechischen Sprache of 1896, before J. A. Knudtzon, let alone F, Hrozny,
had surmised the true nature of the Hittite language. I am concerned in
particular neither with general Indo-European archaic similarities (of
the type dpyi- : harki- “‘white,” nbp : pahhur “fire,”’ or ok®p : sakkar
“excrement”’), nor with blatant technical loanwords or areal culture
terms such as 4pdpn : amiyara- “ditch, channel,” BOpoa : kursa- “‘hide,
skin,” or vitpov : nitri- “‘sodium carbonate,’”’ nor even with clearly old
but unique matches (e.g., Katd, kaol-yvntog : katta, katti-smi, or the
multiplicative suffix -axig : -anki). I am interested rather in all accord-
ances, etymological and other, whenever they might entail contextual
values beyond the merely formal or barely semantic, so as to elucidate
not merely the Greek and Hittite lexica but also shed light on the
cultures and literatures which the languages sustain. In particular, as
the title intimates, I hope to look into sober Hittite prose to find answers
to some Quaestiones Homericae which the near-century since Wilhelm
Schulze’s youthful days has not-yet fully unraveled. To some, such a
tack may smack of obscurum per obscurius, but hopefully in this manner
at least some Homerische Worter still dangling in the wake of Manu
Leumann can be brought closer to elucidation. I have previously in
various publications!® tried similar pairings (e.g., Gk. aioxbvw : Hitt.
iskuna- [literally “make ugly”’], Gk. gooin “insight” : Hitt. sakui-
“eye,” Gk. 8dktudocg : Hitt. kalulupa- “finger’’) and would commend
attempts such as R. Gusmani’s confrontation of Homeric fipa ¢pépev
“gratify’’ with Hitt. warri- “help.”’2 Here, as always, excesses need to be

! Collected in Analecta Indoeuropaea (Innsbruck 1981); cf. pp. 373-78, 313-21,
349-52.
2Studi micenei ed egeo-anatolici 6 (1968) 17-22.
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resisted, such as O. Szemerényi’s wholesale derivation of Greek words
and names from Hittite sources: dokéw ‘‘work with materials, fashion”
~from-Hitt: -anisk(i)-—(iterative-of anfnjiya-;“work”);>-biookéw-*“look
earnestly” from Hitt. usk(i)- (iterative of aufs]-, wwa]- “see”’),* or
> AokAnmuég from Hitt. *assulapiya- “‘health-giver.”’> The studies that

follow attempt a less Flimcy and more considered npprnm‘h
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is supposed to mean ‘“‘he declared boasting[ly] that he was going to
win,” and the second, “made a promise saying he was going to fight

_the Trojans.”” Yet here the true verba dicendi are ebxopar and dyopedw,-

and otebTo is somehow auxiliary or circumlocutional.
An aporia is reached in Il 8.83: otebtan ydp T Emog épéewv
kopvfaioroc “Extwp: Hektor has not said a word, and a translation as

1. otebro 6t Sipdwv

An Indo-Iranian and Greek isolexeme *steu- ““laut preisen” figures
among Pokorny’s roots (IEW 1035) on the basis of Skt. stduti, Avest.
staoiti “praise” and Gk. orebtan “(rithmt sich,) verspricht prahlend.” J.
Wackernagel found the common semantic denomination in “feierliche
offentliche Kundgebung.”’® The “praise’”’ meaning of Indo-Iranian is
not in doubt, although “celebrate’” may be slightly more accurate. But
the precise synchronic and more remote historical sense of the mostly
Homeric third person singular middle present otedton (preterit oTebTO)
is less easy to ascertain. Menace is implicit in Hektor’s reported intent
to cut down the mastheads of Achaean ships (I1. 9.241 otebrat yap vniv
arnokOPev dxkpa kopuvpfa), and equally viciously Laomedon had
threatened to lop off the ears of his divine wall-builders (I1. 21.455
o1ed10 6’ 8y’ dudotépwv drnioAedéuev obara xaAk®) when they asked
to be paid on completion. In a more benign vein, Thetis had promised
Achilles new armor by Hephaistos (1. 18.191 otebro ydp ‘Hoaiotolo
niép’ oloépev Evtea kaAd). In rare imitation of such Homeric usage, the
Persian enemy threatens Greece with the yoke of servitude (Aeschylus,
Persae 49: otebtan . . . Toyov aupiBaieiv SodAiov ‘EANGO). As opposed
to this construction with future infinitives, a sense of “declare, claim”
occasionally appears with aorist or present infinitives (Od. 17.525 otebran
6’ *Obuofiog akoboat “he claims he has heard of Odysseus,” or Apol-
lonius Rhodius 2.1204 otedtan §° "Hehiov ybovog Eppevat “he boasts
that he is the offspring of Helios”).

Yet older than these infinitive constructions must be such seem-
ingly semi-pleonastic passages as OTeDTO Yap £0xOHEVOG viknoépev (I1.
2.597) and otedt’ dyopebwv Tpwaoi paxoeoban (11. 5.832-33). The first

3Mélanges . . . P. Chantraine (Paris 1972) 252-53.

4 Gnomon 43 (1971) 665.

5 Journal of Hellenic Studies 94 (1974) 154-55.

6 Sprachliche Untersuchungen zu Homer (Gottingen 1916) 202.

(48)

(49)

a verbum dicendi is entirely out of place; it must mean rather that in
Agamemnon’s perception he is about to speak, and therefore Aga-
memnon, to hear him out across the battle-line, imposes quiet and a
momentary cessation of hostility.

Such a sense is even clearer in the construction with a participle
alone in Od. 11.584 otebro 6¢& S1pdwv, méev & odk elxev EAécBai. Here
Tantalus is thirsting but cannot get to drink. He is not saying anything,
and Odysseus merely reports his somewhat distant and fleeting visual
observation of him (20€ibov) in the underworld. otebto S1pdwv must
mean literally ‘“he was manifest being thirsty,” that is, ““he was visibly
(or plainly) thirsting.” The participial construction with gtev- is thus
parallel but antonymical to that with AavBavw “escape notice, be
unseen’”’ (AGBe Pibvoag).

We can now see the stages of epic formula reduction and
consolidation:

1. orebran + participle “is manifest doing” = “plainly does.”

2. atedrai (+ participle of verbum dicendi) + (future) infinitive
“plainly (says) he will do.”

3. otebrtan + infinitive “declares (claims, boasts, promises, threat-
ens) he will do (does, has done).”

Hence otebto . . . edxduevog and otebt’ ayopebwv mean ‘“he
openly boasted’”’ and ‘‘he openly stated,” and otebtat . . . TLEnog épéev
amounts to “‘he is visibly about to say something” (cf. the usual ¢aiveran
+ infinitive).

If oted- thus means “‘be manifest,” where does this leave Pokorny’s
*steu- “‘laut preisen’and Indo-Iranian *stu-? It is entirely conceivable
that the original meaning of Indo-Iranian *stu- is likewise a medial-
intransitive ‘‘be(come) manifest,” so that, for example, RV 10.22.2 {hd
Srutd Indro asmé adyd stave “here Indra [is] heard of, by us today he is
celebrated”” means originally ‘‘here Indra [is] heard of, to us [dat. or loc.
asmé!] today he is manifest”’; there is a correlation of aural-oral fame
with a “visibility’’ quotient, the godhead being not only inclutus but
spectabilis, as an avatar should. The development of a productive tran-
sitive paradigm of *stu- in the sense of “celebrate, praise’” (unlike the
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Greek medium tantum) may have occurred in early Indo-Iranian
hymnic-poetic diction via elliptic formula-reduction similar to the

-HomericIn-a medial-intransitive Indo-Iranian construct *{§ru- +)-stu--

‘‘be (heard of and) manifest” *$ru- was incapable of secondary activiza-
tion into ‘‘celebrate’” due to the preexistent transitive meaning ‘‘hear”’;
but stu-, denoting in statival fashion visual and by extension cognitive
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such base-meanings for Indo-European *stew- as “‘durch Worte her-
vorheben” (Eichner), “verkiinden” (Oettinger), ‘‘laut preisen, offentlich

—verkiinden” (Tischler). Yet not only do_the Greek and Hittite semantics.. . .

favor a visual term, but their media tantum forms also harmonize with
ancient layers of Indo-Iranian morphology: thus the Rig-Vedic non-
thematic 3 sg. pres. midd. stdve ‘‘is celebrated’’ closely matches Gk.

celebrity (cf. IE *weyd- “see” > “know”), first acquired de facto diathetic
passivity in contexts such as RV 6.26.7 tvdya ydt stdvante . . . virds
“that through you heroes have visibility”” > ‘““that by you heroes are
celebrated.” From there the way was clear to an active paradigm (RV
stost “thou praisest”’ vs. stavase nas ‘‘thou art celebrated by us,” or
Avestan staoiti, with a new, secondary, post-R ¥V middle stuté patterned
on the active). RV stuti- “hymn of praise’ would thus mean originally
“celebrity” (> ‘‘celebration’), vs. §riti- “‘auditory lore.”

The Hittite tertium of this comparison, istuwa-, harmonizes with
these conclusions. The medium tantum istuwa- means ‘‘be(come)
manifest, be exposed, get out in the open,”’ as in KUB XXX 10 Rs. 19
nu-mu-ssan sér assul natta isduwari “over me (divine) favor is not
manifest,” or KUB XXIII 11 IIl 7 nu-smas-(s)ta uttar arha isduwati
“the plot was exposed on them,” or KBo III 1 II 11 nu uttar isduwat:
“word got out.” The reduplicated gloss-wedged noun dusdumi- means
“evidence, manifest, voucher” or the like, so that KUB XIII 35 1 4~-6
[nu] UNUTUM kuit kedani pieskit n-at UL siyaeskit nu-ssi dusdumis
UL ésta lalamies-si can be rendered ““what object he had given to whom,
that he had never documented; he had neither voucher nor receipt.”
The Luwian-type adjective dusdumassi- means “‘evidentiary,” so that
ibid. 15-16 ANSU.KUR.RA-wa ANSU.GIR.NUN.NA kui[n hjarkun
nu-wa-mu GISL[ EU] dusdumassa siyan ésta comes out in translation
““as for the horse and mule that I had, there were wooden voucher-tablets
as documentation.” In any event dusdumi- denotes visible proof (not
oral testimony or hearsay).

Hitt. istuwa- was connected with Gk. otedbtan by E. H. Sturtevant,’
who tried not to worry about Skt. stu- and correctly saw a basic meaning
oaivetar in otedtan (“looks as if he will”’). This etymology lay long
dormant, but those few who have recently mentioned it, C. Watkins,®
H. Eichner,® N. Oettinger,!? and J. Tischler,!! seem comfortable with

7 Language 4 (1928) 4-5; 6 (1930) 31.

8 Indogermanische Grammatik 111/1 (Heidelberg 1969) 115-16.

9 H. Rix, ed., Flexion und Wortbildung (Wiesbaden 1975) 99.

10 Miinchener Studien zur Sprachwissenschaft 34 (1976) 112.

1 Hethitisches etymologisches Glossar, Lieferung 8 (Innsbruck 1980) 437-38.
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otebtat or otedto, which latter is to the Avest. staota what, e.g., Gk,
Kefrai is to Avest. saéta beside RV $dye; on the other hand, the Rig-Vedic
thematic variant stdve (beside stdvate) can be closely paired with Hitt.
istuwa-ri. Thus, formally Indo-Iranian has the full range of medial-voice
archaisms, whereas single items survive separately in Greek and Hittite.
These point to a basic Indo-European middle paradigm imposed by
the semantics of the root *stew- itself, rather than a mere intransitive-
stative formal offshoot of a transitive verb “proclaim.” The isolated
fringe areas of the spread of *stew- (Greek and Anatolian) have kept the
original meaning intact, whereas the productive Indo-Iranian center
has developed an active-voice paradigm as a secondary development.
Thus Hitt. istuwa- supports and elucidates the revised interpretation of
the Homeric verb otev-.

2. Midg ipd Tdhavta

Only once in Homer do we find a scene of weighing from everyday
life, in the simile of a poor but scrupulous spinster who, holding
weights and wool-ration, balances scales evenly on both sides (I1.
12.433-35 ()¢ Te TGAavTa yovn xepvitic dAndng, fi e otabudv Exovoa
kai giplov dpdic dvéiker iodlovoa). All other occurrences of TGAavta
“scales’’ involve symbolic weighing on Zeus’ golden fate-scales, the ip&
tédAavta (Il. 16.658) on which he places two doom-lots (600 kijpe [IL.
8.70]) and “tilts” them (kAfvnjo1) as the dispenser of war (tTaping roAépolo
[Il. 19.223-24]). When Zeus stretches his scales (¢titove téhavta) and
lifts them (£Ake), the losing side’s doom sinks (péne) and settles to the
earth (&mi xBovi movAvBoteipn &C&oBnv, with incorrect dual), while the
fortunes of the victor are lifted to high heaven (nmpog odpavov edplv
depBev [I1. 8.69-74]). The mere thought of such potential fatality fazes
Hektor and turns him to flight (1. 16.658 yv®d y&p H10¢ ipa téAavta),
and in due time his own fate is so weighed and takes a chthonian dip to
Hades (1. 22.209-13).

One may wonder whether this Homeric formula is a poetic conceit
spun from idiomatic material, based on a set of polarized opposites no
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stranger than the German “himmelhoch jauhzend, zum Tode betriibt.”
More probably, however, half of the locution, the in malam partem one

of sinking to the earth, has independent significance, issotospeak the |

marked member of the opposition, while the more trivial half about
rising to the heavens may well be a mere occasional stylistic pendant to
it; when Hektor’'s doom sinks to Hades, nothing at all is said about
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thus find phraseology closely akin to the Homeric &mi xBovi &(gabnv
“(the loser’s doom-scale) settled to the earth” and {xeto 6’ &ig "Aibao

“‘ended-up-in-Hades.” Possibly the Hittite expression-may-also-have —

some mythical background, much as the tagnas PUTU-us, the chthonian
replica of the witnessing sun-god, is paralleled by the routine threats of
the thwarted Homeric *HéAhiog (Ilavtdéntng) to go and shine amidst the

Achilles’ side of the scales.

Can scales and weighing in Hittite!? shed light on the Homeric
material? As there are few economic records but an enormous amount
of religious and legal texts, there is little reference to mundane weighing
but considerable material on ritual and symbolic use of scales. Formal
weighing was done preferentially in sight of the all-seeing sun-god, the
guarantor of justice, as we can glimpse in KUB XXX 10 Rs. 12-13
LODAM.GAR-sa[ . . . ]PUTU-i 66z harzi nu Selzi marsanuzzi “the
merchant holds the scales before the sun-god and (yet) falsifies the
scales.” In KBo XVII 95 III 6-10 a ritual involves lead being placed on
scales by the king and taken before the sun-god. In KBo XV 10 11 41-42
true valuables (silver, gold, gemstones) are weighed on scales before the
sun-god six times. In the royal funerary texts (KUB XXX 15 + XXXIX
19 Vs. 26-28) a sorceress weighs the same valuables against clay-mortar,
thus symbolically pitting human clay against worldly wealth, and later
the scales themselves are broken in a further gesture of vanity of vanities,

The king’s (and queen’s) very life span is symbolically hung in
the balance in KBo XXI 22 Vs. 18-19 kasa GIS.RIN karpiyemi nu
Labarnas talugaus MU.HLA-us usneskimi “behold, I pick up scales
and put up for weighing the long years of the monarch!”’ Such a living
second-millennium Anatolian ritual tradition of weighing the lives of
rulers may have relevance to the Homeric mythical-literary theme of
Zeus placing on scales the fates of heroes.

Most obscure, and potentially most important, is paragraph 169 of
the Hittite Law Code: KBo VI 131 6-8 takku A.SA-LAM kuiski wasi ta
ZAG-an parsiya MNPAharsin dai t-an PUTU-i parsiya SSelzi-mit-wa
takna arsikkit “if someone buys a field and breaches the boundary, he
[i.e., the wronged party] takes bread and breaks it to the sun-god [and
says]: ‘He has planted my scale [-tray] in the earth.”” This latter for-
mulaic legalism seems idiomatic for “he has tipped the scales against
me,” “he has given me a raw deal”’; expressing such sentiments of
getting the short end of the stick and suffering miscarriage of justice we

12 Cf. J. Puhvel, Bibliotheca Orientalis 38 (1981) 352-53.

(52)

(33)

dead in Hades. But more probably we have merely common phraseology
from using a twin-scale, center-mounted weighing contraption (= the
Latin bilanx libra); it has been preserved in the legal sphere in Hittite
while surviving in mythical-literary imagery in Homeric Greek. Thus,
once again Greek and Hittite reinforce one another: Greek helps eluci-
date an obscure paragraph of the Hittite Law Code, while conversely
Hittite illuminates an otherwise somewhat outlandish formula of the
Homeric text.

3. fiiwv Onpdva

The word fjia occurs once in the Iliad (13.103; stags as “food’ for
wolves) and half a dozen times in the first half of the Odyssey (‘“‘provi-
sions,” especially for a journey). The one remaining Homeric occur-
rence, however, appears in a simile and means rather “chaff’: Od.
5.368-69 tsc &’ &vepog Tancg Aiwv Onudva tivdén kapdparéwv, Ta pev &p
Te BleokéBac’ EANLOIC GAAN “‘as a gale wind scatters a heap of dry chaff
and spreads it all over . . .”” (even so Poseidon’s monster-wave smashes
the planks of Odysseus’ raft). How can the same word mean both
“provisions” and ““chaff’? Hesychius had no trouble, glossing fpwuara,
dxvpa, &p6o1a, but Frisk and Chantraine in their etymological dic-
tionaries posit two unrelated and obscure homophones.

The Hittite word for ‘“‘chaff,” the neuter noun ezzan (or izzan),
likewise occurs once in an elaborate simile, in a great cathartic ritual
conjuring the infernal powers: KUB XLI 8 II 15-17 izzan GIM-an
IM-anza pittenuzzi n-at-kan aruni parrania pedai “even as the wind
makes chaff fly and carries it over the sea . ..” (even so let it sweep
away the blood-defilement of this house and carry it over the seal).
Such closely parallel Homeric-Hittite similes are surely no nonce crea-
tions but highly traditional formulaic lore, albeit literarily embedded
in one case and ritually employed in the other. The Homeric simile,
applied to a violent storm at sea, uses only land-based descriptive matter,
whereas the Hittite ritual, taking place on an inland plateau hundreds
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of miles from any large bodies of water, conversely speaks of the sea.
But even such discrepancy (and seeming inappositeness) points to a

harks back to a time of yore when its inheritors still dwelt on a litoral.
In the Ullikummi myth, the expression ezzan GIM-an arha pussai-

- —fund of tradition rather than instant whimsy; the Hittite ritual petrifact
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e.g., Il. 12.289-40 £ir’ &mi 6e€i’ Twot mpdg Ad 1’ REMOY TE, e’ Em’
dplotepd 1ol ye noti Lodov Hepbevta “whether (the ornithomantic birds)

--go—to-therighteastward;-orto-the left westward,or-0d-10190-00y&p-— - -~ - - - v

iGuev 6 LO6dog o008’ b1y Awg “we don’t know in which direction
either west or east is.”” Perhaps even a compass correction to “‘northwest”’
is in order, judging from Il. 9.5 where Zépupoc blows from Thrace

“pound like chaff”’ serves to denote extreme physical violence. In the
funerary rituals ezzan is burned repeatedly. But there are several occur-
rences of ezzan alone or in the asyndetic combination ezzan GIS-ru
“chaff (and) wood” which point to an alternative meaning, something
like “(stored) holdings, (material) goods’’; thus in KUB I 1 IV 82-83
Hattusilis III speaks of those who covet the ezzan GIS-ru of Ishtar’s
storehouse and threshing floor (‘‘chaff” would hardly be worth their
trouble), and the Edict of Telipinus (KUB XI 6 II 6-7) interdicts the
disposal of a prince’s izzan GIS-ru. A badly broken simile in the Hittite
Gilgamesh (KUB VIII 50 IT 4-7) describes the hero’s pitiful wailing,
comparing it to what issues forth when “they bring off the izzan from a
woman’s house.” In the listing KBo XX 64 Rs. 5-6 ezzan GIS-ru hahhal
(“brush’’) precede YA.NUN LAL KASKAL-as “butter (and) honey for
the road,” which brings us very close indeed to the “‘journey provisions”
denoted by fjia in the Odyssey.

In both Homer and Hittite a word for chaff (alternatively combined
with “wood” in the latter) was thus also symbolic of or idiomatic for
“stuff.” We may compare the sumerographic expression IN.NU.DA-as
iwar “like straw” (= amply, profusely), and further Gk. bAn “wood” >
“stuff, material, matter,” or even ‘‘scratch’ denoting both poultry food

- and money in American English.

Etymology is of subordinate interest in this instance, but perhaps
fjia can be reconstructed as *2siyo- and the -zz- of ezzan explicated as
either a product of *-sy- in *esyo- or as matching IE *s in an *eso- (same
s : z variation as in, e.g., zena- “autumn’’ beside Russian osen’, or in
zamankur “beard”’ beside samankurwant- ‘‘bearded”).

4. moti Lb6dov fepbdevTa

Words for “dusk’ are numerous in Greek ({é¢og, Hvédog, *Svedpag
[in lo-Bvedng], kvEdag, Yédag), but Todog stands out not only by its
probable cognate relationship to {épupog but also by being used in
Homer (along with the epitheton ornans fepdeig “murky”’) as a desig-
nation for “west,” in antonymy with Adg ‘“dawn’ and/or né\iog “‘sun,”

(54)

(55)

along with Bopénc (cf. Aristotle, Politics 1290a, 19).

Hittite has wind-related terms for the four halhaltumari “corners”
(i.e., cardinal points), but these are mostly hidden under sumero- and
akkadography. The same cover hides SU.A PUTU-as “seat (= setting)
of the sun” = “west” and SET PUTU-as “‘start(ing point) of the sun”’ =
“east.” Yet we do possess one precious passage which may illuminate
not only Hittite terminology but the Homeric {6¢oc as well: KUB
XXXVI 89 Rs. 12-14 PMarassantas-wa annallaza ipattarmayan arsas
DU-as-ma-war-an wahnut nu-war-an PUTU-i DINGIR-LIM-an arsanut
URUN ey[ik ki-war-an ] manninkuwan arsanut “‘the Halys river once upon
a tume flowed ipattarmayan, but the storm-god turned it and made it
flow toward the sun of the gods, and made it flow close to Nerik.” A
glance at a map of Turkey indicates that this passage has no reference
to the great bend of the Halys but to a directional oddity much farther
downstream toward the Black Sea, in the area of the Gasgas, the classical
Paphlagonia. It contains an aetiological mythologem of direction
reversal by the Halys near Nerik, probably relating to the 140° turn
from northwest to east that the lower course of the Kizil Irmak still
makes at its confluence with the Devrek near the town of Kargi. While
DUTU-i DINGIR-LIM-an = istanui siunan means ‘“‘east(ward)” (cf.,
e.g., KUB XLI 23 11 18 siunan PUTU-ui “o gods’ sun!’’), ipattarmayan
must be “(north)west(ward).” Elsewhere ipatarma(yan), with gloss-
wedges, describes ornithomantic directions (KUB XVI 57 Vs. 4 and 6;
KUB XXII 171 3).

ipat(t)arma(yan) (cf., e.g., arha[yan] “apart’’) may be a compound
ipa-tarma-, where tarma- means ‘‘nail, peg, stake,”” often in ritual and
magical uses and here apparently for cardinal “point” (in place of
halhaltumari “corner”’); Luwian has a matching tarmi-. The “west”
word proper would then be ipa-. Because gloss-wedges point to a
Luwianism, the closest comparison is with Hieroglyphic Luwian
ipami- “west” in the newer reading (formerly apami-),!* and a more
remote cognate might be Gk. Tépog < Hyobho- (beside *Hibho- in

BCf, e.g., J. D. Hawkins, Anatolian Studies 25 (1975) 151.
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South Anatolian /iba-/). The same word may also occur in the Hittite
ornithomantic adjective ipa(r)wassi- describing a direction or reference

o ﬁoﬁmﬁlcﬁmexcthuyperhaps*’northwest('CI‘}Y’H'I'ﬂ*Eh'imaﬂﬂeP’ T T

the Homeric {6¢oc vs. NéAog finds not merely a close parallel in
Anatolia but perhaps also an etymological cognate.
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73, 2), and tametarwant- is ‘‘abundant, profuse, luxuriant.” The
semantic shift away from literal fatness to fertility of the land resembles

apobpnc. Yet a door-socket can still be described as tametarwanza
“well-greased” (KBo XXI 6 Vs. 4), and the plausible etymon is Gk.
(mostly Homeric) dnudc “fat,”’ with tameta(r) as verbal noun from a

- B, kepAMa Te npdBaciy Te

In the Telemachy (Od. 2.75) the young prince lashes out at the
suitors’ conspicuous consumption of his family’s substance: éoB&uevan
kephMid Te mpbdBaociv Te “‘eating away at stored goods and livestock
alike.” This well-known dichotomy of inert vs. walking wealth resem-
bles both the Old Norse distinction of liggjanda vs. ganganda fé and
the Roman house search lance et licio “with platter and tether,” for
removal of two types of larcenous items. The neuter plural npéBara,
dat. pl. npéBact “livestock,” and the secondary singular npdBatov
“sheep’” are paralleled by Hittite iyant- “‘sheep,” literally ‘“going (one).”
All this is well known and noncontroversial, but C. Watkins!* has
further combined keipAié e mpéPaciv te chiastically with the Hittite
asyndetic binomial 7yata tameta, comparing éyata(r) with npodPacic as a
term for “moveable wealth” and trying to see in tameta(r) the inert
variety, thus a match for kefjhia. Yet the close philological study
which I have made of both these words for the Hittite Etymological
Dictionary compels rejection of Watkins’ attempt. iyatar is indeed an
abstract noun from iya- “‘go,” but in the special sense of “‘grow’’ (sim-
ilarly huwai- “grow,” literally “run”), as in KBo V134 + KUB XLVIII
76 111 43-45 n-asta apell-a ISTU A.SA-SU ZIZ-tar SE-AM sard le uizzi
n-asta UGU zahhali iyataru “from his field wheat (and) barley shall
not come up, but let weed grow up!” iyatar is thus “vegetal growth,
fertility, fecundity” and more resultatively “plenty, prosperity”’; KUB 1V
5, 18-14 nu nepisaza iy[ata] himan heyauwanifskizzi] means “from
heaven growth rains down all over” (livestock dropping from the sky
would be too much metonymy). Similarly iyatnuwant- “‘luxuriant”
and iyatniya- “‘be in growth’ are used exclusively of vegetation (uktiir:
iyatniyant- “evergreen”), while (81G)jyatar means literally “wool-growth,”
that is, thick wool. Similarly tameta(r) signifies “fat of the land, abun-
dance” (likewise “raining from the sky” in KUB 1V 5, 15-17 + KBo XII

UE. Neu and W. Meid, eds., Hethitisch und Indogermanisch (Innsbruck 1979)
282-83.

(56)

stative denominative stem *tame- < *dmme-é- or *dam-é- “‘to be fat.”
Thus Hittite iyata tameta fails to match the Homeric keiurjAia te nip6-
Baoiv Te but is an archaic, probably irreversible binomial in its own
right (even spelled iyatada/meta in the Old Hittite text K<UB XLVIII 6,
6), expressing not a binary dichotomy of two kinds of wealth but rather
a nominalized version of the biblical injunction (Genesis 1:28) which
the LXX phrases as ad&avecBe kai mAnBbveobe, and which Jerome
rendered as crescite et multiplicamini. The final word of this study is
thus that we should not only try to find Hittite answers to Homeric
problems but also know when to stop short.

(57

—that-of the Homeric miap-On’—obbac “fat under the soil”’ or odBap - -
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quom tu satura atque ebria eris ‘when you have had enough to eat
and drink’ (Terence, Hecyra 5:2:3). The Hittite sequence (KUB

- XXXIMT62 T 10=11) sumes ezzastin nu-za ispittin-ekuten-ma nu-za

nikten ‘eat and be sated, drink and be filled"” appears in shorter
shape simply as (IBoT 111 148 I 10-11) ispiyanza ninkanza és ‘be

£ Nad?. 1, s

Unlike more open-minded and dynamic fields of learning, it seems
to take comparative linguistics anywhere from twenty-five to thirty
years to acknowledge, absorb, and assimilate new ideas or solutions.
It was in 1955! that Werner Winter resurrected Abel Juret’s com-
parison of Hittite eku- ‘drink’ with Lat. ébrius ‘drunk’?, but there has
been no indication of acceptance save from the present gratulator®,
merely some voices of summary rejection* As even such a gen-
eration-long time allotment is about to expire, there is some urgency
in piercing at last the stolidity which has stifled this suggestion, and
attempting to elaborate and fine-tune it with a view to wider
acceptance.

The combination of eku- and ébrius is one of those optimally
satisfying instances of etymology where two important yet obscure
items are drawn from their separate isolations and made to illumine
one another. “Officially” in Latin scholarship ebrius is still perfectly
opaque: “on ne trouve ailleurs rien qui y réponde” said Ernout-
Meillet, and the page or so of fine print in Walde-Hofmann is
merely a pedantic way of inducing the same inference. Hittite eku-
has had an acknowledged cognate in the phonologically ambivalent
Tocharian (A and B) yok- ‘drink’ (IE *e or é + any labiovelar)
since 19255, and has additionally been connected with Latin aqua
since earliest Hrozny® throughout Sturtevant’ down to recent
times,® with very few demurrers.® Our Jubilar, following Juret,
suggested instead a common root *ég*h- ‘drink” and reconstructed
ébrius as *eg¥hriyos, a -yo- derivative from a verbal noun with
either -r- or -r/n- suffix.

As tenaciously as many scholars have clung to the tie-in of eku-
with Lat. aqua ‘water’, ebrius has been kept away from any watery
connotation and habitually glossed as ‘drunk’ = ‘intoxicated’. Yet
the base-meaning of ébrius is rather ‘having drunk one’s fill’, as in

(58)

(39)

(thou)sated-and-filled¥; - herenifnjk-—(usedexclusively-with-drink)
can alternate with has(s)ik(k)- (cf. KUB XVII 10 I 19-20 eter n-e
UL ispiyer ekuyer-ma n-e-za UL hassikkir ‘they ate but were not
sated, and they drank but were not satiated’), but has(s)ik(k)-
alone (not in juxtaposition with ispiya-) can also pertain to eating,
and ispiya- by itself rarely also goes with eku-. Thus ni(n)k-, has(s)-
ik(k)-, and ispiya- amongst them variously cover the full primary
ranges of Old Latin satur esse and ébrius esse. Drunkenness enters
into the semantic picture only secondarily but runs away with Latin
ebrius and affects Hittite ni(n)k- as well in its independent usages,
excessive ingestion of intoxicant beverages being in most cultures a
more imposing phenomenon than overeating. Accordingly we
should indeéd look for a simple root ‘drink’ in ébrius, rather than
something more picturesque like ‘soaked’, ‘soused’ or ‘plastered’.

Winter’s postulation of a noun *&g%h-r-, presumably a neuter
*egh*-r(/-n-), would have a parallel in *ed-r from the root *ed-
‘eat’, seen in the Hesychian gloss £dap - fpdua, unless it be some
variant of the heteroclitic Homeric £1dap ‘food’ < *ed-wr (plural
eidata; cf. the Luwian infinitive aduna ‘to eat’). Incidentally it
would also be possible to postulate *égh"-wr- for ébrius, since
*oh* + w would be indistinguishable from *gh".

However, Hittite offers an even better parallel in the neuter noun
e-id-ri ‘food, meal, dish’ (cf. Lithuanian édra ‘fodder’). Despite the
long vowel in the Baltic, Slavic, and Latin paradigms of IE *ed-,
there is no reason to assume this for Hittite (e-id-mi = Vedic admi),
and by the same token Hittite eku- should also be reconstructed as
*eghv-, unless proven otherwise. The initial of Latin ébrius offers
by itself no proof of radical vocalism. What we can postulate is a -
noun *egh*ri ‘drink’ paralleling Hitt. edri and yielding *ebri (>
*ebre, like mare; cf. febris < *dhegh®ri-). ebrius might be theor-
etically explicable as a vrddhi derivative from *ebri, parallel to
Sanskrit Adityd- from Aditi- or German schwager from schwiher
(*swekurés from *swékuros), thus ‘drink-prone, given to drink’; but
then it would be strictly a relic form and would not account for the
derivation of its antonym sobrius.
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sobrius ‘without drinking, not (having) drunk’ is in fact crucial
for a proper appreciation of ébrius. It cannot be an ablauting

~ compound made up of s¢(d)- or se= and ébrius, because no-such -

Latin negative compounds exist. Apart from its use as a verbal

prefix ‘apart’ (sed-itio, se-cedo, se-cerno, sé-cliido, se-grego, se-iungo,
saaDN oz / A)

696 Jaan Puhvel
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as a consonant-stem *sobris (cf. socors, extorris; no i-stem marking
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From *sébrios was abstracted ébrios ‘drunk’, much as the ad-
jectives decor(is) and decérus are secondary to indecor(is) and
indecorus (privative compounds with the nouns decus, decor). In its
turn *sobris adjusted itself into sobrios. In this. manner a sober
appreciation of the opposition of Lat. ébrius : sobrius sheds light
on their common Indo-European root *egh"-, preserved in the
Hittite primary verb eku- ‘drink’.
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~—--—THE ORIGIN-OF ETRUSCAN TUSNA(“SWAN?)———

On a large fourth century Etruscan bronze mirror published by E.
Gerhard in 1867 and re-edited by A “harsekin,? the ci ar center-
piece depicts Atunis (Adonis) in the embrace of Turan (Venus). Behind
Turan’s back is a draped, bejeweled, and winged female figure holding
an alabastron in one hand and a bodkin in the other, with the name
Zirna inscribed next to her. On the left, a huge bird emerges from be-
hind Atunis and cranes its neck above the head of the somewhat runty
Atunis so that its beak almost nudges Turan’s tiara. Next to the bird
stands the name Tusna (see Figure 1).

The bird is a swan. Named swans are not exactly common; even
Leda’s and Lohengrin’s birds were just “the Swan.” Thus tusna is pre-
sumably the Etruscan word for “swan.”?

Words for “swan” are frequently akin to terms for whiteness; collo-
cations like niveos cycnos, candidior cycnis (Vergil), and albus olor
(Ovid) were poetic commonplace, while conversely a niger cycnus to the
Romans was the quintessential rara avis in terris (Juvenal 6.165). Greek
KUKvOG itself is cognate with Skt. sukrd- “shiny, white.” Similarly OHG
albiz and Russian lebed’ “swan” are etymologically akin to Lat. albus
“white.” There is accordingly some probability that tusna may have to
do with whiteness. In that case, it perhaps represents a loan from an
Umbrian *dosno < *lousnd, with d < [ in the manner of Umbrian

famefias < *famedias < *famelias besides Oscan famelo, Lat. familia.
The reverse development d > [ is well known (Lat. lingua “tongue,”
lacruma “tear,” lever, “husband’s brother,” oleo beside odor, solium be-
side sedeo), and the d:/ fluctuation is endemic in areal context (Umbr.

| Etruskische Spiegel TV, nr. 822,

2«Etruskische Inschriften in den Museen der UdSSR,” Zur Deutung etruskischer
Sprachdenkmdler (Frankfurt 1963) 70-81, with plates I-XII. Thisitem (nr. 9, p. 77, and
plates VI-VII), now in the Hermitage Museum in Leningrad, seems to have badly deteri-
orated since Gerhard’s days, with several of the names of ancillary figures circling the rim
corroded away. For an unimpaired version and a discussion, see also A. J. Pfiffig, Religio
etrusca (Graz 1975) 275-77.

3Calling Tusna along with Zirna merely a “mythological name” (C. de Simone,
Die griechischen Entlehnungen im Etruskischen, vol. 11 [Wiesbaden 1970] 100) is hardly
illuminating.
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A. ]. Pfiffig, Religio etrusca (Graz 1975), Abb. 121, p. 276.
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tuder: Etr. tular “boundaries”; Gk. *O8vcoeg : "OMTEVG, Bdpvn : Adgovn,
AraBopwv@og: Myc. da-pu,-ri-to-jo , Hittite tabarna-:labarna-). This

on a Praeneste mirror (CIL 12.549, 14.4095 Poloces Losna Amuces)

where it designates the moon goddess and linguistically antedates the
later Luna.In origin *lousna is an early Italic feminine form of the

Tt Ot

Indo-European adjective *lowksno- or *lewksno- “shiny, white” (Avest.
raoxsna-) which has yielded astral terms in several languages (Old Prus-
sian lauxnos “stars,” Olr. luan < *lowksnos “moon,” OCS luna <
*lowksna “moon”). The adjective originally qualified a base-word for
“star” or “moon” (as in Skt. candrd-mas-, literally “bright moon”), be-
coming subsequently elliptic. In the same way it may have occurred in
an Italic combination *lousna (avis) (= an Avestan raoxsna vis) “white
bird,” which, borrowed from Umbrian, had an ephemeral future in
Etruscan tusna but gave way in Latin to the Greek-origin cycnus (Lucre-
tius, Cicero; itself partly supplanted by the ornithonym olor [ < *elor]
in Augustan poets and later prose), perhaps for the obvious reason that
the form which became luna had in the meantime been preempted by
the outcome of the parallel elliptic collocation *lousna (*mensa) (vel
sim.), parallel to Gk. *oghdovd (*uived). The root involved, IE *lewk-
(Gk. Agvk6¢ “white”), shows other traces of an initial / > d change in
Greco-Italic context (e.g., Hesychius’ devkég: Aapmnpoév), perhaps origi-
nating dissimilatorily in the name IoAvdetkng (< *IToAvievkng; cf.
Etr. Pul(u)tuke, Pultuce, Old Latin Podlouquei [Lavinium], Poloces
[Praeneste], Latin Pollux).

Forms such as tusna, tusnu, tusnu, tusnut, tusnui, tusnus occur as
cognomina in Etruscan inscriptions;* whether they have mere homo-
phonic relevance to the topic of this note or represent a person’s name
meaning “Swan” cannot be determined (but cf. Gk. Kikvog® and Rus-
sian Lebedev). In any event the cluster sn was common and stable in
Etruscan (rasna, snute), and the langunage was readily able to accommo-
date and preserve an early Italic *lousna > Umbrian *dosno® > Etr.

4References in M. Pallottino (ed.), Thesaurus Linguae Etruscae I. Indice lessicale
(Roma 1978) 348, 351, or H. Rix, Das etruskische Cognomen (Wiesbaden 1963) 154.

*Incidentally occurring on two Etruscan scarabs as Kukne (cf. C. de Simone [note
3 above] vol. I, p. 86).

6 Attested Umbrian has no initials in I-; those that had not become d- appear as v-
(e.g., Vufiune < *Leudhyon-). There is no example in the Umbrian remnants them-
selves of word-initial d- < *I-; but the well-documented medial instances and the paral-

~*lousnd is formally comparable tothe-early Latin Losna-which-appears— - -

(64)
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tusna or tusnu (for phonemic lack of d and o; incidentally *dosno would
have been written tusna or tusnu in the defective Umbrian alphabet as

—well) e

Tusna would not be the only example of a borrowed animal name
in Etruscan: on a fifth century Etruscan carnelian gem (Cabinet des Mé-
dailles of the Bibliothéque Nationale in Paris) the likeness of a suckling

lioness is accompanied by the legend leu.”

Specific borrowings from Umbrian into Etruscan would not be
limited to the postulated *dosno either: there is, for example, Umbr.
kletra “litter” which appears as Etr. cletram. Lexical interchange was
clearly a two-way street.

lels from the Mediterranean orbit give it strong plausibility. The paucity of the corpus

does not raise high expectations of finding one (and hence mitigates the e silentio factor);
after all, despite *I- being a common initial phoneme in Italic, the presumably normal
Umbrian v- < *I- is present only in a handful of attestations (Vufiune, Vuugis, vutu,
vapere).

Cf., e.g., C. de Simone (note 3 above) vol. I, p. 89. Nor is this the only swan
on Etruscan mirrors: Gerhard's nr. 110 (uninscribed) depicts a  figure  with an ear-
ring, loosely draped in a veil-like sheet and holding up a mirror in her left hand, riding
side-saddle backwards on a very disgruntled-looking swan, with her right arm around the
swan’s twisted neck (see D. Rebuffat-Emmanuel, Le miroir étrusque d'apreés la collection
du Cabinet des Médazlles [Rome 1973], Plate 56). In the toilet scene of ES 213 (British
Museum), Turan on the right has a swan peeking out from behind her, besides the dove
on her left shoulder (see Studs etruschr 48 [1980] 177).
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funerary games in the northwestern corner of Asia Minor. Even as the

~ cremation rites that precede the games are replicated in minute detail by

the mortuary rituals for Hittite royalty, at least six of the eight athletic

events that follow the cremation have clear parallels in Hittite texts. The
ones I cannot document at the moment are athletic horse racing and spear-

10

Greek Games

This chapter has to do with continuity, not forward in time from the tradi-
tional Olympic signpost zero of 776 B.C.E., but rather in retrograde
fashion into an even dimmer past. Tales of origins are prone by nature to
strike a stance ab ovo, and thus the Olympian Games were supposedly first
launched in modest fashion, as extensions of cultic observances, with the
stadion, something like a 200-meter foot race, as the sole athletic event.
Perhaps this periodic Elean occasion truly had small beginnings and
became a Panhellenic and indeed universal success by a singular conjunc-
tion of historical fortuity and shrewd promotion, similar to, but more last-
ing than, the parallel Pythian competitions at Delphi. But we should not
equate the expansion of the Olympian Games with the development of
Greek athletics. Apart from such combinatory specifics as the pankration
and pentathlon, most of the common and customary events were included
already in the Homeric tradition, as part of Achilles’ one-man promotion
following the cremation of Patroclus.in fliad 23—namely, horse racing,
boxing, wrestling, running, jousting, weight-throw, archery, and spear-
throw. There is no reason to assume that the Greeks suddenly turned ath-
letic during the “Dark Ages,” and the Homeric situation may be safely
projected back to the Mycenaean period. Here written records fail us,
apart from such indirect pointers as the Linear B chariot tablets from
Knossos, and iconography is more explicit on Cretan bull-acrobatics than
on normal athletics. '

This retreat into prehistory would thus seem to reach a swift dead
end, were it not for the written second-millennium records of another
Indo-European conqueror nation newly ensconced in the cultural sphere
of the Eastern Mediterranean and Asia Minor. Even a cursory look into
the Hittite texts, especially the abundant tablets concerning rituals,
brings to light evidence of clear relevance to what went on at Patroclus’

(66)
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throw, although horses, chariotry, and spears are abundantly in evidence
in military contexts and there are the famous hippological training man-
uals. Evidence for running, archery, jousting, weight-throw, boxing, and
wrestling is reviewed below.

The description of a rite of spring (KUB X 18)! begins as follows (I,
1-18):

When the king in the spring comes from Tahurpas to the
Antahsum-festival (named after a plant) in Hattusas, as he arrives
at Tippuwas, a tent and a baitylos (a sort of cultic stone) have
already been left in place.

Then the king steps down from the chariot and in Hattusas
performs proskynesis. He also goes inside the tent and washes his
hands. The king comes out of the tent and in front of the baitylos
pours wine. Then the king steps into the chariot.

He goes up to the upper baitylos. The bodyguards run (pit-
tianzt), and he who wins, that one seizes the ass-bridle. Then the
king steps down from the chariot, and before the baitylos breaks a
breadloaf and libates.

The colophon to the same tablet (VI, 12-18) sums up the contents:

First tablet finished. When in the spring during the
Antahsum-festival he comes from Tahurpas to Tippuwas, the
bodyguards have a race (pittianzi). He also comes to Hattusas, and
in the palace compound the grand assembly (takes place).

This “earliest mention of an agin in cuneiform literature”? thus
involves a foot race by the royal entourage, with the victor becoming what
is designated sumerographically as $4 KUSKA TAB.ANSU, “he of the
ass-bridle,” a title comparable to our “marshal” from Old High German
marahscalc, literally “horse-keeper.” That this was no menial appointment
but rather a significant honorific is shown by the fact that it was the child-
hood title of the youngest son of Mursilis II, the future king Hattusilis I1I.
Thus, a royal appointment and title constituted what Homer calls
takhutzios aethla, “prizes of swiftness,” while Achilles (1/. 23.740-51) posted
asilver crater, a fat ox, and a half-talent of gold as rewards for his runners.
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An Old Hittite text (KBo I1I 34, from perhaps 1600 8.C.E.) describes

_an archery contest (II, 33-34): “When they vie in shooting (sieskanzt)

before the king, to him who scores a hit they give wine todrink . . . butto
him who does not score they give (some kind of) cup, and naked he brings
water.”
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ably masking a myth of divine combat between the fair Apollo and

__ Poseidon kuanokhaites. In the same way the Hittite ritual involving Hatti

and Masa (thé latter in western Asia Minor) may in the end be a localized
mummery of a divine battle myth of deity against adversary, such as the
Storm-god versus Illuyankas, or Zeus versus Typhoeus, or Apollo contra

The last feature is prescribed in alater text (KUB XIII 4 111, 32-34)
as penal humiliation for malfeasance by temple officials. In our passage it
is perhaps a more playful form of sanction in a mellower setting, possibly
even a mirthful matter comparable to the lesser Ajax’s ordurous discom-
fiture in his foot race against Odysseus, as he slips and falls face down into
the excrement of slaughtered oxen (II. 23.775-81). A cup as the booby-
prize for the scoreless shot recalls Achilles’ boxing trophies: an unbroken
mule for the winner, and a two-handled cup for the battered loser (IL
23.645-56).

At the games in memory of Patroclus, Achilles calls for a joust with
spears. Whichever partner first draws blood will be awarded the silver-
studded Thracian sword of Achilles’ late enemy Asteropaios, but both
combatants get to divide the weapons taken from Sarpedon, and Achilles
will throw a party for them in his tent (Il. 23.798-810). Ajax and
Diomedes volunteer, and matters are on the point of getting serious when
the referees, fearing a killing, stop the fight, with Diomedes ahead on
points and being awarded the sword of Asteropaios.

The Hittite parallel (KUB XVII 35 III, 9-15) is more in the nature of
a ritual mock combat:

They divide the young men into two halves and name them: one
half of them they call Men of Hatti, and the other half they call
Men of Masa. Men of Hatti have bronze weapons, whereas Men of
Masa have weapons of reed. They wage battle. The men of Hatti
are victorious; they take a captive and consign him to the deity.

This agonistic text has suffered various comparisons, from historical
reminiscences of the Hittite conquest of Asia Minor3 to folkloristic,
Mannhardtian instances of ritual battles between the forces of summer
and winter (or light and darkness, fertility and sterility), in ancient and
modern Europe.* The most cogent parallels are those which, in contrast
to the literary stylization of Homer, are anchored directly in cultic and
mythic material, even if localized actiologies may have conferred on them
a quasi-historical tinge. Of this kind is Herodotus’ account (2.63) of ritual
battles of votaries versus priests at Papremis in the Nile Delta, involving
wooden clubs and genuine head-bashing, or the cult myth of the Attic
Apatouria, detailing a combat of the Boetian Xanth(i)os “Fair-haired”
and the Athenian (really Messenian Neleid) Melanthos “Dark” in a
border dispute about Oinoe-Eleutherai or Panakton-Melainai, presum-
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Python. Modern parallels would be the “good versus evil” folk plays pit-
ting Christians against Turks in the Balkans. The “good” party naturally
emerges victorious, and the Hittite adversary’s reed weapons seem to
doom him to engineered defeat from the start.

Boxing and wrestling, Homer’s pygmakhiz and palaismosyne, are well
documented in Hittite. The former is consistently expressed by the
sumerogram GESPU, meaning “fist” and by extension “force,” so that
the Hittite term is still hidden. “Wrestling” is denoted by either the noun
hulhuliya- (a reduplication of hulaliya-, “to wind”) or the akkadogram K17~
PALU (an error for kitpuly), the literal verbal meaning of both stems being
“entwine, wind around, embrace.” Occasionally GESPU and hulkuliya
occur in immediate juxtaposition, so that one is left to wonder whether the
meaning is an asyndetic “boxing (and) wrestling” or rather a quasi-com-
positional “boxing-wrestling,” something like the Greek pankration. An
example would be (KUB XXV 231, 21-22) “they eat (and) drink, they fill
cups, they go in for GESPU hulhuliya (“directive” case), they keep enter-
taining (duskiskanzi).” In a somewhat different context (KUB XVII 3511,
26), “they entertain the deity (duskanzi, same verb in nondurative usage),
they go in for hulhuliya, they throw the stone (NA,-an siyanzi).” The
weight-toss expressed by the last phrase corresponds to Achilles’ solos auto-
khodnos, the “self-poured,” natural lump of iron which will itself be the
victor’s valuable prize as a source of the metal (II. 23.826-35). The incip-
ient Iron Age still prized this metal as a mostly meteoric rarity, out of
which Homer shaped a nice poetic conceit. Among the Hittites, too, iron
was still a prized material for special gifts.

This brings us to the most elaborate, though unfortunately fragmen-
tary, Hittite account of an athletic event (KBo XXII 55 I, 2-27). A mili-
tary gathering in the iconic presence of the solar deity seems to be the
occasion. Throughout there is a dichotomy of “ours” (anzel) and “the
enemy’s” (sumerogram S4 Ll'JKI’JR). In the first scene the enemy’s man
falls down, but ours stays up; when he hits, the enemy’s man is down, and
all our troops applaud. In the sequel some wild animals (two leopards and
two bears) are introduced, and later on bulls and black rams are men-
tioned in a sacrificial context. Thereafter “they put on the wrestlers
(LU.MES KITP[ALU)":

Ours and the enemy’s man prostrate themselves to the deity three
times, and then they proceed to wrestle (KITPALU ti[yanzi}). When
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our man topples (his opponent), they applaud, he (i.e., the oppo-
nent) prostrates himself to the deity, and our man squats. But
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2. H. Ehelolf, “Wettlauf und szenisches Spiel im hethitischen Ritual,” SB
Preuss. Akad. der Wissenschaften, Phil.-hist. Ki, (1925) 267-72, esp. 269.

afterwards the men likewise get into fisticuffs (GEgPU) And after
that they go to tarpa (tarpa tiyanzi). Four rams go to tarpa. Afterwards
bulls (?) go to tarpa. After that they go before the deity.

3. Ehelolf (supra n. 2) 271; A. Goetze, Kleinasien (Munich, 1957) 163.

4. A. Lesky, “Ein ritueller Scheinkampf bei den Hethitern,” Arch RW 24 (1926)
73-82 = Gesammeite Schriften (Bern and Munich, 1966) 310-17.

What is the mysterious tarpa- to which men go after wrestling and
boxing, followed (or accompanied?) by rams and bulls? There are no fur-
ther attestations. The construction with the “directive” case is the same as
with the agonistic terms hulkuliya tiya-, KITPALU tiya-, GESPU tiya- and
the similar argatiya-, “turn to rage,” kari tiya-, “go to favor, humor. ” One
can think of some kind of rodeo-type animal games,” but there is no other
evidence of active participation by animals in the games. On the Homeric
evidence domestic beasts figured rather as contest prizes, in combination
with women and vessels. Thus, Achilles’ first prize for horse racing was a
woman plus tripod, followed by an untamed horse, a cauldron, two talents
of gold, and a bowl (ZI. 23.262-70). The wrestling champion got a tripod
valued at twelve heads of cattle, and to the loser went a woman worth a
mere four (I/. 23.702-5). Cattle were thus a form of value-unit, and so
were sheep, as in many other cultures (cf., e.g., Latin pecua: pecunia). It is
hence conceivable that Hittite tarpa- denotes the awarding of prizes in
terms of bulls and rams, and that men and beasts proceed to the award
ceremony (larpa tiyanzi). Tarpa- would then be the “pleasure part” of the
event, the distribution, celebration, and enjoyment of winnings, perhaps
even etymologically cognate with the Greek térpomai, “to delight,” which
crops up so often in the Homeric vocabulary of sports: e.g., dlokowo
tépmovto kol aiyavénouw iévieg (Od. 17.168); &tépednoav QpEV’
G001 (Od. 8.131); ETépedNTE PPEV EBAOIG (Od. 17.174).° It may thus
be possible to throw even some etymological bridges from the Greek to the
Hittite vocabulary of athletics: ¢arpa- would correspond to Greek térpsis,
“enjoyment, delight,” Sanskrit ¢pti- “satisfaction”).

In any event it seems clear that many of the organized events which
gradually were incorporated into the Olympic Games were neither new
nor specifically Greek: they were fully present in the Hellado-Anatolian
orbit of the second millennium before the common era. Their upswing,
though, definitely owes a great deal to the new presence of Indo-Euro-
pean-speaking aristocratic warrior cultures, in contradistinction to the
earlier Eastern Mediterranean and Near Eastern civilizations.

1. References are to: Keilschrifturkunden aus Boghazkéi (KUB) and Keilschrift-
texte aus Boghazkdi (KBo), in publication since 1921 and 1923 respectively.
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5. As H. A. Hoffner did in BibO 35 (1978) 247.

6. On térpomai in this and other uses, see J. Latacz, Zum Wortfeld “Freude” in .
der Sprache Homers (Heidelberg, 1966) 174-219.
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695). Polomé’s attempt to do justice has found few takers apart
from the present gratulator (Puhvel 1965: 88), and Johann Tischler

“(1977:140) lumped Juret’s suggestion with-all-the other “unglaub=-

hafte” approaches to halzai-.
The comparison Anat. *halt- : Gmc. lap- makes excellent sense

The closing of many a lustrum has failed to dim Edgar Polomé’s
fuminous study ‘On the source of Hittite #’ (Language 28. 1952:
444 —456). The good sense that it embodied still seems fresh, un-
cannily resistant to winds of fashion, and continues to fructify
research, not excluding the small token of sincere homage which is
appended below.

The profusely attested Hittite verb halzai-, halziya- roughly
matches the various semantic layers of English ‘call’: (1) ‘call out,
cry, shout’; (2) ‘cry for, crave’ (e. g., pardon); (3) ‘proclaim, recite,
read aloud’; (4) ‘call, summon, invoke, invite’; (5) ‘call (by name)’.
There is little doubt that (1) is basic, and that the other meanings
are offshoots thereof.

In view of Luwian halta-, halti(ya)- of the same meaning, the
Proto-Anatolian form is *halt-. The Hittite stem halz- presupposes
generalized affrication originating before a front vowel, thus point-
ing to the chronological anteriority of *haltiya- < *H]tyo-, a pri-
mary formation with *-yo- suffix like, e. g., assiya- < *Hpsyo- ‘be
favored’ or parkiya- < *bhrghyo- ‘be high’. This stem survives in
the third person singular medio-passive present form halziya (e.g.,
KUB XXX 24 11 17 nu UD.KAM-as NAPTANU GAL halziya ‘the
day’s big meal is called’).

Rejecting the many attempts since Hrozny to derive the A- of
halziya- from an Indo-European guttural stop (with Sirene des
Gleichklanges ranging from Czech hlasati to OHG gelzon ‘cry out’),
Polomé (1952: 451) toyed in passing with the possibility of ono-
matopoeia (as had Walter Couvreur [1937: 59] before him and Bojan
Cop would do still later {1970: 96 —97]) but also stated that “oth-
erwise Abel Juret’s comparison with Goth. lapon ‘kalein’, OHG
ladon -en ‘invite, call’ deserves due recognition, since the Hittite
word means ‘summon’ as well and may reflect PIE *xol-t-y-, alter-
nating with *(x)l-ot- > Gmc. *lap-.” Juret’s blanket notoriety as
a madman has made it difficult to secure even minimum credit for
his occasional brilliant insights, such as the connection of Hitt. eku-
‘drink” with Lat. ébrius (cf. Puhvel 1984: 267 —268, 1985: 693 —
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in terms of Toot structure  Hél=t-— H{=t- Hi=ét=), with Anatolan
showing a typical predilection for the first full grade or zero grade
(cf., e. g., Hitt. arpa- ‘misfortune’ : Ved. rdpas- ‘affliction’; Hitt. ard-
‘saw’ : Ved. rddati ‘gnaw, cut through’; Hitt. palhi- ‘wide’ : Lat.
planus ‘flat’; Hitt. sanh- ‘flush’: Ved. sndti ‘bathe’). The Germanic
verb is denominative from a noun *Hlotd (type of Gk. tomé, Lat.
toga) seen in Runic lapu, ON lpd, OE ladu ‘call, summons, invita-
tion’, and the semantic specificity of ‘invite’ is colored thereby (cf.
Luw. haltatt- and Hitt. halziyawar ‘calling, invocation’). The same
precise meaning ‘invite’ has developed in Hittite in such usages as
nu wakanna halziyari ‘there is an invitation to (have a) bite’ (KUB
XXV 24 11 13) or GAL-is-za "UTU-us EZEN-an iet nu-za | LIM
DINGIR.MES halzayis ‘the great sun-god gave a party and invited
the thousand gods’ (KUB XVII 10 1 19—20).

An Anatolian-Germanic isogloss of this quality can normally be
self-sustaining, but we do in fact have the good fortune of an
independent tertium in the Old Latin noun lessus ‘wailing, lamen-
tation’ quoted from the Laws of the Twelve Tables by Cicero, De
legibus 2.59: mulieres genas ne radunto neve lessum funeris ergo
habento ‘women shall not tear their cheeks nor have a keening on
account of a funeral’. And Cicero continues: ‘hoc veteres interpretes
Sex. Aelius L. Acilius non satis se intellegere dixerunt, sed suspicari
vestimenti aliquid genus funebris, L. Aelius (sc. L. Aelius Stilo)
lessum quasi lugubrem eiulationem, ut vox ipsa significat. Quod eo
magis indico verum esse quia lex Solonis id ipsum vetat.” Thus the
word was obsolete before Cicero’s time, but Stilo glossed it by
lugubris eiulatio rather than some kind of mourning attire, and
Cicero concurs. In Tusculan Disputations 2.55 he has more to say:
‘ingemescere non numquam viro concessum est, idque raro, eiulatus
ne mulieri quidem; et hic nimirum est lessus, quem Duodecim
Tabulae in funeribus adhiberi vetuerunt.” Here lessus is a cogent
emendation for the corrupt fletus or pessus of the manuscripts.
lessus is thus the archaic word for the current onomatopoeic éiuldtio
or éiulatus. As a relic of *Hlet-tu- (of the type re-cessus, sensus,
cultus, with full-grade root vocalism) it meant basically ‘(out)cry’.
A meaning ‘howl’ likewise inheres in Hittite halziya- and the iter-
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ative-durative halzissa- (KUB IX 31 11 12 nu UR.BAR.RA-ili hal-
zissai ‘he howls like a wolf’); human ululation in ritual context is

well documented from OId Hittite onward, e.g., hu-u-u halzissanzi

(KBo XVII 18 11 4), i-i halzissai (KBo XVII 43 1 11), a-ha-a halzis-
sanzi (KBo XXV 154, 2, 3, 6 and often), wa-t-ya 3-SU halzianzi
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ON TERMS FOR 'NIT' IN BALTIC AND BALTO-FINNIC

(KUBT114114).

It appears that by the three independent witnesses reconstructible
as *H|tyo-, *Hlotd, and *Hlet-tu- from Anatolian, Germanic, and
Latin respectively an Indo-European root for ‘cry’ is cogently in-
ferrable. Our Jubilar did well in giving Juret’s brilliant lucid interval
its rightful due.
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Nits are not common in present-day. sanitized environments. In older stages, however, man's
everyday familiarity with the eggs of lice and related vermin is mirrored by the neatly
stratified and remarkably cohesive terminology denoting them in practically all attested
Indo-European and Finnic languages. Picking our way through this terminology affords
notable insights into areal, genetic, and diffusional linguistics.

Lith, glinda and Latv. gnida do not quite match up, despite a patent affinity. The
Latvian word, however, is very close in form to Russ. gnfda and likewise to the
Scandinavian terms, ONorse gnit, Swed. gnet. There is thus a lexical isogloss comprising
Slavic, North Baltic, and North Germanic. We can even posit an IE proto-form *ghnida
and root-connect it with the verb seen in OEngl. gnidan, Swed. gnida 'rub, scratch'. But
granted the areal contiguity of the three witnesses, straight independent derivation from
Indo-European seems rash. It is possible that the Russian term influenced or replaced a
Proto-Baltic one via Latgale, nor is it to be ruled out that the Varangians picked up some
fresh lice in Russia and also brought the term back to native shores. Germanic has otherwise
OEngl. hnitu, Engl. nit , OHG (h)niz, German Niss(e), which can be subsumed under an IE
formula *knida , while Greck shows K OViG (gen. kovidoc), and Albanian has (Geg) théni
and (Tosk) théri If the Greek form goes back to a *knids, it might in its first-syllable
vocalism be influenced by the word k dvic, meaning 'dust’,} and the root-connection would
be with Gk. k Vil 'scratch’. Thus again there are three witnesses (Germanic, Greek,
Albanian), but at least two non-contiguous ones. Root-association can work both ways: Gk.
KOVi¢ may have undergone another attraction process (from 'scratch’ to dust and dirt),
despite the living presence of the verb kvi{®, whereas the North Germanic gnit, unless
influenced by Slavic, was perhaps attracted from a *knit to the verb gnida. This would
render the entire proto-form *ghnida suspect and leave us with a *knid- reflected by
Germanic, Greek, and Albanian, vs. a merely Slavic (and possibly also Baltic) *gnid-,
where nothing lets us decide between an Indo-European *g or *gh. One may in fact suspect
that *gn- is here a (Balto-)Slavic dialect variant of IE *kn-, since initial kn- in both Russian
and Baltic is rare and of secondary or borrowed origin.

What then of Lith, glinda 7 It would be easy enough to dismiss it via nasal infix and
dissimilation, i.e. *gni-n-d- > glind- (such dissimilation of two successive nasals is
common enough, as in e.g. Hitt. laman vs. Lat. nomen 'name’). In this way the Baltic
proto-form could be brought close to Slavic, obviating the hypothesis of a fresh influx of

(75)
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eastern vermin via Latgale. But it does not work. Instead, the Lithuanian form must be

~ ancient, for it opens up rather astonishing vistas. B
Lith. glinda cannot be separated from the Latin word for 'nit, léas (gen. lendis ; cf.

French lente), also Jendina (pl. lendines), lendix, lindex (with a guttural suffix as in palex
‘flea', cimex ‘bug’, culex 'gnat’). Since Latin normally tolerates initial inherited cl- and gl-
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borrowed spelled backwards. Even so a borrowing from early Swedish might have been
plausible for the west coast of Estonia, not the land-locked southern dialects. There is,

however, the possibility of a metathetic borrowing from the Russian gnfda or the Latvian
gnida, with transposition of the initial cluster with guttural and the subsequent dental. The d
would naturally appear as ¢ (cf. e.g. toom < German Dom ), and the cluster gn (which

alike (clamor, glans), the absence of initial guttural is exceptional. Conversely, however,
Lith. glinda may itself be partially transformed under the influence of Slavic (and by
extension Latvian) gnida , in which case the proto-form of the Baltic and Latin terms can be
posited as *lind- < *nind-, and the guttural of the other languages is to be considered
"movable". That this group of words was subject to "prefixing" (expressive or tabuistic or
whatever) is seen in the Celtic and Armenjan words for 'nit' with their s- movable, Olr sned
(fem.), Welsh nedd (pl.), Breton nez (<*s[k]nida), and Arm. anic which can represent
anything from *s(k)pnids to simple *nids with a prothetic vowel.2 The reconstruction of a
non-prefixed, non-infixed stem *lid- < *nid- (beside the *lind- < *nind- reflected by
Lithuanian and Latin) is proper for Skt. lik.yzf < litkA < lid-ka (with a guttural suffix like Lat.
lindex; the variant niksa is found in lexicographers, Hindi has likh, but nikh is also found in
Modern Indo-Aryan). The Iranian equivalents are Ossetic lisk, Persian ri¥k, Pushto rica. 3
Lithuanian glinda is thus the pivotal central form which ties together all the various
Indo-European terms for 'nit’, reflecting something of all the ramifications.

Thus from India to Ireland, from Iceland to lonia, from Latium to Lithuania, all nits were
linguistically related. Not so when we cross the Indo-European language boundary in the
Baltic area. The various Balto-Finnic idioms share a common word for 'nit' which is
epitomized by Finn, saivar. 4 Cognates include Lappish &wros, Mordvian (Ersa) Sarko,
Mari 3arye.is, Udmurt Serdl, and Komi Seral. The Estonian equivalent is first attested by
Goseken in 1660° as sair or sahrick, and later by Wiedemann® as saeras (pl. saerad ) or
saere (pl. saered or saerded). Modern dialectology has recorded a great number of variants,’
especially in the plural (also saerad, saerjad, saivred, saivarid [from the Finnish-like north
coast dialect]; saerved [ with metathesis of v and r]; sagurad {from the western islands]).
All this material is from North Estonian. The South Estonian dialects, which but for a variety
of historical accidents could have ended up as a distinct language, had instead the word fing,
pl. tingud. It is first attested by Gutslaff in 1648, 8 when he glossed tengo with Gnisse (the
initial g- in his German dialect or idiolect may be due to some form of combined
Russian-Latvian-Scandinavian influence). The word ting has gained entry into the
northern-based modern standard Estonian as well, relegating saere to a quaint lexical
specimen.

What is the origin of ting ? Migiste (op.cit. 3178) called it "etymologisch unklar" and
Raun® characterizes it as "descriptive" (of what, one wonders). It is of course a palindrome
of gnit which happens to be the archaic Scandinavian word for 'nit'. But words are not
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Estonian would not have tolerated as initial) was in other positions corrupted to ng. The
seventeenth-century form tengo might directly reflect the Russian plural gnfdy as the plural
marker -d had dropped in South Estonian. The subsequent plural tingud and the singular
ting might be normalizations on the basis of the Estonian standard.

How plausible is the metathesis? It is certainly not unparalleled. A very similar case is
found in Greek, where §kTvAOG ‘finger' comes from *Satk 9A0g which in its turn is a
metathesis of *nc0§VAOG.10 The chance to eliminate by dislocation a troublesome initial
cluster was certainly one triggering factor. The ‘nétive Estonian word was likewise subject to
metathetic deformation (sgivred : saerved ). The reverse metathesis of dental : guttural to
guttural : dental is seen in e.g. Tocharian B kantwo < *dnghw- (Engl. fongue) and the
similar variation of labial : guttural and guttural ; labial is present in Lith. kimsté <
* ppk¥st- (OCS pesd, Engl. fist) and Lith kepd < *pek™ 6 (OCS peke 'l bake') and in
Gk. apTOKONOG < *&pTO-MOKOC 'bread-baker, GkEmTOpon < * onéxtopar (Lat.
speci0), or 6ok GAOY beside donGAOL 'mole’, seen in the name of the god "Ack Anmoc.
Similarly the Greek term for ‘flea’, yUAAa, is metathetic for * plus- seen in Skt. plisi-
and Lith. blus@ (and Engl. flea ). So is Lat. pilex < *pusli- < *plusi- . I would thus
suggest that the Russian word gnfdy entered South Estonian speech from the Pskov area of
Russia and was transformed to *fingu by metathesis on Estonian territory. Thus both
Latvian and South Estonian were infested by Russian terminology for lice-eggs, while
Lithuanian and North Estonian basked in the relative purity and pristine archaism of their
respective Indo-European and Finnic lexical ingredients.

NOTES

1) Cf. J. Pokomy, Indogermanisches etymologisches Wérterbuch (Bem, 1959), 608; D.J. Georgacas,
Glotta, 36 (1957), 164. Albanian also has an unexpected vowel in the first syllable which may reflect *o.

2) It is not likely that anic represents (along with Gk. Kov(g and Alb. théni ) a proto-form * konid- (with
regressive dissimilatory loss of s- < *k-  before -¢ ). as suggested by E.P. Hamp, Zeitschrift fiir
vergleichende Sprachforschung, 76 (1960), 278.

3) Cf. T. Burrow, Journal of the American Oriental Society 79 (1959), 89. Skt. liksZ (with I- from IE
*n- ) has nothing to do with the verb rikhdti or likhdti 'scratch’ with IE *r- ; the latter's cognates are Gk.
Epeic® ‘rend, tear', Lat. ricinus ‘louse’, Lith. érké ‘louse’, Albanian ergjis 'small louse’, Am. orfil ’nit’

4) Cf. E. Itkonen - A.J.Joki, Suomen kielen etymologinen sanakirja 4 (Helsinki, 1969), 948-49; J.
Miigiste, Estnisches etymologisches Worterbuch (Helsinki, 1982), 2666.
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5) H. Géseken, Manuductio ad linguam QOesthonicam (Reval, 1660), 311.
6) F.I. Wiedemann, Ehstnisch-deutsches Worterbuch (St.Petersburg, 1869), 1100.

7) Cf. A. Saareste, Eesti keele mbisteline sénaraamat 3 (Stockholm 1962), 266-267.
8) J. Gutslaff, Observationes grammaticae circa linguam Esthonicam.

——* SHOULDER'AND-' CORNER"IN-HITTITE

9) A. R esti keele etiimoloogiline teatmik (Rome 1982), 177.

10) Cf. I. Puhvel, Analecta Indoeuropaea (innsbruck 1981), 350.
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Terms for body parts in Hittite come in several type-varieties.
There are the blatant Indo-European matches, such as kard- "heart’,
éshar 'blood', hastai- 'bone’, genu- 'knee', pata- 'foot', kessar(a)-
“hand’, arki- ‘testicle’, arra- 'arse'. Others are only moderately
more difficult to bring into line, e.g. harsar 'head' (. Ved. sirsén-,
Hom. Mp&at -), sankuwai- 'fingernail’ (s-movable + *ongh-w- seen in
Lat. unguis), zamangur "beard (Ski. smdsru-), alyliss- "mouth’ (Lat.
os). Still others have more restricted isoglossal equivalents, e.g. les/-
or lissi- 'liver' (Arm. leard) or iskis- '(lower) back, lumbar region’
{Gk. tsx{ov). Some terms have changed “locus” and in consequence
dislocated others, as when par(alsna- ‘loins’ corresponds to Lat.
perna "haunch’ and Skt. pér,s_ni— "heel', or anassa- '(upper) back’
(?) may match Lat. umerus and Skt. dmsa- 'shoulder', or paltana-
"(upper) arm’ has as cognates OCS pleste and Milr. leithe ' shoulder’ .
Others have undergone a metonymous shift (pesma- 'man, male’
beside Lat. pernis < #pesni-; cf. Hitt. pes- "to rub’) or differing
semantic specialization starting from the underlying verbal root
(istaman(al- "ear' vs. Gk. 6téux(t)- "mouth’). A predilection for
i-stem formations is evident in a number of terms, besides arki- (cf.
Gk. 8pxlc) and lesi~ also e.g. sakui- 'eye', auli- 'spleen’, meni-
"face’, puri- 'lip’, taggan/- 'breast, chest’'. The whole subject needs
a new monograph, in the distant wake of such tentative preliminaries
as Sedat Alp's 1957.

A further group of body-words originates in babble-talk, with the
onomatopoeic and reduplicative proclivities of such utterance: lala-
“tongue’, flalu- 'penis’, laplipa- "eyelash', titita- ‘nose', tetana-
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“hair', titan- "tit'. Here it is easy to claim “Elementarverwandtschaft” dissimilatory [halhJanzanan. The term may thus be Luwoid to a point,
S e — e (mave Tt at that;but—more nuanced—inspection—is—needed—Some - - - but—with—Hittite—phonetic—adjustments—which—have—reverberated—back—— - S
forms are only by chance of ‘reduplicative” appearance, such as onto Luwian itself. As a body part on which a vessel is carried, and
kalulupa- “finger’, which is cognate with Gk. S&mturoc and involves which is mentioned in the same breath with limbs and bones,
- PPN SELIE At O e ag ariain Q76 Othe have halhalodarsy— ' '

more than “elementary” cognates or parallels elsewhere or show clear that both inherited ‘'shoulder’ words, anassa- and paltana-, have

T derivation from verbal roots. Thus hiuwahhurti-, huhhurti-, or —_—— somewhat shifted meanings (‘upper back’ and -"upper arm’
hurhurta- “windpipe' has a very specific match in Arm. xaxurt® of respectively).  Hence, besides  gakkartan(n)i- 'shoulderblade’,
the same meaning. pappassala- 'esophagus’ is clearly derived from halhaldana- may be the Hittite ' shoulder’ word proper, with the same
pas- 'to swallow' . The word hah(ha)ri- ‘lungs, diaphragm’ s suffixal segment as paltana-. When Ullikummi is affixed ANA DUpeIIur/'
typologically reminiscent of the Sanskrit and Pali terms for 'lung’, ZAG-ni UZUZAGLU-ni ‘onto Upelluri's right shoulder’ (H.G.
phupphusa- and papphasa-, which are from verbs similar to Gk, Giterbock, 1951: 156), the sumerogram may be read kunni hathaltani
qp{ls &w blow, puff and Russlan pyxat' 'pant, puff'. The Hittite for rather than kunni paltani. (hallhaltana- ls reminiscent of words such
‘blow', parai-, has a reduplicated varlant parip(alrai-: hence some of as Avest. aredna- and Skt. aratn- 'elbow’, thus perhaps pointing to
the reduplications may originate secondarily in the underlying verbs. a proto-form *He/t(no)-.

It is therefore possible to go beyond the “Lallwort”™ explanation, to This explanation of halhaldana- also solves the mystery of
account for reduplication as etymologically non-crucial, and to find halhaltumar(i)- 'corner’. Rather than some deverbative reduplicative
proper Indo-European matches for words such as gakkartan(nli- root etymology hal-hal~t-umar "the place where something bends’,
‘shoulderblade’ (OHG herti ‘' shoulderbiade’; cf. M. Poetto, 1979: 206). from a #*hal- extracted from haliya- 'bend, kneel" (H.C. Melchert, -

1983: 13-14), halhaltumar- is an offshoot of (hal)halt(ana)- 'shoulder’,

A similar approach may be taken to the obscure body part with a denominative abstract-forming suffix -umar < *-uwar <
halhaldana-, upon which the Sea placed a container in KUB XXXVI 44 s~(wwy (cf. eg. arrumas < arruwas < #*arr-uwas, and the
| 7-8 (mu-za arunas PYGHABHAB [..1 [..] halhaldani-ssi dais denominates  miumar, hilammar). Like Hitt. halhaldana-: Luw.
"placed on his h.'). Eisewhere there is the variant form (acc. sg.) halhalzani-, halhaltumar(i)- bears mitigated marks of Luwoid character
halhalzanan, in the sequence ‘bone(s) (= stature?), h., eyebrows, {paralysis of r/n heteroclisis [gen. pl. halhaltumaras]l, trend to
eyelashes' (KUB XXIV 12 1l 5-6; similarly ([halhJanzanan ibid. i secondary /-stem derivation [nom. pl. c. halhaltumaries]). Much as
31-32), and a possible instr, sg. [hal/Thalzanit in KUB VIl 55 Vs. 6-7 Gk. yov(wa ‘corner, angle’ Is palpably derlved with an abstract
(3a SaH pankunit euwas [hallhalzanit  tuikkus war[- ‘of a suffix from Yévu, or OHG ancha 'nape, shank’, anchal 'heel,
barley-with-milk[-fed] pig [they?] burn limbs along with h.). Luwlan knuckle, ankle’ are cognate with Lat. angulus, OCS pglﬁ, Arm. ankiun
has acc. sg. halzanin (KUB XXXV 48 11 16) and halhalzanin (KUB "angle, corner, nook’, halhaltumar- is an offshoot of the Anatolian
XXXV 12 11 2; XXXV 45 1l 23; XXXV 33 Il 4-5) or hallhalzanin term for 'shoulder’. While Greek picked the bent knee, Anatollan
(XXXV 73, 10), always preceded immediately by "bone(s)'. chose square shoulders as the image of angularity. The typical 4

' halhaltumari are not merely the mundane corners of a house or a

halhaldana- is clearly the oldest form, with z in halhalzana- hearth, they also denote the ‘four corners of the universe’, i.e.
showing a Hittite affrication of the dental. In this case Luwlan also cardinal points in terms of movements of the sun and the winds.
has z, rather than the expected #halhaltana-. At the same time The cosmic giant Upelluri reminisced to Ea how unbeknownst to him
Luwlan exhibits the unreduplicated varlant halzanin {unless It be due heaven and earth were once bullt and cut apart on him, unlike the

to scribal haplography of the hal sign), and Hittite shows a

(80) (81)
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acute shoulder-pain which Ullikummi's grafting is causing him (kuitki

the shoulder’': cf. H.G. Giiterbock, 1952: 28); we are not far from
the rectangular shoulders of Atlas sustaining the four corners of the
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T : *f*\Y/’hO*were"theinttite*hurkilasjbesnes?' T

n the mid O nhe N - O . N e D

ceded, punctuated, and followed by a refrain from the mouth of the pre-
siding magician, roughly “The person whom I treat, I call out his name.”
Extensive parts of every line-end are broken, making full restoration diffi-
cult. Nothing in the trite and broken therapeutic rite itself prepares one
for the onset of the story, as the protagonists introduce themselves (KUB
X1I 63 Vs.21): hurkilas LU.MES wés ‘men of hurkil we (are)’. In the next
two lines the house (= temple) of the storm-god speaks to those men:
“What I say [you shall do], and this I give, and you shall bring it to pass.”
The men answer (24-27): “Say it to us, we shall do it.” “The long (talu-
gaus) roads shorten [and the short ones] lengthen (taluganuttin), the high (parga-
wus) mountains shorten (manikuandahtin) and the short ones (mantkuan-
dus) [heighten], catch a wolf by the hand (kissarta), catch a lion with the
knee (ganut; cf. Greek gnitks), the river (ID-an = hapan) [...], use the
zuwdlywal (a ritual tool) on a snake and take him to the King’s Gate
(LUGAL-was aska, the royal tribunal), and [his judgment shall be ren-
dered].” After the refrain (28) the story resumes (29-34): “The men came
back, and they spoke thus: ‘We aren’t up to it (UL-za suwaweni). The long
[roads, we cannot shorten them], and the short roads, we cannot lengthen
them (UL-as daluganula), the high mountains, [we cannot shorten them,]
the small (kappaus) mountains, we cannot heighten them (UL-us parga-
nula). A wolf by the hand they had not [caught), the river and the boul-
der (kuwankunurr-a; cf. kunkunuzzi ‘vock’?) they had given up on (pessir),
and it had not been crushed (harratta UL), a snake [they had not used the
zuwaluwal on, and him to the King’s Gate] they had not brought, and his
judgment had not been rendered (hannessa-set hannat UL). The case was
aggravated (uttar nal kkesta).” (Refrain)

! Strange first person plural modal ending -f4, comparable to first person singular
“imperative” ending -{({)u.
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These hurkilas pesnes? (line 21) or pesnes hurkilas (lines 22, 23) are
matched elsewhere only by the Luwian accusative plural hurkilassinza

LU.MES-inza in the uninformative, enumerative Hittite passage KUB

XXXV 148 IV 3. They seem to act out an exemplary tale as overly confi-
dent but not too bright ogre-types who come to grief, not unlike the Indic
demons or the Norse giants who are typically outwitted in their dealings
with gods. There may be humor involved: the first two tasks are close to
absurd in the literal sense, and the expressions which set them forth may
have been simply proverbial ones for “go the extra mile” and “leave no
stone unturned”, in short, do your darnedest with respect to the various
more feasible feats of capture that follow. The overearnest fellows, how-
ever, take them literally, and when the impossibility sinks in, are too down-
cast even to proceed to the rest of the list: they simply give up and report
back as failures.

Yet just who might these ‘men of Aurkil’ be? There is nothing to indi-
cate supernatural status. Aurkil or hurkel is the well-known neuter noun
which in the Law Code and elsewhere designates a man’s illegal sexual
relations with bovines and sheep (likewise pigs and dogs, although this is
not explicitly termed Aurkil), and with a variety of relatives (mother,
daughter, son, sister, stepmother, free women and their mother in the same
locality [without apparent benefit of wedlock], brother’s wife, mother-in-
law, wife’s sister, female cousin). It thus involves somewhat selective sanc-
tion against bestiality and incest. Equines are explicitly exempted from the
ban (“if a man errs with a horse or a mule, there is no offence”), which
recalls the fact that bestiality with horses occurred in ancient Indo-Euro-
pean royal rituals from ancient India to medieval Ireland. The Hittite
perpetrator “does not become priest”, which seems to place the practice
squarely and restrictively in the warrior class. The potential victims of stat-
utory rape are all female, with the exception of the son sodomized by the
father. Rape as such does not seem to be the target of this legislation;
what matters is the degree of kinship and “status”, thus factors of incest
and perhaps miscegenation (unfree and “deportee” women are explicitly
left to the mercies of the Hittite male). Everything is formulated from the
vantage point of the man. There is occasional reference, in the Code and
elsewhere, to bovines leaping at men or “doing abomination”, in which
case the bovine is killed but the man is lustrated with a sheep as substitute
offering; a misbehaving swine gives “no offence”. But nothing is said from

2 LU-(na-) = pesna- ‘man, male’, synecdochic from the original meaning seen in Latin
pénis (< *pesnis), root-connected with Hittite pes- ‘to rub’, Cf. Latin mds ‘male’ (ori-
ginally ‘membrum virile’), related to Sanskrit mds- as membrum < *mémsro- is to
Sanskrit mamsa- ‘flesh’.
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the standpoint of the passive partner in sodomy, and this silence is mea-
ningful, for homosexual rape, statutory or other, is not dealt with from the
bugger’s-perspective-either—The-whole-subject, apart-from-its-incestuous-
aspect, clearly did not interest Hittite legislation.

The wages of hurkil was death, subject, however, to the king’s discre-

where ancient customary law varied between death and banishment, and
there is evidence of lustrational practices in the wake of Aurkil? The word
also occurs on “calamity lists” together with such staples as sorcery,
bloodshed, perjury, defilement, and disease. The common semantic
denominator is ‘capital sex crime’.

Etymologically hurkil* clearly reflects Indo-European * Hwergh- ‘con-
strict, throttle, strangle’, seen in Lithuanian vefzti and Middle High Ger-
man er-wergen. Its o-grade occurs in Gothic ga-wargjan daupau ‘condemn
to death’, literally ‘cause to be strangled to death’, and in * Hworghds
‘strangler’ or * Hworghos ‘strangled one, gallowsbird, rascal’, either or both
seen in Old Norse vargr, Old English wearg, Old Saxon and Old High
German warg ‘robber, criminal’. The zero grade * Hwrgh-, as in hurkil,
appears in Old English wyrgan, Old High German wurgen, German er-
wiirgen ‘strangle’. A nominal derivative with an /-suffix, as in hurkil, is
present in Old Norse virgill, Old English wurgil ‘rope’, and in Middle
High German wiirgel ‘strangler’. Gothic launa-wargs translates Greek
akhdristos “‘ungrateful’, literally ‘reward-robber’ (Shakespeare’s King Lear
terms ingratitude “thou marble-hearted fiend”!). In Old Norse, mordvargr
was a man outlawed for murder, and vargr { véum was a temple-robber. In
Old Norse also, vargr came additionally to mean ‘wolf’ (besides #lfr); the
associations are clear, if we reflect that in the Viélsungasaga Sigmund in
wolf shape bit Sinfjotli through the windpipe, and Egil Skallagrimsson in
his own saga in the same way killed the berserk Atli on whom weapons had no
effect. Such traits of the Norse warrior, as either #/fhedinn ‘wolf-shaped’
or berserkr ‘bear-shirted’, whether involving assumed lycanthropic trans-
formation or mere animal disguise, recall the various theriomorphic or
bestiovestite functionaries in Hittite texts, such as LU.MES UR.BAR.RA
‘wolf-men’, LU hartagga- ‘bear-man’, LU.MES UR.ZIR ‘dog-men’,
LU.MES UR.MAH “ion-men’. The line from the Norse mordvargr to
‘wolf’ is further paralleled by paragraph 37 of the Hittite Law Code, where
the abductor of a woman, by killing more than one member of a rescue

> Some material was gathered and discussed by H.A. Hoffner in Orient and Occident.
Essays Presented to Cyrus H. Gordon (Kevelaer 1973), pp.81-90.

4 Cf. my earlier treatment of this term in Die Sprache 17 (1971), pp. 4245, reprinted in
Analecta Indoeuropaea (Innsbruck 1981), pp.216-219.
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posse, effectively forfeits the right to wergeld and is pronounced an out-
law: zik-wa UR.BAR.RA kisat ‘thou art become a wolf’.*

" In light of the above, the Furkilas pesmes seem to be ‘menof strangula-—

tion’, assigned (however abortively) to throttling wolves with their bare
hands, subduing lions with their knees, and putting the squeeze on snakes

eir riverine exploit remains opaque). There is nothingin-the text-to
indicate any overt criminality, but they are made out to be ineffective and
ludicrous, and their ‘case’ (#ttar) was compromised as a result of their
nonperformance.

Is this 2 burlesque account of an obsolete legal tradition? The word
hurkil, after all, is a juridical expression for ‘capital sex crime’, and ‘stran-
gulation’ is our own semantic reconstruct. If so, were these ambiguous
‘men of strangulation’ in fact some kind of sex-related miscreants fit to be
strung up (in Indo-European terms * Hwdrghos), but who were given a
chance to redeem themselves in (poetic) justice by becoming * Hworghés,
i.e. to show their mettle by strangling animals as a form of substitute
atonement? In that case they must have been the opposite of macho men,
thus effeminates, and most probably passive homosexuals. The Hittite
Law Code is silent on the topic, but it is possible that this old tale reso-
nates with echoes of ancient customary law with respect to catamites, and
that it perpetuates Aurkil in a context where it means ‘sex crime that is a
hanging matter’, with specific reference to passive homosexuality.

Lest the above seem far-fetched, Old Germanic data need once more be
adduced. The murderous contempt which those societies harbored for the
submissive partners in pederasty is amply documented. Tacitus’ account
(Germania 12) of cowardly, unwarlike, and bodily heinous persons being
sunk into the mud of marshes and covered with hurdles (ignavos et
imbelles et corpore infames caeno ac palude, iniecta insuper crate, mergunt) is
well matched by the Iron Age corpses preserved in Danish and North Ger-
man peatbogs, some with ropes around their necks, others weighed down
with stems and branches.® In Old Norse, the word argr pretty well
summed up what Tacitus paraphrased by ignavus et imbellis et corpore infa-
mis, for it denoted ‘unmanly, effeminate’, with a side-meaning of ‘cow-
ardly’, as seen in the Finnish loanword arka ‘timid’ from Germanic *arga-’
In form, argr reflects an Indo-European *drghos ‘the fucked one’, vs.
or8hés ‘copulator’, seen in the Greek denominative verb orkhéomai ‘dance’

5 On the Germanic material, cf. such studies as Mary R. Gerstein, The Outlaw as Wer-
wolf, in G. J. Larson et al. (ed.), Myth in Indo-European Antiquity (Berkeley and Los
Angeles 1974), pp. 131156, or Michael Jacoby, Wargus, vargr ‘Verbrecher’ “Wolf.

¢ See P.V.Glob, The Bog People. Ithaca, N.Y., 1969. [Uppsala 1974,

7 See Folke Strom, Nid, ergi and Old Norse Moral Attitudes. London 1974.
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(literally ‘act like an *orkhds’, performing coital motions, as in archaic
Doric pederastic gymnasium inscriptions from Thera). The underlying

—————verb s attested i Hittite ark5 s T KUB-XLEF8 TV 29— “the ramr mounts — -~ -

(arga) the ewe’?®
The opposition *6rghos vs. orghds as passive vs. aggressive homosexual
ormatty paratiets—that-ot *Hworgnos vs—1fworgnos, the strangted vs.the
strangler. The first pair does not survive in either Germanic or Hittite
(only as 6rghos in Old Norse argr), while the latter, with formal elimin-
ation of the accentual opposition, lives on in rich ambivalence in the Old
Norse wvargr? In Hittite, * Hwdrghos superseded *Grghos as a term for a
despised pervert and was itself innovated into hurkilas pesnas ‘man of
strangulation’, with a renewed ambiguity, articulated in the ancient tale we
have studied (to paraphrase, “We may be hurkilas pesnes, but give us a
chance to prove our manhood by some strangling of our own!”).

The possibility that the story alludes to the potential (though in this
instance botched or sabotaged) rehabilitation of catamites is itself rein-
forced by Old Germanic evidence. Ammianus Marcellinus (31.9.5)
described a Germanic tribe as follows:

Hanc Taifalorum gentem turpem ac obscenae vitae flagitiis ita accepimus
mersam, ut apud eos nefandi concubitus foedere copulentur maribus puberes,
aetatis viriditatem in eorum pollutis usibus consumpturi. Porro siqui tam adul-
tus aprum exceperit solus, vel interemerit ursum immanem, colluvione liberatur
incesti.

“We have learned that these Taifali are a shameful lot, so mired in
deprived practices that among them young boys are coupled with the men
in a bond of unspeakable cohabitation, to waste the flower of their youth,
perversely used by those men. Yet if someone, upon growing up, alone
catches a boar or kills a huge bear, he is freed from the stain of unchas-
tity.”

Catching a wolf and lion in Anatolia, a boar and bear in Germania
(lions must have been few and far between in those northern forests), pot-
entially vindicating hurkilas pesnes from penal retribution in one instance,
rehabilitating a catamite colluvione incesti in the other—these are hardly
trivial accordances. They are strong evidence of a common cultural, in this
instance Indo-European heritage.

8 Details in Jaan Puhvel, Hittite Etymological Dictionary I-II (Berlin 1984), pp.142—
143,

% The combination of argr and vargr was potent abuse adding insult to injury, as when
a poet (later murdered by Christians) described the German missionary Thangbrand,
who operated in Iceland from 997 to 999, as argan godvarg (Kristni Saga 9).
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Huidar and vitnir: Creatures and critters in Anatolia and Teeland

In the Hittite Gilgames, the common Akkadian collective expression bl

he O " ] ndered-byv—g mro RL=U=-2-1C KD .

Q), where gim(ma)ra- denotes ‘rangeland, steppe’ (perhaps in its wint.ry
aspect, hence cognate with gim[mant]- ‘winter’.and Greek yewpspuvds ‘win-_
try’), even as Akk. seru means ‘back’ and figuratively ‘back country,
outback, hinterland, open range’. The terms biilu and huidar (the latter a
neuter 7/n-stem) are semantic “collectives” which can potentially shade
over into individualization, even as the Late Latin creatiira (originally
‘creation’) becomes both an all-inclusive term for living beings (cum resur-
get creatura in the “Dies irae” hymn) and singly ‘creature, critter’. Th.e
Hittite expression is, however, no mere loan calque on the Akkadian, as it
has an independent and significant lexical history of its own. In the
sun-hymn where the god rises from the sea (which Sama8 never did), the
sun-god typically judges man and animal alike (K UB VI 45 111 15-17):

$4 DUMU.LU.ULU.LU-TI UR.ZIR-mas SAH-as gimrass-a hu-id-na-
as DIN AM UD-tili zik PUTU-us hanneskisi ‘on humankind, dog, pig, and
beasts of the field you the sun-god daily render judgment’ (with the
somewhat corrupt duplicate VI 46 I11 55-56 gimras DI-sar hu-it-ta-as [sic}
UD.KAM-Ui zik PUTU-us hanniskisi).

In KUB XXXVIII 3 II 8-9 kimrass-a hu-u-i-tar is described as en-
graved on an iconographic depiction along with the king’s name; the
comitatively used instrumental case occurs in KUB XXI1V 2 11 15 gimras
hu-u-id-ni-it ‘along with the beasts of the field’. Used singly, huidar means
roughly ‘fauna’ (KUB XXXTI1 571111 kuella hu-u-id-na-as ‘of every kind
of beast’; KBo XXV 180 Rs. 10 hu-u-id-na-as dapias ‘of all wildlife’), seen
in a hunting context when the gods in anger hide all game (hu-u-i-tar
hiwman) from the hunter Kessi (KUB XXXIIT 121 11 12-14). In IBoT 11
9 + KUB LII 102 1 8-11 arunass-a [hu-u-li-ta-[ar] haman ‘all sea-crea-~
tures’ include six fish, frogs, and a snake. Besides the singular huidar, the
neuter plural huid@r occurs in e.g. KBo X 23 11 9-10 hu-u-i-ta-a-ar
hiimanda ‘all beasts’, KBo X 24 1 10-11 ke hu-u-i-ta-a-ar ‘these animals’,
and the Old Hittite 4BoT 5+ I1 17 hu-i-ta-a-ar-ra, with the later copy
KBo XXII 224 Vs. 3 hu-i-da-a[-ar. The contexts' involve likenesses of
wild animals (panther, lion, wolf, boar, bear, stag) in precious materials

1 (. the philological apparatus in Itamar Singer, The Hittite KI.LAM Fes-
tival (StBoT 27-28 [Wiesbaden, 1983-84]), 1:92-94, 2:12, 16, 34, 52, 98.
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(silver, gold, lapis lazuli), comprehensively denoted as hwiddr or sometimes
(KBo X 25 VI 4-5) DINGIR.MES-nas [hu-u]-i-tar ‘gods’ creatures’. This
need-signify no-more than votive icons-of animals, but V. V. Ivanov® has
compared such Baltic and Slavie expressions as Latvian dieva vérst ‘god’s
bulls’, dieva zuosis ‘god’s geese’, dieva suns ‘wolf’ (literally ‘god’s son’), or
Old Russian zvért divie ‘wild beasts’ (etymologically cognate with siun-
as < *dyew-), where ‘god’s’ implies ‘not belonging to any man’, thus ‘wild’.

~ There is also the specific Hittite combination (KUB XXXVI 2d, 43)
taknas hu-u-i-tar [hiiman]® ‘all critters of the earth’, or perhaps rather ‘of
the soil’, judging from the omen text KUB VIII 1 III 8-10:

hewes [kt]sa BURU.HLA SIGs-anta daganzipas [hul-i-da-a-ar pardi
n-apa halkin karapanzi ‘rains will occur, crops will thrive, (but) critters of
the soil will blow in, and they will devour the grain’. Ibidem II 17 a
locust-swarm (m]asas) will ‘blow in’ (paras), and in 111 3 its sumerographic
equivalent (BURUg) will ‘arise’ (aras), raising the likelihood that the
Akkadian original’s ¢tebbi (from teb# ‘rise’) has been misperceived as if from
edepu, ‘blow’*. In any event this involves agricultural pests, and a similar
meaning is indicated by the vocabulary text KUB III 94 1I 18, where
hu-u-i-tar(-za) matches Akk. §ru, probably to be emended to §thu ‘crit-
ters, vermin’?,

There remains the exhortation in the Farewell Address of Hattusilis I
(KUBT116 11 46): hu)-u-e-id-na-as man pankur-seme[t 1-EN ] esdu ‘like (of)
a huidar, let your family be united!’. The close parallel of another edict by
the same king (K Bo 111 27 Vs. 15-16 IR.MES-a-mman UR.BAR.RA-as
min pangu[r] 1-EN estu ‘let my subjects, like a wolf’s family, be united!’)
leaves little doubt that Auidar here specifically means ‘wolf(pack)’®.

This exhausts the dossier of huidar, except for the derivative huidnant-
which steps in as the animate-gender subject of a transitive verb (KBo IX
114, 7 -w]ar-an ammel hu-id-na-an-za aniyaddu ‘let my menagerie deal with
him!” or let my beasts work him over!’), and the obscure V2VSA hu-i-id-na-
i-ma-as ‘sinew of the huidnaima-’, after previous mention of a killed
panther (UG. TUR) in the medical passage KUB XLIV 61 Rs. 177.

2 Problemy slavjanskoj etnografii (Moskva, 1979), 152-153.

8 Cf. Emmanuel Laroche, Revue hittite et astanigue 26 (1968), 35.

¢ Cf. Jaan Puhvel, Hittite Etymological Dictionary 1-2 (Berlin and New
York, 1984), 123.

* Cf. H.A.Hoffner, Alimenta Hethaecorum (New Haven, 1974), 87. On the
other hand, in KUB IV 4 I 11a LiIL-as (= gimras) hu[idni matches ibidem 12b
(AKKk.) buls.

® ¥erdinand Sommer (Die hethitisch-akkadische Bilingue des Hattusili I.
[Miinchen, 1938], 77) extracted from the acephalic Ju-e-it-na-as a word *wetna- for
‘wolf’; but ‘wolf’ is rather ulip(pa Jna-, which also accounts for complementations
such as UR.BAR.RA-ni, leaving *wetna- without any further support.

7 Cornelia Burde, Hethitische medizinische Texte (StBoT 19 [Wiesbaden,
1974]), 20.
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We have found in huidar a general sense of undomesticated ‘creatures’,
especially ‘beasts of the field’, ‘critters of the soil’, and most specifically
‘wolf(pack)”. It is a heteroclitic noun like . g. watar, turalwidar,deriva=
tive uitenant-, having nothing to do with the abstract noun suffix -(a)tar,
genitive -(a)nnas; the reason for nonassimilation of t/d + n is precisely
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sgmething like * Hwedr and *Hwedniyos respectively, the latter a deriva-
tive formed on the n-stem, of the type hirdir < *kerdhiyos (Gothic hairdeis

‘shepherd’)--Once-an-archaic-heteroelite*Hwedy/Hwedn--has-been-estab- -

lished, with a meaning ‘creature(s), critter(s), wildlife’, speculation about
root-meaning becomes an interesting but secondary issue; noun formation
and specific semantics have already preempted the focus in clinching the

8wp). Of the various root-etymologies peddled for more than a half-
T century, and chronicled by Johann Tischler®, none is illuminating (usually
tied in with huis- [Luwian huit-] ‘live’, or huwai- ‘run’, or Indo-European
*Hwe- ‘breathe, blow’, or *Hweyd- know’). Essentially, huidar remains
unexplained.

In the circumstances, a collocation may be essayed with the equally
opaque Old Icelandic vitnir. As a simple noun it is attested twice in the
Poetic Edda, both times referring to the cosmic wolf Fenrir: at vitni at vega
‘to fight the vitnir’ (Grimnismdl 23), and vitnis vigi at ‘ab the killing of the
vitwir’ (Vafpridnismdl 53). Clearly vitnir does not mean merely ‘wolf” (for
which there are two terms, #ifr and vargr) but must have some more
generic meaning like ‘creature’. This is seen from the numerous com-
pounds, notably hrédvitnir, literally ‘slaver-creature’, for ‘wolf’ (the fet-
tered Fenrir’s slaver was copious enough to form the river Von, according
to Snorri’s GQylfaginning), and grafvitnir, literally ‘grave-creature’, for
‘snake’. These attestations match closely the specific Hittite nuances of
huidar as ‘wolf(pack)’ and (soil) critters’. Other compounds seem to be
part of the arcane allusive art of poetic kennings: sporvitnir ‘track-crea-
ture’ for ‘horse’, blindvitnir surprisingly for ‘eagle’, pjddvitnir ‘popular
creature’ whimsically and ironically for Fenrir, midvitnir ‘halfway crea-
ture’ for ‘giant’, mjodvitnir ‘mead-creature’ for ‘dwarf’ (brewing mead
from Kvasir’s blood in Snorri’s Skdldskaparmdl), médvitnir (perhaps
v ‘slime-creature’) likewise for ‘dwarf’, and, strangely, mdlvitnir for ‘sword’.
| Notable swords did of course have names and “personalities”, hence vitnar
is understandable; mdl- can formally be ‘speech, voice, council’ (Gothic
mapl) or ‘sign, token, right moment’ (like Greek xoupbe; mdl er mér at rida
‘it is time for me to ride’ in Helgaquida Hundingsbana 2.49), ‘mealtime’
(Gothic méel); perhaps the poet’s conceit was one of timeliness, of a weapon
that came in handy at a crucial juncture.

Vitnir, like huidar, is unexplained within its own language: deriving it
from vita know’, or vita ‘observe’ (Gothic witan), or vitia ‘visit’ is about as
enlightening as connecting huidar with assorted similar-sounding verbs.
But, leaving aside root-meaning as a primary consideration, it is possible
to confront huidar and vitnir directly as archaic inherited nouns (like e. g.
watar and vain from *wody and *wodnom). By this token they reflect

8 Hethitisches etymologisches Glossar (Innsbruck, 1978), 269-271.
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blance, too strong to have been accidental, are observable in differ-

-~ ent systems of polytheism, without fancy or prejudice tocolour them—- -

and improve the likeness, we can scarce help believing, that some
connection has immemorially subsisted between the several nations,

Much has been made of Sir William Jones as the founder of Indo-
European linguistics, too much perhaps, for it little matters in the
end whether he was prefigured or understudied or even scooped by
the likes of Nathaniel Halhed or James Burnett Lord Monboddo. In
scholarship as in commerce, packaging is paramount, and Jones with
his marvelous felicity for callida iunctura ended up stealing the show
and running away with the credit for the past two centuries. Atten-
dant vagaries have sunk into oblivion, but the revelatory dictum
about the “common source, which, perhaps, no longer exists” stands
out in bold relief.

If Jones really was the founder of Indo-European linguistics, he
was an unwitting one. His Third Anniversary Discourse of February
2, 1786, has set off bicentennial fireworks, but he had barely taken
the helm of his new Asiatick Society when in his First Discourse of
1784 he reiterated one of his guiding principles, which might send
right-thinking linguists up the wall: “I have ever considered lan-
guages as the mere instruments of real learning, and think them
improperly confounded with learning itself.” Such downplaying of
mere linguistics may nowadays sound extreme and misguided, but
perhaps our own formalistic excesses could use a bit of Jonesian cor-
rective. He reminds us that there is more to language than phoneme
counting and structural analysis, that language is also a means to
great ends, for conveying the culture that sustains it.

It may be worthwhile to recall that Jones was in equal measure the
founding father of Indo-European comparative mythology, for in that
same year of 1784, in his paper “On the Gods of Greece, Italy, and
India,” later published (like his 1786 discourse) in the first volume of
Asiatick Researches (1788), he enunciated an equally compelling charter
for the comparison of mythic traditions: “When features of resem-
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who have Ar‘lnpfpd them.”

The only segment of latter-day Indo-European researches where
prophetic resonance failed Jones is archeology. Here he could have. .
used a bit of cross-fertilization by a nearly coeval, equally seminal
mind in the New World, namely, Thomas Jefferson, who with his
excavations of Indian mounds in Virginia had laid the foundations
of archeological stratigraphy. Jones frequently saw Benjamin Frank-
lin in England and France and was a great supporter of the Ameri-
can cause, sympathies that delayed his appointment to the judicial
vacancy in Bengal for five years and more than once tempted him to
emigrate westward. When Jones finally sailed from Portsmouth for
Calcutta in April 1783, Jefferson’s arrival in Le Havre for his five-year
stint as Franklin’s ambassadorial successor was as yet fifteen months
in the future. They might still have met down the years, for Sir
William and Lady Jones had planned a grand tour of the United States
on their way back from India, but illness and death intervened a de-
cade later. Had Jones and Jefferson truly interacted, rather than
merely known of each other, Jones might in the end have made a first-
rate professor for the new University of Virginia. Instead he courted
early death in the pestilential swamplands of Bengal, most of the time
fighting off the administrative encroachments of Lord Cornwallis,
who had repaired from the debacle at Yorktown to the governor-
generalship of India. Small world indeed, even in the days when a
galleon took five months to sail from England to India.

So much for Jones’ own légende des siécles. But his millennial vision
survived, persisted, and flourished. In a scientific revolution such
as the one that ensued, a crucial ingredient of any viable theory is
its power of prediction. It not only subsumes what is at hand but co-
gently anticipates as yet unrealized additions to its matrix. Jones had
drawn in Sanskrit, Greek, Latin, and Persian, and with reservations
about external intermixture also Germanic and Celtic. His conspicu-
ous omission of Balto-Slavic was soon corrected from Franz Bopp
onward, and Jacob Grimm’s law presently breached the Germanic
barrier to full membership. On the other hand, it took much of the
nineteenth century before Caspar Zeuss fully habilitated Celtic (al-
though Jones related it to Sanskrit in his letters subsequent to the dis-
course), and a good many decades were needed before the sanskrito-
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" Even later, in 1875, Armenian was successfully detached by Heinrich
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centrism started by Friedrich Schlegel was in full and final retreat.

Hiibschmann from its misclassification as an Iranian dialect, and
when at the end of the century Tocharian emerged from the caves of
Kuchaand Turta eseTurkestar, eadilvfound-its-niche-as
derived from that “common source, which no longer exists” (dis-
pensing-with Sir William’s cautionary “perhaps”).—— e

Thus, up to our own century, the basic Jonesian hypothesis ren-
dered unblemished service to the evolving discipline, no matter what
family-tree or wave schemes were supposed to refine it further. Not
so since the addition of Hittite and Anatolian generally. Neogram-
marians with tidy minds, basking in the afterglow of Karl Brugmann's
compendious Grundriss, were understandably not thrilled to have
their circles upset by any further intruders, especially by Assyrio-
logical upstarts. Therefore Johan Knudtzon was hooted off the stage
when in 1902 he first claimed Indo-European status for Hittite. After
the material became plentiful from Bogazkoy, another Assyriologist
bearing Greek gifts, Bediich Hrozny, could no longer be dismissed
outright.

Since about 1915 the strange spectacle of Indo-Europeanist re-
action to Hittite has played itself out, and much of it has not been a
pretty picture. In the early days only one leading Indo-Europeanist,
Ferdinand Sommer, had the fortitude to plunge into firsthand Hittite
philology to help steer its comparative component away from well-
meaning Assyriologists like Hrozny and past ingenious but some-
times misguided idea men such as Emil Forrer. Others were content
to sit by, waiting for the Hittitological product to be served up in pre-
processed gobs for easy consumption. In addition to the hagiology
of the sainted Emile Benveniste, there exists other lore, not neces-
sarily apocryphal, for example, that Benveniste never even learned
to read cuneiform and hence was incapable of primary research in
Hittite. Benveniste and Jerzy Kurylowicz, the leading mid -twentieth
century Indo-Europeanists, made up in dazzling cleverness what they
may have lacked in firsthand grounding, but the Anatolian compo-
nent of their great syntheses was nevertheless largely secondhand.

And herein lies the rub: secondhand refined matter may be all
right, but hand-me-down raw material is risky stuff. The fact re-
mains that Hittite has been and still is like unrefined ore that is as
yet literally emerging from the ground. The bulk is large, it has
doubled in the last 35 years, and Hittitology today is not the same
as it was at midcentury. We have much more, we know much more,
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and we can benefit from the 70 years of availability and research,

~rather than behaving like bedazzled discoverers. Hittitology hasnot——————————

been and is not yet a mature subcomponent of Indo-European stud-
ies, but we are on our way. I still vividly recall my revulsion to the

.. ,
econd edition of Edega evan ompara

otu a S Grammar of H
in 1951. The first edition in 1933 had been a useful pioneering work.
The theoretical Indo-Hittite aberration had not yet become oppres-_
sive, and the author clearly retained some interest in firsthand phi-
lology. The new version was like some idiosyncratic ghostscape of
Indo-Hittite wisps, littered with half-baked approximations and
reconstruction gone haywire and laced with laryngeals and shwa
secunda.

Slowly the realization dawned on me that the way out of such
debacles would not come from further forced annexation of Hittite,
or premature syntheses that misapplied Hittite, but must come from
within Hittite itself. Indo-Europeanists simply had to start doing in
earnest and in depth what Sommer tried; they had to become Hittit-
ologists as well. Sanskrit had arrived on silver platters—predigested
by Panini and taught by pundits to Sirs Charles Wilkins and William
Jones; a millennial tradition was there for the plucking. Hittite has
proved a much pricklier fruit and not as attractively packaged.

Such has been my own toil for the past thirty-five years, during
the second half of Hittitology up to now. Whatever these decades
have taught me, one tenet stands out: Beware of all purveyors of
alleged Fernwirkungen, or distant influences, be they “Indo-Hittit-
ologists” from Forrer to Sturtevant to Cowgill, or “Nostraticists” of
assorted stripes, most recently Henrich Wagner. Composed in Ire-
land without benefit of specialized libraries, Wagner’s Das hethitische
vom Standpunkte der typologischen Sprachgeographie (Pisa, 1985) finds
odds and ends to compare in Georgian, Sumerian, Akkadian, and
elsewhere, ending up claiming for Hittite some kind of substratally
bastardized or creolized status that he cannot in good conscience de-
rive from archaic Indo-European. Quite the contrary, in my experi-
ence, the more one delves into Hittite, the more profoundly Indo-
European it reveals itself, in direct agreement with the basic Jones-
ian vision. It may be that Wagner and I are at opposite poles of the
innovation vs. retention game, but so be it: a straight-line Indo-
Europeanist of the genetic persuasion cannot be otherwise.

The notion that Hittite is not pure Indo-European but somehow
para-Indo-European is laid to rest merely by reciting some of the
most basic root verbs. The paradigms of *es- ‘to be’, *ey- ‘to go’, and
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*ed- ‘to eat’ in Hittite are perfect matches for the best-preserved speci-

~ mens elsewhere: Hittite ésmii, éssi, eszi cover Old Lithuanian eswi,
esi, esti; Luwian and Hittite iti, yanzi, idu, iyandu, iyant— correspond
to Vedlc ét, yantl étu, yantu yant— and Hlttlte edmi, ezsz adanzz, ezdu,

addnt-. I rest my case rlght there, for I know of no better deﬁmtlon
for an Inde-European language:- Those who lament that some-other
basic vocabulary sounds strange, that ‘to do’ is iya- and ‘to give’

is piya-, with little to compare elsewhere, might be reminded that
French, for example, remains a Latin-based language, despite show-
ing il va and il mange for Latin it and ést. Old Iranian has lost prac-
tically all traces of Indo-European *ed- “eat’, but that does not com-
promise its Indo-Iranian character.

But what about that notion dear to Indo-Hittitologists that Hittite
with its early date of attestation is too simple in morphology to qual-
ify as a certifiable Indo-European language, that it shows up unen-
cumbered by the sine-qua-non paraphernalia of other members of the
club, such as feminine gender, aorist and perfect tenses, future for-
mations, and subjunctive and optative moods? Before faulting it on
this issue, one should rather consider its dialectical position within
Indo-European and keep in mind all that it has retained.

Hittite is a typical Indo-European fringe dialect, one of those that
were spun off and isolated before the collapse of a terminal contin-
uum. Others of the kind were Tocharian and Western Indo-Euro-
pean, although the latter formed its own subcontinuum with an ex-
treme in Italic and gradually mitigated variants in Celtic and Ger-
manic harking back toward the heartland via Baltic. The Center was
the common cradle of Indo-Iranian and Slavic-Baltic, with the likely
addition of Armenian, and an honorary membership in this satem
club saved for Greek. It is fair to say that Greek is a satem language
in everything but primary palatalizations, and it has plenty of com-
binatory ones in its makeup. The many similarities between Greek
and Armenian are due precisely to their contiguity on the southern
fringe of the Late Indo-European continuum. The image of Common
Indo-European was shaped in the wake of Jones mainly by juxta-
posing such members of Late Indo-European as Sanskrit and Greek
with their elaborate verbal morphologies. Hittite simply forces a cor-
rective and at the same time points the way to several criteria:

* A feature shared by Hittite with another fringe dialect or dialects
(Western Indo-European or Tocharian) is Early Indo-European.
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* A feature shared by Hittite with both fringe and central dialects

—-—is-Commen-Indo-Eurepean-and-by -definition-also-goes-back-to-
Early Indo-European.

o Early or Common Indo-European features missing in Hittite count

. Excluswe Central Indo-European features missing in Hittite are
immaterial.

* Specific Hittite similarities with Greek, Armenian, Slavic, or Indo-
Iranian are suspect of areal, diffusionary, culture-bound origin.

Armed with these tenets, let us take a brief tour d’horizon of Hit-
tite language and culture.

The Hittite noun has an inventory of cases that can easily qualify as
Common Indo-European; by distinguishing ablative and instrumen-
tal it is on a par with Indo-Iranian or Armenian, and by compromis-
ing or partly syncretizing only one case (the locative) it resembles the
level of archaism in Slavic and Italic. Hittite retains such significant
features as an alternative collective neuter plural in animate nouns, of
the Greek kitkloi : kiikla or Latin loci : loca kind: alpus : alpa ‘clouds’,
aniyaddus : aniyatta ‘outfits, gear’, suppalés : suppala ‘livestock’, war-
sulis : warsula ‘drops’, waspés : waspa ‘garments’. Much has been
made of the fact that the plural paradigm appears truncated and on
the verge of collapse, with even the few discrete case endings (ani-
mate nominative -es, accusative -us, dative -as) subject to frequent
confusion and with no credible dual forms in sight.

The disappearance of the dual is no surprise, for this Common
Indo-European category, best retained in the Center (Indo-Iranian,
Slavic, and Baltic), was generally on the run elsewhere, as in Classi-
cal Greek, surviving only in the noun in Old Irish, only in the sec-
ond and third persons of Greek, and only in the first and second
persons active in Gothic. It is gone in Italic and Armenian and nearly
so in the Tocharian verb but is curiously hypertrophied in the To-
charian noun, even subdivided into a dual and a paral number. There
is formal proof that Hittite, rather than intrinsically lacking the dual,
actually lost it, because it has kept the ancient compositional device of
the devatd-dvandva, the original double-dual pairing of divine names,
mechanically transforming it into a double-plural compound just as
in Latin the Dyava-Prthivi ‘Heaven-Earth’ construction is matched by
Veneres Cupidinesque ‘Aphrodite-Eros’, even so in Hittite the paired
demons of dread, ‘Fear’ and ‘Fright’, resembling the Greek Deimos
and Phobos, appear as a plural sequence Nahsarattes Weritemes.
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Ancient matter survives in the genitive plural ending -an from *-6m languages or of. the feminine in Scandinavian. The feminine was al-
- — -~ (as-in-siunan-antuhsas-‘man-of the gods, prophet’), but the so-called - — — - - -ways marginal in the system, as shown by such phenomena as the -

pada endings of the plural (of the Sanskrit -bhis, Latin -bus kind) have
indeed been regressively suppressed in Hittite, as for that matter the

Apart from the dative-locative ending, the Hittite plural paradigm
is formally no more curtailed than the Greek, but syntactic decay is
farther advanced. Several factors may have conspired here. Strictly
speaking, full congruence in nouns and verbs is a luxury that can be
dispensed with. This is notorious in the verb, where, for example,
Lithuanian has no third person dual or plural, using the singular ex-
clusively, or Scandinavian has made the third person plural obsolete.
Hittite, like Greek, uses the singular verb exclusively with a neuter
subject, whether singular or plural, and may have initiated a con-
verse process of indicating animate number largely by the verb only.

The formal distinction of nominal neuter singular and plural is
also a sometime thing in Hittite, tied in with the fate of the neuter
plural marker A,, the a-coloring laryngeal that disappeared in Hit-
tite, unlike the A, that shows up as the denominative verbal fac-
titive morpheme in newahh- ‘to make new’ (Latin novd- from novo-).
This laryngeal could either lengthen the vowel, as in Vedic tr7, neu-
ter plural of ‘three’, or vocalize as shwa, seen in Greek and Latin
tria. Thus we have assit ‘goods’ (like Vedic vasit) but genuwa ‘knees’
(like Latin genua). This A, is the same morphophoneme that un-
derlies the creation of the Common Indo-European feminine mor-
phemes, notably *-4 formed by its fusion with a preceding thematic
vowel, or *y + A, with its various outcomes (as in Sanskrit pdtni
vs. Greek pétnia). In Hittite the same would have yielded *-7 and
either *-i or *-iya. It is not impossible that such feminines once ex-
isted in Anatolian but failed to maintain themselves as distinctive
noun classes, being absorbed into the standardized a and i stems by
the time of our documents.

Perhaps the plene-spelling ishds beside ishas ‘lord’ really does mark
an old distinction of grammatical gender, as in Isharas linkias ishis
‘the goddess Isharas, mistress of the oath’. The creation of the marked
feminine ishassaras ‘lady’ is purely secondary, like our mistress. The
profusion of i stems and -iya- stems in Hittite, both nominal and
adjectival, may owe something to a prehistoric absorption of a large
body of feminine forms. The grammatical suppression of the femi-
nine gender recalls dislocations of the brittle three-gender system in
later times, whether the disappearance of the neuter in the Romance

two-ending adjectives in Greek, which lacked it altogether. Con-
versely the step from a neuter plural to a feminine singular re-

mained an easy one, as when Latin folia ended up as Italian una
foglia or Spanish una hoja or French une feuille.

If Hittite has folded up the fragments of a formal feminine, it has
on the other hand remained alert to archaic functional nuances of
the basic animate : neuter or acting : inert opposition, the type that
in archaic Indo-European syntax precludes neuter nouns from serv-
ing as subjects of transitive verbs for lack of an agent case, an ani-
mate nominative. One need not delve into glottogony or adduce the
loaded term “ergative” to appreciate how, for example, Old Latin
and Russian express “the thunderbolts killed the man” or “the tree
killed the man.” The subjects fulmina in the Leges Regiae and dérevo
in Tolstoy, respectively, are neuter and occur in the instrumental case,
hominem fulminibus occisit and celovéka dérevom ubilo, literally ‘it killed
the man by bolts (or by the tree)’.

Hittite, by the same token, has taken the instrumental ablative
ending in -anza (as in nepisanza ‘from heaven’), has reinterpreted it
from paradigmatic to derivational status (as if it were an animate
nominative -nt- stem), and uses it to form transitive-verb subjects
of neuter nouns: nu-wa-mu apat watar pesten . . . witenanza éshar . . .
varkunuzi ‘give me that water . . . water cleanses blood(shed)’, going
back to an impersonal ‘by water it cleanses bloodshed’ (i.e., ‘by wa-
ter there is a cleansing of bloodshed’). Similarly éshar ‘blood’ itself,
when subject, shows up in the construction nu Hatti-ya apds isha-
nanza arha namma zinnesta 'this blood has furthermore finished off
Hatti’, literally ‘by this blood it has put an end to Hatti’ (i.e., ‘by this
blood it has come to an end for Hatti’). The very fact that these so-
called animate derivatives in -ant- practically never occur outside
their nominative subject position reinforces this interpretation and
allows a glimpse into the functioning of early Indo-European syntax.
It does incidentally strengthen the speculations of André Vaillant,
A. N. Sav¢enko, and others, that the Indo-European nominative
ending -s, both singular and plural, is identical in origin with the
ablative (-genitive) -s as a primitive ergatival agent case.

Hittite is also a bona fide marvel of Indo-European noun forma-
tion, not only in the usual inventory of vowel and consonant stems
but also in the preservation and proliferation of the r/n heteroclites.
These strange neuter nouns, with an r stem variant in the nomina-
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tive-accusative and an oblique stem ending in -n-, are clearly Com-

and ydkrt ‘liver’ to Greek éar and hépar to Latin aser and iécur, and
from Greek pdr and hiidor to English fire and water. Hittite not only

~—mon-Indo-European;-for they persist-inrelics from-Vedic-dsrg-‘blood” -
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ing over discrepancies vis-a-vis the Greco-Indic type of verbal sys-

~tem-is called-for-The Indo-European-perfect tense-and-mediopassive-

diathesis appear indeed to have their joint source in some kind of sta-
tive formation with its own set of markers, typologically comparable

. has éshar, pahhur, and watar but also a whole system of verbal nouns

using the suffixes -tar, -sar, and -war with such declension. That these
are not isolated aberrations is clear from the fact that Indo-Iranian
and Greek have derived quite a few of their infinitives from frozen
oblique cases of the same types of nouns. Benveniste was the first to
exploit these formations for the origins of Indo-European noun for-
mation in 1935, and justly so; they are among the choicest gifts of
Hittite to Indo-European linguistics.

In the pronominal declension we need only remind ourselves of
the extraordinary similarities of the interrogative-relative-indefinite
kuis, kuiskuis, kuisa, kuiski, kuwat /k*at/, kuwapi /k*abi/ to the Latin
quis, quisquis, quisque, quisquam, quod, and (c)ubi; this set can only be
common inheritance, in Anatolian and Italic respectively, from Early
Indo-European. As is usual in pronominal systems, rank innova-
tions tend to coexist with pieces of extreme archaism.

The verb is where the voice of the Indo-Hittitologist has been most
often heard in the land. He simply cannot derive anything like that
from standard Indo-European, and in a simplistic application of
family-tree reasoning he jumps from a primary to a secondary de-
gree of relationship. We already saw that basic root verbs are per-
fectly matched with Vedic or Lithuanian. Marked nonthematic pres-
ent stems such as nasal-infixed ones are present in nonproductive
fashion, as in Sanskrit (Hittite sarnikzi ‘he repairs’ beside Latin sarcit).

The main surprise has been the paucity of ordinary vowel-thematic
stems of the trite Sanskrit bhdrati type, which occur only in some
derivative categories (presents with *-ye- and duratives with *-ske-
suffix). Inordinate efforts have been expended on explaining the
glottogonic sources of thematic conjugation, as in Calvert Watkins’
Geschichte der indogermanischen Verbalflexion, largely on the basis of
venturesome forays into the Hittite -hi conjugation and the medio-
passive voice alike. Even a summary report on all that has been cogi-
tated, assumed, argued, and advanced in this line, ever since Kurylo-
wicz and Christer Stang started comparing the origins of the perfect
tense and the middle voice in the early 1930s, would require a siz-
able monograph. To my thinking a good deal of this has been mis-
placed ingenuity.

In understanding the Hittite verb, neither glottogony nor agoniz-
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to the Semitic stative (earlier called “permansive”), but it is misguided
to assume that Hittite somehow displays this primordiality in the
raw. Rather the Hittite verbal system should be looked at with a cold
eye in terms of individual innovation and orginality, the way we do
with Italic, Germanic, or Tocharian.

The -hi conjugation is a stative perfect whose present-tense mean-
ing is emphasized by the addition of the deictic -i by analogy of the
normal present: just as IE *woyde (Vedic véda, Greek oide, or Gothic
wait) means ‘he is enjoying insight’, Hittite drki reflects *orghe, ‘he is
engaged in coition’. In Luwian, without the re-marking by present
deixis, the same formation has become preterital. The mediopassive,
deponential or other, directly resembles the rest of Indo-European
mediopassives, both marginal and central: kitta ‘he lies’ exactly
matches Greek kefto or Sanskrit $éta, but an earlier level, without the
t that smacks of active-ending analogy, is found in arga from *or¢ho
‘he cohabits’ or in kisa ‘he becomes’ from * geso (cognate with Latin
geritur). With the facultative addition of the increment -ri, thus ki-
sari, Hittite joins those marginal dialects (ltalic, Celtic, Tocharian) that
have made a virtue of the r-increment in'most forms of the medio-
passive present, unlike Indo-Iranian, Greek, and Gothic, where its
disuse prevailed. Here again Hittite is right at the crossroads of
cross-Indo-European developments and not some strange cousin
once or twice removed.

As regards the absence of formal moods in Hittite, let us be re-
minded that the Indo-European subjunctive was a brittle construct
built on thematic-vowel oppositions only, one that crashed in Post-
Vedic Sanskrit, survived only in broken-down uniformity in Greek,
and yielded some future-tense elements in Latin. Its absence from
Hittite is no more surprising than from Slavic or Germanic. The op-
tative is more problematic, being otherwise attested from practically
every other branch of Indo-European, from Celtic to Tocharian. But
the injunctival use of the indicative (rather than imperative) in Hit-
tite prohibition shows archaic syntactic patterning. The hypertrophy
of third-person imperatives, on the one hand, and of modal particles
in subordinate clauses, on the other (as in Greek), largely compen-
sates for the formal suppression of both optative and subjunctive.

Much of the above is neither new nor original, but it needs to be
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stressed over and over. Sir William’s basic postulate has well taken

Leaving linguistics and turning to Hittite culture, it is noteworthy
that traits common to Indo-European peoples distinguish the Hit-
cumcision was known, it was not a standard custom. A medical text
(KUB XLIV 61 Rs. 24-27) makes this explicit: “If a man is not circum-
cised, the physician forces back the foreskin, applies salve, and then
draws the foreskin forward. Until the patient gets well, he keeps
salving it.” Thus this Egypt-centered religious and cultural practice,
unknown among the original speakers of Indo-European and Uralic
languages, had made at best limited inroads in second-millennium -
Anatolia.

As regards Hittite nonmaterial culture at large and religion in par-
ticular, the second Jonesian postulate comes into play. Indo-European
comparative mythology, run into the ground during the nineteenth
century, has enjoyed a measure of rehabilitation in the latter half of
the twentieth. Here the subdivisions differ, for linguistic history and
cultural evolution or archaism are not necessarily congruent. What
can be reconstructed of Indo-European myth and religion is built
largely on Indo-Iranian, Roman, and Germanic bases, thus on East-
West polarities quite irrespective of any late dialectal Center. Here
the nature of documents and traditions tends to outweigh the gram-
matical character of their linguistic vehicles, although the lexical ele-
ment may indeed be of paramount importance.

At first glance the Hittite material may not look promising. In fact
it is a commonplace that Hittite offers relatively little for comparative
Indo-European mythology, that its exuberant, hypersyncretic poly-
theism reflects in the main the interaction of autochthonous Ana-
tolian Hattic traditions with successive Hurrian and other Mesopo-
tamian overlays. The storm god of Hatti and the sun goddess of
Arinna assimilated to the Hurrian Teshub and Hebat, and the myths
of Illuyankas_and Telipinus, let alone such imported goods as the
Ullikummi and Gilgamesh epics, are not data that endear Hittite to
the Indo-European mythologist. As in the case of Greek tradition,
one has to look beyond all the new syntheses and discover the
underlay.

Even then it is wise to eschew genetic comparison with the adja-
cent branches of Indo-European, the Greek and the Armenian, both
of which have themselves been feeding at the immemorial Anatolian
trough. If the funeral rites for Patroklos and Hektor in the Iliad seem
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to follow to the letter the mortuary texts of Hittite royalty, if almost

—every-event-in-Achilles” sports-promeotion at-the-same-eremation-can—
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be matched in the Hittite texts, and if Zeus’s use of fate scales to
settle the doom of heroes replicates the ceremonial Hittite weighing
of the lives of royalty, all such matter belongs in an Anatolian, not
an Indo-European cultural sphere.

Nevertheless this is an aspect worthy of serious study, for to that
extent Hittite participates in the roots of Classical Greek culture. Hesi-
odic theogony derives from the same Hurrian sources as the Hittite
Kumarbi-Ullikummi literature. Homeric poetry, composed in Asia
Minor, reverberates uncannily to Hittite models. In Hittite law the
wronged party in a land deal sues the culprit before the sun god by
saying, “He has planted my scale in the earth.” When Zeus's scales
tip against one party, that one’s lot is said to sink to the earth. When
Agamemnon in his “Trojan oath” jointly invokes Zeus and Helios,
he echoes Hittite tandem worship of the storm god and the sun god
(you swore by the gods of the opposite party, in this case the Tro-
jans of Asia Minor).

Poetic similes match: Hittite: “Even as the wind makes chaff fly and
carries it over the sea, let it sweep away blood-defilement”; Greek:
“As a gale wind scatters a heap of dry chaff and spreads it all over,
the monster-wave smashes Odysseus’ raft.”” Here the attentive reader
might interject: “Wait a minute! What business do the Hittites have
with maritime similes, being centered on a high plateau in the inte-
rior of a subcontinent?” The answer is that there is other cogent evi-
dence of a one-time Hittite homeland on a littoral. Whereas in Hur-
rian, Mesopotamian, and even Egyptian sources the sun is said to
rise from the mountains and even in later Iranian-based lore the sun
god Mithras was born from a rock, in the Hittite sun prayers the sun
god of heaven rises from the sea. The name of this god in Old Hit-
tite is Sius, etymologically identical with Vedic Dyaus and Greek
Zeus, showing a fusion of day god and sun god, rather than sky god
and storm god as in Greek and Roman tradition. The Luwian name
of the sun god, Tiwaz, equals the Hittite word for ‘day’, siwaz. This
tradition points to an eastern littoral, which can hardly be other than
the Caucasian shore of the Caspian. The additional tradition of the
solar deity in water, Sius weteni, reminds one of the Iranian myth of
the solar nimbus, xvarnah, being guarded in the mythical Sea of Vou-
rukasa by the deity Apam Napat ‘Child of Waters’. This god, cog-
nate with the Vedic Apam Népat, the Roman Neptiinus, and the Irish
Nechtan, is the archetypal “fire-in-water” deity with a solar tinge,
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the Vedic svdr of Apam Napat. The Old Iranian form Naptya seems

in-water substance, raising visions of oil seepage and oil flares on
the shores of the Caspian during the early stages of Hittite and Indo-
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as seen in the parallel term vargr { véum ‘temple-robber’ and in Old

- English-wearg, Old-German warg, which-means—robber~or-crimi=

nal’. Similarly Gothic launawargs, which translates Greek akhdristos
‘ingrate’, is literally ‘reward-robber’. The Proto-Germanic *wargaz

Europnap migrnh'nna

For all their syncretistic overlays of Akkadian Samas-motifs, the
Hittite sun hymns_have other features of Indo-European signifi-
cance. Animals are implied to have divinely relevant souls and per-
sonalities, for the sun god is said to judge dog, pig, and beasts of
the field along with mankind; we may compare the Iranian “Bovine’s
Lament,” where the Soul of the Ox cries out to Zarathustra against
the cruelty of warriors who wish to butcher it. There was a compre-
hensive Hittite term for gods’ creatures (siunas huidar), huidar being a
neuter collective noun distinct from antuhsatar ‘mankind’. In addi-
tion to ‘beasts of the field’ (gimras huidar) it denoted ‘critters of the
soil’ (tagnas huidar), ‘creatures of the sea’ (arunas huidar), and specif-
ically a wolfpack (huednas pankur = ulipnas pankur ‘wolf’s family”).
This heteroclitic noun has a clear Indo-European cognate in the Old
Norse vitnir, which can be reconstructed as * Hwedniyos and refers
to the cosmic wolf Fenrir in Eddic poetry: vitni at vega ‘to fight the
vitnir’. It is also used in kennings such as hrédvitnir ‘slaver-creature’
for ‘wolf’ (the chained Fenrir’s slaver formed the river Vén), and
grafvitnir ‘grave-creature’ for ‘snake’. Whatever the root meaning,
the ancient noun type itself assures a very basic Early Indo-European
term and concept, preserved only in Anatolia and Iceland.

The Hittite Law Code is a treasure trove for the searching Indo-
Europeanist. Since we hit upon the topic of wolves and Anatolian-
Norse isoglosses and isothemes, let these features also serve as cases
in point. In paragraph 37 of the code, the abductor of a woman, by
killing more than one member of a rescue posse, forfeits the right to
wergeld. This means that he cannot offer sarnikzel ‘reparations’; he
cannot do what Roman law calls damna sarcire ‘make good damages’;
instead he is pronounced an outlaw by the words “Thou art become
a wolf,” zik-wa ulipnas kistat. There are, to be sure, various therio-
morphic or bestiovestite functionaries in Hittite texts, called pesnes
ulipnes ‘wolf-men’ or pesnes hartagges ‘bear-men’, as well as ‘dog-
men’ and ‘lion-men’, but here the meaning is different. Both kinds
of usage are uncannily paralleled in Old Norse tradition. Martial ec-
statics went by the names ulfhednar ‘wolf-shapes’ or berserkir ‘bear-
shirts’, and a man outlawed for murder was a mordvargr, vargr being
a synonym for #lfr ‘wolf’. But vargr comes by this sense secondarily,
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can be reconstructed as either an Indn-Fnrnppan * Hmnrghric ‘stran-
gler’ or * Hwdrghos ‘strangled one, gallowsbird, rascal’; ambivalent
poetic (and legal) justice is implicit in the accentual opposition that
Germanic has regrettably neutralized. The root is that of German
wiirgen or Lithuanian vefiti ‘constrict, throttle, strangle’. A nomi-
native derivative with an I-suffix is present in Old Norse virgill and
Old English wurgil meaning ‘rope’ and in Old German wiirgel ‘stran-
gler’. Hittite has also a cognate in the noun hurkil, which enables us
to close the semantic circle and tighten the noose around mean-
ingful Indo-European legal antiquities.

The term hurkil in the Law Code and elsewhere designates a
man’s illegal sexual relations with bovines and sheep and with a va-
riety of relatives (mother, daughter, son, sister, stepmother, broth-
er’s wife, mother-in-law, wife’s sister, female cousin, and so forth). It
involves somewhat selective sanction against bestiality and incest.
Equines are explicitly exempted from the ban, which recalls the fact
that bestiality with horses occurred in ancient royal rituals from In-
dia to Ireland. The Hittite perpetrator “does not become priest,” a
statement that seems to place the practice squarely and restrictively
in the warrior class. The potential victims of statutory rape are all fe-
male, except for the son sodomized by the father. Rape as such does
not seem to be the target of this legislation; what matters is the de-
gree of kinship and “status,” thus factors of incest and perhaps mis-
cegenation (unfree and “deportee” women are explicitly left to the
mercies of the Hittite male). Everything is formulated from the van-
tage point of the man. Nothing is said from the standpoint of the
passive partner in sodomy, and this silence is meaningful, for homo-
sexual rape, statutory or other, is not dealt with from the bugger’s
perspective either. The whole subject, apart from its incestuous as-
pect, clearly did not interest Hittite legislation.

Yet it may matter in another context involving hurkil. Inter-
spersed in one of the innumerable ritual texts we find a narrative
(KUB XII 63 Vs. 21-34) that includes a dialogue between self-styled
‘men of hurkil’ (hurkilas pesnes) and the “house” of the storm god,
whose bidding they are ready to perform. They are told to shorten
long roads, lengthen short ones, lower high mountains and heighten



|
|

Whence the Hittite, Whither the Jonesian Vision? 65

low ones, catch a wolf by the hand and a lion with the knee, and

" bring a snake to the royal tribunal to be judged. Upon their return

the men confess their failure on every point, and the story concludes
that “the case was aggravated i

thing like the Norse giants who come to grief in thelr dealmgs with
gods. But nothing indicates supernatural status. Some of the tasks are
absurd in the literal sense and may rather be figurative and proverbial
(“lengthen short roads” = “go the extra mile”; “lower high moun-
tains” = “leave no stone unturned”), in short, ““do your darnedest”
with the more feasible feats like catching wolves and lions. But the
overearnest fellows take them literally, are fast demoralized when the
impossibility sinks in, and report back as failures. They are clearly
depicted as ineffectual and ludicrous.

In legal terms the wages of hurkil was normally death, subject to
the king’s discretion and sometimes local option in border areas. If
we put together the legal meaning of “capital sex crime” and the ety-
mological sense of “’strangulation,” the hurkilas pesnes seem to have
been some kind of sex-related miscreants fit to be strung up but given
a judicial chance to redeem themselves, to show their mettle by
strangling animals as a form of substitute atonement. They were the
opposite of macho men, thus effeminates, and most probably pas-
sive homosexuals. Although the Law Code is silent on the topic, it is
possible that this old tale resonates with echoes of ancient custom-
ary law with respect to catamites.

Here again Old Germanic data support the conclusion. Those soci-
eties harbored murderous contempt for submissive partners in peder-

-asty. Tacitus describes how cowardly, unwarlike, and bodily heinous

persons were plunged into the mud of marshes and covered with
hurdles as a form of suffocation. The hundreds of throttled Iron
Age corpses found preserved in Danish and German peatbogs offer
grisly confirmation. The key term for this kind of man in Old Norse
was argr from IE * 6rghos “fuckee’, vs. *orghds ‘fucker’, with the same
accent opposition as in * Hwdrghos vs. * Hworghds, ‘strangled one’ vs.
‘strangler’; argr and vargr are in fact attested rhyme pairs in Old Ice-
landic, choice terms of aggravated obloquy. But the real clincher to
the Hittite tale is in the story that Ammianus Marcellinus (31.9.5)
tells of the Germanic tribe of the Taifali:

“They are a shameful lot, so mired in depraved practices that
among them young boys are coupled with the men in a bond of
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unspeakable cohabitation. . . . Yet if someone, upon growing up,

--alone-catehes-a-boar or kills-a- huge bear;-he-is freed-from-the-stain--

of unchastity.”
Catchmg a wolf and lion in Anatolia, a boar and bear in Germa-
potentially vindicating hurkilas pesnes from penal retribution in
one instance, rehabllltatmg a catamite colluvione incesti in the other—
these are hardly trivial accordances. They are strong evidence of a
common cultural, in this instance Indo-European, heritage.

This kind of close accordance between Hittite and a widely sepa-
rated tradition, with “features of resemblance, too strong to have
been accidental,” truly shows the genuine Indo-European underpin-
nings of the oldest layers of Hittite tradition. No less than in lan-
guage, Hittite myth and law are in their origins direct descendants
of William Jones’s “common source,” which indeed “no longer ex-
ists” but which we are increasingly raising from oblivion.
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ainsi hassant- ‘né’, et il n’y a pas de nom d’agent qui corresponde au sans-
crit janitdr-/janitri ou au latin genitor/ genetrix, donc pas de terme général

- *“BENGENDRER’ ET‘ENFANTER’ EN HITTITE .

pour les parents, seulement atfas annas avec leurs variations d’ordre ou
d’ellipse (un peu comme los padres en espagnol, vis-a-vis de 7 genitori en
italien). L’outillage formel de ce verbe est donc assez défectif.

La racine verbale prolixe *genE-/gné-, qui exprime la création d’€tres
vivants aux sens ala-fois physique et social et méme juridique, et qui est
attestée de fagon multiple dans presque toutes les langues indo-curo-
péennes, n’a laissé aucune trace verbale en hittite. Cette absence ne
signale aucune singularité «indo-hittitey. Plutot, le champ sémantique en
question a subi toutes sortes de renouvellements et remplacements
successifs (rappelons-nous seulement le latin genere > gignere > gene-
rare > ingenerdre > engendrer); outre 'anatolien, le balte et le slave ont
perdu les verbes de cette racine aux sens de ‘faire naitre’ ou ‘naitre’: le
lituanien a pour ‘naitre’ gifiti de la racine *gWem- ‘venir’, et pour ‘engen-
drer’ le causatif gaminti. Le slave a créé des verbes dénominatifs a partir
du nom rodii ‘descendant’, qui a le méme sens et la méme origine étymo-
logique que le hittite hardu. Le hittite emploie & I'occasion I'expression
DUMU.MES iya- ‘faire des enfants’, mais autrement c’est le verbe Aas(s)-
qui a rempli le vide et qui nous occupera ici.

D’ou vient ce verbe d’origine obscure? Avant d’en aborder I'étymo-
logie, examinons ses significations précises. Il veut dire ‘enfanter’ au sens
absolu, par exemple SAL-za (= kuanza < *gWon-s) hasi ‘la femme
accouche’, mais avec un objet les sexes se confondent totalement: nu-za
DUMU.NITA hasta peut-étre également ‘il engendra un fils” ou ‘elle mit
au monde un fils’. En I'absence de genre grammatical féminin, seul le
contexte, le sujet explicite, révéle la nuance précise. Il est donc clair que le
sens de has(s)- a dii étre aussi imprécis que celui de *genE-, mais avec des
limitations sévéres imposées par la grammaire méme du hittite: pour des
raisons obscures has(s)- n’a pas de formes finies moyennes ou passives, de
maniére que le hittite manque de verbe pour ‘naitre’ a la facon du sanscrit
jayate ou du grec yiyveraw ou du latin nascitur. Le participe est passif,
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Quelques langues possédent des termes spécifiques pour Iengendre-
ment et Penfantement, comme genere/parere en latin, ussatjan/gabairan
en gotique, beget/bear en anglais, zeugen/gebdren en allemand, ou avia/
foda en suédois. Le terme marqué féminin dans ces langues signifie
proprement ‘couver’ (latin parere; cp. le lituanien pereti ‘couver’) ou
‘porter’ (germanique *beran; cp. le latin partum gerere) ou ‘nourrir’ (le
suédois foda a les deux sens de ‘nourrir’ et de ‘donner naissance’). Le
hittite ressemble plutdt au grec, ol le verbe d’origine assez obscure
TikTew, tekelv a usurpé les emplois actifs et transitifs de I'indo-européen
*genE- et s’emploie sans distinction de sexe: Gs ww ¥rikTe et 1w ¥ructe se
lisent dans I'Iliade a sept lignes d’intervalle (22: 421, 428) au sens de ‘qui
I’engendra’ et ‘qui ’enfanta’. En védique aussi, les deux verbes jan- et su-
s’emploient sans grande distinction pour le pére et la mére, tandis qu’en
Iran dualiste jan- exprime la bonne naissance, mais hu- est spécialisé pour
la mauvaise création démoniaque. En accadien, la distinction est plus
nette: banii est le verbe primaire pour ‘engendrer’, tandis que alddu
signifie surtout ‘enfanter’; les recouvrements (surtout-alddu pour ‘engen-
drer’) sont plutdt secondaires.

D’autres traits de has(s)- se prétent encore & la comparaison. Le verbe
has(s)- méme, comme son causatif hassanu-, a quelquefois le sens de ‘faire
naitre’, tout comme u/ludu de aladu exprime en accadien activité d’une
sage-femme (qui S’appelle en hittite Aas/sa/nupallas). Le nom abstrait
hassatar ‘procréation, enfantement” a un sens concrétisé ‘descendants,
famille’, surtout ‘famille noble, famille royale’ (salli hassatar ‘grande
famille’), d’ou aussi le nom hassu- pour ‘roi’, tout comme le préfixe vieil
anglo-saxon cyne- ‘royal’, ou le vieux norrois konr ‘prince’ de *gnyos, ou le
mot germanique pour ‘roi’, *kuningaz. Il s’agit de généalogie privilégiée:
hassant- veut dire ‘bien né’, au sens emphatique, tout comme asant-
signifie ‘récllement existant, entiérement vrai’. Un prince hassanza fut
non seulement engendré par le roi; il était aussi né de la reine méme, donc
au premier rang (hantezzis), au lieu d’étre enfanté au second rang (dan
pedas) de facon morganatique.
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Mais hassatar comme synecdoque est 4 peu prés ‘matrice’, synonyme
de sarhuwant-. Ce processus de concrétisation rappelle le mot genzu qui

162

que la proto-forme a été *hams-. L’expression tant discutée hassa
hanzassa doit étre en partie du louvite hittitisé, contenant un adjectif

signifie quelque organe intérieur abdominal des deux sexes mais a lui-
méme Iair d’'une métonymie, car son sens alternatif est ‘gentillesse, affec-
tion’; il constitue un reste de la racine *genE-, tout comme ‘gentil’ en

génitival dans une sorte de figure étymologique, au cas directif, signifiant
mot & mot ‘4 la descendance de la descendance’, c’est-a-dire ‘pour toute
génération’, 4 la fagon itérative du latin in saecula saeculorum (hassa

francais et ‘kind’ en anglais’ (cp. le védique jantu- ‘gens’). Lorsque
Mursilis IT décrit comment son pére Suppiluliumas complut a la reine-
veuve de Tutankhamen, il dit que attas-mis genzuwalas ésta, ce qui se
traduit trés bien en anglais comme ‘my father was a gentleman’. En illus-
tration de ce sens de ‘matrice’ pour hassatar, citons le passage rituel KUB
XXIV 13 1II 14-16: arha-ta-kkan ansan ésdu alwanzatar SAL-annaza
hassannaza VZUUR-za ginuwaz ‘que le sortilége soit essuyé de toi, de la
matrice de la femme et du genou de la chair’ (ce dernier est une expres-
sion pour le membre viril, tout comme birku ‘genou’ en accadien; les
doubles ablatifs apparaissent par attraction pour un génitif suivi
d’ablatif, comme par exemple fuetaza memiyanaz au lieu de tuel
memiyanaz ‘par ta commande’).

L’autre nom d’action déverbatif, hassumar, s’est orienté vers I'acte
sexuel méme, envisagé du point de vue masculin; il figure dans le titre du
rituel de 1a féte hassumas (IBoT T 29), ol un jeune prince hittite, dans une
initiation de puberté, mange et se couche assisté de douze prostituées.
Des expressions comme hassumar parkunumar sont probablement aussi
métonymiques pour ‘lustration du phallus’ (avec la méme construction
que par exemple arkuwar tiyauwar ‘déposition d’appel’); pour ce mot le
hittite dispose de nombreux synonymes, non seulement genu mais aussi
hapus- , lalu- et pisnatar , ce dernier un nom abstrait concrétisé
dérivé de pesna- ‘méle’, qui est lui-méme une métonymie du vieux mot
indo-européen qu’on voit dans le latin pénis (d’une racine *pes- ‘frotter’
encore attestée en hittite). Donc les développements sémantiques font un
chiasme: membre viril (*pesno-) > male (pesna-) > masculinité (pisnatar)
> membre viril. Au sens abstrait, DUMU.MES-tar hassumar est
‘Tengendrement de fils’, tandis qu’un rituel contre 'impuissance se pres-
crit ‘quand un homme manque de hassatar’ (LU-ni [= pesni] kuedani
hassatar NU.GAL).

On sent bien que la notion de création charnelle est a la base du verbe
has(s)-, davantage encore que dans la racine *genE-. Cette constatation
oriente la recherche des origines. La variante hansannas et le louvite
hamsa- ‘petit-fils’, correspondant au hittite hassa- ‘descendant’, montrent
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refléte le développement normal de *ms ou *ns, tandis que hanzassa <
*hamsassa montre le résultat hittite du méme groupe de consonnes
secondaire ou tardif, dans ce cas dans un emprunt au louvite).

La forme verbale hasi ou hassi remonte & * Homsey, et le nom hassa- a
* Homso-; le vocalisme radical a est dd au degré o (comme en grec yéyova
et yovos) et ne préjuge pas une coloration par la laryngale indo-euro-
péenne. Nous avons donc affaire a une racine suffixée trilitére benvenis-
tienne *Hém-s-, Hm-és-. Elle se rencontre ailleurs dans un nom-racine
redoublé * Hme-H(m)s- qui est le mot pour ‘chair’ (c’est le sanscrit mds ou
thématisé mansd-, arménien mis, Palbanais mish, le gotique mimz, le
vieux prussien mensa, le vieux slave mgso, le tokharien B misa). Une
extension hétéroclitique neutre *HmeHmsr apparait sous une forme
thématisée dans le latin membrum(<< *mémsro-) qui désigne a la fois les
produits et Poutil de I'ceuvre de chair. Le degré zéro *HmH(m)s- (> *moas-)
a donné le latin mas- dans le diminutif masculus et le génitif maris, avec mas
dd a allongement des monosyllabes. En latin, ot la distinction de genere et
de parere est rigide a Pépoque archaique, ce nom-racine d’agent pour ‘créa-
teur charnel’ sest polarisé du cdté du maéle, vis-a-vis de femina ‘celle qui
allaite’. Nous avons donc une étymologie du mot ‘méle’ & coté de ‘femelle’
qui est fonciérement transparente. En hittite, au contraire, le sens de cette
racine est resté ambigu. Dans le contexte du mot ‘membre’, rappelons-nous
le curieux passage KUB XLIII 60 1 22-23: nu-ssi-ssan kue dssi 8-andas
happesnas ser hdssan ‘les bonnes choses qui lui sont nées a la base de huit
membres’ (le mot happessar est dailleurs lui-méme un nom abstrait concré-
tisé, ‘attachement, joint’, devenu ‘partie attachée, membre’). Que signifie
cette phrase? On pourrait amender le 8 du texte en ajoutant un neuviéme
petit coin au signe de nombre et lire ainsi ‘neuf parties du corps’
(UR.HLA), expression toute faite qui se rencontre ailleurs dans des
descriptions anatomiques hittites, sans égard au total qui est actuellement
énuméré et qui peut étre douze ou méme treize. Mais il s’agit ici peut-étre
d’une formule différente de la phraséologie de 'accouchement, comparable
4 expression védique astdpadi ‘a huit pieds’ pour une vache grosse de veau.
Les huit membres sont ceux de la mére et du feetus pris ensemble, et
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Pexpression veut dire qu’il y a eu une bonne issue, que 'enfant est né bien

~_formé avec quatre membres, et que la mére avec les siens est saine et sauve,

toute d’une piéce. Ainsi has(s)- exprime plus que simplement “faire naitre’; il
s’agit de la formation méme de ’embryon, de la bonne création physique.

Hidden Infixation in the Hittite Verb
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Three score and six years separate Willlam Jones’ Calcutta dis-
course of 1786 from the day in 1852 when Ferdinand Diimmler’s
Verlagsbuchhandlung in Berlin issued the first volume of this
Zeitschrift, edited by the Privatdocent Theodor Aufrecht and the
Gymnasiallehrer Adalbert Kuhn. Indo-European scholarsh | has
just observed its own bicentennial, and for two thirds of these two
centuries one hundred volumes of KZ have stored up many of its
glories. The round number limping behind the true satdsaradam
reflects sluggish past eras, and for a while the abbreviation KZ
acquired additional sinister connotations, yet nothing detracts from
the honors of this premier serial publication of our discipline.

In that very first volume, Kuhn was busy launching such subse-
quently notorious tidbits of comparative mythology as Saranyii-:
Epwwvis and Gandharva: Kentauros, but was equally preoccupied
with matters of pure linguistics. Volume 2, published in 1853, saw
the appearance of his two-part landmark study “Uber die durch
nasale erweiterten Wortstimme”, where he helped lay the ground-
work for Saussure’s subsequent interpretation of the nasal infix
verbs by pointing out such Vedic correlations as mathnati: mathdyati
and stabhnoti: stabhityati. Much has been done since about the eluci-
dation of these verbs, but, as regards Hittite, we seem to be still
groping around for firm morphophonemic ground much as Kuhn or
Georg Curtius were for Vedic or Greek five generations ago. With
this in mind the following remarks take note of the occasion and in a
sense hark back to the beginnings.

Even the seemingly neat package of five Hittite infix verbs (sar-
nik-, harnik-, istarnik-, hunik-, ninik-) of the type 3 sg. sarnikzi: 3 pl.
sarninkanzi is still embroiled in controversy. The early believers in a
uniform infix -ne(n)- (Holger Pedersen,!) Edgar H. Sturtevant,?)
Heinz Kronasser®)) have been posthumously enlisting willing re-

) Hittitisch und die anderen indoeuropdischen Spmche;n (Copenhagen, 1938),
145-146. :

2y A Comparative Grammar of the Hittite Language, Revised Edition (New
Haven, 1951), 127.

%) Etymologie der hethitischen Sprache, Band 1 (Wiesbaden, 1966), 436.
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cruits (e.g. Klaus Strunk,%) Frederik O.Lindeman®)), while the
assumptions by Emile Benveniste®) and Jerzy Kurytowicz’) that -ni-
k- -nin-k- are graphic ways_of dealing with gradational -ne-k-: -n-
k-, endorsed by myselff) and Calvert Watkins,?) seem to be out of
favor A mlddle course was taken by Norbert Oettmger l") who

attempts to explam the latter by an anaptyxis (*-nk- > *-enk- or

*.nek- > -nenk- by paradigmatic analogy). However one tries to
account graphemically or phonetically or analogically for the shape
-nin-k-, functionally it stands for a weak grade, vs. regular -ni-k- in
“strong” forms. If -ni-k- were merely the outcome of “nasal reduc-
tion” before another consonant (e.g. sar-ni-ik-ta), one should expect
at least an occasional “full” spelling *sar-ni-in-kat-ta or *sar-ni-ni-
ik-ta (as in e.g. ha-ma-an-kat-ta and ha-ma-na-ak-ta beside ha-ma-
ak-ta). That such an exceptional ablaut scheme in an unproductive
paradigm was on the way to breakdown is on the other hand indi-
cated by the consistent first person singular preterits sarninkun, har-
ninkun, nininkun.

Three further Hittite verbs, hamank-/hamenk- ‘tie, bind’, tamenk-
stick to, stick together, and galank- ‘soothe, satiate’, can be
explained as belonging to, and themselves spreading further light on
this Hittite equivalent of Panini’s seventh Sanskrit verbal class. In all
Hittite verbs of this kind the root-suffix is a palatovelar consonant,
unlike Sanskrit and Latin where any stop or s is found (yundkti, bhi-
ndtti, unap, pindsti; iung6, findo, pinsd). Hittite hamank- and tamenk-
were cogently connected by Nadia Van Brock') with Greek dyyw
‘constrict’ (Latin angd) and Sanskrit tandkti ‘coagulate’ respectively.
They point to roots *Aem-gh- and *tem-k-, and nasal infix presents
*Am-n-égh-ti/Amm-p-gh-énti and  *tm-n-ék-ti/tmm-n-k-onti. The

4 IF78 (1973), 63.

5y BSL71 (1976), 115-116.

¢} Origines de la formation des noms en indo-européen (Paris, 1935), 162.

7) Proceedings of the Eighth International Congress of Linguists (Oslo, 1958),
221.

8) Laryngeals and the Indo-European Verb (Berkeley and Los Angeles, 1960),
26.

%) Indogermanische Grammatik 111/1 (Heidelberg, 1969), 34. Also e.g. Manuel
Garcia Teijeiro, Los presentes indoeuropeos con infijo nasal y su evolucion (Sala-
manca, 1970), 107.

19y Die Stammbildung des hethitischen Verbums (Niirnberg, 1979), 137; simi-
larly Rémy Viredaz, BSL 71 (1976), 165-173 , and Gillian R. Hart, Archivum

1y RHA 20 (1962), 31-36. Linguisticum 8 (1977), 133-141.
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Hittite outcomes would have been *hamnekzi/hamankanzi and
*tamnekzi/tamankanzi. Of these, ha-ma-an-kin-zi exists, and became

(114)

(115)

early the fulcrum for new analogical paradigms (cf. Skt. yu#jdti and
Lat. iungé from *yu-n-g-*), thus hamangahhi after the model of gan-
gahhz and hamunkun followmg the type of lm/ezm (both verbs with
3 2 : 1e weak grade was

recreated by the pattern of samzkzz/sammkanzz thus *hamnekzi/
hamnenkanzi, followed by the phonetic change mn > m(m) (cf. e.g.

Suppiluliuma- with -umna- suffix), resulting in *ham(m)ekzi/ham-
(m)enkanzi. The first is reflected by the 3 sg. pret. ha-mi-ik-ta,
whereas the weak forms came to coexist as alternatives with
hamank- (ha-ma-an-kin-zi: ha-me-in-kin-zi, ha-ma-an-kin-za: ha-
me-in-kdn-za), creating the illusion of a4 : e ablaut. Thus hamikta

represents *hamnekt(a), whereas ha-ma-na-ak-ta, ha-ma-an-kat-ta,
ha-ma-ak-ta, ha-am-ma-ak-ta stand for hamankt(a).

By contrast, tamenk- does not show analogical formations based
on *tamankanzi; rather the homogenized paradigm *tamnekzi/tam-
nenkanzi underlies attested forms. 3 sg. ta-me-ik-zi and da-mi-ni-ik-
zi reflect *tam(n)ekzi, while 3 pl. ta-me-ni-kan-zi (KBo XX 116 Rs.
10) and its duplicate ta-mi-{i]n-kan-zi (KUBXXV 48 + XLIV 4911
28)12) add up to *tam(n)enk-, as do the weak forms generally (da-me-
in-kir, dam-me-en-kdn-t-).

In the case of galank- the attestations are limited to the 3 sg.imp.
ka-la-an-kad-du, the participle k/galankant-, and the noun galaktar
(galattar, kallaktar) denoting a soothing substance. The formula
yields *gl-n-ég-ti/gll-n-g-onti > *galanganzi, to be interpreted like
hamankanzi, cognate with such nominal derivatives as Gk. yAdyog
‘mill’ (soothing nutrient above all), Vedic jalsa- ‘soothing’ (< *gal-
agso-), or Lith. gléZnas, Old Norse klokkr ‘slack, tender’
(< *glen§wo-). Galaktar is not a verbal noun derived from galank-
(which would be *galankatar) and is hence not a nasal-reduced *gal-
anktar, being perhaps more directly equatable with Gk. ydla(x1-)
and Lat. lact- ‘milk’.

Such visible débris of the Hittite equivalent of the infixed Indic
ninth (pundti) and fifth (§mdti) verbal classes as tarna- and tepnu-
has been readily identified and codified,®) and suffixed -nu- verbs

12) ZA 71 (1981), 130.

1) E.g. in Oettinger, op.cit. in note 10, 150~165. On tepnu- : Skt. dabhniti
see also Harold J. Koch, in Lautgeschichte und Etymologie (Wiesbaden, 1980),
223-237.
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starting with arnu- are a productive category with transitive-causa- In this manner phonetic changes have concealed the character of
. tive meaning (harganu- matching harnink- ‘destroy’). But there may Hittite infixed verbs - be it mn > m(m) or *In > I Well over a cen-
oo o be - more to_the invpntm'y than meets the eye I Juq,after,Kuhn,ancLCur,tiuLw,orried,abQuLsimilar,obfu&cating,clus;i,,, e
The verb hallanniya- is rare but tolerably defined as meaning ‘lay ter developments in Greek, we are slowly groping for comparable
waste, ravage’ by such occurrences as KUBIV 3 Vs. 8-10 nu-za—kan 1llum1nat10n for Hittite. The first and the hundredth volumes of KZ
LUK UR R ASA . atta | much alike - as long as a forefront remains in

kzyattan you let the enemy’s foot in, and your f1eld will be lald Indo European studies.
— waste (and)- levelled’. The -iterative -hal-la-an-ni-es-ki-  (KBo XIX S
112,17) describes the depredations of the monster Hedammu. Hal-
lanniya- is a “durative” from a verb hall(a)-, typically forming its
own iterative, in the manner of walh- : walhanniya- : walhanniski-
‘strike’. The stem hall(a)- is equatable with Gk. dAAour (< *6A-vo-)
‘destroy’. A root *QOel-A"- would form an infixed present *Ol-n-
eA"- > *halna- > halla-'Y), whereas in Greek *$Avour was sup-
planted by *$Avou (cf. orépvour beside Skt. stynati). The precon-
‘sonantal weak grade *Of-n-A"-" resulted in *halnu- > *hallu- (e.g.
| 1pl. *halnuweni > *halnumeni; cf. Gk. SlAvusv).’®) From this
}‘ weak grade was derived a noun Aalluwai- “violence, brawl’ (e.g. KUB
! XXXIII 96 IV 10-11 + XXXVI 7a IV 47-48 dassus-war-as hallu-
| wais dassus| -ma-war-as| zahhdis ‘strong [is] the violence, strong [is] -
the battle’), and from the noun a denominative verb halluwai- (hallu-
i wai- + -ye-) ‘resort to violence, brawl’, which was also used trans-
itively like hallanniya- (KUB VIII 51 11 22 nu PHuwawain hallu-
wa[nzi] ‘they fight Humbaba’). The derivational string quite
matches e.g. zah(h)- beat’ : zahhai- ‘battle’ : zahhiya- ‘do battle,
| fight’. For the root-connection with Gk. AA0ur one may compare
L 0bAduevog ‘ruinous’, applied to Achilles’ wrath and quarrel with
Agamemnon.1¢)

14) On the probability of */n > / see e.g. Jaan Puhvel, Analecta Indoeuropaea
(Innsbruck, 1981), 212. |
\\' 15) For this development cf. e.g. 1 pl. dum(m)eni < *du-weni < *dA"-wé- of ,
b da- ‘take’ < IE *do- < *deA™- (see Jaan Puhvel, Serta Indogermanica. Festschrift
i Sfiir Giinter Neumann [Innsbruck, 1982], 318, and Laryngeals and the Indo-Euro-
pean Verb, 37).

16) But hallu- ‘deep’, which Harold J. Koch (Glotta 46 [1976], 216-222)
implausibly compared with Gk. #2A0u: as a denominatively infixed verb (like
Hitt. tepnu- from tepu-) from a corresponding u-stem (with reference to the
Homeric formula aizdg Sledoog ‘steep ruin’), does not even exist. The dossier
points rather to a noun Aalluwa- meaning ‘hollow, pit’, cognate with Lat.
alv(e)us ‘hollow, cavity, secondarily adjectivized into ‘deep’ by juxtaposition
with hariya- ‘valley’, in antonymy to parku- ‘high’ (mountains); cf. Lat. valles
cavae, or Yeats' hollow lands and hilly lands.
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understood, but little to understand it by except the texts themselves.
This constitutes a tantalizing challenge, unlike for example Gothic or

Tochariam,—where—the near-absence of mative text materiat reduces the ———

corpus to mainly formal linguistic interest. Comparativism inevitably
obtrudes, but instead of a straight jump to Indo-European as in the case

PEECRPC PPN

In a Hittite ritual (KUB XXIX 7+ KBo XXI 41), the officiating priestess
goes through a series of symbolic acts. These supply visible analogies to
the lustrational ends that are pursued in the accompanying utterances.
In one such episode (Rs. 36—41) she is handed an onion which she
describes as wrapped in its skin in such a way that one layer does not let
go of another. She then proceeds to peel the onion and ends up holding
a mere kakin dawanin, hapax legomena of inferential meaning, perhaps
‘lousy stump’ or the like. The moral is that a package of evil, perjury,
curse, and pollution, while peskily lumped together, can likewise be picked
apart and neutralized. To me this sacerdotal activity suggests another
analogy, that of Anatolian word study. Very often many layers of phil-
ological dissection go into laying bare some wretched piece of etymology.

But it is better to do it this way, stratum by sticky stratum, than to .

mix a cocktail of a modicum of semantic similarity and a dash of external
compatibility, stirring it as need be with the swizzle stick of Indo-Hittite
circularity. Or to engage in dragnet type activities, grandiose sweeps
through Pokorny or some Nostratic nostrum or roster, to catch in one
swoop all that Anatolian may offer for prehistoric lexicology. Or to lay
down such rigid principles as seem to guide the etymological codas in
the new Hethitisches Worterbuch, namely that all primary verbs had
better be Indo-European, whereas nouns, whenever the least bit opaque,
must needs be mysterious loanwords.

For etymology of dead languages is ninety per cent philological drudg-
ery. In the Anatolian instance that ratio rises to ninety-eight per cent.
This may seem like low-fat milk to etymological speculators, but the
reasons are compelling. The relationship of philology to etymology in
the case of Anatolian at large, and Hittite in particular, is special and
unique.

Unlike for example Greek, where the philological cud has been chewed
over for ages, and where even such a major event as the advent of
Mycenology was just a moderate ripple, Hittitology still resembles a selva
oscura where it is all too easy to lose one’s way. In addition to a large
corpus of texts, there is a whole culture out there to be fathomed and
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of Auuuulaﬁ, Oor—a ﬁi‘at-btasc confrontation of Lu-cquai dialects—as—in
Tocharian or Greek, we have a main body of evidence which is yet
anchored in obscure complexities that must be taken into account. For
Anatolia is a subcontinent in its own right, in addition to being appended
to the culture cradles of the Near East and contiguous to passageways
of Kurgan peoples and other obscure denizens of prehistory.

Hittite etymology is a three-tiered enterprise. First the inner-Anatolian
evidence needs to be checked and assessed. Secondly all connections
involving contiguity and extralinguistic factors require attention (loan-
word relationships, cultural realia, and so forth). Only in a tertiary
dimension, if still relevant, can one then engage in Indo-European lin-
guistic comparison.

But before even getting to any of those three tiers, the onion will
already have to be half-peeled. By that time the successful philologer (as
William Jones would have said) has already faced several peculiar diffi-
culties.

The first task is to determine just what a word means, and not merely
that, but to chart its semantic history. It may involve not only basic but
abstracted, technical, and tropic nuances. The verb ep(p)- means ‘to
seize’, like Latin capio, but -za ep(p)- is ‘to begin’, like Lat. incipio. Arnu-
is ‘to move along’, but katta arnu- signifies ‘to conclude, to terminate’.
Auli- is the anatomical organ ‘spleen’, but metonymically it means a
sacrificial offering of entrails (like Greek onidyyva), and metaphorically
it has an abstract connotation akin to that of Greek and English spleen.
Thus a thorough conversancy with actual textual usage is indispensable,
and reliance merely on those texts that have been predigested by editors
hobbles the scholar who needs to have a handle on the total history of
a word. In the case of rare items, conjectural determination from close
context, rather than bulk processing of attestations, can be entirely cogent.
For example, the verb hallanniya- in the iterative hallanneski- describes
the depredations of the monster Hedammu. In another occurrence we
read (KUB IV 3 Vs. 8 —10) nu-za-kan “YKUR-as GIR-SU anda tarnatti
nu A.SA-as-tis hallanniyattari istalkiyattari ‘you let the enemy’s foot in,
and your field will be x-ed and levelled’. Clearly x = hallanniya- is what
an enemy does to your crop as the field is being flattened, thus ‘lay waste,
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destroy’. Hallanniya- in turn is a “durative” from a hall(a)-, not otherwise
attested but inferrable from the similar derivational chain of a verb

264  Jaan Puhvel

Much peskier are those items where sumerograms tease us with an
unpleasant version of hide-and-seek. For the thousands of LUGAL,

meaning ‘to strike’ walh- " walharniya- walhanniski=———
Hall(a)- is a semantic dead end of internal reconstruction, just a rare
quasi-synonym added to the impressive Hittite collectlon of verbs in the
area of ‘strike, smite, desiroy’, COVETing Soime Hittite :
activities (harnik-, hasp-, huek-, kuen-, walh-, zah-, etc.). Such hypertrophy
contributes to the terrible semantic lopsidedness of the attested Hittite
i lexicon, where many of the key words of Buck’s Selected synonyms simply
| have no equivalents, while others suffer from surfeit. We have the names
: of some two hundred different kinds of bakery products centered on
‘bread’, but do not even know the word for ‘fish’, merely its sumerogram
KUs and its u-stem complement (Otten’s suggestion that it was parhu-
has been disproved by Berman — Hoffner 1980: 48 —49). Well, if not ‘fish’,
‘ what about ‘perch’, ‘pike’, ‘herring’ and the like? We only know that a
L certain fish (kas-wa KUsg-us) was called ‘bull of the sea’ (arunas
GUD.MAH-as; ‘bull’, too, is merely sumerographic). It helps to know
that high mountain ranges separated the Hittite heartland from maritime
fishing grounds, that the Tuz Go6li or ‘Salt Lake’ was unfit for fish, and
that fish in the mountain streams of Anatolia were, with some apparent
justification, considered poisonous. Thus the culinary proclivities and
P availabilities of the Hittites have left a clear imbalance in their lexicon.
But back to our test case of hall(a)-! At this point only linguistic
considerations can help us farther, and bring us to the second major
roadblock, namely formal obscurity. We know about Hittite phonology
less than Georg Curtius did about Greek five generations ago, before
b palatalizations and other cluster developments had been fully understood.
What is the origin of the consistently geminated // in hall(a)-? Chances
are that it comes from a consonant cluster, especially one that is con-
spicuous by its nonattestation, such as */n. Even as in Greek */n suffered
loss (*otéAva > Aeolic otdAra, Ionic otiAn), kall(a)- may therefore
' reflect a *halna-. This *halna- is directly comparable with the Proto-
Greek infix-verb *6Avop ‘I destroy’, reflected by the reshaped Aeolicism
dAAB (like otopvO beside Skt. strndti), where the proper lonic form
should have been *otAwpt (cf. the Homeric participle odAdpevog ‘ruin-
ous’). Thus in this lucky instance the three tiers are telescoped: a small
dossier allows concentrated semantic determination, extralinguistic inter-
ference is scant, and plausible phonological reconstruction lands in the
lap of a good Indo-European typological match.
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sometimes-with-a-u-stem-determinative,-there-is-not-one-sure -hassus-and;
were it not for some derivatives like hassuwai- ‘to become king’, that
vocable might still be hldden from us. Pata- ‘foot took until KUB XXXIV

XVII as the readmg of LU or LU -na- ‘man, male derlved from the root
pes- ‘to rub’ and creatmg a curious chiastic strmg of metonymles in
Hittite: ‘penis” > ‘man’ : pisnatar ‘manhood’ > ‘penis’. But in other
instances, like those of ‘woman’, ‘daughter’, and ‘son’, where SAL,
DUMU.SAL, and DUMU still leave us in the lurch, it is good philological
form to practise obscurum per obscurius and turn for help to the minor
varieties of Anatolian. Thus Cuneiform Luwian wana- or wanatti- or
unatti- (along with Hieroglyphic WOMAN-nati-) have been proposed as
Anatolian attestations of IE *g"en- ‘woman’ (Starke 1980: 74 —86). After
all that has been written on the subject of *g¥en- by Meid (1966:
271 —272), Schindler (1972: 33), Campanile (1976 —1977: 21 —28), and
Hamp (1979: 1—7), I can only conclude that Hittite SAL-(an)za, gen.
SAL-nas stand for Proto-Anatolian *guan-s, gen. *guanas, from some-
thing like *g"on-s, gen. *g"nnos (whether that yielded Hittite *kuanza as
with other labiovelars, or *wanza as in Luwian, or *kanza as in kist-
from *g"es- and perhaps in Lydian kdna- — cf. Gusmani 1985: 127 —132),
There is no use postulating an n-stem *kuenan- or *kuanan- on the
extended model of Gothic giné or the Gaulish bnanom brictom on the
Plomb du Larzac (Lejeune 1984: 711), recalling the bricht ban or ‘magic
of women’ against which Saint Patrick needed protection. Nor is there a
trace in Hittite of the laryngeal feminizing morpheme -4 which yielded
stems like *g*ena- or *¢"na- in many languages.

The Larzac inscription likewise at length supplies a Gaulish duxtir for
‘daughter’, making up for insular substitutions (Irish ingen and Welsh
merch), even as Oscan futir did for Latin filia in the case of Italic. In this
instance, too, Luwian points the way in Anatolian, via Hieroglyphic
tuwatara (Hawkins 1978: 112—-116) and Lycian kbatra < *twatra <
*tu(g)atra, on the same principle of kw from tw as is seen in, e.g.,
German quer and quark vs. Swedish tvdr and Russian tvorég. But for
‘son’ we are still at sea, having merely DUMU or DUMU-/a-. Melchert’s
ayawala- (1980: 90—95) hardly fills the bill, and Lycian tideimi is a
transparent Luwian *titaimi- ‘suckling’ not very unlike Latin filius. The
end result is a very mixed bag: archaic etyma for ‘woman’ and ‘daughter’,
an ancient metonym for ‘man’, obscure innovation for ‘son’.
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In such instances, too, we can effect the leap from a Pan-Anatolian
linguistic level straight to Indo-European, thereby curtailing a bit the

T T **’tﬁrez-,tﬁeredﬁtymokyg'rcalfnterpristhufars oon—as-we-ared Ca'l'i'ng*Wit’h'* *

complex etyma, formulaic units rather than single lexemes, and in par-
ticular culture-bound items, the full force of areal complexities comes

Take as an example the tablet KBo IV 11. It contains outlines of two
rituals involving virtually the same cast of divinities; in Hittite, but with
intermingled cue-lines for liturgic chanting in the Luwian dialect of the
city of Istanuwa, a Heliopolis named for the solar deity, Istanus. That
the place had a Luwian tinge is shown by the variant name Astanuwa
which alternates with Istanuwa in the text, with Luwian-type a-coloration.
Both rituals start by libating to and toasting the storm-god of Istanuwa
and the solar deity of Istanuwa (or Astanuwa), followed by assorted
divine small fry, many of them obscure (such as Suwasuna, Wandu, Siuri,
Iyasalla, Immarsiya). Because past tenses occur in some passages, some
kind of narrative is occasionally indicated, most probably the type of
intercalated cult myths which are common in Hittite rituals of Hattic
deities, especially relating to the storm-god and the moon-god. But other
chants are patently lyrical, full of alliterative iterations and Luwian
variants of the same ancient formulas as occur in Hittite prayers, notably
lines 54— S5: ayatar pdiu [...] dametta duwanta wasu piddu, which trans-
lates into Hittite as iyatar pau dameta tiyer assu paiddu ‘growth may he
give, abundance they have made, let good come!” We do not know where
Istanuwa was located, but it was plausibly in the Luwian-speaking ter-
ritories west and southwest of Hatti proper. In the southwest, there was
also the solar deity of Lystra in classical Lycaonia south of Iconium (the
modern Konya of the whirling dervishes), known as PUTU-/iya "* Lusna
((KUB XVII 19, 9]). It is tempting to read "UTU-liya, also found as a
theophorous man’s name "P"UTU-/iya (KUB LV 54 passim), as *Saweliyas,
an Indo-European Anatolian equivalent of the Homeric "HéAtog, or
possibly as * Haweliyas, the Ahhiyawan-Mycenaean form of the sun-god’s
name.

The tandem invocation of the storm-god and the solar deity, followed
by lesser divinities, is reminiscent of the passage in Book 3 of the Iliad
where Agamemnon arranges a showdown joust between Aleksandros-
Paris and Menelaos, in order to settle title to Helen and put an end to
the ten-year mess at Troy. Oath-ceremonies take place which bind the
parties to abide honorably by the outcome. Agamemnon invokes divine
witnesses as follows (1. 3: 276 —280):
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and Sun, who see all and hear all,

- and Rivers, and Earth, and you who in the nétherworld =
punish dead men who have forsworn themselves,
you be witnesses and guard faithful oaths!’

This is not a Greek oath but a Trojan one, Anatolian in kind. It involves
Idaean, not Olympian Zeus. The whole is evocative of the closing for-
mulas in Hittite state treaties where the oath-taker swears by the wit-
nessing gods of the other party. Hittite polytheism with its absorptional
and syncretistic capacity tends to swell such lists to monstrous propor-
tions, but they have rather fixed boundaries, regularly starting with the
chief solar and storm divinities and ending with the likes of mountains,
rivers, springs, clouds, heaven, earth, and sea. The Greek passage with
its invocation of storm-god, sun-god, rivers, and earth is therefore an
abbreviated piece of Asianic liturgy, well suited to forge further links
between the Homeric-Trojan and Luwo-Hittite traditions. This, coupled
with the names Helios and PUTU-liyas, is philological etymology of an
extended kind, transcending proto-lexemes but forging etyma in the truest
sense of the word.

Having attempted to survey various facets of the topic of philology
and etymology in Anatolian, let me in conclusion rehearse one specific
item of the Hittite lexicon which embodies many of them, and where
some of my preaching may emerge in practice. Our task is to find out
the truth, the etymon, about the verb has(s)-.

The profuse Indo-European verbal root *genE-/gné-, which denotes
the creation of living beings in a sexual and social and even legal sense,
and which is well attested in almost all Indo-European languages, has
left no verbal trace in Hittite. Besides Anatolian, Baltic and Slavic lack
verbs from this root: in Lithuanian ‘to be born’ is gimiti from the root
*g¥em- ‘to come’, and ‘to beget’ is its causative gaminti. Slavic has derived
denominative verbs from rodii meaning ‘gender; kin’, which has the same
etymology as Hittite hardu ‘brood’. Hittite sometimes uses the verbum
vicarium iya- (DUMU.MES iya- ‘to make children’), but otherwise it is
has(s)- that fills the slot.
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Our first task is to define the precise meanings of Aas(s)-. It means ‘to
give birth’ in an absolute sense, as in SAL-za hasi ‘the woman gives

- birth>—But-without-a—genderedsubjectthesex—distinction-blurs: ny-za—— But hassatar-is-metonymically-also “womb’, synonymous with sarhu-

DUMU.NITA hasta can be either ‘he begot a son’ or ‘she bore a son’.

Thus the basic sense of has(s)- must have been as general as that of

« . .
*genk-by h severe limitations imposed by B e eramma

For reasons that are not clear, has(s)- has no middle or passive forms,
so that Hittite has no verb for ‘to be born’, to-match Skt. jayate or Gk.
yiyvetar or Lat. nascitur. The participle is passive, hassant- ‘born’, and
there is no agent noun to resemble Skt. janitar-[janitri or Lat. genitor/
genetrix, thus no general term for ‘parents’, merely the asyndetic attas
annas with variations of precedence or ellipsis (somewhat as los padres
in Spanish, vs. i genitori in Italian). The formal inventory of has(s)- is
hence rather defective.

Some languages have specific verbs for begetting and bearing children,
e.g. genere : parere in Latin, ussatjan : gabairan in Gothic, zeugen :
gebdren in German, or avla : foda in Swedish. The marked feminine term
in these languages means either ‘to hatch’ (Lat. parere; cf. Lith. peréti
‘hatch’) or ‘to bear’ (cf. Lat. partum gerere) or ‘to feed’ (Swedish féda
means both ‘feed’ and ‘give birth’). Hittite rather resembles Greek, where
the verb tixtewv, texeiv of obscure origin has usurped the active and
transitive meanings of *genE- and is used without regard to sex: &g piv
gnikte and fj pv Enikte are found in the Iliad seven lines apart (22:421,
428) for ‘who begot him’ and ‘who bore him’. In Vedic, too, the verbs
jan- and si- are used without much differentiation for father and mother.
In dualist Iran, jan- describes good birth, whereas Au- has turned in
malam partem for demonic creation. In Akkadian, the distinction is
sharper: bani is the primary verb for ‘to beget’, while a/ddu is mainly ‘to
bear’; overlaps (especially aladu for ‘beget’) are secondary in nature.

Other features of has(s)- can also be elucidated by typological com-
parison. Like its causative hassanu-, has(s)- itself sometimes means ‘cause
to be born, help to birth’, even as Akk. ulludu from aladu describes the
actions of a midwife (who is called in Hittite has/sa/nupallas). The
abstract noun hassatar ‘begetting, birth’ also has a concrete sense ‘off-
spring, family’, especially ‘noble family, royal family’ (salli hassatar ‘great
family’). Hence there is also the noun hassu- for ‘king’, comparable to
the Old Norse konr ‘prince’ from *gpyos, or the Germanic word ‘king’
from the same root. It is a matter of privileged genealogy: hassant- means
‘well born’ in the emphatic sense, even as asant- is ‘truly being, wholly
true’. A hassanza prince was not only begotten by the king; he was also
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born of the queen, thus of first rank (hantezzis), rather than sired at the
second level (dan pedas) in morganatic fashion.

want-. This recalls the term genzu which denotes some internal lower
abdominal region or organ of both sexes but itself reeks of synecdoche,

O other meaning is ‘kindness’. s a remnpant of the root *denk-
even as kind is in English. When Mursilis [ describes how his father
Suppiluliumas humored the widowed queen of Tutankhamen, he says
that attas-mis genzuwalas ésta, where an etymological translation ‘my
father was a gentleman’ is not far off the mark. To illustrate this sense
of ‘womb’ in hassatar, let us quote KUB XXIV 13 II 14—16 arha-ta-
kkun ansan ésdu alwanzatar SAL-annaza hassannaza "*YSU-za ginuwaz ‘let
the hex be wiped off you, from the woman’s womb and the knee of the
flesh’ (this latter is an expression for membrum virile, even as birku ‘knee’
is in Akkadian; the double ablatives appear by attraction for genitive +
ablative, as in tuetaza memiyanaz in lieu of tuel memiyanaz ‘at your
behest’).

The other deverbative action noun, hassumar, denotes the sex act itself,
from the male point of view. It occurs in the title of the feast called
EZEN hassumas (IBoT 1 29), where a young Hittite prince eats and sleeps
with twelve prostitutes in a puberty ritual. Expressions such as
DUMU.MES-tar hassumar means ‘begetting of sons’, with the same
construction as arkuwar tiyauwar ‘plea-presentation’. The concretizing
metonymy operates here, too, for hassumar parkunumar probably means
‘lustration of the phallus’, adding another item to the hypertrophied
Hittite inventory of terms that includes genu, pisnatar, hapus-, and lalu-.

Physical creation is clearly at the semantic nucleus of has(s)-, even
more than of *genE-. This insight determines further etymological re-
search. The variant hansannas for hassannas, and Luwian hamsa- ‘grand-
son’, corresponding to Hitt. hassa- ‘progeny, descendant’, prove the proto-
form to have been *hams-. The much-discussed expression hassa hanzassa
must be in part Hittitized Luwian, containing a genitival adjective *ham-
sassa in a kind of figura etymologica in the directive dative case, literally
‘to progeny’s progeny’, i. €., ‘down the generations’, an iterational hyper-
bole not unlike Lat. in saecula saeculorum.

The third person singular has(s)i goes back to * Homsey, and the noun
hassa- to *Homso-. The root vocalism a is due to the inherited o-grade
(as in Greek yéyova and y6vog) and does not indicate coloration by a
laryngeal. The root is therefore *Hém-s-, Hm-és-. It is found elsewhere
in a reduplicated root-noun *Hme-H(m)s- which is the word for ‘flesh’
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(Skt. mds or thematized marnsda-, Arm. mis, Alb. mish, Goth. mimz, OPr.
mensa, OCS meso, Toch. B misa). A neuter r-stem extension * Hme Hmsy
-appears-thematized-in-Eat—membrum-(<*mémsro=)-which-denotes-both -
the products and the tools of carnal creation. The zero grade *HmH (m ) s-
(> *moas-) resulted in Lat. mas- in the diminutive masculus and the genitive

ar W

nas-due to the fengthening of monosylabies: 3
the distinction of genere and parere is rigid, this agental root noun for
‘carnal maker’ has been polarized as ‘male’, vs. femina ‘she who suckles’.
In Hittite, on the contrary, the semantic thrust of this root has stayed
ambivalent. In the context of membra, let us recall the curious passage
KUBXLIII 60 122 —23: nu-ssi-ssan kue dssu 8-andas happesnas ser hdssan
‘the good things that have been born to her on the basis of eight members’.
What might it mean? It is easy enough to tamper with the reading and
emend the “eight” by adding another wedge to the number sign to yield
“pine body parts” (UR.HIL.A), a comprehensive expression found else-
where in anatomical descriptions, regardless of the total actually listed
which can be twelve or even thirteen. But here it may be a different
formula of the phraseology of childbirth, comparable to the Vedic term
astdpadi ‘eight-footed’ describing a cow with calf. The eight members are
those of the mother and foetus combined, and the passage announces
the happy issue of a normal, well-formed child, and a mother in good
shape. Thus has(s)- expresses more than the act of birth; it has to do
with the formation of the embryo, with physical creation as such.

Hopefully these stray glimpses into the ongoing workshop of the Hittite
Etymological Dictionary have helped to elucidate the tenet of this paper:
Do philology until it hurts. Only then is there hope for true etymological
illumination.
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‘reclamation project’), so that the participle happusant— means ‘sec-
ond-hand’ (KBo VI 26 II 48 $4 TUG happusandas 12 GIN KU.

silver’, vs. thirty shekels for a TUG SIG ‘fine dress’). From there
the term has become conventionalized as roughly ‘do over, rerun’,
and in administrative lingo ‘bring up, make up for, resume, reschedule’,

For all the labor expended during the last century, and in the
wake of the etymological dictionaries of Boisacq, Chantraine, and
Frisk, “unerklirt” and “ohne Etymologie” remain distressingly frequent
summations in the Friskian vocabulary. I am not thinking of puzzling
hapax legomena or exotically opaque noun items but of reasonably
well-known verbs attested from the Iliad onward, such as paié ‘stop’,
épué ‘cry out’, and nééo ‘pile up’. Their hiatic shapes reflect the
havoc that the phonological upheavals of Greek have created for
etymology, but even the mastery of those complications by Georg
Curtius and others more than a century ago did not bring solutions.
Clearly the inventory of thitherto attested cognate languages failed
to turn up lexical matches.

It is here that the new material from Hittite comes in. These are
rich philological data which must be sifted, savored, and appreciated
down to minute formal and semantic nuances, before being thrust
into confrontation with potential extra-Anatolian cognates. I have
tried previously' to define and illustrate what I think are viable
approaches in this regard, as well as express reservations about what
seem to be lamentable and cavalier shortcuts in the procedures of
some scholars who practice Greek—Hittite lexical matching, notably
O. Szemerényi and A.J. Van Windekens. In the lines that follow,
inscribed to the centenary memory of Irach Taraporewala, I shall
attempt to extract épué and nééé from their obscure isolation with
the help of Hittite etyma.

Loudness is a concomitant component of épid (cf. Iliad 13.521
briépuos ‘loud-shouting’), but it is not the semantic kernel ; that is
rather the nuance ‘cry out to’ in order to compel attention, thus
‘summon’, and more specifically a medial ‘call to account’, with a
juridical tinge (Arcadian apuesthé o adikémenos ton adikenta ‘let_the
wronged party call the wrongdoer to account’). The éputa Kerux
‘crier herald’ of Iliad 7.384 is back-formed from épiid (aorist épiisa)
(cf. aiité from aiisai ‘cry out’), which allows the verbal stem to be
posited as *(H)apus—(ye/o~). This stem matches the Hittite verb (appa)
hap(p)us(s)-,* the meaning of which in the Hittite law code is ‘reclaim’
(from Lat. reclama- ‘cry out’ !} in the sense of ‘recover for use’ (cf.
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used especially referring to old rituals_and neglected festivals or
offerings (which they then frequently 2-SU hapussanzi ‘make up for
twofold’). In this way a subtle semantic technicalization has made
the Hittite verb veer away from the ‘outcry’ of its outset, even as
‘loud(ly)’ is no longer an intrinsic part of the semanteme of English
‘claim’ (which can be internalized or made on a piece of paper).
Greek épuoc has stayed closer to the ‘hue and cry’ of the primary
setting, but there too the legal summoning process was evolving
away from shouted decibels to mere process-serving. There are lessons
here for the vagaries of evolution of abstract and technical vocabulary,
a proper appreciation of which will nevertheless let us glimpse the
underlying proto-form.*

Nééo is a mere wreck of a verb, inferrable from the Iliadic imperfect
3 sg. néei(lliad 23.169, where Achilles ‘piled’ flayed animal corpses
around Patroklos’ body on the pyre) and 3 pl. néeon (ibid. 139 and
163 néeon hiilén ‘they piled wood’ for the pyre ; lliad 24.276 ‘they
piled’ on a wagon the ransom for Hektor’s corpse), and indirectly
from the aorist néésas (lliad 9.358 néésas ei néas ‘after loading up
the ships’). The Homeric enéneon (lliad 7.428 nekrais purkaiés
epenéneon ‘they piled corpses on the pyre’ ; Odyssey 1.147 siton
parenéneon ‘they piled up food’) is not a reduplicated aorist but a
more archaic imperfect *en-e-Hnes— with preverb and augment, from
*en-néé ‘pack in, load up’. As such it may be compared with the
Hittite verb (anda) han(n)es(s)- which has a technical sense of ‘plaster’
in medical and constructional contexts, and-also a figurative meaning
‘lay in profusely, pile on’ (e.g. blessings such as wealth and lordliness).
Just as a wall was something ‘poured’ (kutt—; cf. Gk. khuté gaia
‘earth-heap’), and a fortress or stronghold was literally a ‘jamming’
(sahessar)®, haneswar was a ‘packing’ or ‘piling’ of material on surfaces
so as to cover them, perhaps earlier mortar on earth buttresses,
later on ‘plastering’ in a more refined sense. The constructional
variation between Greek and Hittite (‘pile corpses on a pyre’ : ‘ply
a wall with plaster’) is of a well-known type (cf. e.g. Lat. mactare
victimam deo ‘sacrifice a victim to a god’ besides mactare deum
victima ‘ply a god with sacrifice’)® which creeps into Greek itself
(‘pile corpses on a pyre’, but also ‘load up ships’ [with whatever]).
In Hittite, too, plastering of body-parts, houses, walls, water-tanks,
and drainpipes is done with material in the instrumental case (wax,

BABBAR ‘[the price} of a second-handdress [is] twelve shekels . -
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clay, mortar, etc.), but in the figurative exhortations the older
construction lingers : ‘pile on long years, pile on wealth I’). In this
manner -*en-néé -and-(anda)-han(n)es—point-jointly-to-an-1E*Hnes—
with the meaning ‘pile on, pack in’, even as Gk. dpiué and Hitt.
hap(p)us- presuppose a *Hapus- ‘cry out’, similar in stem type to
Gk. odissasthai ‘be wroth’ and Hitt. hatuk— ‘be terrible’ pointing to

- HITTITE REGAL TITLES: HATTICOR -
INDO-EUROPEAN?

*Hodug-.® The constructional variation may be present in dpuo
and hap(p)us— as well, for the thrust in Hittite is ‘cry out for’
> ‘lay claim to’ (somiething that is due), whereas in Greek it
is ‘cry out against’ > ‘call to account’ (someone about something
owed). These examples indicate how deeply the semantics of
etymology may be hidden in the thickets of textual philology.

Notes

"“Homeric Questions and Hittite Answers”, American Journal of
Philology 104 (1983) 217-227.

*The alternative scriptio difficilior ha-ap-pu-us— clinches the case
for etymological *p under “Sturtevant’s law” (its converse being less
reliable, for a single spelling, however consistent, is always suspect
as a scriptio facilior; therefore e.g. Hitt. hapus— ‘penis’ is nevertheless
best connected with hap(p)essar ‘attachment,<limb’, cognate with Lat.
aptus ‘joined’, copula ‘bond’.

*A.J. Van Windekens (Essays in Historical Linguistics in Memory
of J.A. Kerns [Amsterdam, 1981] 336) compared hap(p)us(s)- with
Gk. pauoé ‘stop’, positing a proto-meaning ‘put off, tarry’ ; but the
Hittite attestations are the very semantic opposite of ‘put off, omit,
overlook, neglect’, they relate to the rehabilitation of disuse and
mismanagement.

“Cf. my remarks on this subject in Florilegium Anatolicum. Mélanges
offerts a Emmanuel Laroche (Paris, 1979) 301 = Analecta Indoeuropaca
(Innsbruck, 1981) 369.

*See further Jaan Puhvel, Hittite Etymological Dictionary 1-2 (Berlin,
1984) 267.

°Cf. Jaan Puhvel, Bibliotheca Orientalis 37 (1980) 203.
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Hittite rulers were often accorded the honorific designation
Ta-ba-ar-na, usually preceding a throne name in akkado-
graphic shape (e.g. Tabarna 'Hattusili), or combined with the
sumerogram LUGAL °‘king’, as in IBoT I 30, 2 Tabarna-kan
LUGAL-us DINGIR.MES-as d@ssus “T. the king (is) dear to the
gods’. Tabarna sometimes alternates with the paradigmatically
inflected variant form La-ba-ar-na-as (with phonetic d/l fluctua-
tion, as in e.g. English tongue vs. Latin lingua), e.g. tbid. 3-4 nu-za
YLabarnan LUGAL-un ““maniyahhatallan iyat ‘he made Labarnas
the king ruler’ (near parallel KUB XXXVI 89 Rs. 49 'La-pdr-
na-an LUGAL-un Ll"maniyahatallcm DU-at), or KUB XXIX 11
24-25 nu-mu-za LUGAL-un Labarnan halziyer ‘they have called
me king Labarnas’. But in common usage it can alone refer to
the king, as in KUB XLIII 63 Vs. 12-13 nu Labarnan ... éri-sset
newdh ‘renovate Labarnas’ icon!’. In the earliest Hittite history
Labarnas appears as the name or nameless title of the king and
his designated successor.

A feminine pendant, regularly preceded by the sumero-
graphic classifier for ‘woman,’ is **Ta-wa- (an-)na--an-na-as. It is
generally thought to be an analogous queenly title, and in fact
the two terms occur in tandem through much of Hittite history
and literature, from royal seals to cult lists (e.g. KUB XI 4, 3-4
ANA **Tawanna[nna ...] ANA 'Labarn[a) to ritual contexts (e.g.
KBo XXI 22 Vs. 18-20 Labarnas ... S** Tawanannas), Even as the
"solar" title "UTU starts to eclipse Labarnas in latter Hittite,
the feminine term remains, e.g. KBo XVII 88 III 21 "UTU-
summi ***Tawanannai ‘to our majesty and to T.” The pair also
occurs in Palaic rituals, e.g. KUB XXXV 165 Vs. 5 Tabarnas.
SLTawanannas, tbid. Rs. 10 Tabarnani S Tawanani, KBo XIX 153
III 12 Tabarni *Tawananni, KBo XIX 152 1 17 Tabarnai
SMTawanannaya. It is also present in Hattic-Hittite bilinguals,
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e.g. KUB 11 2 11 42 (Hatt.) Tabarna katti: ibid. 44 (Hitt.) Labarnas
LUGAL-us; thid. 111 27 (and dupl. KBo XXI 110 Vs. 10-11)

PWasal Tabarnan katte: ibid. 28-29 (Hitt.) iyata taméta Taba[rnai]

LUGAL-; ibid. 111 30 (Hatt.) *“Ta-wa-an-na-an-na-an ka-tah
(dupl Vs 12 S"LTa wa-na-an- na-an kat—ta ah) ibid. 32 (Hltt)

and the known Hattlc mﬂuence upon Palalc the conventnonal
wisdom is that the words Tabarnas/Labarnas and Tawanannas
are Hattic in origin. Such was also the assumption in Shoshana
Bin-Nun’s monograph The Tawananna in the Hittite Kingdom
(Heidelberg, 1975), although she started sweeping away certain
cobwebs by arguing that Tawananna in early Hittite history
was not a title of queenship. Since it is nevertheless paired
with ‘king’ in seemingly early Hattic, Palaic, and Hittite rituals,
Bin-Nun thought that Tawananna was in origin a priestly title
of the Hattic ruler’s queenly sister-wife, and that brother-sister
marriage was compatible with both early Anatolian and
invading Indo-European practice (as still in Hittite-period
Hayasa [Armenia]), being only later proscribed by the Hittites.
Despite appeals to mythic and legendary incest-marriage, from
Zeus and Hera in Greece to Clothru and her brothers in
Ireland, and Achaemenian and Hellenistic pockets of dynastic
endogamy, Bin-Nun’s sweeping thesis will not work for
patriarchal, patrilocal, strongly exogamic early Indo-European
social organization. This in spite of her undoubted merit in
exorcising the ghosts of a postulated matrilineal or matrilateral
social organization in early Hittite society, as promoted by
Kaspar Riemschneider on certain Soviet Russian models. In
order to understand just who Tawanannas originally was, a
new overview is needed, which I shall attempt to supply.’
The dynastic history of the Old Kingdom, as pieced
together from the Annals and the Political Testament of
Hattusilis I, the Edict of Telipinus, and various more fragmen-

1. Attestational data were stockpiled by Hatice Gonnet, "La titulature royale hittite au
I1e millénaire avant J.-C.", Hethitica 111 (Louvain, 1979), 3-108. The article by Jacqueline
Manessy-Guitton, "Les noms du roi en hittite", Etudes indo-européennes 21-24 (Lyon,
1987), 25-42, did little to advance the discussion.
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tary records, begins with a figure whom Telipinus calls
Labarnas and who Hattusilis refers to as huhhas ‘grandfather’.

“Clearly the crown jumped a generation here, for Telipinus in-

his stereotyped litanies of the early rulers proceeds straight
from Labarnas to Hattusilis. In hxs Testament Hattusﬂls makes

in terms of the trouble it saw and caused. He speaks of two
sons of Labarnas who had been "led astray", a junior namesake
whom Labarnas either designated as his successor against
prevailing opposition or himself rusticated for being disloyal
(depending on how one translates the verbal preterite iskunah-
his, whether ‘proclaimed’ or ‘demoted’), and Papahdilmah
whom a rival faction installed as its candidate. Papahdilmah
seems to have been successful; Hattusilis may have been his
son. But it does not appear that those intervening sons actually
reigned. Hattusilis never claims regal paternity, describing
himself instead in the Annals (KBo X 21 8) as $4 Tawannanna
DUMU SES-$U ‘son of Tawannannas’ brother’. Tawannannas
was accordingly his paternal aunt, and consequently a daugh-
ter of king Labarnas. The invocation of her person as the
definition of the king’s filiation indicates that she was the link
of legitimacy through the intermediate generation which had
yielded no king, that in the absence of an immediate regal
father Hattusilis had to define himself via his grandfather and
the latter’s daughter.

It thus appears that Tawanannas was originally a daughter
of the sovereign who served as intermediary to succession
whenever direct male descent failed. The title seems to have
been an appointive, personal, lifetime one, in this respect
resembling the Princess Royal in British court practice, who
starts out as the sovereign’s daughter but can live on to be the
sister or even the aunt of succeeding rulers. The Tawanannas
would normally provide for the succession by supplying the
king with a grandson or a nephew, in Indo-European terms a
‘népot-. In the case of Hattusilis’ aunt she may herself have
been childless but qualified to fill the dynastic lacuna with a
nephew of her own. Further complexities, difficult to unravel
and chronologize due to the allusive retrospection of the

12
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Testament, mark the royal soap opera of Hattusilis’ mature
career. Styling himself Tabarna or Labarnas, and in the end

"~ stages of a long life, Harttusilis has finally settled ona successor

and reflects ruefully on his earlier failures. Whatever sons he
may have had were clearly not royal timber, and one of them,

adopted the son of a sister and named him Labarnas, but later
disowned him and states that the mother was a snake (annas-sis
MUS-as; she does not seem to have been Tawanannas, proba-
bly because, like her brother Hattusilis, she had no royal
father who could have made her that). But it looks like
Hattusilis’ own daughter did become Tawanannas, and had a
son lined up for succession, before things once again turned
sour with a vengeance. Not only was she banished, but on a
grim tablet (KBo I1I 27) she earned the "snake" epithet as well
(Vs. 27), coupled with a drastic damnatio memoriae (ibid. 6-10:
"In the future let no one speak Tawanannas’ name. Let no one

speak her sons’ and daughters’ name. If any of the sons of

Hatti speak them, they shall cut his throat and hang him at his
gate"). So much for the much-touted humanity of the Hittites.
It looks like Hattusilis’ daughter had in the bargain given the
entire Tawanannas-concept a bad name, and the old king had
to circumvent her in designating the young Mursilis (evidently
another son’s son) as his successor. Henceforth the title
Tawanannas disappears for a while from Hittite history, but
the de facto influence of the king’s sister or daughter remains

and acquires new and sinister connotations. Mursilis himself

had a sister Harapsilis, who might have been Tawanannas,
except that she never had a royal father to appoint her, and
besides the grandfather had banned the title. Rather than
biding her chance, with some self-effacing mate, to serve as an
incubation vessel for a potentially needed heir presumptive,
Harapsilis conspired with her husband Hantilis. They killed
Mursilis and took over as king and queen. This was of course
a new departure, unconstitutional on top of being regicidal. In
a sense it perpetuated nepotic succession, for an heir apparent
would still be the son of the former king’s sister. But any new
son-in-law could also fancy replicating the pattern by murder-

(134)
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ing the king and his male progeny, and taking his place. This
is precisely what Hantilis’ son-in-law Zidantas did. He had

Ireiped*H'a'mi'l'i's*arrd*motherq"rFlaWH'arapS'ii'ism'urderMU'r‘Si'l'isT*"’ T

and managed to bide his time. But when Hantilis was on his
last legs (siunis kikkisstwan ddis, literally ‘began turning into a

> .
? b

and became king. His own son Ammunas saw the pattern and,
rather than waiting for some brother-in-law to rub him out,
committed prophylactic parricide on Zidantas. It worked, for
Ammunas (whose wife’s name is incidentally recorded as
Tawanna on the rosters of sacrifices to departed royalty) seems
to have ruled extensively and expired without being mur-
dered.

Ammunas was succeeded by his bastard son Huzziyas (a
slave- or prostitute-born pahhurzis), after the clandestine
murders of his presumable first and second heirs apparent,
Tittis and Hantilis with their families. Huzziyas thereupon
directed his murderous attentions to the First Sister, Istapariy-
as, and her husband Telipinus, but the latter managed to
depose and banish him. Having thus become king after his
father-in-law, thwarting a low-life intruder, but without
murdering his predecessor or the latter’s progeny, Telipinus
in his Edict tried to salvage and constitutionalize the best of
the brave new pattern, including the accession via marriage of
which he had been the beneficiary, but to take murder out of
the royal succession. Thus a first-rank queen-born son would
be first in line, followed by a second-place concubine-born son,
followed by a husband chosen for a first-rank daughter.

The Edict may have had long-range beneficial effects, but
it looks as if in Telipinus’ family there was murder as usual.
Killing overtook both his wife Istapariyas and his son
Ammunas (namesake of his maternal grandfather), and
Telipinus was succeeded by his daughter Harapsekis, after an
interlude involving the interloper Tahurwailis, another
pahhurzis of the old Ammunas, whom Telipinus lists merely
as a common conspirator, but whose treaty with Kizzuwatna
(KBo XXVIII 109, 7 "Tahurwaili LUGAL.GAL) and great seal
(Bo 69/200 Tabarna Tahurwaili) prove that he actually ruled.
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After Telipinus the historical records fail, in the gap
separatmg the Old and New ngdoms When they pick up

i again in the early days of the bmplre Hurrian names are in

evidence in the royal family, as in the case of the wife of
Tuthaliyas, Queen Nikalmati (SAL.LUGAL in KBo XX 34 Rs.

SN Er

18). This royal pair were the parents of a son and a daughter.
The son succeeded as king Arnuwandas I, while the daughter
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know little), for Tuthaliyas seems to have had a sister,
Zi plantaw1yas who as potential or actual Tawanannas may have
ercutbywrfe -Nikalmati,-and- whoﬁlackfought back-
with sorcery against the royal couple, as is shown by an extant
ritual of counter-magic (KBo XV 10).

\AA " UU .“.UL KIIUW WlldLmllqullddb LhUuBllL Uf d}‘l thb, 101
what he did for a wife. At least another Tuthaliyas followed

A3munikal seems to have been a beneficiary of the revived
Tawanannas institution. In any event the great seal of this
reigning brother-sister pair reads "Tabarna Arnuanta, Great
King, son of Tuthaliya ... Tawananna A¥munikal, Great Queen,
daughter [of Nikalmati] and daughter of Tuthaliya".
ASmunikal also had her individual seal where she is termed
"Great Queen, daughter of Nikalmati". The precedence or
preponderance of metronymy stands out here as a new feature.
Evidently ASmunikal as Tawanannas became ruling queen
after Nikalmati’s death but before her brother’s accession. This
arrangement was a recipe for trouble. Unlike such self-effacing
queens as Hastayar, wife of Hattusilis in the Old Kingdom,
Nikalmati was clearly a meaningful partner of Tuthaliyas
outside the purely procreative sphere, laying the foundations
of marital regal teamwork. But their son came to have his
sister rather than a wife as ruling queen. Succession does not
seem to have been a problem, for the male line prevailed; the
original purpose of the Tawanannas to be a standby for
alternative nepotic progeny was either defunct or in abeyance,
and only in the absence of a qualified male successor could she
be of service under Telipinus’ rule, to be given a husband who
could be king. The Tawanannas position, which had been a
lifetime, personal noninherited one for a king’s daughter, was
evidently used this once as a springboard to influence and
eventual queenship for the royal daughter ASmunikal, appar-
ently in a power play by the Hurrian queen, Nikalmati, to
insure two-pronged domination of the Hittite throne in both
the male and the female line. It is not probable that Nikalmati
singlehanded reached into an antiquarian bag of tricks to
restore the Tawanannas. Most probably there was a Tawanan-
nas already in the previous royal generation (of which we

(136)

(14N

Arnuwandas, a second Hattusilis also lurks there somewhere,
but the historical fog clears a bit only with the accession of
Suppiluliumas around 1375. There is evidence in that interim
of a queen Taduhepa, apparently a dowager whom Suppilu-
liumas inherited, perhaps a royal daughter who had been
made Tawanannas and who subsequently had become ruling
queen on the ASmunikal model. In any event she was not
Suppiluliumas’ wife and disappears early in his reign, perhaps
in the natural course of events. Suppiluliumas is also paired
with a queen Hinti, who must have been his wife rather than
a hand-me-down Tawanannas, for he cannot have inherited
more than one of the latter in succession. Suppiluliumas’
relationship to his predecessor is uncertain, but Hinti seems to
have been of the royal line; perhaps Suppiluliumas acceded by
marrying her under Telipinus’ rules of succession. Hinti had
not been Tawanannas (the position being filled by Taduhepa)
and was hence easier to dispose of. Suppiluliumas ultimately
banished her to Ahhiyawa. In mature years he married a
Babylonian princess on whom he bestowed the title Tawanan-
na and whose real name is not known (unless it be the hapax
Malnigal). Her seal at Bogazkdy reads simply **'Tawananna
SAL.LUGAL GAL, and his and her joint seal impression found
at Ugarit has her down as *‘Tawananna SAL.LUGAL GAL
DUMU.SAL LUGAL *YRKA.DINGIR.RA¥ ‘T., great queen,

daughter of the king of Babylonia’. This was clearly another
radical breach of tradition, but Suppiluliumas made it stick,
leaving this quarrelsome and covetous foreign Tawanannas for
his sons to handle. Mursilis 11, who attained the kingship in
suspiciously short order after the deaths of his older brothers
Arnuwandas II, Telipinus, and Sarri-Kuguh, accused her of
causing the death of his wife Gassulawiyas and assembled
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dossiers of her wrongdoing, from curses, slanders, and sorcery
to stealing silverware; he finally brought her down by legal

- proceedings. Another queen of mysterious origin, Tanuhepa,

floats through the reigns of Mursilis II, his son Muwatallis, and
the latter’s hapless son Urh1 Te§ub or Murs111s III before

how she got going as ruhng queen for hfe, but in view of
Suppiluliumas’ precedent it can hardly have been other than
as a royal consort of Mursilis II. That precedent was certainly
honored by Urhi-Tefub’s uncle and usurping successor
Hattusilis 111, who had married a Hurrian priest’s daughter,
Puduhepa, and was enthroned jointly with her. She is the most
famous of Hittite ruling queens, influential enough to partici-
pate actively in foreign affairs, affixing her own seal to the
peace treaty with Egypt recorded at Karnak. But she is never
referred to as Tawananna on seals; the title may have fallen
into obsoleteness in the wake of the Babylonian woman, unless
its use was merely haphazard, even as Suppiluliumas and
Mursilis 11 did not employ the designation Tabarna. After
Puduhepa nothing more is heard of Hittite queens during the
last kings Tuthallyas 111, Arnuwandas III, and Suppiluliumas
IL.

Tawanannas thus started out as a king’s formally desig-
nated First Daughter (not necessarily the eldest), the one who
would secure dynastic succession via a grandson of the king in
case the immediate male line faltered. To this end she was
installed sine die, in fact for life, and could hence end up as the
sister or aunt of subsequent male-line rulers, or as mother of
her own ruling progeny. Such a system would work well only
with saintly and devoted daughters and sisters; in the Hittite
instance it faltered early on, with the disloyalties of the sister
and daughter of Hattusilis I and the murderous bent of the
sister and brother-in-law of Mursilis I. The regicidal period
twisted the discredited institution into passing the throne down
via marriage in the female line (as in Egypt), until that was
mitigated and regulated in the Edict of Telipinus. In the early
days of the New Kingdom the attempt to revitalize the formal
role of Tawanannas was apparently fueled by Hurrian-based
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tendencies to brother-sister rule, but these were drastically cut
short by Suppiluliumas who imported an alien wife as queen,

- made-her Tawanannas-by-a kind-of constitutional coup,-and.-

equated the lifetime position with wifehood and queenship,
thereby destroymg its dlstlnctlveness

course be fmsted on some kmd of Hattlc antecedents as any
obscura can be explicated per obscuriora. But caution is in order.
If a Hittite royal name is mentioned in a Hattic-Hittite
bilingual ritual, this does not automatically make it Hattic, for
Hittite kings are involved, not Hattic royalty. Even Hattusilis
(though based on a Hattic-origin toponym) is no more "Hattic"
than e.g. karuilis ‘former, ancient’ or Hantilis ‘Foremost’ or
Suppiluliumas ‘Holywell’. The royal aristocracy was of Indo-
European extraction and from the Old Kingdom onward had
strictures against half-breed pahhurzes as royal pretenders,
recalling the drya: $udre dichotomy in India (e.g. Prince
Vidura in the Mahabharata, son of a $udrd mother, was
disqualified from kingship despite being an avatar of the god
Dharma). Therefore, despite Hattic elements in the ritual
sphere of kingship (e.g. the deified throne Halmasuiz), it is less
likely that the personal titles were Hattic, which was the
language of the religious rather than the aristocratic or legal
sphere.

Could Tabarnas and Tawanannas be Indo-European? It is
always perilous to apply genetic reconstruction to family
structures, keeping in mind that the model which best fits the
postulated Indo-European situation goes by the typological
name of "Omaha III". But the nepotic angle in royal genealo-
gy, including the skewing of generations from "daughter’s son"
to "sister’s son", and the pivotal role of a king’s daughter for
dynastic welfare, are well known in other ancient Indo-Euro-
pean traditions. The theme of the daughter as validator of
royal succession is paralleled notably in Celtic lore, in the very
Irish sagas that Bin-Nun tried to use to cement the idea of
brother-sister marriage. There the high king Eochaid of Tara
is threatened by his sons, but his daughter Clothru saves him
by carnal intervention which not only neutralizes the sons but
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gives the king a grandson to carry on the line. Clothru is but
a filial variant of Eochaid’s quintessential daughter Medb, the
transgenerational mainspring of royal power, who confers and
assures dynastic continuity by marrying successive pretenders.
The Celtic princesses perform under idealized saga conditions

botched in early Hittite hlstory

In any event Tabarnas and Tawanannas can be formally
explained as Indo-European. For the first a reconstruction
*Dhabhronos has already been suggested by Heiner Eichner (in
H. Rix [ed.], Flexion und Wortbildung [Wiesbaden, 1975}, 81),
tied in with the denominative verb tapariya- ‘be in charge,
command’, compared with OCS dobr ‘G¢yadég, xadég and
Latin faber, Armenian darbin ‘smith’, and translated as ‘Herr
tiber die Tiichtigen’, with the Indo-European "Herrschersuffix"
-no- as in Latin dominus. I would modify that to the heroic or
divine augmentative suffix seen in eg. Latin Quirmus and
Neptinus and in the Germanic ‘Waténos which yielded the
Norse Odinn. Tabarnas thus means simply ‘The Brave?, with
the suffix attested not only in Armenian darbin ( < "dhabhrinos)
but also in the Russian name of bogatyri Dobrynja ( <
*Dhabhrinyo-); cf. e.g. Perynja designating Perdn’s hill sanctuary
at Novgorod, incidentally established by Dobrynja, uncle to the
Vladimir who was styled ‘the Sun’ much like the Hittite kings
more than two millennia earlier. There is also the family name
Dobrynin, formed like Seljanin ‘Peasant’.?

Tawananna can be traced back to "Dowondnd with the same
kind of augmentative suffix, seen in e.g. Latin Bellona or Celtic
Matrona ‘Mother’ or ‘Rigantona ‘Queen’ (Welsh Rhiannon). It is
derived from ‘dowono-, ablaut variant of ‘dweno- attested in

2. Once frozen as a title, Tazbarnas (LUGAL-us) was succeeded as a living descriptive
epithet by hastali- ‘brave, heroic’ in the stereotypical combination UR.SAG-(l)is
LUGAL-us ‘heroic king’.

3. Johann Tischler’s article "Labarna" (Documentum Asiae Minoris Antiquae. Festschrifl filr
Heinrich Otten zum 75. Geburtstag [Wiesbaden, 1988], 347-358) argued for primacy of an
etymologically opaque Labarna- and influence of the verb taper- on the secondary
phonetic variant Tebarna-. This is neither enlightening nor helpful; where fluctuation
obtains, d > [ is much more common than the reverse (cf. e.g. lingua, Ulysses).
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--is-actually-attested- in-Hittite-in-the -adverbially-used-neuter- -
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Latin bene, bonus, cognate further with bedre ‘to favor, to bless’
( < “dweya-) and with Vedic didvas- ‘gift, honor’. Such a ‘dowono-

plural adjective ta-a-wa-na which means ‘well’ like dssu and
Latln bene (KUB XXIII 72 Vs. 47 and espec1ally Rs 24: ANA

an o
- . awana-hatran aEn Na-at-ran PO

[it] well in writing to my majesty and do not dlStOI‘t it’). A
Latin equivalent of Tawananna would have been "Bonona (cf.
Bononia > Bologna), and the meaning is thus approximately
‘Beata’ or ‘La Favorita’, not inappropriate for a special royal
daughter. It is hence entirely conceivable that Indo-European
regal titles survived in Hittite and were subjected to new
vicissitudes in their Anatolian environment.



